
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
 

25 June 2019 
 
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, 2 July 2019 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 of Planning Committee Meeting of 4 June 2019 

(Copy attached)  
 

4. Planning Applications 
 

4.1 LA06/2018/0383/F 

Construction of a new access, including new entrance 
gates and pillars and new hard-core laneway to 
premises at 820 Upper Newtownards Road, 
Dundonald.   
 
Speaking for application: Gary Thompson (G T 
Design) 
 

4.2 LA06/2018/0300/F 

Replacement of existing buildings with general 
purpose domestic building for storage of yacht 
(retrospective) including increase in the domestic 
curtilage of no. 5 Abbacy Road, Portaferry 
 
Speaking for application: Andy Stephens  
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 



4.3 
 

LA06/2018/1165/F 
 

Conversion and extension of an existing outbuilding to 
provide tourist accommodation consisting of 1 no. self-
catering unit, 20m south of 50 Thornyhill Road, 
Ballymacreely, Killinchy 
 
Speaking for application: Gary Thompson (G T 
Design) 
 

4.4 LA06/2017/0735 

Housing development of 16 No. dwelling comprising 
mix of detached and semi-detached units.  Site 
between 235 & 241 Abbey Road, Ballyfrenis, Millisle 
 

4.5 LA06/2019/0198/F 

 
Change of use of retail unit to Wellness Centre, 131 – 
133 Main Street, Bangor  
 
Speaking for application: Diana Thompson & 
Andrew Heley 
 

4.6 LA06/2017/0829/F 

Proposed two retail units, petrol forecourt and 
associated parking and access, site to the east of 
amenity site at Moss Road and opposite 1-5 Moss 
Road, Millisle  
 
Speaking for application: David Mountstephen, 
William Adams of Henderson Group, Jason Bosket 
of Whittaker and Watt  
 

4.7 LA06/2018/1405/F 

2 storey side extension and roof space conversion, 19 
Stratheam Park, Bangor  
 
Speaking against application: James Cooper  
 

4.8 LA06/2019/0121/F 

Variation of Condition 1 of Planning Approval 
LA06/2018/0137/F, extend Temporary Permission of 6 
no. Urban Art Pods, lands between 12 and 35 Queen’s 
Parade, Bangor  
 

4.9 LA06/2019/0122/F 

Variation of Condition 1 of Planning Approval 
LA06/2016/0885/F, extend Temporary Permission for 
an Aluminium Framed Temporary Structure, lands 
between 12 and 35 Queen’s Parade, Bangor  
 

 
5. Update on Planning Appeals (Report attached) 

 
6. Planning Budgetary Control Report May 2019 (Report attached) 

 
7. LDP Engagement (Report attached) 
 



MEMBERSHIP OF PLANNING COMMITTEE (15 MEMBERS) 
 
Alderman Gibson Councillor Cooper 
Alderman Girvan Councillor Kennedy 
Alderman Keery Councillor McAlpine 
Alderman McDowell Councillor McClean 
Alderman McIlveen (Chairman)  Councillor McKee 
Councillor Adair Councillor P Smith 
Councillor Brooks Councillor Thompson 
Councillor Cathcart Councillor Walker (Vice- Chairman)  

 



ITEM 8.1. 
 

ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
A meeting of the Planning Committee was held in the Council Chamber, 2 Church 
Street, Newtownards on Tuesday, 4 June 2019 at 7.00pm. 
 
PRESENT: 
  
In the Chair:  Alderman McIlveen  
  
Aldermen:  Gibson Keery 
   Girvan  McDowell 
           
Councillors:  Adair   McClean 

Brooks McKee 
   Cathcart P Smith 
   Kennedy Thompson  
   McAlpine Walker  
       
Officers: Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning (S 

McCullough), Head of Planning (A McCullough), Principal 
Planning and Technical Officer (G Kerr), Senior Professional 
and Technical Officers (P Kerr and A Todd) and Democratic 
Services Officers (M McIlveen and E Brown)   

 
Also in   A Stephens (Matrix Planning Consultancy)  
Attendance:  A Kennedy (Applicant) 
  G Hamill (Agent) 
  G Thompson (Agent) 
  J Rollins (Resident, Crawfordsburn) 
  R Sholdis (Alan Patterson Design) 
  A Larkin (Gravis Planning) 
  R Milhench (Avida Properties Ltd) 
  D Monaghan (Agent) 
  P McCreanor (Architect, McCreanor & Co. Architects) 
  K McShane (Roads/Civil Engineer, Kevin McShane Ltd) 

M Graham (Planning Consultant, WYG Planning) 
P Bailie (Castle Manager, Quintin Castle) 

 
 
WELCOME 
 
The Chairman welcomed Members and Officers to the meeting and made a special 
mention of those persons with speaking rights and members of the public seated in the 
public gallery.   
 
NOTED. 
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1. APOLOGIES  
 
Apologies for inability to attend were received from Councillor Cooper. 
 
NOTED.   
 
2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
The Chairman sought any Declarations of Interest. 
 
Councillor P Smith declared an interest in item 4.3 - LA06/2018/0491/F - Lands at 5 
Ballymullan Road, Crawfordsburn. 
 
Councillor McKee declared an interest in item 6 - Planning Appeal Performance 
2018-2019. 
 
NOTED. 
 
3. MATTERS ARISING FROM MINUTES OF PLANNING 

COMMITTEE MEETING OF 5 APRIL 2019  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above.   
 
RESOLVED, that the minutes be noted.  
 
(Councillor Adair left the meeting at this stage and did not return – 7.12pm) 
 
4. PLANNING APPLICATIONS 
 
4.1 LA06/2018/0617/F – 60 Princetown Road, Bangor  
  (Appendix I) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Bangor Central 
Committee Interest: Call in by Alderman Graham 
Proposal: Dwelling with new driveway arrangement 
Site Location: 60 Princetown Road, Bangor 
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (A Todd) outlined the detail of the 
application which was an application that sought planning permission for a dwelling 
and new driveway arrangement at 60 Princetown Road, Bangor. The application had 
previously been presented to the Planning Committee with a recommendation to 
approve at its meeting of 2 April 2019 following a call in request to allow further 
consideration of the impact on 58A Princetown Rd.  At that meeting it had been 
decided by members that the decision should be deferred to allow a site visit to take 
place however due to the election of a new Council and subsequent formation of a 
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new Planning Committee that was not possible, therefore the application was to be 
heard afresh by the new Planning Committee. 
 
The site was located on Princetown Road just north-west of Bangor town centre and 
was also within the proposed Bangor West Area of Townscape Character. 
Princetown Road was an attractive long-established residential area characterised in 
the main by large detached and semi-detached dwellings. The proposed dwelling 
would be sited in a section of the front garden and driveway area of No. 60 which 
was to the rear. The proposal would replicate the established pattern of development 
along that side of the road which was characterised by two rows of buildings, one 
facing out towards the coast and one fronting onto Princetown Road.  
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer showed photographs demonstrating 
the view of the site from Princetown Road with the existing dwelling at 58a to the 
south and 60a to the north and she advised that the site was within the gap between 
the two properties.  She then showed an image demonstrating the proposed layout 
for the development. As outlined in the officer’s report there was a history of previous 
planning permissions for a similar dwelling on that site and they were a material 
consideration in the assessment of the current proposal.  That permission remained 
extant for the submission of Reserved Matters until 21 February 2020 and was 
therefore a material consideration. The current proposal had reconfigured the 
footprint of the proposed dwelling so that it did not sit immediately opposite the full 
extent of 58a’s side elevation as per the previous approval. 
 
In addition to the outline permission granted by the Council, full permission had also 
been previously granted by the DOE in June 2011 for a dwelling on the site. While 
that permission had now expired, the relevant planning policies to be considered 
remained unchanged. A photograph showed elevational sections for both the current 
proposal and the previous full permission and demonstrated the proposed dwelling 
relative to both 60a and 58a Princetown Road. The Senior Professional and 
Technical Officer had marked on the various height measurements of the buildings 
for clarity and highlighted that the ridge height of the current dwelling proposed was 
1.6m lower than that approved under the previous full permission. It was also of note 
that the current proposal included a hipped roof to help reduce its impact on 58a as 
opposed to a traditional pitched roof. The red line on the drawings indicated the 
maximum height allowed under the outline permission granted by the Council in 
February 2017, again the current proposal was 0.8m lower than that. The proposal 
was therefore considered to be a betterment when compared to both of those 
previous permissions given its lower ridge height and improved positioning further 
away from 58a. While the planning history of the site was a material consideration 
and some weight must be afforded to the fall back position of the extant outline 
permission, a thorough assessment of the proposal’s potential impact on the amenity 
of existing dwellings had also been undertaken. 
 
The footprint, massing and height of the proposed dwelling was all comparable with 
the existing adjacent buildings which were substantial in size. The dwelling would be 
a split level design, two storeys to the front and three storeys to the rear. The height 
of the dwelling when viewed from Princetown Road would be very much in keeping 
with the majority of dwellings along the road. While it would sit higher than 58a, the 
low ridge height of 58a was very much an exception along the road. 
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Objections to the proposal had been received from the occupants of 58 and 58a 
Princetown Road. The main concerns raised related to the size, scale and 
dominance of the proposal and its impact on the amenity of the existing dwellings.  
With regard to the impact on No. 58, the proposed dwelling would be situated at 
least 24m away and would not result in any greater degree of overlooking than that 
already experienced from 58a.  In terms of the potential impact on 58a there would 
be no loss of privacy as the only upper floor windows proposed on the side elevation 
facing 58a would be a bathroom window and a secondary living area window. It was 
recommended that both of those windows were subject to a condition requiring 
obscure glazing to be fitted prior to occupation.  By way of potential loss of light, 58a 
had four ground floor windows on its north western elevation serving kitchen, utility 
and living areas. The approximate position of those windows was shown in red on 
the site layout plan. It was a material consideration that none of those windows were 
the sole sources of light to the rooms they served. The utility room had another 
window to the front elevation. The living area had another window to the rear 
elevation and the kitchen extended into a dining area which had windows along the 
opposite side elevation.  All of those windows already looked out onto an existing 
boundary wall and fence and it was not considered that the erection of the proposed 
dwelling would result in a significantly greater impact on the amount of light to those 
rooms or that it would result in any loss of aspect or outlook from those windows. 
In addition, as the proposed dwelling would not extend the full length of 58a’s side 
elevation, an open aspect would remain towards the rear of the building. The 
proposed light coloured render finish of the dwelling would also help to reflect light 
towards 58a which was a mitigation measure recommended in the Building 
Research Establishment’s Daylight and Sunlight Good Practice Guide. 
 
Particular concerns had been raised by the objectors regarding the dominant impact 
of the development on the patio area to the front of 58a.  The Senior Professional 
and Technical Officer showed a slide offering a view of the patio area looking 
towards the application site on the other side of the fence.  She advised that the red 
line indicated the position of the front building line of the proposed dwelling which 
would sit in line with the main building line of 60a which could be seen in the 
distance.    
 
Paragraph A31 of PPS7 Addendum Residential Extensions and Alterations provided 
useful guidance on the subject of dominance. It stated that: 
“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.” 
 
In assessing the impact of the proposal on the front elevation and patio area of 58a 
there were a number of important material considerations:- 
 
1. The closest ground floor window to the development on the front elevation of 58a 
served a utility room. As that was not a habitable room, determining weight could not 
be afforded to the impact on the aspect or outlook from that window. 
2. The proposed dwelling would only protrude 2m in front of 58a and it would not 
occupy the entirety of the shared boundary leaving an open aspect to the front. As 
the patio also already had an open aspect to the south, it therefore could not be 
argued that the development would result in a sense of being hemmed in. 
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3. Paragraph A31 stated that loss of light was usually a consequence of dominance. 
Given that the proposed dwelling would be located to the north west of 58a, there 
would be no unacceptable loss of light as the patio and front elevation of 58a would 
benefit from sunlight for the most part of the day. 
 
In summary the Senior Professional and Technical Officer advised that, having 
carried out a thorough assessment, it was not considered that the proposal would 
result in an unacceptable adverse impact which would warrant refusal of planning 
permission.  The planning history of this site also remained a material consideration. 
Outline planning permission for a dwelling on the site remained extant until February 
2020, meaning that Reserved Matters for a dwelling with a height approximately 
0.8m higher could be submitted and approved. The current proposal with its lower 
ridge height, hipped roof design and repositioning further away from 58a represented 
a betterment in terms of a reduced impact on the existing property. On that basis it 
was recommended that full planning permission be granted.  
 
At this stage in the meeting, the Chairman, invited Mrs Anne Kennedy and Mr Andy 
Stephens to address the Committee, speaking against the application. 
 
Mrs Kennedy thanked Members for the opportunity to speak and she stated that she 
was speaking on behalf of her father who was 94 years of age and currently lived at 
no.58a Princetown Road.  Her father had previously lived at no.58 and had moved to 
no.58a in 2005 with Mrs Kennedy’s late mother, so that they could retain their 
independence and which had also enabled Mrs Kennedy and her husband to live at 
no.58 to be in proximity to her parents in their latter years.  She stated that they were 
not opposed to a dwelling being constructed on the site, however the size, scale, 
massing and significant difference in levels of the proposed new dwelling caused her 
concern and she believed it would have a detrimental impact on her father’s property 
and would create a feeling of being hemmed in due to the lower ground level and 
extent of the gable.  She stated that it would overlook her father’s patio area which 
was the only private amenity space at his property.  She believed it would also 
breach the 25-degree light test in respect of the windows and she expressed 
concern about the proposed separation distance between the properties and 
believed that regard should be taken in respect of that.  She was concerned that the 
proposed dwelling would be overly dominant and overbearing.  She took the 
opportunity to invite members to view the site before reaching a decision.  She then 
handed over to Mr Stephens. 
 
Mr Stephens thanked members for the opportunity to speak and he stated that the 
Council, as a separate planning authority with elected representatives, was not 
bound by the decisions of Central Government or fettered by a previous direction of 
decision taking.  The weight to be attached to the previous permissions was a matter 
for judgement by the Committee.  Whilst there was currently an outline permission, it 
only considered the principal of a dwelling at the location, no design was considered.   
The Senior Planning Officer sought to include a condition that the dwelling should be 
no higher than no.60a, however there was no reasoning why.  It was more likely to 
assume that this was related to the streetscape along Princetown Road, however it 
did not take account of the transitional nature of the site and the difference in levels. 
Irrespective of that condition on the outline application, it did not remove the duty of 
officers to investigate and consider the implications of the full application on the 
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adjoining property in respect of dominance, loss of ambient light and impact on 
residential amenity.  The applicant had not submitted a revised scheme or reserved 
matters application in the intervening period since 2 April 2019.  The existing 
residential amenity currently enjoyed by no.58a was a significant material 
consideration.  It could not reasonably be suggested that the proposal safeguarded 
the amenity as the scale, height and massing was overbearing and dominant when 
taken in the context of no. 58a which was located 2.2m below.  The proposed 
scheme would result in an unacceptable adverse effect on the residential amenity of 
no. 58a and ran contrary to policy.  He asked that consideration be given to deferring 
the application to allow time for a site visit by members to allow them the benefit of a 
clear understanding of the difference in levels and the proximity of the proposal to 
no. 58a as they were difficult to appreciate from the report, plans and drawings. 
 
Councillor Cathcart asked Mr Stephens if he accepted that there was a fallback 
position and he highlighted that the current proposal was a betterment than the 
previous proposal.  He queried why it was the preference of Mrs Kennedy that the 
committee voted against the proposal if a revised application could be made with a 
higher dwelling height. 
 
Mr Stephens acknowledged that there was a fallback position in terms of outline 
consent but he stated that only two drawings had been submitted for that and no 
detailed designs had been provided.  He stated that the report had not indicated why 
that condition had been put on at the last minute and so he could only surmise that it 
related to the fact that the benchmark could not go higher than 60a.  He stressed 
that there was no opposition to a new dwelling on the site, it was purely about the 
size, scale and implications of the current proposal on no.58a, which he did not 
believe had been considered. 
 
Councillor Cathcart cautioned that a Reserved Matters (RM) application would give 
the Committee less wriggle room than a full application. 
 
Mr Stephens queried why an RM application had not been submitted between 2 April 
2019 and then as those matters were now being placed before the Committee and 
were not considered under the outline planning permission. 
 
At this stage in the meeting, the Chairman, invited Mr Gerry Hamill to address the 
Committee in support of the application. 
 
Mr Hamill thanked the Committee for the opportunity to speak and he outlined how 
the application met current policy and guidelines: - 
 

• a design for a larger house had previously been approved in 2011 
• outline permission for a new dwelling was approved in 2017 and was still 

current 
• the size and dominance of the proposal had been reduced from that 

previously approved 
• there was a substantial reduction of the overall footprint of the dwelling – it 

was now approximately 60% of the previous approval 
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• the roofscape had been changed to a hipped roof throughout to reduce the 
impact of that previously approved and the overall ridge height had been 
reduced from that previously approved 

• the distance to adjoining boundaries had been increased from the previous 
approval 

• the upper side windows closest to the no.58a boundary would have obscured 
glass and openable windows for ventilation, thus relieving any overlooking 
concerns 

• soft dense hedgerow landscaping would provide colour and screening for 
wind and noise reduction at the driveway 

• the applicant was seeking to build the property for the current owner of no.60 
Princetown Road, Miss Eve Williams, for medical reasons as she suffered 
from extremely severe rheumatoid arthritis 

• Her medical specialist Dr Cochrane had stated that “she requires and 
deserves all the modifications to her home to help and improve her quality of 
life and independence.  The features, amenities and living space had been 
designed to meet her extensive medical needs.” 

• the design proposal met paragraph 2.9 of the Addendum to PPS6 
• the Historical Environment Division (HED) was satisfied with the proposed 

design of the dwelling and proposed materials 
• the proposed dwelling balanced and reflected an existing dwelling recently 

constructed within the grounds of no.62 
• the design respected the style and character of adjoining dwellings and 

surrounding area 
• the proposal was of similar scale and massing and was acceptable to both the 

planning department and HED 
 

Mr Hamill then closed by reading a statement from Miss Eve Williams “I would like to 
draw the Planning Committee’s attention to the circumstances which have 
necessitated my mother, aged 78, and I designing this new house on our own 
property.  I am unable to speak in person as I suffer from complex health issues 
including severe rheumatoid arthritis and type 1 diabetes which makes my arthritis 
complex to treat.  I am currently awaiting replacement surgery for both knees, both 
ankles and both elbows.  My mother also suffers from asthma and COPD.  Our 
medical conditions would be significantly lessened if we could live in a bespoke 
designed property to meet our disability needs.  The planning application for this 
bespoke designed house would provide me with the adequate recovery space I will 
need and if this is not provided I may be turned down for my surgery and left 
completely disabled. The proposed new house would allow my mother to sleep in a 
bedroom.  She has been sleeping in the kitchen for six years as I cannot cope with 
the stairs in the house.  The condition of our current house at no.60, a listed building, 
is that it is in need of extensive renovations and is currently in poor condition with 
significant damp and mould which greatly impacts our health.  The house was on the 
market for over ten years and could not be sold.  We are unable to carry out the 
renovations required as we are not in a financial position to do so nor can we obtain 
a mortgage due to my medical conditions.  I hope you will appreciate the incredible 
stress under which this situation places my 78 year old mother and myself as delays 
in moving to a purpose built house are a significant threat to our wellbeing.  We do 
not have any other options.” 



  PC.04.06.19 
 

8 
 

 
Mr Hamill concluded by reading out a statement from Eve Williams (applicant) which 
indicated that a bespoke design house would help with health needs. 
 
Councillor Cathcart asked why a full application had been submitted instead of a RM 
application and Mr Hamill responded that they had changed to a bespoke design as 
the dwelling did not require the same height or footprint as the original design.  He 
continued that the previous outline permission was based on a block plan and height 
restriction and they had now reduced that. 
 
Alderman Girvan stated that the key point of concern from Mrs Kennedy was the 
size, scale and dominance and a feeling of being hemmed in.  She asked how far 
the new dwelling would be built from the boundary to no.58a and Mr Hamill replied 
that it would be just over 3 metres.  Alderman Girvan asked about the hipped roof 
and Mr Hamill explained that it was an angled roof which allowed more light in.  
Alderman Girvan summarised that the scale had been reduced compared to the 
previous proposal and the height had been reduced by 1.8m and therefore it looked 
like all had been done to reduce the dominance factor.  Mr Hamill confirmed that to 
be the case and stated that they had designed a 2 storey house that was similar to 
others on that side of the street, except for no.58a which was lower than surrounding 
houses.  He added that the proposed dwelling would be set back and would only 
come half way across the patio at no.58a. 
 
Councillor McAlpine sought further information on the transition in levels and how the 
site fitted into that.  Mr Hamill referred to a slide shown earlier by the Planner and he 
advised that 60a showed the ridge height and that the proposed dwelling would be 
stepped down from that and no. 58a was stepped down again.  He added that 
no.58a was a bungalow. 
 
In response to a query from the Chair, Mr Hamill reiterated that there would be a 
step down from no.60 to the proposed dwelling and that all houses on Princetown 
Road had steep driveways which sloped down.  The Chair queried whether the 
house level could be lowered to mitigate overlooking at no.58a and Mr Hamill 
advised it could not as access to the property would come off the footpath level 
which was already established.  He added that his clients had to come off at that 
level due to their medical conditions. 
 
Councillor McClean wondered why they would resist an application that was better 
and he expressed confusion as to what level of scrutiny the Committee could give 
over the previous submission.  Mr Hamill responded that the 2017 outline approval 
was extant and in theory an applicant could come in at that height under RM. 
 
Councillor Cathcart asked if the finishes to the dwelling would be conditioned and the 
Senior Professional and Technical Officer advised that it was annotated on the plans 
but could be included as a condition if the Committee so wished. 
 
Councillor McClean felt that the previous applicant was doing a lot of work and he 
sought reassurance that they were doing no harm as the proposal had to enhance 
the ATC.  He stated that under previous regulations there had been some poor 
houses built and were to the detriment of the ATC. 
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In response, the Senior Professional and Technical Officer advised that she had 
mentioned that the previous application was a material consideration and she 
stressed they had carried out a detailed assessment of the proposals.  She stated 
that there was a long-established pattern of development on the Princetown Road 
and this was a gap that would replicate that existing development.  She further 
stated that the finish, design and height etc. was similar to that already there and 
therefore it was considered there would be no harm done. 
 
Proposed by Councillor Walker, seconded by Alderman Keery, that the 
recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be granted. 
 
Councillor Cathcart asked if the proposer would consider adding the condition of an 
off-white render finish and Councillor Walker advised he was happy to include that. 
 
On being put to the meeting, with 10 voting FOR the proposal, 1 voting AGAINST, 3 
ABSTAINING and 2 ABSENT the proposal was declared CARRIED.  A recorded 
vote resulted as follows: 
 

FOR (10) AGAINST (1) ABSTAINING (3) ABSENT (2) 
Aldermen 
Keery 
McDowell 
Councillors 
Brooks 
Cathcart 
Kennedy 
McAlpine 
McKee 
P Smith 
Thompson 
Walker 

Alderman 
McIlveen 
  

Aldermen 
Gibson 
Girvan 
Councillor 
McClean 

Councillor 
Adair 
Cooper 

 
RESOLVED, that the recommendation be adopted, and that planning 
permission be granted, with a condition added for the finish of the proposed 
dwelling to be light cream in colour. 
 

4.2 LA06/2018/1075/F – North of and immediately joining 139 Monograph 
Road, Moneyreagh  

  (Appendix II) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA:  Comber 
Committee Interest: Called-in from delegated list of 18 March 2019 by Alderman 
McIlveen 
Proposal: Erection of 2 no. dwellings in compliance with PPS21 and SPPS (infill 
development) 
Site Location: North of and immediately adjoining 139 Moneyreagh Road, 
Moneyreagh 
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Recommendation: Refuse Planning Permission 
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (A Todd) outlined the detail of the 
application which was an application seeking full planning permission for the erection 
of 2 dwellings on a site immediately north of 139 Moneyreagh Road, Tullyhubbert. 
The application had been recommended for refusal and had been brought before the 
Planning Committee for consideration following a call in request from a member. 
 
The site was located in the countryside approximately two miles northwest of 
Ballygowan on the Moneyreagh Road which was a protected route. The site 
occupied approximately two thirds of what was originally an agricultural field. A new 
dwelling had recently been constructed in the north western corner of the field which 
had been approved as a farm dwelling under policy CTY10.  A detached dwelling 
was located in the large plot beyond that and a pair of semi-detached dwellings were 
located to the south of the site. 
 
The proposed layout and proposed house type was two detached 1 ½ storey 
dwellings with a paired access onto the Moneyreagh Road. Permission was being 
sought under policy CTY8 of PPS21 which allowed for the development of a small 
gap site sufficient only to accommodate up to a maximum of two houses within an 
otherwise substantial and continuously built up frontage provided it also respected 
the existing development pattern. 
 
The definition of a substantial and continuously built up frontage was outlined in the 
policy as including a line of three or more buildings along a road frontage. Buildings 
were considered to have a frontage to the road where the plot on which they stood 
shared a boundary with the road.  The aerial view showed the site in the context of 
the existing buildings along the road. There were four existing dwellings adjacent to 
the site, two semi-detached dwellings at 139 and 141, a new dwelling which had 
recently been completed and a detached dwelling at 137.  The question was, 
whether or not all of those dwellings shared a frontage with the road as required by 
the policy.  The dwelling at 137 did have a large established curtilage which 
extended to the road. The recently constructed dwelling however did not have a 
frontage to the road. While its access came out onto the Moneyreagh Road, the 
dwelling’s curtilage as approved was set back at least 60m from the road with the 
remaining agricultural field between it and the road. The Planning Appeals 
Commission had adopted that interpretation of what constituted a frontage in 
numerous recent appeal decisions.  In one of the most recent appeals dealing with 
this issue (appeal reference 2017/A0053), the Commissioner had stated that as two 
of the dwellings in question only had accesses abutting the shared lane, they were 
not considered to have a frontage to the lane. The Commissioner had confirmed that 
in line with the approach taken in previous appeals, a building had a frontage to a 
road if the plot on which it stood abutted or shared a boundary with that road and 
that the curtilage of a dwelling had to extend to the road rather than the access, 
regardless of the width of that access. The newly constructed dwelling therefore 
could not form part of the frontage as only its access abutted the road. 
 
To the south east of the site, No. 139 had a frontage to the road as its plot extended 
to the road however the established curtilage of 141 was set back from the road 
behind a fence, hedgerow and path which led to 139. That dwelling therefore was 
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not considered to have a frontage to the road. Taking all of that into consideration, 
the only buildings which could be considered as having a frontage to the road for the 
purposes of this application were 139 and 137 and that would not constitute a 
substantial and continuously built up frontage of three or more buildings. 
 
In addition to the requirement for a substantial and continuously built up frontage, 
policy CTY8 required the gap site to be small and outlined that the gap was 
measured between the existing houses and buildings within the frontage rather than 
the width of the application site itself. When measured, the width of the gap between 
the existing dwelling at 137 and the existing dwelling at 139, was 105m. The policy 
defined a small gap as being able to accommodate a maximum of two dwellings only 
which were required to respect the existing pattern of development along the 
frontage in terms of size, scale, siting and plot size. When assessing whether or not 
a gap site was considered to be small, the general approach of the Planning Appeals 
Commission was to calculate the average plot width of those existing dwellings 
within the frontage as an indicator of how many dwellings the gap could potentially 
accommodate.  In this case, the average plot width of the existing dwellings at 137 
and 139 equated to approximately 23m, meaning that the gap of 105m could 
effectively accommodate up to 4 dwellings with similar plot widths to that.  Even if no. 
141 and the newly constructed dwelling were considered to form part of the built up 
frontage as suggested by the applicant’s agent, the gap between the buildings would 
still not constitute a ‘small gap’ as it could accommodate up to three dwellings when 
the average plot width of the existing dwellings was calculated.  In short, the gap 
between the buildings with a frontage to the road was not a ‘small gap’. The 
proposed development of that site would result in the loss of a valuable visual break 
in built development along that part of the Moneyreagh Road and would effectively 
result in a continuous ribbon of development extending 160m along the road 
frontage contrary to the main objective of policy CTY8 which was to refuse planning 
permission for buildings which created or added to a ribbon of development.  In his 
request for speaking rights, the agent for the application made reference to another 
site in the Lisburn and Castlereagh Council Area which had been granted planning 
permission for 2 infill dwellings and which he considered was comparable to the 
current proposal.  It is important to highlight that this was a decision made by a 
different local planning authority however regardless of that the application was not 
directly comparable as all of the dwellings on the Hillsborough Road had frontages to 
the road. 
 
The proposal was also contrary to policy AMP3 of PPS3 Access Movement and 
Parking as the site would involve new accesses onto a protected route. Annex 1 of 
PPS21 set out the details of the revised policy AMP3 of PPS3 Access Movement 
and Parking. The policy was clear in stating that in cases where proposals met the 
criteria for development in the countryside and access could not be obtained from an 
adjacent minor road, proposals would be required to make use of an existing 
vehicular access onto the protected route.  Even if the Committee was to consider 
that the proposal met the exceptional test of policy CTY8 as a small gap site, the 
proposal would still fail to meet the strict policy requirements of AMP3 as it would 
involve the creation of a new paired access for the two dwellings rather than making 
use of an existing access. 
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In summary, the proposal failed to meet the fundamental requirements of policies 
CTY1, CTY8 and CTY14 as it would not constitute infill development as defined in 
the policy and would result in the creation of a ribbon of development along the 
Moneyreagh Road, causing harm to the character of the rural area. Furthermore, the 
proposal also failed to meet the fundamental requirements of the revised policy 
AMP3 Access to Protected Routes. It was therefore recommended that full planning 
permission was refused for this development 
 
Alderman Gibson sought clarity on the size of the gap site and how it had been 
calculated.  In response, the Senior Professional and Technical Officer advised that 
the width of the site was 73m and that the policy stipulated it had to be the gap 
between the buildings and therefore could not include the dwelling that was set back.  
She added that they were trying to retain the rurality of the area. 
 
Councillor Cathcart raised a query about exceptional circumstances under Policy 
AMP3.  The Senior Professional and Technical Officer advised that Criteria D 
applied (other categories of development), which stated that where a development 
could not obtain access from a minor road then it had to obtain access from an 
existing vehicular access onto a protected route.  She advised that the purpose of 
that was to prevent the proliferation of new accesses onto a protected route. 
 
At this stage in the meeting, the Chairman invited Mr Gary Thompson to address the 
Committee in support of the application. 
 
Mr Thompson thanked members for the opportunity to speak and then outlined how 
he believed the application complied with planning policy and guidelines, including 
that: - 
 

• the application complied with the relevant CTY8 policy of PPS21 as CTY8 
allowed for the infilling of a small gap with a maximum of two dwellings in a 
continuous built up frontage – the policy also confirmed that a frontage 
included a footpath or private lane 

• the frontage along Moneyreagh Road and including no’s 141-137 inclusive 
was 62m - that was made up of 137 at 35m, the occupied new dwelling at 
34m, 139/141 at 35m and the proposed site at 60m 

• the proposed site at 60m allowed for two dwellings each with a frontage of 
30m, thus respecting the settlement pattern of the total frontage - CTY8 stated 
that it was the plot site that had to be reflected  

• he believed that Reason 2 (in the Case Officer’s Report summary) was 
erroneous as it had been demonstrated that the 60m frontage of the proposed 
site was a small gap site, giving two 30m plots that would accommodate up to 
a maximum of two dwellings – it was not possible to fit more than two 
dwellings within the 60m frontage 

• ribbon development already existed from no.139 to the property to the north 
and therefore it could not be deemed to suggest that it would create a ribbon 
where a ribbon already existed 

• the site rose gently to the south west and was bounded by high mature 
hedges and trees giving a substantial backdrop to the site 

• there was an adequate frontage to provide visibility splays in both directions 
• no objections had been lodged by DfI Roads in respect of the entrance 
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• the plot size was in conformity and in compliance with the criteria  
 
Members were invited to ask questions and the following responses were given by 
Mr Thompson: - 
 

• the gap site was 60m from the fence of the new constructed dwelling at 
no.139 and the sites were parallel 

• the existing property had frontage as it ran down to the access lane – no’s 
139 and 137 frontage were taken to the roadside and the lane from the newly 
constructed house and no.137 gave the length 

• access onto a protected route was allowed in the case of exceptional 
circumstances – DfI Roads did not raise any objections and therefore he 
believed it was being considered an exception by them 

• he described what he considered to be the continuous frontage and defined 
the size of the gap, which included the access lane as this was deemed to be 
the same as the road 

• the plot size ran to the back south west hedge and the plot sizes of a two 
property site 30m wide by the length of the adjoining site, therefore there 
would be two plot sizes of 30m each – the width of the existing new building 
was 34m and the other one was 35m, so the proposal would repeat the size 
of the existing 

 
The Chair pointed out that the frontage of the new build was still agricultural land and 
therefore the plot size was substantially smaller and there was no consistency in 
terms of plot size.  Mr Thompson stated that the frontages were fairly similar. 
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer was asked to go over the detail of the 
frontage and so she explained that there had to be a continuous built up frontage of 
three or more buildings.  As such, the dwelling set back off the road could not form 
part of the frontage.  She continued, that when measuring the gap, it had to be the 
measurement between the buildings that formed part of the frontage i.e. between 
no.137 and 139.  She added that the newly constructed dwelling did not have 
frontage contrary to the policy.  She further stated that a plot was considered to have 
frontage if the plot on which the building stood shared a boundary with the road and 
the new build was set back from the road. 
 
Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Walker, that the 
recommendation be adopted, and that planning permission be refused. 
 
On being put to the meeting, with 11 voting FOR the proposal, 1 voting AGAINST, 2 
ABSTAINING and 2 ABSENT the proposal was declared CARRIED.  A recorded 
vote resulted as follows: 
 

FOR (11) AGAINST (1) ABSTAINING (2) ABSENT (2) 
Aldermen 
Girvan 
McDowell 
Councillors 
Brooks 
Cathcart 

Alderman 
Gibson 
  

Aldermen 
Keery 
McIlveen 

Councillor 
Adair 
Cooper 
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Kennedy 
McAlpine 
McClean 
McKee 
P Smith 
Thompson 
Walker 

  
RESOLVED, that the recommendation be adopted, and that planning 
permission be refused.  
 
(Councillor P Smith having declared an interest left the meeting at this stage – 
8.15pm) 
 
4.3 LA06/2018/0491/F – Lands at 5 Ballymullan Road, Crawfordsburn 
  (Appendix III) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye 
Committee Interest: Application with six or more objections contrary to officer’s 
recommendation 
Proposal: Demolition of existing dwelling and detached garage and erection of 2 no. 
buildings (containing 2 no. and 5 no. apartments respectively).  Relocation of existing 
access.  Associated parking, manoeuvring and landscaping areas 
Site Location:  
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
The Principal Professional and Technical Officer (G Kerr) outlined the detail of the 
application which was an application that sought planning permission for the 
proposed demolition of existing dwelling/detached garage and erection of 2 No. 
buildings which would contain 2 apartments in one building and 5 apartments in the 
other making a total of 7 respectively.  The existing access was to be re-located and 
associated parking landscaping areas were to be provided. 
 
The site was located at 5 Ballymullan Road in the village of Crawfordsburn. The 
Ballyrobert Road abutted the site to the north and the site sloped in a NE direction 
falling towards the Ballyrobert Road.  Boundaries around the site were defined by a 
mix of timber fencing and mature vegetation. There were also a number of 
protected trees on the site. The site currently had a large dwelling which was to be 
demolished.  The general area was well-established and attractive with large 
dwellings with a wide range of styles and finishes to dwellings. The site was also in 
close proximity to the village centre where there was a mix of higher density 
residential and commercial properties. 
 
During the processing of the application consultation had been carried out with a 
range of consultees including DFI Roads, Water Management Unit, Natural 
Environment, NI Water and the Council’s Tree Officer.  All consultees expressed no 
objection to the proposal and some requested conditions to be added to any 
permission granted. 
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With regard to the site’s location, it was located within the settlement limit of 
Crawfordsburn and within the proposed Crawfordsburn Area of Village Character 
(CFN 02) in the Draft BMAP which was a material consideration in the assessment 
of the proposal.  As the site lay within a development limit, there was a presumption 
in favour of development unless there was demonstrable harm. In addition to that, 
as the proposal was residential and was set within residential surroundings it was 
considered acceptable providing certain criteria in relevant policies was satisfied.  
The proposed designation took in a range of types of development such as 
residential, commercial and hospitality with a range of densities associated with 
those land uses. As the designation of Crawfordsburn as a AVC was in draft stage 
no weight could be given to the ‘character’ of the area but the impact of the 
development on its appearance was still a material consideration.  A detailed 
analysis of the impact of the development on the appearance of the area was set 
out in the case officer report.  The supporting documentation submitted with the 
application had provided details on the site context, the proposed scale and 
massing and design of the development and how it related to its surroundings. The 
documentation also stated that it was intended for this to be a high-quality 
development which would present an opportunity for downsizing.  A biodiversity 
checklist and Ecological Appraisal and Assessment report were carried out and no 
objections were expressed by the relevant consultee.  A transport assessment was 
carried out and DFI Roads was content with the new access to be created and the 
proposed 11 car parking spaces which met the parking requirements for apartment 
developments. The new access was a betterment to the current substandard one 
and was to be a width of 5 metres with ample room for turning of vehicles within the 
site. Gravel driveway and parking area were comparable to areas found for 
dwellings in the area.  The proposed demolition of the existing dwelling on the site 
was acceptable as it was not a key feature in the AVC and not considered to be of 
any architectural merit or make a material contribution to the appearance of the 
area due to the restricted views of the site. 
 
With regard to the design of the development, one building would be in a central 
position on the site and would be split level - 2.5 stories to the front and 3.5 to the 
rear.  The other building was to the front of the site and was just under 9 metres 
high which was equivalent to a 2 storey dwelling. It would be set back 10-11m from 
the road respecting the established building line along the Ballymullan Road and 
would sit 0.5-1 metre below the level of the road. Both the set back and the lowered 
level would ensure that it not be a prominent feature. The design and finishes were 
acceptable and were reflective of the wide range found in the area.  The massing 
and footprint of the building respected that found in the area. Public viewpoints of 
the site had been assessed and visual photomontages had been supplied as part of 
this assessment and was considered to be acceptable.  A thorough assessment 
had been carried out of the proposal and it was considered that the development 
would enhance and maintain the area and respect the existing surroundings. 
 
A comprehensive landscaping scheme had been submitted and agreed through 
consultation with the council’s tree officer. New hedgerows and trees were 
proposed along all of the boundaries which would aid integration and reflect the 
wider area characterised by mature vegetation. A total of 5 trees were to be 
removed from the site 2 (trees 6 and 7) which were unprotected. It was 
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acknowledged that 3 protected trees would be removed from the site. One of the 
trees (tree 12) was of poor quality and 2 (trees 8 and 9) lay at the central part of the 
site which required development, however that was offset by a proposed extensive 
planting of vegetation to be carried out as part of the development. The existing 
hedge and vegetation along Ballyrobert Road were to be retained and some 
existing shrubs were to be lifted and replanted to the rear. 
 
Amenity areas in excess of recommended guidelines were to be provided.   
Separation distances to adjoining properties and an assessment of potential 
overlooking had been carried out with conditions to be added for obscure glazing 
where necessary. Amendments had been sought to the original proposal to ensure 
there would be no adverse effects from overlooking. 
 
It was acknowledged that this proposal had generated a high level of interest in the 
Crawfordsburn area and the letters of objection received had reflected that. All 
material concerns raised covered areas such as increased levels of traffic on road 
and pedestrian safety, parking, removal of trees and hedges, development and 
design being out of keeping with the character of the area, apartment development 
not an appropriate type of development for Crawfordsburn, bins cluttering the road, 
increased density, sewerage infrastructure unable to meet demand, loss of light and 
privacy, scale and massing. All material objections raised had been assessed and 
had been detailed in the Case Officer’s Report. 
 
In summary, all the material considerations such as the development plan, policies 
and comments from consultees and third parties had been assessed with regard to 
the proposal. The case officer had set out a detailed assessment of the proposal in 
the case officer report. There was a presumption in favour of development within 
development limits irrespective of it being a town or a village of notable character 
such as Crawfordsburn, providing relevant policies were satisfied and there was no 
demonstrable harm caused. The appearance of the development within its setting 
of the proposed AVC had been assessed and the recommendation was to grant 
planning permission. 
 
Councillor Cathcart raised a query about the impact on the AVC and also whether 
consideration had been given to neighbours’ viewpoints.  In response, the Principal 
Professional and Technical Officer advised that it was the public viewpoint that was 
considered regarding the AVC and assessment was done under the ‘no harm’ test, 
the aim being to do no harm or enhance the area.  As such, the building was not 
deemed to be a key feature in the AVC.  With respect to density, she explained that 
they had to look at the proposed designated area and this was a wide area; they 
then considered the densities in the rest of the village.  She stated that the 
development would increase the density, but it had to be reflective of what was 
across the road, which in this case was a higher density but not to an unacceptable 
degree. 
 
Councillor McKee expressed concern at the removal of trees and whether that 
could set a dangerous precedent and change the approach to other applications.  
The Principal Professional and Technical Officer replied that a landscaping scheme 
was requested as part of the proposal and it was necessary to remove two 
protected trees and that the Planning Order overtook tree protection in that 
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instance.  She further advised that once approval was granted, additional trees 
would be planted to offset those removed and the loss of two trees would not 
negatively affect the area.  She added that the Council’s Tree Officer had been 
consulted and had no objections.  She further stated that each application would be 
assessed on its own merit. 
 
Alderman McDowell asked whether PPS7 had been fully considered and was the 
proposal was in keeping with the area.  He queried whether there were other similar 
apartments, and would the proposal create a precedent.  He noted there had been 
many old houses demolished and replaced with apartments and he was concerned 
that this would be the start of that in Crawfordsburn.  He also sought further detail 
on the number of car park spaces, given the narrow access road, and the impact of 
the extra traffic there. 
 
In response, the Principal Professional and Technical Officer confirmed that a 
thorough assessment of PPS7 was done whereby a range of criteria was assessed 
and each of the criteria had been met.  She advised that there was no embargo on 
the development of apartments in Crawfordsburn and that the proposal in the 
context of the site did respect the area.  She highlighted that the two buildings were 
designed to look like two large dwellings, being in a traditional design, fitting into the 
site and not jarring the landscape. She further advised that there had been other 
applications for apartments in Crawfordsburn and a previous proposal of 18 
apartments in four blocks had been withdrawn.  
 
Continuing, the Principal Professional and Technical Officer advised that 
consultation had been held with DfI Roads who had raised no objections and the 11 
car park spaces proposed fully met the guidance.  Furthermore, DfI Roads had 
been asked to do a specific assessment on safety risks and had advised the level of 
traffic was well below the level for concern.  Parking was also restricted on that side 
of the road and there was a ‘no waiting’ sign there, which meant there was no 
opportunity to park outside the entrance to the site on the road.  Whilst they could 
not control the levels of traffic on the Ballymullan Road, it was deemed that there 
would be no adverse impact and that had been confirmed by the Council’s statutory 
consultee. 
 
Alderman Keery spoke of the poor visibility at the junction where the Ballymullan 
Road met the Crawfordsburn Road due to a severe bend in the road.  He 
expressed concern that the proposal would increase the level of traffic in that area 
and increase the risk to safety.  He asked that those comments be passed on to DfI 
Roads. 
 
In response, the Principal Professional and Technical Officer advised that the 
matter had already gone back to DfI Roads due to the level of objections, however it 
had again confirmed that the traffic level would be below the level of intensity that it 
would be concerned about. 
 
Councillor McClean sought further detail about the nature of the objections and the 
Principal Professional and Technical Officer advised that all material objections had 
been investigated and assessed and the topics of the objections were contained 
within the Case Officer’s Report and in her earlier presentation.  Councillor McClean 
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then referred to the AVC and said that even though it was only proposed, the 
impact of the proposed development on the AVC was a material consideration and 
his view was at odds with the AVC, given the beauty of the village and that it would 
likely be adopted in the future. 
 
The Principal Professional and Technical Officer replied that a full assessment had 
been undertaken and in respect of the development, it was about how it affected the 
wider area in a visual context; the public viewpoints were the key criteria.  Referring 
to the AVC she advised that character could not be taken into consideration as it 
was currently only in draft.  She then detailed that the finishes included traditional 
features and design, a mix of pitched and hipped roofs, the use of high-quality 
materials, slate tiles and vertical sliding window operation. 
 
Councillor McClean said that the visual impact was held by an appeal to be 
meaningful whether proposed or designated AVC and therefore should be 
considered.  His concerns remained around the potential damage to the character 
of the village’s AVC. 
 
In response, the Principal Professional and Technical Officer advised that the PAC 
placed no weight on the AVC in terms of character but in regard to the AVC as a 
whole as there were no character appraisals completed.  The question to answer 
was, what was the demonstrable harm.  She noted that other properties were 
subject of the sub-division of plots and as such it was not viewed that the 
development of two buildings would have harm on the overall AVC of 
Crawfordsburn village. 
 
At this stage in the meeting, the Chairman invited Mr Johnny Rollins to address the 
Committee speaking against the application. 
 
Mr Rollins thanked members for the opportunity to speak.  He commenced by stating 
that the Woodland Trust had expressed concern that tree preservation orders had 
been overridden.  In the first instance he outlined that Crawfordsburn was a 
distinctive and characterful village which was reflected in its draft AVC status.  He 
believed the proposal contravened planning policy in that it would alter the nature of 
development in the area; the 3½ storey block at the rear of the plot was incongruous 
with its surroundings but had been accepted as the public could not see it.  
Secondly, he stated that the impact on local services had not been fully explained.  
NI Water had given consent despite existing issues with drainage and flooding.  
Thirdly, cars would be egressing onto a single lane carriageway which was already 
used extensively by pedestrians who experienced near misses regularly, and which 
was used for overflow parking.  Continuing, he said that there were several 
inaccuracies in the papers, including that not all MLAs had been contacted and logic 
and fact seemed to be applied inconsistently.  He concluded that there had not been 
enough consultation with residents and no objectors had been spoken to.  Given the 
scale and number of objections, he appealed to members to use their democratic 
voice on behalf of residents and seek the consultation that had not happened to 
date. 
 
Councillor Cathcart asked Mr Rollins to explain where he believed the harm lay in 
the development. 
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Mr Rollins replied that it was out of nature in terms of the number of houses and was 
a significant change to the immediate neighbouring dwellings and surroundings.  He 
said that whilst the wider public may not see the properties, the neighbours were part 
of that public and should be considered. 
 
Councillor McKee sought clarification about the alleged inaccuracies in the report. 
 
Mr Rollins said that from the start his confidence was undermined that the case 
would be looked at objectively with all stakeholder views considered.  He also said 
that they had written to the four MLAs who responded that they had not been 
consulted.  He expressed the view that the tone of the assessment did not ring true, 
for example it talked about overlooking into an area that was used for manoeuvring 
cars; however, the building would look into his master bedroom and bathroom, and 
that was not reflected in the report.  He said they had discovered a legion of mis-
information. 
 
COMFORT BREAK 
 
At this stage in the meeting a comfort break was called – 9.00 pm. 
The meeting reconvened at 9.15 pm. 
Alderman Gibson did not return to the meeting at this stage. 
 
Councillor McClean quoted from the case officer report that the case would be 
considered in the context of the characteristics of the site and its impact on the 
character and appearance of its surroundings.  He asked Mr Rollins to expand on his 
comments about the assessment being disingenuous by citing examples. 
 
In response, Mr Rollins said that Crawfordsburn was historic and attractive and the 
area of the proposed development was also of a certain character.  He said the 
residents were baffled that the existing house would be replaced with two blocks of 
flats and that this defied common sense. 
 
Alderman Girvan asked Mr Rollins to expand on the sewage problems he had 
mentioned.  She also referred to his comments about overlooking and noted that the 
report had stated that this would not be an issue.  Furthermore, she sought clarity on 
his comment about there being no effective consultation. 
 
Mr Rollins answered that there were a number of dwellings in the area that used 
cesspits and that was reflective of the current sewage system’s ability to cope with 
the effluent in the area.  He reported that there had been two cases of overflowing 
effluent in the previous 18 months and as such, the residents were not convinced 
that NI Water had given due consideration and done a thoroughly detailed 
assessment.  In respect of overlooking, Mr Rollins said that the upper storey of the 
front apartment block looked down on his house however the angles did not appear 
to be particularly intrusive, however the rear building did appear to have an angle 
looking into the side of his house.  He said that they did not manoeuvre cars at the 
front of his house, as his garden furniture was there because the sun shone there. 
 



  PC.04.06.19 
 

20 
 

Referring to the matter of consultation, Mr Rollins said that a number of circulars had 
been put out to a few households and he did not consider that to be consultation.  He 
said that only a few households were initially aware of the development and some 
were still unaware.  He continued that to date there had been 46 objections which 
had been raised as people became aware, as there had not been a wider 
consultation.  He stated that the Planning Officers had been very helpful and 
cooperative, however the residents had expected there to be public meetings and 
consultation exercises. 
 
Councillor Walker explained that the Committee had to make a decision based on 
Planning Policy and he asked Mr Rollins to specify which policies he was referencing 
in his objections.  He also asked if the neighbouring properties were all original or 
were some backfilled. 
 
In response, Mr Rollins quoted that he was referring to policy QD1A, PPS7, QD1H 
Part 77, LC1A Addendum PPS7, LC2B Addendum PPS7 and ATC2 Addendum 
PPS7.  In respect to neighbouring properties he advised that no. 7 was the original 
dwelling and that plot had been sub-divided and now housed 7a and 7b, which were 
akin to what was already there.  He thought that two new blocks of flats were a 
significant wanton leap. 
 
Councillor Walker pointed out that 7a and 7b had become what was there but were 
not there originally and so affected the character of the area. 
 
Alderman McDowell stated that the key issue was PPS7 and in particular the 
Addendum to PPS7 and he asked about the character of the surrounding dwellings 
and were there any other apartments.    
 
Mr Rollins was not aware of any apartments and believed them all to be established 
family homes. 
 
Alderman McDowell asked about the size of the existing houses in relation to the 
proposed apartments. 
 
Mr Rollins stated that the houses were significantly larger than the proposed 
apartments, adding that they were willing to discuss an appropriate development. 
 
Alderman McDowell mused that it could be down to interpretation and Mr Rollins 
concurred, however he reiterated that there had been 46 objections and the 
consensus was that the proposal was stretching it. 
 
At this stage in the meeting, the Chairman invited Mr Robbie Sholdis, Mr Adam 
Larkin and Mr Robby Milhench to address the Committee speaking in support of the 
application. 
 
Mr Milhench thanked members for the opportunity to speak and in response to Mr 
Rollin’s assertions, he set out some of the background to the application. As a 
resident of Helen’s Bay and Crawfordsburn they had set out to ensure that 
throughout the planning application process they worked in conjunction with 
Planning Officers and tried to work with local residents in order that full consideration 
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was given to all parties.  Pre-planning meetings were held with the department prior 
to submission to ensure their views were considered and letters distributed to 
neighbouring residents seeking meetings to appraise them of the proposal.  It was 
unfortunate that none of the residents took up the offer to discuss the plans.  For 
clarity he advised that he had written to and met with one MLA and a copy of that 
letter had been submitted to the Planning Office.  As a local resident of Helen’s Bay 
and former member of Helen’s Bay and Crawfordsburn Residents’ Committee he 
was acutely aware of his responsibilities in bringing forth such a proposal – he was 
not an anonymous developer.  He had a strong understanding of the local area, its 
character and needs.  He advised that the application had been rigorously tested by 
both the Planning Officers and themselves with a recommendation to develop seven 
high quality apartments in the village of Crawfordsburn, meeting a clear demand for 
that type of downsizing property in the area and one that was not currently met 
anywhere else in the village settlement.  The application respected the character of 
the area and would enhance the vitality of the village.  His commitment ensured that 
the development was delivered to the highest of standards for the whole of the area, 
its residents and stakeholders. 
 
Mr Sholdis advised that the application represented the culmination of a prolonged 
process of engagement with Planning Officers and statutory consultees and had 
included a series of pre-application meetings and close liaison with Planning Officers 
throughout the process.  High quality and sustainable design was at the heart of their 
proposals alongside an inherent desire to introduce a residential scheme that 
respected the unique character of Crawfordsburn.  The scheme was not a block of 
flats but had been sensitively designed to respond closely to surrounding residential 
form and to respect existing dwelling footprints and plot ratios in the area.  Their 
construction methods and material finishes would be of a high quality and would 
ensure high levels of thermal performance and in addition the proposals had been 
carefully and sensitively designed to address surrounding dwellings and protect their 
existing amenity provision.  Positioned within close proximity to local amenities and 
community facilities, the location of the scheme offered connectively to a vibrant 
village centre with a number of existing transport uses available to potential future 
residents.  The design was suitably respectful of the existing character and quality 
already on the Ballymullan Road and offered a different type of residential 
accommodation that was currently absent from Crawfordsburn.  He highlighted this 
was not a scheme targeted at first time buyers, rather it was designed to offer 
existing residents an opportunity to downsize without being forced to leave a village 
they had lived in for many years, as there was currently little opportunity for existing 
residents to downsize and stay in the village. 
 
Mr Larkin stated that there seemed to be a general presumption that apartments 
should not go in Crawfordsburn, however he pointed out that planning policy 
promoted different housing types and housing sizes and housing tenures.  The 
question was not therefore, whether the apartments were appropriate for 
Crawfordsburn but rather would the nature and density of apartments on that site 
had an impact on the nature and village character of Crawfordsburn.  He stressed 
that the development would be close to the country park, the Inn and local shops and 
as such, people living in the apartments would most likely walk to all of those 
amenities and so the issues about traffic were not as extensive as perceived. 
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Alderman Girvan sought further information on the level of consultation undertaken 
by the developer with residents, given the apparent angst in the community. 
 
Mr Milhench detailed that they were keen to engage with residents to discuss and 
allay any concerns.  He advised that immediate neighbours had been contacted but 
had not responded.  They had also met with one MLA and had held a number of 
meetings with Planning Officers. 
 
Alderman Girvan then sought clarity about the concerns about overlooking and 
overburdening the existing sewerage system. 
 
Mr Larkin responded that there would not be a traditional relationship with 
overlooking as the properties would not be back to back, the levels would be the 
same as no.7a and the angle of the views would prevent overlooking into the rear 
amenity space.  Mr Sholdis added that they had worked with Planning Officers and 
had revised the scheme including reducing the number and scale of windows to 
mitigate the issue of overlooking. 
 
With respect to the sewerage issues, Mr Sholdis explained that severe damage had 
been caused to the sewer pipe by tree roots.  It was planned to remove that tree, to 
replace the damaged pipe and install a new foul and storm system which would also 
pick up connections from the neighbouring properties and would therefore overcome 
the current issue on the Ballymullan Road. 
 
In response to a query from Alderman McDowell about the size of the proposed 
units, Mr Mihench advised that they ranged from 950square feet to 1280 square feet 
in size. 
 
Councillor Walker stated that the main concerns seemed to be around PPS7 and he 
asked if the Planning Officer believed all those concerns had been mitigated 
properly. 
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer wished to give members comfort that 
this was a very well worked out case officer report and a case officer with nearly 20 
years’ experience had worked on the case and it was not a case of them ‘doing their 
best’ as suggested by the objector.  The quality of their reports had been commented 
on by the PAC and they had possibly one of the highest standards of reports issued 
by any of the eleven councils.  She then referred the member to page 12 of the 
report, Policy QD1 and she advised that they had to consider the proposal within its 
surrounding context.  In light of that, she advised that Building 2 (rear property) 
worked with the level of the site and the landscaping features took account of the 
area and future planting was planned; there was more than adequate open space 
and parking provision and the site was close to all village amenities.  She reiterated 
that a thorough assessment had been done including meeting with the architect, 
following which amendments had been made to the design, particularly around the 
windows.  She then detailed the density of the proposal, which was not significantly 
higher, and compared it to other areas in the surrounding area.  She confirmed that 
following a thorough assessment, that was found to be acceptable. 
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Councillor Walker asked about other applications for apartments in Crawfordsburn 
and the Principal Planning and Technical Officer advised that applications had been 
submitted in the past. 
 
Alderman McDowell asked if redevelopment of the existing property had been 
considered and he then queried the size of the proposal and whether the buildings 
would be similar to the properties adjacent to the site. 
 
In response, the Principal Planning and Technical Officer advised that there were 
different sizing guidelines for houses and apartments.  With respect to 
redevelopment of the existing building she advised that was only preferred if the 
building made a material contribution to the area, which in this case it did not.  She 
added that no harm would be caused by the demolition of this specific dwelling and 
she pointed out that the two new units would look like houses. 
 
Councillor Walker proposed, seconded by Councillor Kennedy, that the 
recommendation be adopted, and that planning permission be granted. 
 
On being put to the meeting, with 6 voting FOR the proposal, 5 voting AGAINST, 1 
ABSTAINING and 4 ABSENT the proposal was declared CARRIED.  A recorded 
vote resulted as follows: 
 

FOR (6) AGAINST (5) ABSTAINING (1) ABSENT (4) 
Alderman 
McIlveen 
Councillors 
Cathcart 
Kennedy 
McAlpine 
Thompson 
Walker 

Aldermen 
McDowell 
Keery 
Councillors 
Brooks 
McClean 
McKee 
  

Alderman 
Girvan 
 

Alderman 
Gibson 
Councillors 
Adair 
Cooper 
P Smith 

 
RESOLVED, that the recommendation be adopted, and that planning 
permission be granted.  
 
(Alderman Gibson and Councillor P Smith returned to the meeting at this stage – 
10.10pm) 
 
4.4 X/2010/0153/RM – Lands to the east and west of Seaview Caravan Park, 

east of 12-16 Ashley Park and west and south of 1 Donaghadee Road, 
Millisle  

  (Appendix IV) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 
Committee Interest: Major application 
Proposal: Residential development comprising 158 units (78 semi-detached houses, 
36 townhouses, 8 detached houses and 36 apartments) and associated roads, 
landscaping and drainage works (amended plans) 
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Site Location: Lands to the east and west of Seaview Caravan Park, east of 12-16 
Ashley Park and west and south of 1 Donaghadee Road, Millisle 
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (G Kerr) outlined the detail of the 
application which was an application site consisting of two separate areas (referred 
to as area A and B) within the settlement development limit of Millisle. The two areas 
were separated by Seaview Caravan Park – a holiday park consisting of many 
mobile homes.  Area B, the larger of the two areas currently was two large 
agricultural fields with boundaries marked in fencing and hedgerows. That part of the 
site was accessed via an existing entrance to the caravan park via the Donaghadee 
Road. The site rose up from the south and was elevated above the Donaghadee 
Road. Only the ridge of the site was visible on the approach to Millisle from 
Donaghadee. To the west was the caravan site and to the south the civic amenity 
site.  Area A was the smaller of the two areas and was currently rough ground. To 
the west was the residential area of Ashley Park and the south rear gardens of 
properties on Moss Road.  
 
There was long standing planning history of the site. Outline planning permission 
was granted back in October 1967 by the then Down District Council for a caravan 
site of 17 acres and housing of 18.5 acres.  The applicant only implemented part of 
the permission relating to the caravan site. Two subsequent applications had been 
submitted for housing on the site in 1974 and 1977. The 1974 site had been 
approved but the 1977 application was refused planning permission as it was then 
seen as being incompatible with the recently published Draft North Down and Ards 
Area Plan as part of the site lay within an area that had been set aside for an ‘indoor 
entertainment centre.’  The decision to refuse planning permission had been 
appealed in 1978 and it was found that as the caravan park part of the original 
permission had been implemented, it therefore had kept alive the totality of the 
permission granted in 1967 which also included the housing.  An application for the 
access which had been approved 1968 was also implemented. The Planning 
Appeals Commission (PAC) had determined that the application for the caravan and 
housing was a single approved development and was still extant due to the 
commencement of the caravan park element and had never lapsed.  When the 
public inquiry into the Draft Ards and Down Plan was taking place, the PAC had 
recommended that the settlement limit of Millisle should recognise that committed 
housing development and reallocate the lands subject of the 1967 permission for 
development purposes and that was accepted by the then DOE.  As the original 
permission was for an outline application the subsequent Reserved Matters (RM) 
application was submitted in 2010 to the DOE.  Current legislation stated that 
sufficient evidence had to be presented with an RM to enable the determination of 
an application. With no outline decision notice, it had been difficult to determine 
what Down County Council had reserved for subsequent approval.  It had transpired 
that Environmental Health had a copy on its old records and was able to provide a 
copy to planning in February 2019.  The conditions associated with the outline 
approval included that the layout and detailed drawings should be submitted, details 
of carriageway, layout of streets and estate road. 
 
With regard to relevant plans and policies the entirety of the site was within the 
development limit. Site A was un-zoned however part B was zoned for housing 
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designated as HPA 5 in the local development plan. The area plan listed certain key 
design considerations for the site including regarding density of dwellings, 
respecting the elevated nature of the site, the provision of a landscape buffer along 
the boundaries of the open countryside and the provision of a right-hand turning 
lane.  It was originally proposed to have 195 dwellings on the site however through 
negotiation with the agent that had been reduced to 158. The density of dwellings 
on the site had been respected. There had been originally 18 dwellings within the 
20 metre contour line of the site which was unsuitable but through negotiation with 
the planning agent that was reduced to four. The ridge line of those dwellings was 
50 metres away from the boundary to the NE. It was the professional planning 
judgement that with that degree of set back and the buffer planting along the 
boundary would mitigate against any adverse visual impact.  The agent was 
proposing a 10-15-metre-wide landscaping buffer to the boundary closest to the 
countryside along with a 5 metre buffer of trees which exceeded the requirement of 
the plan.  As outline permission had been granted in 1967 along with conditions to 
be considered at reserved matters - that was well before the publication of the 
ADAP 2015 and its associated key site requirements for the site. It was considered 
that the outline permission was not totally consistent with the key site requirements 
set out in the plan. However, being mindful of that, the agent had worked with the 
planning officers and had submitted details such as the landscaping and respecting 
the contours of the site in order to find a proposal that adhered to the development 
plan as far as practical. It was therefore the professional planning judgement that 
the submitted details mitigate against any harm that the KSR sought to protect 
against. 
 
There was the issue of the provision of a right-hand turning lane as set out in the 
development and requested by DFI roads in an initial consultation response. 
However professional planners were also mindful that the principle of development 
had already been established by the implementation of the original permission 
which had committed itself to a form of development set outline granted in 1967 
therefore only the particulars or RM were left to be approved.  The outline had 
conditioned that ‘a detailed plan of access road’ was to be considered at RM stage. 
It was the professional planning judgement that the access was considered at 
outline stage and subject to particulars to be set out in the RM was deemed to be 
acceptable. The provision of a right-hand turning land was not set out in the 
conditions of the outline permission, but the access was fully considered and found 
to be acceptable.  From the assessment of the application it was the professional 
planning judgement that the best form of access has been achieved within the 
parameters set by the OPP. Following re-consultation of DFI roads it agreed with 
this view and had no objection to the application. To provide members with some 
comfort - the applicant had entered an Article 122 agreement with DFI roads to 
ensure that, when required an upgraded right-hand turning lane would be provided 
at the expense of the applicant. That was legislation outside that of planning 
however it had been agreed that should planning permission be approved the 
decision notice would not be issued until the Article 122 agreement had been 
signed off. 
 

Turning to the design of the development, there was no unifying character of 
character of housing in the area. Views could be obtained of the site from the south 
at Moss Road and limited views from the north. Ashley Park had a development of 
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bungalows.  Area B - there was to be a spine road with roads off with a variety of 
types of housing including detached, semi -detached, town -houses and 
apartments. All dwellings were to have a mix of finishes to provide variety and 
interest. The dwellings that sat behind the housing on the Donaghadee had been 
reduced from 2 storey to 1 and a half storey due to the elevated position on that 
portion of the site and also considering views from the north on the approach to 
Millisle., semis were to have pitched roofs and the townhouses were 2 and a half 
storey (9.5-10m) and apartments were three stores (12.5m) linked by glazed 
walkways to soften and break up the massing. Boundaries were marked by fencing 
to the rear gardens with stone walls to the front.  Access to Area A would be 
through Ashley Park and there were to be 14 semi- detached dwellings located in 
that area. 
 
Throughout the site there were a variety of sizes of gardens to the dwellings with 
shared open space to the apartments along with the provision of small balconies 
There were two portions of open space included as part of the development that 
made up 1.1 hectares.  The parking provided met the requirements of 2 in curtilage 
spaces per dwelling and 1.5 spaces per apartment.  Separation distances between 
existing and proposed dwellings had been assessed by the case officer and were 
deemed to be acceptable.  Following the completion of the consultation process 
none of the consultees had any objections to the proposal provided certain 
conditions were attached to any approval granted. For example, Environmental 
Health had requested the provision of a sound proof close boarded fence along the 
boundary with the civic amenity site and that had been conditioned as a 
requirement.   
 
There had been a total of 4 letters of objection. Material issues covered increase in 
cars and safety, suggestions for alternative exits to the site, drainage and sewerage 
and possible overlooking to the resident of no 15 Donaghadee Road. All issues had 
been fully addressed during the processing of the application including the 
reduction of the 2 storey dwellings abutting the Donaghadee road to 1.5 storeys. 
 

In summary, the planning history had been closely scrutinised along with the legal 
boundaries established by the grant of outline planning permission in 1967. In the 
processing of that reserved matters application, the agent acting on behalf of the 
applicant had worked closely with planning officers to achieve a housing 
development for Millisle that went to meeting the objectives of the local 
development plan and grant of planning permission of Reserved Matters was 
recommended. 
 
Councillor Cathcart queried the legalities around the planning application. 
 
The Head of Planning explained that, in line with the planning legislation, planning 
permission ran with the land, irrespective of the applicant.  
 
At this stage in the meeting, the Chairman, invited Mr Dermot Monaghan to address 
the Committee, speaking for the application. 
 
Mr Monaghan thanked the Committee for the opportunity to speak, adding that he 
represented the applicant.  He thanked the Planning Officers for their assistance to 
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date and commended the officer’s thorough report.  He stated that the application 
fully complied with policy and asked the members to support the recommendation to 
approve planning permission.  
 
Councillor Thompson raised a query in respect of the open spaces within the 
development and queried who would pay for those areas to be maintained.  
 
Mr Monaghan stated that it was likely that a Management Company would be set up 
to cover the cost of maintaining the area.  
 
The Planning Officer confirmed that the application was conditioned, and that a 
Management Company would be required to be set up to maintain the common 
areas. 
 
The Chairman thanked Mr Monaghan for his presentation and asked him to return to 
the public gallery.  
 
UNANIMOUSLY RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Thompson, 
seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that the recommendation be adopted, and 
that planning permission be granted.  
 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 
It was agreed that as there were no speakers for Item 4.5, the item be deferred to 
allow the speakers for Items 4.6 to 4.9 to be heard. 
 
NOTED. 
 
4.6 LA06/2016/0602/F – Quintin Castle, 3 Kearney Road, Portaferry  
  (Appendix VI) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 
Committee Interest: At request of the Planning Manager 
Proposal: Alterations, extension and change of use from dwelling house to guest 
house and function room, including new garden ancillary building for storage of 
estate maintenance equipment 
Site Location:  
Recommendation: Refuse Planning Permission 
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (P Kerr) advised that the application 
was being presented at Planning Committee at the request of the Head of Planning. 
 
She then outlined the detail of the application which was an application that sought 
planning permission for the alterations, extension and change of use from dwelling 
house to guest house and function room, including new garden ancillary building for 
storage of estate maintenance equipment. 
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One letter of objection had been received from a member of the public with traffic 
generation and noise being the main issues raised.  A noise impact assessment had 
been submitted and environmental health was satisfied that there would be no 
adverse impacts on nearby residents. 
 
The guest house would comprise of 8 no. ensuite bedrooms and 1 bedroom for the 
Castle director. The function room would have the capacity for 80 people.  The site 
was located at Quintin castle which was on the Kearney Road approximately 2 miles 
east of Portaferry. It was set back from the road and was sited along the eastern 
coast directly facing towards the Irish sea.  Quintin Castle was a listed building and 
was in an area designated as a historic park, garden and demesne.  It was located 
within the Strangford and Lecale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The proposal 
involved minor internal alterations to the listed building and no external alterations to 
it.  In the late 1970’s the castle was used as a 25-bed private nursing home.  
 
All consultees were content with the proposal apart from DFI Roads who were 
unavailable to attend the Committee meeting.  
 
The proposal was in conformity with the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 and the site 
was located outside the settlement limit. 
 
In terms of the principle of development with regard to the SPPS and the conversion 
and re-use of existing buildings for non-residential use: provision should be made for 
the sympathetic conversion and re-use of a suitable locally important building of 
special character or interest for a variety of alternative uses where that would secure 
its upkeep and retention, and where the nature and scale of the proposed non-
residential use would be appropriate to its countryside location. This proposal met 
the requirements of the SPPS.  With regard to PPS2 the proposal would have no 
impact on any aspects of the Natural Heritage. Both Natural Environment Division 
and Marine and Fisheries division were content with the proposal.  Turning to PPS 6 
Archaeology and the Built Heritage Policy BH7 with regard to change of use of a 
listed building applies and was satisfied. Policy BH11 with regard to Development 
affecting the setting of a listed building was relevant for surrounding works and 
ancillary building and was also satisfied. Historic Environment Division was content 
with the proposal.  With regard to PPS16 which was the policy for Tourism they were 
directed to PPS21 CTY4 for the conversion and reuse of an existing building to 
provide a tourist amenity in the countryside. In that policy weight was attached to the 
building being locally important. For that proposal they considered Quintin castle to 
be locally important. The proposal met all of the criteria in CTY4 apart from criteria 
(g) which related to access to the public road not prejudicing road safety or 
significantly inconveniencing the flow of traffic. TSM 7 of PPS16 set out the criteria 
for tourism development all of which that policy met apart from L and M which related 
to access arrangements and road safety and inconvenience to the flow of traffic.  
With regard to PPS21 CTY13, CTY14 and CTY16 had been satisfied. 
 
The main issue for the proposal was PPS3 Access, Movement and Parking. The 
main access road was extremely narrow. DFI Roads had been consulted and 
recommended refusal based on an unacceptable level of conflict by reason of 
increased number of vehicles attracted to the site, including large delivery vehicles, 
together with the impact it would have on the local road network.  All five refusal 
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reason were on that basis. The first three refusal reasons were under AMP2 of PPS 
3 and the 4th and 5th related to the traffic, road and access aspects of Policy CTY4 
and TSM7. 
 
In conclusion, the proposal met all the required policy criteria apart from that which 
related to access movement and parking. They therefore find themselves in the 
position where they had to recommend refusal on that basis. 
 
A number of queries were raised by members at this point and the Senior 
Professional and Technical Officer responded as follows: 
 

• DfI Roads did not consider the narrow access road to be acceptable and it 
was not possible to install laybys due to land ownership issues – it would be 
up to the applicant and the land owner to pursue buying land 

• DfI Roads was content with the guest house element but the inclusion of a 
function room had become a sticking point  

• DfI Roads had assessed the traffic flow in both directions of the Quintin Bay 
Road and the entrance/exit to the Castle and had determined that at the 
narrowest points of the road, coaches and other large vehicles would struggle 
to get down 

• DfI Roads was not willing to comment on its view of the capacity limits of the 
function room; it was happy to approve the guest house but not the function 
room 

• Kearney Road was an adopted road 
 
At this stage in the meeting, the Chairman queried why representatives from DfI 
Roads did not attend any of the Planning Committee meetings they were invited to, 
as they attending Planning Committees at other Councils. 
 
In response, the Head of Planning advised that Roads Division was based in 
Downpatrick and only served Ards and North Down so there were other divisions 
that attended other Councils’ Planning meetings, however this was one of the few 
that was held during the evening.  She continued that there was no Service Level 
Agreement requiring their attendance at Planning Committees.  She advised the 
reason given for not attending this meeting was that the Senior Roads Official had a 
prior engagement. 
 
The Chairman commented that the Committee was regularly hindered by roads 
issues and would be keen to hear DfI Roads point of view on such matters. 
 
Alderman McDowell concurred that the Committee had questions that only DfI 
Roads could answer, and he wondered if there was an option to garner independent 
expert advice to rebut that of DfI Roads. 
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer advised that DfI Roads was the 
Council’s statutory consultee and as such they could not seek alternative advice.  
Ideally they would come to address the Committee and answer any questions. 
 
The Chairman stated that one of the speakers associated with the application was a 
Roads/Civil Engineer but could only speculate on DfI Road’s decision.  He 
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suggested that the application be deferred to seek additional information including a 
meeting with DfI Roads. 
 
Alderman McDowell queried if the Planning Committee could go against the advice 
of DfI Roads, however he was concerned about approving an application if there 
were road safety implications. 
 
In response, the Senior Professional and Technical Officer reiterated that DfI Roads 
was their statutory consultee and they could not employ an independent.  She 
advised that DfI Roads had set out how the proposal contravened the policy in 
respect of safety and she advised caution about approving an application in light of 
the safety issues raised.  She further advised that it was a material consideration and 
by statute they had to consult DfI Roads and she again urged caution about going 
against the advice in light of the concerns about safety. 
 
Councillor Kennedy expressed disappointment about the current situation, given that 
the Committee had regulatory responsibility for approving applications and yet the 
input of another statutory body was preventing progress in this case.  He queried 
that if planning approval hung on the decision of a statutory body that was not there 
to answer questions, how could they proceed.  He added that he knew of no part of 
the road where two cars could not pass. 
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer illustrated the concerns of DfI Roads 
showing an aerial view of the road. 
 
Councillor Kennedy stated that DfI Roads had not moved to a one way system which 
seemed to undermine its rationale.  He noted that it had expressed its reasons for 
concerns but had provided no traffic flow detail or projections in respect of the 
proposal. 
 
In response to queries from Councillor Walker, the Senior Professional and 
Technical Officer advised that the ground floor had capacity for a function room with 
guest bedrooms above.  She advised that if permission was refused it would not 
impact on any future applications that would satisfy Planning and DfI Roads. 
 
At this stage in the meeting, the Chairman invited Mr P McCreanor, Ms K McShane, 
Mr M Graham and Mr P Bailie to address the Committee. 
 
Mr Bailie thanked the Committee for the opportunity to speak and he advised that the 
proposal was primarily to provide a corporate facility for Tayto and was to be used 
for sales meetings and the accommodation was for overseas delegates. Additionally, 
it would be a single use high end facility booked in its entirety.  He continued that the 
facility had not been advertised however they had received 25 mixed enquiries over 
the last 18 months by word of mouth.  He added that 30 people had been prepared 
to sign letters of support. 
 
Mr McCreanor was in agreement with most of the case officer report, however he 
clarified that the proposal was for nine bedrooms and the function room element was 
an existing room which was not being sub-divided and was 60 square metres in size.  
It would have a capacity to hold 60 people and not 80 as indicated in the report.  He 
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stressed that it was a very modest function room and was primarily used to host 
Tayto meetings and training sessions.  It was also used as a dining room for those 
staying in the guest bedrooms. 
 
Ms McShane addressed the traffic/roads element and advised that the typical daily 
flow was around 17 vehicles per day and a change in traffic was not normally 
perceptible when the facility was in use.  Furthermore, the majority of people 
accessing Kearney village used the Cook Street/Ballyblack Road route.  There was 
no accident history and DfI Roads had no plans to change the road in any way; the 
road was actually two feet wider than the road in Crawfordsburn.  Ms McShane 
believed that the concerns of DfI Roads had been satisfied. 
 
Councillor Walker raised a number of queries and Mr Bailie replied that the function 
room could be rented for private events and guests could avail of the guest rooms.  
Planning approval was required as currently the property was classed as private 
residential and so consent was required to change the use.  He noted that it was a 
Tayto corporate facility.  Mr McCreanor believed that DfI Roads had misunderstood 
the application and proposed use, even though the intended use was described 
clearly on the application. 
 
In response to a query from Councillor Kennedy, Mr Graham advised that DfI Roads 
had explained its methodology in providing an evidential context, however the 
proposal adhered to planning policy.  Ms McShane advised that a transport 
assessment form was submitted and the only people driving past the castle were the 
users of the caravan park, which equated to around 20-30 cars per day.  
Furthermore, DfI Roads had been offered a service management plan detailing the 
two approach directions and how traffic direction could be managed.  Ms McShane 
further advised that passing bays could be created and they would be happy to 
include that as a condition of consent, which if that was the issue, they had shown 
they could address it. 
 
Councillor McAlpine sought information about what the split would be between a 
corporate facility and other venue.  Mr Bailie said they would prefer to develop the 
corporate element as it would have less impact and would get more use.  They could 
not run the venue as a hotel as it would not fit in with Tayto’s requirements.  He 
reiterated that they were predominantly aiming at corporate usage rather than 
opening to the public. 
 
Councillor Thompson raised a number of queries about DfI Roads and Ms McShane 
advised that whilst agreement had tried to be reached there was still conflict over a 
number of issues.  In addition, the Senior Professional and Technical Officer advised 
that at a meeting in February 2018 DfI Roads had said that the road network was so 
bad that they did not want to attract more traffic to the area.  Whilst passing bays had 
been discussed, DfI Roads had made it clear that it would most likely be a refusal. 
 
Alderman Girvan believed it to be an excellent proposal however she was unsure 
how the issues would be resolved.  She expressed caution about overturning the 
recommendation as responsibility would lie with the Committee if accidents 
happened on the road.   
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In light of the discussion, the Chairman outlined the Committee’s options and sought 
a proposal. 
 
Alderman McDowell proposed, seconded by Councillor Kennedy, that all four 
applications (items 4.6 to 4.9) be deferred to seek additional information including a 
meeting with DfI Roads. 
 
Councillor Walker was happy to defer the applications and he expressed concern 
that DfI Roads had taken a stand and would be difficult to move.  Referring to 
planning permission for a guest house, he queried whether a guest house could 
have a function room in the dining room.  In response, the Senior Professional and 
Technical Officer advised that the application for guest house dining room would be 
treated that way but a guest house with function room was entirely different. 
 
UNANIMOUSLY RESOLVED, that the application be deferred to allow time to 
seek additional information including holding a meeting with DfI Roads. 
 

4.7 LA06/2016/0604/LBC – Quintin Castle, 3 Kearney Road, Portaferry  
  (Appendix VII) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 
Committee Interest: Called in by Head of Planning 
Proposal: Listed building consent for alterations, extension and change of use from 
dwelling house to guest house and function room, including new garden ancillary 
building for storage of estate maintenance equipment 
Site Location: Quintin Castle, 3 Kearney Road, Portaferry 
Recommendation: Grant Listed Building Consent 
 
UNANIMOUSLY RESOLVED, that the application be deferred to allow time to 
seek additional information including holding a meeting with DfI Roads. 
 
4.8 LA06/2018/1367/F – Quintin Castle, 3 Kearney Road, Portaferry  
  (Appendix VIII) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 
Committee Interest: Called in by Head of Planning 
Proposal: Proposed car parking, low level bollard lighting, associated ancillary 
works and landscaping to serve planning application LA06/2016/0606/F (Alterations, 
extension and change of use from dwelling house to guest house and function room, 
including new garden ancillary building for storage of estate maintenance equipment) 
Site Location: Quintin Castle, 3 Kearney Road, Portaferry 
Recommendation: Refuse Planning Permission 
 
UNANIMOUSLY RESOLVED, that the application be deferred to allow time to 
seek additional information including holding a meeting with DfI Roads. 
 



  PC.04.06.19 
 

33 
 

4.9 LA06/2018/1368/LBC – Quintin Castle, 3 Kearney Road, Portaferry 
  (Appendix IX) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 
Committee Interest: Called in by Head of Planning 
Proposal: Listed Building Consent for proposed car parking, low level bollard 
lighting, associated ancillary works and landscaping to serve planning application 
LA06/2016/0606/F (Alterations, extension and change of use from dwelling house to 
guest house and function room, including new garden ancillary building for storage of 
estate maintenance equipment) 
Site Location: Quintin Castle, 3 Kearney Road, Portaferry 
Recommendation: Grant Listed Building Consent 
 
UNANIMOUSLY RESOLVED, that the application be deferred to allow time to 
seek additional information including holding a meeting with DfI Roads. 
 
4.10 LA06/2018/0383/F – WITHDRAWN FROM AGENDA  
   
Members were advised that the application had been withdrawn from the agenda. 
 
NOTED. 
 
COMFORT BREAK 
 
At this stage in the meeting a comfort break was called – 11.15 pm. 
The meeting reconvened at 11.30 pm. 
Alderman Gibson did not return to the meeting at this stage. 
 
4.5 LA06/2017/0726/F – Land between and to the rear of 72 and 84 

Ballygelagh Road, Kircubbin 
  (Appendix V) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 
Committee Interest: Application with six or more objections contrary to officer’s 
recommendation 
Proposal: Proposed housing development of 10 semi-detached houses 
Site Location: Land between and to the rear of 72 and 84 Ballygelagh Road, 
Kircubbin 
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer (G Kerr) noted that since being issued 
with the COR the description had been amended to include the demolition of a 
garage on site and access arrangements and had been re-advertised accordingly. 
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer outlined the detail of the application 
which was an application that sought planning permission for 10 semi- detached 
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dwellings landscaping, and associated site and access works. The site was located 
within the development limit of Kirkistown on the Ards Peninsula.  The 0.8 hectare 
site was currently set out as paddocks and amenity area associated with a dwelling 
and garage at no 72 Ballygelagh Road. It was proposed to use the access of 72 and 
demolish the existing garage associated with the dwelling to gain access to the site. 
There was to be a 9-metre-wide strip of grass between an existing dwelling and the 
access to act as a buffer. The general area was considered to be residential in 
nature.  The land was known as white land in the Ards and Down Area Plan 
therefore the principal of housing on the site was acceptable. 
 

No consultees had raised any objection to the application during the processing of 
the application subject to the inclusion of appropriate conditions.  The application 
site was in close proximity to Christ Church C of I (Grade B1) which was of special 
architectural and historic importance and was protected by Section 80 of the 
Planning Act (NI) 2011.  Historic Environment Division, Historic Buildings (HED: HB) 
had considered the impacts of the proposal on the building and on the basis of the 
information provided, had advised that the proposal exerted no greater 
demonstrable harm on the setting than existed.  The proposed development was 
considered sympathetic to the scale and proportions of the adjacent listed buildings. 
Their design and materials would not detract from the setting of the listed buildings. 
 
There were a total of 6 objections to the proposal covering a range of material 
planning issues including wildlife, density and traffic and all issues had been fully 
considered in the case officer report. 
 

Turning to the design of development, the dwellings proposed were 1 and a half 
storey, semi-detached, with a ridge height of 7.4 metres. There were a range of 
bungalows and 1 ½ storey dwellings within the vicinity with brick and render 
finishes.  The design was therefore in-keeping with the surrounding area and of a 
design that was sympathetic to a small settlement within the countryside with slate 
roofs and white render. There were front and rear gardens. The dwellings had been 
designed so there was no adverse overlooking to existing neighbouring areas. 
There was satisfactory parking for two cars per dwelling plus visitor parking. Sight 
splays had been found acceptable by DFI Roads.  Separation distances had been 
assessed and were found to be acceptable. Furthermore, the separation distances 
proposed would ensure no unacceptable adverse impact on residential amenity in 
terms of overlooking, dominance, noise, and overshadowing. 
 
It was the professional planning judgement that this proposal complied with 
prevailing policy and guidance and grant of planning permission was 
recommended. 
 
UNANIMOUSLY RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Girvan, seconded by 
Councillor Cathcart, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning 
permission be granted.  
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4.11 LA06/2019/0166/A – 50m South East of 30 Shore Street, Donaghadee 
  (Appendix X) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Bangor East and Donaghadee 
Committee Interest: Council application 
Proposal: 1 no. freestanding aluminium sign 
Site Location: 50m south east of 30 Shore Street, Donaghadee 
Recommendation: Grant Advertising Consent 
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (G Kerr) outlined the detail 
of the application which was a proposal being presented at Committee as 
it was a Council application.   
 
The site was located at the end of a concrete walk-way immediately south of a 
concrete slip-way.  There was a boat yard to the north of the slip-way and 
immediately to the west of the walk-way was an area of hard standing. To the east 
was the coast. The site which was located close to the town centre of Donaghadee 
was within an area of public amenity space.  The site was located within the 
Donaghadee Conservation Area as defined in the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015. 
 
The proposal was considered to comply with relevant policies including those 
contained within including PPS17: Control of Outdoor Advertisements. That PPS 
set out the main considerations to be taken into account in assessing applications 
of that nature including AD1 Amenity and Public Safety. As the site was located 
within the conservation area PPS 6 was also relevant in particular Policy BH13 – 
The Control of Advertisements in a Conservation Area.  The proposal consisted of a 
very simple freestanding aluminium sign showing information detailing the historical 
cross-channel swim by Tom Blower between NI and Scotland. The sign was to be 
constructed in the corner of the existing pedestrian walkway which was located 
between Shore Street and the coast. The sign was to be constructed on 0.70m 
pillars which would present a 0.90m x 0.60m aluminium panel with the information 
regarding the historical swim. The free-standing sign was to be located at the end of 
the walkway so as not to obstruct pedestrians.  The sign would have a positive 
impact on the area and would add to the quality of the public amenity of the area 
providing historical information for local residents and tourists who visited the area. 
 
No objections had been received in relation to the proposal and grant of consent was 
recommended. 
 
UNANIMOUSLY RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Keery, seconded by 
Councillor Brooks, that the recommendation be adopted and that Advertising 
Consent be granted.  
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4.12 LA06/2018/1384/F – Main Street, Johnston Park and Castle Place, 
Carrowdore 

  (Appendix XI) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 
Committee Interest: Council application 
Proposal: Environmental improvement works to include replacement of existing 
trees, hedge planting, under grounding of existing services, new bus shelter, 
resurfacing works and associated landscape works 
Site Location: Main Street, Johnston Park and Castle Place, Carrowdore 
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
The Principal Professional and Technical Officer (G Kerr) outlined the detail of the 
application which was a proposal being presented at Committee as it was a Council 
application.  
 
The proposal was for Environmental improvement works to include replacement of 
existing trees, hedge planting, under-grounding of existing services, new bus 
shelter, resurfacing works and associated landscape works within the development 
limit of Carrowdore.  The application was for an ongoing programme of 
environmental improvements for towns and villages throughout the Borough to 
improve the appearance and aesthetics of the area for residents and visitors.  The 
works involved land to the north east of the large filling station in the centre of 
Carrowdore which incorporated the Main Street area down to the Community 
Centre and play area on Johnston Park and Castle Place. 
 
Neighbour notification had been carried out with those residences directly abutting 
the site and no objections had been received.  DFI Roads had been consulted during 
the processing of the application and had offered no objection subject to conditions. 
 
The proposal incorporating the tree lined street planting and the provision of a bus 
stop opposite the existing bus stop on the west side of Main Street would facilitate 
an attractive convenient and safe access to public transport, encouraging more 
sustainable means of travel and promoting an alternative to the use of a car.  The 
proposal was considered to have no detrimental impact, the replanting was 
considered to enhance the character and biodiversity of the area and the open 
space areas in between residences and the Main Street would remain. 
 
The proposal was considered acceptable and grant of planning permission was 
recommended. 
 
UNANIMOUSLY RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Thompson, 
seconded by Councillor P Smith, that the recommendation be adopted and 
that planning permission be granted.  
 
 
 



  PC.04.06.19 
 

37 
 

4.13 LA06/2019/0192/F – Open space approximately 33m North West of 
McKee Clock and immediately South of No. 5 Quay Street, Bangor  

  (Appendix XII) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Bangor Central 
Committee Interest: Application on land in which the Council had an interest 
Proposal: Temporary siting and operation of a 34-metre panoramic viewing wheel 
and 3 no. vintage style attractions 
Site Location: Open space approximately 33m North West of McKee Clock and 
immediately South of No. 5 Quay Street, Bangor 
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
The Principal Professional and Technical Officer (G Kerr) outlined the detail of the 
application which was a proposal being presented at Committee as it was for a 
proposal on land in which the Council had an interest. 
 
The proposal was for the temporary siting and operation of a 34-metre-high 
panoramic viewing wheel and 3 vintage style attractions. Operation dates were from 
24 May 2019 to 21 July 2019. The wheel was illuminated.  The proposal was 
located approximately 33m northwest of McKee Clock, Bangor and immediately 
south of No 5 Quay Street in an area of open space. 
 
There was previous planning history on the site granted the previous year 
to allow for a development such as that and the area was also known for its 
yearly fun fair.  NIEA, HED, Transport NI, Shared Environmental Service 
and Environmental health had no objections to the proposal. 
 
With regard to the development plan, Draft BMAP was a material consideration. The 
proposal lay within a Local Landscape Policy Area, Bangor Town Centre, within an 
area of existing open space and within Bangor Urban Waterfront. The proposal was 
in conformity with the plan. The wheel was located temporarily in existing open 
space and did not obstruct access to the coast. 
 
The proposal benefitted from permitted development rights for the first 28 days of 
operation but as that proposal exceeded that time limit, it had been assessed 
against the relevant policy criteria in PPS16: Tourism and PPS8: Open space and 
was considered to comply with the policies given the temporary nature of the 
structure. The proposal was a form of tourism development located in an 
appropriate area and was respectful scale and design. The proposal would not 
result in the loss of open space as only a portion of the open space would be 
occupied for a short, temporary period. 
 
With appropriate conditions it was recommended that that proposal be granted 
temporary planning permission. 
 
UNANIMOUSLY RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Keery, seconded by 
Councillor Cathcart, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning 
permission be granted.  
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5. UPDATE ON PLANNING APPEALS   
 (Appendix XIII)  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report dated 15 May 2019 from the Director of 
Regeneration, Development and Planning providing and update on the above and 
attaching Appeal Decision. 
 
Decisions 
 
1. The following appeal was dismissed on 09 April 2019. 
 

Appeal reference:  2018/A0093 
Application Reference: LA06/2017/1273/O 
Appeal by: Mr Martin Kane 
Subject of Appeal: Refusal of permission for dwelling and garage 
Location: Lands to rear and side of 1 Farnham Park, Bangor 

 
The Council refused that decision on 25 May 2018 for the following reasons: 
 
i. The proposal was contrary to policy QD1 (a) of Planning Policy Statement 7 

Quality Residential Environments in that it would, if permitted, result in over 
development of the site and cause unacceptable damage to the local character 
and environmental quality of the established residential area by reason of its 
layout which would be out of keeping with the character of the area and which 
consisted mainly of large detached houses within large curtilages of a uniform 
nature. The proposed development would also create an unacceptable 
precedent and the potential cumulative impact of similar development would 
further detract from the environmental quality, residential amenity and 
established character of the surrounding area; 
 

ii. The proposal was contrary to policy QD1 of Planning Policy Statement 7 
Quality Residential Environments in that the proposed development involved 
intensification of site usage within an Area of Townscape Character and it did 
not meet any of the exceptional circumstances and would if permitted, 
adversely affect the local character of the area; 

 
iii. The proposal was contrary to Policy LC 1 (b) of the Addendum to Planning 

Policy Statement 7, Safeguarding the Character of Established Residential 
Areas, in that the proposed back land pattern of development would not be in 
keeping with the overall character and environmental quality of the established 
residential area; 

 
iv. The proposal was contrary to Policy ATC 2 of the Addendum to Planning Policy 

Statement 6, Areas of Townscape Character, in that the proposed development 
would not respect the built form of the area and would not maintain or enhance 
the overall character of the area by reason of its density, layout and back land 
location. 
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The Commissioner sustained all the Council’s reasons for refusal and dismissed 
the appeal. 

 
2. The following appeal was dismissed on 29 March 2019. 
 

Appeal reference:  2018/A0104 
Application Reference: LA06/2018/0256/O 
Appeal by: Mrs Dawn Watson 
Subject of Appeal: Refusal of permission for infill dwelling 
Location: Lands 15m north of 27 Ardminnan Road, Cloughey 

 
The Council refused that decision on 6 September 2019 for the following reasons: 
 
i. The proposal was contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for 

Northern Ireland and Policy CTY1 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that there were no overriding 
reasons why the development was essential in that rural location and could 
not be located within a settlement; 

 
ii. The proposal was contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for 

Northern Ireland and Policy CTY8 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the proposal did not 
constitute a small gap sufficient only to accommodate up to a maximum of two 
houses within an otherwise substantial and continuously built-up frontage, and 
would, if permitted, result in the creation of ribbon development along the 
Ardminnan Road; 

 
iii. The proposal was contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for 

Northern Ireland and policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the dwelling would, if 
permitted, create a ribbon of development which would therefore result in a 
detrimental change to, and further erode the character of, the rural character 
of the countryside. 

 
The Commissioner sustained all the Council’s reasons for refusal and dismissed 
the appeal. 

 
New Appeals Lodged 
 
3. The following appeal was lodged with the Planning Appeals Commission on 5 

April 2019. 
 

Appeal reference:  2019/A0002 
Application Reference: LA06/2017/1224/F 
Appeal by: Mr Gordon Semple 
Subject of Appeal: Refusal of permission for Erection of dwelling 

(change of house type from previously approved 
dwelling X/2013/0373/RM) 

Location: 75m north west of 74 Ballyvester Road, 
Donaghadee 
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4. The following appeal was lodged with the Planning Appeals Commission on 03 May 

2019. 
 

Appeal reference:  2019/A0024 
Application Reference: LA06/2018/0004/O 
Appeal by: Mr Gordon Semple 
Subject of Appeal: Site for dwelling 
Location: Approximately 25m south of 31a Ballygowan Road, 

Comber 
      

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

 
RECOMMENDED that the report be noted. 
 
The Head of Planning advised that there was an error at no. 4 and that the Appeal 
was made by Mr Burgess and not Mr Semple. 
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Thompson, 
seconded by Councillor Kennedy, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 
6. PLANNING APPEAL PERFORMANCE 2018-2019   
 (Appendix XIV) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report dated 15 May 2019 from the Director of 
Regeneration, Development and Planning providing an update on the above and 
attaching details of those appeal decisions whereby the PAC upheld the appeal. 
 
The report stated that the report provided information on the success rate of those 
decisions by the Council as challenged by appeal to the Planning Appeals 
Commission (PAC) whereby the PAC decision issued in the financial year 2018-
2019. 
 
During the year 2018-2019 the Commission had issued 19 decisions as follows: 
 

• 13 decisions on appeals whereby the Council had refused permission; 
• 1 decision on an appeal whereby the Council had partially certified a site as 

lawfully used for the specified use (Certificate of Lawfulness of Existing Use or 
Development (CLEUD)); 

• 2 decisions on appeals against conditions that the Council had attached to 
approvals; 

• 3 decisions on appeals against Enforcement Notices issued by the Council. 
 
Of the 13 appeals against refusals the PAC had dismissed 7 representing a 50% 
success rate for the Council.   
 

http://www.pacni.gov.uk/
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Regarding the decision on the CLEUD, the Commission had granted the Certificate 
in respect of the full development/use applied for, whereas the Council had granted 
the Certificate in respect of part of the development/use. 
 
The Commission had upheld the appeals against the conditions attached to the 
approvals. 
 
In relation to two of the Enforcement Notices, the Commission had heard the 
appeals underground (a) ‘deemed application’ and granted each on that ground.  In 
relation to the third appeal against the Enforcement Notice, the Commission had 
upheld the Enforcement Notice. 
 
RECOMMENDED that the report be noted. 
 
The Head of Planning stated that the report provided an update in terms of 
performance over the previous year and also provided a breakdown on appeal 
decisions.  She reported that there had been 19 decisions in total, the detail of which 
was provided at the back of each appeal upheld and the reasons for the decision. 
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor McClean, seconded 
by Councillor Cathcart, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 

7. PLANNING BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORTS (FIN45)   
  
7.1. PLANNING BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT – MARCH 2019 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report dated 28 May 2019 from the Director of 
Regeneration, Development and Planning stating that the report covered the 
2018/19 financial year (1 April 2018 to 31 March 2019) and was set out below. The 
net cost of the service was showing an under spend of £4,348 (0.4%) – box A. The 
financial information was in draft form as, at time of writing, the 2018/19 financial 
year was still to be finalised, however, no material changes were expected. 
 
The style of the report had been changed to help focus on the key financial issues 
and to make it more user friendly for Members.   
 
Explanation of Variance 
 
The Planning budget performance was further analysed into 3 key areas: - 
 

Report Type Variance Box 

Report 2 Payroll Expenditure £129,559 favourable  B 

Report 3 Non-Payroll Expenditure £28,396 adverse  C 

Report 4 Income £96,815 adverse  D 

 
Boxes B, C and D added up to the overall favourable variance (Box A - £4,348).   
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That variance could be summarised in the following table: - 
  
Type Variance 

£’000 
Comment 

Payroll Costs (129.6) That was mainly due to a number of 
vacant posts throughout the year.  

Legal Fees   79.3 
Legal fees higher than budget due to 
ongoing, complex enforcement cases 
which required specialist legal advice. 

Other Expenditure 
  (50.9)  

Income   96.8 Mainly due to planning application income 
being lower than budget for the year. 

Total    (4.3) Box A 

 

 
 

RECOMMENDED that the report be noted. 
 

Year to Date 

Actual

Year to Date 

Budget

Variance Annual 

Budget

Variance E

O

Y 
£ £ £ £ % £

Planning

330 Planning 1,061,552 1,065,900 (4,348) 1,065,900 0.4 

Total 1,061,552 1,065,900 A (4,348) 1,065,900 0.4 

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Payroll Expenditure

330 Planning 1,704,741 1,834,300 (129,559) 1,834,300 7.1 

Total 1,704,741 1,834,300 B (129,559) 1,834,300 7.1 

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Non-Payroll Expenditure

330 Planning 314,996 286,600 28,396 286,600 9.9 

Total 314,996 286,600 C 28,396 286,600 9.9 

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Income

330 Planning (958,185) (1,055,000) 96,815 (1,055,000) (9.2)

Totals (958,185) (1,055,000) D 96,815 (1,055,000) (9.2)

REPORT 4                                     INCOME BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

REPORT 3            NON-PAYROLL EXPENDITURE BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

REPORT 1                                            BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

Period 12 - March 2019 - DRAFT

REPORT 2                  PAYROLL EXPENDITURE BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT
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AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor P Smith, seconded 
by Alderman Keery, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 
7.2. PLANNING BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT – APRIL 2019 (FIN45) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report dated 28 May 2019 from the Director of 
Regeneration, Development and Planning stating that the report covered the first 
month of the 2019/20 financial year (1 April to 30 April 2019) and was set out below. 
The net cost of the service was showing an under spend of £15,804 (0.4%) – box A.  
  
Explanation of Variance 
 
The Planning budget performance was further analysed into 3 key areas: - 
 

Report Type Variance Box 

Report 2 Payroll Expenditure £6,455 favourable  B 

Report 3 Non-Payroll Expenditure £1,047 adverse  C 

Report 4 Income £10,396 favourable  D 

 
Boxes B, C and D added up to the overall favourable variance (Box A - £15,804).   
 
That variance could be summarised in the following table: - 
 
Type Variance 

£’000 
Comment 

Payroll Expenditure  (6.4) Small underspend to date. 

Non-payroll 
Expenditure 
 

 1.0  

Income  (10.4) Planning application income is ahead of 
budget for April. 

Total    (15.8) Box A 
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RECOMMENDED that the report be noted. 
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor P Smith, seconded 
by Alderman Keery, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 
8. QUARTER 4 OF SERVICE PLAN 2018-2019 
 (Appendix XV)  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report dated 21 May 2019 from the Director of 
Regeneration and Development providing an update on the above and attaching 
Quarterly Performance Report – Planning. 
 
Context 
 
The Council was required, under the Local Government Act 2014, to have in place 
arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the exercise of its functions.  To 
fulfil that requirement the Council had approved the Performance Management 
Policy and Handbook.  The Performance Management Handbook outlined the 
approach to Performance Planning and Management process as: 

Year to Date 

Actual

Year to Date 

Budget

Variance Annual 

Budget

Variance E

O

Y 
£ £ £ £ % £

Planning

330 Planning 62,496 78,300 (15,804) 1,207,400 20.2 

Total 62,496 78,300 A (15,804) 1,207,400 20.2 

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Payroll Expenditure

330 Planning 150,245 156,700 (6,455) 1,895,600 4.1 

Total 150,245 156,700 B (6,455) 1,895,600 4.1 

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Non-Payroll Expenditure

330 Planning 15,147 14,100 1,047 310,300 7.4 

Total 15,147 14,100 C 1,047 310,300 7.4 

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Income

330 Planning (102,896) (92,500) (10,396) (998,500) (11.2)

Totals (102,896) (92,500) D (10,396) (998,500) (11.2)

REPORT 4                                     INCOME BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

REPORT 3            NON-PAYROLL EXPENDITURE BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

REPORT 1                                            BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

Period 1 - April 2019 

REPORT 2                  PAYROLL EXPENDITURE BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT
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• Community Plan – published every 10-15 years  
• Corporate Plan – published every 4 years (2015-2019 plan in operation) 
• Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) – published annually (2018/19 plan 

published 30 June 2018) 
• Service Plan – developed annually (approved April 2018) 

 
The Corporate Plan 2015-19 set out 17 objectives for the plan period based on 
themes of People, Place, Prosperity and Performance. The Council’s 16 Service 
Plans outlined how each respective Service would contribute to the achievement of 
the Corporate objectives including, but not limited to, any relevant actions identified 
in the PIP. 
 
Reporting approach 
 
The Service Plans would be reported to relevant Committees on a quarterly basis as 
undernoted: 
 
Reference Period Reporting Month 

Quarter 1 (Q1) April – June September 
Q2 July – September December 
Q3 October – December March 
Q4 January - March June 

 
Key points to note: 
 

• Staff attendance had been affected by some long-term sick absences, which 
were being managed accordingly. 

• Achievement of re-survey of all Tree Preservation Orders was ongoing and 
had to be prioritised alongside other competing duties, such as applications of 
new TPOs, and requests for works to TPOs. 

• Progress continued to be made in respect of meeting the statutory 
performance target for local applications, which was assisted by the 
Householders team dealing specifically with domestic extensions/alterations 
etc. 

• The Council had determined five major applications during the year, including 
an application for works to a quarry.  The remaining four majors had 
comprised an application for 353 dwellings at Donaghadee Road, 
Newtownards, 390 dwellings at Candria Road, Donaghadee, 185 dwellings at 
Movilla Road, Newtownards, with accompanying legal agreement, and 43 
dwellings at Manse Road, Newtownards. 

 
Key achievements: 
 

• The Preferred Options Paper, the first stage in the Council’s preparation of its 
own Local Development Plan, had been launched on 25 March 2019 for 
public consultation. 

 
RECOMMENDED that the report be noted. 
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AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded 
by Councillor McClean, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 
EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS  
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded 
by Alderman Keery, that the public/press be excluded during the discussion of 
the undernoted items of confidential business.  
 
9. UPDATE ON PLANNING ENFORCEMENT MATTERS 
 (Appendix XVI)  
 
***IN CONFIDENCE*** 
 
Schedule 6 – Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular 
person including the Council holding that information.    
 
RE-ADMITTANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS  
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Keery, seconded by 
Councillor McClean, that the public/press be re-admitted to the meeting.  
 
The meeting terminated at 23.50 pm.      
 



       ITEM 4.1 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref LA06/2018/0383/F 

Proposal 

Construction of a new access, including new entrance gates 
and pillars and new hard-core laneway to premises at 820 
Upper Newtownards Road. Old driveway to be used by new 
building site already passed (Amended description and 
additional drawings) 

Location 

 
Land North and adjoining 820 Upper Newtownards Road, 
Dundonald extending to Old Belfast Road 
 
DEA: Newtownards 
 

Committee 
Interest 

 
Call in by Ald. Fletcher from previous delegated list for the 
following reason  – ‘Call in request to discuss as no material 
change has been identified and back up correspondence from 
DfI confirms.’ 

 

Validated 09/05/2018 

Summary 

• Site lies within the countryside as shown in Ards and Down 
Area Plan 2015 

• Site located within a Fluvial Flood Zone therefore PPS 15 
applies 

• Contrary to Policy FLD 1 of PPS 15 and does not fall within 
any exceptions listed in the Policy 

• Also considered against Policies within PPS 21 given 
length of laneway and materials proposed in countryside  

Recommendation 
 
Refusal 
 

Attachment Item 4.1a – Case Officer Report 
Item 4.1b – Addendum to Case Officer Report  
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     Item 4.1b 

 

Addendum to Case Officer Report  
Planning Reference: LA06/2018/0383/F 

Address: Land north and adjoining 820 Upper Newtownards Road, Dundonald, 
extending to Old Belfast Road 

Proposal: Construction of a new access, including new entrance gates and pillars 
and new hard-core laneway to premises at 820 Upper Newtownards Road. Old 
driveway to be used by new building site already passed (Amended description and 
additional drawings)  

Report 

This addendum sets out and confirms the decision with regard to the flooding issues. 

The site is partly located within 1 in 100 year strategic floodplain shown shaded blue 
on the west side of the image below.  The proposed access is therefore required to 
be considered against PPS15 FLD1. 
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The Flood Map below demonstrates 
that there are no flood defences in 
place around the flood zone on and 
around the application site, so it is 
determined that the area is 
undefended.  

https://mapping.dardni.gov.uk/PDFs/FloodHazardRiskPDF/FEA_13113SE.pdf 

 

https://mapping.dardni.gov.uk/PDFs/FloodHazardRiskPDF/FEA_13113SE.pdf
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The existing gate on site is an agricultural gate with no planning permission.  It is 
considered that it would be permitted under agricultural Permitted Development 
rights associated with the farm business which provided the principle for the new 
dwelling granted permission (X/2013/0325/O & LA06/2016/1034/RM) 
LA06/2018/1389/F, to the south east of the site under consideration.  Any use of the 
agricultural gate outside agricultural use would require permission, hence the need 
for this application. No works have been carried out on site in the area within the 
flood plain, so the area is undeveloped. 

At present an existing access serves the applicant’s dwelling (820 Upper 
Newtownards Road) and the site approved for a dwelling under CTY10 
((X/2013/0325/O & LA06/2016/1034/RM) LA06/2018/1389/F).  Both the existing and 
dwelling granted permission (which has not yet been developed), share the access 
onto the Kempstones Road.   
 
This shared access arrangement met the policy requirements of CTY 10 – Dwellings 
on Farms which states that ‘where practicable, access to the dwelling should be 
obtained from an existing lane’.  The permitted dwelling as approved was premised 
on utilising the existing access as preferred by the Policy.  Additionally, paragraphs 
5.71 to 5.74 of the amplification text to Policy CTY13 of PPS21 deal specifically with 
proposed accesses and other ancillary works.  Paragraph 5.72 requires that where 
possible access to a new building should be taken from an existing laneway, which 
echoes a fundamental requirement of Policy CTY10.  It goes on to say that a new 
access/drive should, as far as practicable, run unobtrusively alongside existing 
hedgerows or wall lines.  Sweeping driveways which create a suburban emphasis 
and access arrangements, will not be acceptable. 
 
 
The existing dwelling at 820 Upper Newtownards Road is set some 67m in a straight 
line back from the road, a significant length of laneway is required to access it.  The 
route of the proposed laneway cuts across a flat, open and exposed roadside field. 
This creates a suburban emphasis which is considered unacceptable in the 
justification and amplification to the policy.  

Whilst in its own right I considered the access not to mar the rural character at this 
location, upon reconsideration of the proposal against the policies for sustainable 
development in the countryside and against recent PAC decisions, and the fact that 
an existing access laneway can be used at no detriment to the existing or proposed 
dwelling, I consider the access contrary to Policy CTY13 of PPS21. 
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Site location for dwelling approved ((X/2013/0325/O & LA06/2016/1034/RM) 

LA06/2018/1389/F) 
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Location of approved access coming off existing access to 820 Upper 

Newtownards Road. 

 

As discussed part of the site is located within an undefended, undeveloped area and 
it therefore must be demonstrated that the proposal constitutes an exception to the 
policy within Planning Policy Statement 15 (revised): Planning and Flood Risk. 

It has not been demonstrated that the proposal meets any of the exceptions outlined 
in PPS 15.  The Council’s Planning Department would therefore not accept the 
principle of development as meeting the ‘Exceptions Test’, as set out under the 
Exceptions heading, so a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) cannot be requested.  It is 
for this reason that the proposed development is contrary to PPS15 Policy FLD 1. 

This is a similar approach taken by the PAC in decision 2018/A0036 -  
 
‘The proposed development consists of an access road and four dwellings. Whilst 
the proposed dwellings would be located on higher land in the southern portion of 
the appeal site and would lie outwith the floodplain, the full extent of the proposed 
access road would be located within the floodplain. At the hearing it was agreed by 
the parties that the construction of an access road falls within the definition of 
development for the purposes of the Act and consequently Policy FLD 1 of PPS 15. 
As the proposed access road is located on previously undeveloped land within a 
flood defended area it is not a stated exception within Policy FLD 1 of PPS 15 (my 
emphasis).’  
 

While the site is defined (in context with PPS15 Policy FLD1) as undefended, 
undeveloped land, the proposal does not meet an exception as discussed.  The 
appeal proposal was for four dwellings but the appeal decision with regard to PPS15 
Policy FLD1 related to the access.  In summary Policy FLD1 cannot be satisfied and 
is therefore the basis for refusal of this proposal. 

 

Whilst photos taken from the Old Belfast Road currently demonstrate that the site is 
well screened from public view, I would highlight that the vegetation is predominantly 
if not all deciduous and therefore during autumn and winter there would be obvious 
leaf loss which would lead to views into the site and the surburban effect of a set of 
new gate piers and gates and potentially of the long length of access road reaching 
from the new access to the existing dwelling.  However, it is considered that there 
would not be long distance public views of the laneway and in that regard it is 
considered that the access lane would not offend Policy CTY 13 of PPS 21, although 
from an aerial view it will appear incongruous in the agricultural setting.  It has also 
been considered in the context of the new development at Coopers Mill on the 
opposite side of Belfast Road which lies within the settlement development limit of 
Castlereagh. 
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To conclude, the proposal is still considered to offend prevailing planning policy and 
no determining arguments have been presented, other than for convenience, as to 
why the existing access arrangements in place cannot be utilised accordingly.  It was 
on the basis of compliance with Policy CTY 10 of PPS 21, utilising an existing 
access in order to avoid unsuitable ancillary development in the countryside, that the 
additional dwelling on the farm was approved. 

The refusal reason as presented remains: 

1. The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for 
Northern Ireland and Policy FLD 1 of Planning Policy Statement 15 (revised: 
Planning and Flood Risk, in that the site lies within a previously undeveloped 
area of a defended floodplain and the proposal does not fall within any of the 
exceptions listed.  



           ITEM 4.2 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref LA06/2018/0300/F 

Proposal 

 
Replacement of existing building with general purpose 
domestic building for storage of yacht (retrospective) including 
increase in the domestic curtilage of no.5 Abbacy Road, 
Portaferry 
 

Location 
 
5 Abbacy Road, Portaferry 

Committee 
Interest 

 
Call in from the delegated list of 3rd June 2019 at request of 
Ald. Gibson for the following reasons: 
 

• There were no consultations with any statutory consultees.  
Refusal grounds 5 and 6 are on the basis that the proposal is 
contrary to PPS 2 yet NIEA have not been consulted and have 
therefore no objected or assessed the proposal; 

• To reconsider whether Policy EXT 1 of Addendum to PPS 7 is met 
by the application and in the absence of a policy covering this 
situation whether that means it must be refused.  The main issue 
appears to be the extension of the curtilage.  However, this does 
not constitute built development and therefore consideration of 
the proposal is limited to the building under EXT1; 

• There are numerous buildings of this size, scale, form and 
materials located within the existing Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty (AONB) so it would not impact on the AONB, given the 
area it extends to.  I feel that refusal ground 2 needs to be 
reconsidered; 

• This is a replacement of a derelict building placed further back 
against mature trees providing better integration.  This suggests 
that the proposal will not adversely impact on the rural character 
of the area; and  

• There does not appear to have been consideration of the past and 
present layout and function of the land and this would be a 
material consideration. 

Validated 13/04 /2018 

Summary 

 
• Site is located within the Strangford and Lecale Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty 
 

• Constructed shed outside domestic curtilage of No. 5 
Abbacy Road reported to Planning Enforcement in October 
2015 via complainant – enforcement case opened 

 
• Warning letter issued to offender 

 



• Previous retrospective application submitted in July 2016 
following issuance of warning letter for “an agricultural shed 
for a goat herd” and supported by local MP 

 
• Permission refused in June 2017 as did not comply with 

relevant countryside policies 
 

• Previous refusal not appealed to Planning Appeals 
Commission 

 
• Current application submitted in April 2018 – for 

“replacement of existing building (which is in ruins) with 
general purpose domestic building for storage of yacht”  

 
• Agent writes to MP on 8 October 2018 copying in Council 

officials 
 

• Head of Planning responds on 16 October 2018 requesting 
further information  

 
• Response received 29 November 2018 

 
• Head of Planning requests submission of further detailed 

information from agent dated 5 December 2018 
 

• Reminder issued 4 February 2019 - holding response was 
received from agent; 

 
• To date no response to Head of Planning’s letter of 5 

December 2018 seeking clarification on particular matters; 
 

• Application included on delegated list of 3 June 2019 
highlighting lack of submission of requested information – as 
previously requested by Planning Committee in relation to 
applications with insufficient information 

 
• Matter considered to be similar to previous enforcement 

case by the Council which was dismissed by the PAC 
 

• Current enforcement action held in abeyance pending 
outcome of planning application 

 
 

 
Recommendation Refusal 

Attachments 

Item 4.2a - Case Officer Report 
Item 4.2b – Letter from Agent to MP 
Item 4.2c - Head of Planning letter to Agent Oct 2018 
Item 4.2d – Response from Agent dated 29 Nov 2018 
Item 4.2e – Head of Planning letter to Agent 5 Dec 2018 
Item 4.2f – Appeal Decision 
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Ms Ann McCullough  
Head of Planning  
Ards & North Down Borough Council 
2 Church Street  
Newtownards  
BT34 4AP  

    29th November 2018 
Dear Ms McCullough  

 
Planning Application Reference – LA06/2018/0300/F  
 
Location: 5 Abbacy Road, Portaferry, Newtownards, BT22 1HH   
 
I write further to your correspondence dated 16th October 2018, which was in reply to my email of 8th 
October 2018 to Mr Jim Shannon the MP for Strangford.  
 
Firstly, I must apologise for the delay in responding, but as I’m sure you will appreciate, I had several 
competing priorities. I also wanted to take time to reflect on the content of your letter.  
 
For ease of consideration, I will take each of the matters in the same order. 
 
Factual Background  
 
It is important that your letter recognises that I did not become involved with this matter until July 2017, 
which was after the application had been submitted (7th July 2016), processed and refused (22nd June 
2017).   
 
The reliance on the accuracy of the previous description is beyond my control, I was not involved with 
the previous application until it was a fait accompli.  
 
I note the acknowledgement that the application was retrospective. Therefore, I would have to query the 
failure of the case officer to make adequate inquiry into the specific circumstances of the case, given the 
Development Management Report (DMR) highlights that two site visits had been undertaken. Firstly, by 
the enforcement officer on 19th October 2015 and then secondly by the case officer on 17th August 2016 
and states;  
 
“Goats were not visible on the land on these occasions”. 
 
If no goats were visible on two separate visits over the space of 1 year and the shed was retrospective, 
it is very apparent that the case officer never stopped to question whether the description was accurate 
or in fact what the shed was being used for. Given there is a glazed door to the righthand side of the 
front elevation, it would have pertinent to look inside to ascertain if domestic or agricultural activities 
were occurring.  
 
In respect of exercising the right of appeal. Plainly having been made aware of the circumstances 
following my site visit on 17th July 2017, I was not going to appeal a decision which I was not involved 
with and was inaccurately described.  
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Your letter accepts that discussions occurred between the parties in August 2017. However, it alludes to  
the additional correspondence submitted on 4th and 5th October 2017 and that Senior and Principal 
Planning Officers were copied into this correspondence.  
 
A further email was sent on 6th February 2018 to the Enforcement Officer, Senior Enforcement Officer 
and Principal Planning Officer in response to an enforcement letter sent to the applicant dated 31st 
January 2018. This correspondence clearly stated the following:  
 
“We have indicated on a number of occasions our intention to remedy this situation (attached for 
convenience). However, before we submit an application we have tried to agree a mutually acceptable 
approach. Unfortunately, this has proved difficult, despite some sound and logical explanation. I had 
mentioned it in passing to Gail, when we spoke at the end of last year and she had felt the best 
approach was to meet to discuss it for 15-20mins”.  
 
I have and continue to be completely transparent throughout all correspondence and have the evidence 
to demonstrate same. Notwithstanding this the Council’s Senior and Principal Officers knew exactly how 
I was proposing to tackle the matter when the current application was submitted.  
 
I’m unsure if these details have been overlooked or have been ignored, as they undermine the approach 
you have elected to take in your correspondence.  
 
The extension of the domestic curtilage of the applicant’s dwelling was not included in the original 
description, which was submitted on 22nd March 2018. I even copied the application to the Enforcement 
Team to ensure they were aware of its submission given their letter of 31st January 2018.  
 
When Mr Creighton contacted me on 13th April 2018, he was not even aware that his colleague Ms 
Corbett had already requested the fee shortfall (£117) and an amended description seeking the 
extension to the curtilage on 23rd March 2018.  
 
In respect of the planning form including “new buildings” and “retention of development”, all the parties 
were clearly fully aware of the circumstances, based on the correspondence in October 2017. 
 
Ticking both boxes on the planning form is for completeness, as you clearly accept the building is 
unauthorised, so no consent exists for its erection. As such it is a retrospective “new building” and the 
application seeks its retention. There is nothing untoward in this approach.  
 
I note the application was advertised on 26th April 2018 without the extension to the curtilage. Indeed, it 
is noteworthy that the Council has only recently correctly advertised it on 27th September 2018.  
 
The extension to the domestic curtilage was requested by the Council who were advised of the facts 
and approach to this application in our correspondence in August 2017 and October 2017.  
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Allegation of Predetermination  
 
In the opening paragraphs of your letter you indicate that you do not intend to respond to the “unfounded 
allegations against the Council and its individual officers, but would place on record my disagreement 
with same and ask that you desist with the unfounded allegations”.  
 
However, your letter does then proceed to consider the allegation of predetermination at some length on 
Page 3.  
 
Nowhere in my correspondence of 8th October 2018 or in any previous correspondence, namely 13th 
April 2018, did I state or indeed claim that there was actual bias by way of predetermination, supported 
by evidence.  
 
There is a difference between actual and apparent. The threshold for apparent bias or predetermination 
is much lower than actual and is based on perception.  
 
I merely stated, that in the context of the correspondence in August and October 2017 and the approach 
of the case officer therein that a fair-minded and informed observer could reasonably conclude that 
there is a real possibility of the application being pre-determined.  
 
The Council were made fully aware of the concerns on 13th April 2018, but in the typical autocratic 
manner, which we are becoming accustomed to I was told not to interfere. I note that you were copied 
into this correspondence.  
 
For the record, I have no problem with professional divergence in views and opinions, so long as each 
party is openminded to genuinely consider the points and takes a balanced approach. This did not occur 
in the correspondence and an inflexible approach on behalf of the officer is apparent.  
 
We are all aware there is a presumption in favour of development and I note your acceptance in recent 
correspondence with the PAC dated 16th July 2018 that “a failure to comply with every aspect of a policy 
need not be fatal to the case if there are mitigating factors”.  
 
Planning is and always will be an exercise of evaluative judgement, not a tick-box exercise. Slavish 
adherence to policy is in my opinion a failure to understand and engage with the critical points. Perhaps 
it may be prudent to reinforce this with the officers in the District.  
 
The officer in this instance has in my opinion a more negative approach to development and I have 
expressed concerns before regarding the inconsistency across the officers in the District.  
 
For absolute clarity there are some officers that appear to be negatively disposed and some that appear 
to positively disposed when considering policy and development. This is not for me to resolve, but I will 
not continue to ignore it. I note that in the 18th August 2018 planning minutes at Item 26 that: 
 
“Officers continue to work to negotiate with applicants where possible to affect a positive outcome to 
applications in the interests of place making and good design, rather than proceed to recommend 
refusal on basis of information submitted initially”.  
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The detailed correspondence on this case and the approach of the officer would not support this 
statement. Especially given the lack of persuasive evidence of harm and the site-specific circumstances.  
 
In respect of your comments relating to the Councils decision making, I’m sure you will appreciate, I’m 
well versed with the process.  
 
Indeed, I have raised concerns in respect of how the Council presents the delegated applications to the 
public. Posting the list with a delay, removes the opportunity to take preventative action by way of 
making amendments or indeed having the application “called in” to Committee.  
 
Again, my comments on this issue have been taken as interference. It is my intention to raise this with 
the DFI in the coming months, given the lack of willingness to take onboard these valid points.  
 
In respect of the “group” decision making and in order to dispel my concerns, perhaps you can please 
provide some statistical information on how many recommendations by officers that have been 
overturned by the “group” of Senior Officers in the District since 1st April 2015?  
 
The Changing Development Proposal 
 
As I have demonstrated the heavy reliance in your letter on the previous description and agricultural use 
is not relevant. I was not the agent and the officers clearly accepted no agricultural use was occurring.   
 
I was entitled to re-asses the case with the full benefit of the information provided by the applicants and 
taking account of the site history and surrounding context. This is not an uncommon practice in planning 
where new information is made available or comes to light.  
 
Moreover, this information was all clearly explained in my correspondence in August and October 2017 
with Senor Officers prior to the application being submitted in March 2018.  
 
Furthermore, I verbally indicated to the Principal Planner that the applicants had been given misguided 
advice by another agent to submit the application under the pretence of agricultural activity.  
 
There has been no agricultural use of the unauthorised building as accepted by your own officers on two 
separate occasions in 2015 and 2016 when they visited the site.    
 
Whilst the applicants initially presented the application on an agricultural basis and the MP for 
Strangford wrote to support this application it was done on the basis of their description, which was 
based on the advice received at the time and not by me.  
 
It is apparent that there is a total lack of any evidence to support any agricultural use of the building over 
the period to date. Therefore, I have nothing to add nor am I obligated to provide any further explanation 
than that already placed before the Council and confirmed by the Council’s own site visits.  
 
In respect of the old stone building, which runs parallel to the road, again the information provided in 
October 2017 has been overlooked in your response. We provided historical information pertaining to its 
former use as schoolhouse and imagery from 2008.  
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In this respect PPS21 does not provide policy for replacement buildings. However, as you are aware 
whilst Paragraph 5.0 is not policy it introduces how the relevant planning policy is to be construed and 
more importantly that it must be read in conjunction with the contents of other relevant planning policy 
publications.  
 
It states that the provisions of policies contained within (PPS21) will prevail unless there are other 
overriding policy or material considerations to outweigh them and justify a contrary decision. On that 
basis Policy CTY 1 must be considered subject to Paragraph 5.0. 
 
We have clearly indicated that this existing old stone building is a material consideration, it is this 
building which we are seeking to replace and that has been very clear in our correspondence in October 
2017. The application form referring to the “derelict building” is clearly referring to the stone building and 
not the unauthorised building and your officers are fully cognisant of that fact.  
 
I accept that the unauthorised shed is located within the curtilage of the stone building. However, it was 
your staff that sought the inclusion of the extended curtilage of Nos.5, as it was not included in my 
description.  
 
The approach throughout your letter is suggestive that I have been dishonest and untruthful.  However, I 
have been completely candid and transparent in this instance, which are traits that I’m renowned for. I 
can and will demonstrate this through the audit trail on the file.  
 
I find the tone and content of your letter in this regard completely unacceptable, as your staff have either 
not adequately informed you of the facts or you seek to try present the situation in an imbalanced 
manner to undermine my standing.  
 
The reality is that I cannot have tried to engage any harder with the Council to resolve this matter and 
have been completely open and transparent.  
 
Enforcement Action  
 
The Council has a general discretion to take enforcement action when they regard it as expedient to do 
so, having regard to the provisions of the LDP and any other material considerations.  
 
Given the lack of demonstrable harm emulating from the proposal and that there is still enough time to 
prevent immunity it is not expedient to serve an enforcement notice. If the Council does seek a notice, 
then naturally I will be suggesting to the applicants to appeal this notice now that the application is 
presented accurately.  
 
Conclusions  
 
I spend a considerable amount of time and energy examining the circumstances of the case prior to 
taking it on. The litmus test I use, is does the proposal stand a reasonable prospect of success paying 
regard to the plan, policy, appeals, legal decisions and material circumstances.  
 
In respect of the other matters, I have covered them fully and comprehensively, so I will not repeat them.  
However, I would highlight that there appears to be a misunderstanding by the Council in respect of 
actual and apparent bias.  
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As the Head of Planning I do not expect you to be aware of everything that occurs within the District. 
However, let me assure you that the repeated requests to discuss the matter did occur on several 
occasions when I spoke with Mrs Kerr on the phone as referenced in my email of 6th February 2018 to 
Mr Kieran Holland. Unfortunately, no meeting took place and the application was submitted and the 
course was set.  
 
I would close by stating that we all have an obligation to improve the administration of planning powers 
following devolution. Indeed, it could not reasonable be claimed that it is currently working. This is not a 
personal criticism, but a statement of fact.  
 
The Council, Applicants, Agents, 3rd Parties and Elected Members cannot do it alone and it requires a 
collaborative approach.  
 
However, in order to be collaborative, it must be inclusive, regularly refusing meetings with MPs, MLAs 
or Agents creates entrenched mindsets. We must all realise we are not just planners but in the 
business of planning.  
 
If you would like to discuss the content of this letter in more depth then, please do not hesitate to 
contact me.  
 
I have also taken the liberty of copying this letter to all parties, so that they can have clarification on the 
facts and points you have elected to raise in your correspondence.  
 
Yours sincerely  
 

 
 
Andy Stephens  
BA Hons, MSc  
Planning Consultant  
 
 
CC.  Mr Jim Shannon, MP 
  Cllr Armstrong Cotter  
  Cllr Cathcart  
  Ms Susie McCullough  
  Mrs Gail Kerr  
 



Our Ref: 

Your Ref: 

 Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Town Hall, The Castle  
Bangor, BT20 4BT 

0300 013 3333 

enquiries@ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk 
www.ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk  

Stephen Reid 
Chief Executive 

Mr A Stephens 
Matrix Planning 
 
Via email: andy@matrixplanningconsultancy.com 
 
 
5 December 2018 
          
 
Dear Mr Stephens 
 
Ref: LA06/2018/0300/F – Abbacy Road 

  
Thank you for your letter of 29th November 2018. 
  
To be clear, I do not think there is any disagreement that you only became involved in 
the present planning enforcement / application chronology post the refusal of the 
original planning application premised on agricultural purpose.  
  
In addition, a planning application is lodged by or on behalf of a planning applicant by 
their agent.  It is the conflicting alleged policy compliance of the planning applications 
lodged by the planning applicant on its behalf that the Council has raised issue with. 
Given this application is retrospective in nature and related to threatened enforcement 
proceedings, you will appreciate the Council is mindful of the contrary arguments being 
advocated by the planning applicant.   
  
With regard to the position outlined regarding pre-determination on the part of the case 
officer the Council retains its position.  
  
I note that my correspondence did not touch on allegations of bias or apparent bias. 
However, for the avoidance of any doubt, the Council does not accept that any issue of 
apparent bias arises on the circumstances of this case.  The comments of the case 
officer to which you complain were nothing more than an expression of professional 
planning advice upon your request for opinion and guidance.  I would refer you 
specifically to the email which I believe forms the focus of your complaint dated 2 
October 2017.  It is plain from the content that the officer concerned has not closed his 
mind or pre-determined any prospective planning application; nor does it evidence 
apparent bias as you allege.  The caveats contained therein and, in particular, 
concluding sentence, states “… until a formal planning application is submitted it is 
difficult to consider the development.” run contrary to your complaint. 
  
With regard to your broader complaints concerning the operations of the Planning 
Department within the Council, I do not consider it appropriate or beneficial to co-join 
those concerns with those pertaining to the present application.  I would in this regard, 
invite you to raise those concerns in correspondence directly to me and which I can 

Planning Department 
2 Church Street 
Newtownards 
BT 23 4AP 
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Stephen Reid 
Chief Executive 

then consider appropriately with the senior management team within the Planning 
Department and our Director.  You are perfectly at liberty to raise issues with the DFI as 
you see fit if you consider it appropriate to do so.  However, I am open to your separate 
and free standing submission regarding your complaints.  
  
Turning to the application at hand; as I explained in my previous correspondence, I 
have not been involved in this matter until the correspondence to which you copied to 
me.  I further undertook on receipt of your recent correspondence to consider if a 
meeting is merited.  Having considered the content of your submission pertaining to the 
planning application at issue I do consider a meeting would be beneficial for all 
concerned to have clarity on the submissions made by you to date.  However, prior to 
that meeting, I would ask that you submit in one document the planning arguments 
underpinning your position that planning permission should be granted.  This 
submission should draw upon the full range of documents, emails and discussions to 
which you have referred in recent correspondence and, in particular, the site specific 
circumstances, ‘new information’ which has been made available or come to light post 
your appointment as agent, the site history and surrounding context to which you refer. 
This document should set out how in planning policy (noting your position, inter alia, on 
PPS 21 and paragraph 5.0 as outlined) the planning application should be approved as 
you submit.  Plainly, this is not an exhaustive list but taken from your most recent 
correspondence.  This should be viewed as an opportunity to consolidate your 
arguments into one submission to allow the Council to consider in detail your 
submissions. 
  
Further, I note that reliance is placed upon the ruined stone building located within the 
planning application site and reference to photographs from 2008.  However, I hope you 
will appreciate that the Council is dealing with the stone ruins as in situ today and would 
ask for submissions in this regard. 
  
Plainly, the Council will determine the planning application in accordance with the 
requirements of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 but I would take this 
opportunity to stress that the Council has not closed its mind regarding the 
determination of this planning application.  It is offering you this opportunity to avoid any 
confusion arising as to exactly what the reasoning is that you advocate for planning 
permission to be granted and what material considerations in your consideration should 
be afforded determining weight. 
  
I would ask that you make your submission, if possible, to the Department by Friday 14th 
December 2018 and the Council proposes to convene a meeting for you, if convenient, 
to attend the latter end of the last week before Christmas, or alternatively if it suits better 
to wait until the beginning of the New Year.  I would be grateful if you would submit via 
planning@ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk if submitting electronically. 
 
I note your request for data regarding overturns of officer recommendations and should 
advise this has been passed to the Compliance Team for processing. 

mailto:planning@ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk


Our Ref: 

Your Ref: 

 Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Town Hall, The Castle  
Bangor, BT20 4BT 

0300 013 3333 

enquiries@ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk 
www.ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk  

Stephen Reid 
Chief Executive 

  
I look forward to hearing from you. 
  
Yours sincerely 
 
Ann 
 
AE McCullough MRTPI 
Head of Planning 
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Appeal Reference: 2014/E0033 
Appeal by: Mr Samuel Raymond Cotter  
Subject of Appeal: Enforcement Notice dated 10 October 2014 
Alleged Breach of Planning 
Control: Construction of a large shed and associated 

hardstanding    
Location: Land at 6A Ballyblack Road East, 

Newtownards, County Down 
Planning Authority: Department of the Environment 
Authority’s Reference: EN/2014/0253 
Procedure: Hearing on 24 June 2015. 
Decision by: Commissioner O’Donnell, dated 22 July 2015. 
 
 
Grounds of Appeal 
 

1. The appeal was brought on Grounds (a), (d), (f) & (g) as set out in Article 69 (3) of 
the Planning (Northern Ireland) Order 1991. There is a deemed planning 
application by virtue of Article 71 (5). 

 

Ground (d) 
 
2. Ground (d) of appeal states that at the date when the Enforcement Notice was 

issued, no enforcement action could be taken. This ground of appeal relates to the 
time limits set out in Section 132 of the Planning Act 2011. The legislation states 
that no enforcement action may be taken after the end of 5 years beginning with 
the date on which the operations (that comprise the alleged breach) were 
substantially completed. In this case, the Appellant did not submit that the shed 
and hardstanding were built within the requisite time period. As such, the appeal 
made under this ground is misplaced. In any event, the evidence indicates that the 
development was erected in January 2011. It cannot therefore be immune from 
enforcement action under ground (d) of appeal.    

 
3. The Appellant’s objection on ground (d) related to advice he was given by a 

Planning Officer and its impact. This particular issue falls outside the scope of 
ground (d) of appeal. However it is addressed under ground (a) of appeal below.  

 
4. The service of an Enforcement Notice does not mean that one cannot appeal a 

planning decision for the same or similar development within the statutory time 
limits. In any event, in appealing the Notice under ground (a), the planning merits 
of the development are considered afresh.  These are addressed below.  

 
 

  

Enforcement 
Appeal 
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Ground (c)  
 
5. While the Appellant did not formally appeal on this ground, it is clear from the 

evidence that he considers that the development would be permitted by virtue of 
Part 7 Class A of the Planning (General Permitted Development) Order (Northern 
Ireland) 2015, the GDO. In these circumstances, I will consider this additional 
ground of appeal.  

 
6. Part 7 Class A of the GDO relates to agricultural buildings and operations. 

Development is permitted for the carrying out on agricultural land comprised in an 
agricultural unit of (a) works for the erection, extension or alteration of a building or 
(b) any excavation or engineering operation reasonably necessary for the 
purposes of agriculture within that unit. ‘Agricultural unit’ means land which is 
occupied as a unit for the purposes of agriculture. The evidence indicates that the 
shed was erected in January 2011. At that time the Appellant was not engaged in 
agricultural activities and the land was not occupied for the purposes of agriculture. 
Photographic evidence provided shows the shed in use for storage purposes in 
connection with the Appellant’s commercial business after the shed was erected. 
Even if the fundamental requirement of the legislation was satisfied, Class A.1 (d) 
states that development is not permitted by Class A if the building or structure to 
be erected is the first agricultural building on the unit. I was told at the Hearing by 
the Appellant that the subject shed is his first agricultural building, and this was 
confirmed by my site visit. Irrespective of the size of the area, which was debated 
at the Hearing, the works carried out for the erection of the shed (which would 
include the hardstanding) are not permitted development under Part 7 of the GDO.   

 
7. The Appellant alleged that the subject shed and hardstanding lay within the 

curtilage of the dwelling. However, the Planning Authority disputed this. The 
curtilage of the dwelling (No 6A) approved under X/2006/0089 was defined by the 
plan submitted with the application. The appeal development lies outside that area. 
In coming to this conclusion, I note the information on the Google Earth map 
submitted which indicates that the structure is some 54.82m from the rear of No 
6A. When this distance is measured from the footprint of the dwelling approved, 
the development is outside the red line, or curtilage area, of this approval. This 
finding is reinforced by comparing the development against geographical reference 
points on both the OS site location plan approved under X/2006/0089 and the 
Google Earth map. The red line of the subsequent approval for ‘amendments to 
previous approval X/2006/0089 to include infilling of land on the site’ 
(X/2007/0098/F) is broadly reflective of that of X/2006/0089. In any event, it is the 
red line of X/2006/0089 that is of relevance when determining the curtilage.  

 
8. For the reasons outlined above, I find that the development is not within the 

curtilage of No 6A. As such, it cannot benefit from the permitted development 
rights set out in Part 1 Class D of the GDO either, as they relate to development 
within the curtilage and required for a purpose incidental to the enjoyment of the 
dwelling. In failing to satisfy the fundamental requirement of the legislation, the 
shed dimensions are not pertinent to my consideration. The appeal on ground (c) 
fails.  
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Ground (a) and the Deemed Planning Application 
 
9. The Appellant is seeking the retrospective approval of the shed and hardstanding 

for agricultural use. The appeal development is in the rural area and therefore falls 
to be assessed under Planning Policy Statement 21 ‘Sustainable Development in 
the Countryside’ (PPS21). Policy CTY1 thereof states that there are a range of 
development types which, in principle, are considered to be acceptable in the 
countryside. One is agricultural and forestry development in accordance with Policy 
CTY12. Policy CTY1 goes on to say that other types of development will only be 
permitted where there are overriding reasons why the development is essential. It 
follows that if a proposal complies with Policy CTY12, it will meet the terms of 
Policy CTY1.  

 
10. Policy CTY12 states that planning permission will be granted for development on 

an active and established agricultural holding. Paragraph 5.56 of the Justification 
and Amplification to Policy CTY12 states that for the purposes of this policy, the 
determining criteria for an active and established farm business will be that set out 
under Policy CTY10. This requires that the farm business is currently active and 
that it has been established for at least six years. The applicant is therefore 
required to provide the farm’s DARD business ID number along with other evidence 
to prove active farming over the required period. 

 
11. While the Appellant has a farm business ID number and a herd number, the farm 

business was registered in April 2014. Given the evidence provided, I accept that 
the farm business is currently active. However, irrespective of the animals kept, the 
land taken in conacre and the Appellant’s intention to expand, the farm business 
has not been established for six years as required by the policy. The Appellant 
referred to correspondence from the Ulster Farmer’s Union which states that he 
requires an agricultural shed to comply with basic animal welfare legislation. The 
letter also refers to recent planning approvals for agricultural sheds on farm 
businesses which have not been established for the six year period. The Planning 
Authority disputed the latter claim and I have no details of where such sheds are or 
of the circumstances involved. I therefore attach little weight to this argument. In 
respect of the former point, animal welfare legislation is not planning policy and I 
can only consider the development within the confines of planning policy.  

 
12. The Appellant alleges that he would have been farming sooner, but for the advice 

given by a Departmental official to apply for a domestic shed, rather than an 
agricultural one. However, it was always open to the Appellant to seek independent 
planning advice. I do not consider that such advice need have been financially 
prohibitive. In any event, even if the Appellant had been farming sooner, the farm 
business must be established for six years. An additional year or so of farming 
would not have met the policy requirement. In any event, the evidence indicates 
that the shed was not constructed for agricultural use in 2011. As the Appellant 
chose to construct a shed without the benefit of planning permission, the 
development was carried out at his own risk. I note there was some confusion 
around the height of the shed during the processing of the retrospective planning 
application for a domestic general purpose shed. However, it was agreed at the 
Hearing that the dimensions were in accordance with the plan submitted at appeal 
stage by the Appellant. I therefore accept that the plan is accurate. 
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13. The development fails to comply with Policy CTY12 as the farm business has not 
been established for six years. Furthermore, no persuasive overriding reasons 
were advanced to demonstrate why the development is essential. As such, it is also 
contrary to Policy CTY1 of PPS21. The Planning Authority withdrew their objection 
under Policy CTY10 of PPS21 at the Hearing as it was misplaced. Concerns raised 
regarding the conduct of planning officers throughout the planning application and 
enforcement stage are matters for the Appellant to take up with the Planning 
Authority. Concerns expressed about the behaviour of a neighbour lie outside the 
scope of this appeal. Such allegations do not justify setting aside the planning 
policy objection to the development.  

 
14. Even if the shed was located within the curtilage of No 6A and the Appellant had 

sought to retain it for domestic use, the development would not have complied with 
Policy EXT1 of the Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 7 ‘Residential 
Extension and Alterations’ given that its scale, mass and design are not 
sympathetic with the built form and appearance of No 6A. Even though the shed 
may provide secure storage, it has an industrial appearance and given the 
materials used it is not similar in style to No 6A. Furthermore, it would not be 
subordinate in scale to No 6A. The Appellant did not argue that the development 
was to be used for economic development purposes. In any event, I see no support 
for it within Policy Planning Statement 4 ‘Planning and Economic Development’. As 
the appeal development fails to comply with planning policy, the appeal on ground 
(a) fails and the deemed planning application is refused. 

 
Ground (f) 
 
15. The Appellant argued that the requirements of the Notice exceeded what is 

necessary to remedy the alleged breach of planning control. He argued that the 
shed could be reduced in scale to that which would constitute permitted 
development. He also questioned the reasonableness of removing the 
hardstanding and the requirement to top soil and grass given that the site was well 
screened.  

 
16. The development does not comply with planning policy, nor can it be regarded as 

permitted development. The use is unacceptable and even if the building was to be 
reduced in scale, it cannot be regarded as permitted development for the reasons 
set out above. The hardstanding is not within the curtilage of No 6A and it would 
not be incidental to the enjoyment of the dwelling given its distance away. 
Therefore, it cannot be permitted by virtue of Part 1 Class E of the GDO. 
Furthermore, it was put down in order to facilitate the erection of the shed and the 
land was originally in grass.  Accordingly, its removal is necessary to remedy the 
breach of planning control and to return the site to its former state before the 
breach took place. The appeal on ground (f) therefore fails.  

 
Ground (g) 
 
17.  The Appellant argued that the timeframe specified in the Notice falls short of what 

should reasonably be allowed. He argued that he would need additional time to 
arrange for the dismantling of the shed and the removal of the concrete 
hardstanding. As this would be costly, he would also need to extra time to arrange 
a loan.   
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18. Given the time required to organise and remove the development and the stated 
financial difficulties, I consider it reasonable to extend the timeframe for the 
removal of the shed from 90 days to 6 months and the removal of the associated 
hardstanding from 120 days to 7 months from the date of this decision. The appeal 
on ground (g) therefore succeeds to the extent stated. 

 
Decision 
 
 The decision is as follows:- 
 

 The appeal on Ground (c) fails. 
 The appeal on Ground (d) fails. 
 The appeal on Ground (a) fails and the deemed planning application is refused. 
 The appeal on Ground (f) fails. 
 The appeal on Ground (g) succeeds to the extent that the periods for 

compliance with the requirements of the Notice are extended to 6 months for 
the removal of the shed and 7 months for the removal of the hardstanding. The 
dates are effective from the date of this decision.  

 The notice as so varied is upheld. 
 
 
COMMISSIONER PAMELA O’DONNELL 
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          ITEM 4.3 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2018/1165/F 

Proposal 

 
Conversion and extension of an existing outbuilding to 
provide tourist accommodation consisting of 1 No.self-
catering unit  
 

Location 

 
20m South of 50 Thornyhill Road, Ballymacreely, 
Killinchy 
 

Committee Interest 

 
Call in at request of Ald. Girvan 
 

• It has been identified in the Council’s Blue/Green 
Integrated Economic Tourism Strategy that there 
is a severe shortage of accommodation in the 
Borough. In particular, the Columban Way, a 
European Pilgrim route, is currently being planned 
for this area.  My understanding is that the route 
will come from Downpatrick to Balloo, Killinchy, 
Whiterock and on to Nendrum Monastic site on 
Mahee Island.  Therefore, the Thornyhill Road is 
well located to accommodate walkers who are 
seeking low cost accommodation which in turn will 
help to boost the local economy 

 
• Furthermore, whilst there is limited self-catering 

accommodation in this area, there have been 
similar conversions on the Ballymorran Road and 
in other areas of the Borough 

 
• The Local Development Plan needs to reflect the 

growing need to provide more accommodation in 
our Borough if we are to facilitate the anticipated 
growth in tourists to our area 

 

Validated 08/10/2018 

Summary 

 
• Policy context is set by para 6.73 of the SPPS 

which states that ‘provision should be made for the 
sympathetic conversion and re-use of….a locally 
important building’ 
 

• Existing building is not considered to be a locally 
important building and therefore does not satisfy 
requirements of the policy 



 
 

• CTY1 of PPS 21 - states that other development 
will only be permitted where there are overriding 
reasons why it is essential and could not be 
located in a settlement. The proposal is not 
essential at this location. 
 

• The proposal would also fail to meet the relevant 
tourism policy TSM5 ‘Self Catering 
Accommodation in the Countryside’ of PPS16 
Tourism 

 
• Under TSM 5, self-catering units are only allowed 

in the following circumstances: 
(a) one or more units located in the grounds of a 
hotel, self-catering complex, guest house or 
holiday park. 
(b) a cluster of 3 or more units close to an 
existing/approved tourist amenity that is a 
significant tourist amenity in its own right 
(c) the restoration of a clachan or close through 
conversion or replacement of existing buildings 
 

• Recent PAC decision in Ards and North Down for 
self catering accommodation considered relevant 
– particularly in reference to setting of precedent -  
Commissioner’s comments as follows: 
“Whilst the conversion of an existing building may 
be more environmentally friendly than erecting a 
new build and irrespective of the council’s wish to 
increase their share of the NI tourism business, I 
am not persuaded that the aspirations of providing 
what the appellant regards as a niche sustainable 
and nature tourist proposal would prevent it from 
setting a detrimental precedent for similar sporadic 
developments in rural locations away from tourism 
assets…..whilst the appeal building is in proximity 
to the main towns in the Borough and the Ards 
Peninsula, this argument could be made for any 
agricultural building within this rural locality.” 

 
 
Recommendation 
 

Refusal 

Attachment Item 4.3a - Case Officer Report 
Item 4.3b – PAC decision 

 























 

  

 
 
Appeal Reference: 2018/A0094 
Appeal by: Mr Gordon Duff 
Appeal against: The refusal of full planning permission 
Proposed Development: Change of use of part of an agricultural building to 2 no. self 

catering apartments with creation of two lay-bys along 
laneway  

Location: 20m west of 283 Killaughey Road, Donaghadee 
Planning Authority: Ards and North Down Borough Council 
Application Reference:  LA06/2017/1406/F 
Procedure: Hearing on 22nd January 2019  
Decision by: Commissioner Diane O’Neill, dated 13th February 2019 
 
 
Decision 
 
1. The appeal is dismissed. 
 
Reasons 
 
2. The main issue in this appeal is whether the proposed development is acceptable 

in principle in the countryside. 
 
3. Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (NI) 2011 requires the Commission, in dealing 

with an appeal, to have regard to the local development plan, so far as material to 
the application, and to any other material considerations.   The Ards and Down 
Area Plan 2015 (ADAP) operates as the local development plan for the area 
where the appeal site is located.   The site is located outside any settlement 
development limit within ADAP and is within the countryside.  The ADAP has no 
material policies for dealing with the appeal proposal. 

 
4. The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS, published in 

September 2015) sets out the transitional arrangements that will operate until a 
local authority has adopted a Plan Strategy for the whole of the council area.   
Paragraph 1.12 states that any conflict between the SPPS and any policy retained 
under the transitional arrangements must be resolved in favour of the provisions of 
the SPPS.   It cites an example whereby the SPPS introduces a change of policy 
direction and/or provides a policy clarification that would be in conflict with the 
retained policy and states that in that instance the SPPS should be accorded 
greater weight in the assessment of individual planning applications.  

 
5. The SPPS retains certain existing planning policy statements and amongst these 

are Planning Policy Statement 16: Tourism (PPS 16, published June 2013) and 
Planning Policy Statement 21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside (PPS 
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21, published June 2010).   In terms of the conversion and re-use of existing 
buildings, the planning authority argued that the SPPS provides policy clarification 
with the requirement for the appeal structure to be converted to be a ‘locally 
important building’ as opposed to a ‘suitable building’ under Policy CTY 4 of PPS 
21.     

 
6. Paragraph 6.73 of the SPPS identifies a number of strategic policies for residential 

and non-residential development in the countryside which should be taken into 
account in the determination of planning applications.   The strategic policies 
address proposals for the conversion and re-use of existing buildings.   The 
strategic policy in relation to conversions for residential purposes refers to their 
use for a single or more than one dwelling.  Under non-residential development in 
the countryside, paragraph 6.73 states that provision should be made for the 
sympathetic conversion and re-use of a suitable locally important building of 
special character or interest (such as former school houses, churches and older 
traditional barns and outbuildings) for a variety of alternative uses where this 
would secure its upkeep and retention, and where the nature and scale of the 
proposed non-residential use would be appropriate to its countryside location.   
Given the tourist nature of the appeal proposal, in terms of this policy, it is 
therefore appropriate to consider it as an alternative non-residential development 
use.    

 
7. Policy CTY 1 of PPS 21 sets out a range of types of development which in 

principle are considered to be acceptable in the countryside and that will contribute 
to the aims of sustainable development.   A number of instances when planning 
permission will be granted for non-residential development are outlined including 
for the reuse of an existing building in accordance with Policy CTY 4 and for 
tourism development in accordance with TOU Policies of PSRNI; the TOU Policies 
of PSRNI have now been superseded with the publication of the policies contained 
within PPS 16: Tourism.   Policy CTY 1 therefore classifies tourism development 
as non-residential development.    

 
8. Policy TSM 5 of PPS 16 deals with self catering accommodation in the 

countryside.  It states that planning approval will be granted for self catering units 
of tourist accommodation in any of three circumstances: where one or more of the 
new units would be located within the grounds of an existing or approved hotel, 
self catering complex, guest house or holiday park; that a cluster of three of more 
new units are to be provided at or close to an existing or approved tourist amenity 
that is/will be a significant visitor attraction in its own right; the restoration of an 
existing clachan or close, through conversion and/or replacement of existing 
buildings.   Paragraph 7.22 of the justification and amplification text states that the 
policy provides sustainable opportunities for self catering tourist accommodation in 
the countryside particularly in areas where tourist amenities and accommodation 
have become established or likely to be provided as a result of tourism initiatives 
such as the Signature Projects.   Paragraph 7.24 adds that the policy also 
provides for sustainable environmental benefit through focusing self catering 
development in existing nodes of tourist activity, thereby avoiding development 
throughout the countryside and safeguarding the value of tourism assets.   The 
proposal does not meet any of the three identified circumstances in Policy TSM 5.   
Consequently, paragraph 7.29 of Policy TSM 5 directs you to PPS 21, and 
ultimately now to paragraph 6.73 of the SPPS, as it states its policies relating to 



 

  

the conversion and reuse of rural buildings may provide an opportunity for small 
scale, including single unit, self catering accommodation in the countryside. 

 
9. Policy CTY 4 states that planning permission will be granted to proposals for the 

sympathetic conversion, with adaption if necessary, of a suitable building (my 
emphasis) for a variety of alternative uses, including use as a single dwelling, 
where this would secure its upkeep and retention.   Such proposals are required to 
be of a high design quality and to meet a number of identified criteria.   In 
paragraph 5.21 of the justification and amplification text of this policy it is stated 
that there is scope for the re-use and adaption of existing buildings in the 
countryside for a variety of non-residential uses, including appropriate economic, 
tourism and recreational uses or as local community facilities.   This policy 
therefore also classifies the tourism proposal as being a non-residential use. 

 
10. When one looks at the emphasised wording of Policy CTY 4 and that contained in 

paragraph 6.73 of the SPPS, it is apparent that there is a conflict between the 
retained policy and the SPPS in terms of the conversion and re-use of existing 
buildings for non-residential use.   Irrespective of the argument that Policy CTY 4 
contains more detail and text, under the identified transitional arrangements in 
paragraph 1.12 of the SPPS, the SPPS should therefore be accorded greater 
weight in the assessment of this appeal proposal.   The information provided in 
terms of the main policy differences between the draft and finalised version of 
Policy CTY 4 is therefore of little assistance to this case.    

 
11. The appeal proposal is for the change of use of part of an agricultural building 

(barn 2) to 2 no. self catering apartments.   The building is set back approximately 
300m from the Killaughey Road and is located adjacent and at a right angle to the 
appellant’s other single storey agricultural building (barn 1).   A residential property 
located at No.283 is located approximately 20m to the east of the appeal building.   
The single storey agricultural appeal building was erected in the early 1980s and is 
constructed of red brick with a tiled roof.   It was said to have been erected on the 
site of a former dwelling house which had attached stables.   Whilst the appellant’s 
father may have intended it to be dual purpose, at present the agricultural building 
is used as a store and stables.    

 
12. On 8th June 2015 the appellant was granted full planning permission 

(X/2014/0653/F) for the proposed change of use of the adjacent agricultural 
building (barn 1) to residential use with the partial change of use of the current 
appeal building (barn 2) to ancillary residential accommodation.   To date, no 
works have commenced to either building.   Although the current appeal building 
was included within the approved application site area of planning permission 
(X/2014/0653/F), only approximately one third of the building was to be used for 
ancillary accommodation and this does not result in the entire building being zoned 
for residential use.   Given that the approved proposal was granted prior to the 
publication of the SPPS in September 2015, it is accepted that it was determined 
in a different policy context whereby there was no conflict between Policy CTY 4 
and paragraph 6.73 of the SPPS.    

 
13. The appellant applied and was refused planning permission for the partial change 

of use of an agricultural outbuilding (barn 2) to a dwelling with the remaining 
retained.   This proposal was dismissed at appeal on 31st March 2017 
(2016/A0076).   It was the section of barn 2 that was granted approval for ancillary 



 

  

residential accommodation that was the subject of appeal 2016/A0076.   At the 
current appeal hearing the appellant requested that the evidence of 2016/A0076 
be reconsidered.   The current proposal is however for a tourist non-residential 
development as opposed to a residential dwelling and would be contained within a 
different part of the appeal building.   Therefore whilst there may be a overlapping 
of the arguments in relation to the merits of the appeal building, it is appropriate to 
consider the current appeal in its own planning policy and evidential context.      

 
14. Whilst ‘locally important’ is not defined in the SPPS, I consider that it requires the 

building to be of some merit and importance to its local setting making it worthy of 
retention and to warrant it being of ‘special character or interest’.  It is 
acknowledged that the current appeal building is constructed to a high standard 
and therefore would be structurally suitable for adaption.   It is not accepted that a 
building suitable for its intended purpose is alone sufficient to make it locally 
important.   Despite the appellant describing the building as bland, dated and not a 
visual asset in its current state, numerous reasons were presented as to why the 
appeal building should be considered as a suitable locally important building.   
Although the appellant’s historical connection to the site and building are of 
personal significance to him and irrespective of its orientation and positioning 
within the existing cluster of development, the lack of visual significance of this 
modest building means that its importance to the appellant would not be publicly 
shared.   It fails to make a valued contribution to its local setting.   The appellant 
views the building as a blank canvas whose design could be improved and whilst 
this view was shared by the case officer for the approved scheme, given the minor 
nature of the proposed changes to the building, it is not accepted that the proposal 
is justified due to the identified benefits to the entire building and character of the 
area.             

 
15. The appellant confirmed at the hearing that the current proposal will not prevent 

the implementation of the approved scheme which includes the partial use of the 
appeal building as ancillary accommodation and it would be in his interest to 
ensure that the rest of this relatively modest building did not fall into a state of 
major disrepair.   Despite the appellant’s claimed financial situation, given that he 
and his partner are intending to sell a number of properties to finance the scheme, 
I am therefore not persuaded that the proposed use is necessary in order to 
ensure the continued upkeep and retention of the building.   The identified benefits 
resulting from the future use of the building as ancillary accommodation, such as 
its increased value, do not in their own right justify the conversion of the remainder 
of the building.    

 
16. Using his own finances, the appellant aspires to provide sustainable and nature-

based tourism accommodation utilising renewable energy, being self-sufficiency in 
terms of food production utilising this high quality land and providing a range of 
rural experiences.   It is hoped that the proposed holiday accommodation together 
with Airbnb room rentals would be the main source of income for the project. 
However, whilst the appeal building is in proximity to the main towns in the 
Borough and the Ards Peninsula, this argument could be made for any agricultural 
building within this rural locality.    

 
17. The council’s integrated strategy for tourism, regeneration and economic 

development ‘Blue: Green-creatively connected’ (2018-2030) was accepted by the 
planning authority as a material consideration when determining the current 



 

  

appeal.   However, this strategy seeks to support a balanced approach to tourism 
development which takes account of environmental considerations.   The strategy 
promotes a careful balance to ensure associated economic development is 
appropriate in its context.   The modest scale of the current tourist proposal would 
mostly benefit the appellant and his partner who would be the only anticipated 
direct employees who would not be commuting outside the Borough.   The council 
promotes the principle of harnessing existing assets, including natural and built 
heritage.   However, it is not accepted that the appeal building is an important 
asset to harness and this principle does not justify the conversion of any 
agricultural building.   Whilst the conversion of an existing building may be more 
environmentally friendly than erecting a new build and irrespective of the council’s 
wish to increase their share of the NI tourism business, I am not persuaded that 
the aspirations of providing what the appellant regards as a niche sustainable and 
nature tourist proposal would prevent it from setting a detrimental precedent for 
similar sporadic developments in rural locations away from tourism assets.    

 
18. Whilst the approved and proposed development would be in the same use class 

(Class C1), as opposed to Class C3 as claimed by the appellant, the argument 
that the development of the rest of the building would bring the proposal more 
closely in line with Policy CTY 4 is of little consequence as the present tests, which 
it fails to meet, are contained within the SPPS.  

  
19. Despite the SPPS’s general support in paragraph 6.69 for the re-use of previously 

used rural buildings, paragraph 6.73 states that the strategic policy for residential 
and non-residential development in the countryside should be taken into account 
in the determination of planning applications.   Irrespective of the various 
arguments that the proposal represents sustainable development in terms of the 
identified social, environmental and economic benefits, that ‘locally important’ 
should not be regarded as an insurmountable hurdle in its own right and that the 
proposal complies with the local development plan and tourism strategy, these 
arguments do not individually or cumulatively justify setting aside the determining 
planning policy objections to this proposal.   The arguments presented by the 
appellant do not set aside the conclusion of 2016/A0076 that the appeal building is 
not a locally important building.   The proposal does not find policy support within 
the SPPS.    

 
20. It was claimed that there are issues in relation to security, with neighbours and that 

there is a need for the appeal building to be retained in order to provide privacy.   
The appeal building as it presents stands already functions as a screen between 
the appellant and the various buildings located to the east at the neighbouring 
property at No.283 Killaughey Road.   I have already concluded that the current 
appeal development is not necessary to ensure the building’s upkeep and 
retention.   

 
21. The appeal proposal does not fall within any of the other types of development that 

are acceptable in principle in the countryside under Policy CTY 1.   I am not 
persuaded that there are overriding reasons why the development is essential.   
Accordingly, the planning authority’s reasons for refusal and the objector’s 
concerns in relation to these matters are sustained. 

 
22. Concern about the present and future maintenance of the private access and 

issues in relation to water supply being shared with adjacent properties are civil 



 

  

matters between the parties.   DfI Roads raised no objection to the appellant’s 
suggested provision of lay-bys along the laneway within the appellant’s land.   At 
the hearing the appellant indicated that he would be willing to provide an 
independent septic tank to serve the holiday units.   Given the positioning of the 
appeal building, with the proposed living/dining areas and amenity area being 
located on the western side of the development, I am not persuaded by the 
unsubstantiated claims that the proposal would adversely affect the enjoyment of 
the objector’s and their extended family’s property.  

 
23. As the two reasons for refusal and the objector’s concerns in relation to these 

matters have been sustained, this is determining and the appeal must therefore 
fail. 

 
This decision is based on the following drawings:- 
Drawing 01 1:2500 site location map dated November 2017 
Drawing 02 1:500 proposed site layout dated November 2017 
Drawing 03 1:100 existing floorplans and elevations dated November 2017 
Drawing 04 1:100 proposed floorplans dated November 2017 
Drawing 05 1:100 proposed elevations dated November 2017 
 
 
COMMISSIONER DIANE O’NEILL 
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          ITEM 4.5 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2019/0198/F 

Proposal  
Change of Use of retail unit to Wellness Centre 

Location 
 
Nos. 131-133 Main Street, Bangor 

Committee Interest 

 
A Local development application which is a departure from 
the Development Plan and which is recommended for 
approval  
 

Validated 22/02/2019 

Summary 

 
• Draft BMAP remains a material consideration 
• Under the provisions of the Draft Plan, the site is 

located within the proposed Bangor Central Area of 
Townscape Character, within Bangor Town Centre 
(BR 42), Primary Retail Core (BR 37) and the Primary 
Retail Frontage (BR 37)  

• Previous use of unit was Bailies Clothes shop which 
relocated to High Street 

• Unit has been advertised for retail-use but no 
expressions of interest have been received 

• Consideration was given to the high vacancy rates 
within Bangor Town Centre  

• More advantageous to have a vacant unit brought 
back into use within the town centre 

• No objections 
• Environmental Health consulted and no objections 

expressed 
 

 
 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment 
 
Item 4.5a - Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 
Application Ref: LA06/2019/0198/F DEA:   Bangor Central 
Proposal: 
The application is seeking full permission for the change of use of retail unit to 
Wellness Centre (sui generis). 
Location: 
Nos. 131-133 Main Street, Bangor, BT20 4AE. 
Applicant: 
Wellbeing at Main Street, 
Nos. 131-133 Main Street, 
Bangor, 
BT20 4AE 

Agent: 
MBA Planning,  
No. 4 College House, 
Citylink Business Park, 
Belfast, 
BT12 4HQ. 

 
Date Valid: 22/02/2019 

 
Env. Statement Requested: No. 

 
Date last Advertised: 14/03/2019 
 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 08/03/2019 
 
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: 

• Impact on Area of Townscape Character, 
• Compatibility with surrounding land uses,  
• Parking, 
• Retail Impact. 

 

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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2.   Site Location Plan 

 
 

3. Relevant Planning History 

 
The application site has planning history that helps demonstrate the existing retail use 
which this application is seeking to change. 
 
Planning Ref: W/2014/0293/F 
Proposal: Installation of new glazed shop front. 
Address: Nos. 131-133 Main Street, Bangor. 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The application site is located in the town centre of Bangor, along the eastern side of 
Main Street in an existing unit. The existing unit is currently a vacant unit, but was 
previously occupied by a clothing retailer, ‘Baillies’, with the clothes retailer occupying 
another unit on High Street, Bangor. 
 
The application unit consists of a three storey mid terraced building along the upper 
part of Main Street, Bangor and is situated between ‘Mackey Opticians’ and ‘Oasis 
Travel’. The relief of the land is relatively flat, with the building unit a three storey 
building. At ground floor, the street level, there is a large window either side of the 
door. The ground floor of the dwelling is finished in dark cladding, with the first and 
second floor finished in beige coloured render with grey slates on a pitched roof. The 
unit has decorative eaves, with white PVC window surrounds.  
 
The application unit is located within the town centre of Bangor, with the site also 
within the following designations as per the Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015: 
Area of Archaeological Potential, located within the proposed Area of Townscape 
Character, Primary Retail Core and Primary Retail Frontage. 
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Decision: Permission Granted (27.10.2014) 
 
Planning Ref: W/2011/0348/F 
Proposal: Change of use of retail unit to financial & professional services provider 
(class A2) 
Address: Nos. 131-133 Main Street, Bangor. 
Decision: Permission Granted (28.09.2011) 
 
The retail mix has not altered since the 2011 consent that was issued for the change 
of use application from a retail unit to financial and professional services provider. 
Within the case officer’s report, the officer confirmed that the loss of retail would not 
cause a clustering of non-retail uses.  

 
4.   Planning Policy Framework  

The relevant planning policy framework for this application is as follows: 
 
• North Down & Ards Area Plan 1984-1995; 
• Bangor Town Centre Plan 1995; 
• Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015; 
• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland; 
• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage; 
• Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement and Parking; 
• Planning Policy Statement 4: Planning and Economic Development; 
• Planning Policy Statement 6 (Addendum): Areas of Townscape Character. 

 
 
5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

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

 
6.   Consultations  

A consultation was issued to Environmental Health as part of the assessment of this 
application.  
 
As per the consultation response received 3rd May 2019, Environmental Health has 
no objections to the proposal. 

 
7.   Consideration and Assessment 

The relevant planning policy framework for this application is as follows: 
 
• North Down & Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 

• Bangor Town Centre Plan 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. 
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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 
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 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 now the statutory development 
plan for the area with draft BMAP remaining a material consideration.  Draft BMAP 
introduces the proposed designations of Areas of Townscape Character. Under the 
provisions of the Draft Plan, the site is located within the proposed Bangor Central Area 
of Townscape Character, within Bangor Town Centre (BR 42), Primary Retail Core (BR 
37) and the Primary Retail Frontage (BR 37).   
 
Whilst objections were received pertaining to Bangor East ATC and Bangor West ATC 
as designated within draft BMAP, no objections were received pertaining to Bangor 
Central ATC. It is also noted that whilst objections were received pertaining to Bangor 
Town Centre, the objections addressed specific sites beyond the application site. 
Accordingly, it is reasonable to consider it likely that if the draft BMAP 2015 is lawfully 
adopted, the site within the proposed Bangor Central ATC designation will likely be 
included, as will the designations of Bangor Town Centre, Bangor Primary Retail Core 
and Bangor Primary Retail Frontage. This proposed designation is therefore deemed a 
material consideration relevant to the assessment of this application. 
 
Bangor Town Centre 
This proposed designation is therefore deemed a material consideration relevant to the 
assessment of this application. 
 
The policies relating to Primary Retail Frontage are as follows:  
 
Policy R1 and Policy R2 respectively. 
 
Policy R1 states that within designated Primary Retail Cores, planning permission will 
only be granted for non-retail uses at ground floor where all the following criteria are 
met: 

• it is not located within a designated Primary Retail Frontage;  
• there is no significant loss of retail floor space at ground floor level;  
• it does not create a cluster of non-retail uses; and  
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• it would not lead to a predominance of non-retail uses.  

While this application is located within the Primary Retail Core and incorporates approx. 
376 m2 of floor space, with 160m2 of this on the ground floor, leisure uses while being 
sui generis are considered to be town centre uses which can enhance the diversity of 
the town centre. The regional strategic objectives for town centres and retailing include 
the need to secure a town centres first approach for the location of future retailing and 
other main town centre uses, including cultural and community facilities, retail, leisure, 
entertainment and businesses as per Paragraph 6.271 of the SPPS. This is to protect 
and enhance diversity in the range of town centre uses appropriate to their role and 
function, such as leisure, cultural and community facilities, housing and business. 
 
The site is currently vacant, with the agent stating that the ‘unit has been marketed 
extensively but there has been no interest whatsoever from any potential long-term 
retail tenants.’  
 
There is an opticians and a travel agent either side of the application site and 
subsequently the application is not considered to create a cluster of non-retail uses of 
three adjacent units in non-retail use.  Whilst the proposed wellness centre is not strictly 
compliant with policy R1 and would be facilitating non-retail development within a 
designated Primary Retail Core, the proposal is considered acceptable. Given the 
number of vacant units that there are along Main Street in Bangor and the closure of 
the Flagship Shopping Centre, it is considered that this use is acceptable with it 
healthier for the town centre of Bangor to have a non-retail use occupying a vacant unit, 
than to have a vacant retail unit.  
 
Policy R2 states planning permission will not be granted for non-retail uses at ground 
level within the Primary Retail Frontages designated in Belfast and Lisburn City Centres 
and in Bangor Town Centre.  Planning Permission will be granted for development 
proposals to convert non-retail uses to retail uses in these frontages. 
 
Considering that there is a dominant retail use at ground floor level along Main Street 
with the occasional food outlet or coffee shop and that a considerable number of units 
are vacant along the street, including the closure of Flagship Shopping Centre, it is not 
considered that the change of use of this unit into a wellness centre will have any 
detrimental impact on the Primary Retail Frontage or the vitality and viability of this part 
of Bangor Town Centre and would not result in a noticeable clustering of non-retail uses 
within the main shopping core.  
 
Whilst the proposal shall incorporate non-retail uses at ground floor level within Bangor, 
it is considered that this use is acceptable with it healthier for the town centre of Bangor 
to have a non-retail use occupying a vacant unit, than to have a vacant retail unit. 
Furthermore, this is accepted as it does not facilitate the clustering of non-retail uses in 
the immediate area, with the area remaining substantially in retail. 
 
Bangor Town Centre Plan Policy  
 
Policy S3 of the Bangor Town Centre Plan states that applications for non-retail uses 
within the shopping core will be assessed in terms of their impact on the vitality and 
viability of this area of the Town Centre. 
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As discussed above it is not considered that the proposed development will detract 
from the vitality and viability of the town centre and the proposal shall not create any 
cluster of non-retail uses in the vicinity given the dominant retail use of units within close 
proximity of the application site along Main Street and the number of vacant units along 
the northern part of Main Street including the closed Flagship Shopping Centre.  
 
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 
The SPPS document sets out the guiding principle relating to the grant/refusal of 
development which is contained within paragraph 3.8. This 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. 
 
Within the SPPS it states that ‘a transitional period will operate until such times as a 
Plan Strategy for the whole of the council area has been adopted. During the 
transitional period planning authorities will apply existing policy together with the SPPS’. 
The SPPS continues to 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, where the SPPS is silent or less prescriptive on a 
particular planning policy matter than retained policy this should not be judged to lessen 
the weight afforded to the retained policy’. 
 
Paragraph 6.270 of the SPSS states that the aim of the SPPS is to support and sustain 
vibrant town centres across Northern Ireland through the promotion of established town 
centres as the appropriate first choice location of retailing and other complementary 
functions, consistent with the RDS. The SPPS states that the objectives for town 
centres and retailing are: 
 

• A Town Centre first approach for the location of future retailing and other main 
town centre uses; 

• Protect and enhance diversity in the range of town centre uses appropriate to 
their role and function, such as leisure, cultural and community facilities, housing 
and business; 

• Promote high quality design to ensure that town centres provide sustainable, 
attractive, accessible and safe environments;  

• Maintain and improve accessibility to and within the town centre 
 
The SPSS acknowledges that there is a need to protect and enhance diversity in the 
range of town centre uses appropriate to their role and function, such as leisure, cultural 
and community facilities, with a precautionary approach advised in regards to retail-led 
regeneration. This is acknowledged within the context of Ards and North Down, with 
vacancy figures at approximately 13% across the Council borough as per the local 
development plan team’s Preferred Option Paper. 
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Figure: Current Use Classes of Employment/Industrial Zonings in Borough 
 

 
 
As per the Local Development Team’s Preferred Options Paper: March 2019, town 
centres operate not only as the commercial heart of a town, but also as the focus for 
service, entertainment, leisure, cultural and civic activities. These other main town 
centre uses are playing an increasingly important complementary role to traditional 
retail uses as they enable activity levels to be sustained at different times of the day 
and throughout the week, with the most successful urban centres vibrant, diverse and 
alive with activity. 
 
In this instance it is considered that the proposed development is a sui generis use for 
leisure and health, which is considered to be a main town centre use (as established 
in the SPSS), in that it promotes and enhances diversity of the range of functions within 
the town centre of Bangor. The proposal is deemed a sustainable economic 
development due to its high accessibility in the town centre and shall facilitate the 
occupation of a town centre unit, where a retail use had failed to do so, with the town 
centre of Bangor experiencing high levels of vacancy of approximately 23%. 
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Figure: Town Centre Vacancy Rates within Ards and North Down Borough 
compared to the NI and UK average 

 

 
 
Given the levels of vacancy that there currently is within the town centre of Bangor, it 
is deemed to be more advantageous to have a complimentary use such as a wellness 
centre occupying the unit in Bangor’s town centre, within the designated Primary 
Retail Core. Subsequently, the proposal is considered acceptable and shall help 
facilitate the need and aspirations for Bangor town centre to have a diverse offer and 
mix of uses, which reflect the local circumstances.  

 
Planning Policy Statement 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). Given the proposal does not 
incorporate amendments to the physical appearance of the unit and shall not increase 
the footprint of the building, the proposal is not considered unlikely 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 
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. 
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Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement and Parking 
The proposed change of use is considered to be in general compliance of PPS 3. There 
is to be no dedicated parking provided within the scheme. This is considered to be 
acceptable due to the site specific context of the application, given there are a number 
of on and off street parking options within close proximity of the application site. 
 
The proposed Wellness centre will utilise on-street parking and off-street car parks. 
There is parking to the rear of the application site on Castle Street (Asda carpark), 
Abbey Street East, Dufferin Avenue and Central Avenue with a small number of on 
street parking options to the front of the application site. This is considered acceptable.  
 
In addition to this, it is acknowledged that the retail use that the application unit currently 
has availed of the same parking provision as the potential wellness centre would utilise. 
It is anticipated that the volume of people that would be utilising the wellness centre 
would not be significantly greater than the volume of people visiting the previous retail 
uses that the application site has had. 
 
The customer access to Main Street will remain unchanged and the building will be fully 
accessible for disabled members of the public. 
 
The access, movement and parking arrangements are considered appropriate and it is 
not considered that the proposal would prejudice road safety or significantly 
inconvenience the flow of traffic. The proposal satisfies PP3.  
 
Planning Policy Statement 4: Planning and Economic Development 
 
Policy PED 1: Economic Development in Settlements - Cities and Towns 
The proposed development is for a sui generis use as that of a wellness centre for 
health and leisure purposes. This use will continue to provide employment in the local 
area and shall also serve local residents within the town centre. It is considered that 
the proposal is compatible with the predominant surrounding uses which are 
retail/commercial and other sui generis uses such as restaurants and coffee shops. It 
is to be located in an existing unit. 
 
Policy PED 9 General Criteria for Economic Development 
A proposal for economic development use, in addition to the other policy 
provisions of this Statement, will be required to meet all the following criteria:  
 
(a) it is compatible with surrounding land uses;  
The proposed wellness centre will be accommodated in an existing building currently 
vacant but previously utilised as a clothes retail outlet. The immediate uses adjacent to 
the site is an optician’s unit and a travel agent’s. The retail use of properties within close 
proximity of Main Street include ‘Menary’s’, ‘DV8’ and ‘Topman’ amongst others. It is 
considered that this sui generis leisure use is compatible with those uses surrounding 
it.   
 
(b) it does not harm the amenities of nearby residents;  
There are no residents in the immediate vicinity as the site is located within the town 
centre surrounded by retail/commercial and food/coffee outlets.   
 
(c) it does not adversely affect features of the natural or built heritage;  
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No impact on natural or built features has been identified, given development is 
restricted to the change of use with works limited to reconfiguration of the internal layout 
of the units.  
 
(d) it is not located in an area at flood risk and will not cause or exacerbate 
flooding;  
No flood risks have been identified. 
 
(e) it does not create a noise nuisance;  
Given the nature of the application and the proposed change of use, it is considered 
that there shall not be a noise nuisance as a consequence of the application.  
 
(f) it is capable of dealing satisfactorily with any emission or effluent;  
No emissions are expected as a result of the proposal.  Any effluent in terms of 
sewerage and wastewater can be accommodated within the local utility network.   
 
(g) the existing road network can safely handle any extra vehicular traffic the 
proposal will generate or suitable developer led improvements are proposed to 
overcome any road problems identified;  
Given the town centre location of the application site, with sufficient on and off street 
parking provision in close proximity of the application site, the proposal is deemed to 
have no impact upon the existing road network. 
 
(h) adequate access arrangements, parking and manoeuvring areas are 
provided; 
There is no dedicated parking provision within the proposed development, with reliance 
on the on and off street car parking that is within close proximity of the application site. 
This includes a small number of on street car parking spaces to the front of the 
application unit and a number of off street car parking options within close proximity, 
including Abbey Street East, Dufferin Avenue, Central Avenue and Castle Street. Given 
the town centre location of the proposal, which is also within close proximity of NIR 
Bangor train station and Bangor bus centre. 
 
(i) a movement pattern is provided that, insofar as possible, supports walking 
and cycling, meets the needs of people whose mobility is impaired, respects 
existing public rights of way and provides adequate and convenient access to 
public transport;  
There is existing alternative transport links serving the Bangor Town Centre area 
including bus and rail options. As per Paragraph 12 of the ‘Planning, Design and Access 
Statement’ provided by the agent, date stamped 22nd February 2019, the building will 
be fully accessible for disabled members of the public.  
 
(j) the site layout, building design, associated infrastructure and landscaping 
arrangements are of high quality and assist the promotion of sustainability and 
biodiversity;  
The site layout, building design and associated infrastructure of the existing building 
are considered acceptable, with the proposed alterations restricted to internal 
reconfigurations.    
 
(k) appropriate boundary treatment and means of enclosure are provided and any 
areas of outside storage proposed are adequately screened from public view;  
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There will be no external storage as a consequence of this application. 
 
(l) is designed to deter crime and promote personal safety; and  
I am satisfied this is the case.  
 
(m) in the case of proposals in the countryside, there are satisfactory measures 
to assist integration into the landscape. 
Not applicable to this proposal. 
 
• Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 6: Areas of Townscape Character 
This document is an addendum to PPS 6 'Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage' 
and must be read in conjunction with the policies contained within this PPS. The 
Addendum provides additional planning policies relating specifically to Areas of 
Townscape Character, for demolition of buildings, new development and the control of 
advertisements. It embodies the Government's commitment to sustainable 
development and environmental stewardship. 
 
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. 
 
It is not considered that the proposed change of use from retailing to a sui generis use 
as a wellness centre will have an adverse impact in terms of visual impact as it is for 
the change of use of an existing building from one that housed a retail clothing outlet to 
that of a wellness centre. The existing building is a retail unit that is currently vacant 
and unoccupied in the town centre of Bangor and shall undergo alterations to the 
internal layout. On the ground floor this shall be to provide a reception area, waiting 
area, four consultation rooms and ancillary stores on the ground floor. A studio shall be 
created on the first floor for pilates and yoga classes with toilets and kitchen. The 
second floor shall be used for storage purposes. There shall be no other external 
changes to the building and is considered that the proposal shall not have an adverse 
impact upon the overall character of the proposed ATC. There will be no impact on 
trees, archaeological or other landscape features as a consequence of the proposed 
development of the change of use from retail to a sui generis use as a wellness centre. 
 
As the proposal is not considered to have an adverse impact on the designated area, 
the proposal is deemed to be compliant with Policy ATC 2 of the Addendum to PPS 6 
Areas of Townscape Character. 
 

 
8.   Consideration of Representations 
Twelve (12) neighbouring properties were notified of the proposed development 
(08.03.2019), as per Section 8 of The Planning (General Development Procedure) 
Order (Northern Ireland) 2015, and no letters of representation pertaining to the 
proposed development have been received. 
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9.   Conclusion  

All material considerations have been assessed including relevant plans and policies 
and the proposal, in my opinion, will not cause demonstrable harm to interests of 
acknowledged importance. Approval is therefore recommended for the change of use 
of retail unit to the sui generis Wellness Centre. 

 
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. 
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Application site within the context of the settlement of Bangor as per the Draft 
BMAP 2015:  

 

 

 

Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015: Map No. 3/002 – Bangor Town Centre 

 

 

 

           

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

Application site 

Legend 

 

Access: https://www.planningni.gov.uk/bmap2015_vol7_map_no_3_002_bangor_town_centre.pdf 
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Photographs of site 
 

 

Application site (front elevation)  

 

Application site (front elevation) 
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Application site (rear elevation) 

 

Car park to rear of application site 
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Off street car parking (Abbey Street East) 

 

On-street parking  
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Close proximity to public transport (Bangor Bus and Rail Station) 

Surrounding retail uses 
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          ITEM 4.6 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2017/0829/F 

Proposal 

 
Proposed two retail units, petrol forecourt and associated 
parking and accesses  

Location 

 
Site to the east of amenity site at Moss Road and 
opposite 1-5 Moss Road Millisle 
 

Committee Interest 

 
Six or more separate individual objections contrary to 
Officer’s Recommendation 
 

Validated 03/07/2017 

Summary 

 
• Site is located within the settlement limit of Millisle as 

defined by the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 
• Council has received independent advice in relation to 

the retail impact of the proposed development 
• The retail assessment concludes that the proposed 

development is acceptable at this location 
• Proposal is re-locating from an existing business 

located on the Main Street  
• Objections included issues such as potential impact on 

existing businesses on Main Street and existing 
vacancy rates, road safety, parking and traffic 
congestion, environmental impact/ impact on wildlife, 
environmental impact/ impact on wildlife, noise and 
odour impacts, flood risk 

• All material objections fully considered in the Case 
Officer Report 

 
 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

 
Attachment 
 

Item 4.6a - Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 
Application Ref: LA06/2017/0829/F DEA:  Ards Peninsula 
Proposal:  
Proposed two retail units, petrol forecourt and associated parking and accesses 
Location:  
Site to the east of amenity site at Moss Road and opposite 1-5 Moss Road, Millisle 
Applicant:  
Mr. Damien Teague 

Agent:  
Whittaker and Watt Architects 

 
Date Valid: 03/07/2017 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 13/12/2018 
 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 29/11/2018 
 
Consultations: Yes 
 
Representations: Yes 
 
Letters of support  

 
0 

 
Letters of Objection 

 
15 

 
Petitions 

 
3 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 

 
• Planning history of the site and area 
• Principle of development and conformity with the Development Plan 
• Retail impact on Millisle and the surrounding settlements 
• Visual impact of the proposed development and impact on the character of the 

surrounding area 
• Water run-off and drainage 
• Potential impact on the amenity of existing dwellings 
• Flood risk 
• Potential effects on European Sites, protected species & priority habitats 
• Road safety and traffic generation 

Case Officer: Mark Hanvey 

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 
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1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The application site is located on the northern side of the Moss Road in Millisle. It is 
located between Millisle Recycling Centre to the west and a large car park to the east. 
Residential properties are located opposite the site to the south with a watercourse and 
agricultural land to the north.   
 

 
Figure 1 – View of application site from adjacent car park 

 
The site is currently vacant and consists of a hard surfaced area of tarmac which has 
become broken and overgrown. A concrete post and wire fence along the roadside and 
along the eastern boundary is in a state of disrepair. 
 

 
Figure 2 – View from site towards Moss Road and adjacent car park 

 
The north-western boundary runs parallel with an existing watercourse which flows 
between the site and agricultural land to the north, recently granted reserved matters 
permission for housing. 
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Figure 3 – Aerial view of site 

 
The application site is located 50 metres east of the junction of Moss Road and Main 
Street. The site is located within the settlement limit of Millisle as defined by the Ards 
and Down Area Plan 2015. 
 

 
 
2.   Site Location Plan 

 

 
Figure 4 – Application site outline red 
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3.   Planning History 

 
LA06/2002/0427/O 
 
Ulsterbus, Moss Road, Millisle 
 
New depot building incorporating driver’s accommodation, toilets, stores & public 
waiting area. Bus parking stands (8 No) departure stands (2 No) car parking - 8  
spaces, bus washing facilities & on site fuel storage. 
 
Permission granted: 15.05.2003 
 

 
Figure 5 – Indicative site layout X/2002/0427/O 

 
 
 
4.   Planning Policy Framework  

 
The relevant planning policy framework for this application is as follows: 
 
• Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 
• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 
• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 
• Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement & Parking 
• Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning, Archaeology & the Built Heritage 
• Planning Policy Statement 15: Revised – Planning and Flood Risk 
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5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 
Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 
 
• Living Places 
• DCAN 15: Vehicular Access Standards  

 
6.   Consultations  
Consultation was carried out with the following statutory and non-statutory consultees and a synopsis of 
responses is listed 
Consultee Response 
Shared Environmental Services No objections subject to conditions 
DFI Roads No objections subject to conditions 

NI Water  No objections 
Water Management Unit No objections 

Natural Environment Division No objections subject to conditions 
Historic Environment Division No objections subject to conditions 
Environmental Health No objections subject to conditions 
DFI Rivers No objections 
Regulation Unit (Land & Groundwater)  No objections subject to conditions 

 
7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
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. 
 
In practice this means that development that accords with the development plan should 
be approved. The application site is located within the settlement limit of Millisle and is 
shown as whiteland. Millisle does not have a designated village centre. It is noted within 
the Plan that the village possesses a range of facilities. The site is within an Area of 
Archaeological Potential under the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015. 
 

 
Figure 6 – Extract from Ards and Down Area Plan with application site highlighted red 
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Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (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 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. 
However, 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.  
 
Town Centres and Retailing 
 
Paragraph 6.278 of the SPPS states the following – 
 
Policies and proposals for shops in villages and small settlements must be consistent 
with the aim, objectives and policy approach for town centres and retailing, meet local 
need, and be of a scale, nature and design appropriate to the character of the 
settlement. 
 
Objections to the proposed development focus on the retail use and the potential impact 
on existing businesses along Main Street. A sequential test has been carried out to 
explore alternative sites within Millisle. The objection letter submitted on behalf of Mr 
Robert Boyle, date stamped 16th October 2017, states in paragraph 18 that there is no 
reason why a PFS (petrol filling station) couldn’t exist on its own with just a small shop 
to allow for fuel payments without the need for a large retail development alongside. 
 
Case law related to sequential test makes it clear that alternative sites should be sought 
for the development as proposed and not whether the proposed development can be 
altered or reduced so that it can be made to fit an alternative site. It is accepted that the 
proposed retailing will be the main use on the site, but for the purposes of exploring 
alternative sites, the ability to incorporate a petrol filling station must be examined. 
 
The supporting statement submitted with the application, entitled SPPS report, date 
stamped 25th July 2017 makes reference to paragraph 6.283 of the SPPS. 
 
All applications for retail or town centre type developments above a threshold of 1000 
square metres gross external area which are not proposed in a town centre location 
and are not in accordance with the LDP should be required to undertake a full 
assessment of retail impact as well as need. 
 
The report considers that assessment of retail impact is not required as the gross retail 
floorspace does not exceed the stated threshold within the SPPS and that the proposal 
is modest and appropriate for the village of Millisle. 
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Following receipt of additional information from Fleming Mountstephen Planning on 15th 
May 2019, the Council has sought independent advice from Braniff Associates and has 
received an independent retail evaluation of the proposed development.  
 
It is accepted that the proposed development is intended to accommodate the 
relocation of the existing Spar store on Main Street in combination with a petrol filling 
station and an additional retail unit of 70 square metres net floorspace. 
 
It is noted that Millisle has no designated centre, however, paragraph 6.278 of the 
SPPS states that retail proposals in villages must be in keeping with the aim, objectives 
and policy approach for town centres and retailing.  
 
Policies and proposals for shops in villages and small settlements must be consistent 
with the aim, objectives and policy approach for town centres and retailing, meet local 
need (i.e. day-to-day needs), and be of a scale, nature and design appropriate to the 
character of the settlement.  
 
Three issues are explored at the village level –  
 
1. Quantitative need/ capacity for the proposed development; 
2. The appropriateness of the location having regard to the sequential test; and 
3. Retail impact of the proposal. 
 
Quantitative need/ capacity for the proposed development 
 
The retail evaluation states that the requirement to ascertain if there is capacity to 
accommodate the proposed development is partly offset by the fact that the proposed 
development involves the relocation of an existing business rather than creating an 
entirely new one. Adopting this approach, it is therefore accepted that the Spar store in 
Millisle already has a market share of retail trade in the area. 
 
In recognition of the increase in retail floorspace the capacity for the proposed 
development is examined taking into account catchment size, expenditure levels and 
turnover of shops. 
 

 
Figure 7 – Primary catchment of Millisle 
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Taking into account expenditure levels it is estimated that growth in expenditure within 
this catchment equates to £36,071. This is based on a total expenditure of £6,312,820 
in 2017 rising to £6,348,891 in 2020. 
 
The retail evaluation states the following – 
 
Based on the above analysis it is questionable, under the SPPS, whether there would 
be a quantitative need for the proposed development based solely on projected 
expenditure growth. However, this application effectively involves the relocation and 
extension of the existing Spar store in Millisle – a store which has an established market 
share of catchment expenditure. 
 
The retail evaluation examines the turnover of existing shops selling convenience 
goods within Millisle. It is estimated that the total turnover of existing shops selling 
convenience goods is approximately £4 million based on a figure of £5,000 per net 
square metre multiplied by 800 square metres of net floorspace. 
 
It is concluded that there is a leakage of approximately £2.3 million taking into 
consideration trade flows to superstores in Newtownards. 
 
 
Sequential Test 
 
The retail evaluation infers that the first choice location for retail development in Millisle 
should be its Main Street stating that – 
 
Proposals for retail development should therefore be assessed on the basis of the 
suitability, viability and availability of alternative sites/ vacant units on and close to Main 
Street. 
 
Six sites were considered and ruled out as unsuitable to accommodate the proposed 
development. 
 
Retail Impact 
 
Direct and indirect retail impacts have been examined within the retail evaluation. The 
direct impact on shops that sell similar convenience goods is balanced against the fact 
that they already compete with the existing Spar store and there are established trading 
patterns. Indirect retail impact as a result of a loss of footfall on Main Street is examined 
in the context of existing vacancy. It is accepted that footfall will decrease as a result of 
relocation of the Spar store to the application site, but it is considered that this would 
not necessarily markedly affect the other businesses. 
 
On balance, while vacancies are a clearly obvious concern in Millisle, Main Street is 
not a typical high street associated with regular pedestrian flows generated by people 
browsing for goods. While there is little doubt that footfall levels on Main Street will 
decrease due to the relocation of the Spar store, it is debateable whether this would 
markedly affect the plight of other businesses given that shared shopping trips are 
unlikely to be a feature of trade in Millisle. 
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Conclusion 
 
The retail evaluation concludes that, on balance, the proposal can be considered 
acceptable from the perspective of retail planning. 
 
The proposed development represents a relocation and extension of an existing 
business, with the Spar store increasing in size from 280 square metres of net 
floorspace to 562 square metres of net floorspace. It is outlined below how this has 
important implications for the consideration of quantitative need, retail impact and the 
sequential test – 
 

• The requirement to demonstrate a quantitative need for the proposal is mitigated 
by the fact that it presently captures a market share of expenditure in the 
catchment. 

• As an existing business, there are established trading patterns in Millisle. Given 
that the proposed operator already competes with other shops in Millisle which 
sell convenience goods it is questionable whether its relocation to a site 50m 
from Main Street would result in significantly adverse retail impact. 

• The proposed relocation of this existing business is to a site situated next to a 
car park previously identified for regeneration with the site of a former filling 
station in Millisle located nearby. 

 

 

Planning Policy Statement 2 – Natural Heritage 
 
Policy NH 1 
European and Ramsar Sites, International 
 
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 – 
 

• a European Site (Special Protection Area, proposed Special Protection Area, 
Special Areas of Conservation, candidate Special Areas of Conservation and 
Sites of Community Importance); 

 
• a listed or proposed Ramsar Site  

 
Consultation has taken place with DAERA’s Natural Environment Division and Shared 
Environmental Services. 
 
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. 
 
Natural Environment Division has considered the potential impacts of the proposed 
development on designated sites as outlined below –  
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• Degradation of adjacent aquatic environment from contaminated runoff (e.g. 

hydrocarbons/oil/fuel/concrete/ silt) resulting during construction and operational 
works 

 
The application site is approximately 165 metres from Outer Ards SPA/Ramsar/ASSI 
and is hydrologically connected to the designated sites via an adjacent watercourse 
(Mill Burn) along the northern boundary of the site. Foul sewage will be treated via the 
Mains NIW sewer network (North Down Waste Water Treatment Works) and a 
separate storm sewer network will be constructed to serve the proposal. This will 
discharge stormwater runoff into the Mill Burn (Flood Risk and Drainage Assessment, 
June 2017). A hydrobrake will control the stormwater flow rate. The stormwater will 
subsequently enter a Class 1 Petrol Forecourt separator before it enters the Millisle 
River (Proposed Drainage Layout, 28th May 2017).  A Preliminary Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (June 2017) has been submitted which provides 
details of pollution prevention and mitigation measures to be employed. NED 
recommend a finalised CEMP is submitted to the Planning Authority before 
construction works commences. 
 

• Degradation of adjacent aquatic environment resulting from contaminated land 
due to historical uses of the site. 

 

A Preliminary Risk Assessment was submitted. Marginal exceedances of heavy metals 
and PAHs were not considered to be a significant risk to the Mill Burn. NED advise that 
the Planning Authority re-consult Waste Management Unit for comments on the 
Preliminary Risk Assessment. Recommendations issued by Waste Management Unit 
should be included in the planning decision notice, if approved. 
 

• Disturbance to ornithological features of Outer Ards SPA/ASSI/Ramsar through 
loss or reduction of supporting habitat and/or construction activities. 

 
The application site is an area of entirely hard-standing substrate, bordered by 
vegetation along the northern boundary. Due to the unsuitability of the site for 
ornithological selection features, NED consider it unlikely that the proposal will have 
adverse impacts on these features. 
 
I am satisfied that the potential impacts of the proposed development can be 
mitigated subject to conditions. 
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 3 – Access, Movement and Parking 
 
Policy AMP 2: Access to Public Roads 
 

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. 
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DFI Roads has no objections to the proposed access arrangements subject to 
conditions. The proposed access will be onto Moss Road.  
 
 
Policy AMP 7: Car Parking and Servicing 
 
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. 
 
Adequate provision for car parking is demonstrated. The parking standards recommend  
1 space per 14 m2 of Gross Retail Floor Area. The Gross Retail Floorspace equates to 
466 sq. m sales and 95 sq. m storage. 561 sq. m / 14 equates to 40 spaces. The 
additional unit requires 7 spaces on the basis of 94 sq. m of floorspace divided by  
14 sq. m. A total figure of 47 spaces is recommended. A total of 35 designated spaces 
are provided with a further 4 spaces available at the fuel pumps.  
 
Whilst it is acknowledged that there is a shortfall of 8 parking spaces, the site is adjacent 
to a public car park with 92 parking spaces available. The application site is also in 
close proximity to existing residential areas and a caravan park exists to the north-west. 
Provision is also made for bicycle parking at the front of the store. It is acknowledged 
on the proposed site layout plan that space will be required within the site for deliveries. 
Delivery vehicles can be parked clear of the public road, however, there is concern 
raised that some parking spaces will be unavailable during unloading. It is expected 
that this will be for a short period of time outside peak hours. 
 
In the context of the business relocating from Main Street it is clearly evident that the 
application site will benefit from increased parking provision and in-curtilage circulation. 
On-street parking is available to the front of the existing store with delivery vehicles 
unloading from Main Street. 
 

 
Figure 8 – Existing Spar store and on-street parking along Main Street 

 

Policy AMP 7 makes provision for the following reductions in parking provision – 
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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, through a Transport Assessment, it forms part of a package of measures to 
promote alternative transport modes; or 
• where the development is in a highly accessible location well served by public 
transport; or 
• where the development would benefit from spare capacity available in nearby public 
car parks or adjacent on street car parking; or 
• where shared car parking is a viable option; or 
• 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. 
 
The Transport Assessment Form (TAF) submitted with the application states that the 
site is accessible on foot from existing residential areas and caravan parks. The site is 
also within walking distance to local bus stops. The TAF also highlights the close 
proximity to the adjacent public car park. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage 
 
Policy BH 4: Archaeological Mitigation 
 
Where it is decided to grant planning permission for development which will affect sites 
known to contain archaeological remains, the Department will impose conditions to 
ensure that appropriate measures are taken for the identification and mitigation of the 
archaeological impacts of the development, including where appropriate the completion 
of a licensed excavation and recording of remains before development commences. 
 
The proposed development is within the Area of Archaeological Potential for Millisle 
as designated within the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015.  
 
Historic Environment Division has stated that below ground archaeological remains of 
the historic settlement would be expected to be uncovered within this area during the 
course of construction works. 
 
Historic Environment Division: Historic Monuments (HED: HM) has considered the 
impacts of the proposal and is content that the proposal satisfies the requirements of 
Policy BH 4, subject to conditions for the agreement and implementation of a 
developer-funded programme of archaeological works. This is to identify and record 
any archaeological remains in advance of new construction, or to provide for 
preservation in situ, as per Policy BH 4 of PPS 6.  
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Planning Policy Statement 15: Planning and Flood Risk 

 
Policy FLD 1: Development in Fluvial (River) and Coastal Flood Plains  
 

DFI Rivers has been consulted and there are no objections in relation to fluvial flooding 
associated with the watercourse to the north of the site. The Flood Risk and Drainage 
Assessment by WYG Engineering has modelled the river and established the extent of 
the floodplain along the edge of the stream. The layout is now designed that all built 
development is outside of the established floodplain and levels are to have a 600mm 
freeboard above the appropriate Q100 flood level including an allowance for climate 
change, along the river bank. 
 
Policy FLD 2: Protection of Flood Defence and Drainage Infrastructure 
 
Development that would impede the operational effectiveness of flood defence and 
drainage infrastructure or hinder access to enable their maintenance will not be 
permitted. 
 
The required width of access is provided to the watercourse at the rear of the proposed 
building which is now deemed satisfactory to enable maintenance. The proposal meets 
the requirements of Policy FLD2. 
 
 
Policy FLD 3: Development and Surface Water (Pluvial) Flood Risk Outside Flood 
Plains 
 
Surface water discharges are to be attenuated and limited to that of pre-development 
run-off rate of 27.8l/s in accordance with agreement reached with DfI River’s area 
office. 
  
Evidence within calculations show that the system will not flood any part of the site in 
a 1 in 30 year designed event whilst retaining a 300mm free-board within the 
manholes network and checks and show that during exceedance of the 1 in 30 year 
pipe design for up to a 1 in 100 year return period, that the building will not flood.  
 
The proposed development satisfies Policy FLD 3. 
 

 
8.   Consideration of Representations 
 
A summary of points raised in the letters of representation received are as follows: 
 
Potential impact on existing businesses on Main Street and existing vacancy 
rates – The Council has received independent advice in relation to the retail impact of 
the proposed development. The retail assessment concludes that the proposed 
development is acceptable at this location. 
 
Road safety, parking and traffic congestion – DFI Roads has considered the 
proposed development and the associated accesses onto the Moss Road. There are 
no objections subject to conditions. It is acknowledged that there is an undersupply of 
parking spaces, however, taking into consideration the proximity to residential 
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properties and nearby caravan park it is accepted that a proportion of journeys will be 
made by pedestrians. A public car park adjoins the application site to the north-east 
with provision for a further 92 parking spaces. 
 
Environmental Impact/ Impact on wildlife – Extensive consultation has taken place 
with Natural Environment Division, Environmental Health, Regulation Unit, Shared 
Environmental Service, Rivers Agency and Water Management Unit. There are no 
objections on the basis of the additional information that has been provided throughout 
the application process. I am satisfied that there will be no detrimental impacts on the 
environment as a result of the proposed development and the recommended conditions 
will provide adequate protection. 
 
Environmental Impact/ Impact on wildlife – The village plan is not a statutory 
document. The contents of the plan have been noted, however, weight cannot be 
attached to its recommendations. 
 
Noise and Odour Impacts – Consultation has taken place with Council’s 
Environmental Health Department. There are no concerns in relation to odour as the 
units proposed are for retail use. A noise impact assessment date stamped 15th May 
2018 has been received. A noise survey has been undertaken on 19th & 20th April 
2018 in order to establish the existing noise environment and daytime, daytime/evening 
and night time target levels set. The potential noise impacts from the external plant and 
the vehicular/ delivery impact has been assessed by Environmental Health and there 
are no objections subject to conditions. 
 
Flood risk – Consultation has taken place with DFI Rivers. DfI Rivers has advised 
that it cannot sustain any objection in relation to Flood Risk. 
 
Archaeological potential of the application site – Historic Environment Division’s 
Historic Monuments Unit has no objections subject to conditions for the agreement 
and implementation of a developer-funded programme of archaeological works.  
 
Scale, design, massing and finishes not in keeping with Millisle – The proposed 
building has a grey rendered finish with a glazed shopfront. Portions of the building at 
ground floor level will have a natural stone finish. At first floor level, above Unit 2, the 
building will have timber cladding with a timber feature truss. The building will have a 
pitched roof finished in zinc above Unit 2 and Unit 1 will have a flat roof covered with 
composite panels. I am satisfied that the form and proportions of the building are 
appropriate for the locality. The proposed development will regenerate the immediate 
area through the reuse of this vacant site and the built form will help fill the void 
between the public car park and the Council’s recycling centre.  
 
Contrary to Planning Policy Statement 5 – PPS 5 is a Departmental policy document 
that has been cancelled by the introduction of the Strategic Planning Policy Statement 
for Northern Ireland and is not of relevance to the assessment of the current application.  
 

 
9.   Conclusion  

 
All material planning considerations have been assessed fully and comments from 
consultees and representations from members of the public have been considered. On 
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this basis, I am satisfied that the proposed development would meet all the relevant 
prevailing planning policies and guidance and it is my opinion that planning permission 
should be approved. 
 

 
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. A finalised Construction Environmental Management plan and finalised layout design 
must be submitted to Ards and North Down Borough Council for approval prior to works 
commencing. This shall reflect all the pollution prevention measures and mitigation 
measures to be employed as outlined in the Preliminary Construction Environmental 
Management Plan date stamped 30th June 2017, Preliminary Risk Assessment date 
stamped 18th August 2017, Pollution Contingency Plan date stamped 30th June 2017 
and Flood Risk and Drainage Assessment date stamped 30th June 2017.  
 
Reason: To ensure that the appointed contractor undertaking the work is well informed 
of all the risks associated with the proposal and is aware of the mitigation measures to 
be implemented during the construction phase and will ensure that the final CEMP has 
Council approval prior to works commencing, thus protecting the integrity of Outer Ards 
SPA/Ramsar, East Coast (NI) Marine Proposed SPA and North Channel Proposed 
SAC. 
 
3. A designated buffer of at least 10 metres must be maintained between the location 
of refuelling, storage of oil/fuel, concrete mixing and washing areas, storage of 
machinery/material/spoil and the watercourse along the northern boundary of the site.  
 
Reason: To prevent any polluting discharges entering and impacting on the site integrity 
of Outer Ards SPA/Ramsar, East Coast (NI) Marine Proposed SPA and North Channel 
Proposed SAC. 
 
4. If during the development works, new contamination or risks are encountered which 
have not previously been identified, works should cease and the Council must be 
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 shall be agreed with 
the Council in writing, and subsequently implemented and verified to its satisfaction.  
 
Reason: To ensure that all potential sources of contamination will be removed during 
the construction phase of the development and thereby protecting the integrity of Outer 
Ards SPA/Ramsar, East Coast (NI) Marine Proposed SPA and North Channel 
Proposed SAC 
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5. After completing any remediation works required under Condition 4, and prior to the 
commencement of use, a verification report needs to be submitted in writing and 
approved by the Council. This report should be completed by competent persons in 
accordance with the Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination 
(CLR11). The verification report should 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. 
 
6. No site works of any nature or development shall take place until a programme of 
archaeological work has been implemented, in accordance with a written scheme and 
programme prepared by a qualified archaeologist, submitted by the applicant and 
approved in writing by the Council. The programme should provide for the identification 
and evaluation of archaeological remains within the site, for mitigation of the impacts of 
development, through excavation recording or by preservation of remains, and for 
preparation of an archaeological report. 
 
Reason: To ensure that archaeological remains within the application site are properly 
identified, and protected or appropriately recorded. 
 
7. Access shall be afforded to the site at all reasonable times to any archaeologist 
nominated by the Council to observe the operations and to monitor the implementation 
of archaeological requirements. 
 
Reason: to monitor programmed works in order to ensure that identification, evaluation 
and appropriate recording of any archaeological remains, or any other specific work 
required by condition, or agreement is satisfactorily completed. 
 
8. All noise mitigation measures detailed in the Noise Impact Assessment date stamped 
15th May 2018 shall be incorporated into the development. 
 
Reason: In the interests of residential amenity 
 
9. The associated ancillary plant (air handling units, chillers and condensers) shall be 
located as per the proposed site plan (17.23.02D) and surrounded by a 4m acoustic 
barrier/ fence. The fence shall be double boarded with no gaps and have a mass of at 
least 25kg/m2. 
 
Reason: In the interest of residential amenity 
 
10. Prior to 07:00hrs and after 23:00hrs the premises shall not remain open for business 
and deliveries by commercial vehicles shall not be made to and from the site during 
these hours. 
 
Reason: In the interests of residential amenity 
 
11. Details of any external tannoy/ loudspeaker shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Council prior to installation. Any external tannoy/loudspeaker shall be 
directional, fitted to the canopy as far away from the nearest residential premises with 
a permissible noise level of no greater than 80dB LAeq at 1m  
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Reason: In the interests of residential amenity 
 
12. The vehicular access, including visibility splays and any forward sight distance, shall 
be provided in accordance within Drawing No.02C date stamped 8th March 2019 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. 
 
13. The access gradient to the dwelling hereby permitted shall not exceed 8% (1 in 
12.5) over the first 5 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. 
 
14. No retailing or other operation in or from any building hereby permitted shall 
commence until hard surfaced areas have been constructed in accordance with 
Drawing 02C date stamped 8th March 2019 to provide adequate facilities for parking, 
servicing and circulating within the site. No part of these hard surfaced areas shall be 
used for any purpose at any time other than for the parking and movement of vehicles. 
 
Reason: To ensure that adequate provision has been made for parking, servicing and 
traffic circulation within the site. 
 
15. Gas protection measures which meet Characteristic Situation 2 as per C665 shall 
be installed requiring a minimum gas protection score of 2.5 (as per table 4 
BS8485:2015) which should comprise of a combination of two or more of the protection 
measures below:  
 
a) Concrete floor slabs. All concrete slabs and joints between slabs and support 
structures to be suitably sealed.  
 
b) A 2000g proprietary gas resistant membrane installed across the entire footprint of 
the building. All service penetrations shall be kept to a minimum and when feasible 
brought in above the slab. Membrane installation and protection must be proven to be 
in accordance with manufacturer’s instructions with particular attention being made to 
joining and overlap.  
 
c) A passively ventilated under floor void  
 
Reason: In the interests of public health 
 
16. Prior to the commencement of use, the applicant must submit a Verification Report 
to the Council to be approved in writing. This report must demonstrate that the above 
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measures have been implemented and that given the gas classification, all necessary 
precautions have been taken to protect the future users and properties from ingress of 
gas. In particular, the installation of the membranes has been completed by a 
specialised contractor and have been fully certified. The Verification Report shall 
demonstrate the successful completion of the above measures and that the site is now 
fit for end-use. It must demonstrate that the identified potential pollutant linkages are 
effectively broken.  
 
Reason: In the interest of public health 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



    

19 

 

 
Site location plan 
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Location of application site within Millisle 

 
 

 
Proposed front elevation 
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Proposed elevations 

 

 
Proposed site layout 

 
 



              ITEM 4.7 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2018/1405/F 

Proposal 2 Storey side extension and roof space conversion 

Location 
 
19 Strathearn Park, Bangor 

Committee Interest 

 
Application with 6 or more objections contrary to officer 
representation 
 

Validated 28/12/2018 

Summary 

 
• Site within settlement limit of Bangor 
• Site not such to specific designations/zonings 
• Consultees have no objections 
• 19 objections from 10 addresses 
• Concerns include overshadowing, dominance, 

parking, character of area/ excessive terracing, 
flooding, disruption during construction, amenity area 
left within the application site 

• All material objections addressed in case officer report 
• The proposed development originally submitted 

included a single storey rear extension and two storey 
side extension to be flush with the front façade of the 
host dwelling 

• Proposal amended to construct a two-storey 
extension to the west side of the dwelling 

• Extension is to be finished in materials matching those 
of the existing dwelling 

• Due to the amended design the proposal is 
sympathetic with the built form and appearance of the 
surrounding area. 

 
 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

 
Attachment 

 
Item 4.7a - Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 
Application Ref:    LA06/2018/1405/F DEA:  Bangor West 
Proposal:       2-storey side extension and roof space conversion 
 

Location:      19 Strathearn Park, Bangor, BT19 1DE 
 

Applicant:       Mr Richard Faulkner 
 

Agent:       The Bridge Studio 

 
Date Valid: 28/12/2018 

 
Env Statement Requested: no 

 
Date last Advertised: 02/01/2019 
 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 11/02/2019 
 
Consultations: Yes 
 
Representations: No 
 
Letters of 
Support 

1 Letters of Objection 19 (from 10 
addresses) 

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 

 

 
 

 
 

3. Relevant Planning History 

 
W/1979/0170 - 19 STRATHEARN PARK, BANGOR - EXTENSION TO DWELLING - 
PERMISSION GRANTED 
 
The planning history of the site does not provide any evidence which would conflict 
with my recommendation. 
 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
Characteristics of Site and Area 
The site is located at no.19 Strathearn Park, Bangor.  The site consists of a semi-
detached two storey dwelling finished in red brick and dark profile roof slates.  The 
dwelling has a garden to the front and to the rear with a driveway along the west side 
leading to a detached garage with pitched roof.  There are dwellings bounding the site 
to the east, west and south. 
 
The area is within the settlement limit of Bangor as designated within the North Down 
& 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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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 (dBMAP) 

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: Planning and Flood Risk 
 

 
5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

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

 
6.   Consultations  

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

Water NI No objection 
 
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 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 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.  
 
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. 
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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 and no hazards were highlighted.  It is my opinion that no further 
investigation is required. 
 
Policy NH 5 states that planning permission will only be granted for a development 
proposal which is not likely to result in the unacceptable adverse impact on, or 
damage to known:  
 

• priority habitats;  
• priority species;  
• active peatland;  
• ancient and long-established woodland;  
• features of earth science conservation importance;  
• features of the landscape which are of major importance for wild flora and 

fauna;  
• rare or threatened native species;  
• wetlands (includes river corridors); or  
• other natural heritage features worthy of protection.  

 
The NI Biodiversity checklist was considered, and no hazards were highlighted.  It is 
my opinion that no further investigation is required. 
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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: 

 
(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; 

 
Planning permission is sought for the erection of a two storey extension to the side of 
the dwelling.  The extension is to have a pitched roof and be 2.6m wide, 5m long and 
7.8m high.  The extension is to be constructed in red brick and roof tiles matching the 
existing dwelling. 
 
The proposed development originally submitted included a single storey rear 
extension and the two storey side extension was to be flush with the front façade of 
the host dwelling. 
 
I carried out the 60 degree light test as per para A36 of PPS7A and the proposed 
single storey rear return broke the light test to an unreasonable degree.  I explained 
this to the agent and the single storey rear return was removed from the proposed 
development. 
 
After carrying out my site inspection I discussed the two storey side extension and the 
potential for terracing. I suggested that the design was amended so that it is ‘set 
down’ from the ridge height and ‘set back’ from the building line as per para A8 - 
Planning Policy Statement 7 addendum (PPS7A).  The agent agreed and the scheme 
was amended. 
 
The development now proposes to construct a two storey extension to the west side 
of the dwelling.  The extension is to be finished in materials matching those of the 
existing dwelling and due to the amended design the proposal is sympathetic with the 
built form and appearance of the surrounding area. 
 
The proposed development is subordinate to the host dwelling.  It will not be visually 
prominent within the streetscape as it will be finished in materials matching those of 
the host dwelling and the surrounding dwellings within the street. The scale of the 
extension is in proportion with the property and its fenestration, roof design and pitch 
are all in keeping with the character of the area.  
 
The extension is located 0.2m within the shared boundary and so no part of the 
extension will overhang the domestic curtilage of no.21 as para A7 of PPS7A 
requires. 
 
With everything considered it is my opinion that the proposed extension has been 
designed sympathetically to the host dwelling and to the neighbouring properties 
within the street.  The design of the extension will not detract from the streetscape 
and the extension will be constructed in materials matching the host dwelling. 
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(b) the proposal does not unduly affect the privacy or amenity of 
neighbouring residents; 
 

There are three dwellings directly bounding the site, no.21 Strathearn Park to the 
west, no.17 Strathearn Park to the east and no. 16 Rathmore Crescent to the south. 
 
The policy recognises that ‘unneighbourly extensions,’ can affect the amenity of 
neighbouring properties through overshadowing/ loss of light, dominance and loss of 
privacy. As the extension is two-storey in nature, I have considered the proposed 
development in terms of overlooking, overshadowing and dominance.   
 
The dwelling to the west is immediately adjacent to the area where development is to 
be constructed.  In terms of overlooking, there are no first floor windows which will 
overlook any private amenity space or into any inhabited rooms within no.21.  There 
is a first floor window to the west elevation which is to be conditioned as obscured 
glazing and the first floor windows to the south elevation will have only an oblique 
view towards the bottom of the gardens. 
 
The extension has been considered with regards to the light tests within para 36 of 
PPS7A.  A 45 degree line has been taken from the closest ground floor window of 
no.21.  The extension passes this test and so it is therefore my opinion that the 
extension will not cause any overshadowing or loss of light to an unreasonable 
degree. 
 
No.21 has an external door at ground floor level and a landing window at first floor 
level with obscured glazing, which will face directly towards the proposed extension. 
As the windows have obscured glazing and there is no outlook from them, this does 
not conflict with the policy set out within para 31 PPS7A.  It is therefore my opinion 
that there will be no dominance created by the proposed extension upon no.21. 
 
The dwelling immediately east of the site is no.17 and as the single storey rear return 
has now been removed the proposed development will not cause any overshadowing, 
overlooking or dominance for this dwelling. 
 
The dwelling immediately to the south on the site is no.16 Rathmore Crescent and 
due to the separation distance of the proposed first floor windows on the south 
elevation, this dwelling will not be impacted by the proposed development.  The 
proposed two-storey extension will be over 20m from the shared boundary with no.16.  
This is an acceptable separation distance as per para 7.16 of Creating Places,  
 
“Where the development abuts the private garden areas of existing properties, 
a separation distance greater than 20m will generally be appropriate to 
minimize overlooking, with a minimum of around 10m between the rear of new 
houses and the common boundary. An enhanced separation distance may also 
be necessary for development on sloping sites.” 
 
It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development does not cause any conflict 
with the neighbouring properties.  I have considered all immediately adjacent 
properties with regard to overlooking, overshadowing and dominance.  The proposed 
extension meets the policy set out within PPS7A. 
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(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 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 extension 
does not alter the overall character of the area. 
 

(d) sufficient space remains within the curtilage of the property for 
recreational and domestic purposes including the parking and 
manoeuvring of vehicles. 

 

Amenity space is an essential part of the character and quality of the environment of 
residential properties. It is important therefore to ensure, when bringing forward a 
proposal to extend, that adequate amenity space, particularly private space, is left.  
 
Garden space around a residential property is an integral part of its character and 
appearance and should not be reduced to a point where it is out of scale or fails to 
meet the present and future occupiers need for adequate useable private amenity 
space. 
 
There will be approximately 90 sqm of amenity retained to the rear of the dwelling - 
this is above the minimum required by the policy.   
 
Planning Policy Statement 15: Planning and Flood Risk 
 
Policy FLD 3 - Development and Surface Water (Pluvial) Flood Risk Outside 
Flood Plains 
 
A Drainage Assessment will be required for all development proposals that exceed 
any of the following thresholds:  
 
• A residential development comprising of 10 or more dwelling units  
• A development site in excess of 1 hectare  
• A change of use involving new buildings and / or hard surfacing exceeding 1000 
square metres in area.  
 
A Drainage Assessment will also be required for any development proposal, except 
for minor development11 , where:  
 
• The proposed development is located in an area where there is evidence of a 
history of surface water flooding.  
• Surface water run-off from the development may adversely impact upon other 
development or features of importance to nature conservation, archaeology or the 
built heritage.  
 
Such development will be permitted where it is demonstrated through the Drainage 
Assessment that adequate measures will be put in place so as to effectively 
mitigate the flood risk to the proposed development and from the development 
elsewhere.  
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Where a Drainage Assessment is not required but there is potential for surface 
water flooding as indicated by the surface water layer of the Strategic Flood Map, it 
is the developer’s responsibility to assess the flood risk and drainage impact and 
to mitigate the risk to the development and any impacts beyond the site.  
 
Where the proposed development is also located within a fluvial or coastal flood 
plain, then Policy FLD 1 will take precedence. 

 
The proposed development is minor, it does not comprise of a residential 
development of 10 or more units, nor is the site in excess of 1 hectare.  There is no 
change of use to a building or is there a hardstanding proposed over 1000sqm. 
 
The development is for minor development to an existing dwelling and so with all this 
considered, no Drainage Assessment is required.  The site is not within a fluvial or 
coastal flood plain, nor is it within a surface water layer of the strategic flood map.   
 
If there is potential for flooding, it is the developer’s responsibility to assess the flood 
risk and drainage impact and to mitigate the risk to the development and any impacts 
beyond the site.  
 
The site is not located within any flood zones.  The site is not within or in close 
proximity to a fluvial flood zone, coastal flood zone or surface water flood zone. 
Formal consultation with Rivers Agency was not therefore required.  However, given 
the content of objections, made contact with a Rivers Agency officer who confirmed 
that the proposed development does not conflict with FLD3 and that it is the 
developer’s responsibility to assess the flood risk and drainage impact and to mitigate 
the risk to the development and any impacts beyond the site. 
 

 
8.   Consideration of Representations 
 
The application was made valid on 28.12.2018 and six neighbours were notified on 
02.01.2019. 
 
There were two letters received to this first notification, both from the same address.  
 
Amended drawings were submitted on 16th January 2019 after discussion with the 
agent as the original submission needed to be ‘set down’ and ‘set back’.  Neighbours 
were then re-notified on 28.01.2019.  
 
There were nine letters received to these drawings, two from the address previously 
objecting and seven from different addresses. 
 
Amended drawings were submitted on 7th February 2019 after discussion with the 
agent as the single storey return failed the light test.  Neighbours were then re-notified 
on 11.02.2019.  
 
There was one objection letter received from an additional address and five others 
from an address which had already objected. 
 
In total 19 letters of objection were received from 10 separate addresses. 
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Summary of Issues Raised 
 
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 PPS7A.  The single storey rear return 
proposed was removed after failing the light test. 
 
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 main rooms in any neighbouring 
properties.  No.21 is directly adjacent to the west and its kitchen door and 
stairs/landing window face where the extension will be built.  The outlook from these 
openings are not considered to have an unreasonable dominant outlook of the 
proposed extension. 
 
Parking – There will remain two car parking spaces within the domestic curtilage for 
off street parking. 
 
Character of the area / excessive / terracing – The local area is characterised by 
two storey semi-detached dwellings finished in red brick.  There are other dwellings 
constructed within the immediate area which are detached and finished in different 
materials.  The proposed extension does not alter the semi-detached character of the 
dwelling it will be attached to.  The extension is to be finished in materials matching 
the host dwelling.  The proposed design of the extension after discussion with the 
agent has been ‘set back’ and ‘set down’ so as to remove any terracing.  It is for these 
reasons that the proposed extension meets the requirements of the policy and is in 
keeping with the character of the local area. 
 
Flooding – I have checked the site and surrounding area and the site is not within or 
close to a fluvial flood zone, surface water flood zone or coastal flood zone.  I have 
contacted DFI Rivers Agency and asked for advice regarding the issues raised within 
the objection letters.  DFI Rivers Agency has confirmed in writing that under 
consideration of FLD3 of PPS15 (discussed in report) that if there is potential for 
flooding, it is the developer’s responsibility to assess the flood risk and drainage 
impact and to mitigate the risk to the development and any impacts beyond the site. 
It is also noted that development in this area on the site can be carried out without 
planning permission albeit to a lesser degree.  The applicant could construct an 
extension to the side of the dwelling within the range of permitted development which 
would face the issues raised by the objections of ground water.   
 
Disruption during construction – This is not a material planning consideration. 
Minor domestic work will cause minor disruption to neighbours and development 
cannot be hampered on these grounds.  
 
Amenity Space left within no.19 – If the proposed extension is granted permission 
and constructed, there will be approximately 90 sqm of amenity retained to the rear of 
the dwelling - this is above the minimum required by the policy.  The single storey rear 
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return originally proposed has been removed and so the private amenity space which 
exists will not be altered. 
 

 
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. 
 

 
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. The first floor and two ground floor side windows highlighted GREEN on 

Drawing No.LA06/2018/1405/04B, bearing the date stamp 07 February 2019, 
shall comprise of obscure glazing and be non-opening.  The obscure glazing 
must be fitted prior to the extension hereby approved being brought into 
operation and retained in perpetuity thereafter. 
 
Reason:  To protect the private amenity of the neighbouring properties. 

 
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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Looking south-east towards front elevation (no.19 to the left no.21 to the right) 
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Looking north-west towards rear elevation (no.21 to the far left, no.19 centre and no.17 
to the right 
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Proposed Elevations 
 

 
Existing Elevations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



          ITEM 4.8 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2019/0121/F 

Proposal 

 
Variation of Condition 1 of Planning Approval 
LA06/2018/0137/F (Extend Temporary Permission of 6 no. 
Urban Art Pods from “The development, hereby permitted 
shall be removed and the land restored to its former condition 
on or before 24th April 2019” to “The development, hereby 
permitted, shall be removed and the land restored to its former 
condition on or before 24th April 2021.” 
 

Location 
 
Lands between 12 and 35 Queen’s Parade, Bangor   
 

Committee Interest 
 
Council Application 
 

Validated 05 February 2019 

Summary 

• Further extension to previous approval to retain pods 
in place until 24 April 2021 
 

• No objections; 
 
• No consultation required; 
 
• Complies with planning policy 

 
 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment Item 4.8a -  Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 
Application Ref:  LA06/2019/0121/F DEA:  Bangor Central 
Proposal:  
 
Variation of Condition 1 of Planning Approval LA06/2018/0137/F (Extend Temporary 
Permission of 6 no. Urban Art Pods from “The development, hereby permitted shall 
be removed and the land restored to its former condition on or before 24th April 2019” 
to “The development, hereby permitted, shall be removed and the land restored to its 
former condition on or before 24th April 2021.” 
 

Location:  Lands between 12 & 35 Queen’s Parade, Bangor 
 

Applicant: Ards & North Down BC Agent:  

 
Date Valid: 05/02/2019 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 21/02/2019 
 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 13/02/2019 
 
Consultations: No 
 
Representations: No 
 
Letters of Support 0 Letters of Objection 0 Petitions 0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 
• Design of Proposal 

 
• Impact of the proposal on the draft Area of Townscape Character (ATC) 

 
• Biodiversity 

  
Case Officer: Jo-Anne Barrett 

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 

 
Situated on the former site of the Winston Hotel, which was demolished a number of 
years ago, the site is located on vacant lands between No 12 and 35 Queen’s 
Parade, Bangor. 
 
A total of 6 no. single storey Art Pods currently occupy the site alongside an open 
sided aluminium framed event shelter and community garden.  
 
In terms of boundary definition, on the north side where the site abuts Queen’s 
Parade, the plot is open, whilst to the south and east, the site is cordoned from an 
informal car parking area by large boulders. The western perimeter is again informally 
defined by a mix of fencing and bill board advertising panels. 
 



 

3 

 

3. Relevant Planning History 

 
W/2012/0423/F:   24 Month Temporary Permission for 6no Urban Art Pods 
                             Approval Granted 25.04.13 
 
W/2015/0007/F:   Variation of Time Condition to extend temporary  
                             permission W/2012/0423/F Approval Granted 19.05.15 
 
LA06/2018/0137/F:  Variation of Time Condition to extend temporary 
                                 permission W/2015/0007/F Approval Granted 09.05.18 
 
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 
• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 
• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 
• Planning Policy Statement 6: Addendum Areas of Townscape Character 
• PPS8: Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 

 

 
5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 
N/a 

 
6.   Consultations  
Consultation was carried out with the following statutory and non-statutory consultees and a synopsis 
of responses is listed 
Consultee Response 

N/a N/a 
 
7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Section 6 (4) of The Planning Act (NI) 2011 establishes that the operational planning 
system within 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 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 contain the main 
operational planning policies for the consideration of development proposals. 
 
Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires that due regard 
must be given 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 
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Development Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise.  
 

 

North Down and Ards Area Plan (1984-1995) & Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area 

Plan 2015 

 
The application site is located within the settlement limit of Bangor, as defined within 
the extant Area Plan document and the inside the proposed town boundary as outlined 
in the draft BMAP document. 
 
The site is also located within the area identified as Bangor Town Centre (BR36), the 
Primary Retail Core (BR37) and within the Bangor Central Area of Townscape 
Character. (BR42) 
 
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.   
 
A further consequence of the judgment issued in relation to BMAP is that the draft 
document however continues to be a material consideration in the determination of this 
application.  
 
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. 
 
In their review of the draft BMAP document, the Planning Appeals Commission  
considered objections to the general policy for the control of development in ATCs 
which is contained in draft BMAP.   
 
It is recommended that Policy UE3 Part 3 Volume 1 of draft BMAP document is deleted, 
that a detailed character analysis is undertaken and a design guide produced for each 
individual ATC.  
 
Whilst it would be incorrect to make any assumptions as to whether these 
recommendations will be reflected in any lawfully adopted BMAP or as to whether the 
text relating to the key features of the Bangor Central ATC will be repeated, the impact 
of the subject application on the proposed ATC remains a material consideration to be 
objectively assessed.  
 

 



 

5 

 

Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS)  

 
• Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 

 
The SPPS is inclusive of the concept that open space is important for the contribution 
it makes to the quality of urban life.  
 
In context it is considered that the proposed continuance of the subject development 
positively contributes to this concept and the art pods and surrounding recreational 
space provide an attractive landscaped area that provides and area of open space 
within the town centre of Bangor. 
 

• Town Centres & Retailing 
 

The SPPS publication suggests that town centres are important hubs for a range of 
land uses and provide a wide range of retailing and related facilities. 
 
In this specific case, the principle of development has already been established by 
previously issued temporary approvals on the site and the subject application seeks to 
continue the use without alteration to the overall presentation or appearance of the site. 
 
The subject pod units are occupied by artists, who sell their work directly to the public 
and the landuse is therefore conducive to the principle of retailing within the town 
centre, which coupled with the surrounding garden and event space, fosters a sense of 
community and place. 
 

PPS 2: Natural Heritage 

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. 
 
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. 
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PPS 6: (Addendum) Areas of Townscape Character (ATC) 

 
Policy ATC2 of this document outlines that new development within an ATC will only 
be permitted where the proposal maintains or enhances the overall character of the 
area and respects the established built form. 
 
Policy also requires that any trees, archaeological or other landscape features that 
contribute to character will be protected and integrated in a suitable manner within the 
design and layout of the overall development. 
 
This application seeks to retain an already approved landuse and 6no modular 
buildings to accommodate retailing within a town centre location. 
 
The principle of development having therefore been established and the subject 
buildings contributing to reuse of a previously vacant site, I do not believe that retention 
of the art pods for a further time limited period, will be detrimental to the overall 
character of the area and ATC designation. 
 
It is of further note that no trees, archaeological or other landscape features are affected 
by the proposal in this specific case. 
 
PPS 8: Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 

  
In context of Policy OS1 which seeks to protect areas of open space, it is considered 
that as the subject buildings are integral to the wider scheme known as Project 24, 
continued use of the site for this community arts and events scheme is compatible with 
prevailing open space policy.  
 

 
8.   Consideration of Representations 
The following issues were raised: 
 
• N/a: (No representations received) 
 

 
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. 
 
As the structures are of a temporary nature, and the application seeks to vary a time 
restricted planning condition, a further time limited condition will be applied to the 
approval. 
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10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission 
 

 
 

11.    Conditions  

 
Inclusion of Standard Conditions as follows; 
 

1. The development hereby permitted shall be removed and the land restored to 
its former condition on or before 24th April 2021. 
 

Reason: This type of temporary accommodation is such that its permanent retention 
would harm the character and amenity of the area. 
 

 
Aerial Views of Site (source Google Earth 2018) 
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Extract of Map No. 3I Bangor Town Centre (Draft) Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 
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Site outlined in yellow and identified as BR 44 (Development Opportunity Site) and also located 
within the Primary Retail Core (shown in blue) and Bangor Central Area of Townscape 
Character (shown in blue vertical lines) 
 
 
 
Extract of Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (Re: BR44 Designation) 
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Photos showing vacant domestic properties on King Street (to south) (13.05.19) 
 
 
 
Photo showing vacant domestic properties on Southwell Road, (to west) and No 15 
Southwell Road, which remains occupied (13.05.19) 
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Photo showing Car park to immediate rear of site to south side (13.05.19) 

 
Photo showing vacant commercial properties on Queens Parade and Ladbrokes 
Bookmakers which is currently operational (13.05.19) 
 
 



 

12 

 

 
Photo showing vacant commercial properties on Queens Parade and Fountain Centre 
and Queens Parade Methodist Church which are currently operational (13.05.19) 
 



          ITEM 4.9 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2019/0122/F 

Proposal 

 
Variation of Condition 1 of Planning Approval 
LA06/2016/0885/F (Extend Temporary Permission for an 
Aluminium Framed Temporary Structure with PVC Roof 
to be erected over an event space at the centre of Project 
24, a public space used for community engagement 
through art) from “The permission hereby granted shall 
be for a limited period of 5 years only and shall expire on 
or before 30th June 2019” to “The permission hereby 
granted shall be for a limited period of 2 years only and 
the structure hereby approved shall be removed from the 
site on or before 30th June 2021. 
 
 

Location 
 
Lands between 12 and 35 Queen’s Parade, Bangor   
 

Committee Interest 
 
Council Application 
 

Validated 05 February 2019 

Summary 

• Further extension to previous approval to retain 
aluminium framed temporary structure until 30 June 
24 April 2021 
 

• 1 objection regarding possible asbestos in the area – 
Env. Health has no concerns; 

 
• No consultation required; 
 
• Complies with planning policy 

 
 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

 
Attachment 

 
Item 4.9a - Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 

 
Application Ref:  LA06/2019/0122/F DEA:  Bangor Central 
Proposal:  
 
Variation of Condition 1 of Planning Approval LA06/2016/0885/F (Extend Temporary 
Permission for an Aluminium Framed Temporary Structure with PVC Roof to be 
erected over an event space at the centre of Project 24, a public space used for 
community engagement through art) from “The permission hereby granted shall be for 
a limited period of 5 years only and shall expire on or before 30th June 2019” to “The 
permission hereby granted shall be for a limited period of 2 years only and the 
structure hereby approved shall be removed from the site on or before 30th June 
2021.” 
 

Location:  Lands between 12 & 35 Queen’s Parade, Bangor 
 

Applicant: Ards & North Down BC Agent:  

 
Date Valid: 05/02/2019 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 21/02/2019 
 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 13/02/2019 
 
Consultations: No 
 
Representations: No 
 
Letters of Support 0 Letters of Objection 1 Petitions 0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• Design of Proposal 
 

• Impact of the proposal on the draft Area of Townscape Character (ATC) 
 

• Biodiversity 
 

• 1 x 3rd Party Representation received  
  

Case Officer: Jo-Anne Barrett 

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 

 

 
 

 
3. Relevant Planning History 
 
W/2014/0199/F:   An Aluminium Framed Temporary Structure with PVC Roof 
                            Approval Granted: 23/04/14 
 
W/2016/0885/F: Variation of Condition 1 Time Condition to read, 
 
 “The permission hereby granted shall be for a limited period of 5 years only and the 
structure hereby approved shall be removed from the site on or before 30th June 
2019”                  
                           Approval Granted: 17/01/18 
 

 
 
 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The former site of the Winston Hotel, which was demolished a number of years ago, 
the site is located on vacant lands between No 12 and 35 Queen’s Parade, Bangor. 
 
A total of 6 no. single storey Art Pods currently occupy the site alongside an open 
sided aluminium framed event shelter and community garden.  
 
In terms of boundary definition, on the north side where the site abuts Queen’s 
Parade, the plot is open, whilst to the south and east, the site is cordoned from an 
informal car parking area by large boulders. The western perimeter is again informally 
defined by a mix of fencing and bill board advertising panels. 
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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 
• Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 
• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 
• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 
• Planning Policy Statement 6: Addendum Areas of Townscape Character 
• PPS8: Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 

 

 
5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 
N/a 

 
6.   Consultations  
Consultation was carried out with the following statutory and non-statutory consultees and a synopsis 
of responses is listed 
Consultee Response 

N/a N/a 
 
7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Section 6 (4) of The Planning Act (NI) 2011 establishes that the operational planning 
system within 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 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 contain the main 
operational planning policies for the consideration of development proposals. 
 
Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires that due regard 
must be given 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.  
 
North Down and Ards Area Plan (1984-1995) & Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area 
Plan 2015 
 
The application site is located within the settlement limit of Bangor, as defined within 
the extant Area Plan document and the inside the proposed town boundary as outlined 
in the draft BMAP document. 
 
The site is also located within the area identified as Bangor Town Centre (BR36), the 
Primary Retail Core (BR37) and within the Bangor Central Area of Townscape 
Character. (BR42) 
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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.   
 
A further consequence of the judgment issued in relation to BMAP is that the draft 
document however continues to be a material consideration in the determination of this 
application.  
 
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. 
 
In their review of the draft BMAP document, the Planning Appeals Commission  
considered objections to the general policy for the control of development in ATCs 
which is contained in draft BMAP.   
 
It is recommended that Policy UE3 Part 3 Volume 1 of draft BMAP document is deleted, 
that a detailed character analysis is undertaken and a design guide produced for each 
individual ATC.  
 
Whilst it would be incorrect to make any assumptions as to whether these 
recommendations will be reflected in any lawfully adopted BMAP or as to whether the 
text relating to the key features of the Bangor Central ATC will be repeated, the impact 
of the subject application on the proposed ATC remains a material consideration to be 
objectively assessed.  
 
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS)  
 

• Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 
 
The SPPS is inclusive of the concept that open space is important for the contribution 
it makes to the quality of urban life.  
 
In context it is considered that the proposed continuance of the subject development 
positively contributes to this concept and the open sided event shelter and surrounding 
recreational space provide an attractive landscaped area that provides and area of 
open space within the town centre of Bangor. 
 

• Town Centres & Retailing 
 

The SPPS publication suggests that town centres are important hubs for a range of 
land uses and provide a wide range of retailing and related facilities. 
 
In this specific case, the principle of development has already been established by 
previously issued temporary approvals on the site and the subject application seeks to 
continue the use without alteration to the overall presentation or appearance of the site. 
 



 

5 

 

The subject structure is integral to the usability of the Project 24 development and whilst 
it could be argued that this feature itself is not directly linked with retailing, it remains a 
component part of the dedicated area of community space, which has potential to 
attract business and tourism and contributes to the process of urban regeneration within 
the town. 
 
PPS 2: Natural Heritage 
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. 
 
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. 
 
PPS 6: (Addendum) Areas of Townscape Character (ATC) 
 
Policy ATC2 of this document outlines that new development within an ATC will only 
be permitted where the proposal maintains or enhances the overall character of the 
area and respects the established built form. 
 
Policy also requires that any trees, archaeological or other landscape features that 
contribute to character will be protected and integrated in a suitable manner within the 
design and layout of the overall development. 
 
This application seeks to retain an already approved landuse and component feature 
of a dedicated community space within the centre of the town. 
 
The principle of development having therefore been established and the subject 
buildings contributing to regeneration of a previously derelict site, I do not believe that 
retention of the open frame shelter for a further time limited period, will be detrimental 
to the overall character of the area and ATC designation. 
 
It is of further note that no trees, archaeological or other landscape features are affected 
by the proposal in this specific case. 
 
PPS 8: Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 
  
In context of Policy OS1 which seeks to protect areas of open space, it is considered 
that as the subject framed structure is integral to the wider scheme known as Project 
24,  continued use of the site for this community arts and events scheme is compatible 
with prevailing open space policy.  
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8.   Consideration of Representations 
One letter of objection was received raising concern regarding the presence of 
asbestos in the area, posing a “substantial risk” to visitors and occupiers of adjacent 
properties. 
 

Consideration of 3rd Party Representation: 
 
Further to receipt of the subject objection letter, the Planning Department consulted 
with the Environmental Health Office on 5th March 2019. 
 
The matter has been fully considered by Environmental Health who has advised of no 
objections to the retention of the aluminium frame in itself, however the potential 
contamination and presence of asbestos on site will be pursued as a separate issue 
with the applicant.   Environmental Health further confirmed that any presence of 
asbestos in the area likely dates to the demolition of the hotel which previously 
occupied the site and is not directly linked with the subject proposal.  
 
The alleged presence of contaminants is however being further investigated by 
Environmental Health through their own office.  
 
I am therefore satisfied that the Department can process this specific Variation of 
Condition planning application to conclusion.  

 
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. 
 
As the structures are of a temporary nature, and the application seeks to vary a time 
restricted planning condition, a further time limited condition will be applied to the 
approval. 
 

 
10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission 
 

 
11.    Conditions / Reasons for Refusal  

 
Inclusion of Standard Conditions as follows; 
 

1. The development hereby permitted shall be removed and the land restored to 
its former condition on or before 24th April 2021. 
 

Reason: This type of temporary accommodation is such that its permanent retention 
would harm the character and amenity of the area. 
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Aerial Views of Site (source Google Earth 2018) 
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Extract of Map No. 3I Bangor Town Centre (Draft) Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 

 
Site outlined in yellow and identified as BR 44 (Development Opportunity Site) and also located 
within the Primary Retail Core (shown in blue) and Bangor Central Area of Townscape 
Character (shown in blue vertical lines) 
 
 
 
Extract of Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (Re: BR44 Designation) 
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Photos showing vacant domestic properties on King Street (to south) (13.05.19) 
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Photo showing vacant domestic properties on Southwell Road, (to west) and No 15 
Southwell Road, which remains occupied (13.05.19) 
 

 
 

 
Photo showing Car park to immediate rear of site to south side (13.05.19) 
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Photo showing vacant commercial properties on Queens Parade and Ladbrokes 
Bookmakers which is currently operational (13.05.19) 
 
 

 
Photo showing vacant commercial properties on Queens Parade and Fountain Centre 
and Queens Parade Methodist Church which are currently operational (13.05.19) 
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ITEM 5  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 02 July 2019 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 19 June 2019 

File Reference Planning Committee 

Legislation Planning Act (NI) 2011 

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☒             No     ☐        Not Applicable  ☐ 

Subject Update on Planning Appeals 

Attachments Planning Committee 
 
Decisions 
 
1. The following appeal was dismissed on 09 April 2019. 
 

Appeal reference:  2018/A02015 
Application Reference: LA06/2018/1036/A 
Appeal by: Mr Chris Mullan 
Subject of Appeal: Retrospective application for a roofscape sign 
Location: 278 Seacliff Road, Bangor 

 
The Council refused this decision on 23 October 2018 for the following reasons: 
 

i. The proposal is contrary to Policy AD 1 of PPS 17: Control of Outdoor 
Advertisements in that it would fail to respect amenity when assessed in the 
context of the general characteristics of the locality by reason of the size, scale 
and location of the sign which would appear over-dominant in relation to the 
host building; 
 

ii. The proposal is contrary to Policy ATC 3 of the Addendum to Planning Policy 
Statement 6, Areas of Townscape Character, in that its would if permitted fail to 
maintain the overall appearance of the area by reason of its size, scale and 
location.  The signage would if permitted detract from and fail to respect the 
appearance of the area. 
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The Commissioner considered the signage on the roof of the former dwelling, now a 
guest house and café, to be prominent and visible over both immediate and long 
distance views, appearing incongruous and detrimental to the visual amenity and 
character of the existing building and surrounding area.  Furthermore, the appeal 
signage would fail to maintain the overall character and appearance of the proposed 
ATC as a whole.  Both reasons for refusal were sustained and the appeal dismissed. 
 
The Council will now proceed to ensure removal of the sign. 
 
2. The following appeal was dismissed on 17 June 2019. 
 

Appeal reference:  2018/A0166 
Application Reference: LA06/2017/4116/O 
Appeal by: Mr Ray Jackson 
Subject of Appeal: Site for two dwellings and garages 
Location: Land between No. 59 Thornyhill Road and No. 44 

Ballymacashen Road, Killinchy 
 

The Council refused this decision on 17 August 2018 for the following reasons: 
 
i. The proposal is contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for 

Northern Ireland and Policy CTY1 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that there are no overriding 
reasons why this development is essential in this rural location and could not 
be located within a settlement. 

 
ii. The proposal is contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for 

Northern Ireland and Policy CTY8 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the proposal does not 
constitute a small gap sufficient only to accommodate up to a maximum of two 
houses within an otherwise substantial and continuously built-up frontage, and 
would, if permitted, result in the creation of ribbon development along the 
Ballymacashen Road. 
 

iii. The proposal is contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for 
Northern Ireland and Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the dwellings would, if 
permitted result in a suburban style build-up of development when viewed with 
existing and approved buildings and create a ribbon of development which 
would therefore result in a detrimental change to further erode the rural 
character of the countryside. 
 

iv. The proposal is contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for 
Northern Ireland CTY13 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable 
Development in the Countryside, in that the proposed site lacks long 
established natural boundaries and is unable to provide a suitable degree of 
enclosure for the building to integrate into the landscape and as a result would 
not visually integrate into the surrounding landscape. 
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The Commissioner sustained the Council’s first, second and fourth reasons for 
refusal; however, in respect of the third reason he considered the remaining 
vegetation could be augmented and the landform backdrop would be sufficient to 
allow two sensitively sited dwellings of low elevation to appear suitably integrated 
into the surrounding landscape. 
 
Given that the other reasons were sustained the appeal was dismissed. 
 
New Appeals Lodged 
 
3. At the date of writing, there were no new appeals lodged since the date of the last 

report. 
 
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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ITEM 6  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning 

Date of Meeting 02 July 2019 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Finance 

Date of Report 18 June 2019 

File Reference FIN45 

Legislation Section 5 Local Government Finance Act (NI) 2011 

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☐             No     ☐        Not Applicable  ☒ 

Subject Planning Budgetary Control Report – May 2019   

Attachments       
 
 
This Planning Budgetary Control Report covers the 2-month period 1 April to 31 May 
2019 and is set out in Report 1 on page 2. The net cost of the service is showing an 
under spend of £21,796 (12.9%) – box A.  
  
 
Explanation of Variance 
 
The Planning budget performance is further analysed on page 2 into 3 key areas: - 
 

Report Type Variance Box 

Report 2 Payroll Expenditure £7,671 favourable  B 

Report 3 Non-Payroll Expenditure £736 favourable  C 

Report 4 Income £13,390 favourable  D 

 
Boxes B, C and D add up to the overall favourable variance (Box A - £21,797).   
 
This variance can be summarised in the following table: - 
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Type Variance 

£’000 
Comment 

Payroll Expenditure  (7.7) Small underspend to date. 

Non-payroll 
Expenditure 
 

 (0.7)  

Income  (13.4) Planning application income is ahead of 
budget. 

Total    (21.8) Box A 

 
 

 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the Committee notes this report. 

Year to Date 

Actual

Year to Date 

Budget

Variance Annual 

Budget

Variance E

O

Y 
£ £ £ £ % £

Planning

330 Planning 147,604 169,400 (21,796) 1,207,400 12.9 

Total 147,604 169,400 A (21,796) 1,207,400 12.9 

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Payroll Expenditure

330 Planning 307,029 314,700 (7,671) 1,895,600 2.4 

Total 307,029 314,700 B (7,671) 1,895,600 2.4 

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Non-Payroll Expenditure

330 Planning 28,964 29,700 (736) 310,300 2.5 

Total 28,964 29,700 C (736) 310,300 2.5 

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Income

330 Planning (188,390) (175,000) (13,390) (998,500) (7.7)

Totals (188,390) (175,000) D (13,390) (998,500) (7.7)

REPORT 4                                     INCOME BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

REPORT 3            NON-PAYROLL EXPENDITURE BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

REPORT 1                                            BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

Period 2 - May 2019 

REPORT 2                  PAYROLL EXPENDITURE BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT
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ITEM 7  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 02 July 2019 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 18 June 2019 

File Reference       

Legislation       

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☒         No     ☐        Other  ☐ 

If other, please add comment below:  
      

Subject LDP Engagement  

Attachments       
 
Introduction 

1. The purpose of this report is to inform members of the proposal to commence 
engagement workshops for the next stage in the preparation of the Council’s 
Local Development Plan (LDP) – towards publication of the Draft Plan Strategy.  
It also details the governance arrangements for the progress and oversight of the 
LDP. 
 

2. The Council’s Statement of Community Involvement, published July 2017, set 
out that the Council would set up a Steering Group to act as a high-level 
coordinating body that will ensure an overview and strategic input to the plan 
process.  The Council agreed that the Planning Committee, supported by the 
Director, Head of Planning and LDP Manager, would be the Steering Group for 
the Local Development Plan with the following objectives: 

 
• To secure the necessary input from planning professionals so as to deliver the 

LDP in accordance with the LDP Timetable agreed with the Department for 
Infrastructure (DfI), whilst meeting statutory requirements and various tests of 
‘soundness’. 
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• To ensure that the public and key stakeholders are engaged in the Plan 
process as provided for in the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement 
(SCI).  

• To secure the engagement of Councillors in the LDP process, particularly at 
key stages where a corporate Council view needs to be identified and 
presented to the public (e.g. Preferred Options Paper).  

• To take appropriate action to address any policy and resource gaps, identified 
through the Head of Planning. 
 

 

Background 
 
3. The Council published its Preferred Options Paper (POP) in March 2019 which 

identifies key issues in the Borough and outlines options to address these 
issues, including the Council’s preferred options.  The POP is currently open for 
public consultation, closing on 9 August 2019.  Running in parallel to the 
assessment of the representations received to the POP, once the consultation 
closes, is a detailed planning policy review for inclusion within the Draft Plan 
Strategy.  

 
4. As such it is necessary to convene a Consultation Group to input into the 

preparation of the Draft Plan Strategy (PS).  The purpose of the draft PS is to 
provide the strategic policy framework for the Borough, as a whole, across a 
range of topics whilst taking account of regional planning policy enshrined in the 
Regional Development Strategy and the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for 
Northern Ireland. 

 
5. The Consultation Group would be premised on attendance of all 40 elected 

members who wished to be involved, alongside relevant Heads of Service and 
other officers in relation to specific topic areas.  In order to keep up momentum 
towards the Draft PS, it is proposed to hold twice monthly engagements 
sessions with the Consultation Group, commencing the third week in September 
2019 to further work on the planning policy review required, with preliminary 
dates detailed below, subject to confirmation and details of times.  It is proposed 
to hold these engagement sessions in Londonderry Park. 

 
• Monday 16th September 2019 
• Tuesday 17th September 2019 
• Tuesday 15th October 2019 
• Wednesday 16th October 2019 
• Tuesday 19th November 2019 
• Wednesday 20th November 2019 
• Tuesday 17th December 2019 
• Tuesday 21st January 2020 
• Wednesday 22nd January 2020 
• Tuesday 18th February 2020 
• Wednesday 19th February 2020 
• Tuesday 24th March 2020 
• Thursday 26th March 2020 
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• Monday 27th April 2020 
• Tuesday 28th April 2020 
• Tuesday 19th May 2020 
• Wednesday 20th May 2020 

 
6. As stated above, the Planning Committee remains as the Steering Group for the 

LDP to ensure an overview and strategic input into the Plan process. 
 

7. Following outcome of each engagement session, it is proposed to provide 
reports to the Planning Committee as Steering Group to detail outcomes from 
each session and seek agreement on proposals as presented.  It is vital to gain 
approval from the Steering Group and ratification by the Council following the 
engagement sessions in order to progress work on the Draft Plan Strategy.  
Given the proposed dates of the sessions it may not be possible to present such 
reports on a monthly basis immediately following discussion of the topic areas.  
As such it is proposed to hold quarterly meetings of the Steering Group from 
6.00pm – 6.45pm immediately prior to the normal Planning Committee meetings 
as follows: 

 
Tuesday 5th November 2019 
Tuesday 4th February 2020 
Tuesday 5th May 2020 
Tuesday 4th August 2020 

 
Recommendation:   
 

a) That Members note commencement of monthly Engagement Sessions of the 
Consultation Group towards publication of the Draft Plan Strategy 
commencing the third week in September 2019. 

b) That Members note dates and time of meetings of Steering Group. 
 




