
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
 

26 July 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, 6 August 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 Planning Committee Meeting of 2 July 2019  

 
4. Planning Applications 

 

4.1 LA06/2017/1040/F 
 

The application seeks full planning permission for a 
residential development of 7no.dwellings with 
associated car parking, landscaping and site works 
 
Lands at 28-32 Ballymenoch Road, Holywood 
 

4.2 LA06/2019/0279/F 
 

Part 2-storey, part single-storey rear extension 
 
18 Clarehill Lane, Holywood 
 

 
 
4.3 
 

LA06/2017/0735/F 

Housing development of 16 dwellings comprising mix 
of detached and semi-detached units with some sites 
including optional sunroom and some sites an optional 
detached garage 
 
Site between 235 & 241 Abbey Road, Ballyfrenis, 
Millisle 
 



 
5. Update on Planning Appeals (Report attached) 

 
6. Planning Budgetary Control Report – June 2019 (Report attached) 
 

 
 

 

 
MEMBERSHIP OF PLANNING COMMITTEE (16 MEMBERS) 

 
Alderman Gibson Councillor Cooper 
Alderman Girvan Councillor Kennedy 
Alderman Keery Councillor McAlpine 
Alderman McDowell Councillor McClean 
Alderman McIlveen (Chair) Councillor McKee 
Councillor Adair Councillor P Smith 
Councillor Brooks Councillor Thompson 
Councillor Cathcart Councillor Walker (Vice Chair) 

 



  ITEM 7.2  
 

ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
A meeting of the Planning Committee was held in the Council Chamber, 2 Church 
Street, Newtownards on Tuesday, 2 July 2019 at 7.00pm. 
 
PRESENT: 
  
In the Chair:  Alderman McIlveen   
  
Aldermen:  Gibson McDowell 
   Girvan   
        
Councillors:  Adair  McAlpine  
   Brooks McClean (7.37pm) 
   Cathcart  McKee 
   Cooper Walker 
   Kennedy   
         
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 (H Loebnau and E Brown)    

 
Also in   G Thompson (G T Design) 
Attendance:  A Stephens (Matrix Planning Consultancy) 
  D Thompson (MBA Planning) 
  A Heley (Applicant) 
  D Mounstephen (Fleming Mounstephen Planning) 
  W Adams (Henderson Group) 
  J Bosket (Whittaker and Watt) 
  J Cooper (Resident/Neighbour) 
 
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. 
 
1. APOLOGIES  
 
Apologies for inability to attend were received from Alderman Keery (who was on 
Mayoral Business) and Councillor Thompson (who was accompanying the Mayor) 
and also Councillor P Smith. 
 
Apologies for lateness were received from Councillor McClean. 
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NOTED.   
 
2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
The Chairman sought Declarations of Interest at this stage. 
 
Councillor McAlpine declared an interest in Item 4.6 – LA06/2017/0829/F. 
 
NOTED. 
 
3. MATTERS ARISING FROM MINUTES OF PLANNING 

COMMITTEE MEETING OF 4 JUNE 2019  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above.   
 
There were no matters arising.   
 
RESOLVED, that the minutes be adopted.  
 
4. PLANNING APPLICATIONS 
 
4.1. LA06/2018/0383/F 820 Upper Newtownards Road, Dundonald  
 (Appendix I) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Newtownards 
Committee Interest: Call in by Alderman 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.’ 
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) 
Site Location: Land North and adjoining 820 Upper Newtownards Road, Dundonald 
extending to Old Belfast Road. 
Recommendation: Refusal 
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer detailed that the proposal was for the 
construction of a new hard-core laneway to premises at 820 Upper Newtownards 
Road and exited onto Belfast Road via the existing field entrance. The existing 
driveway was to be used by a new dwelling that had already received planning 
permission.  This proposal was being presented at Committee as it had been called 
in. 
 
She continued that the site comprised a detached two storey dwelling and the site 
was located within the countryside as shown within the Ards and Down Area Plan 
2015 and PPS21 applied.  The site was located within a fluvial flood zone and so 
PPS15 applied.  At present an existing access served the applicant’s dwelling at 820 
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Upper Newtownards Road and also the site approved for a dwelling under 
LA06/2018/1389/F.  As the proposal was for a domestic laneway to serve a dwelling 
the addendum to PPS7 applied.  In particular policy EXT1 was relevant in respect of 
the following requirements: the scale, massing and design was sympathetic with built 
form and would not detract from the surrounding area. It would not impact upon 
neighbouring amenity; it would not cause unacceptable loss of damage to trees or 
other landscape features and sufficient space would remain within the curtilage of 
the property.  
 
With regard to PPS21, she advised that planning permission would be granted in the 
countryside for an extension to a dwelling house where it was in accordance with 
PPS7 addendum.  With regard to CTY 13 it required that where possible, access to a 
new building should be taken from an existing laneway. The proposed lane cut 
across a flat and open roadside field and as the existing laneway could be used at 
no detriment to the existing or proposed dwelling it was considered that it created 
urban emphasis.  With regard to Planning Policy Statement 15 the site was located 
within a fluvial flood plain and FLD1 applied where development would not be 
permitted within the 1 in 100-year fluvial flood plain or the 1 in 200-year coastal flood 
plain unless the applicant could demonstrate that the proposal constituted an 
exception to the policy. Only where the principle of development was accepted by 
meeting the exceptions test a flood risk assessment (FRA) would be required.  
 
The officer continued that there was no defence around the flood zone on and 
around the application site, so it was determined that the area was undefended. The 
proposal did not constitute new development within settlements in the coastal 
floodplain where the land was raised through infilling to an acceptable level above 
the flood plain nor was it a replacement of an existing building therefore it was not an 
exception and so no FRA had been asked for on that basis. The proposal did not fall 
under minor development either as defined in the glossary of PPS15.  No works had 
been carried out on site in the area within the flood plain, so the area was 
undeveloped.  As part of the site was located within an undefended undeveloped 
area it had to be demonstrated that the proposal constituted an exception to the 
policy.  It had not been demonstrated that the proposal met any of the exceptions 
outlined in the policy.  She further reported that the Rivers Agency consultation 
response had stated it was the remit of the planning authority to grant an exception 
through the exceptions test and it was not deemed that this proposal was an 
exception.  
 
The officer concluded that both the existing and the dwelling granted permission, 
shared the access onto the Kempstones Road which was an acceptable 
arrangement under CTY10, which meant that the proposed access was not essential 
and the proposal was contrary to FLD1 of PPS15. 
 
The Chairman invited questions from members. 
 
In response to queries from Alderman Gibson, the Officer confirmed that the 
application solely related to access and was on a green field site. 
 
The Chairman invited Mr Gary Thompson to come forward who was speaking in 
support of the application.  
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Mr Thompson thanked members for the opportunity to speak.  Referring to PPS1 he 
stated that the proposal represented an improvement in the access to the property, 
as the existing laneway exited onto Kempstones Road which was a protected route.  
He continued that the proposal would alleviate traffic on that protected route.  He 
noted that the main reason for refusal appeared to be because the site was located 
on a floodplain.  However, it was his view that whilst the laneway would cross the 
floodplain there would be no increase in the height of the road.  He then read an 
extract from DfI Rivers on how flood maps were provided and based on that he 
stated that in essence floodplain maps were not 100% accurate.  He pointed out that 
the piece of land in question was probably the width of a desk across the floodplain.  
He presumed that if there was no loss of floodplain then there would be no detriment 
to the floodplain and therefore no need for a floodplain assessment.  He reiterated 
that the new laneway would be an improvement, particularly as it would remove 
traffic going onto a protected route and it would also redirect an agricultural road 
away from a main dual carriageway.  As such there would be a reduction in existing 
road dangers as access would be onto a minor road instead of a dual carriageway.  
He added that the existing access was still used by agricultural vehicles. 
 
Alderman Girvan asked if Mr Thompson had any documentation recording evidence 
of flooding.  Mr Thompson replied that there was no record of flooding on historical 
flood maps. 
 
Alderman Girvan asked if a flood risk assessment (FRA) had been carried out and 
Mr Thompson confirmed that he had contacted three companies that undertook flood 
risk assessments, however they had not been engaged to date as the case officer 
did not deem it to be an exceptional case and did not ask for an FRA. 
 
Councillor Cathcart enquired about measures to alleviate flooding and also whether 
the proposal would improve road safety at that location.  In response, Mr Thompson 
said that the lane provided access to the farm and farm building and that it was 
historically known that protected routes were deemed not as safe and therefore to 
reduce traffic onto that one would be an improvement.  In respect of flooding, he 
advised that the surface of the lane would be finished with stone gravel but would not 
increase the road level and therefore posed no risk to the floodplain. 
 
Responding to further queries from Councillor Cathcart, the Senior Professional and 
Technical Officer advised that an FRA would be required because it was in a 
floodplain, however since the proposal did not fall under exceptions one had not 
been requested.  She continued that PPS15 detailed a number of exceptions 
however the application did not fall under any of them. 
 
Councillor Cathcart asked, if adequate measures were taken and alternative 
proposals put to planning officers, would they still be minded to refuse.  In response, 
the Senior Professional and Technical Officer advised that Rivers Agency had been 
consulted and because an acceptable access already existed it was deemed 
satisfactory under CTY10.  She reiterated that planning officers did not deem it to be 
an exception. 
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Alderman Girvan was not convinced about the recommendation to refuse, given that 
there was no history of flooding and it was not in a residential area.  She also 
queried why there had been no FRA and why it would still not be acceptable if 
drainage was installed.  The Senior Professional and Technical Officer highlighted 
that the area was on a floodplain map, the proposed hardcore surface would alter 
the existing drainage of surface water and could cause flooding elsewhere.  She 
reiterated that the proposal was contrary to policy in that it did not meet any 
exceptions. 
 
Councillor McAlpine commented that she was familiar with the area and noted that it 
did get flooded at times.  She asked if it was the belief that, with the proposed lane 
being on a higher level, it would draw water down faster.  The Senior Professional 
and Technical Officer confirmed that to be the case, combined with putting hardcore 
where water could normally soakaway and push water to the floodplain. 
 
The Chairman sought to clarify that floodplain areas were identified by Rivers 
Agency and that based on those maps, planning officers decided as to whether a 
proposal was an exception or not – the Senior Professional and Technical Officer 
concurred. 
 
At this stage in the meeting Councillor Cathcart proposed that the matter be deferred 
to allow a flood risk assessment to be undertaken and that the case be referred to 
Rivers Agency to assess.  He believed that would help the Committee to make a 
more informed decision. 
 
The Chairman cautioned that before they did that, they needed to determine if this 
represented an exception to the policy for the Committee to consider. 
 
Councillor Cathcart replied that Mr Thompson had raised the issue of a protected 
route, and that would be the exception the request for an FRA would be based on. 
 
To provide clarity, the Senior Professional and Technical Officer advised that DfI 
Roads was content that the current laneway provided acceptable access for both 
dwellings and that there would only be additional traffic from one dwelling; that did 
not represent a significant impact on traffic levels and as such it was not necessary 
to have two lanes.  She was unsure therefore how the proposal would meet an 
exception. 
 
The Chairman expressed concern about raising the expectations of the applicant, 
that obtaining an FRA would alter the recommendation.  He sought a seconder for 
the proposal. 
 
Alderman Girvan seconded the proposal and stated that whilst ultimately it was the 
applicant’s decision whether or not to seek an FRA, they should be given the option 
to do so. 
 
In response to a query from Alderman McDowell, the Senior Professional and 
Technical Officer advised that if approval was given, there would be two access 
lanes available for use. 
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On being put to the meeting, with 3 voting FOR, 6 voting AGAINST, 3 ABSTAINING, 
and 4 ABSENT, the proposal FELL.  A recorded vote resulted as follows: 
 

FOR (3) AGAINST (6) ABSTAINING (3) ABSENT (4) 
Alderman 
Girvan 
Councillors 
Cathcart 
Kennedy 

Alderman  
McDowell 
Councillors 
Adair 
Cooper 
McAlpine 
McKee 
Walker  

Aldermen 
McIlveen 
Gibson 
Councillor 
Brooks 

Alderman  
Keery 
Councillors  
McClean 
P Smith 
Thompson 

 
At this stage in the meeting, the Chairman sought an alternative proposal. 
 
Councillor Walker proposed, seconded by Councillor Cooper, that the 
recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be refused. 
 
On being put to the meeting, with 5 voting FOR, 2 voting AGAINST, 5 ABSTAINING, 
and 4 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED.  A recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
 

FOR (5) AGAINST (2) ABSTAINING (5) ABSENT (4) 
Alderman 
McDowell 
Councillors 
Cooper 
McAlpine 
McKee 
Walker 

Alderman  
Girvan 
Councillor 
Adair  

Aldermen 
McIlveen 
Gibson 
Councillors 
Brooks 
Cathcart 
Kennedy 

Alderman  
Keery 
Councillors  
McClean 
P Smith 
Thompson 

 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Walker, seconded by Councillor 
Cooper, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be 
refused. 
 
4.2 LA06/2018/0300/F 5 Abbacy Road, Portaferry 
  (Appendix II) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 
Committee Interest: Call in from the delegated list of 3 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 not 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 
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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. 

 
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. 
Site Location: 5 Abbacy Road, Portaferry 
Recommendation: Refusal 
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer detailed that the application was for 
the replacement of an existing building with general purpose domestic building for 
storage of yacht (retrospective) including increase in the domestic curtilage of no.5 
Abbacy Road, Portaferry.  The site was accessed off the Abbacy Road through an 
agricultural gate off a side lane to the north. The site was flat and was bound to north 
and west by a fence. The eastern boundary was marked with a hedgerow and 
mature trees. There was a small ruinous building set close to the road within the 
field. The building which was the subject of the presentation which had already been 
built was located to the east of the field. The dimensions of the shed were 12.8m 
x9.15 with a ridge height of 5.15 m. The shed was finished in dark green corrugated 
sheeting.  
 
The officer then outlined the background for the application. The Council had 
become aware of the unauthorised building on that site around October 2015 which 
was now the subject of the proposal.  As a result of investigation by the planning 
enforcement section a retrospective application under LA06/2016/0701/F had been 
submitted for an agricultural shed for a goat herd and was subsequently refused as 
the shed was not on land that was part of an agricultural holding. The refusal was not 
appealed.   
 
A second application, i.e. this application, was submitted by a different agent on the 
basis that the first application had been applied for in respect of the incorrect use. 
This subsequent application introduced the fact that the building was intended to be 
a replacement for an existing building on the applicant’s land and also an extension 
to the domestic curtilage as the agent had been informed that the proposal could not 
be considered under addendum to PPS7 if the proposal was not actually located 
within the existing domestic curtilage.  She continued that it was important to note 
that this was a retrospective application and that the building to be replaced was still 
standing and the building applied for was already built. It was therefore difficult to 
consider the application as a replacement notwithstanding the fact that there was no 
policy that allowed for the replacement of an ancillary domestic dwelling. That said 
the proposed ‘replacement’ was in a completely different location to the existing and 
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the dimensions were not like for like. The building to be replaced was also not fully 
intact.  
 
Referring to the Development Plan, she advised that the Ards and Down Area Plan 
2015 was the relevant extant plan. The site was located within the Countryside and 
the Strangford and Lecale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  PPS21 Policy CTY1 
stated that there were a range of types of development which were considered 
acceptable in principle in the countryside. That included the extension to a dwelling 
house in accordance with APPS7. If a proposal complied with APPS7 it would 
comply with CTY1.  
 
The officer continued that with regard to the addendum to PPS7 policy EXT1 the 
proposed building was approximately 60m away from the dwelling it was associated 
with. Approval would result in a domestic curtilage completely at odds with those 
rural plots in the immediate area. It failed to meet criteria (a) of policy Ext1 in that the 
scale, massing design and external materials of the proposal would detract from the 
appearance and character of the surrounding area.  Annex A of Addendum to PPS7 
stated that in the countryside ancillary buildings should be designed as part of the 
overall layout to result in an integrated group of buildings. Paragraph A24 stated that 
the impact of an extension or alteration on the visual amenity of the countryside, and 
in particular AONBs, needed to be considered. It warned that through poor design 
the individual and cumulative effect of extensions and alterations which were 
disproportionate in size to existing property or which required land outside the 
established curtilage of property would result in a detrimental change to rural 
character.  Turning back to PPS21 the proposal was contrary to both CTY1 and 
CTY14 in that there were no overriding reasons why the development was essential 
in that rural location, and that the building would result in suburban style build up 
when viewed with existing and approved buildings as it was so far removed from the 
host dwelling, did not respect traditional pattern of settlement and would create a 
visually prominent plot size and road frontage.  With regard to PPS2 policy NH6 
related to Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and stated that new development 
would only be granted where it was of an appropriate design, size and scale.  
 
(Councillor McClean joined the meeting at this stage – 7.37pm) 
 
The proposal was not of an appropriate scale and did not respect the AONB. It was 
recognised that there were other buildings in the locality of similar scale and design, 
but those were generally agricultural buildings that had been deemed reasonably 
necessary for the purposes of agriculture - not for a domestic shed.  NIEA was not 
consulted on the proposal as the ecology report had not been requested (for reasons 
later explained) and the AONB was a visual test that a professional planner could 
assess.  Criterion C of Policy NH6 stated that the proposal should respect local 
architectural styles and patterns. As a large domestic outbuilding not visually linked 
with the host dwelling and not deemed necessary for agricultural purposes, that 
criterion was not met.  The biodiversity checklist had flagged hazards including bats 
which would require an ecology report however it was not felt it was expedient to ask 
for that as a refusal was being recommended. 
 
The officer stated that it was important to note that under permitted development 
(PD) for a domestic building located within an AONB, if the building was situated 
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more than 20metres away from a host dwelling wall then the building could not be 
more than 10sq metres. That was in place to protect the integrity and character of 
the AONB. In the case of this proposal the area covered by the building was in 
excess of 100sqmetres which was greatly in excess from what was allowed under 
PD. 
 
She continued that previous planning appeals were notable for this proposal. The 
Cotter Appeal which was for an agricultural shed and hardstanding under reference 
2014/E0033 was relevant to this proposal. The Commission found that the 
development was not within the curtilage of the host dwelling and therefore could not 
benefit from PD rights. The fundamental requirement of agricultural PD of land being 
within an agricultural unit had not been satisfied and even if it were it would have 
been the applicant’s first agricultural building on the unit and therefore would not fall 
under PD. There were no overriding reasons why the development was essential. 
Even if the development had been retained for domestic use it would not have 
complied with Policy EXT 1 in The Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 7 
‘Residential Extensions and Alterations’ in that the scale, mass and design was not 
sympathetic with the built form and appearance of the host dwelling. It had an 
industrial appearance. The appeal was dismissed.  Also of note was, 2016/A0073 
McGuiness Appeal against the refusal of an extension to existing dwelling curtilage 
and erection of a domestic garage was dismissed. It had also been sited within an 
AONB and had failed to fully comply with NH6 of PPS2. It had failed to comply with 
the provisions of APPS7 and therefore did not comply with CTy1 of PPS21. The 
extension to the curtilage was not sympathetic to the built form of the host dwelling 
and would detract from the appearance and character of surrounding area.  
 
The officer concluded that the proposal did not comply with the addendum to PPS7 
nor did it comply with PPS21. There was no policy provision for the replacement of 
an outbuilding and if there had been, the location, scale and design of the building 
would not be appropriate in an AONB and therefore refusal was recommended.  
 
The Chairman invited questions from Members at this stage.   
 
Councillor Adair sought clarity that there were similar agricultural sheds in the 
vicinity.  The Planner agreed that there were but that they were used for agricultural 
purposes and that the application under discussion was the construction of an 
outbuilding for the purposes of storing boats which was not classified under 
agricultural use.   
 
Councillor Brooks referred to the location within an AONB and questioned if many 
objections to the development had been raised by third parties.  The Officer repeated 
that the permission was being sought retrospectively and there had been no 
objections recorded.  She went on to inform the Member that the area of 
development was within an AONB and the purpose of the planning system had a 
duty to protect land, particularly in those designated areas, whether neighbours 
objected to the development or not.   
 
The Chairman invited Mr Andy Stephens to address the meeting and he was 
speaking in support of the application.   
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Mr Stephens thanked Members for the opportunity to speak.  He felt that the 
prominent issue was whether the proposal was acceptable in principle.  He 
considered that the development was within a definite curtilage of the home and it 
replaced a ruinous building which was also on the site.  It was an integrated 
development on a rural site.   
 
He thought that the development could fall within the outdoor recreation policy within 
the planning system which permitted ancillary uses in rural areas such as sailing 
activities.  He suggested that the development did not detract from the character of 
the area and was constructed in rural materials and well set back from the main 
road.  The design itself was not inappropriate in the area and he pointed to the 
presumption in favour of development.   
 
Councillor Cathcart thought the application was a curious one and asked Mr 
Stephens to discuss the history of it.  Mr Stephens replied that revised assessments 
were common in planning and he admitted that the original application had been for 
a shelter for goats but the application currently was for a building to store boats.  He 
explained that the current owners had bought the land in 2015 and that the ruinous 
structure on the site was classified as a building.     
 
Councillor Walker thought that it was difficult to get an understanding of the 
application.  The original application had failed but the planning system and 
Members were required to look at what was currently in front of them for 
consideration.  Simply put a structure had been erected without permission and was 
now seeking permission to continue to be used.   
 
The Chairman sought clarification if the former use of the ruinous site could be taken 
into consideration.  Mr Stephens suggested that the past and current functions could 
be considered and that the application was for domestic use.   
 
There were no more questions for the speaker and Mr Stephens returned to the 
public gallery. 
 
The Chairman invited questions from Members at this stage.    
 
Following questions from Alderman Gibson the Planning Officer advised that since it 
lay within an AONB the construction was at odds with the character of the area.  The 
construction was located 60 metres away from the host dwelling and had an 
agricultural look.  To be a domestic building it would be smaller and closer to the 
curtilage of the host property.  It was considered that its substantial size made it 
stand out in the area.   
 
Councillor Cathcart wondered if a small cluster already existed in the area and 
questioned if the ruinous property was demolished would it stand alone.  The 
Planner repeated that the building was 60 metres from the main dwelling so could 
not be considered as a domestic shed.  With reference to the ruinous state of the old 
building on site the Planning Officer stated that in its current condition it was difficult 
to distinguish what it had been.  She said that abandoned buildings such as that 
would always need new planning permission for redevelopment.   
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The Chairman asked what the rationale had been for not using the recreational 
policy when considering the application and the Planning Officer remarked that the 
policy had not been applicable to the proposal being discussed.  She suggested that 
if the Planning Committee wished to consider it under recreational use a further 
application would need to be resubmitted along with further information relating to 
AONB. 
 
Proposed by Councillor Walker, seconded by Councillor Cooper, that the 
recommendation be adopted. 
 
On being put to the meeting, with 7 voting FOR, 2 voting AGAINST, 3 ABSTAINING, 
the recommendation was CARRIED.  A recorded vote resulted as follows: 
 

FOR (7) AGAINST (2) ABSTAINING (3) ABSENT (3) 
Aldermen 
Girvan  
McDowell  
Councillors 
Brooks  
Cooper  
McAlpine 
McKee  
Walker  
 
 

Alderman  
Gibson 
Councillor  
Adair  
  

Alderman 
McIlveen  
Councillors 
Cathcart 
McIlveen  

Alderman  
Keery  
Councillors  
P Smith  
Thompson    
  
  
 

 
Councillor McClean arrived during the discussion and was unable to vote.  
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Walker, seconded by Councillor 
Cooper that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be 
refused. 
 
4.3 LA06/2018/1165/F 50 Thornyhill Road, Killinchy 

(Appendix III) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Comber 
Committee Interest: Call in at request of Alderman Girvan 

• It has been identified in the Council’s Blue/Green Integrated Economic 
Tourism Strategy that there is a sever 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. 
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• 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. 

 
Proposal: Conversion and extension of an existing outbuilding to provide tourist 
accommodation consisting of 1 No. self-catering unit. 
 
Site Location: 20m South of 50 Thornyhill Road, Ballymacreely, Killinchy 
Recommendation: Refusal 
 
The Planning Officer indicated that Item 4.3 was an application seeking full planning 
permission for the conversion and extension of an outbuilding to provide 1 self-
catering tourist accommodation unit 20m south of 50 Thornyhill Road, Killinchy. The 
application had been brought before Planning Committee for consideration following 
a call-in request from a Committee Member.  
 
Site and Surroundings 
 
The site was located in the open countryside on Thornyhill Road south west of the 
small settlement of Balloo. It was set back approximately 150m from the road 
accessed via a private lane. The site was located to the rear of the applicant’s 
dwelling at 50 Thorny Hill Road.  It contained two single storey outbuildings and it 
was the smaller of those located on the southern boundary of the site which was the 
subject of this application.  
 
The building in question was single storey with a render finish and slate roof. The 
building was small in size with an internal floorspace area of only 50sqm and had 
two door openings and three window openings on its front elevation. 
 
Due to its small size and distance from the public road, there were no significant 
views of the building at all within the locality. 
 
Policy 
 
As the proposal involved the conversion of a building in the countryside for tourist 
accommodation, the policies within the SPPS, Planning Policy Statement 21: 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside and Planning Policy Statement 16: 
Tourism were all applicable. 
  
Paragraph 1.12 of the SPPS addressed potential conflict arising between the SPPS 
and the retained policies, in that where the SPPS introduced a change of policy 
direction or provided policy clarification that would be in conflict with the retained 
policy, the SPPS should be afforded greater weight. 
With regard to tourism, the SPPS did not introduce any change in policy direction 
from PPS16 but stated that in the countryside, Planning Authorities must carefully 
manage tourism development. 
  
Policy TSM 5 of PPS16 dealt with self-catering accommodation in the countryside. It 
stated that planning approval would be granted for self-catering units in any of three 
circumstances: 
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(a) Where one or more of the units would be located in the grounds of an 

existing or approved hotel, self-catering complex, guest house or holiday 
park. 

(b) A cluster of 3 or more new units provided at or close to an existing or 
approved tourist amenity that was or would be a significant visitor 
attraction in its own right. 

(c) The restoration of an existing clachan or close through conversion or 
replacement of existing buildings. 
 

The proposal did not meet any of the three identified circumstances in policy TSM5. 
The site was not in the grounds of a hotel, guest house or self-catering complex. 
While the applicant’s agent had argued that there was an existing self-catering use 
on the site, there was no evidence of planning permission having been granted for 
such a use and in any case the policy referred to an existing self-catering complex 
rather than a single unit. The proposal did not involve a cluster of 3 or more units and 
was not close to any tourist amenity that would be a significant visitor attraction in its 
own right and it did not involve the restoration of a traditional clachan. 
 
Paragraph 7.24 of the justification and amplification text of the policy added that the 
policy provided for sustainable environmental benefit through focusing self-catering 
development in existing nodes of tourist activity, thereby avoiding development 
throughout the countryside. 
 
For single units of self-catering accommodation, paragraph 7.29 of policy TSM 5 
directed the reader to PPS21 and ultimately now to paragraph 6.73 of the SPPS as it 
stated its policies relating to the conversion and reuse of rural buildings may provide 
an opportunity for small scale single unit self-catering accommodation in the 
countryside. The proposal therefore fell to be considered under the re-use and 
conversion policies contained within the SPPS and policy CTY4 of PPS21. 
Paragraph 6.73 of the SPPS provided policy clarification with regard to the 
conversion and reuse of existing buildings for non-residential use requiring the 
existing building to be a ‘suitable locally important building of special character or 
interest’ as opposed to just a ‘suitable’ building as stated under policy CTY4. 
 
Consideration 
 
Whilst ‘locally important’ was not defined in the SPPS, in recent appeal decisions, 
the Planning Appeals Commission had considered that it required 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’. 
  
From a review of Ordnance Survey historical maps, it would appear that the building 
was constructed some time after 1900 as the first appearance of the building was on 
a map dating back to the period 1900 -1932.  Prior to that, the building was not 
evident on the historical maps and no evidence had been submitted by the applicant 
or agent to demonstrate that the building was of any local historic interest or 
importance. In addition, the building did not display any special character or 
architectural features which would be worthy of retention nor was it of any particular 
importance in terms of vernacular features. The building also had a lack of visual 
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significance given its small size and distance from the public road and therefore 
failed to make any contribution to its local setting. It was therefore not considered 
that the building in question would constitute a ‘locally important building’. 
In terms of its general suitability for conversion and re-use, the building was of a 
considerable age and no structural survey or other evidence accompanied the 
application to demonstrate that the building was structurally suitable for adaption.  
 
In correspondence with the Planning Department, the applicant’s agent had argued 
that the proposal would provide much needed tourist accommodation for the 
Borough and in that regard had made reference to the Council’s Integrated Strategy 
for Tourism, Regeneration and Economic Development. However, that strategy 
sought to support a balanced approach to tourism development which took account 
of environmental considerations to ensure economic development was appropriate in 
its context.  Both the Council and the planning policies promoted the principle of 
harnessing existing assets, including natural and built heritage however the building 
in question was not an important asset nor was it associated with any significant 
tourist amenity or visitor attraction. Approval of the proposal would set a detrimental 
precedent for similar sporadic and piecemeal developments for tourist 
accommodation in rural locations away from tourism assets. 
 
That was not in line with the approach for sustainable tourism development outlined 
in both the SPPS and policy TSM 5 which supported focusing self-catering 
development around existing nodes of tourist activity, thereby avoiding sporadic 
development throughout the countryside. 
 
In summary, it was not considered that the argument that the proposal would 
contribute to the provision of tourist accommodation in the Borough would justify 
setting aside the determining planning policy objections to the proposal.  
It was therefore on that basis that the refusal of full planning permission was 
recommended. 
 
Alderman Girvan declared that she had absolutely no personal interest in the 
application but rather it had struck her that the integrated strategy for tourism had 
suggested a definite shortage and so she questioned why the application was being 
refused.  She referred to the area as prime for further development of tourism with 
walking, sailing and Christian heritage centres close by and there was a strong need 
for low cost accommodation.   
 
The Planning Officer stated that there was a difficulty with such applications because 
if one was passed for tourism a precedent would be set for the whole Borough and 
development could become a free for all.  The role of the Planning Department was 
to protect the countryside and it considered that tourism development in clusters 
close to significant visitor attractions was more sustainable as espoused in the 
regional policy.  
 
Alderman Girvan asked if all of the criteria needed to be met to allow for 
development but the Planning Officer stated that the development did not fall into the 
definition of a traditional clachan.  The Member felt that the design of the proposal 
was appropriate and was a sympathetic conversation providing accommodation for a 
need which existed.   
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The Planning Officer stressed that development must be of a locally important 
building (in line with regional policy), Policy CTY 4 that the Member referred to had 
been superseded by the SPPS and that Policy TSM5 also directed them to PPS 21.  
It was up to the development of the Development Plan to identify where appropriate 
sites should be located.   
 
Alderman Gibson shared many of Alderman Girvan’s views on the application and 
remarked that the property was old and significant and argued that it was close to 
Whiterock and other tourist areas.      
 
The Planning Officer insisted that the area in question was located in a very 
attractive and environmentally sensitive area; however, it was the responsibility of 
the planning system not to set a dangerous precedent to allow a free for all situation.   
 
Councillor McClean asked for advice on why protections that existed in the 
countryside were not so evident in more urban areas when it appeared that a more 
piecemeal approach was taken to planning.  The Planning Officer maintained that 
they were two completely different policy contexts and in urban areas there existed a 
presumption in favour of development and that was not the case in the countryside.   
 
Councillor Cooper asked for a classification of what a locally important building was.  
The Planner informed him that that was not defined but was often tested at planning 
appeal.  She considered that the age of a building, its historical significance in an 
area and visual prominence of such an historic building would make up that definition 
however each application was considered on its own merits.  Councillor Cooper went 
on to mention nearby tourist attractions such as Castle Espie and remarked that 
there were other accommodations such as Air BNB and self-catering in the area but 
the Planning Officer stated that those would have no bearing on the application. 
      
Councillor McAlpine asked if the application had been for 3 or 4 units rather than just 
one would it have met the criteria.  The Planning Officer outlined three 
circumstances which should be met in those applications.   
 
The Chairman invited Mr Gary Thompson, (G T Design) to come forward who was 
speaking for the application.  He explained that the proposal was an annex to an 
established Air BNB and lay within the confines of an open farmyard.  The proposal 
facilitated the re use of rural buildings and he did not consider that they should be 
confined to buildings of local importance.  He stressed that Ards and North Down 
Borough Council stated that it supported the development of tourism in helping to 
sustain the local economy where excellent growth possibilities existed.  There was 
an absence of appropriate accommodation and the proposal was much needed in 
the area.  It was located far from the road and had a rural feel and seemed to comply 
with all the policies laid down for a clachan.  He considered that the development 
was appropriate in its nature and scale and was a balanced development in 
safeguarding the surrounding area.   
 
The Chairman invited questions from members at this stage.  Alderman Girvan 
pointed out that the development was for an existing old farmhouse.  The 
development would be farm diversification and there was established 
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accommodation provision on the site and she considered the extension to be 
complementary to that.  There was heavy demand for accommodation which was not 
being met.   
 
Alderman Gibson was in agreement with many of Alderman Girvan’s comments and 
he felt that SPPS appeared to be in conflict and there was greater leniency shown 
for tourism than for a private development.  Councillor Cathcart agreed with that and 
referred to the policy relating to the re use of rural buildings whether they were of 
local importance or not and he asked for clarification.  He questioned that if the 
proposal was hidden from public view what harm was it doing and therefore it should 
be permitted.     
 
The Chairman queried the map which was submitted showed a number of units and 
dwellings which together could be considered a clachan.   
 
In response to those comments the Planning Officer stated that SPPS and tourism 
policy did not supersede other planning policy however PPS16 of the tourism policy 
was held to have a higher weight.  She went on to stress that the site was in the 
countryside and there was a presumption against development in the countryside 
and the Planning Department needed to take a sustainable approach.  As already 
stated the grouping did not fall into the definition of a clachan.  
 
Alderman McDowell explained that he fully supported tourism development and 
hoped that the Applicant had been in touch with the Council’s tourism team for 
assistance.   
 
The Chairman said that only matters relating to planning could be discussed and it 
was important that elected members informed the tourism development strategy.   
 
Referring to SPPS the Head of Planning stated that it superseded Policy CTY 4 on 
conversions as already stated numerous times by the Officer and as detailed in the 
Case Officer Report.  In respect of Tourism the policy was currently restrictive and 
could be addressed through the forthcoming Local Development Plan.  Indeed work 
was ongoing through liaison with colleagues in the Tourism Service Unit in respect of 
an accommodation audit which would help inform policy within the local development 
plan.  A high demand for accommodation should not contribute to sporadic 
development throughout the countryside and if the application was passed it would 
set an unwelcome precedent in the borough in respect of allowing every outbuilding 
to be converted to tourism accommodation.   
 
Councillor Cooper asked what affect the scoping would have on applications such as 
the current one and would it change the balance of weight.   
 
The Head of Planning concluded by saying that LDP gave a chance to review 
regional policy in respect of tourist development throughout the countryside and 
review areas where it would be considered appropriate.   
 
RECESS at 9 pm 
RECOMMENCEMENT OF MEETING 9.15 pm 
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Councillor Walker thought that this was a difficult planning policy which did not 
appear to help the application, but he was sympathetic towards this type of 
development in the future and recognised that further thought needed to be given to 
tourist accommodation within the Borough.     
 
Proposed by Councillor Walker, seconded by Councillor McKee, that the 
recommendation be adopted and the application be refused. 
 
On being put to the meeting, with 9 voting FOR, 3 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING, 
the recommendation was declared CARRIED.  A recorded vote resulted as follows: 
 

FOR (9) AGAINST (3) ABSTAINING (1) ABSENT (3) 
Alderman 
McDowell 
Councillors 
Brooks  
Cathcart 
Cooper  
Kennedy  
McAlpine  
McClean  
McKee 
Walker   

Aldermen 
Gibson  
Girvan   
Councillor 
Adair   
 
  

Alderman 
McIlveen  
 
 

Alderman  
Keery  
Councillors  
P Smith  
Thompson 
  
  
 

 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Walker, seconded by Councillor 
McKee, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be 
refused. 
 
4.4. ITEM WITHDRAWN  
  
Members were advised this item was withdrawn prior to the meeting. 
 
NOTED. 
 
4.5. LA06/2019/0198/F – 131-133 Main Street, Bangor 

  (Appendix IV) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Bangor Central 
Committee Interest: A local development application which is a departure from the 
Development Plan and which is recommended for approval. 
Proposal: Change of Use of retail unit to Wellness Centre. 
Site Location: Nos. 131-133 Main Street, Bangor 
Recommendation: Approval 
 
The Planning Officer outlined that Item 4.5 was an application seeking full planning 
permission for a change of use from a retail unit to a wellness centre at 131-133 
Main Street, Bangor. The application had been brought before Planning Committee 
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for consideration as it had been recommended for approval and involved a departure 
from the development plan. 
 
Site and Surroundings 
 
The site was located in Bangor town centre within the Primary Retail Core and 
Primary Retail Frontage as designated in Draft BMAP.  The site was also within the 
Town Centre and Shopping Core policy zones as designated in the extant North 
Down and Ards Area Plan. The unit was currently vacant however is was last 
occupied by Baillies clothing retailer up until around March of this year when it 
consolidated its business into its remaining unit on High Street. The area of Main 
Street surrounding the site generally had a good level of occupancy with numerous 
other retail and service uses including Menarys and its associated retail units, Asda, 
Boots and other smaller retailers and businesses. 
 
Policy 
In terms of the development plan policy requirements, paragraph 17.42 of the North 
Down and Ards Area Plan stated that there would generally be a presumption 
against non-retail uses at ground floor level on Main Street. 
  
In Draft BMAP, policy R2 was relevant for proposals such as this one which were 
located within the Primary Retail Frontage of the town centre. This policy also stated 
that planning permission would not be granted for non-retail uses at ground floor 
level within the Primary Retail Frontage in order to retain the focus of retail uses and 
ensure the maintenance of a compact shopping environment.  
 
While BMAP had reverted to draft stage following the decision of the Court of Appeal 
in May 2017 to quash the adopted plan, the recommendations of the PAC accepted 
by the Department in its adoption statement following the public inquiry for Draft 
BMAP remained a material consideration. 
 
Following the Public Inquiry, the PAC recommended that policies R1 and R2 of the 
draft plan should be replaced by a single policy which was then carried through to 
the adopted plan. That policy stated that ‘Non retail development would be restricted 
in designated Primary Retail Cores (and Primary Retail Frontages) so that no more 
than 25% of the frontage of the shopping street to which it related was in non-retail 
use and no more than 3 adjacent units were in non-retail use.’ The proposal would 
comply with that policy if considered in the context of the immediate Primary Retail 
Frontage along this southern section of Main Street which still had a significant 
number of retail uses. 
 
In comparison to BMAP, the SPPS introduced a shift in policy direction in relation to 
retailing and town centres as it promoted town centres as the appropriate first choice 
location not only for retailing but also for other complementary functions and main 
town centre uses, acknowledging that there was a need to protect and enhance 
diversity in the range of town centre uses. Paragraph 6.281 of the SPPS required 
that applications for main town centre uses should be considered in a sequential 
order of preference with the primary retail core being the first preference. The 
proposed wellness centre would offer a combination of leisure and health services 
which were both considered to be main town centre uses as defined in the SPPS, 
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therefore being located within the Primary Retail Core of the town centre, the 
proposal would comply with the sequential approach. 
 
Consideration 
 
Planning permission was previously granted for a non-retail use on the application 
site in 2011 under Draft BMAP, which was a material consideration given that Draft 
BMAP was still applicable. The previous application was considered to be 
acceptable as the loss of ground floor retail floorspace of approximately 160sqm was 
not considered to be significant in the context of the Primary Retail Core or Frontage. 
It was also considered that the change of use would not lead to a clustering of non-
retail uses given that the immediate area would remain substantially in retail use.  
 
The uses in the immediate area of the site had remained unchanged on the whole 
with retail continuing to be the predominant use.  The centre would provide four 
consultation rooms at ground floor and a studio at first floor for activities such as 
pilates and yoga. It was anticipated that the centre would be open until 9pm in the 
evening.  The proposed use and extended opening hours would be in line with the 
aims of the recently published Preferred Options Paper for the Borough’s 
Development Plan, which promoted town centres operating not only as the 
commercial heart of a town, but also as the focus for service, entertainment, leisure, 
cultural and civic activities. The Paper highlights that those other town centre uses 
were playing an increasingly important complementary role to traditional retail uses 
as they enabled activity levels to be sustained at different times of the day. 
 
It was therefore considered that the new use would promote and enhance the 
diversity and range of functions within the town centre of Bangor as well as attracting 
additional footfall. The proposal would facilitate the occupation of a vacant unit which 
the agent advised has been marketed extensively with no interest whatsoever from 
any long-term retail tenants.  With Bangor town centre currently experiencing a high 
level of vacancy of approximately 23% when compared to the Northern Ireland 
average of 14%, it was considered to be more advantageous to have a 
complimentary use such as a wellness centre occupying the vacant unit than for it to 
remain disused. Furthermore, the agent had advised that the project would represent 
a significant investment into the area involving a £50,000 refurbishment and the 
creation of 10 jobs. 
 
In summary, while it was acknowledged that the proposal did not fully comply with 
the retail policies set out in the extant North Down and Ards Area Plan and Draft 
BMAP in respect of the Primary Retail Frontage, it was considered that the benefits 
of the proposal, combined with the planning history of the site and the more flexible 
approach of the SPPS in respect of town centre uses would outweigh the plan 
policies in that instance.  It was therefore on that basis that approval of full planning 
permission be recommended. 
 
Councillor McClean sought clarity on why the proposal was not considered to be 
retail when it was a for-profit venture. 
 
In response, the Senior Professional and Technical Officer advised that retail was 
considered as Class A1 and encompassed trades such as the Post Office, travel 
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agents and sellers of goods in respect of the Planning Use Classes Order.  She 
continued that the proposal was ‘sui generis’ i.e.in a class of its own; it fell under the 
definition of a main town centre use. 
 
The Chairman invited Ms Diana Thompson and Mr Andrew Heley to come forward 
who were speaking in support of the application.  
 
Ms Thompson thanked members for the opportunity to speak.  She also thanked the 
case officer for her approach in handling the application.  She supported the 
assessment that it was more advantageous to have the unit occupied that lying 
empty and un-used.  She noted that no objections had been raised to the proposal.  
Referring to the economic impact of the proposal, she highlighted that it represented 
an investment of around £250k, would create ten jobs and would make around an 
£18k contribution to the Council’s rateable base. 
 
The Chairman invited questions from members at this stage.  There were no 
questions for the speaker and Ms Thompson and Mr Heley returned to the public 
gallery.   
 
It was then proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor McClean, that 
the recommendation be adopted. 
 
Councillor Cathcart welcomed the investment in the town centre and wished the 
business every success. 
 
UNANIMOUSLY RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded 
by Councillor McClean, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning 
permission be granted. 
 
(Having declared an interest in Item 4.6, Councillor McAlpine left the meeting at this 
stage – 9.30pm) 
 
4.6. LA06/2017/0829/F – Site to the East of amenity site at Moss Road and 

opposite 1-5 Moss Road, Millisle 
  (Appendix V) 

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 
Committee Interest: Six or more separate individual objections contrary to Officer’s 
Recommendation 
Proposal: Proposed two retail units, petrol forecourt and associated parking and 
accesses 
Site Location: Site to the East of amenity site at Moss Road and opposite 1-5 Moss 
Road, Millisle 
Recommendation: Approval 
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer detailed that the application site was 
located on the northern side of the Moss Road in Millisle. It was located between 
Millisle Recycling Centre to the west and a large car park to the east. Residential 
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properties were located opposite the site to the south with a watercourse and 
agricultural land to the north and she reminded members that a major housing 
development of 158 houses had been granted reserved matters planning approval 
on that agricultural land at the previous month’s committee. 
 
She continued that the application site was located at an accessible location 50 
metres east of the junction of Moss Road and Main Street in Millisle.  The application 
site was located within the settlement limits and was shown as whiteland in the Ards 
and Down Development Plan. Millisle did not have a designated village centre but it 
was noted within the Plan that the village possessed a range of facilities.  
 
She noted that the proposal was for the relocation of the existing Spar shop in the 
Main Street to facilitate its relocation and incorporation with a petrol filling station of 
which there currently was none in Millisle and an additional unit of 70 square metres 
of retailing space.  As the proposal was under 1000, square metres, in retailing terms 
that was not considered to be a major proposal and its scale was more appropriate 
and proportionate to the village of Millisle.  Policies and proposals for shops in 
villages and small settlements had to be consistent with the aim, objectives and 
policy approach for town centres and retailing set out in the SPPS, meet local need, 
and be of a scale, nature and design appropriate to the character of the settlement. 
 
The Planning Department had referred the application to an independent retailing 
advisor in order to assess if there would be a negative effect of the vitality and 
viability of the main street in Millisle if the proposal was to be granted permission.  If 
this had been a completely new retailing proposal it was acknowledged that there 
may have been a negative impact on the village but as it was a relocation of an 
existing business and also the fact that the proposal was only 50 metres from the 
Main Street it could not be considered that there would be a negative impact on the 
Main street.  Adopting that approach, it was therefore accepted that the Spar store in 
Millisle already had a market share of retail trade in the area which would not be lost 
from Millisle if the business was to relocate only 50 metres away from the Main 
Street.  Although not required for village proposals an assessment was carried out to 
explore alternative sites within Millisle and it was found that this was the only location 
in Millisle that could accommodate the proposal.  Case law relating to sequential 
tests made it clear that alternative sites should be sought for the development as 
proposed and not whether the proposed development could be altered or reduced so 
that it could be made to fit an alternative site.  It was accepted that the proposed 
retailing would be the main use on the site, but for the purposes of exploring 
alternative sites, the ability to incorporate a petrol filling station had been examined. 
 
The officer continued, that direct and indirect retail impacts had been examined 
within the retail evaluation. The direct impact on shops that sold similar convenience 
goods was balanced against the fact that they already competed with the existing 
Spar store and there were already established trading patterns. Indirect retail impact 
as a result of a loss of footfall on Main Street was examined in the context of existing 
vacancy. It was accepted that footfall would decrease as a result of relocation of the 
Spar store to the application site, but it was considered that this would not 
necessarily markedly affect the other businesses.  The retail evaluation concluded 
that, on balance, the proposal could be considered acceptable from the perspective 
of retail planning. 
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She further stated that it was acknowledged that there was a shortfall of 8 car 
parking spaces in the proposed car park, however on balance that was deemed to 
be acceptable as one could not ignore the fact that there was a large car park 
directly adjacent to the proposal that could accommodate 94 car parking spaces. 
Also, the proposal was in close proximity to residential properties including the site to 
the north recently granted planning permission for 158 dwellings, all within walking 
distance of the site.  The provision of car parking at the site would ensure that there 
were no lorries off-loading stock in the street which was currently the case with the 
existing spar shop in the Main Street which contributed to traffic congestion in the 
village and took up streetcar parking. 
 
The officer advised that the case officer had assessed relevant policies and the 
proposal was compliant.  The case officer had extensively consulted with relevant 
bodies and no objections had been received subject to certain conditions being 
added. 
 
She reported that the proposed development represented a £2.5 million investment 
which would deliver a modern convenience retail facility to serve the village of Millisle 
and the surrounding rural hinterland. The proposed development would support in 
the region of 40-45 jobs in a range of full and part time positions.  With the expansion 
of the population in Millisle due to recent housing developments the proposal 
represented a complimentary investment in retail provision in the area. 
 
In concluding, she advised that all material planning considerations had been 
assessed fully and comments from consultees and representations from members of 
the public had been considered. It was the professional planning judgement that the 
proposal complied with prevailing policy and guidance and grant of planning 
permission was recommended. 
 
The Chairman invited Mr David Mounstephen, Mr William Adams and Mr Jason 
Bosket to come forward who were speaking in support of the application.  
 
Mr Mounstephen thanked members for the opportunity to speak.  He stated that the 
proposal was for the relocation of an existing retail unit to a currently disused site in 
Millisle.  The proposal represented expansion of the current business and an 
investment of around £2.5 million.  He noted that the proposal would provide the 
people of Millisle with two retail units and a petrol forecourt where local people could 
shop and get fuel.  He highlighted that the proposed site was currently a brownfield 
site in great need of redevelopment.  Furthermore, he advised that the population in 
Millisle had seen significant growth in recent times but there had not been significant 
investment.  He referred to the recent approval for a further 158 dwellings in the area 
which would increase the population further.  He advised that the proposal would 
create around 40-45 jobs and that the Henderson family who owned the existing 
Spar in Millisle were a local family who had already invested in the community and 
played an active role in supporting local life. 
 
In concluding, Mr Mounstephen advised that the proposal represented a contribution 
of around £35k to the rateable base of the Council.  He advised that the application 
had been subject to a two year assessment process to get to this stage, including no 
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objections being raised by statutory consultees.  The proposal had also been 
reviewed by an independent retail assessor who had also raised no objections.  He 
fully supported the recommendation. 
 
The Chairman invited questions from members at this stage.  There were no 
questions for the speakers and they returned to the public gallery.   
 
In response to a query from Councillor McClean, the Principal Planning and 
Technical Officer advised that an objector had employed Gravis Planning who had 
submitted an objection on his behalf and he had also approached local politicians 
about the proposal.  The objection was withdrawn following an independent retail 
evaluation of the proposed development.   
 
Referring to the impact on the existing high street, Councillor McClean queried 
whether the proposal would have a negative impact on existing traders. 
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer advised that the planning system did 
not exist to promote or go against competition; that was subject to market conditions.  
She further advised that retail planning was a complex matter and as such the 
Council had sought advice from an independent retail consultant, who had 
undertaken an evaluation of the proposal.  She further advised that if a whole new 
development was being proposed it could potentially have a negative impact on the 
high street, however there was already some trade going to the existing Spar and 
other trade was leaking to Carrowdore and Donaghadee.  The proposal sought to 
capture that trade and keep it in the village and would be located within walking 
distance of the high street. 
 
Councillor McClean asked if the officer was aware of instances when the 
consultation’s report advised that a proposal would have a negative impact on a 
village. 
 
In response, the Principal Planning and Technical Officer advised that in her 
experience it was substantial proposals, such as large supermarkets, that would 
have a greater impact on the high street.  She further advised that the applicant in 
this case was not required to submit additional information, however had been willing 
to work with the Planning office and supply the information it requested.  She added 
that the site was ripe for development and would regenerate the area. 
 
It was then proposed by Councillor Adair, seconded by Councillor Cooper, that the 
recommendation be adopted. 
 
Welcoming the report, Councillor Adair stated that the site was currently a magnet 
for anti-social behaviour and was also unsightly and he welcomed the revitalisation 
and regeneration of that part of Millisle.  He noted that the proposal had local 
support, particularly as not every village on the Peninsula had a petrol station, and 
so it would serve to alleviate some problems and address the concerns of the 
residents of Millisle.  He welcomed that it would bring jobs and services to the 
village. 
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As seconder Councillor Cooper also welcomed the proposal and the great asset it 
would be to the village, including the much-needed development of an unsightly area 
of land.  He continued, that on the back of the approved new housing it would be a 
great investment and would also increase the economy in Millisle.  He wished the 
venture well. 
 
UNANIMOUSLY RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Adair, seconded by 
Councillor Cooper, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning 
permission be granted. 
 
(Councillor McAlpine returned to the meeting) 
 
4.7. LA06/2018/1405/F – 19 Strathearn Park, Bangor 

  (Appendix VI) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Bangor West 
Committee Interest: Application with six or more objections contrary to officer 
representation 
Proposal: Two storey side extension and roof space conversion 
Site Location: 19 Strathearn Park, Bangor 
Recommendation: Approval 
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer advised that the application was 
seeking approval for a 2 storey side extension and roofspace conversion at number 
19 Strathearn Park, Bangor.  The site consisted of a semi-detached two storey 
dwelling finished in red brick. The dwelling had 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 were dwellings bounding the site to the east, west and south.  The area was 
residential in nature with a mix of house types surrounding the local area.  There 
were no designations on the site.  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 were satisfied. 
 
She continued that during the processing of the application consultation had been 
carried out with NI Water who had expressed no conditions to the proposal.  
Considering the content of some objections regarding flooding the case officer had 
contacted Rivers Agency who had confirmed that there was no record of the site in 
relation to surface water flooding.  A biodiversity checklist had been submitted with 
the application and no hazards had been identified. 
 

Referring to the proposal, she advised that the extension was to be located on the 
western elevation of the dwelling and would have a pitched roof and be 2.6m wide, 
5m long and 7.8m high.  The extension was to be constructed in red brick and roof 
tiles matching the existing dwelling.  She noted that 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.  As the 
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proposed single storey rear return broke the light test to an unreasonable degree 
that was removed from the proposal.  In addition, the side extension was set down 
from the ridge and set back from the front of the main dwelling.  The proposed 
development was subordinate to the host dwelling and was not considered to be 
visually prominent within the streetscape as it would be finished in materials 
matching those of the host dwelling and the surrounding dwellings within the street. 
The scale of the extension was in proportion with the property, and the roof design 
and pitch were all in keeping with the character of the area.   It was the professional 
planning opinion that the proposed extension had been designed sympathetically to 
the host dwelling and to the neighbouring properties within the street.  The design of 
the extension would not detract from the streetscape and the extension would be 
constructed in materials matching the host dwelling.  The proposal did not affect the 
privacy or amenity of neighbouring residents. Three dwellings directly bounded 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 windows to the west elevation were to be 
conditioned as obscured glazing.  No.21 had an external door at ground floor level 
and a landing window at first floor level with obscured glazing, which would face 
directly towards the proposed extension. As the windows had obscured glazing and 
there was no outlook from them, this did not conflict with the policy.  As the 
extension was now only on the western elevation there would be no impact on 
number 17.  The proposed two-storey extension would be over 20m from the 
shared boundary with no.16 Rathmore Crescent and that was considered 
acceptable. 
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer advised that objections had been 
received in relation to the proposal.  All material concerns raised for example 
covered areas such as Overshadowing, Dominance, Parking, Character of the area, 
Flooding and amenity space.  Disruption during construction was also raised but 
that was not a material planning consideration as with any building work a 
temporary period of disruption was to be expected.  All material objections raised 
had been assessed and had been detailed in the COR. 
 
In concluding, the Principal Planning and Technical Officer advised that all the 
material considerations such as the development plan, policies and comments from 
consultees and third parties had been assessed and the recommendation was to 
grant planning permission. 
 
The Chairman invited questions from members at this stage. 
 
In response to a query from Alderman McDowell about access to the garage, the 
Principal Planning and Technical Officer advised that there were currently no plans 
to demolish the garage.  She clarified that there would still be ample space within the 
curtilage of the property to park two cars. 
 
Councillor McAlpine referred to the shared boundary and queried the fire safety 
implications of building across the current rear access.  The Principal Planning and 
Technical Officer acknowledged that the extension would be built across the current 
driveway, however she noted that there were many instances when there was no 
access down the side of a property. 
 



  PC.02.07.19 
 

26 
 

At this stage the Chairman invited Mr James Cooper to come forward who was 
speaking in opposition to the application.  
 
Mr Cooper thanked members for the opportunity to speak and he stated that he lived 
with his wife at no.21 Strathearn Park, which was directly bounded to the application 
site.  He noted that he had studied the case officer’s report and he disagreed with 
some of the comments within, specifically in respect to flooding, dominance and 
disruption during construction.  With respect to flooding, he stated that the problem 
was localised as the ground water came from an underground spring and was not 
surface water.  Currently the spring ran under the foundations of the house at no.19 
and under the back garden of no.21.  Mr Cooper was concerned that the introduction 
of new foundations in the neighbouring driveway would cause the spring to divert 
and to go under the foundations of his property, which sat lower than the house at 
no.19.  He advised that he had consulted with two geologists who had both agreed 
with his assessment of the situation.  One of the geologists had suggested mitigating 
measures to be implemented, however Mr Cooper was not confident that such 
measures would be implemented. 
 
Mr Cooper then referred to the matter of dominance.  He was concerned that the 
extension close to his property would lead to darkness in his property and would 
create a feeling of being hemmed in, not just inside the house but every time they 
used their driveway. 
 
Referring then to construction disruption, Mr Cooper believed that his health 
concerns and those of his wife had been trivialised and not given due consideration.  
He explained that he suffered with a chronic dermatalogical condition and attended 
hospital regularly for treatment and to help manage his condition, which was 
exacerbated by dust.  He also detailed that his wife suffered with a heart condition 
and that both of them needed to live in a clean environment for the sake of their 
health. 
 
The Chairman invited questions from members at this stage. 
 
Councillor Cooper sought clarity on whether there had been any liaison with statutory 
agencies in respect of flooding concerns and Mr Cooper confirmed that the residents 
at no.23 had undertaken that, however those agencies had distanced themselves 
from any issues to do with spring water. 
 
Councillor Cooper asked if there was any clear evidence to suggest the potential for 
flooding could be exacerbated and whether there was physical evidence of the 
location of the spring.  In response, Mr Cooper said that the spring started outside 
no.17 and flowed diagonally through the foundations of no.19 and across the 
driveways of no’s 19 and 21.  He reiterated his concern that the new foundations 
could divert the flow of water to under his house. 
 
There were no more questions for the speaker and Mr Cooper returned to the public 
gallery.   
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Councillor Cooper asked the officer to comment if there was any evidence to suggest 
that the new foundations would result in the spring being diverted and increase 
flooding. 
 
In response, the Principal Planning and Technical Officer advised that Council 
officers had initially consulted with NI Water who had returned a response of no 
objection.  It was only due to the objections to the application that officers had gone 
back to NI Water for further consultation.  She continued that Rivers Agency was not 
normally a consultee for domestic extensions; however, officers did consult them in 
this instance and they advised that they had no record of flooding in that area.  She 
further advised that it would be the responsibility of the developer to ensure there 
were no issues with flooding and she reiterated that there was no evidence to 
suggest flooding would occur.  She added that permitted development was allowed 
in that locality for residential development that required foundations. 
 
Councillor McClean asked about NI Water’s view on the spring and the Principal 
Planning and Technical Officer advised that NI Water had looked at the drainage 
pipes and had raised no objections and she pointed out that it was quite common to 
find springs under houses. 
 
In response to a further query from Councillor McClean, the Principal Planning and 
Technical Officer advised that if spring disruption came to light, it would be down to 
the developer to address it.  She noted that builders usually had indemnity insurance 
and any issues down the line would be a civil matter; the Planning Committee would 
have no liability. 
 
Referring to the issue of dominance, Alderman Girvan asked if officers were satisfied 
that the extension would not block out light or raise issues of privacy at the 
neighbouring property. 
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer responded that the proposal had 
already been amended to address those concerns, as the initial proposal had failed 
the light test; also the height of the extension had been reduced and would be set 
back from the existing property.  She noted that the existing outlook from the 
neighbouring property was a brick wall and the three new windows on the extension 
were conditioned to be obscured in perpetuity. 
 
Alderman McDowell expressed concern that the proposal was not in keeping with 
the area, especially as a large extension already existed at the rear of the property.  
He queried whether PPS7 was relevant in that case.  He also expressed concern 
that the spring could be disrupted and cause problems for the neighbours.  He 
sought further information about the responses from Rivers Agency and NI Water. 
 
In response, the Principal Planning and Technical Officer stressed that people could 
not just build what they wanted to, hence why the first proposal had not been 
approved.  She also pointed out that there were other examples in the area of side 
extensions to dwellings and that proposals would be approved if they were policy 
compliant and fulfilled planning criteria. 
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Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Alderman Gibson, that the 
recommendation be adopted. 
 
On being put to the meeting, with 6 voting FOR, 3 voting AGAINST, 4 ABSTAINING 
and 3 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED.  A recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
 

FOR (6) AGAINST (3) ABSTAINING (4) ABSENT (3) 
Alderman 
Gibson 
Councillors 
Adair 
Cathcart 
Cooper 
McAlpine 
Walker 

Alderman  
McDowell 
Councillors  
Brooks 
McClean 

Aldermen 
Girvan 
McIlveen 
Councillors 
Kennedy 
McKee 

Alderman 
Keery  
Councillors  
P Smith 
Thompson 

 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Alderman 
Gibson, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be 
granted. 
 
4.8. LA06/2019/0121/F – Lands between 12 and 35 Queen’s Parade, Bangor 

  (Appendix VII) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Bangor Central 
Committee Interest: Council application 
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 
24 April 2019” to “The development, hereby permitted, shall be removed and the 
land restored to its former condition on or before 24 April 2021.” 
Site Location: Lands between 12 and 35 Queen’s Parade, Bangor 
Recommendation: Approval 
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer outlined that this was an application to 
amend a previous condition of the temporary approval by a further two years.  It was 
a retrospective application and the condition would extend the time period until 21 
April 2021.  The proposal had been submitted for the amendment of the condition to 
enable the continuation of the highly popular and successful use on the site.  Grant 
of planning permission was recommended. 
 
The Director advised that the extension did not have any implications in respect of 
the Queen’s Parade development and was being undertaken as a matter of good 
practice.   
 
Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor McClean, that the 
recommendation be adopted. 
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UNANIMOUSLY RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded 
by Councillor McClean, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning 
permission be granted. 
 
(Councillor Adair left the meeting at 10.15 pm) 
 
4.9. LA06/2019/0122/F – Lands between 12 and 35 Queen’s Parade, Bangor 

  (Appendix VIII) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Bangor Central 
Committee Interest: Council application 
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 30 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 30 
June 2021. 
Site Location: Lands between 12 and 35 Queen’s Parade, Bangor 
Recommendation: Approval 
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer advised that this was an application to 
amend a previous condition of the temporary approval by a further two years.  It was 
a retrospective application and the condition would extend the time period until 30 
June 2021.  The proposal had been submitted for the amendment of the condition to 
enable the continuation of the highly popular and successful use on the site.  Grant 
of planning permission was recommended. 
 
The Director advised that the extension did not have any implications in respect of 
the Queen’s Parade development and was being undertaken as a matter of good 
practice. 
 
Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor McClean, that the 
recommendation be adopted. 
 
UNANIMOUSLY RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded 
by Councillor McClean, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning 
permission be granted. 
 
5. UPDATE ON PLANNING APPEALS  
  
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report dated 19 June 2019 from the Director of 
Regeneration, Development and Planning providing an update on the above. 
 
Decisions 
 
The following appeal had been dismissed on 9 April 2019. 



  PC.02.07.19 
 

30 
 

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

 
i. The proposal was 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 was contrary to Policy ATC 3 of the Addendum to Planning Policy 
Statement 6, Areas of Townscape Character, in that it 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. 

 
The Commissioner had 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 
was dismissed. 
 
The Council would proceed to ensure removal of the sign. 
 
2. The following appeal had been 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 had refused this decision on 17 August 2018 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 that development was essential in the 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, 
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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 
Ballymacashen 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 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 was 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 lacked long 
established natural boundaries and was 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. 

 
The Commissioner had 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 had been 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. 
 
RECOMMENDED that the report be noted. 
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Gibson, seconded by 
Councillor Cooper, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 
6.       PLANNING BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT – MAY 2019 

(FIN 45) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report dated 18 June 2019 from the Director of 
Regeneration, Development and Planning providing an update on the above. 
 

http://www.pacni.gov.uk/
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The Planning Budgetary Control Report covered the 2-month period 1 April to 31 
May 2019 and was set out below. The net cost of the service was showing an under 
spend of £21,796 (12.9%) – box A.  
 
Explanation of Variance 
 
The Planning budget performance was further analysed into three 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 added up to the overall favourable variance (Box A - £21,797).   
 
That variance could be summarised in the following table: - 
 
Type Variance 

£’000 
Comment 

Payroll Expenditure  (7.7) Small underspend to date. 

Non-payroll 
Expenditure 
 

 (0.7)  

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

Total    (21.8) Box A 
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RECOMMENDED that the report be noted. 
 

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Cooper, seconded 
by Alderman Gibson, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 
7.      LDP ENGAGEMENT 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report dated 18 June 2019 from the Director of 
Regeneration, Development and Planning providing an update on the above. 
 
Introduction 

1. The purpose of the report was 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 detailed the governance arrangements for the progress and oversight of 
the LDP. 
 

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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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 would ensure an overview and strategic input to the plan 
process.  The Council had 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’. 

• To ensure that the public and key stakeholders were 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 had 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 had published its Preferred Options Paper (POP) in March 2019 

which identified key issues in the Borough and outlined options to address those 
issues, including the Council’s preferred options.  The POP was 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 closed, was a 
detailed planning policy review for inclusion within the Draft Plan Strategy.  

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

preparation of the Draft Plan Strategy (PS).  The purpose of the draft PS was 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 was 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 was 
proposed to hold these engagement sessions in Londonderry Park. 

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

 
6. As stated above, the Planning Committee remained 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 was 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 was 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 have been possible to 
present such reports on a monthly basis immediately following discussion of the 
topic areas.  As such it was 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 5 November 2019 
Tuesday 4 February 2020 
Tuesday 5 May 2020 
Tuesday 4 August 2020 

 
RECOMMENDED that: 
 

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

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

The Head of Planning guided members through the report and then sought any 
queries.  She explained that the Planning Committee acted as the steering group 
and the purpose of the paper was to propose dates to include the Elected Members 
and officers to look at existing planning policies.  The first meeting would take place 
on Monday 16 September and officers would update on the findings from the 
sessions at Steering Group meetings accordingly.   
 
In response to questions from Councillor Cathcart, the Head of Planning advised that 
all the sessions would be held in the evening at Londonderry Park, Newtownards. 
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Councillor Cooper commented that the structure was good by having monthly 
sessions and quarterly meetings.  
 
Councillor McClean queried if there would be an opportunity for external experts to 
have an input into the plans in order to achieve best practice. 
 
The Head of Planning confirmed that would happen and she added that the previous 
papers set out the external consultancy work required to support preparation of the 
LDP.  She continued that they were in a favourable position because they were 
learning from other Councils that were ahead of them in the process.  She advised 
that they were also employing a barrister to ensure the soundness of the plan.  
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Gibson, seconded by 
Councillor Cooper, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 
TERMINATION OF MEETING  
 
The meeting terminated at 10.26 pm.      
 
 



ITEM 4.1 
Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref LA06/2017/1040/F 
 

Proposal 
The application seeks full planning permission for a residential 
development of 7no.dwellings with associated car parking, 
landscaping and site works 

Location 

 
Lands at 28-32 Ballymenoch Road, Holywood 
 
DEA: Holywood & Clandeboye 
 

Committee 
Interest 

Called in by Cllr Adair:  
I wish to call in the following application as a number of Planning 
issues have not been addressed: 

In relation to Road Safety there is no footway provision along the 
front boundary of the proposed site as requested, by DfI Roads 
(letter to Planners from DfI Roads 7/3/19) as reference has been 
made in the application to house number 1 being a 'replacement 
dwelling' which does not form part of the existing application for 7 
detached dwellings. The construction of roads and footways within 
the development should be to DfI Roads Standards to allow for 
adoption on completion of the scheme. Policy LC1 of the Addendum 
to PPS7 states that the pattern of development should be in keeping 
with the overall character of the neighbourhood. This proposal is for 
a significant change from 2 residential dwellings on large plots to 7 
dwellings and which may run contrary to this policy” 

 

Validated 05/09/2017 

Summary 

• Site lies inside the development limit in both North Down 
and Ards Area Plan and Draft BMAP therefore presumption 
in favour of development 

• Planning history is a material consideration -site has 
planning permission for 8 dwellings – this application is for 
7 dwellings 

• Trees to front of the site subject to a Tree Preservation 
Order – Council’s Tree Officer consulted and content with 
proposal  

• Site contains species protected by the Wildlife (Northern 
Ireland) Order 1985 (as amended). Natural Environment 
Division consulted – content that badgers don’t occupy site 
and unlikely that proposal will have any significant impact 
on local population 



• 3 letters of objection received from 3 separate addresses – 
2 of which are petitions – all material concerns addressed 
in the case officer report  

Recommendation 
 
Approval 
 

 
Attachment  

 
Item 4.1a – Case Officer Report  

 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Development Management Case Officer Report 
 
Application Ref: LA06/2017/1040/F DEA:  Holywood & Clandeboye 
Proposal:  The application seeks full planning permission for a residential 
development of 7no.dwellings with associated car parking, landscaping and site 
works. 
 
Location: Lands at 28-32 Ballymenoch Road, Holywood BT18 0HN 
Applicant: Mr Peter McGill Agent: Des Ewing Residential Architects 
 
Date Valid: 05/09/2017 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 14/09/2017 
 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 29/04/2019 
 
Consultations: Yes 
 
Representations: Yes 
 
Letters of Support 0 Letters of 

Objection 
3 Petitions 2 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
• Conformity with the development plan/principle of development 
• Impact on nature conservation 
• Access and roads safety 
• Design and impact on character and appearance of the area 
• Impact on existing and proposed residential amenity 
• Flood risk and drainage 

 
Case Officer: Christine Hamilton 

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/
http://www.planningni.gov.uk/


 
2.   Site Location Plan 

 

 
 

 
 

3. Relevant Planning History 
 
On site 
W/2007/0687/F: 8no.dwellings – full permission granted on 12/12/2012. As 
development did not commence on site prior to the expiration of the permission, this 
permission has now expired. 
 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 
 
The application site is located on the Ballymenoch Road at the edge of the 
settlement limit of Holywood, as shown in the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-
1995 and also draft BMAP.  The open countryside begins on the opposite side of 
the road.  
 
The site comprises of one large site that previously had two large detached 
dwellings on it which are now gone (nos.28 and 32). The site is level with the road 
and then steeply falls towards the rear (north-western) boundary and even at its 
lowest point, is still elevated considerably above the adjacent residential properties 
at Torgrange.   
 
There are a number of mature trees and shrubs both within the site and on the 
boundaries. The trees along the frontage of the site along Ballymenoch Road are 
significant as they are protected by a Tree Preservation Order. A laneway runs along 
the south-western side of the site. 



The current application proposes 7no.dwellings. 
 
 
TPO/2007/0006 – Land at 20-46 Ballymenoch Road & 19-21 Whinney Hill, 
Holywood. This Tree Preservation Order covers the trees on the frontage of the site. 
 
4.   Planning Policy Framework  
The relevant planning policy framework for this application is as follows: 
 
• North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 
• draft BMAP 2015 
• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 
• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 
• Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement & Parking 
• Planning Policy Statement 7: Quality Residential Environments 
• Planning Policy Statement 7: Addendum – Safeguarding the Character of 

Established Residential Areas 
• Planning Policy Statement 12: Housing in Settlements 
• Planning Policy Statement 15: Revised – Planning and Flood Risk 
 

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

 
 
6.   Consultations  
Consultation was carried with the following statutory and non-statutory consultees 
and a synopsis of responses is listed 
Consultee Response 
DFI Roads No objection subject to conditions. 
NIEA No objections. 
NI Water No objections. 
Rivers Agency No objections. 
Council Tree Officer No objections. 

 
7.   Consideration and Assessment 
 
Principle of development/compliance with the 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 Area 
Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  
 



The 1.22hectare application site is located within the settlement limit for Holywood 
in the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 and draft BMAP. The site is not 
zoned for any specific use in either of the Plans. Draft BMAP shows the site to be 
adjacent to designation HD/15 – LLPA: Folk Park Creighton which is locally 
recognised for its areas of local nature conservation interest on account of the north 
facing woodland slopes. 
 
Planning permission has previously been granted for residential development on the 
site. It is considered that the principle of development on this site is acceptable and 
the proposal is in conformity with both the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-
1995 and draft BMAP. 
 
The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 
 
The SPPS is material to all decisions on individual planning applications.  Its guiding 
principle in determining planning applications is that sustainable development 
should be permitted having regard to the development plan and all other material 
considerations, unless the proposed development will cause demonstrable harm to 
interests of acknowledged importance. The SPPS also promotes good design and 
seeks to make more efficient use of urban land without town cramming. 
 
PPS 2  
Natural Heritage 
 
The application site contains species protected by the Wildlife (Northern Ireland) 
Order 1985 (as amended). A badger survey was submitted and following 
consideration of the information contained within it, DAERA’s Natural Environment 
Division (NED) are content that badgers do not occupy the site and the proposal is 
unlikely to have any significant impact on the local population.  NED has also noted 
that the mature trees within the site have been indicated to have moderate bat 
roosting potential and has advised that any proposed lighting within the site could 
impact upon the bats. The applicant’s agent has confirmed that the access to the 
site will be a private road with no street lighting of any kind proposed and therefore 
no impact will be caused to the bats from unacceptable lighting. 
 
The potential impact of this proposal on Special Areas of Conservation, Special 
Protection Areas and Ramsar sites has been assessed in accordance with the 
requirements of Regulation 43 (1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) 
Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended). The proposal would not be likely 
to have a significant effect on the features, conservation objectives or status of any 
of these sites.  
 
PPS3  
Roads Safety and Car Parking 
 
The proposal has been assessed against Policy AMP7 of PPS3 Access Movement 
and Parking. DFI Roads has been consulted and raised concerns regarding the 
original layout which showed the access for House 6 via the adjacent laneway and 
the access for House 1 directly from the Ballymenoch Road. The layout was 
amended to show the access for House 6 coming off the internal road. The applicant 



argued that as House 1 is a replacement dwelling then the substandard access onto 
the Ballymenoch Road should be acceptable. The sight splays for this access 
cannot be improved as the applicant does not own sufficient lands. Although the 
original dwelling that existed on the site was demolished prior to the applicant 
purchasing the site, the access serving that dwelling still exists on the site. 
Furthermore, the previous approval granted on the site for 8no.dwellings included 
direct access on to the Ballymenoch Road for House 1 as proposed in the current 
application. Taking these points into consideration, it is thought that although the 
original dwelling has been demolished, previous permission has been granted for 
the access onto the Ballymenoch Road and no significant changes have taken place 
on site to warrant a change in opinion and on this basis it is deemed acceptable. 
DFI Roads Service has no objections regarding this issue, given the history of the 
site.  
 
The amended layout shows the access for House 6 coming off the internal road 
which results in a total of 6no.dwellings using a private unadopted road. DFI Roads 
Service has no objections to this providing the Council is content. I consider that 
given the site is an individual, discreet site that is not linked to any potential 
development lands, it is unlikely that the private road will serve any additional 
dwellings other than the 6no.proposed in this application. On this basis, I consider 
the private road layout to be acceptable.  
 
Conditions will be attached to any potential approval of this application to promote 
roads safety and assist the progression of traffic. Each of the dwellings have been 
provided with two in-curtilage parking spaces and it is considered that parking 
provision is fully compatible with policy requirements.      
 
Planning Policy Statement 7 Policy QD1 
 
PPS7 Policy QD1 states that planning permission will only be granted for new 
residential development where it is demonstrated that the proposal will create a 
quality and sustainable residential environment.  
 
Design and Impact on Local Character and Appearance 
 
Policy QD1 (a) states that the development should respect the surrounding context 
and be appropriate to the character and topography of the site, in terms of layout, 
scale, proportions, massing and soft and hard landscaped areas.  Ballymenoch 
Road is a semi-rural area, characterised by low-density housing set within mature 
well-wooded grounds. There is a strong frontage of mature trees which are protected 
by a TPO and this combined with the fact that the proposed dwellings are set back 
from the road and at a lower level maintains the woodland character of this stretch 
of the Ballymenoch Road. The proposed development includes large two and three 
storey detached dwellings with private gardens to the rear and in-curtilage parking 
to the front. Given there is a previous approval on the site for 8no.dwellings, it is 
considered that this current proposal for a lesser scheme of 7no.dwellings can be 
integrated into the site without harming the existing character of the area. The design 
of the proposed dwellings is contemporary however is not dissimilar to existing 
dwellings in the wider area. I am satisfied that the proposed design will cause no 
detriment to the character of the area in terms of form, materials, and detailing.  The 



finishes include smooth rendered walls and natural slate roof tiles. Details of the 
proposed retaining walls have been submitted and are deemed to be acceptable.  
 
A landscaping plan and tree survey have been submitted and indicate protection of 
the TPO trees and additional planting is proposed throughout the site which will 
soften the visual impact of the development and assist integration. Following 
consideration of this information, the Council’s tree officer is content. 
 
Public and Private Open Space 
 
Policy QD1 (c) of PPS 7 states that adequate provision should be made for private 
open space. The proposal provides a variety of garden sizes. In accordance with 
Creating Places, an average of at least 70sqm of private amenity space behind the 
building line has been provided, with no less than 40sqm for any individual house.   
 
Residential Amenity 
 
Policy QD1 (h) states that the design and layout should not create conflict with 
adjacent land uses and there should be no unacceptable adverse effect on existing 
or proposed properties in terms of overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, noise, 
or other disturbance.   
 
House 1 is located is sited on the footprint of the original dwelling that was on this 
site. The dwelling will front onto the Ballymenoch Road and has an integral garage 
closest to the dividing boundary with the adjacent property of 34 Ballymenoch Road. 
The building has a garage, store and games room on the ground floor and an area 
to be used as a den and an office above. Three velux windows will be in the roof 
elevation facing No.34. The gable elevation of the dwelling has a small window to 
serve the staircase at second floor level. It is considered that the proposed 
separation distances of 7.5m between the garage and the dividing boundary with 
No.34, and 20m for the dwelling, together with the minimal amount of glazing on this 
side, will protect the residential amenity of No.34 to a reasonable degree. The 
existing trees and hedging on the boundary will also provide a degree of screening.  
 
House 2 is to be sited no closer to the north-east boundary than the dwelling 
previously approved on this site under W/2007/0687/F. Three windows will be 
included on the north-east elevation backing onto the dividing boundary with No.34; 
two bathroom windows which will be fitted with obscure glazing and one landing 
window. No windows that serve living areas will overlook onto No.34. The separation 
distance is 6.5m at the closest point from the north-east boundary. Given the existing 
planting and trees along the boundary are to be retained with proposed additional 
trees to be planted, I do not consider that any detrimental impacts will be caused to 
the amenity of No.34. 
 
House 3 is to be sited in the northern corner of the site and front towards the 
Ballymenoch Road. The existing and proposed planting along the north-eastern 
boundary, together with the positioning of the dwelling adjacent to the furthest area 
of the garden of No.34, will in my opinion, ensure that this portion of the development 
will not result in an unacceptable adverse impact on residential amenity.  
 



Houses 3, 4 and 5 back onto adjacent properties on Torgrange and have the same 
proposed house type which is a split level design with the single storey elevation to 
the front and the two storey elevation to the rear. The proposed rear elevations have 
a large amount of glazing on both the ground and lower ground floors, presumably 
to take advantage of the views across Belfast Lough. The proposed upper floor 
windows will serve the dining and living areas and the lower floor will serve the 
bedrooms. The separation distances range between 8.6m and 10m from the dividing 
boundary (north-western boundary of the site). The properties on Torgrange have 
separation distances ranging between 30-35m from rear elevations of the dwellings 
to the dividing boundary with the proposed site.  The proposed dwellings will be on 
higher ground relative to those on Torgrange. It is considered that the back to back 
separation distances of between 38m and 45m will adequately compensate for the 
difference in levels. In addition, the existing planting and the proposed buffer 
planting along the dividing boundary will further minimise any potential overlooking 
between the existing and proposed dwellings. 
 
Houses 6 and 7 are positioned adjacent to an existing lane and due to the mature 
vegetation already in place along the boundary with the lane, no significant impacts 
will be caused to the residential amenity of the closest dwelling of No.26 
Ballymenoch Road.  
 
It is considered that the separation distances provided, together with the orientation 
of windows and the proposed tree planting and landscaping, are sufficient to ensure 
the proposal would not result in any unacceptable adverse impact on existing 
neighbouring properties in terms of loss of light, overshadowing, overlooking, 
dominance, or other disturbance. 
 
The proposed internal residential layout has been designed to help safeguard the 
residential amenity of the proposed dwellings. It is considered that the proposed 
separation distances between new dwellings, the location and orientation of 
windows, and the proposed intervening boundary features, will together ensure that 
there will be no unacceptable adverse impact on the residential amenity of proposed 
dwellings in terms of overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, or dominance.  
 
Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 7 Safeguarding the Character of 
Established Residential Areas 
 
Policy LC1 of the Addendum to PPS7 states that in established residential areas 
planning permission will only be granted for the redevelopment of existing buildings, 
or the infilling of vacant sites to accommodate new housing where the proposed 
density is not significantly higher than that found in the locality; the pattern of 
development is in keeping with the overall character of the neighbourhood and all 
dwelling units are built to a size not less to those set of in Annex A of the policy 
document.  
 
This scheme does propose a substantial increase in the number of residential units 
on the site which was previously occupied by 2no.detached dwellings on very large 
plots. The assessment of the previous proposal justified the increase in density from 
2no.dwellings to 8no.dwellings as the generous width and depth of the site could 
absorb additional housing with the resultant dwellings and plot sizes being of a scale 



and size that is appropriate to the area. The visual impact of the development from 
the Ballymenoch Road will be lessened by the retention of the mature trees to the 
frontage of the site and the fact that the dwellings will be on a much lower level. 
Given the current proposal for 7no.dwellings is a lesser scheme it is considered that 
the proposal meets this policy test. 
 
 
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 12 – Housing in Settlements 
 
The proposal complies with relevant policy and guidance in PPS12. The proposal 
allows for an increase in density of housing without town cramming. The proposal 
has a good design and respects the character of the area. A mix of housing types 
and sizes has been provided to promote choice and assist in meeting housing 
needs. 
 
PPS 15 
Flood Risk and Drainage 
 
Flood Maps (NI) indicate that the site does not lie within the 1 in 100 year fluvial 
flood plain.  The proposal therefore complies with PPS 15 Policy FLD1.  
 
There are undesignated watercourses along the north-western and south-western 
boundaries of the site. A 5m maintenance strip is required and this has been shown 
on the plans. The proposed development is therefore considered to be compliant 
with Policy FLD 2.   
 
A Drainage Assessment has been submitted in support of the application. The 
drainage works described in the Drainage Assessment have been updated in the 
subsequent discharge consent application. If consent for the revised discharge rate 
is provided by DFI Rivers, the proposed development should not increase the risk 
of flooding to the development or elsewhere. Rivers Agency cannot sustain a reason 
to object to the proposed development from a drainage or flood risk perspective. 
The proposal therefore also complies with Policy FLD3.   
 
FLD 4 and FLD 5 are not applicable. 
 
It is proposed that surface water and foul sewage from the development will be 
discharged to the existing mains. NI Water LTD has been consulted on the proposal 
and confirm that the Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) has available capacity 
to accept the additional load. 
 

 
8.   Consideration of Representations 
 
3 letters have been received from 3no.separate addresses, 2 of which are petitions 
with a combined total of 25 signatures included:  
 
31 Ballymenoch Road, 3 Ballymenoch Lane, 24 Torgrange. 



 
The following issues were raised: 
 
• Out of character as the density is too great. The site is more suited to 2 or 3 

dwellings, not 7. 
• Dangerous access 
• Increased traffic generated. 
• No footpaths and no street lighting 
• Drainage and the potential for flooding and surface water run-off from the 

development onto adjacent properties 
• TPO on the site and the development will put trees at risk. 
• Construction traffic will cause a hazard to traffic. Will the construction vehicles 

be cleaned prior to leaving the site? 
• Is a land survey required for the old mine within the site? 
• Impact on the famous St John’s Walk 
  

Material planning matters, including the character of the area, access and traffic 
impacts, flooding, surface water drainage and protection of TPO trees have all been 
considered within the main body of this report.   
 
DFI Roads has stated that a footway is not deemed to be necessary as there is no 
evidence of pedestrian demand and no logical link to any existing footway network. 
Also, it is noted that the previous approval for 8 dwellings on the site required the 
internal road to be adopted and the scheme did not include a footway onto the 
Ballymenoch Road. The current proposal for 7 dwellings will not be adopted and will 
remain private and consequently does not require street lighting or public footways 
to be included.  
In terms of the construction vehicles and the public road being kept clean from mud 
and debris, the local DFI Roads Section Office should be contacted if this is not the 
case. 
With regard to the issues raised about an old mine within the site, there is no record 
of any quarry or mining activity that has occurred on the site in recent times in order 
to warrant a consultation with the relevant statutory body. 
Given the proposed housing is to be restricted to the site as outlined in red, it is 
considered that it will not cause any unfavourable impacts to the nearby St John’s 
Walk. 
 

 
9.   Conclusion  
 
The proposal has been considered having regard to all material considerations, 
including the statutory development plan, planning policy, comments received from 
statutory bodies and third party representations.   
 
The site is included inside the settlement limit for Holywood as per the Ards and 
North Down Area Plan 2015 with approval for 8no.dwellings previously granted on 
the site and the principle of development is therefore considered to be acceptable. 
It is the planning judgement that the proposal will cause no detriment to the character 
of the site and wider area.  The impact on neighbouring properties has been 



assessed in detail and it is considered that the proposal will not result in any 
unacceptable adverse impact on existing or proposed residential amenity. Adequate 
car parking is provided within the development for future residents and DFI Roads 
has provided no objection in terms of road safety or traffic progression. The proposal 
is not likely to have a significant effect on European designated sites, or cause harm 
to species protected by law. The trees protected by a TPO will not be impacted upon 
by the proposed development. 
 
Having weighed all material considerations it is recommended that this application 
proceeds by way of an approval of planning permission.  
 

 
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. 

 
1. All hard and soft landscape works shall be carried out in accordance with 

the approved details as shown on drawings 19D, 20C, 21C and 22C 
bearing the date stamp 24 April 2019 and the appropriate British Standard 
or other recognised Codes of Practice. The works shall be carried out 
during the first planting season after the commencement of development.  

 
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high 
standard of landscape. 
 
2. If within a period of 5 years from the date of the planting of any tree, shrub 

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

 
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high 

 standard of landscaping. 
 
3. If any retained tree is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies within 5 

years from the date of occupation another tree or trees shall be planted 



at the same place and those trees shall be of such size and species and 
shall be planted at such time as may be specified by the Council. 

 
Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by existing trees. 

 
4. The erection of fencing for the protection of any retained tree shall be 

undertaken in accordance with the drawing number 19D, bearing the 
Council’s date stamp 24 April 2019 and the British Standard 5837 (2012), 
before any equipment, machinery or materials are brought onto the site 
for the purposes of the development, and shall be maintained until all 
equipment, machinery and surplus materials have been removed from the 
site. Nothing shall be stored or placed in any area fenced in accordance 
with this condition and the ground levels within those areas shall not be 
altered, nor shall any excavation be made or any other works carried out, 
or fires lit without the written consent of the Council. 

Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by existing trees. 

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

distance, shall be provided in accordance with Drawing No.02D bearing 
the date stamp 30 May 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. 
 

6. The access gradients to the dwellings 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. 

 
 

 
 

 



 
Aerial photograph of the application site 
 

 
 

Plan to show application site is located within the settlement limit of 
Holywood as per both the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 

and Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 
  



 
 

Photograph showing roadside trees which are protected by a TPO 
travelling towards the site in a northerly direction 

 
 

 
 

Photograph showing roadside trees which are protected by a TPO 
travelling towards the site in a southerly direction. 

 
 



 
 

Photograph taken from within the site showing the roadside trees which 
are protected by a TPO. 

 
 

 
Photograph taken from within the site showing the fall in levels towards 

the rear boundary of the site. 
  



 

 
Proposed site layout 

 

 
Proposed landscaping plan 

 



 
Proposed elevations for House 1 

 

 

 
Proposed elevations for House 7 

 

 

  



 
Plans to show sections through the site 
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ITEM 4.2 
Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref 
 

LA06/2019/0279/F 

Proposal Part 2-storey, part single-storey rear extension 

Location 

 
18 Clarehill Lane, Holywood 
 
DEA: Holywood & Clandeboye 
 

Committee 
Interest 

 
Call in by Cllr Adair: 
 
“I wish to call in the following application as all material planning 
considerations as detailed in the addendum to PPS 7 Policy 
EXT1 have not been fully assessed in relation to the scale, mass 
and design of the proposed Part 2-storey, part single storey rear 
extension, as this could have an adverse impact upon neighbouring 
properties” 
 
  

Validated 20/03/2019 

Summary 

 
• Site lies inside the development limit in both North Down 

and Ards Area Plan and Draft BMAP therefore presumption 
in favour of development 

• No designations on site 
• Two letters of objection from one address raising issues 

including overbearing/massing of development, privacy, 
loss of natural light 

• All material issues raised are considered in case officer 
report 
  

Recommendation 
 
Approval 
 

Attachment Item 4.2a – Case Officer Report  
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 
Application Ref:    LA06/2019/0279/F DEA:  Holywood & Clandeboye 
Proposal:    Part 2-storey, part single-storey rear extension 
 
Location:       18 Clarehill Lane, Holywood, BT18 9NL 
 
Applicant:        Brian and Jennifer 
Cuthbert 
 

Agent:        Mr Peter McGonigle 

 
Date Valid: 20/03/2019 

 
Env Statement Requested: no 

 
Date last Advertised: 03/04/2019 
 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 31/05/2019 
 
Consultations: No 
 
Representations: No 
 
Letters of Support 0 Letters of Objection 1 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/
http://www.planningni.gov.uk/
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2.   Site Location Plan 
 

 
 

 
3. Relevant Planning History 
 
There is no planning history on this site, nor within the immediate area which would 
need consideration in the assessment of this application. 
 

 
 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 
 
Characteristics of Site and Area 
The site is located at no.18 Clarehill Lane, Holywood. The site includes a two-storey 
semi-detached dwelling.  The dwelling is located at the end of a row of existing 
residential development.  The site is a ‘horse-shoe’ shape with amenity space and 
parking to the rear and adjacent to where the dwelling is located.  The dwelling is 
finished in red brick and dark flat roof slates and there are brown UPVC windows and 
doors.   The dwelling attached to the applicants has a sunroom extension to the rear. 
 
The area is within the Development Limits of Holywood as stated in 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 

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 
 

 
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 
n/a  

 
7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Area Plan and Policy Consideration 

Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had 
to the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other 
material considerations. Section 6(4) states that where regard is to be had to the 
Development Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
The site described above is in the settlement of Holywood.  The adopted Belfast 
Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (BMAP) has been quashed as a result of a judgment in 
the Court of Appeal delivered on 18 May 2017. As a consequence of this, the North 
Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 (NDAAP) is now the statutory development plan 
for the area with draft BMAP remaining a material consideration.  
 
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 
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as residential development at the site is already established, the principle of the 
proposed development is therefore acceptable. 

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

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

 
Planning Policy Statement 2 - Natural Heritage 
PPS 2 sets out the planning policies for the conservation, protection and 
enhancement of our natural heritage. In safeguarding Biodiversity and protected 
Habitats, the Council recognises its role in enhancing and conserving our natural 
heritage and should ensure that appropriate weight is attached to designated sites of 
international, national and local importance; priority and protected species and to 
biodiversity and geological interests with the wider environment. 
 
Policy NH 2 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. The 
biodiversity checklist was applied, and it is not likely to have a significant impact on any 
protected species and further investigation is not considered necessary.  
 

Policy NH 5 of PPS 2 seeks to protect European Protected Species and Priority 
Habitats. It is considered that there will be no significant impact caused to protected 
species as a direct result of the proposed development. 

 
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 a two-storey extension and a single storey 
extension to the rear.  The two-storey extension to the rear of the dwelling is to be 
7.8m high, 6m wide and 3.1m deep.  There is also to be a single storey extension to 
the rear of this which will be 3.2m high, 7.1m wide and 4.1m deep.  It will provide an 
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open plan kitchen / dinning / living space to the ground floor and a bedroom and 
bathroom to the first floor. 
 
The extension is to be located within the rear of the site and will not be obvious from 
the street.  The extension is to be finished in materials matching those of the existing 
dwelling and subordinate in height and floor space.  The site is not within any 
proposed designated area and the character of the development in the local area is a 
mix of style size and finishes.  The proposed development is in my opinion keeping 
with the scale, massing, design and finished in materials which are sympathetic to 
both the host dwelling and those in the immediate area.  
 
Due to the layout of the existing buildings, the nature of the proposed development 
and the mix of design and style in the immediate area, it is my opinion that the 
proposed development will not detract from the appearance and character of the 
surrounding area.  All that proposed within this application are in scale, sympathetic in 
massing, in keeping with the design of the local area and the materials to be used are 
sensitive to the host dwelling.   
 

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

There are two dwellings directly bounding the site, no.19 Clarehill Lane to the east 
and no.397a Old Holywood Road to the north.  With regard to the affect the 
development may have on the two properties, overlooking, overshadowing and 
dominance must be considered.   
 

 
The proposed development comprises of both single storey and two storey 
extensions.  After carrying out a site inspection, considering the design of the 
development proposed, the existing boundaries and the topography of the land, it is 
my opinion that there will be no overlooking created.  There are two first floor windows 
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proposed, a window which will serve a bathroom will face north and have obscured 
glass and a bedroom window which will face west.  The closest neighbouring 
properties are to the north and east and as the window is to be obscured serving the 
first-floor bathroom, no impact will be created.  The west facing window will look over 
the communal parking area and applicants own garden. 
 
In terms of overshadowing, the proposed development is to the north of the host 
dwelling.  Due to the orientation of the existing neighbouring dwellings, the location of 
the proposed development and the path of the sun, no overshadowing will be created.  
The path of the sun travels around the south of the site and so the dwelling to the east 
does not receive any direct sunlight to its rear elevation.  Within PPS7A para A36 & 
A37, a ‘light test’ is described to be used as guidance in assessing the loss of light 
any development may create on neighbouring properties.  The 60-degree light test 
was considered from the middle of the sunroom which is the closest ground-floor 
glazing to the shared boundary of the site on the north facing elevation on no.19. The 
60-degree line was unbroken, and the light test passed.  It is also noted that there is 
an existing high boundary fence creating a degree of loss of light on the existing 
sunroom.  There are three windows along the first floor north facing elevation and the 
window closest to the shared boundary is a high-level window serving a bathroom.  
As this window is at first floor level, I have taken the 60-degree test from this window 
and it fails by 0.35m.  As this window serves a bathroom, is on a north facing 
elevation with no direct sun light and has high level glazing it is my opinion that on 
balance the test failing by 0.35m is not reason for reducing the proposed development 
in this instance.   It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development will not 
create a degree of overshadowing which is unreasonable in a densely populated 
area. 

 
Looking east towards shared boundary with no.19 

 
The site is bounded to the east by fencing and hedgerow to the north, so any 
neighbouring views of the proposed development will be at an oblique angle and 
interrupted by existing boundaries. 
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With all things considered it is my opinion that the proposed development will not 
unduly affect the privacy or amenity of neighbouring proprieties. 
 

(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 
will not alter the overall character of the area as the extension is set to the side of the 
existing dwelling and it will not create a prominent visual impact.  
 

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

 
The existing amenity space will not be reduced by the proposed development and 
there will approximately 140sqm of private amenity retained to the rear / side. 
 
It is with all this considered that in my opinion the prosed extension meets the 
relevant policy and should be granted planning permission. 
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8.   Consideration of Representations 
 
The proposal has been advertised in the local press and neighbours have been 
notified as per the Section 8 of the “The Planning (General Development Procedure) 
Order (Northern Ireland) 2015”.   
 
Two letters of objection were received from no.19 Clarehill Lane. 
 
Issues raised 
 
Overbearing / massing and dominant in relation to neighbouring property 
 
The proposed two storey extension is to be built next to the sunroom of no.19 and 
0.35m longer than its footprint, this together with the fence separating the two 
properties will protect no.19 from any dominant outlook.  No.19 has three first floor 
windows which include obscured glazing closest to the shared boundary and so it is 
my opinion that any view of the proposed development would be at an oblique angle 
and not to an unreasonable degree worthy of refusing permission.

      
Looking east from the NW corner of no.18        Proposed floor plan & no.19 existing 
 
Privacy as windows overlook back garden and living space. 
 
The proposed development, as discussed in my report, is to have two first floor 
windows.  The window closest to the shared boundary with no.19 has obscured glass 
and will serve a bathroom.  No overlooking will be created by this development. 
 
Loss of natural Light 
 
Within my report I have considered any loss of light or overshadowing which may be 
created by the proposed development.  The path of the sun travels around the front of 
the dwellings and so the rear of the dwellings will receive little to no direct natural day 
light.  This aside I have carried out the light test as shown within the policy and the 
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proposed development passes.  The 60-degree light test was considered from the 
middle of the sunroom which is the closest ground-floor glazing to the shared 
boundary of the site on the north facing elevation on no.19. The 60-degree line was 
unbroken, and the light test passed.  It is also noted that there is an existing high 
boundary fence creating a degree of loss of light on the existing sunroom.  There are 
three windows along the first floor north facing elevation and the window closest to 
the shared boundary is a high-level window serving a bathroom.  As this window is at 
first floor level, I have taken the 60-degree test from this window and it fails by 0.35m.  
As this window serves a bathroom, is on a north facing elevation with no direct sun 
light and has high level glazing it is my opinion that on balance the test failing by 
0.35m is not reason for reducing the proposed development in this instance.  No loss 
of light or overshadowing will be created to an unreasonable degree as outlined within 
the policy. 
 
All the points have been considered through the assessment of the proposed 
development and again through the points raised by the correspondence email.  It is 
my opinion that no unreasonable impact will be created by the proposed development 
in terms of overlooking, overshadowing or dominance. 
 

 
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 rear window highlighted green on Drawing 
No.LA06/2019/0279/05, bearing the date stamp 19 March 2019, shall comprise 
of obscure glazing.  The obscure glazing must be fitted prior to the extension 
hereby approved being brought into operation and retained in perpetuity 
thereafter. 
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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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Google Earth Image of the Site 
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Sections and Elevation of the Proposal 
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Facing east towards shared boundary fence and no.19 
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Looking towards the existing rear elevation of the dwellings 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ITEM 4.3 
Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref LA06/2017/0735/F 

Proposal 
Housing development of 16 No. dwellings comprising mix of 
detached and semi-detached units with some sites including 
optional sunroom and some sites an optional detached garage 
 

Location 

 
Site between 235 & 241 Abbey Road, Ballyfrenis, Millisle 
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 
 

Committee 
Interest 

 
Application with 6 or more objections contrary to officer 
recommendation 
 
 

Validated 03/06/2017 

Summary 

 
• Site shown as white land no designations and not zoned for 

any particular use within the settlement limit of Ballyfrenis 
as shown in Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 

• Development limit was drawn to avoid ribboning of 
development to the north and south of the settlement 

• Plan acknowledges that there are opportunities for infill 
development within the settlement limit to give the 
settlement a more compact form 

• Planning history on site is material – 6 dwellings approved 
in 2007; 25 dwellings refused planning permission in 2008 
– appeal to the PAC for this refusal was withdrawn in 2010; 
current proposal is for 16 dwellings (was originally 
proposed for 20 dwellings but reduced to 16 following 
amendments) 

• Principle of residential on the site is acceptable  
• Initially 44 letters of objection from 26 separate addresses 

received. Reduced to 9 objections from 7 separate 
addresses following amendments to the proposal 

• All material objections raised fully considered in the case 
officer report  

Recommendation 
 
Approval 
 

Attachment Item 4.3a – Case Officer Report attached 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 
Application Ref: LA06/2017/0735/F 
 

DEA:  Ards Peninsula 

Proposal: Housing development of 16 No. dwellings comprising mix of detached and 
semi-detached units with some sites including optional sunroom and some sites an 
optional detached garage.  
 
Location: Site between 235 & 241 Abbey Road, Ballyfrenis, Millisle 
 
Applicant: Holoblue Developments 
Ltd. 
 

Agent: Crockard Building Design 
 

 
Date Valid: 13/06/2017 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 04/07/2019 
 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 26/06/2019 
 
Consultations: Yes 
 
Representations: Yes 
 
Letters of support  

 
0 

 
Letters of Objection 

 
44 (26 
separate 
addresses) 

 
Petitions 

 
0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 

 
• Principle of development and conformity with the Development Plan 
• Planning history of the site and area 
• 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 
• Potential effects on European Sites, protected species & priority habitats 
• Road safety and traffic generation 

Case Officer: Andrea Todd 

Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 
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1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 
 
The application site is located on the eastern side of Abbey Road within the small 
settlement of Ballyfrenis. It encompasses a large field and covers an area of 1.26 
hectares. 
 

 
 

Figure 1 – Aerial view of site showing small settlement of Ballyfrenis 
 

The topography of the site is such that there is a gradual drop in ground levels of 
approximately 6m from the road to the eastern boundary. The site is also approximately 
1m below the level of the road to the immediate rear of the roadside hedge which is 
currently around 3-4m in height. The eastern boundary of the site runs along the 
development limit of the settlement and is defined by a post and wire fence with a 
number of young and semi mature trees and scrub. The southern boundary is 
undefined at present however an existing farm lane runs to the immediate south of this. 
The northern boundary is formed partially by the timber fence defining the curtilage of 

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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235 Abbey Road with the remainder of the boundary formed by a hedgerow 
approximately 2m in height.  
 

 
Figure 2 – View of site from 241 Abbey Road (looking north) 

 
The existing development surrounding the site within the settlement is predominantly 
residential in the form of detached and semi-detached properties with the exception of 
‘Eden Pottery’ to the south of the site on the opposite side of Abbey Road. 
 

 
Figure 3 – View of site from 235 Abbey Road (looking south) 
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2.   Site Location Plan 
 

 
Figure 4 – Application site 

 
 
 
3.   Planning History 
There have been two previous planning applications associated with this site as set 
out below.  
 
X/2006/1061/O 
Lands between 235 & 241 Abbey Road, Ballyfrenis Millisle 
 
6 No. Detached dwelling and garages 
 
Permission granted: 23.01.2007 
 
X/2008/0207/F 
Land between 235 & 241 Abbey Road, Ballyfrenis, Millisle. 
 
Residential development consisting of 25 dwellings. open space, landscaping and 
associated works. 
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Permission refused: 30.12.2008 (Appeal withdrawn 15.09.2010) 
 
Planning permission was also granted in 2015 for the replacement of the dwelling at 
241 Abbey Road which is immediately adjacent to the site. 
 
X/2015/0003/F 
241 Abbey Road, Ballyfrenis, Millisle 
 
Proposed replacement dwelling and detached treble garage 
 
Permission granted: 24.07.15 
 
LA06/2015/0821/NMC 
241 Abbey Road, Ballyfrenis, Millisle 
 
Rotate footprint of the approved detached garage through 90 degrees. All other 
aspects of the approval remain unchanged. 
 
Non Material Change Refused 11.11.15 
 

 
 
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 7: Quality Residential Environments 
• Planning Policy Statement 7 Addendum: Safeguarding the Character of 

Established Residential Areas 
• Planning Policy Statement 8: Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 
• Planning Policy Statement 15: Revised – Planning and Flood Risk 
 

 
5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 
 
Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 
 
• Living Places 
• Creating Places 
• 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 
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Consultee Response 
 

DFI Roads No objections in principle subject to conditions. DFI 
Roads has noted the objectors’ comments and is of the 
opinion that this development will have little effect on the 
adjoining road network and will cause no detriment to 
road users. 

NI Water  No objections. Available capacity at receiving Waste 
Water Treatment Works. 

Natural Environment 
Division 

Natural Environment Division has considered the 
information provided and has no concerns. 

Environmental Health No objections 
 

DFI Rivers Development does not lie within the 1 in 100 year fluvial 
or 1 in 200 year coastal flood plain.  
DfI Rivers has reviewed the Drainage Assessment by 
Civil Design Services, dated October 2017, and while not 
being responsible for the preparation of the Drainage 
Assessment, accepts its logic and has no reason to 
disagree with its conclusions. DFI Rivers previously 
granted consent to discharge at the green field run off rate 
on 21 December 2016. 

Water Management Unit Water Management Unit has considered the impacts of 
the proposal on the surface water environment and on the 
basis of the information provided is content. 

SES Provided the recommended mitigation is conditioned in 
any planning approval, the proposal will not have an 
adverse effect on site integrity of any European site.  
 

 
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 on white land within the settlement limit of Ballyfrenis 
(land with no designations and not zoned for any particular use). The plan states that 
the settlement limit has been drawn to avoid ribboning to the north and south of the 
settlement along Abbey Road. The plan also acknowledges that there are opportunities 
for in fill development that will give the settlement a more compact form.  
 



    

7 

 

The proposal would be in conformity with the plan as the site is located within the 
settlement limit and will give the settlement a more compact form through the infilling 
of the large gap site.  
 
One of the objectives of the plan is to promote compact urban forms that respect the 
individual character and identity of settlements, avoid urban sprawl and conserve the 
countryside. The plan strategy also promotes more housing within existing urban areas. 
The proposal would be in conformity with these objectives of the plan. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 5 – Extract from Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 
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Figure 6 – Settlement limit of Ballyfrenis (Ards and Down Area Plan 2015) 
 

Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) for Northern Ireland  
 
Under the SPPS, the guiding principle for planning authorities in determining planning 
applications is that sustainable development should be permitted, having regard to the 
development plan and all other material considerations unless the proposed 
development will cause demonstrable harm to interest 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.  
 
Paragraph 6.136 of the SPPS states that the policy approach must be to facilitate an 
adequate and available supply of quality housing to meet the needs of everyone; 
promote more sustainable housing development within existing urban areas; and the 
provision of mixed housing development with homes in a range of sizes and tenures. 
 
Paragraph 6.137 states that all new housing developments should demonstrate a high 
quality of design, layout and landscaping 
 
 
 

Site 
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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  

 
SES has advised that the discharge point in the watercourse adjacent to the site does 
connect to the European Sites on the Ards coast 4km away. As all the Statutory 
Agencies needed for HRA have already responded the HRA Stage 2 Appropriate 
Assessment that will be required to cover all issues has been completed by SES.  
 
Surface water discharge, environmentally, is the responsibility of Rivers Agency. Rivers 
Agency has replied highlighting the requirement for Schedule 6 written consent for any 
discharge (includes this one) to a watercourse. Rivers Agency have thus informed the 
applicant of this requirement and the applicant has included it and the proposed 
mitigation in their drainage assessment. Rivers Agency can only give this consent if it 
is HRA compliant. SES do not need to assess this in its HRA as under the Habitats 
Regs section 47 (2) they are the competent authority for this operational discharge and 
have confirmed their responsibility for dealing with it. 
 
SES has considered the application in light of the assessment requirements of 
Regulation 43 (1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) Regulations (Northern 
Ireland) 1995 (as amended) by Shared Environmental Service on behalf of Ards and 
North Down Borough Council which is the competent authority responsible for 
authorising the project and any assessment of it required by the Regulations.  
Having considered the nature, scale, timing, duration and location of the project it is 
concluded that, provided the following mitigation is conditioned in any planning 
approval, the proposal will not have an adverse effect on site integrity of any European 
site. The following mitigation should be included through conditions.  
 
1. The appointed contractor to the proposal must submit a detailed Construction 
Method Statement (CMS) for agreement and approval of Ards and North Down 
Borough Council Planning Department prior to commencement of construction works. 
This CMS to include site specific avoidance and mitigation methodologies to protect 
the adjacent small watercourses from polluting discharges during construction.  
 
Policy NH 2  
Species Protected by Law  
 
The NI Biodiversity Checklist was completed and an ecological statement submitted 
from Ayre Environmental Consulting on 28 August 2018. No protected or priority 
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species were recorded within the site.  NIEA Natural Environment Division was 
consulted on the ecological statement and did not disagree with its findings. 
 
Following receipt of correspondence from a nearby resident raising concerns that a 
dead badger had been found on the road outside the site, the Council’s Biodiversity 
Officer carried out a further inspection of the site on 29 May 2019. He advised the 
Planning Department that he concurred with the original ecological statement compiled 
by Ayre Environmental Consulting and that he could find no evidence of badger activity 
on the site. 
 
Policy NH 5  
Habitats, Species or Features of Natural Heritage Importance  
 
In its initial response of 13 November 2018, Natural Environment Division highlighted 
that the existing hedgerows on site would constitute priority habitats. NED advised that 
as the proposal would result in the loss of approximately 110m of hedgerow along the 
western site boundary, compensation would be required. NED noted that the ecologist 
made a number of recommendations regarding compensatory planting within the 
submitted ecological statement and recommended that a number of non-native species 
should be removed from the submitted planting plans.  
 
On the basis of these comments, the landscaping scheme for the development was 
amended. The amended scheme proposes to plant approximately 90m of native 
species rich hedgerow along the southern boundary of the site to compensate for the 
loss of the existing roadside hedgerow. The roadside hedgerow to be removed will also 
be replaced with a new native Beech hedgerow. In addition, all non-native species 
previously proposed for the site have now been removed from the landscaping scheme 
and replaced with native species. In its response of 12 March 2019, NED confirmed 
that it had no concerns with regard to the impacts of the proposal on natural heritage 
interests. 
 
  
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. 
 
The development proposes a single new access off the Abbey Road with visibility 
splays of 4.5 x 80m to both sides of the entrance. A new 2m wide footpath is also 
proposed along the frontage of the site. DFI Roads has no objections to the proposed 
access arrangements. 
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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 accommodated throughout the development. 
Each dwelling will have room for the parking of 2-3 vehicles within its driveway along 
with a further space within its detached garage if required.  
 
The internal road width of 5.5m will also allow for some on street parking by casual 
callers and visitors  

 
Planning Policy Statement 7: Quality Residential Environments 
Policy QD1 
Quality in New Residential Development 
 
Planning permission will only be granted for new residential development where it is 
demonstrated that the proposal will create a quality and sustainable residential 
environment. In order for the proposal to fully comply with PPS 7, the proposed 
development must meet criteria (a) – (h) of Policy QD1. 
 
(a) The development respects the surrounding context and is appropriate to the 
character and topography of the site in terms of layout, scale, proportions, 
massing and appearance of buildings, structures and landscaped and hard 
surfaced areas. 
 

The proposed development is for the erection of 16 dwellings to include 4 semi-
detached dwellings and 12 detached dwellings of varying sizes. The greenfield site 
upon which the development is proposed, is somewhat of an anomaly within the small 
settlement. Occupying an area of approximately 1.26 hectares and with a frontage to 
the road of 120m, the site represents a large gap in the built-up frontage of this section 
of Abbey Road. Aside from the application site, the remainder of the road is 
characterized by substantial and continuously built up frontages of development with 
many of the existing dwellings located either on the edge of the road or only several 
metres back from the road (see figure 7 below). 
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Figure 7 – Existing single storey and two storey development opposite site 
 

The existing built form within the settlement is comprised mainly of detached and semi-
detached dwellings of varying heights and sizes. A number of the existing dwellings are 
very small in height, size and scale such as 243 Abbey Road to the south of the site 
(see figure 8 below). However, there are also a considerable number of larger 1 ½ and 
2 storey dwellings within the settlement (see figures 9 & 10 below). 
 

 
 

Figure 8 – Existing single storey dwellings to immediate south of site at 241 & 243 Abbey Road 
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Figure 9 – Examples of existing two storey dwellings sited on higher ground opposite the site 
 

 
 

 

 
 

Figure 10 – Existing two storey dwelling opposite site at 210 Abbey Road 
 

 
The proposed development will respect the established pattern of development and 
built form of the small settlement. The established building line along Abbey Road will 
be respected with the proposed dwellings being set back around 9-11m from the road. 
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The dwellings will also sit approximately 1.4m – 2.6m below Abbey Road. Both the set 
back from the road and the lower levels proposed will ensure that the development will 
not appear overly dominant or obtrusive on approach in both directions along Abbey 
Road. During the processing of the application, the Planning Department raised 
concerns with the applicant in relation to the height, scale and design of the house 
types as originally submitted. Amended proposals were submitted in response on 08 
February 2019. The amendments included a reduction in the height of the dwellings 
from 8.6m to 7.3m for house type A, 8.4m to 7.5m for house type B, 8.8m to 7.5m for 
house type C and 8.8m to 7.5m for house types D & D1.  

 
Figure 11 – Proposed House Type A to be sited along frontage of site 

 
All these house types now reflect the height and scale of other 1 ½ and 2 storey 
dwellings within the settlement and the more modest ridge height combined with the 
lower ground level of the site will ensure that the dwellings will satisfactorily integrate 
into the context without being overly dominant. Furthermore, only 4 dwellings are 
proposed along the road frontage of the site meaning that the frontage will not appear 
intensely developed and the spacing between the dwellings will be similar to the 
spacing between existing dwellings in the settlement. 
 
Approaching the settlement from the south, the development will be largely screened 
by the existing dwellings and ancillary buildings at 241 and 243 Abbey Road. A new 
native species hedgerow and trees are also to be planted along the southern boundary 
of the site to provide additional screening to the surrounding countryside. 
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Figure 12 – View on approach to Ballyfrenis from south (red lines indicate approximate extent of site in 
background 

 
Approaching the site from the north, the development would be well screened by the 
existing dwellings and buildings already within the settlement, particularly as the 
application site is located on lower ground than the majority of existing buildings along 
Abbey Road (see figure 13 below). With the exception of the retaining wall proposed at 
the front of the site behind the proposed hedge and footpath, there are no significant 
ground works proposed and the development would work with the natural topography 
of the site which gradually falls to the east, for example the proposed dwellings at the 
rear of the site would sit approximately 6m lower than the level of the road. 
 
It is therefore considered that the development is appropriate to the character and 
topography of the site and that it will respect its surrounding context in terms of its layout 
and built form. 
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Figure 13 – View on approach from north opposite Ballyfrenis Cottages (red lines indicate approximate 
extent of site in background) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Figure 14 – Photomontage of proposed development fronting Abbey Road (produced by agent) 
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Figure 15 – Photomontage of proposed development viewed from 241 Abbey Road (produced by agent) 

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

No features of archaeological or built heritage importance are identified at this site. The 
existing trees along the eastern boundary of the site are to be retained. The removal of 
the existing low roadside hedge will be compensated for with the planting of new native 
species hedgerows along the southern boundary of the site as well as a replacement 
beech hedgerow along the road frontage. 
 
(c) adequate provision is made for public and private open space and landscaped 
areas as an integral part of the development. Where appropriate, planted areas 
or discrete groups of trees will be required along site boundaries in order to 
soften the visual impact of the development and assist in its integration with the 
surrounding area. 

Public open space is not required for a development of this size. Each dwelling will 
have a generous area of private amenity space within its curtilage well in excess of the 
minimum recommended area of 40sqm as set out in Creating Places. 

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

Not required for a development of this size. 

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

No public rights of way are affected by the development. The development will be fully 
accessible to those with impaired mobility. A new footpath is to be constructed along 
the frontage of the site for pedestrians. 

 (f) adequate and appropriate provision is made for parking 

The parking provision has been assessed above and it is considered to be adequate 
and appropriate for this development. Each dwelling will have between 2 to 3 in 
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curtilage spaces. Visitor parking can also be accommodated on street within the 
development if required.  

(g) the design of the development draws upon the best local traditions of form, 
materials and detailing;  

The house types presented would reflect the form, materials and detailing of other 
dwellings within the settlement. Render with stone detailing is proposed for the external 
walls of the dwellings which would be typical of the area and black or grey roof tiles. As 
outlined above, the height and scale of the proposed dwellings will be in keeping with 
other existing dwellings in the settlement. 

 (h) the design and layout will not create conflict with adjacent land uses and 
there is no unacceptable adverse effect on existing or proposed properties in 
terms of overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, noise or other disturbance 

The existing dwellings most likely to be affected by the proposed development are 241 
Abbey Road, 235 Abbey Road, 212 Abbey Road and 214 Abbey Road. 241 is a 
relatively recently constructed replacement dwelling for the original roadside cottage. 
The closest proposed dwellings will be approximately 16m away from the boundary of 
241 and will be separated by the existing farm lane and new hedgerow. On the 
elevation of house type A which will face towards No. 241, there will only be one 
bathroom window at first floor level. House type B will have two small bedroom windows 
and one bathroom window however it will sit directly opposite the utility room of the 
dwelling at 241 so would not directly overlook any habitable rooms. The lower finished 
floor level of the proposed dwellings along with the proposed hedge and tree planting 
along the southern boundary of the site would further reduce the degree of overlooking 
towards 241. 

In terms of the impact on No. 235 Abbey Road, again house type A and house type B 
will be situated closest to this dwelling. House type A will only have one bathroom 
window at first floor level which will have obscure glazing therefore there will be no 
unacceptable overlooking from this dwelling towards 235. House type B will have one 
bathroom window and two small bedroom windows on its rear elevation facing towards 
the rear garden area of 235. As the dwelling will be positioned only 7.5m from the 
boundary with 235, it is recommended that the window to bedroom 1 which is closest 
to the rear amenity space of 235, should have obscure glazing along with the bathroom 
window to prevent any direct views into the rear amenity space. Obscuring the bedroom 
window would be acceptable in this case as there would be a second bedroom window 
on the gable of the dwelling. 

The proposed dwellings at the front of the site which would sit opposite 212 and 214 
would be 19m away from the front of these dwellings. Given that Creating Places 
recommends a separation distance of 20m between the private rear elevations of 
dwellings and that there is a public road between the existing and proposed dwellings, 
the separation distance of 19m is considered to be acceptable. The proposed dwellings 
will also sit several metres below the existing dwellings and therefore will not have an 
unacceptable overbearing impact on these dwellings. 

(i) the development is designed to deter crime and promote personal safety.  
 
Rear garden areas will be enclosed and internal roadways will be overlooked by 
dwellings.  
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Planning Policy Statement 7 Addendum: Safeguarding the Character of 
Established Residential Areas 
 
Policy LC1 
Protecting Local Character, Environmental Quality and Residential Amenity 

In established residential areas planning permission will only be granted for the 
redevelopment of existing buildings or the infilling of vacant sites (including extended 
garden areas) to accommodate new housing where all the criteria set out in policy QD1 
of PPS7 and all the additional criteria set out below are met: 

(a) the proposed density is not significantly higher than that found in the 
established residential area; 

The original proposal submitted was for 20 dwellings. The Planning Department 
advised the applicant that this was considered to be an excessive number of units for 
the site when considered in its context. The application was subsequently amended to 
a proposal for 16 units. The density of this amended scheme would be 12 dwellings per 
hectare. The approximate average density of the settlement as a whole is 8.5 dwellings 
per hectare however there are different pockets of varying densities within the 
settlement. For example the dwellings at Ballyfrenis cottages have a density of 14.6 
dwellings per hectare, the dwellings at 204 to 210 Abbey Road have a density of 16.6 
dwellings per hectare and the group of dwellings opposite the site at 31-33 Islandhill 
Road and 214-216 Abbey Road have a density of 10.2 dwellings per hectare. The 
introduction of the proposed 16 dwellings will bring the approximate average density of 
the settlement as a whole to around 9.6 dwellings per hectare. This is not considered 
to be a significant increase in the overall density of the small settlement. Furthermore, 
the density of the proposed development itself at 12 dwellings per hectare is not 
significantly higher than examples found within the area. 

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

The proposed pattern of development has been considered in detail above under policy 
QD1 and it is considered to be in keeping with the overall character and environmental 
quality of the area. 

(c) all dwelling units and apartments are built to a size not less than those set out 
in annex A 

All units would meet the standards set out in annex A. 

 

 

 

Planning Policy Statement 15: Planning and Flood Risk 

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

The Flood Hazard Map (NI) indicates that the development does not lie within the 1 in 
100 year fluvial or 1 in 200 year coastal flood plain. 
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Policy FLD3 
Development and Surface Water  
 
DfI Rivers, accepts the logic of the submitted Drainage Assessment and has no reason 
to disagree with its conclusions. Existing surface water run off for the site drains towards 
a ditch at the hedge line along the NE boundary of the site. There are no existing storm 
sewers in the vicinity of the site. It is therefore proposed that a gravity sewer will be laid 
from the proposed housing to the watercourse along the NE boundary of the site. The 
proposed drainage system will be such that there will be no residual risk from flooding 
due to surface water discharge for storms. Large diameter pipes for storm water storage 
will be incorporated in the design with attenuation by means of a hydro-brake to green 
field run off rates. This ensures that the post development flow regime replicates the 
pre development flow regime in accordance with the principles of Sustainable Drainage. 
Both the site layout and the topography of the site allow the implementation of a positive 
storm drainage system to the watercourse at the NE boundary of the site. DFI Rivers 
has given consent to the Green field run off from the site. 
 

 
8.   Consideration of Representations 
 
46 letters of objection from 26 separate addresses/individuals have been received in 
relation to this application. It should be noted that following notification and 
advertisement of the amended proposal for 16 residential units, only 9 objections were 
received from 7 separate addresses/individuals. A summary of points raised in the 
letters of representation received are as follows: 
 
 
 
Proposed house types not in keeping with area 
See detailed assessment above under policy QD1 of PPS7 
 
Busy, narrow country road could not handle additional traffic safely. Traffic on 
the Abbey road is fast. 
DFI Roads has been consulted and was requested to consider and provide comments 
on all of the objections raising road safety concerns. DFI Roads is of the opinion that 
this development will have little effect on the adjoining road network and will cause no 
detriment to road users. 
 
The site is susceptible to flooding 
DFI Rivers has been consulted on the application and has confirmed that the site does 
not lie within a flood plain. A drainage assessment has also been submitted and DFI 
Rivers has confirmed that it is content with the findings and proposals. See detailed 
information on drainage proposals under policy FLD 3 of PPS15 above. 
 
Lack of supporting infrastructure in settlement – no shops or school 
The Down and Ards Area Plan does not stipulate any requirements for new 
infrastructure within the small settlement nor does it include any stipulations that the 
amount of development on the application site should be limited to a specific number 
of units/area of floorspace. The small settlement is a short car/bus trip to the nearest 
larger settlements of Millisle and Carrowdore where amenities and facilities can be 
accessed. 
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Removal of established hedgerow 
The existing roadside hedgerow will need to be removed to allow a safe access to the 
provided for the development. A new Beech hedgerow is to be planted at a height of 
100-125cm along the frontage of the site. Additional Beech hedgerows are proposed 
within the development and along the southern boundary of the site. NED has no 
objections to the proposal and is satisfied that the new hedgerows will compensate for 
the loss of the existing poor quality roadside hedge. 
 
Existing sewerage infrastructure unable to cope with additional load 
NI Water and NIEA Water Management Unit have been consulted and have raised no 
objections to the development. NI water has advised that the receiving waste water 
treatment works has available capacity. Water Management Unit has considered the 
impacts of the proposal on the surface water environment and on the basis of the 
information provided is content with the proposal. 
 
Previous similar proposal refused (X/2008/0207/F) 
The proposal under application X/2008/0207/F was for the erection of 25 residential 
units on the same site as that currently under consideration. This was a considerably 
larger, denser development than the current proposal for 16 units and therefore not 
directly comparable. Figure 16 below shows the layout of the proposal refused 
permission. The stated reasons for refusal were as follows: 
 
1. The proposal is contrary to Policy QD1 of the Department's Planning Policy 
Statement 7: 'Quality Residential Environments' in that it has not been demonstrated 
through the submitted Concept Plan that the development would create a quality and 
sustainable residential environment. The proposed development fails to meet the 
requirements of QD1 in that it has not been shown that the proposal respects the 
surrounding context and is appropriate to the character and topography of the site and 
as a consequence it would not satisfactorily integrate into the existing settlement form 
of Ballyfrenis and it has not been demonstrated that adequate provision is made for 
public and private open space and landscaped areas as an integral part of the 
development. 
 
2. The proposed development is contrary to AMP2 of PPS3 as the proposed 
development would if permitted, prejudice the safety and convenience of road users 
since it would not be possible within the application site to provide adequate sight lines 
where the proposed access joins Abbey Road. 
 
3. The proposal is contrary to the Department's PPS 7 - Quality Residential 
Environments in that the submitted details fail to demonstrate a satisfactory internal 
layout in accordance with the Department's guide 'Creating Places'. 
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Figure 16 – Layout refused under X/2008/0207/F 
 
 

 
Figure 17 – Current Proposed Layout 
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Size of development is out of keeping with the character of the area 
A detailed assessment in relation to the impact of the proposed development on the 
character of the small settlement has been set out above. The density of the 
development will not be significantly greater than that already found within the 
settlement. The house types are also not excessive in height or scale when compared 
to other dwellings within the settlement. The site is low lying and the development will 
be easily absorbed into its surroundings without appearing dominant or obtrusive. 
 
Development is too close to existing trees 
The original plans submitted with the application showed the garages to the dwellings 
along the eastern boundary of the site positioned within the crown spread of the existing 
trees. The amended proposal for 16 units included the repositioning of the garages 
further away from the existing trees. The detached garages are now shown located 
between approximately 3-6m away from the edge of the crown spread of the trees 
which would be in line with best practice.  
 
Potential impact on badgers within area 
A survey of the site was carried out by a qualified ecologist and an ecological statement 
submitted on 28 August 2018. No protected or priority species were recorded within the 
site at this time. 
 
Following receipt of correspondence from a nearby resident raising concerns that a 
dead badger had been found on the road outside the site, the Council’s Biodiversity 
Officer carried out a further inspection of the site on 29 May 2019. He advised the 
Planning Department that he concurred with the original ecological statement compiled 
by Ayre Environmental Consulting and that he could find no evidence of badger activity 
on the site. 
 
 
 

 
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 
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. 
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2. No dwelling shall be occupied until provision has been made within its curtilage for 
the parking of private cars in accordance with the details set out in drawing No. 02C 
bearing the date stamp 23rd January 2019. 
 
Reason: To ensure adequate (in -curtilage) parking in the interests of road safety and 
the convenience of road users. 
 
3. The proposed roadside hedgerow as indicated on approved drawing No. 11 bearing 
the Council’s date stamp of 08 February 2019 shall be planted during the first available 
planting season following the removal of the existing roadside hedgerow in accordance 
with the approved details set out in the above drawing. 
 
Reason: To ensure the provision and establishment of a replacement native species 
roadside hedgerow. 
 
4. All hard and soft landscape works with the exception of the new hedgerow referred 
to in condition 3 above, shall be carried out in accordance with approved drawing No. 
11 bearing the Council date stamp of 08 February 2019 and the appropriate British 
Standard or other recognised Codes of Practise. The works shall be completed during 
the first available planting season after the occupation of the first dwelling hereby 
approved. 
 
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high standard 
of landscape. 
 
5. The existing trees and hedgerows indicated on approved drawing No. 11 bearing the 
Council’s date stamp of 08 February 2019, shall be retained in perpetuity. No retained 
tree shall be cut down, uprooted or destroyed or have its roots damaged within the root 
protection area nor shall arboriculture work or tree surgery take place on any retained 
tree without the written consent of the Council.   
 
Reason: To ensure the maintenance of screening to the site and to aid the integration 
of the proposed development with the surrounding area. 
 
6. If any retained tree or hedge as indicated on Drawing No. 11 bearing the Council’s 
date stamp of 08 February 2019 is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies within 5 
years from the date of completion of the development it shall be replaced within the 
next planting season by another tree/trees or hedge in the same location of a species 
and size as specified by the Council.   
 
Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by existing trees. 
 
7. If within a period of 5 years from the date of the planting of any tree, shrub or hedge, 
that tree, shrub or hedge is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies, or becomes, in the 
opinion of the Council, seriously damaged or defective, another tree, shrub or hedge of 
the same species and size as that originally planted shall be planted at the same place, 
unless the Council gives its written consent to any variation. 
 
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high standard 
of landscape. 
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8. A landscape management plan, for the development including long term design 
objectives, performance indicators, management responsibilities and maintenance 
schedules for all landscaped areas, other than small, privately owned domestic 
gardens, shall be submitted to and approved by the Council prior to the occupation of 
any dwelling hereby approved. The landscape management plan shall be carried out 
as approved. 
 
Reason: To ensure the sustainability of the approved landscape design through its 
successful establishment and long term maintenance. 
 
9. The long term management and maintenance of the existing trees and hedgerows 
and proposed landscaping as indicated on drawing No. 11 bearing the Council’s date 
stamp of 08 February 2019 shall be undertaken by a management company 
commissioned by the developer. Details of the arrangements to be put in place to 
establish the management company and details of the alternative measures which will 
take effect in the event that the management arrangements break down, must be 
submitted to and agreed in writing with the Council prior to the occupation of any 
dwelling hereby approved. 
 
Reason: To ensure the sustainability of the approved landscape design through its 
successful establishment and long term maintenance. 
 
10. The erection of fencing for the protection of the retained trees as indicated on 
drawing No. 11 bearing the Council’s date stamp of 08 February 2019 shall be 
undertaken in accordance with the British Standard 5837 (2012), before any 
equipment, machinery or materials are brought on to the site for the purposes of the 
development, and shall be maintained until all equipment, machinery and surplus 
materials have been removed from the site.  Nothing shall be stored or placed in any 
area fenced in accordance with this condition and the ground levels within those areas 
shall not be altered, nor shall any excavation be made or any other works carried out, 
or fires lit without the written consent of the Council. 
 
Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by existing trees. 
 
11. The proposed retaining walls as indicated on drawing No. 02C bearing the Council’s 
date stamp 23 January 2019 shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the 
relevant British Standard 8002:2015 ‘Code of Practice for Earth Retaining Structures’. 
Any such design shall be certified by an appropriately qualified structural engineer, 
evidence of which shall be submitted in writing to the Council prior to the 
commencement of the development hereby approved. 
 
Reason: To ensure the stability of adjacent lands and the proposed works. 
 
12. The proposed windows on house types A and B as indicated in BLUE on drawing 
Nos. 03A and 04A bearing the Council’s date stamp 08 February 2019 and drawing 
shall be fitted with obscure glazing for the dwellings as hatched in GREEN on the 
approved site plan drawing No. 02C bearing the Council’s date stamp 23 January 2019 
prior to occupation. The obscure glazing shall be permanently retained thereafter. 
 
Reason: To protect the amenity and privacy of adjacent residential properties. 
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13. The external materials and finishes of the dwellings hereby approved shall be in 
accordance with the details outlined on drawing Nos. 3A, 4A, 5A, 6A and 7A bearing 
the date stamp 08 February 2019. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the development will respect the appearance and existing built 
form of the area. 
 
14. The Private Streets (Northern Ireland) Order 1980 as amended by the Private 
Streets (Amendment) (Northern Ireland) Order 1992 
 
The Council hereby determines that the width, position and arrangement of the streets 
and the land to be regarded as being comprised in the streets, shall be as indicated on 
drawing No. 12C bearing the date stamp 10 July 2019. 
 
Reason: To ensure there is a safe and convenient road system within the development 
and to comply with the provisions of the Private Streets (Northern Ireland) Order 1980. 
 
15. The visibility splays of 4.5 metres by 80 metres and the required forward sight 
distance of 80 metres at the junction of the proposed access road with the public road 
shall be provided in accordance with drawing No. 12C bearing the date stamp 10 July 
2019 prior to the commencement of any other works or development. 
 
Reason: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of road 
safety and the convenience of road users. 
 
16. No dwelling shall be occupied until that part of the service road which provides 
access to it has been constructed to base course; the final wearing course shall be 
applied on the completion of the development. 
 
Reason: To ensure the orderly development of the site and the road works necessary 
to provide satisfactory access to each dwelling. 
 
17. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Planning (General Permitted Development) 
Order (Northern Ireland) 2015, no buildings, walls or fences shall be erected, nor 
hedges, nor formal rows of trees grown in verges or service strips determined for 
adoption. 
 
Reason: To ensure adequate visibility in the interests of road safety and the 
convenience of road users and to prevent damage or obstruction to services. 
 
18. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Planning (General Permitted Development) 
Order (Northern Ireland) 2015, no planting other than grass, flowers or shrubs with a 
shallow root system and a mature height of less than 500mm shall be carried out in 
verges or service strips determined for adoption. 
 
Reason: To ensure adequate visibility in the interests of road safety and the 
convenience of road users and to prevent damage or obstruction to services. 
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19. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until any highway 
structure or retaining wall requiring technical approval, as specified in the Roads (NI) 
Order 1993, has been approved and constructed in accordance with BD2 Technical 
Approval of Highways Structures: Volume 1: Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the structure is designed and constructed in accordance with 
the TAS scheme. 
 
20. Any telegraph poles or street furniture must be re-sited to the rear of sight visibility 
splays and to the satisfaction of DFI Roads. 
 
Reason: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of road 
safety and the convenience of road users. 
 
21. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until a street lighting 
scheme design has been submitted and approved by the Department for Infrastructure 
Street Lighting Section. 
 
Reason: Road safety and the convenience of traffic and pedestrians 
 
22. No dwelling shall be occupied until details of all appropriate road markings and 
associated signage within the development and on the public road have been submitted 
and approved by DFI Roads Traffic Management Section. 
 
Reason: In the interest of road safety and traffic progression. 
 
23. The gradient of a private access shall not exceed 8% for the first 5m outside the 
public road boundary and a maximum gradient of 10% thereafter. 
 
Reason: To facilitate the free movement of road users and the orderly progress of work 
in the interests of road safety. 
 
24. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until details of suitable 
positions for any existing road signage and traffic calming measures that will require 
being relocated have been submitted and approved by DFI Roads Traffic Management 
Section. 
 
Reason: In the interests of road safety and traffic progression. 
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Proposed Site Layout 
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Proposed Landscaping Plan 
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Proposed House Type B 
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Proposed House Type A 
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Proposed House Type D 
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ITEM 5  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 06 August 2019 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 18 July 2019 

File Reference Planning Committee 

Legislation Planning Act (NI) 2011 

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☒             No     ☐        Not Applicable  ☐ 

Subject Update on Planning Appeals 

Attachments n/a 
 
Decisions 
 
1. At the date of writing, there were no decisions for appeals since the date of the 

last report.   
 
 
New Appeals Lodged 
 
2. At the date of writing, there were no new appeals lodged since the date of the last 

report. 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

That members note the content of this report. 
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ITEM 6  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning 

Date of Meeting 06 August 2019 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Finance 

Date of Report 22 July 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 – June 2019   

Attachments - 
 
 
This Planning Budgetary Control Report covers the 3-month period 1 April to 30 June 
2019 and is set out in Report 1 on page 2. The net cost of the service is showing an 
over spend of £19,705 (7.7%) – 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 £9,300 favourable  B 
Report 3 Non-Payroll Expenditure £14,678 favourable  C 
Report 4 Income £43,683 adverse  D 

 
Boxes B, C and D add up to the overall adverse variance (Box A - £19,705).   
 
This variance can be summarised in the following table: - 
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 Type Variance 
£’000 

Comment 

Payroll Expenditure  (9.3) Small underspend to date. 

Non-payroll 
Expenditure 
 

 (14.7) Mainly legal fees (£8.9k) 

Income  43.7 Planning application income is behind 
budget. 

Total    19.7 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 276,105 256,400 19,705 1,207,400 7.7 

Total 276,105 256,400 A 19,705 1,207,400 7.7 

£ £ £ £ % £
Planning - Payroll Expenditure

330 Planning 463,400 472,700 (9,300) 1,895,600 2.0 

Total 463,400 472,700 B (9,300) 1,895,600 2.0 

£ £ £ £ % £
Planning - Non-Payroll Expenditure

330 Planning 26,522 41,200 (14,678) 310,300 35.6 

Total 26,522 41,200 C (14,678) 310,300 35.6 

£ £ £ £ % £
Planning - Income

330 Planning (213,817) (257,500) 43,683 (998,500) (17.0)

Totals (213,817) (257,500) D 43,683 (998,500) (17.0)

REPORT 4                                     INCOME BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

REPORT 3            NON-PAYROLL EXPENDITURE BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

REPORT 1                                            BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

Period 3 - June 2019 

REPORT 2                  PAYROLL EXPENDITURE BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT


