
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
 

 26 April 2021 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
You are hereby invited to attend a virtual meeting of the Planning Committee of the 
Ards and North Down Borough Council which will be held on Tuesday, 4 May 2021 
commencing at 7.00pm. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Stephen Reid 
Chief Executive 
Ards and North Down Borough Council 

 
 

A G E N D A 
 

1. Apologies 
 
2. Declarations of Interest  

 
3. Matters arising from minutes of Planning Committee Meeting of 13 April 2021 

(Copy attached) 
 

4. Planning Applications (Reports attached) 
 

4.1 LA06/2018/0324/O 

 
Development of 24 No. extra-care living units and 
shared communal facilities  
 
Lands at 95 and 97 Donaghadee Road, Millisle 
 

4.2 LA06/2016/0853/F 

 
Demolition of existing retail premises and adjacent 
dwelling and replacement with new shop and café, 
additional retail unit, hot food unit, petrol filling station, 
parking. access, landscaping and associated 
operational development 
 
McCann’s Killinchy, 3, 5 & 7 Comber Road, Balloo 
 

4.3 LA06/2019/1207/F 

 
New school building and sports hall, with associated 
infrastructure, culverting of watercourse, 
electricity/waste/service infrastructure, hard and soft 



landscaping works, boundary treatments, drainage 
works and other associated site works 
 
Strangford Integrated College, Abbey Road, 
Carrowdore 
 

4.4 LA06/2020/0992/A 

 
Static village entrance signage 
 
80m North East of 26 Comber Road, Balloo  
 

 
5. DFI Planning Engagement Partnership (Report attached) 

 
***IN CONFIDENCE*** 

6. Quarterly Enforcement Update (Report attached) 
 

 
 
 

MEMBERSHIP OF PLANNING COMMITTEE (16 MEMBERS) 
 

Alderman Gibson Councillor Cooper (Vice Chair) 

Alderman Keery Councillor McAlpine 

Alderman McDowell Councillor McClean (Chair) 

Alderman McIlveen  Councillor McKee 

Councillor Adair Councillor McRandal 

Councillor Brooks Councillor P Smith 

Councillor Cathcart Councillor Thompson 

Councillor Kennedy Councillor Walker 
 



 

ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
A virtual meeting of the Planning Committee was held on Tuesday, 13 April 2021 at 
7.00 pm via Zoom.   
 
PRESENT: 
  
In the Chair:  Councillor McClean   
  
Aldermen:  Gibson  Keery  
   McDowell  McIlveen (7.05pm)  
 
Councillors:  Adair    McAlpine 

Brooks  McKee  
Cathcart  McRandal 

   Cooper  Smith, P 
Kennedy  Thompson 
 

Officers: Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning (S McCullough), 
Head of Planning (A McCullough), Principal Professional and 
Technical Officers (G Kerr and L Maginn), Senior Professional and 
Technical Officer (P Kerr) and Democratic Services Officer (M 
McElveen) 

 
Also in  Sid Stevenson (DfI Roads) 
Attendance: David Donaldson 
 Karen McShane 
 Michael Graham 
 Stephen Wood  
 Tony Rafferty 
  

1. APOLOGIES 
 
An apology for inability to attend was received from Councillor Walker. 
 
NOTED.  
 

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
Councillor Adair and Councillor McAlpine declared an interest in Item 4.4.  
 
NOTED. 
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3. MATTERS ARISING FROM MINUTES OF PLANNING 
COMMITTEE MEETING OF 2 MARCH 2021 

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above.  
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor 
Cooper, that the minutes be noted.  
 

4. PLANNING APPLICATIONS 
 
4.1 LA06/2016/0105/F – Quintin Castle, 3 Kearney Road, Portaferry – Change 

of use from external courtyard to function room to include new roof, 
external doors, ancillary mobile toilet facilities, associated site works 
and parking (Appendix I) 

 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report and Addendum.   
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 
Committee Interest: Call in by Councillor Adair  
Proposal: Change of use from external courtyard to function room to include new 
roof, external doors, ancillary mobile toilet facilities, associated site work and 
parking.   
Site Location: Quintin Castle, 3 Kearney Road, Portaferry 
Recommendation: Refusal of Planning Permission 
 
The Planning Officer (Paula Kerr) outlined that the application related to change of 
use from external courtyard to function room to include new roof, external doors, 
ancillary mobile toilet facilities, associated siteworks and parking.  The site was 
located at Quintin Castle which was on the Kearney Road, approximately two miles 
east of Portaferry.  It was set back from the road and was sited along the eastern 
coast directly facing towards the Irish sea.  This application was being presented at 
Planning Committee as it had been called in by Councillor Adair.  Three letters of 
objection were received from members of the public with traffic generation and noise 
being the main issues raised.  A noise impact assessment was submitted, and 
Environmental Health Department was satisfied that there would be no adverse 
impacts on nearby residents.  Impact on herons was also raised but Natural 
Environment Division was content with the proposal. 
 
The officer advised that there was relevant planning history at this site.  
LA06/2016/0602/F for alterations and change of use from dwelling house to guest 
house and function room, including new garden ancillary building for storage and 
LA06/2018/1367/F for car parking, low level bollard lighting, associated ancillary 
works and landscaping to serve this application.  There were associated Listed 
Building Consents for both.  Those applications went to Committee in June 2019 
recommended for refusal on the basis of roads related reasons.  As DFI Roads was 
unable to attend in June the applications were then heard in September 2019 with 
input from DFI Roads and the recommendation was subsequently overturned and 
approvals were issued in October 2019. 
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The officer explained that Quintin Castle was a listed building and was in an area 
designated as a historic park, garden and demesne.  It was located within the 
Strangford and Lecale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  In the late 1970’s the 
castle was used as a 25 bed private nursing home.  All consultees were content with 
the proposal subject to conditions apart from DFI Roads.  All refusal reasons for this 
application related to road safety and convenience concerns and parking.  The 
proposal was in conformity with the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 and the site was 
located outside the settlement limit. 
 
In terms of the principle of development with regard to the SPPS and the conversion 
and re-use of existing buildings for non-residential use: provision should be made for 
the sympathetic conversion and re-use of a suitable locally important building of 
special character or interest for a variety of alternative uses where that would secure 
its upkeep and retention, and where the nature and scale of the proposed non-
residential use would be appropriate to its countryside location.  Quintin Castle was 
an acknowledged locally important building.  The proposal essentially involved 
putting a standing seam zinc clad roof and timber roof lantern on existing listed 
courtyard walls.  The proposal would have a maximum capacity of 144 people and 
would be approximately 2800 sq ft.  This proposal met the requirements of the 
SPPS. 
 
With regard to PPS2, the proposal would have no impact on any aspects of the 
Natural Heritage.  Both Natural Environment Division and the Shared Environmental 
Service were content with the proposal. 
Turning to PPS 6 Archaeology and the Built Heritage, Policy BH7 change of use of a 
listed building applied and was satisfied.  Policy BH11 in relation to development 
affecting the setting of a listed building was relevant and was also satisfied.  Historic 
Environment Division was content with the proposal.  
 
The officer referred to PPS21 Policy CTY4 for the conversion and reuse of an 
existing building suitable for a variety of uses; that was relevant and, in this case, it 
was for a function room in the countryside.  In this policy, weight was attached to the 
building being locally important.  For this proposal it was considered Quintin Castle 
to be locally important as previously addressed under the SPPS.  The proposal met 
all of the criteria in Policy CTY4 apart from criteria (g) which related to access to the 
public road not prejudicing road safety or significantly inconveniencing the flow of 
traffic. PPS21 Policies CTY13, CTY14 and CTY16 had all been satisfied. 
 
On the subject of Policy TSM 7 of PPS16 which was the tourism policy (as the 
building had often been associated with a tourism use); she indicated that that Policy 
set out the criteria for tourism development, all of which this proposal met apart from 
criteria (L) and (M) which related to access arrangements and road safety and 
inconvenience to the flow of traffic.  The main issue for this proposal was PPS3 
Access, Movement and Parking.  The main access road was extremely narrow and 
the previous approvals for this site would already result on pressure on the road 
network.  If this proposal were to be approved, considering the potential capacity of 
the function space and cumulative impact of previous approvals, there would be 
considerable impact to the convenience and safety of road users.  DFI Roads was 
consulted and recommended refusal based on an unacceptable level of conflict by 
reason of increased number of vehicles attracted to the site, including large delivery 
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vehicles, together with the impact it would have on the local road network.  All six 
refusal reasons were on that basis.  The first four refusal reasons were under 
Policies AMP 2 and AMP 7 of PPS 3.  Policy AMP2 dealt with access to public roads 
and Policy AMP7 related to car parking and there was a significant shortfall.  Refusal 
reasons 5 and 6 related to the traffic, road and access aspects of PPS 21 - Policy 
CTY 4 and PPS 16 – Policy TSM7. 
 
In conclusion, the Planning Officer confirmed that this proposal met all the required 
planning policy criteria apart from that which related to access, movement and 
parking.  The Planning Department therefore itself in the position where it must 
recommend refusal on that basis.  She noted that Sid Stevenson from DfI Roads 
was in attendance and would be able to answer any queries relating to the roads 
issues at the site. 
 
The Chairman thanked the Planning Officer for her report and sought questions from 
Members. 
 
Councillor Cathcart asked if there was a speaker present for this application and the 
Chairman confirmed that to be the case. 
 
Councillor Cathcart questioned if the predominant concern was pertaining to the 
intensification aspect and if any conditions attached to the use had been considered 
to attain an approval. 
 
The Planning Officer was unsure if the Member was referring to this application or 
those previously submitted. 
  
To clarify, Councillor Cathcart said he had raised two points.  Firstly, was the 
concern around intensification of the use of the facility and the second point was that 
approval was offered for the previous use and could conditions be considered to limit 
use for approval of this application. 
 
The Planning Officer confirmed that conditions could not be utilised in order to 
prevent further applications for the site.  Previous approvals were recommended 
refusal as they would create significant traffic issues a that location.  The previous 
use of a care home for the elderly etc and many other issues were presented to the  
Committee at that time resulting in the refusal being overturned and subsequently 
approved.  She felt it would be concerning to add this application for a 144 capacity 
to the previous application for a capacity of 80 for the conference and function room 
as it would place substantial pressure on that road network in that area.  She noted 
that Sid Stevenson could further explain the situation. 
 
Mr Stevenson conveyed that DfI Roads was previously aware of the 25 bed nursing 
home but indicated that the arrival and departure profile for that facility would be 
more spread out in respect of visiting times and would cause less conflict for traffic.  
However, a conference facility for 80 people would see those guests arriving in a 
more compact manner.  Having again examined the road network and in possession 
of the presentation from the last Committee meeting, it was noted that it had not 
changed and therefore DFI Roads’ position had not.  DFI Roads fundamentally 
objected to the fact that approval was given for 80 person capacity function room 
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which had not been tested on the road network.  Furthermore, it was unable to 
ascertain if it was wrong in its judgement of the uplift from a 25 bed nursing home to 
an 80 capacity conference facility, with the applicant now wishing for that to be 
stepped up to encompass a further 144 person facility.  He believed that was to allow 
for the primary event of weddings whereby those  guests would be arriving to that 
venue over a relatively short time period.  At those times, a considerable number of 
vehicles would be using a road network which in DFI Roads’ opinion was 
substandard and no mitigation was put forward to manage, control or address that 
impact.  
 
Councillor Cathcart commented that there had been no real assessment of what was 
agreed previously for traffic flow and he presumed that DfI Roads was still opposed 
to the previous use, never mind the increased capacity related to this proposal.  The 
idea of placing conditions on uses was irrelevant as it had deemed the current 
approval to be concerning. 
 
In concurrence, Mr Stevenson emphasised that the current approval and level of 
impact was a problem without the proposed increased capacity of 144.  As already 
alluded to, people would be arriving over a short duration so there was a high 
likelihood of conflict between oncoming traffic.  He mentioned that sections of Kearny 
Road were 2.8m wide and a parking space was 2.4m wide.  Two passing bays had 
originally been proposed on the previous application but that had been reduced to a  
single bay on this one.  He also assumed that the majority of guests would be 
travelling from the populated areas and from a Belfast direction.  Depending on the 
time of day a Google maps search was undertaken, drivers would be directed down 
the route of Rubane and in the evening further south through Ardkeen but that was 
still driving across the same road network as discussed in the previous application .  
In terms of passing widths, the absolute minimum presented in the Creating Places 
document was 4.8m, permitting two vehicles to pass safely, whereas on those roads 
many widths lessened to 3.4m, a few places were even as narrow as 2.8m and the 
very odd stretch was 5m.   The applicant had maintained that many persons would 
travel from the Cook Street direction and Mr Stevenson was of the view that there 
could be a voluntary one way system utilising Ballyblack Road to reach the easterly 
point of the junction, travelling down Kearney Road one way and on leaving turning 
left to come back round.  That would need to be undertaken in a voluntary 
sustainable travel plan but ultimately, there was no enforcement means on the 
ground, rather it would be a  long term planning measure.  At this point, DFI Roads’ 
stance was that the road network in general was far too undeveloped for this type of 
development. 
 
Recalling the previous application, Councillor P Smith conceded that the Committee 
voted to approve the submission contrary to the Officer’s recommendation.  Although 
Members understood the potential traffic issues, they wished to encourage the 
investment opportunity in that location.  Regarding the current proposals, he 
wondered if Officers were aware if the two function rooms would be used in a 
simultaneous fashion.  Also, he recognised that the car parking issue was another 
major challenge as the requirement was for approximately 100 spaces but only 50% 
of that requirement was available.  Guests would obviously not be arriving on buses 
so the scale of car parking was a key provision for the venue.  Hence, in respect of 
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the detail, he asked if Officers knew how the applicant was planning to surmount that 
problem as the proposals were clearly deficient in what was needed. 
 
In response, the Planning Officer underlined that they could not simply place an 
enforceable condition on this or any application to say what parts of the facility were 
used and when.  They had to assume that all could be in use at the one time along 
with the extant application. 
 
Raising the matter of passing bays, Councillor P Smith questioned why the applicant 
had reduced the number from two to one. 
 
Mr Stevenson stressed that there was no rationale as to why there should only be 
one bay, bearing in mind given that it would now be almost twice the size of a 
development with half the provision on the Kearney Road.  DFI Roads’ standpoint 
was that a further passing bay provision was necessary on the narrow sections of 
road leading up to the main Portaferry Road, which was an extensive length of road.  
He was of the opinion that it was not within the applicant’s remit to do so, as that 
would probably necessitate the use of third party land.  It had to be taken into 
account the long sections of extensively narrow road, the level of traffic spread over 
one hour and the rural community and farming events in that area.  Meeting a tractor 
and slurry tank would undoubtedly cause significant inconvenience to the flow of 
traffic as well as requiring a driver to reverse along an extensive length of road to be 
able to pass.  Therefore, he could not understand a proposal twice as big again in 
size being approved. 
 
At this juncture, the Chairman asked Officers to bring Karen McShane and Michael 
Graham into the meeting – 7.26pm. 
 
The Chairman invited them to speak for five minutes in support of the application. 
 
Ms McShane thanked Members for allowing them to address the Committee 
detailing that they were disappointed that this application had been recommended 
for refusal, especially given the planning history and their appearance before 
Planning Committee on 3 September 2019 on similar roads issues for the 
guesthouse and associated car parking elements of this Quintin Castle scheme.  
Roads issues were again the sole refusal issue. 
 
Firstly, she said it was important to note the recent planning history of this site and 
that roads refusal reasons 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6 were proffered back at Planning 
Committee on 3 September 2019 under the following applications: 
 
LA06/2016/0602/F for alterations and change of use to guest house and function 
room, including new garden ancillary building for storage of estate maintenance  
 
LA06/2016/0106/LBC for alterations and change of use to guest house and function 
room, including new garden ancillary building for storage of estate maintenance 

 
LA06/2018/1367/F for proposed car parking, low level bollard lighting, associated 
ancillary works and landscaping to serve planning application LA06/2016/0602/F 
(Alterations, extension and change of use from dwelling house to guest house and 
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conference centre, including new garden ancillary building for storage of estate 
management equipment) 
 
LA06/2018/1368/LBC for proposed car parking, low level bollard lighting, associated 
ancillary works and landscaping to serve planning application LA06/2016/0602/F 
(Alterations, extension and change of use from dwelling house to guest house and 
conference centre, including new garden ancillary building for storage of estate 
management equipment)  
 

Given this application was also at Quintin Castle and part of the overall intentions by 
the applicant for this site, this Planning Committee, having considered such matters 
before and overturned them, also ought to grant this application.  
 
Refusal reasons 1, 2, and 3 (as well as 5 and 6) essentially came down to two items: 
‘road safety’ and ‘inconvenience the free flow of traffic’. There had been a failure by 
DFI Roads to properly assess the application against Policy AMP2 of Planning Policy 
Statement 3, Access, Movement and Parking. Policy AMP 2 ‘Access to Public 
Roads’ states: “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. 
 
Referring to component parts of Policy AMP 2, Ms McShane explained how that 
pertained to access to public roads.  Test (a) thereof was split into two parts with the 
first being ‘road safety’.  The access provided the requisite visibility splays and DFI 
Roads had not queried the access geometry and hence, deemed it safe.  The 
physical access was either safe or it was not.  It had been deemed safe in this 
instance by DFI Roads and thus, the first test of element of test (a) of Policy AMP 2 
was met.  The misplaced concern from DfI Roads was using the second element of 
test (a), i.e. that of ‘significant inconvenience to the free flow of traffic’ to say that 
there was a safety concern but there was no safety concern regarding the access. 
Turning to whether there was inconvenience to the free flow of traffic, the test of 
Policy AMP 2 was whether there was significant inconvenience, again she stated 
there was not. 
 
On the issue of previous use, Ms McShane verified that this development site 
previously operated as a nursing home and in more recent years as a private 
dwelling and was currently undergoing work to convert to a guest house and 
conference room under LA06/2016/0602/F (granted by Council’s Planning 
Committee).  The amount of change in traffic from this proposed development would 
not normally be perceptible on the daily fluctuations from one day to the next. 
Therefore, she thought it could not be considered to cause significant inconvenience. 
 
She then commented on the road network context  and looking at the location of 
Quintin Castle, it was located on Kearney Road, which was a connection partly 
inland and partly coastal between Portaferry, via Cook Street, Ballyfounder Road 
and Kearney Road to Kearney village, the National Trust property.  That route was 
8.3km.  However, local drivers tended to use Cook Street and Ballyblack Road to 
join the northern section of the Kearney Road beyond the Castle.  That route was 
only 5.8km and was a more direct and shorter connection.  As such, the route past 
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the castle was used purely for local residents and access to Tara Caravan Park, 
which housed static caravans. Hence, there was a very low base flow on the existing 
roads and, as stated, the increase in traffic flow by the proposed development would 
not be perceptible. 
 
Ms McShane understood that there had been no injury/accidents recorded by PSNI 
on the Ballyfounder or Kearney Road over the last 10 years.  As such, there was no 
inherent accident problem along this road from the existing traffic.  It was further 
noted that there were no proposals for any major road upgrades or accident 
remediation schemes.  The road had functioned satisfactorily over the last 10 years 
and indeed beyond this record period it had been in place for many years before that 
As the level of traffic was low and speeds were low given the tight horizontal and 
vertical alignments, there was no requirement to increase visibility splays or to do 
access improvement works which had been accepted by DFI Roads.  Policy AMP2 
stated that planning permission would be granted (a policy presumption in favour) 
where access would not prejudice safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of 
traffic.  The key here was the word ‘significantly’.  The policy did allow changes in 
flow where they would not significantly inconvenience traffic.  
 
Using the existing road network, she indicated that the low flows would allow 
sufficient gaps for traffic to access and egress the development without impeding the 
straight through movements of traffic.  Therefore, she repeated that the proposal 
would not significantly inconvenience traffic and the flow changes were not going to 
materially change the traffic flow.  It was not an applicant’s responsibility to mitigate 
against existing traffic problems but only to ensure that they were no worse than in 
the existing situation.  There was no capacity issue along that route and the change 
in flow was not significant.  
 
The accident records showed no injury accidents over the last 10 years along that 
section of the road network and she underlined that that was not going to change 
significantly.  Turning to test (b) of Policy AMP 2, the proposal did not conflict with 
Policy AMP 3 Access to Protected Routes.  The access/egress was not onto a 
protected route and therefore that policy did not apply and those arrangements 
utilised the same number as that which presently existed.  Whilst it was not the 
applicant’s responsibility to upgrade an already substandard road, public betterment 
occurred given that the proposed scheme would provide a passing bay to the public 
road.  It was also noted that the road was currently adopted as part of the DFI road 
network, so Policy AMP 2 was met.  
 
Ms McShane made reference to refusal reason 4 which related to Policy AMP 7 Car 
Parking and Servicing Arrangements.  The case officer’s report stated that the 
proposal provided inadequate car parking and hence failed Policy AMP 7, as it did 
not meet any of the circumstances listed under it for a reduced car parking provision. 
The tests of Policy AMP 7 consisted of ‘or’ tests and an applicant needed only to 
meet one to comply but the proposal met two criteria.  The first was ‘shared’ car 
parking and the case officer’s report stated that that was inapplicable.  She did not 
consider that to be the case as the car parking would utilise that provided under this 
application and that granted under LA06/2016/0602/F and LA06/2018/1367/F.  At 
any time, the function room under this application would not be used separately to 
the conference room granted under LA06/2016/0602/F.  There would only be one 



PC.13.04.21 

9 
 

function per day and there was enough car parking provision.  The second criterion 
was that of where the exercise of flexibility would assist in the conservation of the 
built or natural heritage, would aid rural regeneration, facilitate a better quality of 
development or the beneficial re-use of an existing building.  Given that there was no 
significant shortfall in car parking (as there was a shared arrangement), there was no 
requirement to provide additional areas of car parking.  To do so, would take away 
from the setting of this listed building and historic park, garden and demesne, so 
Policy AMP 7 was met. 
 
In terms of refusal reason 5, Ms McShane commented that it related to Policy CTY4 
– The Conversion and Reuse of Existing Buildings.  Test (g) of Policy CTY4 
reiterated test (a) of Policy AMP 2 and, as Policy AMP 2 was met, Policy CTY4 was 
also met.  
 
Lastly, she spoke on refusal reason 6 which related to criterion (l) and (m) of Policy 
TSM 7 – Criteria for Tourism Development.  Again, tests(l) and (m) reiterated test (a) 
of Policy AMP 2 and, as Policy AMP 2 was met, Policy TSM 7 tests (l) and (m) were 
also met.  Again, Ms McShane restated that Council’s Planning Committee had 
previously considered similar roads refusal reasons at Quintin Castle and, in doing 
so, voted to overturn and proceed to grant planning permissions and Listed Building 
Consents.  Given that that was on the same site and part of the overall intentions by 
the applicant for the Quintin Castle site, and that there were sound material planning 
reasons to do so, she advised that they respectfully requested the Planning 
Committee to grant planning permission.  She thanked the Committee for their time 
and would be happy to take any questions.  
 
The Chairman thanked Ms McShane for her update and invited questions from 
Members. 
 
Councillor Cathcart recalled the previous lengthy debate that had occurred on the 
previous application and ultimately the decision taken was in the interests of the 
economic potential of the site.  He commented that the difficulty faced by the 
Planning Committee was making a judgement call without knowing the full impact on 
the road network caused by the first approval.  He sought a response on the 
potential intensification of roads linking that area.  
 
Ms McShane articulated that along with the previous application a Transport 
Assessment had been submitted which covered the entire site and was not a 
bespoke assessment.  She insisted that the word intensification was quite important 
when looking at protected routes as you did not want to intensify the use of that 
particular road.  In respect of rural roads, a reason for examining intensification was 
to ascertain if the junction one was putting in was adequate to carry the capacity 
needed to satisfy that junction.  There was no query about the access to the 
development from the adopted road network and no issues raised arriving or exiting 
through to the entrance.  However, the perception was the intensification of traffic 
along those rural roads and even without this application, there were no proposals to 
make any significant changes to the roads.  The previous approval also approved 
two passing bays which were still being implemented and a third one was being 
introduced proposed as part of this application.  There were various routes to reach 
this location but the only reason for coming to the area was if you lived there, 
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travelling to Tara caravan park and she was mindful that lorries bringing static 
caravans in and out also utilised this road or going to this site being discussed.  The 
previous approval was based upon numbers coming onto the site and attending a 
function.  She was aware of the misconception that this was a wedding venue but 
verified that it was a Tayto facility for Tayto functions, although they had reserved the 
right to hold weddings for those living in the adjacent area who wished to marry 
there.  Primarily its function was to entertain the corporate clients of Tayto who may 
be brought by bus to the venue. 
 
Following on, she referred to an earlier comment from Mr Stevenson about mitigation 
measures and a Sustainable Travel Plan.  She said she would go further by 
endorsing an Event Management Plan and encourage the operators to bring people 
by coach.  McDermotts was a coach hire company in Portaferry who knew those 
local roads and it would be possible for Tayto as the operator to inform visitors to 
utilise an approach road and an exit route which would easily be accommodated on 
site. 
 
Mr Graham added that they would be happy for the Event Management Plan to be 
placed as a condition on the application.    
 
Councillor P Smith raised the car parking concern and that an Event Management 
Plan was an attempt to mitigate against the potential volumes of traffic.  He 
highlighted the two predominant issues of the significant impact on the free flow of 
traffic and inconvenience that may cause and related road safety.  Whilst there had 
been no accidents in the past 10 years, this proposal would obviously increase the 
number of vehicles. In addition, the majority of guests would be coming from the 
Belfast direction being unfamiliar with the area and coming into contact with tractors 
and other agricultural machinery on narrow roads.  The argument was therefore what 
defined significant and although it was determined to be a one event location, in 
terms of car parking, more spaces would be necessary than provided for in the 
current application. 
 
Ms McShane responded by confirming that she had experience of the locale having 
lived there for 20 years, 1½ miles years from the site and regularly walked/cycled on 
those roads.  At present when meeting a tractor there were several natural entrances 
to fields and gates, so they had looked at the critical aspects and the inter visibility 
between those areas.  That was the rationale for planning the additional passing bay 
to deal with the increase of traffic.  This road currently saw 100 trips per day along 
those roads which over 12 hours was only eight movements so even to double that 
still amounted to a very low level of traffic.  She mentioned the small number of 
available car parking spaces at Mount Stewart which was a successful location and 
when holding a bigger event they merely utilised the grassed areas.  The applicant 
could easily have submitted an application for 107 spaces but they did not feel that 
would be the appropriate arrangement for Quintin Castle as that would involve a 
hard surface area around a listed building and not convey the right ambience for that 
location.  Instead they examined the expected numbers that would attend an event 
because even though there was a conference room and separate dining, it was the 
intention that those would be the same visitors who would be availing of those 
facilities.  Those people who attended a Tayto conference during the day would then 
retire for a meal.  She emphasised that it would not be two functions held 
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simultaneously and thus the car parking numbers proposed were suitable for 
accommodating that number of people.  Slide 2 which displayed the grass areas 
meant that should there perhaps be a larger event held, there were ample internal 
parking areas to prevent any overspill onto a public road.    
 
The Chairman thanked Ms McShane and Mr Graham for their informative responses, 
and they were returned to the virtual public gallery – 7.43pm. 
 
The Chairman spoke of the opinions that were contrary to road safety – the  
unacceptable level of conflict for road users, the unacceptable increase of vehicle 
movements, the car parking issue and the flow of traffic significantly inconvenienced  
traffic.  Those had been rebutted by what Committee had heard and he appreciated 
that to the layman the term ‘significant’ was about perspective.  He asked Mr 
Stevenson to respond to the answers given in the presentation as it appeared that 
there were two completely contradictory views on relatable issues.  
 
Mr Stevenson recapped on the judgement of ‘significant’ and what was deemed 
significant and that was dependent upon the concentration of use on the road.  They 
agreed that there was small use at the moment but for that period of use it was likely 
to double.  Ms McShane had been a comparison to the A1 and the impact on major 
roads but attention had to be drawn to the impact on rural roads, their rural nature 
and their current operation.  He acknowledged that natural passing areas may exist 
but outlined that those were not part of the public road.  There were no surveys to 
determine where they were positioned and if they were acceptable.  The previous 
detailed analysis showed there were insufficient passing bays and indeed, the 
current passing that took place was damaging the verges.  They formed a drainage 
channel for the road and the constant damage was causing soil to spill onto the 
carriageway which could cause a safety issue.  If significant damage did occur, 
under Article 11 of the Roads Order there was potential for DFI to take action against 
anyone if there was extraordinary traffic on a minor road.  He indicated that that was 
a degree of judgement such as a quarry sited on a minor road with a high level of 
HGV vehicles.  In his opinion at no stage did the applicant offer an Event 
Management Plan or Sustainable Travel Plan which would have been a very good 
option, furnishing visitors with routes in and out of the venue and notifications for the 
public as to when events were taking place.  That could have been applied in this 
instance, but was not offered.  Neither was there a Service Management Plan to take 
account of the substantial catering requirements and resources being brought in for 
a large event of up to 230 people with those arrivals requiring to be deconflicted with 
the operation of the existing road network for farmers and servicing for those events.  
DFI Roads concluded that more could have been done by the applicant that was not 
tendered for consideration. 
 
Remaining on the subject of an Event Management Plan or Travel Plan, the 
Planning Officer highlighted that a Section 76 planning agreement would have to be 
in place for those.  She had checked the approved application in respect of the two 
passing bays and observed that those were only detailed as an informative and 
therefore not an enforceable condition.  One of those bays in the approval was 
almost adjacent to the one proposed on the current application and almost 
overlapping.  She said that Mr Stevenson might wish to comment further on that 
aspect.  
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Mr Stevenson maintained that on that section of road there was no requirement for 
three passing bays as there was good forward sight distance both vertically and 
horizontally.  Two were sufficient but unfortunately those had not been replicated on 
this application. 
 
Councillor P Smith questioned if there did happen to be a spill over from the car park 
with cars parking on the grass, would those be extra to the application and have no 
standing in the process. 
 
In reply, Mr Stevenson clarified that there were no such identified areas and DFI 
Roads must promote sustainable modes of transport across the board.  Whilst the 
facility was located in a rural area with no bus service it did not preclude the use of 
sustainable modes.  If the applicant had initiated a Sustainable Travel Plan or Event 
Management Plan that would have identified the use of coaches.  If it was a wedding 
venue there could have been a bride bus and a groom bus and even two 15 seater 
mini buses would have permitted up to 30 people travelling together.  That equated 
to 20% of guests arriving by sustainable transport thereby removing 10-15 cars off 
the road network but that provision was not mooted at all as part of the application so 
DFI Roads could not endorse approval.  DFI Roads was not in favour of 
supplementary car parking as that only encouraged more people to take their cars.  
He realised it was a rural setting and there had to be a balance but as roads 
authority it must promote sustainable modes of transport and a small proportion 
would have been a big help to the impact of that road network. 
 
Councillor P Smith asked if was possible for a condition to be placed on the 
application at this stage for the inclusion of an Event Management Plan for usage of 
the event facility and single use of vehicles. 
 
The Planning Officer indicated that a Section 76 Planning Agreement could be used 
for the Event Management Plan as part of this application but she underscored that 
they could not place an enforceable condition to limit the use.  It was either to be 
used as a function room or it was not.  Moreover, how would they know when a 
conference or a wedding were taking place at the same time.  It was neither a 
condition for this application nor the previous one simply because it could not be 
enforced.  
 
Following on, the Head of Planning repeated to Members that those particular 
mitigation measures had not been proffered.  She was mindful that this was a 2016 
application and she would not be receptive to asking for further information as it 
would add more time to discussing the application.  The previous application was put 
forward to the Committee on the basis that it would be restricted to corporate events 
and not open to the public.  However, now it was also to be made available for family 
weddings related to Tayto.   Officers could never enforce against that usage and it 
would require a detailed analysis again by Roads and Planning to reach a 
conclusion. 
 
Proposed by Councillor Cooper, seconded by Councillor McRandal, that the 
recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be refused. 
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After listening to the reasons cited by Officers, Councillor Cooper was satisfied to 
propose the recommendation as it would be virtually impossible to police the usage 
of the facilities.  Furthermore, given the concerns of DFI Roads about car parking, 
passing bays and the traffic volumes by opening it up further had made his mind up.   
 
In seconding the recommendation, Councillor McRandal said he was not on the 
Committee to hear the previous application and had been undecided but hearing the 
comments from Mr Stevenson and the Planning Officer laterally had convinced him it 
was the right decision at this time. 
 
Councillor Cathcart was reticent to refuse this application but felt the Committee now 
needed to witness the impact on roads by the initial approved proposal before 
expanding beyond that, so he reluctantly supported the recommendation. 
 
On being put to the meeting with 11 voting FOR, 1 voting AGAINST, 3 ABSTAINING 
and 1 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED. The recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
 
FOR (11) AGAINST (1) ABSTAINED (3) ABSENT (1) 
Aldermen  Councillor Aldermen Councillor 
McDowell Adair Gibson Walker  
Councillors   Keery  
Brooks   Councillor  
Cathcart   McClean  
Cooper 
Kennedy 
McAlpine 

   

McKee    
McRandal     
Smith, P    
Thompson     
McKee    

 
(Alderman McIlveen had not been present for the full discussion and was therefore 
unable to vote) 
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cooper, seconded by Councillor 
McRandal, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission 
be refused. 
 
(Mr Stevenson, Ms McShane and Mr Graham left the meeting at this stage – 
8.00pm) 
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4.2 LA06/2018/0115/O – Lands at No. 28 Portaferry Road, Newtownards – 
Housing development comprising 18 units and associated landscaping 
(Renewal of permission X/2014/0327/O) (Appendix II) 

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report and Addendum.   
 
DEA: Newtownards  
Committee Interest: Major Application 
Proposal: Housing development comprising 18 units and associated landscaping 
(Renewal of permission X/2014/0327/O 
Site Location: Lands at No. 28 Portaferry Road, Newtownards  
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
The Head of Planning detailed that that was a major application being presented to 
Committee as the site area exceeded 2ha. 
 
The site was within the settlement limit of Newtownards, off the Portaferry Road, 
between Old Shore Road and Teal Rocks.  It formed around two thirds of a site 
zoned for housing within the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015.  That was an outline 
application, in principle only, for the erection of 18 dwellings on that part of the 
zoning.  It was a renewal of a previous approval, therefore the principle of 
development on site had already been established.  The main considerations related 
to: 

• design of proposal  

• visual Amenity and impact on character 

• residential Amenity   

• road safety and traffic progression 

• impact on biodiversity and designated sites 

• archaeological impact 
 
She verified that the proposal had also been considered against the key design 
considerations within the plan.  Those and the other considerations had each been 
assessed in detail within the Case Officer Report, there had been no change in 
policy since the previous approval, or indeed on the physical site, consultation had 
been carried out with the relevant statutory authorities and, where appropriate, 
conditions included for approval. 
 
The recommendation to Committee was to grant Outline planning permission 
accordingly. 
 
Mr Donaldson joined the meeting at this stage – 8.03 pm. 
 
Councillor Cathcart enquired why a 2018 application was being presented to the 
Committee for approval at this time, when it appeared to be relatively straightforward 
in its format. 
 
The Head of Planning explained that that application formed part of a backlog of 
work from a staff member who was now off on sick leave.  She recognised that it 
was a simple renewal and apologised both to the applicant and agent. 
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The Chairman invited Mr Donaldson to speak for five minutes in support of the 
application. 
 
Mr Donaldson thanked the Committee for that opportunity but insisted he had 
nothing to add and welcomed questions from Members. 
 
As none was forthcoming, Mr Donaldson was returned to the virtual public gallery. 
 
Bearing in mind it was merely a matter of renewal, Alderman McIlveen said he was 
happy to propose the recommendation. 
 
Proposed by Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Councillor P Smith that the 
recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be granted. 
 
On being put to the meeting with 14 voting FOR, 0 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING 
and 1 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED. The recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
 
FOR (14) AGAINST (0) ABSTAINED (1) ABSENT (1) 
Aldermen   Councillor Councillor 
Gibson  McClean Walker  
Keery    
McDowell    
McIlveen    
Councillors     
Adair    
Brooks     
Cathcart     
Cooper 
Kennedy 
McAlpine 

   

McKee    
McRandal     
Smith, P    
Thompson     
    

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Councillor P 
Smith, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be 
granted. 
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4.3 LA06/2016/1108/F – Ward Park, Hamilton Road, Bangor – Environmental 
Improvement Scheme (Appendix III) 

 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report and Addendum.   
 
DEA: Bangor Central 
Committee Interest: Application where the application is made by the Council and 
Major 
Proposal: Environmental Improvement Scheme for Ward park, Bangor. Includes 
removal of sediment from ponds, enlargement of upper pond and island, creation of 
newt pond, introduction of aquatic planting to pond edges, repair work to walls at 
pond edge and new coping stones provided, upgrade of footpath network, 
installation of timber boardwalk and decking to ponds, replacement of two existing 
pedestrian bridges, upgrade of existing inlet structure, replacement and 
refurbishment of existing bird enclosures, seating, picnic benches, lighting, 
landscaping and planting.  
Site Location: Ward Park, Hamilton Road, Bangor  
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
The Planning Officer detailed that the site was located at Ward Park, Bangor.  The 
site contained green open space with vegetation, pedestrian footpaths, a water 
course with three ponds and aviary buildings.  There were several pedestrian links 
into the site with the main entrances being on Hamilton Road and Castle Street. 
The site was part of larger parkland which contained a playground, sport pitches, 
tennis courts, a pavilion building, bowling green and war memorial and bandstand. 
  
The proposed Environmental Improvement Scheme had been the subject of a pre-
application discussion with two public events held at Bangor Carnegie Library. The 
Pre-application Community Consultation report submitted as part of this proposal 
stated that those events were well attended, and public feedback was generally 
positive with a widespread acceptance that the park was in need of some investment 
with a desire for the character and familiar features of the park to be preserved. 
 
A meeting was also held with representatives of various disability groups when 
issues were raised regarding the finished treatment of paths and furniture which had 
been fully considered by the Design Team prior to the submission of the application. 
 
She displayed the first slide showing the Area Plan Designation noting that the area 
was within the settlement development limit for Bangor as defined in North Down 
and Ards Area Plan and draft BMAP 2015.  The site was a local landscape policy 
area (Bangor Central BR 20) and area of open space in draft BMAP.  Within draft 
BMAP, Ward Park was listed as an area of local amenity importance.  It was 
considered that as the proposal was for an environmental improvement scheme to 
improve the ecological and landscape value of the park, the proposal would not 
adversely affect the environmental quality, integrity or character of the LLPA and 
would enhance the local amenity importance of the park in-line with draft BMAP.  

 
The SPPS promoted health and well-being and stated that ‘it is widely recognised 
that well designed buildings and successful places can have a positive impact on 
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how people feel… Networks of green spaces… provide a wide range of 
environmental benefits and opportunities for social interaction by serving as a focal 
point for recreation and community activities’.  It was considered that the proposal 
would promote the core principles of the SPPS by enhancing the existing parkland 
and creating a more useable space within the settlement limit of Bangor.  In order to 
provide context, she showed photos visualising the area and it was acknowledged 
that whilst Ward Park was an attractive asset to Bangor and the wider Borough area 
it had in recent time become ‘tired’ looking. 
  
The next slide demonstrated the site plan and how the proposal was for 
environmental improvement works to existing parkland to improve the ecological and 
landscape value of the park. The use of the parkland as open space and recreation 
would remain. The supporting statement submitted with the application stated that 
the ‘aspirations for Ward Park are to largely retain the traditional park landscape and 
its recreational benefits while creating a modern park environment that will enhance 
biodiversity and provide opportunities for education. The ‘New Park Vision’ is to use 
the existing park infrastructure but to rationalize various elements which have been 
introduced over the years and to develop the new park environment with a dominant 
ecological theme to safeguard the park for future generations. The project will also 
set out to resolve the engineering problems with the existing ponds and to mitigate 
against these problems recurring’.  The works included: 
 

a) removal of sediment from the ponds 
b) enlargement of the upper pond and island, and creation of newt pond 
c) introduction of aquatic planting to the pond edges 
d) repair work to walls at pond edges and new coping stones provided. 
e) upgrade of the footpath network. 
f) installation of timber boardwalk and decking to ponds. 
g) replacement of two existing pedestrian bridges 
h) refurbishment of existing inlet structure 
i) replacement and refurbishment of existing bird enclosures 
j) signage, seating and lighting 
k) landscaping and plan 
 

She further advised that as the application site was hydrologically connected to the 
coast and designated protected sites, such as Belfast Lough, the Shared 
Environmental Service and NIEA were consulted.  Having considered the nature, 
scale, timing, duration and location of the project it was concluded that, provided 
mitigation was conditioned in any planning approval, relating to the submission of a 
final construction environmental management plan before the commencement of any 
works on site, the proposal would not have an adverse effect on site integrity of any 
European site. 
 
NIEA Natural Environment Division commented that there would be no likely 
significant impact on the designated site.  NIEA Water Management Unit considered 
the potential impacts of the proposed development on the water environment and 
had no objection to the proposals. 
  
An Ecological survey was submitted as part of the planning application. The report 
considered the impact of the proposal on habitats within the site, trees, badgers and 
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other mammals, bats, birds, fish and aquatic fauna. Natural Environment Division 
(NED) was consulted and requested submission of a Bat Roost Assessment.  NED 
noted there were no trees with moderate to high bat roosting potential to be 
impacted by the development and were content that no further surveys were 
required.  It was proposed to upgrade the existing lighting and no additional lighting 
was proposed and NED was content that the proposed lighting was unlikely to 
significantly impact the local bat population.  
 
With regard to heritage, Historic Environment Division (HED) noted the simplified 
hard surfaces colour palette demonstrated on the proposed plans and was content 
that that would be sympathetic in the wider setting of the nearby listed buildings such 
as Carnegie Library.  HED accepted that the proposed simplified series of concrete 
or bitmac paths were not within the immediate setting of the listed buildings and that 
in close proximity to the War Memorial and Carnegie Library, bitmac paths were 
simply to be re-surfaced and considered this would exert no greater demonstrable 
harm on the setting of the listed buildings than the existing arrangement. 
 
It was considered that the proposed works would improve the appearance of the 
existing park, increase accessibility and improve the open space and recreational 
value of the park to the benefit of Bangor and the wider Borough.  
 
The proposal included replacing the existing aviary. This will be replaced within the 
footprint of the existing aviary to minimise any impact on existing trees. The 
proposed aviary will consist of new specially designed Bird Pods that will be clad in 
timber to resemble a ‘bird’s nest’ and will be 3.56m in height. The supporting 
statement details that ‘the Pods are designed to allow maximum space for viewing 
and are tailored to individual species requirements.’  
 
The proposed materials used in the improvement works such as aggregate and 
concrete block paving, bitmac surface pathways, natural stone bridges, concrete 
raised planters and seating and timber decking boardwalks would be sympathetic to 
the existing parkland and the character of the area and would not have any 
unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity of the area.  New landscaping 
and planting would be added throughout the site to soften the visual impact of the 
hard-surfaced areas and increase biodiversity. 

 
The Planning Officer noted that three letters of objection had been received from 
three separate addresses details of which had been fully dealt with in the case officer 
report.  Following consideration of relevant policies, consultations and third-party 
representations it was considered that the proposal would bring much needed 
improvements to Ward Park and grant of planning permission was recommended. 
 
Councillor Cathcart offered his congratulations to the Planning Officer and team 
involved with this application as the entire process had only enlisted three objections 
to the scheme.  Out of those, two were not relevant and one had raised concerns for 
the biodiversity of the area and sought for the Victorian element to be maintained.  
He believed it was an extraordinary achievement not to have gone for the new and 
unusual; rather to have shown thought to propose changes for the betterment of 
Ward Park.  In terms of the flora and fauna, he wondered were there any financial 
constraints. 
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The Planning Officer clarified that Planning was concerned with planning issues and 
not budgetary constraints.  NIEA had been consulted and was content to 
recommend an approval as the full ecological report had been deemed acceptable.   
 
The Chairman also thought it was a wonderful development and it was great when 
the corporate decision-making process actually worked. 
 
Councillor Cathcart was mindful that it was in fact another delayed application, but it 
had certainly not been the fault of the Planning Department.  He had previously 
raised issues in relation to Ward Park such as desilting which would now be 
addressed and was of the view that the proposed changes were both fantastic and 
exciting.  He was aware that all Members were supportive of those proposals and he 
was pleased to propose the recommendation. 
 
Councillor McKee was more than content to second the recommendation observing 
how well the plans looked.  He too was pleased that major problems affecting the 
area such as pollution would be tackled with the construction of the new weir.  It 
would mean that the many nasty items found in the watercourse would no longer 
cause detriment to Ward Park.  He mentioned the biodiversity and how the new 
planting along the edges was vital to bringing about an improvement.  It was 
tremendous that he had spotted a kingfisher and was hopeful that the location would 
provide an even greater benefit for wildlife.  
 
Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor McKee that the 
recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be granted.   
On being put to the meeting with 14 voting FOR, 0 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING 
and 1 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED. The recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
 
FOR (14) AGAINST (0) ABSTAINED (1) ABSENT (1) 
Aldermen   Councillor Councillor 
Gibson  McClean Walker  
Keery    
McDowell    
McIlveen    
Councillors     
Adair    
Brooks     
Cathcart     
Cooper 
Kennedy 
McAlpine 

   

McKee    
McRandal     
Smith, P    
Thompson     
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RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor 
McKee, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be 
granted. 
 
(Having declared an interest, Councillors Adair and McAlpine left the meeting at this 
stage – 8.20 pm) 
 
4.4 LA06/2020/1225/F – War Memorial, 40m NE of 24 and 26 Ballywalter 

Road, Millisle – Erection of 2 No. Remembrance Soldier silhouettes 
(Retrospective) (Appendix IV) 

 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report and Addendum.   
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula  
Committee Interest: Application relating to land in which the Council has an estate 
Proposal: Erection of 2 No. Remembrance Soldier Silhouettes (Retrospective)  
Site Location: War Memorial 40m NE of 24 and 26 Ballywalter Road, Millisle 
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
The Planning Officer (Gail Kerr) stated that retrospective planning permission was 
sought for erection of two Remembrance Soldier silhouettes on the Ballywalter 
Road, Millisle, at the War Memorial.  The site was located just off the public footpath. 
The Memorial had stone walls enclosing it on all sides and was opposite residential 
properties. 
 
The War Memorial consisted of a granite monument to the centre of the Memorial, 
measuring 1.9m in height above ground level. Two metal soldier silhouettes sat on 
either side of the monument, measuring 1.8m in height x 0.8m in width.  The soldier 
silhouettes were located in two planters, which were enclosed by stone walls on all 
sides.  As the Memorial was relatively small-scale in nature, it did not appear 
dominant or obtrusive in the local street scene.  The addition of two timber seats and 
planters allowed the memorial to be absorbed into the public amenity space and 
added to the overall aesthetic of the area.  Granting of planning permission was 
therefore recommended. 
 
Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Cooper that the 
recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be granted. 
 
On being put to the meeting with 12 voting FOR, 0 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING 
and 3 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED.  The recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
 
FOR (12) AGAINST (0) ABSTAINED (1) ABSENT (3) 
Aldermen   Councillor Councillor 
Gibson  McClean Adair  
Keery   McAlpine 
McDowell   Walker 
McIlveen    
Councillors     
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Brooks     
Cathcart     
Cooper    
Kennedy    
McKee    
McRandal     
Smith, P    
Thompson     
    

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor 
Cooper, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be 
granted. 
 
(Councillors Adair and McAlpine re-joined the meeting at this stage – 8.25 pm) 
 
4.5 LA06/2020/0574/LBC – 74 Moat Street, Donaghadee - External Works and 

Restoration of the Old Gunpowder Store (Appendix V) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report and Addendum.   
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 
Committee Interest: Application made by the Council 
Proposal: External Works and Restoration of the Old Gunpowder Store  
Site Location: Donaghadee Gunpowder Store, 74 Moat Street, Donaghadee 
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
The Planning Officer (Gail Kerr) outlined that this proposal related to listed building 
consent at the Old Gunpowder Store, Moat Street, Donaghadee.  
The Moat was a scheduled monument and listed building located in a prominent 
location within Donaghadee town centre.  Previously used as a gunpowder during 
the construction of the harbour, works were currently underway to refurbish the 
building and install a camera obscura to provide views over Donaghadee. 
 
She made reference to a number of slides depicting pictures of the area, adding that 
the initial proposal for works to the Moat was presented to Committee in October 
2018.  As some amendments were required during ongoing construction Consent 
was required due to the Moat being a listed building.  NIEA’s Historic Buildings Unit 
had been consulted and was content, subject to inclusion of conditions.  The 
proposed restoration offered an opportunity to bring an iconic and well-loved building 
back into viable use and enhancing the conservation area.  Thus, grant of planning 
consent was recommended. 
 
Councillor Brooks commented that he was very familiar with those ongoing works at 
the Old Gunpowder Store, as he purposefully visited the building each week to 
observe progress.  On reading the report, he voiced concern in respect of the 
repositioning of the camera from its original position to the lower roof.  As Members 
would be aware a Camera Obscura required 360o vision to beam down the picture.  
He sought clarification that that would still be enabled once the camera was 
relocated to the lower building bearing in mind it would be adjacent to the taller 
tower. 
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The Planning Officer explained that Officers were obliged to assess planning 
applications as submitted to them.  In this case, they had been asked to consider the 
consent for changes and she pointed out that it was not a planning issue if the 
camera had 360o views or not.  She reported that the Head of Planning received 
clarification today from another Council department about the requirements for the 
relocation of Camera Obscura to ensure it was an effective tourism asset.  Liaison 
with appropriate experts had confirmed that the original position was not actually the 
most suitable for obtaining good quality pictures and that was the reason for moving 
it.  Furthermore, there was the added benefit provided by the wider viewing area as 
families and groups could stand and view together. 
 
At this stage, the Head of Planning concurred that she had spoken to the Heritage 
Officer and apparently, the decision was taken some time ago following an initial site 
visit and consultation with the Camera Obscura designer.  The consultant advised 
that the image quality was affected by the distance between the Camera Obscura 
lenses and the viewing table and that as such the quality and brightness of the 
image would be very poor if the Camera Obscura was positioned at the top of the 
main tower. He had further advised that the optimum position in terms of the image 
quality would be achieved by positioning the Camera Obscura on the lower roof, 
albeit with a reduction in the viewing angle, meaning a full panoramic view was not 
achievable.  Positioning the Camera Obscura on the lower roof also had the 
incidental advantage of providing a larger space in which to accommodate those 
viewing the image.  
 
Alderman Keery expressed his disappointment that it would not present the 360o 

views as hoped for but nevertheless if the experts detailed that to be the most 
effective location for better pictures to be achieved on the site, then he was content 
to propose the recommendation. 
Proposed by Alderman Keery, seconded by Councillor Brooks that the 
recommendation be adopted and that planning consent be granted. 
 
Seconding the recommendation, Councillor Brooks acknowledged that the experts 
involved with the Camera Obscura knew better but he remained a little dissatisfied 
that the 360o view would be unavailable. 
 
Councillor Thompson was grateful that it would remain a recognised tourism facility 
for the entire Borough and indeed Northern Ireland too.  Although sharing the 
disappointment of other Members, he insisted it was a positive aspect that additional 
numbers could view.  Taking a long term outlook, he supposed it was the best 
decision given by expert advice.  He was in full agreement of the recommendation 
and congratulated all involved for delivering such a great facility. 
 
On being put to the meeting with 13 voting FOR, 0 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING 
and 2 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED.  The recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
 
FOR (13) AGAINST (0) ABSTAINED (1) ABSENT (2) 
Aldermen   Councillor Councillor 
Gibson  McClean Adair  
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Keery   Walker 
McDowell    
McIlveen    
Councillors     
Brooks     
Cathcart     
Cooper    
Kennedy 
McAlpine 

   

McKee    
McRandal     
Smith, P    
Thompson     
    

(Councillor Adair was off camera and could not take part in the voting) 
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Keery, seconded by Councillor 
Brooks, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning consent be 
granted. 
 
4.6 LA06/2020/0994/A – Static Village Entrance Signage – 31m East of 1 

Thornyhill Road, Balloo (Appendix VI)    
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report and Addendum.   
DEA: Comber  
Committee Interest: Application made by the Council  
Proposal: Static Village Entrance Sign 
Site Location: 31m East of Thornyhill Road, Balloo 
Recommendation: Grant Advertising Consent 
The Planning Officer said that Members would be familiar with the format of those 
applications for advertising consent which related to a series of village entrance 
signs, as made by the Council.  She was required to present the applications 
separately given that members must vote on each individual application.  
 
Each of those signs was being presented to Committee with a recommendation of 
granting advertising consent, due to the fact that the proposed signage respected the 
character and appearance of the site and surrounding area, many replaced an 
existing sign, would not result in cluttering of signage and would not be overly 
dominant in the street scene, as required by PPS 17 – Control of Outdoor 
Advertisements.  DfI Roads had been consulted on each and had returned no 
objection on grounds of road safety. 
 
LA06/2020/0994/A was for a village entrance sign located 31m East of 1 Thornyhill 
Road, Balloo.  The site was located just outside the settlement limit of Balloo at the 
T-junction between Killyleagh Road and Thornyhill Road.  It was recommended that 
consent was granted. 
 
Proposed by Alderman Keery, seconded by Councillor P Smith, that the 
recommendation be adopted and that planning consent be granted. 
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On being put to the meeting with 13 voting FOR, 0 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING 
and 2 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED.  The recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
 
FOR (13) AGAINST (0) ABSTAINED (1) ABSENT (2) 
Aldermen   Councillor Councillor 
Gibson  McClean Adair  
Keery   Walker 
McDowell    
McIlveen    
Councillors     
Brooks     
Cathcart     
Cooper    
Kennedy 
McAlpine 

   

McKee    
McRandal     
Smith, P    
Thompson     
    

(Councillor Adair was off camera and could not take part in the voting) 
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Keery, seconded by Councillor P 
Smith, that the recommendation be adopted and that advertising consent be 
granted. 
 
4.7 LA06/2021/0139/A – Static Village Entrance Signage – 43m West of 7 

Whiterock Road, Killinchy (Appendix VII) 

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report and Addendum.   
 
DEA: Comber 
Committee Interest: Application made by the Council 
Proposal: Static Village Entrance Sign 
Site Location: 43m West of 7 Whiterock Road, Killinchy 
Recommendation: Grant Advertising Consent 
 
The Planning Officer said that Members would be familiar with the format of those 
applications for advertising consent which related to a series of village entrance 
signs, as made by the Council.  She was required to present the applications 
separately given that members must vote on each individual application.  
 
Each of those signs was being presented to Committee with a recommendation of 
granting advertising consent, due to the fact that the proposed signage respected the 
character and appearance of the site and surrounding area, many replaced an 
existing sign, would not result in cluttering of signage and would not be overly 
dominant in the street scene, as required by PPS 17 – Control of Outdoor 
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Advertisements.  DfI Roads had been consulted on each and had returned no 
objection on grounds of road safety. 
 
LA06/2021/0139/A was for a village entrance sign 43m West of 7 Whiterock Road, 
Killinchy.  The application site was located to the north east of the settlement of 
Killinchy and within 168m of that settlement limit.  It was recommended that consent 
was granted. 
 
Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor P Smith, that the 
recommendation be adopted and that planning consent be granted. 
 
On being put to the meeting with 13 voting FOR, 0 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING 
and 2 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED.  The recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
 
FOR (13) AGAINST (0) ABSTAINED (1) ABSENT (2) 
Aldermen   Councillor Councillor 
Gibson  McClean Adair  
Keery   Walker 
McDowell    
McIlveen    
Councillors     
Brooks     
Cathcart     
Cooper    
Kennedy 
McAlpine 

   

McKee    
McRandal     
Smith, P    
Thompson     
    

(Councillor Adair was off camera and could not take part in the voting) 
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor P 
Smith, that the recommendation be adopted and that advertising consent be 
granted. 
 
4.8 LA06/2021/0147/F – 6 no. Urban Art Pods – Extension of Previous 

Temporary Permission for a further 2 years (Appendix VIII) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report and Addendum.   
 
DEA: Bangor Central 
Committee Interest: Application made by Council 
Proposal: 6 no. Urban Art Pods – extension of previous temporary permission for a 
further two years 
Site Location: Lands between 12 and 35 Queen’s Parade, Bangor   
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
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Displaying a Google earth image, the Planning Officer (Gail Kerr) detailed that this 
was an application to amend a previous condition of the temporary approval by a 
further two years. The condition would extend the time period until 24 April 2023. 
 
The site was located on Queen’s Parade, Bangor, within the town centre, primary retail 
core and Bangor Central Area of Townscape Character as designated in draft BMAP. 
The structures occupied a central position within Project 24 area. 
 
She mentioned the slides showing images of the area, noting that given the 
temporary nature of the pods and their use in conjunction with the rest of Project 24, 
it was considered that their retention was acceptable and would continue to ensure 
that the site was put to good use and maintained well pending the eventual 
redevelopment of the site. It was also considered that the structures complied with 
PPS6 Addendum in that it would continue to enhance that part of the ATC albeit on a 
temporary basis until the site was redeveloped. 
 
Therefore, on that basis, it was recommended that full planning permission was 
granted to allow temporary permission. 
 
Alderman Keery queried that the Officer’s report had highlighted an approval date of 
24 April 2019. 
 
The Planning Officer clarified that that was the previous planning approval and it 
would now extend until 24 April 2023.  
 
Proposed by Alderman Keery, seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that the 
recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be granted. 
 
On being put to the meeting with 13 voting FOR, 0 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING 
and 2 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED.  The recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
 
FOR (13) AGAINST (0) ABSTAINED (1) ABSENT (2) 
Aldermen   Councillor Councillor 
Gibson  McClean Adair  
Keery   Walker 
McDowell    
McIlveen    
Councillors     
Brooks     
Cathcart     
Cooper    
Kennedy 
McAlpine 

   

McKee    
McRandal     
Smith, P    
Thompson     
    

(Councillor Adair was off camera and could not take part in the voting) 
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RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Keery, seconded by Councillor 
Cathcart, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission 
be granted. 
 
4.9 LA06/2021/0151/F – 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 – Extension 
of Previous Temporary Permission for a Further 2 Years.  Lands 
between 12 and 35 Queen’s Parade, Bangor (Appendix IX) 

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report and Addendum.   
 
DEA: Bangor Central 
Committee Interest: Application made by the Council 
Proposal: 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 – extension of previous temporary permission for a further 2 
years 
Site Location: Lands between 12 and 35 Queen’s Parade, Bangor   
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
Referring to the Google earth image, the Planning Officer indicated that this was an 
application to amend a previous condition of the temporary approval by a further two 
years.  The condition would extend the time period until 30 June 2023.   
 
The site was located on Queen’s Parade, Bangor within the town centre, primary 
retail core and Bangor Central Area of Townscape Character as designated in 
BMAP. The structure occupied a central position within Project 24 and provided 
shelter for various outdoor events held by and on behalf of the Council. It was just 
under 5m in height and occupies an area of approximately 230 sqm.   
 
Whilst the event space and structure represented a non-retail use within the Primary 
Retail Core of the town centre, given the temporary nature of the structure and its 
use in conjunction with the rest of Project 24, it was considered that its retention was 
acceptable and would continue to ensure that the site was put to good use and 
maintained well pending the eventual redevelopment of the site. It was also 
considered that the structure complied with PPS6 Addendum in that it would 
continue to enhance that part of the ATC albeit on a temporary basis until the site 
was redeveloped.  Therefore, on that basis, grant of planning permission was 
recommended. 
 
Proposed by Alderman Keery, seconded by Councillor Walker, that the 
recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be granted. 
 
On being put to the meeting with 13 voting FOR, 0 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING 
and 2 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED.  The recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
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FOR (13) AGAINST (0) ABSTAINED (1) ABSENT (2) 
Aldermen   Councillor Councillor 
Gibson  McClean Adair  
Keery   Walker 
McDowell    
McIlveen    
Councillors     
Brooks     
Cathcart     
Cooper    
Kennedy 
McAlpine 

   

McKee    
McRandal     
Smith, P    
Thompson     
    

(Councillor Adair was off camera and could not take part in the voting) 
 
The Chair confirmed that this was merely the Council ensuring that it complied with 
its planning requirements until such time as development commenced on the site. 
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Keery, seconded by Councillor 
Walker, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be 
granted. 
 

5. PRESENTATION ON LOCAL TRANSPORT STUDY FOR LOCAL 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN BY DFI TRANSPORTATION AND 
MODELLING UNIT (Appendix X) 

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above report detailing that the Local 
Development Plan Manager updated Members on 2 March 2021 (refer to Item 8 of 
that agenda) regarding the preparation and publication of an overall Belfast 
Metropolitan Transport Study by the Department for Infrastructure (DFI).  The study 
incorporated the five councils that made up the Belfast Metropolitan Transport Plan 
Area (Antrim and Newtownabbey, Belfast City Council, Lisburn and Castlereagh City 
Council, Mid and East Antrim and Ards and North Down). 
 
Flowing from the above Metropolitan Study were a series of Local Transport Studies 
for each Council, the purpose of each being to set out an objective evidence-based 
assessment of current and future transport issues in the context of the 
aforementioned Councils’ growth ambitions.  The approach to provide local studies 
arose in the absence of a sitting Executive and direction to provide for a ‘Transport 
Strategy’ was not covered. 
 
Members agreed to extend an invitation to officials from the DFI Transportation and 
Modelling Unit to present the AND study to Planning Committee.  That invitation was 
made on the basis of providing an opportunity to understand the background to the 
Study for Ards and North Down in the context of how it was anticipated as providing 
an appropriate evidence base to underpin the draft Plan Strategy currently under 
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preparation as the first LDP document.  Members would have had the opportunity to 
scrutinise the content of the Transport Study as provided (at Item 8a of March 
Committee) and presentation by Departmental officials would provide further 
opportunity for posing queries in respect of various concerns as raised by the LDP 
team in the context of its validity. 
 
RECOMMENDED that the Committee notes the attached Local Transport Study and 
Annex and listens to the detailed overview of that Report as presented by the DFI 
Transportation and Modelling Unit officials. 

 
The Chairman advised Members that the meeting would proceed with a presentation 
from DFI Transportation and Modelling Unit officials and asked the Director to bring 
them into the meeting. 
 
The Director confirmed that Stephen Wood and Tony Rafferty joined the meeting at 
this stage – 8.46pm. 
 
Mr Wood asked how long they had to address the Committee.  
 
The Director confirmed that as it was not a deputation and they were speaking to a 
report, they could do so for the length of time the Chairman permitted.  However, she 
was mindful that there would be break at 9pm. 
 
The Chairman thanked the Director for that clarity and explained that they could 
speak up to 9pm and continue after the break. 
 
The Head of Planning interjected to inform the Chairman that the Principal Planning 
Officer (Leona Maginn) would firstly provide background to this item. 
 
The Planning Officer stated that the purpose of the report was by way of introduction 
to the presentation by officials from the DfI Transportation and Modelling Unit on the 
Belfast Metropolitan Transport Study and the Ards and North Down Local Transport 
Study for the Local Development Plan.  Whilst transport planning was a function 
which remained primarily with the DfI it would be important that the new LDP 
integrated transportation with land use in a sustainable manner.  It was anticipated 
that the presentation would provide an opportunity to understand the background to 
the DfI study for Ards and North Down in the context of how it was anticipated as 
providing an appropriate evidence base to underpin the draft plan strategy currently 
under preparation as the first LDP document.  
 
Members would have noted through updates from the Metropolitan Spatial Working 
Group that a shift in emphasis emerged in delivery by DfI away from that of a 
Transport Strategy towards the current status of providing Councils within the former 
metropolitan area with an evidence base in the form of a study.  Subsequently, as a 
study it was not accompanied by public consultation by DfI or any complementary 
appraisals.  This approach for the Local Transport Study evidence was seated in an 
overall Belfast Metropolitan Area Transport Study published online by DfI.  As 
Members would be aware from the previous Committee in March, the Local 
Transport Study presented an evidence base in relation to transport issues at 
strategic level within the Borough.  Members would have had an opportunity to 
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review the Transport Sturdy as provided and turning to the report’s recommendation, 
it is recommended that the Committee notes the attached Local Transport Study and 
Annex and listens to the detailed overview of that Report as presented by the DFI 
Transportation and Modelling Unit officials. 
 
The Chairman thanked the Officer for her introduction and invited Stephen Wood 
and Tony Rafferty to commence their presentation. 
 
Mr Wood thanked Members for affording them the opportunity to address the 
Committee and introduced himself as Head of Transport Planning and Modelling 
Transport Policy Division and Mr Rafferty as Manager of the Development of the 
transport studies and plans.  
 
He commenced his presentation by displaying the undernoted slides: 
 
1. Local Transport Studies and the LDP Process 
 

• Local Transport Study (LTS) – an objective review of baseline evidence 
aimed at assisting councils in the development of draft Plan Strategies and 
to start the process of integration between land-use and transport planning 

• Belfast Metropolitan Transport Study (BMTS) is the LTS for the BMTP area 
and includes the Ards and North Down Borough Council LTS 

• The BMTS was published in November 2020 
 

2. Approach to BMTS 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Development of Options 
– Illustrative Measures by 

Objective

Appraisal of Options 
Against Objectives 

Qualitativley

Conclusions

Modelling Approach for 
BMUA 

Evidence Base Approach 
for Outer Areas 

Development of Options 
– Illustrative Measures by 

Mode

Appraisal of Options Against 
Objectives Quantitatively 

using Model Results

BMUA Outer Areas 
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3. BMUA Overall Modelling Conclusions 
 

• By 2030 there is estimated to be a 19% increase in the number of trips 
predicted with a 21% increase in car trips 

• With the inclusion of all the new transport schemes traffic would grow by 
19%  

• With the inclusion of all the new transport schemes and the addition of 
parking restraint – estimated traffic growth was 15% 

 

 
 
4. Indicative Transport Measures – BMUA 
 

• Walking schemes 

• Cycling schemes  

• Metro Bus Improvements  

• Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 

• Inter-urban Bus Services  

• Rail Improvements 

• Public Transport Fares 

• Highway Improvements  

• Intelligent Transport Systems  

• Demand Management    
 
5. Indicative Transport Measures – ANDBC LTS 
 
1. Improved “limited-stop” bus services to key hubs 
2.   Maintained and improved town centre bus services 
3.   Maintained and improved rail services and connections 
4. Innovative transport models such as Demand Responsive Transport 
5.   New urban road links and supporting sustainable transport infrastructure to 

facilitate key development funded by developers  
6.   Town Centre Parking Strategies that manage for long and short-stay spaces  
7.   Provision of improved walking facilities in towns 
8.   Provision of a network of attractive radial cycling routes in towns and 

greenways between settlements  
9.   Traffic management schemes in urban areas to re-balance modal hierarchy 
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10. Ensure that user behaviour regarding safe use of the transport network is 
monitored and addressed 

11. Transport infrastructure to be designed, provided and maintained to ‘best 
practice’ standards to maximise performance at all times 

 
6. Land Use 
 
Land-use policy can make a contribution to modifying the demand for transport and 
the move to more sustainable modes of transport. 
  

Residential development and key services should be focused in city and town.  In 
rural areas, alternative models of delivery of services are essential 
  

In the BMUA greater density of new development close to public transport hubs and 
along any public transport routes should also be encouraged  
 
7. The Belfast Metropolitan Transport Plan (BMTP) 
 
Resource planning for the delivery of the BMTP has commenced 
  

• Iterative integrated working process with Councils to produce a BMTP that 
works for all parties  

• Align DfI timetable with the Councils  

• Requires two-way engagement and open communications  

• Decide and Provide (outcomes based) approach  
 

RECESS 
 
At this stage 9.06pm the meeting took a 10 minute recess and recommenced at 
9.16pm. 
 
NOTED. 
 
The Chairman thanked Mr Wood for his presentation and ahead of accepting 
questions from Members, he pointed out that the report reflected the use of 
alternative public transport.  He was mindful that we were not living in Amsterdam 
with a high density of population with an overuse of cars that could be refigured so 
people could be cycling everywhere; rather most people in Bangor lived in cul-de-
sacs on the south side of the Circular Road.  Consequently, to move away from that 
situation would require dramatic planning changes on how we built houses in the 
future.  Furthermore, when investigating remedies for cars within the report he only 
noticed about 12 mentions of rail services and they were only in terms of those being 
maintained and upgraded.  He wondered if perhaps that was not the remit of the 
report to explain how those could be improved.  There was a small working 
revolution in progress with people working from home, but before the pandemic it 
would take one hour to drive the 13 miles into Belfast with nowhere to park.  He 
would have liked to have seen it clearly stated that we required more park and ride 
spaces at rail stations, as well as additional capacity on the rail network to entice 
people off the roads.  Would that entail a shake-up of Translink itself and particularly 
the Bangor to Belfast route.  
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In response, Mr Wood said that at this juncture they were flagging up the indicative 
measures needed to deal with issues within towns themselves and, as the Chair had 
pointed out, the commuting flows to Belfast.  Those were obviously a primary 
concern and they had noted and recommended that rail should be boosted and there 
would be work within the Belfast Metropolitan Transport Plan to identify exactly what 
that would be.  The operational issue regarding the train line from Bangor and 
Belfast was one which Translink was looking into with a network utilisation strategy 
taking a holistic view.  He believed the Chair’s points were well made but 
unfortunately, they wanted to maintain a balanced approach to highlight all issues 
without necessarily going into specifics.      
 
Councillor P Smith drew attention to the recommendations at the end of the report 
and understandably the focus was on sustainability.  He was pleased to see the  
recommendation for better bus services in towns as many were poorly served 
leaving residents with their cars as the only option.  His main concern was around 
point 8.15 and road links principally funded by developers for new developments.   
Within his own area of Comber, he witnessed how the infrastructure was 
disintegrating as it was overawed by existing developments, never mind new ones.  
He enquired where was the option to feed investment into the existing infrastructure 
and he raised that with the caveat of the Department’s objective to push people 
towards walking, cycling and public transport.  However, as the Chair rightly said, 
there had to be a practicality as the public’s preference remained the car and 
perhaps that might be an electric car in the near future. 
 
Mr Wood clarified that there were issues pertaining to the environmental emergency 
that we now faced such as carbon and as a result, there had been a change in the 
focus of the Department on how we undertook our role.  Whilst it was not new policy, 
it was more imperative than ever to make progress in carrying out the tasks they had 
specified.  A lot of people made relatively short car journeys as despite the 
congestion, it was still the easiest way to travel as walking or cycling were 
inconvenient and often people felt unsafe.  Generally, before further road 
infrastructure was provided which would actually encourage local travel, there 
remained the necessity to ensure shorter journeys were made by preference on foot 
and cycling where possible.  He did not expect people to walk 1-2 miles to the shops 
as in some cases relocating the longer stay parking spaces away from town centres 
to reduce congestion also made town centres more attractive to walk to and visit.  
When that was fully maximised, only then could the traffic and road aspects be 
enhanced and that was the idea behind the transport management and road 
hierarchy.  There was potential for more people to walk if only a little further and 
displace cars out of environmentally sensitive areas.  In reality, particular sites and 
zonings did require new hard road and physical infrastructure.  They would envisage 
developers contributing to that as the housing sites were only as good as their links, 
so it was only fair that developers contributed to raising the standards of those. 
 
Whilst understanding of the strategic direction being taken and applauding that, 
Councillor P Smith voiced unease about protected routes and significant routes as 
developer contributions would not enhance those.  As an example, he highlighted 
the roads from Killyleagh to Comber and through to Dundonald which were of a poor 
standard at best.  As well as roads throughout the Ards Peninsula where public 
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transport struggled more than other places in the Borough.  There had to be a 
strategic acknowledgement of the requirement to improve the rural road networks 
despite the Department’s aspiration for less people to drive.     
 
Echoing those sentiments, Councillor McAlpine related those concerns to the Ards 
Peninsula which was highly rural and one of the nine in Northern Ireland.  Most of 
the villages were 20-30 minutes’ drive from the two major centres of Newtownards 
and Bangor and most people utilised their cars due to the fact that public transport 
was not as regular a service.  She was unclear about the mention of demand 
responsive transport and the issue of alternative methods and sought further clarity 
and also questioned how much they had taken account of the Rural Needs Act in the 
work going forward. 
 
By way of explanation, Mr Wood defined demand response transport as public 
transport which did not operate fixed timetabling and stopping points.  A pre booking 
system was in place to ask for a bus to call from one place to another and those 
specific journeys could be aggregated together using a mini bus or car operated by a 
volunteer driver.  They would try and provide for the exact demands but use 
appropriate vehicles most efficiently.  In addition, if broadband was rolled out, they 
had to be aware of where that was available as those requests could then be 
received on-line.  That would allow for working from home, shared transport and 
individuals travelling together, mobile services e.g. banks, medical services, 
hairdressers to go out and people were not coming to the central location. 
 
On that same point, Councillor McAlpine made mention of people commuting from 
Portaferry to Downpatrick, children travelling to school in Newtownards, Belfast and 
Bangor or taking the ferry.  She asked if that wide range of rural needs and unusual 
modes of transport had all been taken into consideration.   
 
Mr Wood anticipated those had all been recorded within the Transport Study and  
recognised that the Ards Peninsula was a specific area which presented specific 
difficulties. 
 
At this point, Mr Rafferty interjected to mention that the accessibility analysis that 
they had instigated did focus on bus and rail services but he was pleased to report 
that it had included the Strangford ferry as a form of public transport. 
 
Alderman McDowell highlighted that the majority of the Borough was becoming more 
dormitory in nature with a large intensity of traffic leaving in the morning and 
returning in the evening.  In essence, that had led to increased traffic jams as the old 
industries positioned throughout the Borough had closed meaning people had to 
travel further for jobs.  Twenty years ago, there were many operating industries 
within the smaller towns of Comber, Ballygowan, Donaghadee and others leading 
down to Portaferry, thereby employment was created locally.  To reduce traffic, 
should people not have the opportunity to work closer to home in employment hubs 
or from home to lessen the traffic volumes.  He was of the opinion that that factor 
should be a main focus in this study. 
 
Mr Wood concurred, advising that it was predicted that coming out of lockdown, 
working from home would be sustained, if not for five days a week, certainly for two 
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days, but there continued to be a degree of uncertainty in respect of travel demands 
going forward.  Promoting the next phase, they visualised working very closely with 
the Council’s Planning (LDP) team to detect new employment opportunities and in 
that way prevent people from having to commute.  Towns could be strengthened 
with an emphasis on sustainable modes in towns creating opportunities for shorter 
range journeys which had the added bonus of making towns more attractive with 
local services becoming efficient, popular, attractive and sustainable for the 
advantage of everyone. 
 
Reinforcing the observations of Councillor McAlpine, Councillor Thompson 
commented that the rural deprivation within the Peninsula was a substantial problem  
that needed to be resolved.  He underlined the difficulties encountered by school 
children who had to travel numerous miles to school and back again each day.  
Additionally, working from home on the Peninsula was not easy due to the poor 
broadband provision and he was of the belief that those matters could not be easily 
remedied.  He accepted the attempts to encourage people to give consideration to 
not using their cars, but in the Ards Peninsula they had to travel longer distances to 
work and their car was the only accessible means to do so.  He regretted that there 
was a virtually non-existent bus service with a bus perhaps every other hours and he 
was aware of people travelling to Belfast which demanded the use of three buses 
over a duration of 2½ hours.  He felt it was not good enough in these modern times 
and therefore, there was a long way to go before positive change happened.  Having 
said that, he was gladdened to perceive the realisation that those fundamentals had 
to be accessed across all communities, not just cities and towns and with the 
inclusion of rural areas. 
 
Referring to the BMUA Overall Modelling Conclusions up to 2030, Councillor 
McRandal outlined the three scenarios depicted – do the minimum, inclusion of all 
new transport schemes, and inclusion of transport schemes plus parking restraint.  
Each one resulted in an increase in the numbers of all trips and he was not surprised 
to see the introduction of those revealed a boost in public transport at the expense of 
cars but it also appeared to occur for walking and cycling.  The ‘do the minimum’ 
circumstance resulted in a higher increase in walking and cycling which seemed 
counter intuitive and he was interested to hear Mr Wood’s thoughts on that. 
 
Mr Wood verified how the model suggested that when public transport was reformed, 
we did reduce walking and cycling as primary modes and in all probability that may 
be because public transport was often availed of by people who were not in 
possession of cars.  Besides that, the public transport in Belfast and the urban areas 
were not as frequent as they could be and the fare systems sometimes did not 
encourage short range journeys.  He detailed how the model examined changes and 
it was quite logical that walking and cycling declined as public transport rose.  He 
illustrated that Members were looking at the percentages of the particular modes and 
not the actual numbers so the slide was slightly misleading.  What was interesting 
was that when you applied the demand management measures to make a car less 
attractive, especially for shorter modes to the city centre, the walking and cycling 
numbers jumped back up again and car numbers decreased.  That was certainly one 
explanation that was evident. 
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The Chairman thanked Mr Wood and Mr Rafferty for their detailed presentation and 
a high number of questions with generalised interest. 
 
 
 
At this stage they were placed in the virtual public gallery – 9.47pm.  
 
RESOLVED, that the recommendation be adopted.  

 

6. UPDATE ON CONTRIBUTION TO THE SHARED 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICE (Appendix XI) 

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above report detailing that Members 
would recall the current position in relation to the request for additional monies to be 
paid to the sponsoring body, Mid and East Antrim Borough Council (MEA), in relation 
to resourcing of the Shared Environmental Service.  Payment of £17k over the 
period 2020/21-2021/22, was agreed, subject to attaining confirmation that those 
monies would be utilised to clear the backlog of consultations on planning 
applications as advised, and that proper notice would be given of future resourcing 
issues in order that the Council could investigate alternative opportunities 
accordingly for provision of that service. 
The Chief Executive wrote to the Chief Executive of MEA on 1 March 2021 in that 
respect.  The attached response confirming that position was received from Anne 
Donaghy on 15 March 2021. 
 
RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report and the attached letters. 
 
Proposal by Councillor Thompson, seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that the 
recommendation be adopted.    
 
Councillor Cathcart drew attention to the Shared Environmental Service (SES) and 
the fact that a number of people had expressed reservations about the speed of 
responses from it.  To that end, he reminded the Committee that he had broached 
that issue in his Notice of Motion last month, as well as statutory consultees and the 
SES not being accountable.   
 
The Head of Planning stressed that that subject had been consistently raised 
through the Strategic Planning Group with the Chief Planner and other DfI Officers 
and as part of the ongoing work carried out from the John Irvine report.  As the 
Member had correctly stated, they were not deemed to be a statutory consultee and 
hence they were not bound by the legislation of 21 days.  However, Officers had 
received an assurance that that money would be spent on clearing the backlog.  She 
spoke of how they had initially felt dismayed at being asked for the money because 
our Borough did not have intensive poultry or pig farms that were stuck in the system 
with arguments persisting between the NIEA and SES over the precautionary 
principle and ammonia levels.  She offered a reassurance that Officers would 
continue to raise the matter together with investigating an alternative by possibly 
appointing someone else in a shared service or setting up separately. 
 
Councillor Cathcart was appreciative of the Officer’s explanation. 
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RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Thompson  seconded by Councillor 
Cathcart, that the recommendation be adopted.    
 

7. DFI CONSULTATION – CALL FOR EVIDENCE RE REVIEW OF 
THE PLANNING ACT  

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above report detailing that Members 
would recall being advised that the Department for Infrastructure was undertaking a 
review of the implementation of the Planning Act (NI) 2011 as required by section 
228 of the Act.  The Council was invited to submit its views by 4.00 pm on 15 March 
2021 in response to the Call for Evidence.   
 
Despite that critical consultation only being issued on 25 February and the short time 
frame proposed for response, a draft response was compiled by the Planning 
Department and discussed in committee at the Planning Committee meeting of 2 
March.   
 
The Department had now agreed to extend the deadline for submissions of evidence 
to 15 April 2021.  The attached response was submitted to the Planning Committee, 
for approval at its meeting on 13 April, with delegated powers awarded by the 
Council at its meeting of 31 March, to submit the response to the Department by 15 
April. 
 
RECOMMENDED that the Committee approves the attached response as the 
Council’s submission in relation to the Call for Evidence for the Review of the 
Implementation of the Planning Act (NI) 2011. 
 
The Head of Planning spoke to the report reiterating that in terms of the consultation, 
a further month had been awarded to allow the Council to submit a response to the 
Department.  The Council’s submission was now in the public domain and further to 
the delegated powers approved last month, this would be the final response to 
submit before the deadline of 15 April. 
 
Proposed by Councillor P Smith, seconded by Alderman Gibson that the 
recommendation be adopted. 
 
Welcoming the Department’s response, Councillor P Smith indicated that it included 
several process changes to reduce bureaucracy and costs and he mentioned page 7 
as a prime example.  Other proposals pertained to increasing powers and page 16 
alluded to the proper maintenance of land which he judged as being extremely 
helpful.  Lastly, the conclusion about the need for higher fees and the service to 
achieve cost neutrality was a matter to be aspired to.  All in all, it amounted to plenty 
of good feedback and he extended his thanks to Officers. 
 
As seconder, Alderman Gibson said that sometimes farmers felt aggrieved when 
asked to look after their land but he would be glad to support this work. 
 
Councillor Cathcart shared the viewpoints of previous speakers stating that it was an 
excellent piece of work which he had enjoyed reading.  His NOM had been a rant to 
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the DfI but this submission would now be what he classed as an official rant.  He 
trusted the content would be taken on board by the Department as an opportunity to 
make progress and he was appreciative of the efforts by Officers. 
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor P Smith, seconded by Alderman 
Gibson, that the recommendation be adopted.   
 

8. CONSIDERATION OF AMENDMENT TO SCHEME OF 
DELEGATION  

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above report detailing that Schemes of 
Delegation outlined how decision-making for local applications were delegated to an 
appointed officer rather than the Council, thereby enabling speedier decisions and 
improved efficiency.  
 
As required by Section 31(1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 and 
Regulation 8 of The Planning (Development Management) Regulations (Northern 
Ireland) 2015.  AND’s Scheme of Delegation (copy attached) currently required that 
any local development application attracting six or more separate individual 
objections, which were contrary to the officer’s recommendation, and where a 
material planning matter had been raised, to be referred to the Committee. 
Members had asked questions at recent Committee meetings querying why it was 
necessary to consider such applications given that on occasion it seemed objections 
may have fallen into the category of ‘nimbyism’, and on other occasions, despite the 
number of objections, the lack of representation at the meeting by such objectors to 
the scheme. 
 
In that respect the Committee may consider it useful to revisit the threshold as 
defined in the Scheme of Delegation.  Table 1 outlined an analysis of referrals to 
Committee over the last five years in that regard. 
 

Table 1 – Numbers of applications referred each year to Committee, whether    
objectors registered to speak, and Committee decision 

 
Year No. of 

applications 
attracting 
=>6 objs 

No. of those 
applications 

where objectors 
registered to 

speak 

% with 
speakers 

Committee decision 

2016/17 20  3 15% 
All 20 - agreed with 
Officer recommendation 

2017/18 11  1 9% 
All 11 – agreed with 
Officer recommendation 

2018/19 16  8 50% 
All 16 – agreed with 
Officer recommendation 

2019/20 12  4 33% 
All 12 – agreed with 
Officer recommendation 

2020/21 7  1 14% 
All 7 – agreed with 
Officer recommendation 
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Total 66 17 25.8% 
100% agreed with 
Officer 
recommendation 

 
Item 8b attached set out the full detail of each planning application from which the 
detail in Table 1 above was summarised, in terms of reference, proposal, 
recommendation and full details of Committee voting, highlighting those where the 
voting was unanimous in favour of the officer recommendation. 
 
The Committee may also wish to reconsider the definition of a ‘valid planning reason’ 
for call into Committee by a Member, as set out in the current Protocol for Operation 
of the Planning Committee.  Table 2 provided details of the applications called into 
committee. 
 
Table 2 – Number of applications called into Committee by Committee members 

with a ‘valid planning reason’, whether speakers appeared and Committee 
decision 

 
Year No. of 

applications 
called in by 
PC Member 

Officer 
Recommendation 

No. of those 
applications 

where 
public 

registered 
to speak 

% Committee 
decision 

2016/17 1 1 Refusal 
1 speaking 

for 
100 1 Refusal 

2017/18 12 
9 Refusal  

 3 Approval 

4 speaking 
for, 3 

speaking for 
& against 

58 

5 Refusal 
7 Approval  

(4 overturned to 
approval) 

2018/19 9 
5 Refusals 

4 Approvals 

4 speaking 
for, 3 

speaking for 
& against 

78 

3 Refusal  
6 Approval  

(2 overturned to 
approval) 

2019/20 11 
8 Refusals 

3 Approvals 

8 speaking 
for, 1 

speaking for 
& against 

82 
8 Refusals 

3 Approvals 

2020/21 9 
5 Refusals 

4 Approvals 

7 for, 2 
speaking for 

& against 
100 

4 Refusal 
5 Approval (1 
overturned to 

approval) 

Total 42    

87.5% 
agreement with 
Officer 
recommendation 

 
RECOMMENDED that the Planning Committee undertake a separate workshop to 
consider; if the present threshold of six objections should be increased, and if the 



PC.13.04.21 

40 
 

term ‘valid planning reason’ needed to be refined, with any agreed changes being 
brought back to the Council for approval. 
 
The Head of Planning referred Members to the report and elucidated that those 
background figures were held on spreadsheets and applicable to the performance at 
Committee.  Comments had been taken on board from previous meetings relating to 
the large number of objections being received but not following through with 
speaking rights at the Committee.  Thus, it was proposed to hold a workshop in order 
to examine other schemes of delegation and their levels with the aim of lessening 
the burden placed on the Planning Committee.  It was hoped to get applications 
through the process quicker and perhaps averting less contentious ones from 
Committee that took up time.  She was keen to point out that they would not be 
undermining the democratic accountability but ascertaining whether six objections 
should be the automatic trigger for referral to the Committee and perhaps looking at 
the valid planning reason for call in. 
 
In response, Alderman McDowell underlined that he was opposed to that course of 
action believing that the current process was satisfactory.  He recalled that it had 
been a battle at the beginning to permit the public to have a voice at the Committee.   
That had been attained by an application receiving six objections or being called in 
by a Councillor.  He outlined how that arrangement had not been abused over the 
years and therefore did not see the point in spending time at a workshop trying to fix 
something which he did not consider to be broken.  His preference would be to see 
the existing scheme of delegation maintained. 
 
Proposed by Alderman McDowell, seconded by Councillor McKee that the Planning 
Committee did not undertake a separate workshop and continues with its current 
scheme of delegation. 
 
As seconder, Councillor McKee stated that he was content to attend a workshop but 
agreed with the proposer that there should not be any dilution of the democratic 
rights of people as that would be concerning to him and he was not prepared to 
support that. 
 
It was the opinion of Councillor Cathcart that Members were focusing on one aspect 
i.e. the six objections whereas the workshop would be looking at the overall scheme 
of delegation.  His stance was that in doing so it would provide a more efficient 
planning service.  Even tonight there was a renewal which entailed a brief 
presentation with no discussion forthcoming.  On that basis alone, he asserted that it 
would speed up our planning time, hence the idea of a workshop should not be 
rejected as it would provide a beneficial exercise to examine all options.  Broadly 
speaking, he maintained that all Committees should be reviewing their processes 
over time to serve everyone as competently as possible. 
 
Councillor P Smith was in agreement with Councillor Cathcart that there was merit in 
holding a workshop.  It did not necessitate Members acceding to the proposals but it 
would allow a teasing out of the term ‘a valid planning reason’.  Whether six 
objections were the correct threshold was up to Members to decide but we needed 
to hold that discussion. 
 



PC.13.04.21 

41 
 

Although fully sympathetic with Alderman McDowell’s viewpoint about speaking 
rights, he noted that it was entirely up to the public as to whether they were 
exercised.  Regardless of that, Alderman McIlveen remarked that there should be a 
review of those as a good measure but was somewhat unsure if he particularly 
wished to appraise that aspect.  He did however want examination of a valid 
planning reason which was a gift bestowed to the Chairs of the Planning Committee 
and could sometimes be implemented in an inconsistence manner.  Criteria should 
also be contemplated relevant to a Chair calling in a matter or if that should be 
devolved to the Deputy Chair.  Undoubtedly, there was value in having a review but 
from a personal perspective he doubted if he would change his view regarding the 
rule of six objectors as that was a good check on the process.  Examples tonight 
such as a major application up for renewal might cause issues down the line. On 
balance, he could not support Alderman McDowell’s proposal but agreed on his 
rationale for making it. 
 
On being put to the meeting with 4 voting FOR, 9 voting AGAINST, 2 ABSTAINING 
and 1 ABSENT, the proposal FELL.   
 
Proposed by Councillor P Smith, seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that the 
recommendation be adopted.    
 
On being put to the meeting with 9 voting FOR, 4 voting AGAINST, 2 ABSTAINING 
and 1 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED.   
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor P Smith, seconded by Councillor 
Cathcart, that the recommendation be adopted.    
 

9. SERVICE UNIT DELIVERY PLAN 2021-2022  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above report detailing that since 2017/18 
Service Plans were produced by each Service in accordance with the Council’s 
Performance Management policy. 
 
Plans were intended to: 
 

• Encourage compliance with the new legal, audit and operational context 

• Provide focus on direction 

• Facilitate alignment between Corporate, Service and Individual plans and 
activities  

• Motivate and develop staff 

• Promote performance improvement, encourage innovation and share good 
practice 

• Encourage transparency of performance outcomes 

• Better enable us to recognise success and address underperformance 
 
A draft plan for 2021/22 was attached. That plan had been developed to align with 
objectives of The Big Plan for Ards and North Down 2017-2032 and the draft 
Corporate Plan 2020-2024.  The Plan would also support delivery of the ITRDS.  The 
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agreement of the plan would also aid toward achievement of the Council’s 
performance improvement duties under the Local Government Act (NI) 2014. 
 
The Service Plan highlighted where the service contributed to the Corporate Plan 
and, where that was the case, set out the objectives of the service for the 2021/22 
year.  It further identified the key performance indicators used to illustrate the level of 
achievement of each objective, and the targets that the Service would try to attain 
along with key actions required to do so. 
 
The plan was based on the agreed budget. It should be noted that, should there be 
significant changes in-year (eg due to Council decisions, budget revisions or 
changes to the Performance Improvement Plan) the plan may need to be revised. 
 
The Committee would be provided with update reports on performance against the 
agreed plan. 

RECOMMENDED that the Council adopts the attached plan. 
 
Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Alderman Keery, that the 
recommendation be adopted. 
 
Councillor Cathcart felt encouraged by the time taken to process applications as 
given the lockdown year, those figures were only slightly off target.  He congratulated 
Officers bearing in mind that they had been working from home and recognised that 
it had been a challenging time for all.   
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Alderman 
Keery, that the recommendation be adopted. 
 

10. UPDATE ON PLANNING APPEALS  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above report detailing that the following 
appeal was allowed on 9 March 2021.  
 
Appeal reference:  2020/E0007 
Application Reference: LA06/2019/0916/LDP 
Appeal by: Ian Agar 
Subject of Appeal: The refusal of a Certificate of Lawfulness for Proposed Use 

or Development 
Location: Land approximately 60m SW of 21 Burn Road, Comber 

 
The Council refused the application on 7 February 2020 for the following reason: 
 

• The Council, having considered the information provided, was not satisfied 
that the proposed operations specified above and shown on the attached 
drawing Nos X/2014/0191/01, 03, 04, 05 & 06 which were received on the 8 
April 2014, and No X/2014/0191/2 which was received on the 23 June 2014,  
were lawful in that development had not been commenced in accordance with 
Condition 3 of X/2014/0191/F prior to the 12th September 2019 and the time 
to lawfully commence development had now expired. 
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The application was to demonstrate the lawful commencement of development for a 
farm dwelling approved under planning application reference X/2014/0191/F. 
 
Condition 3 of that approval was worded as followed: 
 
“The vehicular access, including visibility splays and any forward sight distance, shall 
be provided in accordance with Drawing No. 285/P01A bearing the date stamp 23 – 
06-2014, 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”. 
 
The Commissioner considered that condition 3 of planning consent X/2014/0191/F 
was made up of two elements. The first requiring that the access to the proposal be 
laid out in accordance with the approved drawing before any other development 
approved under the permission commenced. 
 
The second element required that the area within the visibility splays and any 
forward sight line shall be cleared to provide a level surface and be permanently kept 
clear.  
 
It was noted that there was no timescale indicated on the condition and no telegraph 
pole shown in situ on drawing No 285/P01A. 
 
The reason for the imposition of condition 3 was to ensure there was a satisfactory 
means of access in the interests of road safety and the convenience of road users. If 
the condition was read in the context of the planning permission as a whole, it was 
simply concerned with the provision of an access deemed safe by the Roads and 
Planning Authorities. 
 
The Commissioner was of the opinion that from the evidence submitted the access 
was provided and constructed in accordance with Drawing No. 285/P01A, either at 
or before the time the foundations for the dwelling were poured, therefore the first 
part of the condition had been substantially discharged.  
 
While it was recognised that the failure to remove the telegraph pole was at odds 
with the second part of Condition 3, that element of the condition did not go to the 
heart of the permission since it could be dealt with through enforcement action by 
service of a Breach of Condition Notice. 
 
The Commissioner was therefore of the view that Condition 3 was timeously 
discharged and that the Certificate should be granted. 
 
The Commissioner’s decision was attached. 
 
New Appeals Lodged 
 
The following appeal was lodged on 18 February 2021 
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Appeal reference:  2020/A0147 

Application Reference: LA06/2018/1176/O 

Appeal by: Mr Nigel Kerr 

Subject of Appeal: Refusal of permission for Dwelling and Garage 

Location: Land adjacent and to South of 200-202 Millisle Road, 
Donaghadee 

 
Details of appeal decisions, new appeals and scheduled hearings could be viewed at 
www.pacni.gov.uk. 
 
RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the report. 
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor 
Thompson, that the minutes be noted.  
 

11. PLANNING STATISTICS THIRD QUARTER 2020/21 
STATISTICAL BULLETIN  

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the report from the Head of Planning 
detailing that the DfI Northern Ireland Planning Statistics Third Quarter 2020/21 
Statistical Bulletin was released on 25 March 2021 and the detailed statistical tables 
could be accessed here https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/publications/northern-
ireland-planning-statistics-october-december-2020.   
It indicated the following for Ards and North Down with figures for same period the 
previous year included in brackets: 
 

 Received Decided/Withdrawn Average 
processing time 

(wks) 

Majors 5 (8) 5 (3) 69.6 (97.0) 

Locals 703 (639) 543 (539) 17.4 (15.6) 

 
The table below set out the detail of additional activity undertaken by the Planning 
Department over that same period. 
 

 Received Decided 

Discharge of Conditions 45 36 

Certificates of Lawfulness 
(Proposed & Existing) 

43 42 

Non Material Changes 37 34 

Pre Application Discussions 24  

Proposals of Application Notice 7  

Tree Preservation 
Orders/Consent to Fell Trees in 
Conservation Area 

34 28 

 

http://www.pacni.gov.uk/
https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk%2Fpublications%2Fnorthern-ireland-planning-statistics-october-december-2020&data=04%7C01%7CAnn.McCullough%40ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk%7C5d70f4eaa9da42fb2e9f08d8ef710a28%7C39416dee5c8e4f5cb59d05c4bd0dd472%7C0%7C0%7C637522616071869956%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=58JCi5jpYDebwbHOXxYdGiJJPjFWxPtikdMxbgcl7%2Fs%3D&reserved=0
https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk%2Fpublications%2Fnorthern-ireland-planning-statistics-october-december-2020&data=04%7C01%7CAnn.McCullough%40ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk%7C5d70f4eaa9da42fb2e9f08d8ef710a28%7C39416dee5c8e4f5cb59d05c4bd0dd472%7C0%7C0%7C637522616071869956%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=58JCi5jpYDebwbHOXxYdGiJJPjFWxPtikdMxbgcl7%2Fs%3D&reserved=0
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Despite Planning Enforcement effectively being suspended due to lockdown and 
resources allocated elsewhere, the following details were recorded: 
 

Cases 
Opened 

Cases Closed Cases 
Concluded 

% of cases 
concluded within 

39 weeks 

219 (392) 110 (320) 93 (339) 66.7 (83.5) 

 
An enforcement case was concluded when one of the following occurred: a notice 
was issued; legal proceedings commenced; a planning application was received; or 
the case was closed.   
 
Of the total cases closed: 
 
Remedied/Resolved 33 
Planning Permission granted 24 
Not Expedient 12 
No Breach 34 
Immune from Enforcement Action 7 
Appeal Allowed/Enforcement Notice Quashed 0 

 
RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the Bulletin and the content of this Report. 
 
The Head of Planning conveyed to Members that some unvalidated management 
information was received that day from the Statistics Branch for the overall year.  It 
demonstrated a slight improvement as we were down to 57 weeks for major 
applications but she anticipated that with the good practice guide and making 
decisions against applications earlier we would see that reducing over the coming 
year.  With regard to local applications, those currently stood at 17 weeks over the 
year and she admitted that it had been a demanding year for staff working under 
difficult circumstances.  Officers had processed 831 cases which did not include the 
additional workload on discharge of conditions, non material change applications, 
certificates of lawfulness, and tree consents.  Enforcement dropped below the target 
of 70% to 62% concluded within 39 weeks but that was to be expected with the 
reallocation of enforcement staff across to assist on the DM side. 
 
Proposed by Alderman Gibson, seconded by Alderman Keery, that the 
recommendation be adopted. 
 
Alderman Gibson classed the report as a tremendous endeavour when taking 
account of Officers working from home.  All processes had been undertaken 
smoothly and upheld to a high standard. 
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Gibson, seconded by Alderman 
Keery, that the recommendation  be adopted.  
 

TERMINATION OF MEETING  
 
The meeting terminated at 10.12pm. 



          ITEM 4.1 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref LA06/2018/0324/O 

Proposal 

 
 
Development of 24 No. extra-care living units and shared 
communal facilities  
 
 

Location 

 
Lands at 95 and 97 Donaghadee Road, Millisle 
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 
 

Committee 
Interest 

Call in by Cllr Adair:  
 
“The Proposal is a unique proposal (i.e. additional care living units) 
and are not standard residential units. Therefore, additional 
discussion is required by the committee regarding application of 
relevant policy. 
Policy CTY1 of PPS21 is relevant and applicant appears to have 
complied with policy requirements. Further explanation for 
recommended refusal is required. 
Given the pressing need for this type of accommodation in the area, 
the committee should be given the opportunity to fully consider and 
discuss the proposal.”  

 

Validated 19/04/2018 

Summary 

 

• Outline application therefore principle of development 
under consideration 

• Full consideration of objections detailed within case officer 
report  

• Statutory Consultees –Content with some requesting 
additional details at Reserved Matters stage  
 

Recommendation 
 
Refusal 
 

Attachment 

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

Application Ref: LA06/2018/0324/O DEA:  Ards Peninsula 

Proposal:  
Development of 24 No. extra-care living units and shared communal facilities  
 

Location:  
Lands at 95 and 97 Donaghadee Road, Millisle 
 

Applicant:  
Belfast Central Mission 

Agent:  
Gravis Planning 
 

 
Date Valid: 19/04/2018 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 26/11/2020 

Date last Neighbour Notified: 29/12/2020  

 
Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: Yes 

 
Letters 
of 
support  

 
7 

(includes 5 current and 
former MLAs and 

1 MP) 

 
Letters of 
Objection 

 
11 (from 3 
separate 
addresses) 

 
Petitions 

 
0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 

 

• Planning history of the site and surrounding area 

• Principle of development in this rural location and conformity with the Ards and 

Down Area Plan and Rural Planning Policy 

• Integration and design of the proposed buildings 

• Impact on the rural character of the area 

• Water run-off and drainage 

• Potential impact on the amenity of existing dwellings 

• Potential effects on European Sites, protected species & priority habitats 

 

Case Officer: Gillian Corbett 

Recommendation: Refuse Planning Permission 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 

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

 
The application site is located on the western side of the Donaghadee Road, just 
outside Millisle. The site is elevated from the public road and is accessed via a 
sweeping driveway built to serve a care home. The site as outlined in red is defined 
along the southern boundary by a row of mature trees at the time of the site visit but 
with recent development on site some have been removed. The northern boundary is 
undefined where it adjoins land set aside for the development of a 60-bed care home 
currently under construction. A line of mature trees exists further to the north.  
 

 
Figure 1 – Approaching the application site from Millisle 

 

 
Figure 2 – View from the application site towards the southern boundary 

 
 

The land within the central portion of the application site is relatively flat. The western 
portion of the site falls gradually from this central area towards the western boundary 
by around 4 – 4.5 metres. The land to the west at the time of inspection was an 
overgrown grass area. The western boundary is defined by a mature hedgerow. 
 
 



 

3 
 

 
Figure 3 – Western portion of application site 

 

 
Figure 4 – Western portion of application site facing north 

 

The application site is located within the countryside outside the Settlement Limit of 
Millisle as defined by the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015, 1.17 kilometres to the 
South of Donaghadee and 450 metres to the North of Millisle. 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Figure 5 – Location of site (in red) in relation to the Settlement Development Limits of Donaghadee to 

the north and Millisle to the south. 
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2.   Site Location Plan 

 

 
Figure 6 – Application site outlined red 
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3.   Planning History 

 
Application site 
 
X/2014/0237/F 
 
95 and 97 Donaghadee Road, Millisle 
 
64 bed dementia care home and associated facilities accommodation 
 
Permission granted:  02.02.2015 
 
The site layout plan indicates that the approved care home was to be positioned 
within the red line of the current application site. The proposed layout approved in 
2015 consisted of a central feature building with ‘spine’ corridors radiating out to 
create a web effect layout. 
 
 
                                  

 
 

Figure 7 – Extract from approved site layout plan (X/2014/0237/F) 

 
 
LA06/2017/0741/F 
 
95 and 97 Donaghadee Road, Millisle, BT22 2BZ 
 
60-bed dementia care home and associated facilities/accommodation 
 
Permission granted: 28.02.2018 
 
This planning approval is extant as it has commenced timeously and is a material 
consideration in the consideration of the current proposal.  
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Figure 8a – Extract from approved site layout plan (LA06/2017/0741/F) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The current application site 
incorporates land to the south and 
west of the approved nursing home 
which was previously shown as a 
landscaped garden and walkway to 
the west and parking area to the 
south – see Figure 8b. 
 

 
 

 
Figure 8b – Proposed site layout in context of Care Home approval 
 
LA06/2019/1037/NMC 
 
95 and 97 Donaghadee Road, Millisle BT22 2BZ 
 
Non-material change to approval LA06/2017/0741/F for reduction in the extent of the 
internal circulation road within the site and associated change to the external lighting 
proposal of the roadway.   Non Material Change Granted: 13.01.2020 
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5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 
Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 
 

• Building on Tradition: A Sustainable Design Guide for the Northern Ireland 
Countryside 

• Creating Places: Achieving quality in residential environments 

• DCAN 15: Vehicular Access Standards 
 

Surrounding area  
 
LA06/2018/0655/F 
 
93 Donaghadee Road, Millisle (south of the proposal site) 
 
Demolition of existing dwelling and construction of replacement detached dwelling. 
 
Permission granted: 01.02.2019 
 

 
Figure 9 – Extract from approved site layout plan (LA06/2018/0655/F) 

 

4.   Planning Policy Framework  

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

• Regional Development Strategy (RDS) 2035 

• Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 

• Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement & Parking 

• Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage 

• Planning Policy Statement 15: Planning and Flood Risk (Revised) 

• Planning Policy Statement 21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside 
 

http://www.planningni.gov.uk/index/policy/planning_statements_and_supplementary_planning_guidance/guides/building_on_tradition_-_a_sustainable_design_guide_for_the_northern_ireland_countryside_.htm
http://www.planningni.gov.uk/index/policy/planning_statements_and_supplementary_planning_guidance/guides/building_on_tradition_-_a_sustainable_design_guide_for_the_northern_ireland_countryside_.htm
http://www.planningni.gov.uk/index/policy/planning_statements_and_supplementary_planning_guidance/dcans/dcan15.htm
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6.   Consultations  
Consultation was carried out with the following statutory and non-statutory consultees and a synopsis 
of responses is listed 

Consultee Response 

Shared Environmental Service No objection subject to inclusion of conditions 

DFI Roads No objections provided the access onto the public 
road is provided in accordance with Drawing No. 
03B as approved under planning application 
LA06/2017/0741/F  

NI Water  No objections. Waste Water Treatment Works has 
available capacity  

Water Management Unit No objections on basis that a Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) should be 
submitted at least 8 weeks prior to the 
commencement of construction and development 
carried out in accordance 

Natural Environment Division No objections 

Marine and Fisheries Division No objections subject to condition 

Historic Environment Division No objections  

Environmental Health No objections subject to condition 

DFI Rivers No objections to the proposed development based 
on the information provided 

Council’s Tree Officer No objections subject to condition 

 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Regional Development Strategy (RDS) 2035 
 
The RDS provides strategic planning guidance for development across Northern 
Ireland. It acknowledges that Northern Ireland’s population is projected to reach 1.946 
million by 2023 with a marked increase in the size of the population at older ages. The 
number of people at pensionable age is estimated to increase by 40% to 2023. 
 
The regional guidance within RG6 and RG8 provides direction in relation to the location 
of future residential development and associated services and facilities. 

RG6: Strengthen community cohesion  

The village concept is important for both rural and suburban areas as it can bring people 
together and strengthen communities by sharing a sense of place and identity.  

Develop integrated services and facilities - This will enable people to meet and 
undertake shared activities whilst ensuring there are no barriers, perceived or physical, 
to access these places.  

Foster a stronger community spirit and sense of place - Encourage community 
participation in the planning process to reinforce a sense of belonging and place.  

Encourage mixed housing development - Neighbourhoods with homes in a range of 
sizes and tenures will allow heterogeneous populations to live together. Diverse 
populations lead to more stable communities and can help reduce social isolation.  
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RG8: Manage housing growth to achieve sustainable patterns of residential 
development  

The varied housing needs of the whole community need to be met. This includes the 
availability of affordable and special needs housing. Housing is a key driver of physical, 
economic and social change in both urban and rural areas. Strategic planning places 
emphasis on the importance of the relationship between the location of housing, jobs, 
facilities and services and infrastructure. 
 
Ensure an adequate and available supply of quality housing to meet the needs of 
everyone - Housing land will be identified in development plans. Planning authorities 
should take account of existing vacant housing in any assessment of housing need. 
They should also take account of need identified, in the Housing Needs 
Assessment/Housing Market Analysis when allocating housing land, including land for 
social and intermediate housing such as shared ownership and affordable housing.  
 
Development Plan 
 
Section 6(4) states that where, in making a determination on an application, regard is 
to be had to the Development Plan, the determination must be made in accordance 
with the Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 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.  
 
In practice this means that development that accords with the development plan should 
be approved, subject to compliance with planning policy and guidance. 
 
The application site (red star on ortho below) is in the countryside some 450 metres 
north of the village of Millisle and 1.7 kilometres south of the town of Donaghadee.  
  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 10 – Settlement limit of Millisle outlined red (see also Figure 5) 



 

10 
 

 
Proposal ME 01 of the Ards and Down Area Plan relates to the Settlement Limit of 
Millisle and states the following – 
 
The designated Settlement Limit has been drawn around the urban footprint to ensure 
a compact settlement form, prevent coalescence with nearby Donaghadee to the north 
and inappropriate expansion over the Plan period. 
 
The site lies outwith any settlement development limits in the Ards and North Down 
Area Plan and is within the countryside directly opposite a Local Landscape Policy Area 
and national, European and international designated sites although there are no 
specific land zonings pertaining to the application site or the proposed development. 
 
The Plan Strategy for the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 states the following – 
 
The Strategy recognises different priorities at different stages in people’s lives and the 
need for policies and programmes to be tailored to these specific needs and targeted 
at those in greatest objective need. 
 
In order to ensure that there is no public misunderstanding of these Plan policies and 
proposals, it must be recognised that there may be occasion when other material 
considerations outweigh one or more of these. Each case must be considered on its 
merits to assess whether an exception would be justified but the provisions of the Plan 
policies and proposals will prevail unless there are other overriding policy or material 
considerations which outweigh them and justify a contrary decision. 
 
The agent has submitted information in support of the proposed development setting 
out the reasons why development should be treated as an exception to both the 
provisions of the Development Plan and to regional planning policy. The supporting 
information will be considered in the detailed assessment below alongside all other 
material planning considerations.  
 

 
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.  
 
Policy CTY 1 of Planning Policy Statement 21: Sustainable Development in the 
Countryside, is afforded greater weight in this instance as the SPPS is less prescriptive 
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in relation to the overall principle of development in the countryside.  Policy CTY1 is 
more prescriptive as while similar to the SPPS, it provides a list of types of development 
which in principle are considered to be acceptable in the countryside, it then goes on 
to state that other types of development will only be permitted where there are 
overriding reasons why that development is essential and could not be located in a 
settlement (emphasis added). 
 
As the proposed development does not fall within any of the types of developments 
listed in Policy CTY1 as being acceptable in principle, it must be demonstrated that 
there are overriding reasons as to why the development is essential and cannot be 
located in a settlement.  
 
The Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 remains the extant development plan relevant to 
this proposal until such times as the Council adopts its own Local Development Plan 
(LDPs). In preparing LDPs councils shall bring forward a strategy for sustainable 
development in the countryside, together with appropriate policies and proposals that 
must reflect the aims, objectives and policy approach of the SPPS, tailored to the 
specific circumstances of the plan area. The Ards and Down Area Plan makes no such 
provision for development in the countryside of the nature proposed in this application. 
 
The proposed development of 24 units is considered to be at odds with the core 
principles and objectives of the SPPS given its location within the countryside.  While 
Paragraph 3.5 of the SPPS acknowledges housing as a key driver of physical, 
economic and social change in both urban and rural areas, it goes on to stress that it 
is important to manage housing in a sustainable way, placing particular emphasis on 
the importance of the inter-relationship between the location of local housing, jobs, 
facilities, services and infrastructure along with the promotion of more sustainable 
patterns of transport and travel.  
 
 
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  
 
The application site is within close proximity to national, European and international 
designated sites: 

 

• Outer Ards ASSI which is declared under the Environment Order (Northern 
Ireland) 2002; 
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• Outer Ards SPA and East Coast Marine pSPA, both of which are designated 
under the EC Birds Directive (79/409/EEC on the conservation of wild birds) 

 

• Outer Ards Ramsar Site which is designated under the Ramsar Convention; and 
 

• North Channel SAC which is designated under the EC Habitats Directive  
(92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora)  

 
The application site is approximately 20m from the High-Water Mark and the boundary 
of the designated sites. 
 

This planning application was considered 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 and location of the project it is concluded that, 
provided relevant mitigation is conditioned in any planning approval, the proposal will 
not have an adverse effect on site integrity of any European site. 
 
 
Policy NH 2: Species Protected by Law  
 
Consultation has taken place with DAERA’s Natural Environment Division (NED). 
  
The application site is hydrologically connected to Outer Ards Special Protection Area 
(SPA)/Area of Special Scientific Interest (ASSI) (hereafter referred to as the designated 
sites) which are of international and national importance and are protected by The 
Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended) 
and The Environment (Northern Ireland) Order 2002. 
  
On the basis of the information submitted, NED is content that the trees to be removed 
are unlikely to currently support roosting bats. However, as stated within the Site 
Inspection report, ‘updated surveys may be required should works not proceed by 
spring 2019’ – NED advises that in order to avoid any breach of Regulations referred 
to above, all mature trees indicated as having bat roosting potential which will be 
impacted should be surveyed for the presence of bats by an experienced bat worker or 
surveyor within 48 hours prior to removal, felling or lopping. NED has requested a 
condition should be included in any planning approval to this effect. NED notes that as 
light sensitive bats have been previously recorded using the site a lighting plan should 
be submitted at Reserved Matters Stage. 
 
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: 
 



 

13 
 

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. 
 
After consultation with DFI Roads there are no objections to the proposed access 
arrangements provided the access onto the public road is provided in accordance with 
Drawing No. 03B as approved under planning application LA06/2017/0741/F. The 
access road through the site and associated driveways to the residential units are 
private, therefore DFI Roads only provides comment on an access to a public road.  
It has been confirmed that the access onto the public road has been provided in 
accordance with Drawing No. 03B as approved under planning application 
LA06/2017/0741/F. 
 
The Donaghadee Road is not a protected route, and as such the proposal complies 
with Policy AMP2. 
 
Policy AMP 7: Car Parking and Servicing 
 
Development proposals will be required to provide adequate provision for car parking 
and appropriate servicing arrangements. The precise amount of car parking will be 
determined according to the specific characteristics of the development and its location 
having regard to the Department’s published standards or any reduction provided for 
in an area of parking restraint designated in a development plan. Proposals should not 
prejudice road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic. 
 
The proposal is for the development of 24 extra care living units and shared communal 
facilities. PPS 3 is accompanied by supplementary guidance on parking standards, 
which recommends the number of parking spaces for each type of development.   
 
Supporting information submitted with the planning application argues that as the 
proposed units are not (strictly speaking) residential units, the recommendations of 
Creating Places are not applicable.  I disagree with this assertion as the 24 units are 
stand-alone residential units, capable of functioning entirely independently.  In addition, 
the Parking Standards advise that for sheltered accommodation, where no communal 
living standards are involved, normal residential parking standards should apply.  
 
Communal living standards would involve shared facilities such as kitchen and living 
areas. It is intended that each of the 24 units will have all the facilities of any other 
independent dwelling, therefore in my professional judgement normal residential 
standards should be applicable. 
 
In addition, the residential accommodation will be available to couples over 55 years 
old only and, as set out in the applicant’s supporting statement, the spouses of those 
requiring early stage care will also occupy the units. It is therefore not a given that all 
occupants will be unfit to drive and may wish to retain independence particularly given 
the site’s rural location and relative distance from local shops and services. 
 
Overall, the proposed development provides a total of 40 car parking spaces for the 24 
units. The distribution of these spaces includes 24 communal spaces and 16 in-
curtilage spaces. Units 1-16 will avail of in-curtilage parking spaces while units 17-24 
will be served by communal parking. 
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However, what also must be considered is that it is the intention to utilise 9 spaces 
which form part of the overall provision for the approved care home.  
 
The approval for the care home proposed a total of 27 spaces as required by the 
Parking Standards for nursing homes. The loss of these 9 spaces would therefore result 
in sub-standard parking provision for the 60-bed care home. 
 
If it is proposed that these 9 spaces are to be subsumed within the communal spaces 
(which could be availed of either by the approved care home or the new residential 
development), that will leave only 31 spaces (40 minus 9) provided for the 24 units for 
this application. 
 
Therefore, the issue under consideration is whether or not 31 spaces provide adequate 
parking to serve residents and visitors to the proposed 24 dwellings.  The Transport 
Assessment Form details that parking will be provided at a rate of 1 space per dwelling 
with 7 additional spaces for visitors.  
 
The Creating Places guidelines set out the recommended parking standards for 
residential units. The guidelines provide examples for the calculation of parking for 
three to five-bedroom detached dwellings; however, no examples are provided for 
smaller detached dwellings with only 2 bedrooms.  
 
As the current application is for outline permission only, no detailed plans indicating the 
number of bedrooms for each unit have been provided; however, as the proposed units 
will be designed specifically for individuals or couples over the age of 55, they are not 
directly comparable to family homes and it is anticipated that each unit will be modest 
in size with a maximum of 2 bedrooms. 
 
In the event of permission being granted, the occupancy of the units for over 55’s and 
those requiring an element of care would require to be controlled via a planning 
condition or a planning legal agreement. The size of the dwellings/number of bedrooms 
could also be controlled via condition.   
 
For a 3-bed detached dwelling with 1 in curtilage space provided, the standards 
recommend 2.5 spaces per unit.  For the current proposal this would equate to a total 
requirement of 60 spaces which is considered excessive for the nature of the proposed 
residential accommodation. 
 
The standards do, however, provide examples of calculations for 2 bed terraces which 
is considered would be a more comparable scenario to the current proposal in terms of 
the size and extent of accommodation proposed. 
 
For a 2-bed terraced dwelling with ONLY communal parking provided, 1.5 spaces are 
required per unit. For this proposal, communal parking is proposed for 8 of the units 
meaning that a total of 12 spaces would be required.  
 
For a 2-bed terraced dwelling with 1 in curtilage space provided, a total of 2 spaces are 
required per unit. One in curtilage space is proposed for the remaining 16 units within 
the development meaning that a total of 32 spaces would be required.  
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Taking account of these standards which include spaces for residents, visitors and 
other callers, a total of 44 parking spaces would be required for the development. This 
is considered to be a reasonable requirement for a development of this nature. 
 
Alternatively, if it is considered more appropriate, the lesser standard of 1.5 spaces per 
unit could be applied to all of the units. However, this would still equate to a requirement 
of 36 spaces, therefore the proposed provision of 31 spaces would still fall short of this.  
 
Although one must be cognisant of the need to facilitate a modal shift to an increased 
use of public transport and it is acknowledged there is a bus stop directly opposite the 
entrance to the nursing home with a bus service along the Peninsula, the proposal still 
falls short of the basic requirements set out in car parking standards. 
 

On this basis, it is therefore considered that the proposal fails to meet the requirements 

of Policy AMP7. 

 

Planning Policy Statement 7: Quality Residential Environments 
 
The policies contained in this Statement apply to all residential development proposals 
with the exception of proposals for single dwellings in the countryside. 
 
Policy QD 1: 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. The design and layout of residential development should be based on an 
overall design concept that draws upon the positive aspects of the character and 
appearance of the surrounding area.  
 
All proposals for residential development will be expected to conform to all of the 

following criteria:  

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

The application site is in a coastal location in the countryside between Donaghadee 
and Millisle. Two detached dwellings, set on generous plots, are located to the south, 
with agricultural land to the north and west.  I am satisfied that the proposed dwellings 
will be appropriately designed given that they are proposed to be single storey and will 
be read in conjunction with the adjacent 2½-storey care home. The cross-sections 
provided demonstrate that the proposed development will take account of the levels 
within the application site. Hard surfaced areas including internal roads and parking 
areas will connect with the care home site. 

The scale of development, however, in my opinion is inappropriate for the application 
site and its rural context regardless of the approved care home.  24 dwellings at this 
location is out of scale and incongruous with the pattern of residential development in 
the surrounding area, which is characterised by dispersed detached dwellings.  
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(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;  

Existing trees protected under a Tree Preservation Order are identified and proposed 
to be suitably protected by fencing during construction.  Historic Environment Division 
has been consulted and there are no concerns in relation to features of the 
archaeological and built heritage. 

(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 required to be an integral part of new residential development of 
25 or more units, or on sites of one hectare or more. The proposed residential 
development involves 24 units on a 1.5-hectare site.  An exception to the requirement 
of providing public open space will be permitted in the case of apartment developments 
or specialised housing where a reasonable level of private communal open space is 
being provided.  The site layout indicates that private rear amenity space will be shared 
amongst individual occupants with no boundary definition between units.  Previous 
permissions in relation to the care home have included internal paths and landscaped 
open space within the western portion of the application site which was conditioned.  

The level of open space for the adjoining care home will be significantly reduced and 
at odds with the condition regarding landscaping for the care home as a result of the 
dwellings proposed under the current planning application.  As such should planning 
permission be granted, the application proposal will require to be amended to include 
reference to non-compliance with this condition as attached to the previous approval. 

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

The need for local neighbourhood facilities to be provided in conjunction with proposals 
for new residential development will be assessed in consultation with relevant bodies, 
generally as part of the development plan process. The site has not been identified for 
development and has therefore not been earmarked for the provision of neighbourhood 
facilities. The proposed development does, however, include a small community hub 
building.  

(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;  

Travel from the application site is likely to be by private car.  The means of access to 
the public road will be from the main internal driveway which also serves the care home. 
It is noted that there are no crossing points proposed from the vehicular access to the 
footpath on the opposite side of the Donaghadee Road which runs from Donaghadee 
to Millisle and one would question the appropriateness of this given the presence of a 
care home and the nature of the condition for which care is provided.  Bus stops are 
available to the north of the site at the junction with the Craigboy Road on a grass verge 
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with no shelter and opposite the access onto the Donaghadee Road which can only be 
accessed by crossing the road. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11 – Existing pedestrian footpath opposite the application site 

Figure 12 – Bus stop to the north of the application site 
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Figure 13 – Bus stop opposite the application site 

 

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

A detailed consideration of parking for the proposal has been provided under Policy 

AMP 7. It is considered that there is inadequate and inappropriate provision for parking. 

 

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

As this application is for outline permission there are no details at this stage of the 
proposed design of the buildings. The indicative cross section shows the dwellings as 
simple single storey buildings with a rectangular floor plan and a pitched roof.  This 
could be conditioned with any approval with further details to be submitted at Reserved 
Matters stage. 

(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;  

At the time of the site visit a replacement dwelling was being constructed to the south 
of the application site at 93 Donaghadee Road, Millisle (now completed). The nearest 
buildings to the proposed replacement dwelling would be units 20, 21 and 22.  Unit 20 
would be located 11.2 metres, unit 21 would be 11.6 metres and unit 22 would be 8.8 
metres from the southern boundary respectively. Existing trees along the southern 
boundary will be retained. The approved plans for No.93 indicated landscaping along 
the boundary with the application site. The northern portion of the development includes 
a garage and hydrotherapy pool linked to the main part of the dwelling.  There is also 
a window on the north elevation of the garage on the stamped approved drawings.  
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Figure 14 – Approved replacement dwelling ref. LA06/2018/0655/F 

I am satisfied that there will be no conflict with adjacent land uses. The proposed 
buildings are indicated to be single storey, therefore the likelihood of overlooking 
neighbouring properties to the south of the site is reduced.  Any outline approval will be 
conditional on a detailed scheme of landscaping to be submitted at reserved matters 
application stage, which should provide full details for the retention of existing mature 
trees which include those with Tree Preservation Orders along site boundaries.  

Other than initial noise resulting from the construction phase of the development I see 
no reason why there would be noise or other disturbance after occupation. 

(i)   the development is designed to deter crime and promote personal safety.  
 
I am satisfied that the application site will benefit from surveillance across the main 
entrance driveway into the site. It is envisaged that the proposed dwellings will be 
designed in such a way to promote the safety of residents. 
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 15: Planning and Flood Risk (Revised) 

Policy FLD 3: Development and Surface Water  
 
The Flood Risk & Drainage Assessment includes written evidence of agreement 
between DfI Rivers Local Area Office and the applicant’s consultant that the storm 
water is to be discharged at Greenfield run-off rate (13 l/s) to the undesignated 
watercourse flowing immediately outside of the western boundary.  
 
This consultation is for Outline planning approval and therefore lacks final drainage 
design. A preliminary design is provided within the Flood Risk and Drainage 
Assessment which undertakes to attenuate and limit the surface water discharge to 
mimic the greenfield run-off rate 13l/s.  DfI Rivers recommends that the Council 
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includes this requirement as a condition to any approval.  DfI Rivers will be re-consulted 
at the Reserved Matters application stage if appropriate. 
 
DfI Rivers, while not being responsible for the preparation of the Flood Risk and 
Drainage Assessment (March 2018 prepared by McCloy Consulting), accepts its logic 
and has no reason to disagree with its conclusions.  
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside 
 
Policy CTY1 - Development in the Countryside 
 

There are a range of types of development which in principle are considered to be 
acceptable in the countryside and that will contribute to the aims of sustainable 
development.  Details of such forms of development are set out within this policy.  The 
proposed residential units and communal building are not identified as one of the 
acceptable types of development. 

Other types of development will only be permitted where there are overriding reasons 
why that development is essential and could not be located in a settlement, or it is 
otherwise allocated for development in a development plan.  

Although the site is located directly opposite a Local Landscape Policy Area (as 
designated within the Development Plan) and national, European and international 
designated sites, there are no specific land zonings pertaining to the application site or 
the proposed development. 
 
The key test in relation to the principle of development therefore is whether or not the 
proposed development of 24 units and a communal building on the application site is 
essential and could not be located in a settlement. 
 
A supporting statement has been submitted which outlines reasons why the applicant 
considers the development to be essential at this location.  Belfast Central Mission 
(BCM) is a charitable organisation supported by the Methodist Church.  It has a range 
of social work projects and provides community services throughout Northern Ireland. 
Many of its projects relate to support for older people, which range from individual 
housing support to residential accommodation for older people with Kirk House in 
Belfast being one such example.  It should be noted that Kirk House is not located 
within the countryside. 
 
The Kirk House website states the following – 
 
Kirk House is a "housing with care" facility in which independence, freedom of choice, 
self-esteem and dignity are respected and promoted. Residents are supported to 
maintain links with their family and local community and the level of care each receives 
is tailored to meet their individual needs. One wing of Kirk House has been adapted to 
accommodate residents living with dementia. 
 
Kirk House is situated approximately six miles from the centre of Belfast in a well-
established residential area. It is within walking distance of shops, health centre, post 
office and is on a main bus route. It includes forty-two individual flatlets, four of which 
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have been designed for couples, and two of which are suitable for disabled residents. 
Each flatlet has its own front door with doorbell and letter box. There are also communal 
dining and social areas. In 2014, Kirk House adapted one wing into ‘Memory Lane’, 
providing safe and supportive accommodation for nine residents with dementia. 
 

 
Figure 15 – Location of Kirk House 

 
It is asserted that the proposed extra-care units for this proposal will provide the 
opportunity for independent living for older people with support provided from the 
approved care home. 
  
The agent states that the proposed development is essential as there is a growing need 
for specific dementia care and extra-care living accommodation in Northern Ireland. 
Figures are presented within the report demonstrating that the identified 30-minute 
drive time catchment area has a higher than average population of elderly residents. 
This catchment extends beyond the Ards and North Down Borough Area extending 
from the Upper Newtownards Road through to Dundonald in the Lisburn & Castlereagh 
City Council area and extends to Holywood, Bangor, Newtownards and the wider Ards 
Peninsula within the Borough.  
 
The supporting information highlights the increasing demands for dementia care and 
appropriate extra-care housing. In order to demonstrate that the proposal cannot be 
located within a settlement the supporting statement includes an alternative site 
selection.  This focused specifically on the ability of alternative sites to be located 
directly adjacent to an existing care home facility within the identified catchment area. 
In addition, the alternative sites were narrowed down to nursing homes with 60 beds or 
more.  Further criteria were included to determine the suitability of individual sites based 
on the following – 
 

• Site area of at least 1 hectare 

• Adjoining land to have no restrictive zonings or designations 
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• Appropriate surrounding context in a quiet area away from sources of nuisance 
such as a major/ main road 

 
It is considered that the selection criteria are overly restrictive.  The requirement for a 
suitable site to be a minimum size of 1 hectare rules out many urban locations which 
would be suitable for a more compact form of accommodation, such as townhouses or 
low-rise apartments similar to the accommodation available at Kirk House.  In addition, 
I would disagree that extra-care housing units require a location beside an existing care 
home as there are examples of extra-care facilities that can provide care independently 
within an urban setting.   
 
Restrictive land zonings and designations do not necessarily rule out development in 
an urban setting and instead require to be designed to take into account the sensitivities 
of the site and the individual merits of the proposal.  Furthermore, land zonings tend to 
be focused on sites within settlement limits and not the countryside.  The surrounding 
context, likewise, can be appropriately mitigated through design to overcome issues, 
such as traffic noise. 
 
The alternative sites listed below were selected within a 30-minute drive catchment and 
include sites both within and outside the Ards and north Down borough area. 
 
Carnalea Care Home  
This is discounted as a suitable site as the site is less than 1 hectare in size and is 
located within a Local Landscape Policy Area (LLPA). A location within a LLPA does 
not necessarily exclude development provided it is sensitive to the surrounding 
landscape features. It is considered that an appropriate provision of accommodation 
could be provided in proximity to the existing care home.  
 
Cranley Lodge  
This is discounted as it cannot accommodate an appropriate number of extra-care units 
although it does not explain what is considered to be an appropriate number of units. It 
is considered that land to the east of the existing care home could accommodate a 
number of units in a terrace or low-rise apartment.   
 
Blair House  
Blair House would also be capable of accommodating living units but is discounted due 
to its proximity to a road due to high levels of noise and air pollution. It should be noted 
that Blair House is located beside a main road and there is no justification provided why 
additional units would be deemed to be unacceptable at this location given that there 
is already an existing residential home located by the main road. 
 
Given that Blair House and other residential properties have been located in proximity 
to an existing road it would be possible to accommodate living units on the 1.9 hectare 
site identified. It is also clear from Figure 17 that there are additional lands available 
along Messines Road that would be capable of residential development. 
 
I would also highlight that the Council recently granted planning permission at lands at 
Castlebawn for a nursing home opposite Tesco (planning ref: LA06/2019/1082) 
adjacent to a busy road and indeed the local airport.  A nursing home was also 
granted planning permission as part of a wider scheme at the MARM site in 
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Newtownards close to the main Comber Road and also the local airport (Planning ref: 
LA06/2015/0283/O) 
 
Planning permission was also granted in 2012 (Planning ref: X/2011/0629/F)for Lough 
Cuan House, Dakota Avenue, Newtownards, for 24 units of supported living 
accommodation for elderly dementia care which is located in the middle of an existing 
housing estate beside several roads. 
 

 
Figure 16 – Blair House and surrounding area 

 

 
Figure 17 – Land adjacent to Blair House 
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Figure 18 – Towell House, Belfast 

 

Towell House 
The land adjoining Towell House in Belfast is discounted by the agent as it is considered 
that it provides a landscape buffer between the road and the nursing home. However, 
I consider that there is available land to the south to accommodate a number of living 
units and even if located beside the road could be adequately mitigated against through 
new landscaping and appropriate design.  
 

 
Figure 19 – Aerial image of Towell House, Belfast 

 
In addition to the sites detailed above, the supporting information submitted with the 
planning application also identified the need for various housing types in a ‘Feasibility 
Report by Towler Shaw Roberts’, a company providing advice on commercial property 
matters.   
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It reviewed the location, number of units and the date of construction of 
supported/retirement housing for older people as listed by the Elderly Accommodation 
Council (ECA) website as being within a 30 minute drive time of Millisle which included 
sheltered/retirement housing, enhanced sheltered housing and extra care housing 
(sometimes known as assisted living).   The evidence is considered to be out of date 
as the report is dated March 2015 and it has not been examined how this need might 
have been met by the NIHE over the last number of years or other providers. 
 
All sites identified lie within urban areas and there is no compelling evidence provided 
to justify why 24 units are essential in a countryside location and cannot be 
accommodated within settlement limits, and as such are contrary to Policy CTY 1 of 
PPS 21. It is also not considered a necessity for all 24 units to be located on the one 
site whenever there are sites available that could accommodate smaller forms of 
development throughout the urban area located within existing communities which are 
considered to be in more suitable locations, and for which other services, including 
provision of care, may be in proximity. 
 
The agent submitted further information for consideration.  The supporting information 
states that the proposal will bring a significant improvement in care provision for local 
community.  I find it hard to reconcile how the provision of 24 units alone would bring 
about a  ‘significant’ improvement and how the proposal would meet local needs if the 
proposed catchment is  aimed at a 30 minute drive time which extends well beyond the 
Ards and North Down Borough boundary. 
 
It is argued that the care is ‘suitable’ for couples where one patient needs to be in the 
care home and the other wishes to be located close by. While this is desirable and 
convenient it is not essential as required by policy for permitting development in the 
countryside. 
 
There is also the scenario that if one spouse/partner has to move to the care home 
there could potentially be a number of units being occupied by fit and well 
spouses/partners only so it could be argued how is this addressing a requirement for 
those in need.  There also does not appear to be a limit on how long the spouse/partner 
can continue to reside in the units. These are all factors that would be very difficult to 
control even through a legal agreement. 
 
It was also mooted at an office meeting between the Planning Department and the 
applicant and his agent that residents in the 24 units did not at the point of moving in 
have to be utilising the care home but in the anticipation that sometime in the future 
one or other may need to avail.  This would reinforce the opinion that these in effect are 
standalone residential units and not ‘extra care’ units.  
 
The supporting information also included an additional site search exercise going 
beyond the original search including potential nursing/care homes, rather than existing 
ones.   All sites identified were located within settlement limits of Holywood, Bangor 
and Newtownards. The submission sets out how there is an identified need for 564 
assisted living units in the area. The search was based on a requirement to meet 24 
units. 
 
A total of 7 sites were identified as follows. 
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The Sir Samuel Kelly Eventide home in Holywood and Ballymaconnell Nursing 
Home in Bangor were immediately discounted by the agent as the proposed/extended 
nursing/care home was of an insufficient scale to provide additional care requirements 
for 24 no. extra care living units. 
 
For the Holywood site, even with the additional beds, the home only has 39 beds and 
was therefore deemed likely to have insufficient care capacity to service an additional 
24 extra care living units. 
 
For the Ballymaconnell site, the approved extension would result in an overall bed 
provision of 32 beds, therefore it was thought there would be insufficient care capacity 
to accommodate a further 24 extra care living units. 
 
Of the remaining five sites, the site at Ballymacormick Road, Bangor, which has 
approval for four assisted living units (now built) was thought to be too restrictive to 
increase the density beyond four units.  While it would deliver a small amount of 
assisted living units it lacked on-site care facilities required for extra care/close care 
units. 
 
The site at Kiltonga Estate, Old Belfast Road, Newtownards, lies inside the settlement 
development limit and has an approval for 20 no. living units directly adjacent to an 
approved nursing home. The submission notes that the site is on land zoned for 
industrial/employment in the local area plan and based on the original search criteria, 
this site would be discounted.  It was noted that there are stringent planning policies in 
place in relation to the development of zoned employment/industrial lands for 
alternative uses. 
 
It has already been referred to earlier in the Case officer Report that the selection 
criteria was considered to be overly restrictive.  The site at Kiltonga has approval for 20 
no. units for over 55s to be complemented by the care provided by the approved 
adjacent on-site nursing home which despite not yet being developed, has extant 
planning permission. The planning permission for a Nursing Home on the site was 
secured given a previous approval for a hotel on the site which was considered to have 
been commenced timeously and as such was material in the consideration of the 
Nursing Home and 20 no. units on a site designated for employment within the 
Development Plan. 
 
The site at Oakmount Lodge Care Home, Old Belfast Road, Bangor, was granted 
planning permission (now built) for an extension to provide 24 additional beds. The 
supporting information considered that whilst the nursing home would be of sufficient 
capacity to provide the level of care required for an additional 24 no. extra care living 
units, there was no land on-site or nearby of sufficient size to accommodate such units 
and was therefore incapable of accommodating the proposed extra care living units. 
 
Strickland’s Care Village in Bangor has permission for the conversion of a 16-bed 
wing of a nursing home to 8 no. supported living apartments. The supporting 
information stated that there was no indication that the approval would be for designed 
for dementia sufferers and would not contribute to the identified need. The remaining 
land available for development within the site (0.4ha) was deemed to be inadequate to 
accommodate the subject proposal of 24 extra care living units as it only had the 
potential to yield 12 units. 
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The former factory site (MARM/Crepe Weavers) on the Comber Road in Newtownards 
has approval for 2no. 70 bed nursing homes which is part of a wider masterplan. This 
site was discounted as the remainder of the site has been allocated for differing uses 
in the masterplan and it was thought that there would be no scope to accommodate a 
separate provision of 24 no. extra care living units.  The site is currently on the open 
market for sale and the supporting information questions if the nursing home would 
ever be developed.  This argument holds no weight as the site has extant approval for 
nursing care and there is the potential for approvals on the site to be delivered, within 
a settlement limit and in proximity to other services. 
 
In addition to the sites listed above, approvals under LA06/2015/0466/F for 8 dementia 
apartments in Bangor and X/2011/0629/F for 24 supported living dementia units in 
Newtownards have been developed.  
 
In response to the summary provided above, it is considered that there are no reasons 
why smaller groups of units cannot be accommodated across several existing sites 
within development limits in more sustainable locations.  There is no justification for 
why 24 units need to be grouped together.  It is unclear how the requirement for 24 
assisted living units was arrived at and even if approved, there would still remain a 
shortfall of requirements for dementia care living, reasoning which was put forward for 
discounting other sites. 
 
It should be noted that there was no assessment of available sites within the two close 
settlements of Millisle and Donaghadee.  As can be seem from Figure 20 there are 
sites available for development within both Millisle and Donaghadee which could be 
developed. 
 
The Council’s 2020 Housing monitor reports for both Donaghadee and Millisle were 
based on surveys undertaken in September 2020 so are relatively up to date.  Taking 
the 19/20 report year within these reports, the sites which have a status of ‘ongoing’ 
or ‘not started’ are considered to have remaining housing potential. 
 
In Donaghadee there are 33 sites with remaining potential, 14 of these sites are 
currently ‘ongoing’ (development has commenced) and 19 are ‘not started’. 
82 dwellings were built in Donaghadee in the 19/20 Housing Monitor reporting year on 
4.05 hectares.  Currently, in Donaghadee there is a remaining housing potential of 
637 units on 11.49 hectares. 
 
In Millisle there are 10 sites with remaining potential, two of these sites are ‘ongoing’ 
and eight are ‘not started’.  Millisle had five units built in the 19/20 HM year (0.1Ha) 
and has a remaining potential of 200 housing units on 8.42ha. 
 
Although many of the sites may have planning permission for housing there is no 
reason why they could not be investigated if development has not commenced.  
These potential sites would be preferable for development rather than inappropriate 
development outside development limits with the possibility of further expansion once 
the principle of development has been established. 
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            Figure 20 – Sites with remaining housing potential in Donaghadee and Millisle 

 
The supporting information submitted by the agent states that there is an identified need 
for 564 assisted living units in the area (it is unclear if this need is within the Borough 
or in a specific area) which goes beyond accommodation requirements solely for 
suitable assisted living for dementia sufferers which is the argument put forward for the 
requirement for 24 units at the application site. 
 
Precedent also has to be considered in the determination of this proposal.  If 24 units 
were to be approved at the application site, the supporting information acknowledges 
that there would remain a shortfall of 540 units in terms of identified need (although it 
is unclear what area this relates to and if it extends beyond the Borough). By making 
an exception and permitting this application for such development in the countryside a 
precedent would be set which would have to be taken into consideration should further 
proposals come forward.  
 
It would be more appropriate for such a type of identified need to be zoned through the 
development plan process rather than as a result of piecemeal development through 
individual applications. 
 
Population projections have also been submitted as part of the supporting information 
and while it is acknowledged that there is an ageing population, it is not enough to rely 
solely on a generalisation of an ageing population to grant permission for a specific 
type of  proposal.  
 
Figures taken from the recently published Preferred Options Paper for the Council’s 
Local Development Plan confirm that there is an ageing population within Ards and 
North Down.  In 2011 17.7% of the population was aged 65+ above the Northern Ireland 
average of 14.56%.  This trend is expected to continue and by 2030 it is estimated that 
over 25% of the Borough’s population will be aged 65+.  While it is acknowledged that 
there is an ageing population within the Borough, there is scope to accommodate future 
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residential units within settlements, therefore the location of units within the countryside 
as proposed is not deemed to meet the exception to policy. 
 
The key consideration is whether the 24 dwellings proposed are absolutely necessary 
in this rural area in the general context of an ageing population. It would be the 
professional planning judgement that there is no justification for the setting aside of 
policy requirements to permit such a development. 
 
The Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE) was consulted to seek confirmation 
of what identified dementia/elderly care need for housing there is currently in the 
catchment area.  It responded via e mail stating that it dealt with housing need for 
general needs accommodation – that is housing requirements for singles, small 
families, large families and older persons (older persons also referred to CAT1 
accommodation with low support needs/that can live independently) and therefore the 
Housing Executive would not be in a position to support 24 units for general needs 
older persons accommodation in Millisle. 
 
It is also the understanding that this proposal is for a private enterprise and as such 
will only be available to those who can afford to avail of the facility.  It is not based on 
a NIHE model of social care and would not be open to all who have dementia or their 
partners/carers. 
 
The supporting information outlines the merits of the extra care housing model which 
is supported by various case studies from existing schemes in England. It is recognised 
that with an ever-increasing proportion of elderly residents, the levels of care needs will 
also increase. 
 
The most recent information received in support of the proposed development outlines 
the benefits of the scheme and refers to an evaluation of extra care housing schemes 
in East Sussex.  Having reviewed this document, it is noted how the extra care schemes 
are located in existing urban areas close to existing services such as shops and banks.  
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The extra-care housing presented in this submitted report is not reliant on proximity to 
a nursing home.   
 
The current application proposes the development of 24 dwellings in a rural area with 
care proposed to be provided from the adjacent care home. In light of concerns 
expressed by the Planning Department, in relation to the proposed location, details of 
the provision of care was requested for consideration.  
 
In an attempt to address the concerns of the Planning Department the agent for the 
application has suggested a planning condition in order to avoid an unwelcome 
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precedent being set for unrestricted residential development outside settlement limits 
as designated by the local Development Plan.  The suggested condition is intended to 
require the purchase of a package of care for at least one of the intended occupants of 
each property.  It is envisaged that three bands of needs will be on offer for the 
proposed occupants – 
 

1. Low care needs for care and support of up to 5 hours/ 3 visits per week; 
2. Moderate needs for care of up to 10 hours/ 6 visits per week; and  
3. High levels of care of more than 11 hours/7 visits per week, up to 20 hours per 

week. 
 
Those who need 21 hours of care per week would normally be considered as 
candidates for the care home.  Extra care housing schemes should ideally include a 
diverse mix of occupants with a range of needs across the three bands of needs on 
offer.  
 
To condition approval of the proposed 24 No. dwellings, however, would be difficult as 
it is not considered that such a condition would meet the six legal tests for planning 
conditions, as follows: 
 

• Necessary 

• Relevant to planning 

• Relevant to the development to be permitted 

• Enforceable 

• Precise 

• Reasonable in all other respects 
 
In practice it would be impossible to control the proportion of residents relying on a 
balanced provision of care.  The bungalows are to be provided for residents aged 55+ 
and in theory all 24 units could be occupied with just one care package purchased 
within the low care range. The residents potentially may not require the level of care 
provided within the care home at all during their lifetime.  The choice of location offers 
residents convenience and flexibility as they age; however, as has been shown in other 
examples, siting beside a care home is not essential.  It is considered that a legal 
agreement would be required rather than a condition to ensure the units were utilised 
for the purpose they were intended.  
  
Irrespective of the justification for the proposed 24 dwellings and any required condition 
or planning agreement, it remains the professional planning judgement that these 
residential units are not essential at this particular location.  There would be no 
justification for setting aside policy on the basis of a development being convenient to 
an existing facility, and on land owned by that entity. 
 
Examples previously provided, by both the applicant and the Council, demonstrate that 
urban locations can be suitable and allow for integration with the wider community and 
proximity to a wider range of services.  
 
The Royal Town Planning Institute’s Good Practice Note 8 provides guidance in relation 
to extra care housing in rural settings sets out the following: 
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Most extra care housing has been developed in urban settings, where local community 
facilities such as GP, pharmacist, shops, leisure, churches, etc, are close at hand.   
 
Rural extra care housing schemes that draw residents from urban areas are generally 
counter to planning policy. They are not seen as meeting ‘rural needs.’ The latter are 
most likely to be met within existing rural villages and market towns, where the 
development of extra care housing will support services generally. 
 
Upon further research by the case officer on the subject of extra care housing, The 
Housing Learning and Improvement Network Cymru, Case Study No. 95 has been 
considered.  This focuses on an existing extra care facility in Swansea within the urban 
area. The case study is entitled ‘Ensuring Extra Care is Part of the Community, not a 
Community Apart.’ 163 residential units are provided with a range of facilities on site 
used by the residents and wider community. The Hazel Court extra care housing 
scheme has established itself as a hub for the wider community.  
 

 
Aerial view of Hazel Court, Swansea (Google Earth) 

 
This current application is on a site located in the countryside between the settlements 
of Millisle and Donaghadee.  It is proposed that the care home will offer its facilities to 
the wider community. Having reviewed the permission for the care home these 
‘services’ include a café, spa/ nail bar, hairdresser and space for hobbies/crafts and IT. 
The current outline application also makes provision for a small hub building. The 
location of the site, however, will entail travel from both Millisle and Donaghadee if it is 
to be utilised by the wider community. This differs to the Swansea example of extra 
care housing being located in the heart of the local community. 
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Policy CTY 13: Integration and Design of Buildings in the Countryside 

CTY 13 states that planning permission will be granted for a building in the countryside 

where it can be visually integrated into the surrounding landscape and it is of an 

appropriate design. 

A new building will be unacceptable where: 

(a) it is a prominent feature in the landscape;  

The cross-sections provided demonstrate that the proposed development will take 
account of the levels within the application site. The care home complex currently under 
construction sits on the highest part of the site with the proposed site layout indicating 
that development will surround the care home to the west and southern boundaries on 
land sloping down from the highest point on the site.  Although the care home is on the 
highest point of the site, the scale of further development, in my planning judgement, is 
inappropriate for the application site and its rural context will result in being a prominent 
feature in the landscape. 

To provide some context, the care home was granted approval in the countryside due 
to the previous use of various buildings on the site as a Children’s Home and as such, 
replacement of the buildings,  considering the then existing level of built development 
on the site, was considered in the context of Policy CTY1 - a necessary community 
facility which it could be argued was essentially replacing a previous community 
facility and was thus considered appropriate to utilise an existing site previously 
developed.   
 
Development Control Advice Note 9 relating to Nursing and Residential Homes states 
that such development should not normally be located in the countryside; however, 
the proposal for the Care Home was considered in the context of the then existing 
buildings on the site (which didn’t include the land associated with this proposal).  
This proposal goes far beyond the footprint of those previous buildings and if a 
proposal for a care/nursing home with this level of additional development in the form 
of residential uses was proposed in the countryside, it would fail all development plan 
and policy compliance. 
 
This additional proposed development of residential development and communal 
building is considered to be very extensive for the site and proposes removing a 
considerable amount of landscaping and open areas approved as part of the care 
home development. 
 

24 residential units and a communal building at this location is out of scale and 
incongruous with the pattern of residential development in the surrounding area, which 
is characterised by dispersed detached dwellings  

(b) the site lacks long established natural boundaries or is unable to provide a 

suitable degree of enclosure for the building to integrate into the landscape; 

or 

The site boundaries consist of hedgerows and existing trees some of which are 
protected by Tree Preservation Order.  A line of mature trees exists further to the 
northern boundary. Some trees have also been removed to accommodate 
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development of the access and driveway to the care home.  Although the site is visible 
due to its elevated position there is a suitable degree of enclosure provided by existing 
vegetation 
 
(c) it relies primarily on the use of new landscaping for integration; or 

The development site is not reliant new landscaping for integration as there is existing 

vegetation on site, in addition to several trees being protected by Tree Preservation 

Orders. 

(d) ancillary works do not integrate with their surroundings; or 

 

The amount of hardstanding required to accommodate access roads to the 24 

proposed units along with driveways and communal parking areas will not be readily 

visible as the site is elevated from the public road with internal access roads and car 

parking being surrounded by the proposed development. 

 

(e) the design of the building is inappropriate for the site and its locality; or 

No proposed design of residential units has been received at this stage as this is for 
outline permission.  The indicative cross section shows the dwellings as single storey 
buildings with a rectangular floor plan and a pitched roof which would be reflective of a 
simple design appropriate to a rural area. 

(f) it fails to blend with the landform, existing trees, buildings, slopes and other 

natural features which provide a backdrop; or 

The proposal, when viewed from critical viewpoints on approach to and from 

Donaghadee and Millisle, will sit higher than the surrounding land on a visible site.  It 

is, however, acknowledged that the care home currently under construction sits on the 

highest point of the site and there is existing vegetation along the boundaries of the site 

which go some way to integrating the development.  However, given the scale of the 

proposal of 24 residential units and communal building along with the care home, it is 

considered that this is inappropriate in a countryside location and will have the 

appearance of a suburban type of development. 

(g) in the case of a proposed dwelling on a farm (see Policy CTY 10) it is not 

visually linked or sited to cluster with an established group of buildings on a 

farm. 

Not applicable. 

 

Policy CTY 14 Rural Character 

Policy CTY14 states that planning permission will be granted for a building in the 

countryside where it does not cause a detrimental change to, or further erode the rural 

character of an area. 

A new building will be unacceptable where: 
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(a) it is unduly prominent in the landscape; or 

As indicated earlier in the report, the cross-sections provided demonstrate that the 
proposed development will take account of the levels within the application site.  The 
care home complex currently under construction sits on the highest part of the site with 
the proposed site layout indicating that development will surround the care home to the 
west and southern boundaries on land sloping down from the highest point on the site. 
Although the care home is on the highest point of the site, the scale of further 
development, in my professional planning judgement, is inappropriate for the 
application site and its rural context, and will result in being a prominent feature in the 
landscape. 

The scale of development is inappropriate for the application site and its rural context 
regardless of the approved care home, with the proposed 24 residential units and a 
communal building considered to be out of scale and incongruous with the pattern of 
residential development in the surrounding area. 

(b) it results in a suburban style build-up of development when viewed with 

existing and approved buildings; or 

The proposed development would introduce an extensive suburban appearance into 

the countryside surrounding the existing care home and adjacent to a single rural 

dwelling, creating a build-up of development.  Given the site’s elevated position with 

long distance public views when travelling along the coast road from Millisle and from 

Donaghadee, and also along the rural Craigboy Road (which runs off the coast road), 

the proposed 24 units on site will have the appearance of a housing development more 

suited to an urban area rather than within a countryside location. Development is 

proposed throughout the 1.5hectare site which would introduce an unacceptable build-

up of development when viewed from Millisle with the existing care home building in an 

elevated and visible location from surrounding approach roads. 

(c) it does not respect the traditional pattern of settlement exhibited in that area; 

or 

The pattern of development along this portion of Donaghadee Road is characterised 

by scattered residential dwellings, some of which front onto the road with farmsteads 

set back from the road.  To introduce this density of development in addition to the 

approved care home in a highly visible location would be out of character with the 

pattern of settlement exhibited in the area.   The care home presently being constructed 

on site was deemed acceptable as this was to replace the existing buildings on site 

(see detail on page 36) and although it is located on an elevated site, not all of the 

development is visible from the main Millisle Road as it extends to the rear of the site.  

Introduction of this further development of 24 residential units on site is considered to 

be excessive and to be highly intrusive with three units being located to the front of the 

site by the main road.  

(d) it creates or adds to a ribbon of development (see Policy CTY 8); or 

It is not considered that the proposed development would create or add to a ribbon of 

development 
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(e) the impact of ancillary works (with the exception of necessary visibility 

splays) would damage rural character. 

Although the amount of hardstanding required to accommodate access roads to the 24 

proposed units, along with driveways and communal parking areas, will result in a 

reduction in open space from that approved as part of the care home development, the 

ancillary works will not be readily visible as the site is elevated from the public road with 

internal access roads and car parking being surrounded by the proposed development. 

 

8.   Consideration of Representations 

 
7 representations of Support received with main themes summarised as follows: 
 

• Will be the first ‘continuing care retirement community’ in Northern Ireland 

• Innovative project providing good quality accommodation 

• Vital that sufficient facilities are provided for a rapidly increasing aging population 

• Care that will be received is essential at this location 

• Significant investment and job creation which would be delivered as a result of 
the facility 

• Increase in visitors which will support local businesses in Millisle and the 
surrounding area 

 
None of the representations of support provided supporting statements with material 
considerations of how the proposal meets relevant planning policy. 
 
11 representations (from 3 addresses) of Objection with main themes summarised 
below and dealt within the main body of the report: 
 
• Area is outside settlement limits located within the countryside – design and 

layout resembles a densely packed conventional housing development, spread 
extensively over the site to maximise the development area and is clearly at odds 
with current policy contained within PPS 21 and the Ards and Down Area Plan 

• Proposal will detract from coastal landscape between Millisle and Donaghadee 

• Proposal makes no binding or lasting stipulation in terms of age/need of 
prospective occupants and associated lease requirements 

• Proposal will set a precedent for urban development in the countryside for certain 
types of provision 

• Associated increased traffic flows onto a busy road 

• Account needs to be taken of the needs of existing suppliers of residential and 
nursing care who have conformed with existing development policy by siting their 
proposal in appropriately zoned areas 

• Concern regarding separation distances and amenity between proposed units 
and existing properties 

• Supporting information and site analysis seems purposive using particular criteria 
resulting in unsurprising conclusion. Planning Department must be the body 
which determines the appropriate criteria to be used 
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Additional matters raised (in italics), not dealt with previously in report: 
 

• Details of how invasive species would be treated 
Case officer followed up with the agent in relation to the knotweed, however, they 
had no records of such, but agreed that if identified it would be required to be 
removed in accordance with requirements.  

 

• Concern regarding access to the site 
Access to be utilised already provided through approval for LA06/2017/0741/F - 
60 bed dementia care home and associated facilities/accommodation – 
previously approved.    

 

• The full scope of the proposed development was not incorporated in the 2017 
application – possibly to avoid adversely impacting that proposal  
Each application has to be assessed on its own merits and cannot take into 
account possible speculation 

 

• Some of the site plans include insufficient accurate information on the location of 
the southern boundary of the site. It is difficult to determine accurately the short 
distance of the proposed dwellings to existing premises at 91 and 93 
Donaghadee Road  
Clear site boundary shown on Drawing 01 and proposed location of residential 
units shown on Drawing 02.  Previous case officer clarified separation distances 
with objector in e-mail dated 01 August 2018 

 

• No Biodiversity Statement attached to the proposal.  2012 Ecology Report related 
to the proposed development located much further from neighbouring boundaries 
and ecology and does not address the ecological and amenity concerns of 
construction of houses abutting the tree line of adjoining properties 
A Bat Survey Report, Tree Survey and an Ecology Site Inspection Report (dated 
20 July 2018) were submitted and issued to relevant consultees for comment 

 

• Surface water drainage impacting the main road. Pooling added to by existing 
nursing home and will be exacerbated by this development 
NI Water, Water Management Unit and DFI Rivers have no objection to the 
proposal 

 

• No detailed assessment of sewerage infrastructure of the proposed development 
NI Water has no objections.  Waste Water Treatment Works has available 
capacity. 

 

 
 

9.   Conclusion  

 
The proposal has been considered having regard to the Ards and Down Area Plan, 
prevailing planning policy and guidance, and material considerations, including 
responses from statutory consultees, and those representations raising material 
planning considerations.   
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While it is acknowledged that the model put forward of a staged approach to the care 
of people living with specific requirements provides choice and alternative ways of 
living, it is my professional planning judgement that it has not been demonstrated that 
the provision of 24no. residential living units is essential at this particular location in 
order to justify the setting aside of policy.   
 
In addition, the proposed 24no. dwellings at this location would be out of scale with the 
pattern of development in the surrounding area. 
 
The proposal fails to meet the tests of the relevant planning policies and therefore 
refusal of outline planning permission is recommended. 

 
 

10.    Recommendation 

 
Refuse Planning Permission 

 
 

11.   Refusal Reasons 

 

1. The proposal is contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern 
Ireland and Policy CTY 1 of Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 21: Sustainable 
Development in the Countryside in that there are no overriding reasons why this 
development is essential in this rural location and could not be located within a 
settlement. 

 

2. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY 13 of PPS 21: Sustainable Development 
in the Countryside, in that:  

 

• the proposed buildings will be a prominent feature in the landscape; 

• the proposed buildings will fail to blend with the landform, existing trees, 
buildings, slopes and other natural features which provide a backdrop;  

 
and therefore would not integrate into this area of the countryside. 
 

3. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY 14 of PPS 21: Sustainable Development 
in the Countryside in that the buildings would, if permitted, 

 
• be unduly prominent in the landscape 

• result in a suburban style build-up of development when viewed with existing 
and approved buildings; 

• not respect the traditional pattern of settlement exhibited in the area. 
 

4. The proposal is contrary to PPS 3: Access, Movement and Parking, Policy AMP 
7, in that it would, if permitted, prejudice the safety and convenience of road users 
since adequate provision cannot be made clear of the highway for the parking of 
vehicles which would be attracted to the site as inadequate parking provision is 
provided as a consequence of loss of spaces previously approved for the adjacent 
care home. 
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Addendum to Case Officer Report 

 
Planning Ref: LA06/2018/324/O 
 
Proposal:  Development of 24 No. extra-care living units and shared 

communal facilities  
 
Location:   Lands at 95 and 97 Donaghadee Road, Millisle 
 
 
1. This addendum has been prepared in response to the call in by Cllr Adair for the 

above planning application, the reason provided being as follows:  
 

“The Proposal is a unique proposal (i.e. additional care living units) and are not 
standard residential units. Therefore, additional discussion is required by the 
committee regarding application of relevant policy. 
Policy CTY1 of PPS21 is relevant and applicant appears to have complied with 
policy requirements. Further explanation for recommended refusal is required. 
Given the pressing need for this type of accommodation in the area, the 
committee should be given the opportunity to fully consider and discuss the 
proposal.” 

 
In rebuttal to the above the Planning Department responds as follows: 

 
2. The Proposal is a unique proposal (i.e. additional care living units) and are 

not standard residential units 
 

The proposal is not considered to be ‘unique’; rather, it is a convenient 
arrangement for the site owner given the care home currently under construction 
on the same site as the proposal. The Planning Department considers, and has 
set out in detail, how it considers that the proposed 24 ‘extra-care living units’ are 
standalone residential units, as residency does not necessarily depend on the 
existence of the Care Home or its services. 

 
3. Policy CTY1 of PPS21 is relevant and applicant appears to have complied 

with policy requirements 
 

Planning Policy Statement (PPS) - 21 Policy CTY 1 sets out a range of types of 
developments which in principle are considered to be acceptable in the 
countryside and that will contribute to the aims of sustainable development.  
Contrary to Cllr Adair’s assertion that Policy CTY 1 is relevant and that the 
applicant appears to have complied with said policy, the Planning Department 
would respond as follows.   

 
4. In respect of the heading Housing Development within Policy CTY 1 some six 

bullets are listed for which planning permission will be granted for an individual 
dwelling house (emphasis added) as follows: 
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a. a dwelling sited within an existing cluster of buildings in accordance with 
Policy CTY 2a 

b. a replacement dwelling in accordance with Policy CTY 3 
c. a dwelling based on special personal or domestic circumstances in 

accordance with Policy CTY 6 
d. a dwelling to meet the essential needs of a non-agricultural business 

enterprise in accordance with Policy CTY 7 
e. the development of a small gap site within an otherwise substantial and 

continuously built up frontage in accordance with Policy CTY 8 
f. a dwelling on a farm in accordance with Policy CTY 10 

 
None of the above policies are applicable in the context of the current 
application. 

 
5. Policy CTY 1 then states that planning permission will also be granted in the 

countryside for the following: 
 

g. a small group of houses in a designated Dispersed Rural Community in 
accordance with Policy CTY  2 

h. the conversion of a non-residential building to a dwelling(s) in accordance 
with Policy CTY4 

i. the provision of social and affordable housing in accordance with Policy 
CTY 5 

j. a residential caravan or mobile home in accordance with Policy CTY 9  
k. the conversion of a listed building to residential accommodation in 

accordance with the policies of PPS 6 
l. an extension to a dwelling house where this is in accordance with the 

Addendum to PPS 7 
m. Travellers accommodation where this is in accordance with Policy HS 3 of 

PPS 12 
 

None of the above policies are applicable in the context of the current 
application. 
 

 
6. In respect of the assertion that the proposal is not for ‘standard’ residential units, 

it is appropriate to set out the circumstances as detailed within Policy CTY 1 
where planning permission will be granted for non-residential development in the 
countryside: 
 

n. farm diversification proposal in accordance with Policy CTY 11 
o. agricultural and forestry development in accordance with Policy CTY 12 
p. the reuse of an existing building in accordance with Policy CTY 4 
q. tourism development in accordance with PPS 16 
r. industry and business uses in accordance with PPS 4 
s. minerals development in accordance with the MIN Policies of A Planning 

Strategy for Rural Northern Ireland 
t. outdoor sport and recreational uses in accordance with PPS 8 
u. renewable energy projects in accordance with PPS 18 
v. a necessary community facility to serve the local rural population 
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None of the above policies are applicable in the context of the current 
application. 

 
7. Policy CTY 1 states that “Other types of development will only be permitted 

where there are overriding reasons why that development is essential and could 
not be located in a settlement, or it is otherwise allocated for development in a 
development plan.  The Case Officer Report sets out in detail how there are no 
overriding reasons set out as to why the development is essential, other than 
convenience for the site owner, and the Development Plan does not specifically 
identify land for this use.  The Council’s Local Development Plan is currently 
under preparation and will assess whether it is appropriate, necessary and 
sustainable to specifically designate such land outside of settlement limits.  

 
8. The justification and amplification to Policy CTY 1 also sets out that over 

development in the countryside can have the potential to bring with it significant 
environmental, financial and social costs, manifesting through, for example, 
urban sprawl, habitat loss, adverse impact on water quality, and also has the 
potential to impact upon the sustainable growth of our towns and villages.  
Paragraph 5.7 states that strict controls over new housing development in the 
countryside is considered necessary with a number of exceptions to meet the 
needs of the rural community (as listed above), including farmers, both socially 
and economically.  However, as demonstrated above, the current proposal does 
not fall into one of the 22 exceptions as listed within Policy CTY 1.  Whilst 
paragraph 5.11 refers to proposals for community buildings and uses where 
these meet local needs, it is also considered that the proposal does not meet this 
exception. 

 
9. When considering the requirements set out in Policy CTY 1 it is clear that the 

proposal does not comply with the requirements set out in the policy and the 
Planning Department is justified in recommending REFUSAL of the proposal for 
the reasons set out within the Case Officer’s Report. 
 

10. Refusal reasons not only relate to the fact that the proposal finds no cover within 
Policy CTY 1, but also in respect of the fact that it is considered the proposal 
would be contrary to: 

• Policy CTY 13 on Integration and Design of Buildings in the Countryside 

• Policy CTY 14 on Rural Character 

• PPS 3: Access, Movement and Parking, Policy AMP 7, in respect of 
inadequate parking provision/loss of spaces previously approved for the 
adjacent care home. 

 
11. While it is acknowledged there is an aging population throughout Northern 

Ireland, it is not considered that the provision of 24 units is essential or could be 
justified at this particular location and could not be located within settlement 
limits. The Planning Department would also query the reference to ‘pressing 
need’ as it is considered that inadequate evidence has been presented to 
support the need for standalone residential units in the countryside and the need 
for such to be located beside an existing care home.  It is also pertinent that this 
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application has been submitted in outline, i.e. to establish the principle of 
development only. 

  
12. Elderly care provision is being currently being provided within the Borough 

through the grant of planning permissions for elderly care provision which goes 
some way to meeting demand.  

 
13. The process of ‘weighing up’ the relevant factors is often described as the 

‘planning balance’.  The planning authority must exercise its judgement and 
consider many (sometimes) conflicting issues to decide whether planning 
permission should be granted.  This balance is carried out pursuant to Section 
6(4) of the 2011 Act which is detailed at the start of the Case Officer Report 
requiring that a decision under the Act must be made in accordance with the 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. This will 
mean examining the development plan and taking material considerations which 
apply to the proposal into account. These matters must be properly considered 
otherwise the decision of whether or not to grant permission will have excluded a 
consideration. 
 

14. It is considered that the Planning Department has set out clearly why it considers 
that the proposal should be refused, insomuch as it runs contrary to the 
objectives of PPS 21 which are set out as follows: 
 

• Managing growth in the countryside to achieve appropriate and 
sustainable patterns of development that meet the essential needs of a 
vibrant rural community; 

• To conserve the landscape and natural resources of the rural area and to 
protect it from excessive, inappropriate or obtrusive development; 

• To facilitate development necessary to achieve a sustainable rural 
economy, including appropriate farm diversification and other economic 
activity. 

 
 

Recommendation 
 

15. Following consideration of the call in request, the recommendation remains to 
refuse planning permission. 
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ITEM 4.2 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref LA06/2016/0853/F 

Proposal 

Demolition of existing retail premises and adjacent dwelling 
and replacement with new shop and cafe, additional retail unit, 
hot food unit, petrol filling station, parking, access, landscaping 
and associated operational development    
 

Location 
McCanns Killinchy, 3, 5 & 7 Comber Road, Balloo, Killinchy 

DEA: Comber 

Committee 

Interest 

A Local development application attracting six or more 
separate individual objections which are contrary to the 
officer’s recommendation. 

Validated 07/11/2016 

Summary 

• The existing buildings are not listed, and the site is not 
within a Conservation Area or Area of Village Character 
(AVC); therefore, permission not required for demolition. 

• The proposal replaces an existing convenience shop, post 
office, café and hardware shop and associated storage that 
currently meet local needs in Balloo and surrounding area. 

• The proposal is for a replacement shop, café, additional 
retail unit, hot food unit, petrol filling station and canopy. 
The replacement convenience store involves a modest 
increase in retail floorspace, but the function will continue 
to meet local needs in the area consistent with policy 
requirements. 

• Impacts on residential amenity, road safety, traffic and 
parking, designated sites, biodiversity and TPO designation 
considered in detail in the Case Officer Report. 

• The traditional design and materials are sympathetic to the 
character of the area and AONB designation. An existing 
stone wall and trees will be retained at the front of the site 
to soften the visual impact and help maintain the character 
of the site and area. New trees and hedging will be planted 
throughout the site to aid integration and soften the impact 
of the hardstanding and canopy. 

• HED offers no objection in terms of the impact on the 
setting of the listed building at 15 Comber Road. HED 
advises that the buildings to be demolished and adjacent 
buildings 1 & 8 Comber Road (Balloo House & Crafty Fox) 
are not listed but are prime candidates for ‘Local Listing’.  

• Although, the Council has been provided with new powers 
to locally list buildings under the Planning Act 2011, this 
requires the Council to agree a policy for doing so which 
will form part of the Local Development Plan process. Work 
on the new LDP has not reached a stage yet to discuss the 



possibility of a local listing policy. It would be unreasonable 
to the applicant to delay processing this application while 
awaiting a local listing policy that may not even be carried 
forward by the Council. 

• 112 letters of objection and 2 petitions objecting to the 
application have been received. The main issue of concern 
relates to the demolition of two buildings on site and 
consequential impact on the character of Balloo Village.  

• Determining weight has been attributed to the fact that 
there are currently no planning controls to ensure retention 
of the existing buildings as they are not listed and are not 
within a Conservation Area or AVC, and also to the 
traditional design, form and materials of the new 
development which will respect the character of the area. 

• All objections have been considered in full in the Case 
Officer Report. The proposal complies with planning policy 
and no objections were received from consultees. 
 

Recommendation Approval 

Attachment 

 

Item 4.2a – Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref: LA06/2016/0853/F DEA:  Comber 

Proposal: Demolition of existing retail premises and adjacent dwelling and 
replacement with new shop and cafe, additional retail unit, hot food unit, petrol filling 
station, parking, access, landscaping and associated operational development    
 

Location: McCann’s Killinchy 
 3, 5 & 7 Comber Road 
 Balloo 
 Killinchy 

Applicant: Mr Barry McBride 
 

Agent: Whittaker & Watt Architects 
 

 
Date Valid: 07/11/2016 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 17/04/2020  

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 24/04/2020  

 
Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: Yes 
 

Letters of 
Support 

0 Letters of 
Objection 

122 objections Petitions 2 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 

• Compliance with the local development plan 

• Impact on the character of the area 

• Residential amenity 

• Impact on protected trees and biodiversity 

• Impact on adjacent listed building 

• Access and parking 

• Impact on designated sites 
 

Case Officer: Gillian Corbett 

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 https://epicpublic.planningni.gov.uk/publicaccess/ 
 

https://epicpublic.planningni.gov.uk/publicaccess/
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2.   Site Location Plan 

 

 
 

 

3. Relevant Planning History 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

The site is located at 3-7 Comber Road, Balloo, Killinchy. The site contains McCann’s 
general store and associated parking area and a dwelling. The general store is a two-
storey building with a painted render finish and a pitched tiled roof. The front elevation 
has traditional bay windows and shop signage. The building extends to the rear. The 
building is attached to Balloo House Bar and Restaurant to the south. To the north is 
an archway with clock feature and another part of the building which is painted render 
with a hipped tiled roof. The front of the building is used as a Spar shop for 
convenience goods and a post office. At the rear is a cafe and hardware/ gardening 
shop and temporary buildings. 
 
There are three vehicular access points to the site off Comber Road. To the north of 
the buildings is a large hardstanding area for parking. There is mature hedging and 
trees along the front/roadside boundary. Several of these trees are protected under a 
Tree Preservation Order (TPO). There is a wall with timber fencing along the southern 
boundary and hedging along the northern boundary. The rear boundary of the site is 
hedging with a grassed area beyond.  
 
The dwelling within the site is two storeys with a pebble dash render finish and a 
hipped tiled roof. It has a garden area to the front and rear with fencing, hedging and 
trees along the boundaries. 
 
The area is within the settlement limit of Balloo and the Strangford and Lecale Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty as designated in Ards and Down Area Plan 2015. The 
area is mixed with a variety of commercial properties along Comber Road, which 
include Balloo House Bar and Restaurant, the Crafty Fox, Wright’s Sofa Land and a 
Centra store with petrol filling station, and residential dwellings surrounding. 
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PLA2/6/051/07 – TPO confirmed at Lands at 5 Comber Road, Balloo, Killinchy - 
17.06.2009 
 

 
 

4.   Planning Policy Framework  

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

• Ards & Down Area Plan 2015 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 

• Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement & Parking 

• Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning, Archaeology & the Built Heritage 

• Planning Policy Statement 15: Revised Planning and Flood Risk 
 

 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 
Parking Standards 
 

 
 
 

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

Consultee Response 

DfI Roads No objections 

NI Water No objections 

Rivers Agency No objections following consideration of a Drainage 
Assessment 

NIEA Natural Environment 
Division 

No objections subject to conditions relating to protected 
species.  

NIEA Regulation Unit Land 
and Groundwater Team  

No objections following consideration of a Generic 
Quantitative Risk Assessment 

NIEA Water Management 
Unit 

No objections 

Environmental Health No objections subject to conditions relating to noise, 
odour and contamination. 

Historic Environment 
Division 

Content in relation to impact of the proposal on the 
adjacent listed building and archaeological policy 
requirements. 

Shared Environmental 
Service 

No objections subject to mitigation conditions to protect 
designated sites.  

Council Tree Officer No objections subject to conditions relating to the 
protection of trees.  

 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 
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Local Development Plan 
Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had 
to the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other 
material considerations. Section 6(4) states that where regard is to be had to the 
Development Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.   
 
Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 
The site is within the settlement limit of Balloo and the Strangford and Lecale Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. There is no specific zoning on the site. The proposal is 
therefore considered to be in conformity with the plan provided it complies with the 
relevant regional planning policies. 
 
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 
This sets out the guiding principle relating to the grant/refusal of development 
contained within paragraph 3.8. This states that sustainable development should be 
permitted, having regard to the development plan and all other material 
considerations, unless the proposed development will cause demonstrable harm to 
interests of acknowledged importance. 
 
The SPPS states that a transitional period will operate until such times as a Plan 
Strategy for the whole of the council area has been adopted. During the transitional 
period planning authorities will apply existing policy contained within the documents 
identified below together with the SPPS. Any relevant supplementary and best 
practice guidance will also continue to apply. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 5 – Retailing and Town Centres was cancelled by the 
introduction of the SPPS. As a result, the SPPS sets out the strategic policy for 
retailing that must be taken into account in the determination of planning applications. 
 
Under town centres and retailing, paragraph 6.278 states that ‘policies and proposals 
for shops in villages and small settlements must be consistent with the aim, objectives 
and policy approach for town centres and retailing, meet local need (i.e. day-to-day 
needs), and be of a scale, nature and design appropriate to the character of the 
settlement.’ 
 
The proposed site is located within Balloo which is designated as a village in the Ards 
and Down Area Plan 2015. The site is located in the centre of the village adjacent to a 
public house/restaurant. On the opposite side of the road there are a few convenience 
and comparison goods stores such as the Crafty Fox and Wright’s Sofaland.  
 
On site at present is an existing convenience shop, post office, café and hardware 
shop with associated storage that currently meets the local need in Balloo and 
surrounding settlements which have no retail choice. The proposal is for a 
replacement shop and café with an additional retail unit, hot food unit, and petrol filling 
station with associated parking area, petrol pumps and canopy. 
 
There will be an increase in the gross retail floorspace of the existing shop (70sqm) 
and a new retail and hot food unit (85 sqm and 105 sqm respectively). This increase 
in retailing floorspace is not considered as significant due to the existing retailing 
elements on the site. It is also considered that this increase will not compromise the 
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role and function of existing town centres within the Borough as the nearest town of 
Comber is located approximately 9 km north and the proposal is of an appropriate 
scale to the character of the surrounding settlement and will continue to meet local 
need in the area consistent with paragraph 6.278 of the SPPS. 
 
Paragraph 6.283 sets out a threshold of 1000 square metres gross external area for 
retail developments to undertake a retail impact assessment if they are not proposed 
in a town centre location and are not in accordance with the LDP. The retail element 
of this proposal falls below that threshold and therefore a retail impact assessment is 
not required.  
 
The existing shop building will be demolished and replaced on the existing footprint 
with a two-storey building with a pitched natural slate roof. The main building will be 
smooth white render with reclaimed natural stonework salvaged and re-used following 
demolition of the existing stone buildings on site. The shop fronts will be finished in 
hardwood decorative framing with traditional fascia boards to replicate traditional style 
shop fronts. The building will maintain frontage onto Comber Road with the new units 
fronting onto the car park. The use of traditional design and materials is appropriate to 
the character of Balloo settlement and therefore it is considered as consistent with 
paragraph 6.278 of the SPPS. 
 
Demolition of the existing building will allow a gap to be created between the site and 
Balloo House. The proposed building will be set back approximately 2.5m from the 
front elevation of Balloo House and the height of the proposed building will be in line 
with the height of the chimneys on Balloo House to ensure it does not have a 
dominant impact on the character of Balloo House and views of the village when 
travelling along Comber Road or from the crossroads south of the site. An existing 
stone wall and trees will be retained at the front of the site to soften the visual impact 
and help maintain the character of the site and area.  
 
The existing development is fragmented across the site and appears untidy 
particularly to the rear with a large hardstanding area that is in poor condition. The 
proposal will formalise the development into one new building with marked out 
parking spaces which will improve the overall appearance of the site and the 
character of the settlement.    
 
A new canopy and petrol pumps will be added within the middle of the site and 
surrounded by hardstanding for car parking. When travelling southwards along 
Comber Road there are existing trees in the north-west corner of the site that help 
screen the site. Several of these trees and other trees at the front of the site will be 
retained and new trees and hedging will be planted throughout the site to aid 
integration and soften the visual impact of the hardstanding and canopy.   
 
The SPPS at paragraphs 4.11 and 4.12 recognises there are a wide range of 
environment and amenity considerations which should be taken into account by 
planning authorities when managing development. Amenity considerations include 
loss of light, overshadowing, dominance, general nuisance etc. 
 
The Council’s Environmental Health Department was consulted in relation to noise 
and odour impacts from the proposal and offers no objections subject to conditions to 
ensure there are no deliveries to the site outside permitted hours and that odour 
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abatement systems are installed into the café and hot food bar to suppress and 
disperse odours created from cooking operations on the premises. To ensure any 
odours do not impact on residential amenity, the outlet from any extract ventilation 
ducting shall terminate at a height not less than 1 metre above eaves height of the 
main building and should be directed away from nearby dwellings. 
 
In relation to any light pollution issues regarding the proposed petrol station and 
canopy etc. the Council’s Environmental Health Department offers no objections but 
commented that ‘inconsiderately directed or scaled luminaries can negatively impact 
on neighbouring residents. The applicant is requested to give due consideration to the 
location, scale and direction of proposed luminaries as per the Institute of Lighting 
Professionals – Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light GN01:2011.’ 
 
It is considered that the proposal will have no unacceptable adverse impacts on 
residential amenity. There are residential properties either side of the site at the 
Beeches (to the east and south-east of the site) and 11 Comber Road and 
Craigarusky Road to the north of the site. 
 
The boundary of the site adjoins the rear boundaries of nos. 22, 24, 33 and 35 The 
Beeches which sit at a higher level than the site. It is considered that as the proposal 
is replacing existing commercial buildings on the site, the proposed building at the 
rear of these properties will be single storey with a pitched roof and no windows on 
the side elevation facing these properties and a 2.2m close board timber fence will be 
added along the adjoining boundaries that this will prevent any unacceptable adverse 
impacts on the residential amenity of the properties in the Beeches. Also as 
discussed above any ventilation ducting from the proposed café and hot food bar will 
terminate at a height not less than 1 metre above eaves height of the building and be 
directed away from these properties.  
 
The boundary of the site adjoins the boundaries of Nos. 11 Comber Road and 1 and 3  
Craigarusky Road. It is considered that the proposal will have no unacceptable 
adverse impacts on residential amenity of these properties or other properties along 
Craigarusky Road as there will be a sufficient separation distance of over 40m 
between the adjoining boundaries and the canopy of the petrol station and the 
existing TPO trees at the rear of No. 11 Comber Road will be retained and new 
planting in the form of trees and hedging added along the adjoining northern 
boundary and eastern boundary with 2.2m close board timber fencing to protect the 
amenity of the adjacent dwellings from the parking area, access to the site and the 
petrol station forecourt and canopy. These properties are also a sufficient separation 
distance of over 68m from the proposed retail unit, café and hot-food bar to prevent 
any unacceptable adverse impacts from noise or odours associated with this form of 
development on their residential amenity.  
 
Due to the potential for contamination on the site and the potential for this to impact 
on human health and the water environment a Preliminary Risk Assessment (PRA) 
and Generic Quantitative Risk Assessment (GQRA) were submitted and the Council’s 
Environmental Health Department and the Regulation Unit (RU) Land and 
Groundwater Team in DAERA were consulted.  
 
The Council’s Environmental Health Department has no objections subject to 
conditions being added to any approval that prior to the occupation of the proposed 
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development a Verification report is submitted to the Council for approval. The 
Regulation Unit (RU) Land and Groundwater Team have no objections to the 
development subject to conditions as the reports demonstrated that no unacceptable 
risks to environmental receptors have been identified. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 2 - Natural Heritage  
This policy sets out the policies for conservation, protection and enhancement of our 
natural heritage. Within this, natural heritage is defined as the diversity of our habitats, 
species, landscapes and earth science features. In taking decisions, the planning 
authority 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 within the wider environment.  
 
Policy NH 1 relates to European and Ramsar Sites. This planning application was 
considered 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 the 
appropriate assessment has concluded that, provided mitigation is conditioned in any 
planning approval, the proposal will not have an adverse effect on site integrity of any 
European site. 
 
Policy NH 2 relates to European protected species and states that planning 
permission will only be granted for a development proposal that is not likely to harm a 
European protected species. 
 
NIEA Natural Environment Division (NED) was consulted and commented ‘Natural 
Environment Division has considered the impacts of the proposal on designated sites 
and other natural heritage interests and, on the basis of the information provided, has 
no concerns subject to conditions.’ 
 
A Bat Survey report and a Badger Survey report were submitted. Following the 
findings in these reports NED has requested conditions are included in any approval 
to ensure any works that will affect a protected species is carried out under a Wildlife 
Licence. It is therefore considered that the proposal is not likely to harm a European 
protected species. 
 
There are trees on the site that are protected by a Tree Preservation Order (TPO). 
Several trees are proposed to be removed. Extensive consultation was carried out 
with the Council’s Tree Officer who provided comment that ‘I note that a number of 
mature trees are to be removed to accommodate a new access and for visibility 
splays to the frontage of the site, these trees are prominent, however, given the 
nature of the proposal and extent of compensatory planting, this will maintain tree 
coverage.’ The Tree Officer is content with the proposal subject to conditions to 
ensure the trees covered by the TPO are protected from the development and that 
there is suitable landscaping throughout the site.  
 



 

8 

 

Policy NH 6 which relates to Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) is 
applicable as the proposal is within the Strangford and Lecale AONB. Within this it 
states that planning permission for new development within an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty will only be granted where it is of an appropriate design, size and 
scale for the locality. 
 
Due to the site being with an AONB a Design and Access statement was submitted. 
The siting and scale of the proposal will be sympathetic to the character of the AONB 
in general and the locality as although it is not conserving the existing building on the 
site, the proposed building will respect traditional architectural design and materials 
used in the area. The existing building will be replaced in-situ with a traditionally 
designed two storey building that will be finished in smooth white render with 
reclaimed natural stonework salvaged and re-used following demolition of the existing 
stone buildings on site and the roofs will use natural slate. The height of the proposed 
building will respect the adjacent building at Balloo House. 
 
Existing trees and a stone wall will be retained at the front of the site to maintain the 
character of the AONB. New trees and hedging will be planted throughout the site to 
ensure there is no adverse impact on the character of the AONB. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 3 and the Clarification of Planning Policy Statement 
3 - Access, Movement and Parking 
This policy seeks to promote road safety and an accessible environment, promote 
more sustainable modes of transport and reduce reliance on the private car.  
 
There is an existing informal car park adjacent to the shop building with three 
entrance/exit points at the front of the site onto Comber Road A22 which is a 
Protected Route. 
 
Policy AMP 2 relates to access to public roads and Policy AMP 3 Access to Protected 
Routes. Under Policy AMP 3 this road is classed as Other Protected Routes – Within 
Settlement Limits. Within this it states that planning permission will only be granted for 
a development proposal involving direct access, or the intensification of the use of an 
existing access: (a) where access cannot reasonably be taken from an adjacent minor 
road or (b) in the case of proposals involving residential development criteria is met. 
 
The proposal involves direct access onto a Protected Route. It is considered that the 
proposal will not cause intensification of the use of the existing access due to it 
replacing an existing retail use on the site. The access to the proposal cannot 
reasonably be taken from an adjacent minor road as it is using an existing access, nor 
does the proposal involve residential development. The proposal will improve the 
existing access and road safety by reducing the number of entrance points from 3 to 2 
and by creating a one-way entrance and exit only system. 
 
A Transport Assessment (TA) was submitted to detail the potential transport impacts 
from the proposal. The TA details the number of expected daily trips to the site from 
customers and servicing vehicles and the parking provision for the proposal. It also 
sets out that DfI Roads asked that computer modelling was undertaken to show the 
impact of the proposal on the Comber Road A22 which showed that the access 
operates well within capacity with no queuing and that given the nature of the road, 
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which is subject to a 30mph speed limit with long established accesses, the potential 
for an increase in traffic accidents is low. 
 
The TA also sets out that the site will have a high walk in catchment as it is within 
walking distance to residents of Balloo village. It is also well served by public transport 
links, cycle parking will be provided and car sharing for staff will be encouraged. The 
development will be disability compliant with facilities such as ramps.  
 
Following extensive consultation with DfI Roads it offers no objections therefore the 
proposal is considered to comply with Policies AMP 2 and AMP 3 as it will not 
prejudice road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic.  
 
Policy AMP 7 relates to car parking which sets out that proposals will be required to 
provide adequate provision for car parking and appropriate servicing arrangements 
having regard to the published standards. 
 
Parking standards sets out:  
1 space per 14 m2 gross floor area (GFA) for food retail – The convenience store 
GFA is 660m2 – requirement for 47.1 spaces. 
1 space per 20 m2 for non-food retail – The non-food retail unit measures 85m2 – 
requirement for 4.25 spaces. 
1 space per 3 m2 net floor area (NFA) for a hot food takeaway and 1 space per 3 
members of staff – The hot-food unit measures 31.5 m2 – requirement for 10.5 
spaces. It has been indicated that there will be 3 staff, so the requirement is 1 space 
for the staff. 
1 space per 5m2 for a restaurant within the development limits – The café will 
measure 192m2 – requirement for 38.4 spaces. 
1 space per pump position, plus 1 waiting space per pump position for the petrol 
station – this has been provided and shown on the plans. 
 
Based on these calculations 101 spaces are required for the development. The plans 
show that 95 spaces will be included within the site. Although this is slightly less than 
the standards stipulate, the Transport Assessment sets out that the parking 
assessment takes no account of shared trips and differing peak time demands and 
therefore 95 spaces is considered sufficient to satisfy the parking demand for the site.  
 
DfI Roads was consulted and offers no objections therefore, the proposal will not 
prejudice road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 6 – Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage 
This statement sets out the policies for the protection and conservation of 
archaeological remains and features of the built heritage. 
 
Policy BH 11 - development affecting the setting of a listed building is applicable as 
the proposed site is adjacent to a Grade B1 Listed Building at 15 Comber Road which 
is of special architectural and historic importance and is protected by Section 80 of 
the Planning Act (NI) 2011. 
 
Historic Environment Division (HED) was consulted to consider the impacts of the 
application on the nearby listed buildings and on the basis of the information provided, 
commented that the proposal exerts no greater demonstrable harm on the setting 
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than existing surrounding development, under Policy BH 11 (Development affecting 
the Setting of a Listed Building) of the Department's Planning Policy Statement 6: 
Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage and paragraph 6.12 of Strategic Policy 
Planning Statement for Northern Ireland. 
 
HED also commented that ‘the application also impacts on the following buildings, 
which although may not meet the statutory test for listing, have been recorded as 
buildings of historic interest and as such contribute to the quality and character of the 
settlement of Balloo and the wider setting of the listed building:  
HB24/17/017  Balloo House, 1 Comber Rd – 2 storey block dating from c.1860 
(directly adjacent and south of the proposed site) 
HB24/17/018 3 - 5 Comber Rd – late Victorian / early Edwardian 2-storey house and 
shop, including large 2-storey outbuildings to rear (the proposed site which includes 
demolition of this building) 
HB24/17/092 Comber House, 8 Comber Rd - 2-storey former bank with manager’s 
house, c.1938’ (currently used as the Crafty Fox retail unit on the opposite side of 
Comber Road) 
 
HED commented that ‘as advisers with regard to the historic environment, HED 
consider the buildings proposed for demolition offer an opportunity for the council to 
recognise and to reinforce the local distinctiveness of Balloo, while also ensuring the 
critical objective of protecting, conserving and enhancing the historic environment as 
per the Regional Development Strategy (RDS) and SPPS is retained. Although 
evaluated as ‘Record Only’ by the Department, they are prime candidates for the 
council to consider for local listing.’ 
 
HED has suggested that the existing buildings should be retained to protect the 
quality, distinctiveness and character of Balloo and suggest development is restricted 
to the rear of the site. 
 
Within the supporting statement it is detailed that the architects considered extending 
and interconnecting the existing buildings on site. However, following a detailed 
measurement and condition survey and cost appraisal the option to link the existing 
buildings was considered both impractical and cost prohibitive. 
 
The Council accepts that it is regrettable to lose the heritage aspect of the existing 
buildings on the site, however, the buildings are not listed, and the Council has no 
control over its retention. The owner could demolish them at any time.  
 
Although the Council has been provided with new powers to locally list buildings 
under the Planning Act 2011, this requires the Council to agree a policy for doing so 
which will form part of the new Local Development Plan (LDP) process. Work on the 
new LDP is ongoing and has not reached the stage yet to discuss the possibility of a 
Local Listing Policy to be included in the new LDP and one may not be included. As a 
result, the Council is not in a position to consider the building for Local Listing at this 
time. It would be unreasonable to the applicant to delay processing this application 
while awaiting a Local Listing Policy that may not even be carried forward by the 
Council in the future LDP process. 
 
It is considered that the proposed replacement building will respect the character of 
Balloo by having a traditional design of two storeys with a pitched natural slate roof 
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and render finish while using reclaimed stone following the demolition of the existing 
buildings to reflect the local character. The shop fronts will be finished in hardwood 
decorative framing with traditional fascia boards to replicate traditional style shop 
fronts. The use of traditional design and materials is considered as sympathetic to the 
character of Balloo settlement. 
 
The proposed building will also be set back from the existing frontage of the adjacent 
building at Balloo House and the height will tie in with the chimney height of the 
adjacent building to ensure the proposed building will not have a dominant visual 
impact on this building or views of site and area from public viewpoints along Comber 
Road or the crossroads south of the site.  
 
The existing development is also fragmented across the site and appears untidy. The 
proposal will formalise the development into one new building which will improve the 
appearance of the site and the character of the settlement.    
 
Existing trees and a stone wall will be retained at the front of the site and existing 
vegetation will be retained within the site to maintain the character of the area. New 
trees and hedging will be planted throughout the site to aid integration and soften the 
visual impact to ensure there is no adverse impact on the character of the area. 
 
HED: Historic Monuments has assessed the application and on the basis of the 
information provided is content that the proposal is satisfactory to the SPPS and PPS 
6 archaeological policy requirements. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 15 – Revised Planning and Flood Risk 
This statement sets out planning policies to minimise and manage flood risk to 
people, property and the environment. 
  
Policy FLD1 relates to development in fluvial and coastal flood plains. DfI Rivers was 
consulted and commented that 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 and therefore Policy FLD 1 is not applicable. 
  
Policy FLD2 which relates to the protection of flood defence and drainage 
infrastructure is not applicable to this site based on information provided.  
 
In relation to Policy FLD3 - Development and Surface Water, a Drainage Assessment 
was submitted due to the amount of hardstanding included with the proposal. DfI 
Rivers commented ‘while not being responsible for the preparation of the Drainage 
Assessment accepts its logic and has no reason to disagree with its conclusions.’ 
 
Policy FLD4 which relates to the artificial modification of watercourses is not 
applicable to this site based on information provided.  
  
Policy FLD5 which relates to development in proximity to reservoirs is not applicable 
to this site. 
 
It is therefore considered that the proposal complies with Revised PPS 15 as it is not 
at risk from flooding nor will it increase the risk of flooding elsewhere. 
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8.   Consideration of Representations 

There have been 122 objections and two petitions received in relation to the proposal. 
The main issues of concern relate to the demolition of the two buildings within the site 
due to their heritage value and contribution to the character of Balloo Village and the 
negative impact this and erection of another petrol filling station will have on the 
character of Balloo Village and the adjacent building at Balloo House.  
  
Some of the comments made in relation to this include:  

• Loss/ damage to the fabric and built heritage of the village and historic view of 
the buildings at the crossroads.  

• Loss of locally important, non-designated heritage assets.  

• Historical significance of the buildings – buildings date back to 1834.  

• Destruction of a landmark building.  

• Buildings may not be listed but make a valuable contribution to the built 
heritage.  

• Is it worth losing the heritage value of the buildings for a small increase in retail 
area. 

• HED recommends retention with development to the rear.  

• Retain current frontage and improve the shop behind 

• Thrust of planning policy is to re-use existing buildings and preserve built 
heritage.  

• Council’s Preferred Options Paper discusses local listing as do HED in 
consultation response, it would be premature to approve this development 
which would demolish several prime candidates and jeopardise the potential 
for future designation of Balloo as an Area of Village Character.  

• Buildings should be locally listed and Balloo considered as an Area of Village 
Character in the forthcoming LDP. 

• Economic benefits of regenerating built heritage.  

• Importance of ambience and appearance of the old shop inside and its 
traditional features.  

• Loss of sense of place and charm of the village, negative impact on the 
character of the village. 

• Scale of proposal not in keeping with village of Balloo.   

• Unsympathetic scale that will dominate the crossroads and overshadow Balloo 
House.  

• Detaching the building from neighbouring building is a negative change – may 
cause damage to Balloo House. 
 

It is considered that the proposal will alter the historic fabric, built heritage and views 
within the village and the Council acknowledges that there is historical significance of 
the buildings and benefits to regenerating built heritage, however there is no planning 
policy or controls to ensure that the existing buildings are retained, both could be 
demolished at any time as they are not listed and the site is not within a Conservation 
Area or Area of Village Character. The Supporting Statement submitted as part of the 
proposal sets out that the architects considered extending and interconnecting the 
existing buildings on site. However, following a detailed measurement and condition 
survey and cost appraisal the option to link the existing buildings was considered both 
impractical and cost prohibitive.  
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As discussed previously in the report, the Council is not in the position to locally list 
the buildings under the Planning Act 2011 as it does not have the policy in place. The 
LDP process also has not reached the stage yet to discuss the possibility of 
considering Balloo as an Area of Village Character.  The Council Planning 
Department can however control the new development on the site, and it is 
considered that as the proposed building will be finished in traditional materials using 
reclaimed stone with traditional design, set back from the frontage of the existing 
building at Balloo House, tie in with the height of the chimneys at Balloo House and 
existing trees will be retained within the site, particularly along the road frontage that 
the new development will respect the character of the area and will not have a 
dominant impact on the visual amenity of the area. 
 
With regards to the character of Balloo House, it is considered that the proposal will 
have no unacceptable adverse impacts on it as demolition of the existing building will 
allow a gap to be created between the site and Balloo House, the proposed building 
will be set back and the height will be in line with the height of the chimneys on Balloo 
House to ensure it does not have a dominant impact on the character of Balloo House 
or views from the crossroads. Any damage caused to Balloo House during 
construction is not a material planning consideration and would be a civil matter 
between the applicant and the owner of Balloo House. 
 
 
Other concerns raised against the proposal include: 
 
· Impact on traffic and pedestrian safety. Has there been a traffic impact assessment 
carried out? Are adequate sight lines/visibility splays in place? Poor sight lines on an 
existing busy road. 
 
A Transport Assessment was submitted as part of the proposal and extensive 
consultation was carried out with DfI Roads, which includes checking that the 
sightlines are adequate for the proposal, to ensure the proposal will not prejudice road 
and pedestrian safety. DfI Roads offers no objections to the proposal. 
 
· Night time light pollution for immediate neighbours – bright lights from petrol station 
and advertising. 
 
Environmental Health within the Council was consulted and has referred the applicant 
to give due consideration to the location, scale and direction of proposed luminaries 
as per the recommended guidance notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light.  
 
· Noise pollution from increased customers and deliveries. There should be a 
restriction on opening hours.  
 
Environmental Health within the Council was consulted and has provided a condition 
to restrict the times of deliveries to the site to prevent any adverse impacts on the 
residential amenity of the area by reason of noise.  
 
· Hot food element will exacerbate traffic and noise levels and cause anti-social 
behaviour. Odour problems. 
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DfI Roads was consulted in relation to the traffic impact of the proposal and offers no 
objections. Environmental Health was consulted in relation to noise and odours from 
the hot food bar and café and offers no objections subject to conditions relating to the 
proposed odour abatement system to ensure there will be no adverse impact from 
noise or odours on residential amenity. There is no evidence to suggest that anti-
social behaviour will occur in this area. 
 
· Entrance presently being used to gain access to rear is unauthorised.  
 
The entrance to the rear does not form part of this proposal. Access will be gained 
from the front of the site off Balloo Road. 
 
· Impact on biodiversity, wildlife - bats and birds, fence will have impact on spawning 
frogs.  Bat survey required. 
 
Biodiversity information was submitted and DAERA Natural Environment Division was 
consulted. It commented that ‘Natural Environment Division has considered the 
impacts of the proposal on designated sites and other natural heritage interests and, 
on the basis of the information provided, has no concerns subject to conditions.’ 
A Bat Survey was submitted and DAERA Natural Environment Division was 
consulted. It provided comment that it is content with the proposal based on the 
information provided.  
 
· No requirement as village already has sufficient provision. 
 
There is no planning policy to prevent competition with other businesses in the area. 
 
· Size of forecourt canopy  
There is no planning policy or guidance to control the size of a forecourt canopy. The 
forecourt and canopy will be a sufficient distance away from adjacent residential 
properties to ensure it will have no unacceptable adverse impacts on residential 
amenity. Trees will be retained within the site and new planting will be added to 
reduce the visual impact of the forecourt and canopy. The Council’s Environmental 
Health Department offers no objections to the lighting aspect of the canopy and its 
impact on residential amenity and sufficient car parking spaces are provided within 
the canopy for cars filling up and waiting as set out in Parking Standards. 
 
· Affect on existing sewer and water infrastructure.  
 
Consultation was carried out with NI Water and a Pre-Development Enquiry was 
submitted to NI Water. NI Water commented that although ‘Waste Water Treatment 
facilities (at Killinchy WwTW) are presently not available to serve this proposal… the 
developer has provided calculations which indicated that the foul flows will remain 
‘like for like.’ Provided this can be achieved a foul connection can be approved.’ 
DAERA Water Management Unit was consulted and commented that it ‘considered 
the impacts of the proposal on the surface water environment and, on the basis of the 
information provided, is content with the proposal subject to conditions. 
 
· Flooding issues affecting the site. 
  



 

15 

 

Consultation was carried out with DfI Rivers and a Drainage Assessment was 
submitted. DfI Rivers offers no objection to the proposal therefore it is considered that 
the site is not at risk from flooding, nor will it cause flooding elsewhere.  
 
· Impact on protected trees.  
 
The Council’s Tree Officer was consulted and is content subject to conditions that the 
proposal will not harm those trees protected by the TPO and that the proposed 
landscaping of the site is suitable.  
 
· Impact on listed buildings.  
 
Historic Environment Division was consulted and is content that the proposal will not 
adversely impact any listed buildings.  
 
· Inappropriate signage associated with petrol station.  
 
Signage for the petrol station does not form part of this proposal and will be controlled 
under separate advertisement consent to ensure it will not adversely impact on 
amenity or road safety.  
 
· Litter  
 
The onus is on the applicant/owner of the site to ensure litter is disposed of 
adequately.  
 
· Impact on AONB  
 
It is considered, as discussed under the relevant policy section in the report, that the 
proposal will have no adverse impact on the character of the AONB as the siting and 
scale of the proposal will be sympathetic to the character of the AONB, the proposed 
building will respect traditional architectural design and materials used in the area, the 
height of the proposed building will respect the adjacent building at Balloo House, 
existing trees and a stone wall will be retained at the front of the site and new 
landscaping will be added to maintain the character of the AONB. 
 
· No need for another petrol station or off licence in such close proximity to existing 
petrol stations. 
 
There is no planning policy which states that this type of proposal should demonstrate 
a need.  
 
· Out the back of the shop is currently an eyesore and allowing this may make things 
worse.  
 
It is considered, as the proposal will remove the mobile buildings from the rear of the 
site and formalise the space that this will improve the visual amenity of the site.  
 
· Not in the interests of the local community.  
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There is no policy provision that this type of development should be for the interests 
of the local community. It could be considered that providing more retail choice, hot 
food etc. in this village will benefit the local community.  
 
· Windows on 1st floor not in good proportions to rest of building.  
 
The windows on the ground floor are larger shopfront windows for the retail element 
of the proposal which are typical for retail developments. The windows upstairs are for 
the café.  
 
· The clock proposal is pastiche. 
  
The design of any proposal is subjective, and it is considered that the clock on the 
front elevation will have no adverse impact on the character of the area. 
  
· Increase in hazardous substances at the site. Replacement of underground fuel 
tanks may cause environmental pollution. 
 
The Council’s Environmental Health Department and the relevant environmental 
bodies within DAERA have been consulted and offer no objections therefore it is 
considered that any hazardous substances or potential for environmental pollution on 
the site will be sufficiently controlled through the relevant bodies.  
 
· Demolition not mentioned in the description.  
 
The description was amended, and the proposal re-advertised in the local press to 
include demolition in the description. 
 
· Impact on local economy by lowering visitor numbers. Will not enhance area as a 
tourism destination. Loss of pride in the area. 
 
There is no evidence provided to demonstrate that the proposal will impact the local 
economy, lower visitors/ tourism of the area or result in loss of pride in the area.    
 

Provide electric vehicle recharging points rather than construct a petrol filling station. 
Without the filling station the house would not need to be demolished. 
 
The Council’s Planning Department can only assess the proposal that is submitted 
and it is considered, for the reasons discussed in this report that the proposal is 
acceptable as it will comply with the relevant planning policies.  
 
Likely closure of nearby petrol station. Net loss of jobs in the area. Little benefit to 
local economy.  
 
This is not considered as a material planning consideration as it is controlled by 
factors outside of the planning system.  
 
Unsustainable to grant permission for a petrol station – UK Government targets to 
ban the sale of petrol, diesel and Hybrid cars by 2035. Petrol station may only have a 
lifespan of 10 years. 
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This is not considered as a material planning consideration as it is controlled by 
factors outside of the planning system and there is no current planning policy to 
restrict the development of petrol stations.  
 
An EIA should be submitted to address the cumulative loss of heritage assets as the 
percentage loss of heritage assets within the context of this small village renders an 
EIA essential. 
 
The proposal was considered against the Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations (NI) 2015 and it was determined that the demolition of two 
buildings at this location would not warrant the submission of an environmental impact 
assessment as the proposal will not result in a significant environmental effect on any 
site of historic significance as the buildings are not listed, nor are they located in a 
Conservation Area or Area of Village Character.  
 
 

,  

9.   Conclusion  

The proposal has been assessed against relevant planning policies and all relevant 
material considerations, consultation replies, and representations have been 
considered. Although the proposal will result in the demolition of older buildings that 
contribute to the heritage and character of Balloo Village, the buildings are not listed, 
nor is the site within a Conservation Area or Area of Village Character to insist on 
their retention. It is considered that the proposal will be of a scale, nature and design 
appropriate to the character of Balloo and it will not have any unacceptable adverse 
impacts on the visual or residential amenity of the area, environmental issues or 
prejudice road safety. I therefore recommend that planning permission is granted. 
 

 

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 Private Streets (Northern Ireland) Order 1980 as amended by the Private 
Streets (Amendment) (Northern Ireland) Order 1992 

 
           The Department 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 20B bearing the date stamp 20 January  
           2020. 
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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. 
 

3. The visibility splays of 4.5 metres by full frontage at the junction of the 
proposed access road with the public road, shall be provided in accordance 
with Drawing No. 20B bearing the date stamp 20 January 2020, prior to the 
commencement of any other works or other development and shall be 
permanently retained. 
 

Reason: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of road 
safety and the convenience of road users. 
 

4. The development shall not 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. 
 

5. No retailing or other operation in or from any building hereby permitted shall 
commence until hard surfaced areas have been constructed and permanently 
marked in accordance with the approved Drawing No. 03B bearing the date 
stamp 27 September 2019 to provide adequate facilities for parking, servicing 
and circulating within the site. No part of these hard-surfaced areas shall be 
used for any purpose at any time other than for the parking and movement of 
vehicles. 
 

Reason: To ensure that adequate provision has been made for parking, servicing and 
traffic circulation within the site.  
 

6. The gross retail floorspace of the 2 retail units hereby approved shall not 
exceed 745 square metres when measured internally.  These units shall be 
used only for the retail sale of convenience goods or retail services and for no 
other purpose, including any other purpose in Class A1 of the schedule to the 
Planning (Use Classes) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015. 
 

Convenience goods for this purpose are hereby defined as; -  
(a)  food and drink, including alcoholic drink;  
(b) tobacco, newspapers, magazines, confectionery;  
(c) stationary and paper goods;   
(d) toilet requisites and cosmetics;   
(e) household cleaning materials; and   
(f) other retail goods as may be determined in writing by the Council as generally 
falling within the category of 'convenience goods' or as generally being appropriate to 
the trading in these premises.  
 
Retail Services for this purpose are hereby defined as; -  
(a) as a post office;  
(b) for the sale of tickets or as a travel agency;  
(c) for hairdressing  
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(d) for the hiring out of domestic or personal goods or articles;   
(e) for the reception of goods including clothes or fabrics to be washed, cleaned or 
repaired either in or off the premises; or  
(f) where the service is to visiting members of the public as may be determined in 
writing by the Council as generally falling within the category of "retail service".  
 
Reason: To enable the Council to retain control over the nature, range and scale of 
retailing activity to protect existing centres. 
 

7. No retail unit shall be subdivided or otherwise modified or amalgamated to 
create fewer units. 

 
Reason: To enable the Council to retain control over the nature, range and 
scale of retailing activity to protect existing centres. 

 
8. As part of site clearance works, all fuel storage tanks and associated 

infrastructure on the site shall be fully decommissioned in line with Guidance 
for Pollution Prevention No. 2 (GPP2) and Pollution Prevention Guidance No. 
27 (PPG27). Soil and groundwater sampling shall be undertaken for a suitable 
analytical suite. Should contamination be identified the requirements of 
Condition 10 will apply.  

  
Reason: Protection of environmental receptors to ensure the site is suitable for use.  
 

9. No piling work shall commence on this site until a piling risk assessment has 
been submitted and agreed by the Council in writing. Piling risk assessments 
shall be undertaken in accordance with the methodology contained within the 
Environment Agency document on “Piling and Penetrative Ground 
Improvement Methods on Land Affected by Contamination: Guidance on 
Pollution Prevention”, available at:  
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http:/cdn.environm
entagency.gov.uk/scho0202bisw-e-e.pdf.  

           In the event of unacceptable risks being identified, a remediation strategy shall  
           be agreed with the Council in writing, and subsequently implemented and     
           verified to its satisfaction.   
  
Reason: Protection of environmental receptors to ensure the site is suitable for use.  
  

10. If during the development works, new contamination and risks are encountered 
which have not previously been identified, works shall cease, and the Council 
shall be notified immediately. This new contamination shall be fully investigated 
in accordance with the Model Procedures for the Management of Land 
Contamination (CLR11). In the event of unacceptable risks being identified, a 
remediation strategy shall be agreed with the Council in writing and 
subsequently implemented to its satisfaction.   

  
Reason: Protection of public health and protection of environmental receptors to 
ensure the site is suitable for use.  
  

11. After completing any remediation works required under Conditions 8 - 10, and 
prior to occupation of the development, a verification report shall be submitted 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http:/cdn.environmentagency.gov.uk/scho0202bisw-e-e.pdf.
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http:/cdn.environmentagency.gov.uk/scho0202bisw-e-e.pdf.
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in writing and agreed with the Council. This report shall be completed by 
competent persons in accordance with the Model Procedures for the 
Management of Land Contamination (CLR11). The verification report shall 
present all the remediation and monitoring works undertaken and demonstrate 
the effectiveness of the works in managing all the risks and achieving the 
remedial objectives and shall be subsequently implemented.   
 

           This report shall also demonstrate that the recommendations for ground gas  
           protection measures outlined in the report titled Spar, Killinchy, Generic  
           Quantitative Risk Assessment, referenced A105864 and dated July 2018 have  
           been fully incorporated into the development and shall demonstrate the  
           successful completion of remediation works and that the site is now fit for  
           commercial end-use. In particular, this Verification Report must demonstrate  
           that: 

a) Gas protection measures in line with Characteristic Situation 2 have been 
installed into the proposed development in line with BS8485:2015 Type C 
building requiring 2.5 points of protection. Verification of the installation of the 
ground gas protection measures required shall be verified in accordance with 
the requirements of the CIRIA C735 document ‘Good Practice on the testing 
and verification of protection systems for buildings against hazardous ground 
gases.’ (2014) 
 

Reason: Protection of environmental receptors to ensure the site is suitable for use 
and protection of human health. 
 

12. During the construction phase a clearly defined buffer of at least 10m shall be 
maintained between the location of all refuelling, storage of oil/fuels, concrete 
mixing and washing areas, storage of machinery/materials/spoil etc. and any 
watercourse or surface water drain within or adjacent to the red line boundary. 
 

Reason: To prevent polluting discharges entering the local drainage network and 
impacting on the site integrity of Strangford Lough SAC/SPA/Ramsar. 
 

13. Storm drainage of the site, during construction phase, must be designed to the 
principles of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) in order to prevent the 
polluting effects of storm water on Strangford Lough SAC/SPA/Ramsar. 
Construction of SuDS shall comply with the design and construction standards 
as set out in The SuDS Manual - Construction Industry Research and 
Information Association (CIRIA) Report C753. 
 

Reason: To prevent polluting discharges entering the local drainage network and 
impacting on the site integrity of Strangford Lough SAC/SPA/Ramsar. 
 

14. No development shall take place on-site until the method of sewage disposal 
has been agreed in writing with Northern Ireland Water (NIW) or a Consent to 
discharge has been granted under the terms of the Water (NI) Order 1999. 
 

Reason: To ensure a practical solution to sewage disposal is possible at this site. 
 

15. There shall be no demolition works carried out on the building with known bat 
roost prior to the granting of a Wildlife Licence.  
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Reason: To minimise the impact of the proposal on bats.   
 

16. There shall be no site clearance or development activity within 25 metres of 
badger sett O1 as shown on the badger survey map, figure 5, dated 19 
October 2017, until badgers have been excluded and the setts have been 
closed under the terms of a licence issued by the Northern Ireland 
Environment Agency. 

 
Reason: To minimise the impact of the proposal on badgers. 
 

17. Deliveries and collections by commercial vehicles shall only be made to and 
from the site between 07:00hrs and 23:00hrs Monday to Saturday and at no 
time on Sundays. 

 
Reason: In the interests of amenity. 
 

18. Proprietary odour abatement systems shall be installed into the café and hot 
food bar to suppress and disperse odours created from cooking operations on 
the premises. The outlet from any extract ventilation ducting shall terminate at 
a height not less than 1 metre above eaves height of the main building and it 
shall be directed away from nearby dwellings. The proprietary odour 
abatement systems shall remain in perpetuity.  
 

Reason: In the interests of amenity.  
 

19. The existing trees that are protected by a TPO Tree nos. 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 17, 
19, 21, 25, 28, 37, 38 & 39 and Tree no. 5 which is not protected by the TPO 
as indicated on the approved plans, Drawing Nos. 15D and 22A bearing the 
date stamp 8 January 2020 shall be retained. No retained tree shall be cut 
down, uprooted or destroyed, or have its roots damaged within the crown 
spread nor shall arboricultural work or tree surgery take place or any retained 
tree be topped or lopped other than in accordance with the approved plans and 
particulars, without the written consent of the Council. Any arboricultural work 
or tree surgery approved shall be carried out in accordance with the relevant 
British Standard 3998: 2010. 
 

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

20. The erection of fencing for the protection of any retained tree, Tree no. 5 and 
protected tree, Tree nos. 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 17, 19, 21, 25, 28, 37, 38 & 39 shall 
be undertaken in accordance with the approved plan Drawing No. 22A bearing 
the date stamp 8 January 2020 and in accordance with BS5837:2012 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. 
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Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by existing trees. 
 

21. No development shall commence on site until the details of the position of any 
utility apparatus associated with the development, including foul and storm 
sewers, and a construction method statement for same in accordance with 
NJUG 4 Guidelines for the Planning, Installation and Maintenance of Utility 
Apparatus in Proximity to Trees, have been submitted to and agreed in writing 
with the Council. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 
 

Reason: To ensure that construction is carried out without causing root damage to 
protected trees. 
 

22. The area indicated for geo-cell construction on approved plan Drawing No. 
15D bearing the date stamp 8 January 2020 shall be completed using a geo-
cell construction method as indicated on Drawing No. 21A bearing the date 
stamp 22 November 2019 and shall be retained as such in perpetuity. 

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

 
23. All hard and soft landscaping shall be carried out in accordance with the 

approved details as indicated on the approved landscape plan Drawing No. 
15D bearing the date stamp 8 January 2020 and the relevant British Standard 
5837: 2012 or other recognised Codes of Practice. The works shall be carried 
out prior to the occupation of any part of the development and shall remain in 
perpetuity.  
 

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

24. 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. 
 

25. The existing stone wall along the southern boundary, as indicated by a grey 
dashed line on the approved plan Drawing No. 03B bearing the date stamp 27 
September 2019 shall be permanently retained.  

 

Reason: In the interests of visual amenity.   
 

26. Parts of the building, as indicated on the approved plans Drawing Nos. 05A 
and 06A bearing the date stamp 11 July 2017, shall be constructed in 
reclaimed natural stone work salvaged and re-used following demolition of the 
existing stone buildings on site and permanently retained thereafter.  
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Reason: In the interests of visual amenity.   

 

12.   Signatures 

Case Officer Signature:  

Date:  

 

Countersigning Officer 
Signature: 

 

Date:  

 
 

Appointed Officer 
Signature: 

 

Date:  

Comments:  
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Aerial Image of Site  

 
 
 
Site Layout Plan 
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Proposed Elevations 
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Photos of the site 
View towards the site from the crossroads 
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View of buildings from Balloo House 

 
 
View of building from other side 
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Existing trees along front of the site at No. 7 Comber Road 

 
 



 

29 

 

 
View of No. 7 Comber Road (will be demolished as part of proposal) 
 

 
 
 
View of site travelling southwards along Comber Road. 
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View from parking area within site looking towards the existing commercial 
development. 
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View towards Craigarusky Road  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ITEM 4.3 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref LA06/2019/1207/F 

Proposal 

 

Phased construction of a new school building and sports hall, 

with associated infrastructure incorporating the following 

components: phased demolition of existing buildings, in-

curtilage car/bus parking and circulation and access 

arrangements, provision of 3 No. playing fields, provision of 4 

No. tennis courts, culverting of watercourse, 

electricity/waste/service infrastructure, hard and soft 

landscaping works, boundary treatments, drainage works and 

other associated site works 

 
 

Location 

 

Strangford Integrated College, Abbey Road, Carrowdore 

DEA: Ards Peninsula 

 

Committee 

Interest Major Planning Application 

Validated 19/12/2019 

Summary 

 

• Application brings forward planned programme of major re-
development for Strangford Integrated College 

• Visual and residential/neighbouring amenity impacts 

• Impact on setting of a listed building 

• Statutory Consultees –Content with some requiring 
conditions to be attached 

• Impact on Road Network 

• No objections received 
 

Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment 
 

Item 4.3a – Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref: LA06/2019/1207/F DEA:  Ards Peninsula 

Proposal:   
Phased construction of a new school building and sports hall, with associated 
infrastructure incorporating the following components: phased demolition of existing 
buildings, in-curtilage car/bus parking and circulation and access arrangements, 
provision of 3 No. playing fields, provision of 4 No. tennis courts, culverting of 
watercourse, electricity/waste/service infrastructure, hard and soft landscaping works, 
boundary treatments, drainage works and other associated site works. 
 

Location:  Strangford Integrated College, Abbey Road, Carrowdore 
 

Applicant:  Board of Governors - 
Strangford Integrated College 

Agent: AECOM Planning 

 
Date Valid: 09/12/2019 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

Date last Advertised: 19/12/2019 

Date last Neighbour Notified: 10/12/2019 

Consultations: Yes 

Representations: No 

Letters of Support 0 Letters of Objection 0 Petitions 0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• Principle of development 

• Visual and residential amenity impacts 

• Access and road safety 

• Potential to impact on setting of a listed building 

• Impact on Countryside 

• Environmental Health Issues 

• Contaminated land issues 

• Impact on Natural Heritage 

• Flooding 

• Pre application community consultation report 

Case Officer: Paula Kerr 

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 https://epicpublic.planningni.gov.uk/publicaccess/ 
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2.   Site Location Plan 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 

The site is located on Abbey Road, Carrowdore. The site is comprised of the existing 

operational Strangford College and associated playing fields and an adjacent 

agricultural field. 

 

The existing operational school consists of one main building, a building for the school 

canteen,10 modular buildings and associated parking area and areas of hardstanding 

for the school. 

 

The site slopes down from the Abbey Road to the west. When on the site the site steps 

down towards the west to a lower gradient beyond the existing visitor parking. The site 

is bounded by a private lane and watercourse to the rear of the site (west), by a primary 

school and housing to the south west, a shooting club (Carrowdore Shooting Club) to 

the north east and also by the Abbey Road to the east. Along the Abbey Road boundary 

there is galvanised mesh fencing with planting behind and concrete entrance pillars to 

car and pedestrian entrances. 

 

There is a small housing development located directly adjacent to the site to the north 

east, off the Abbey Road. 

 

The site level changes by approximately 6m from the existing access to the 

pitches/playground to the north of the site. 

 

There is a NIW Waste Water Treatment works to the north beyond the shooting club. 

 

The surrounding area is a mix of residential, schools and community buildings leading 

into a more rural environment. 
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3. Relevant Planning History 

LA06/2019/0847/PAN (Proposal of Application Notice) - phased construction of new 

school building and sports hall with associated infrastructure incorporating the following 

components: in-curtilage car and bus parking, and circulation, provision of 3 no. playing 

fields, 4 tennis courts, culverting of watercourse, electricity/waste/service infrastructure, 

hard and soft landscaping works, boundary treatments, drainage works, demolition, 

and other site works 

Lands at and adjacent to Strangford Integrated College, Abbey Road, Carrowdore. 

 

• Section 27 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011 places a statutory duty on developers 
to carry out a Pre-application Community Consultation on major development 
proposals. The threshold for this proposal which falls under Retailing, 
Community, Recreation and Culture was that the development comprised 
1,000 square metres or more gross floor space outside the town centre or the 
area of the site exceeded 1ha.  The PAN was submitted to the Council 12 
weeks in advance of the submission of this application.  

 
The PAN submitted complies with the legislation and a community consultation event 
in respect of the proposal was held within the local area. A Statement of Consultation 
and Community Involvement was submitted alongside this proposal and comments 
raised by the public were taken into consideration in the design of the proposal.  
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LA06/2017/0586/PAD - A new school build with associated playing fields and car 

parking.  Total size 7.27 ha - Abbey Road, Carrowdore 

 

LA06/2017/0005/PAD - Provision of new school for Strangford Integrated College-

Strangford Integrated College, Abbey Road, Carrowdore 

 

• A Pre-Application Discussion (PAD) was held in 2017 with the Council’s Planning 
Department prior to the submission of the application, involving the input of statutory 
and non-statutory consultees. The final proposal submitted under this application 
has been informed by the views expressed through the pre-application consultation 
process. This included engagement with members of the public, key stakeholders, 
statutory and non-statutory consultees and the Council’s Planning Department. 

 

X/2009/0479/F - Supply & install of steel framed modular building for classroom 

accommodation - Strangford Integrated College, Abbey Road, Carrowdore 

Permission Granted 14.10.2009 

 

X/200/0814/F - Erection of 3no temporary mobile units (2no classrooms 1no wc block) 

Lands between 122 Main Street and Abbey Road, Carrowdore 

Permission Granted 25.10.2000 

 

X/2007/0039/F - Demolition of existing bungalow and construction of four terraced 

houses and two apartments 

242 Abbey Road, Carrowdore 

Permission Granted 16.05.2007.  

 

The above planning history demonstrates that the existing school was built before the 

adjacent housing. 

 

X/2000/0024/RM - Integrated college for 240 pupils, including playing pitches, play 

area, car parking and landscaping works 

Lands between 112 Main Street and Abbey Road, Carrowdore 

Permission Granted 5.07.2000 

 

X/2002/0306/RM - New 6no classroom block, extension to existing music room, 

refurbishment/re-fit in manufacturing suite, additional hard-play area 

Strangford College, Abbey Road/Main Street Carrowdore 

Permission Granted 04.02.2003 
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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 (SPPS) 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 

• Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement and Parking 

• Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage 

• Planning Policy Statement 8: Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 

• Planning Policy Statement 15: Planning and Flood Risk  

• Planning Policy Statement 21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside 

 

 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 

Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 

 

None 

 

 

 

6.   Consultations  

 

Consultation was carried out with the following statutory and non-statutory consultees 

and a synopsis of responses is listed 

Consultee Response 

Historic Environment Division Content  

DFI Roads No objection subject to conditions 

DAERA Water Management Unit No objection subject to condition to mitigate 

potential impacts to surface water environment 

Environmental Health Content subject to condition 

NIEA Natural Heritage No objection subject to conditions 

NI Water No objection subject to conditions 

Shared Environmental Service No adverse effect on any European sites 

DAERA Regulation Unit No objection subject to conditions 

DFI Rivers  No objection subject to condition 

 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 

Section 6 (4) of The Planning Act (NI) 2011 states that ‘Where, in making any 

determination under this Act, regard is to be had to the local development plan, the 
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determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations 

indicate otherwise.’  

 

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.  

 

Development Plan 

 

The relevant development plan for this proposal is the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015. 

 

The application site is located largely within the settlement limit of the village of 

Carrowdore with a portion of the site located outside the settlement limit.  The site is 

adjacent to a Local Landscape Policy Area (LLPA) (to the north east of the site), an 

Historic Park, Garden and Demesne of Historic Interest and an area of existing open 

space as designated in Ards and Down Area Plan 2015. 

 

Policy CON 2 of the Plan states that planning permission will not be granted to 
development proposals which would be liable to adversely affect the environmental 
quality, integrity or character of these areas.  The adjacent LLPA has been 
designated to ensure that new development does not dominate the distinctive 
landscape and townscape characteristics of Carrowdore.  
 
The existing amenity open space and recreation designation adjacent to the site is 
highlighted in the Plan as a play area and playing field, and is protected under PPS 8: 
Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation.  
 

The proposal will not impact upon the adjacent designations and is in broad conformity 

with the plan. The encroachment of the proposal into the countryside will be discussed 

under PPS21 and PPS8 later in the report. 

 

Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS)  

 

Under the SPPS (which came into effect in September 2015), 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.  

 

There is a presumption in favour of development as the site is largely within the 

settlement limit of Carrowdore. 

  

With regard to the portion of land that lies outside the settlement limit, in the countryside 

which directly abuts the school site, it is important to note that the SPPS sets out at 

paragraph 4.13 and 4.14 that the planning system has an important role supporting 
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Government with creation of shared spaces, places where there is a sense of belonging 

for everyone, through its influence on the type. location, siting and design of 

development, which includes buildings that provide public services, including 

education. 

 

The aforementioned area that lies outside the settlement limit pertains to a proposed 

outdoor sport and recreation use. The SPPS aims to ensure that the provision of new 

open space areas and sporting facilities is in keeping with the principles of 

environmental conservation and helps sustain and enhance biodiversity.  

This part of the proposal involves sand-based grass pitches which will be used for 

multiple sports including rugby, Gaelic football and athletics. There will be an amenity 

grass buffer and boundary hedge to adjacent field to limit visual impact on open 

countryside. 

 

The remainder of the site lies within the settlement limit and is in conformity with the 

plan.  

 

The SPPS states that during the transitional period existing Policy within the Planning 
Policy Statements that have not been cancelled will apply. Within this context PPS3, 
PPS2, PPS6, PPS8, PPS15, and PPS21 will apply. 
 

As this proposal does not fall neatly into the applicable subject Planning Policy 

Statements, the impact on visual amenity and neighbouring amenity will be assessed 

under the SPPS with regard to impact on interests of acknowledged importance. 

 

Visual Amenity 

 

The existing development on the site is acknowledged as having a visual impact when 

travelling along Main Street and Abbey Road in both a northerly and southerly direction. 

The current building is comprised of a main building block surrounded by associated 

buildings and modular units. The site slopes down from the road to the west. The 

existing building lies in close proximity to 252-242 Main Street. The buildings on site 

are primarily single storey in terms of ridge heights.  

 

With regard to the proposed development it is important to note that the main building 

which will be three storey in parts, is pulled further away from the road than the existing 

built form (by approx. 75m at closest point) and access and parking arrangements will 

create a buffer to ensure that the proposal is not visually prominent as they are 

proposed to the front of the site.. The sports hall will not be visually intrusive due to the 

topography and how far back it is set from the road (in excess of 200m). The layout of 

the main building is designed in such a way that it is broken up and not visually 

dominant in the streetscape. There are single storey, two storey and three storey 

elements, which create interest without a dominant impact. The sports centre is 
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designed in such away to appear as split level and is not going to be dominant in the 

streetscape as previously discussed. 

 

The finishes to the buildings are largely buff brick and white painted render and the 

glazing is PPC aluminium curtain walling system in dark grey with coloured glass 

spandrel panel incorporated. There will be an aluminium standing seam roof. 

 

The lighting columns will not cause visual intrusion and are of a type associated with 

school and public buildings. There are 69 lighting columns throughout the sight, none 

of which intrudes into the portion of the site in the countryside. A lighting plan has been 

submitted with the proposal and works shall be conditioned to be carried out in 

accordance with this. 

 

The boundary fencing to the eastern and northern-most boundaries is to be retained as 

existing with some infill fencing to match and 3m galvanised rigid mesh fencing for all 

other remaining boundaries which is appropriate for a school development and will not 

be visually intrusive and will not impact on the character of area. There will be woodland 

planting to the rear of the sports pitches which encroach into the countryside and this, 

which is to be located to the rear of the fencing, is an appropriate boundary treatment 

for this area, ensuring appropriate integration of the site with the countryside. 

 

There will be amenity grass planted around the athletics and sports pitch to the 

countryside boundaries and this will create an appropriate buffer and soften 

boundaries. 

 

The main entrance will consist of pillars with precast concrete apex cope and powder 

coated galvanised mild steel vertical bar double leaf gates with two pedestrian gates in 

the same materials either side. Beside the pedestrian gates there will be a low brick 

wall of approximately 50cm with galvanised mild steel fence panels on top in black to 

match the gates. This will ensure an appropriate entrance into the school before the 

continuation of the mesh boundary fence. 

 

There is a refuse storage area appropriate to the proposed use of the development and 

it will be visually removed from public view. It is will have a boundary wall and is 

attached to the middle of the main building to the rear (West). 

 

Neighbouring Amenity 

With regard to neighbouring amenity the adjacent properties with the most potential to 

be impacted upon are 242-252 Abbey Road. At present there is less than 10 metres of 

a separation distance between the school and the rear boundary of the closest property 

in this row. It is acknowledged that the existing building has a lower ridge height of 

approximately 9metres. With regard to the proposed school building there is a 

separation distance of approx. 38 metres from any building to these dwellings which 

will ensure that the increase in the building height will have no further impact beyond 
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what already exists. This separation distance will ensure that these properties will not 

suffer any loss of light or overshadowing. A 3 metre high galvanised mesh fence, 

woodland planting and shrub planting will ensure a suitable buffer between these 

residential properties and the proposed school building and associated site. The main 

school building ranges from 13m to 10m in height at this part of the site and due to the 

orientation and separation distance there will be no significant impact on overlooking 

or loss of privacy in comparison to what is already experienced.  

 

With regard to 120-134 Main Street, No. 134 is approximately 13metres to the existing 

built form, albeit at a lower ridge height of approximately 5m. However, the proposed 

separation distance is in excess of 60 metres between the existing dwellings and new 

school building which will have a ridge of just under 10 metres increasing to 

approximately 13 metres at this portion of the site, will ensure that no loss of amenity 

is suffered from the increased ridge height. The proposed layout means that access 

and parking arrangements separate the built form from the adjacent properties at this 

part of the site. There is suitable boundary treatment of 3m galvanised mesh fence 

along with amenity grass, wild flower planting and woodland planting. No. 122 is in 

close proximity to the proposed bus drop off and shared pedestrian access path but 

benefits from a separation distance of 8m which includes its own access road acting as 

a buffer. Nos. 124 and 126 are approx. 12m from the proposed bus drop off. It is 

important to note that the existing school parking arrangements and bus drop of are in 

similar proximity to these properties on the existing school site, and as such I am 

satisfied with the proposal in this regard. 

 

No. 129 Main Street is sufficiently removed from the site at over 100m from the 

proposed built form as well as having the main road in between. It therefore will not 

experience any loss of residential amenity above the existing school site. 

 

 

Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 2: Natural Heritage 

 

This document sets out planning policies for the conservation, protection and 

enhancement of our 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); 
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• a listed or proposed Ramsar Site  

 

A preliminary ecological appraisal was submitted with the application and no sites with 

statutory designations for nature conservation were identified within 2 km of the site. 

These included Outer Ards SPA, Outer Ards RAMSAR, North Channel cSAC, East 

Coast (Northern Ireland) Marine pSPA and Copeland Islands SPA.  However, there 

were hydrological connections identified with Ballyrolly Burn 300m northeast of the site. 

 

The Shared Environmental Service was consulted and responded advising that the 

project would not have an adverse effect on the integrity of any European site either 

alone or in combination with other plans or projects.  

 

Policy NH 2 - Species Protected by Law 

 

Planning permission will only be granted for a development proposal that is not likely 

to harm a species protected by law. To this end, a preliminary Ecological appraisal and 

an HRA was submitted with the application and was considered by NIEA. NIEA had no 

objections to the proposal subject to conditions. 

 

Policy NH 3 - Sites of Nature Conservation Importance-National 

 

Outer Ards ASSI is hydrologically linked to Ballyrolly Burn also. NIEA is content with 

the proposal subject to conditions, and content with pollution prevention guidance as 

detailed in the CEMP and will require all of these measures to be followed during 

construction. 

 

Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 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 

such access will not prejudice road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of 

traffic. 

 

DFI Roads was consulted on the proposal and has no objections subject to conditions. 

The proposal will result in improved access, movement and parking at this location.  

The arrangement of the existing school results in overspill of cars and buses onto the 

main road and irregular parking at drop off and pick up times. The proposed 

arrangements will ensure school traffic is directed off the main road and into the school 

site in a more orderly and safe manner. This proposal represents a vast improvement 

on the current access arrangements.  

 

 



 

11 

 

Policy AMP 6 - Transport Assessment 

 

A transport assessment form was submitted with the application which was taken into 

account by DFI Roads. DFI Roads has no objection to the proposal. 

 

Policy AMP 7  - Car Parking and Servicing Arrangements 

 

Development proposals will be required to provide adequate provision for car parking 

and appropriate servicing arrangements. The precise amount of car parking will be 

determined according to the specific characteristics of the development and its location 

having regard to the Department’s published standards or any reduction provided for 

in an area of parking restraint designated in a development plan. Proposals should not 

prejudice road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic. 

 

The parking standards require 1 space per teaching staff, 1 space per 2 ancillary staff, 

1 space per 4 students over age of 17 and one third of total staff provision for visitors. 

The proposed development provides 121 parking spaces of which 6 are disabled 

parking spaces located in close proximity to the main building. The parking provision 

conforms with the requirements of the current parking standards. The disabled spaces 

are provided close to the entrance. There is a pick up/set down lay-by close to the main 

entrance. Buses and cars will be able to manoeuvre without reversing.  

 

Planning Policy Statement 6 – Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage 

 

 

Policy BH 6 - The Protection of Parks, Gardens and Demesnes of Special Historic 

Interest 

The application site is adjacent to Carrowdore Castle Historic Park, Garden and 

Demesne (HPAG) which is of special architectural and historic importance and is 

protected by Section 80 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011. 

 

The castle, outbuilding, gazebo and connecting wall are listed within the Carrowdore 

Castle Historic Park, Garden and Demesne. 

 

The Department will not normally permit development which would lead to the loss of, 

or cause harm to, the character, principal components of setting of parks, gardens and 

demesnes of special historic interest. Where planning permission is granted this will 

normally be conditional on the recording of any features of interest which will be lost 

before development commences. 

 

As this proposal relates to impact on the setting only and Historic Environment Division 

(HED) was content with the proposal stating it would have no more of an impact than 

the existing development, the proposal complies with this policy.  
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Policy BH 11 – Development affecting the Setting of a Listed Building 

 

As stated above the application site is adjacent to the HPAG and the castle, outbuilding, 

gazebo and connecting wall are listed within that HPAG 

 

Development will not normally be permitted which would adversely affect the setting of 

a listed building. Development proposals will normally only be considered appropriate 

where all the following criteria are met: 

 

(a) the detailed design respects the listed building in terms of scale, height, massing 

and alignment; 

(b) the works proposed makes use of traditional or sympathetic building materials 

and techniques which respect those found on the building; and 

(c) the nature of the use proposed respects the character of the setting of the 

building. 

 

HED was consulted on the proposal and considered that the proposal was sufficiently 

removed in context from the listed building, and that the increase in building  height and 

scale would have no greater harm on the setting than currently exists. 

 

 

Planning Policy Statement 8 - Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 

 

Policy OS 3 - Outdoor Recreation in the Countryside 

 

There is a small portion of the site proposed to be located in the countryside outside 

the development limit. This portion is to be used for sports and athletic pitches with a 

sand-based grass surface. There will be no adverse impact on features of importance 

to nature conservation and there is no loss of any best and most versatile agricultural 

land and the proposal will have no adverse impact on nearby agricultural activities. 

 

There will be no adverse impact on visual amenity as this is going from a field to sand-

based grass sports pitches. The anti-sag netting will not be visually intrusive due to the 

nature of netting. 

There will be no impact on surrounding properties due to the separation distances. In 

this proposal there are no floodlights proposed at this portion of the site and therefore 

this will not impact upon neighbouring amenity. 

 

This portion of the proposal is compatible with other countryside uses and will not 

prejudice public safety. 

 

The netting to be erected will be sympathetic to surrounding environment.  

 



 

13 

 

The overall proposal takes into account the needs of people with disabilities and is 

accessible by means other than the private car. 

 

The road network can safely handle any additional traffic the overall proposal will 

generate as discussed under PPS 3. 

 

 

Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 15 – Planning and Flood Risk 

 

Policy FLD 1 - Development in Fluvial and Coastal Flood Plains  

 

DfI Rivers reviewed the Hydraulic Modelling Report by AECOM Infrastructure & 

Environmental UK and accepted its logic and had no reasons to disagree with its 

conclusions.  

 

Policy FLD 2 - Protection of flood defence and drainage infrastructure 

 

An undesignated watercourse traverses the site, however the proposed drainage layout 

as shown within the Drainage Assessment Addendum shows a working strip adjacent 

to the undesignated watercourse therefore Policy FLD 2 is satisfied. 

    

Policy FLD 3 - Development and Surface Water 

 

DfI Rivers considered the submission of the Drainage Assessment Addendum and 

while not being responsible for the preparation of the Drainage Assessment accepts its 

logic and has no reason to disagree with its conclusions. 

 

As such DFI Rivers cannot sustain an objection to the proposed development from a 

drainage or flood risk perspective.  

 

A condition is to be added to any forthcoming approval to ensure that all the flood 

management and mitigation measures proposed are completed in full. 

 

Policy FLD 4 - Artificial Modification of watercourses 

 

Some works are proposed with regard to culversion of the undesignated watercourse 

bounding the site - some culversion of this watercourse already exists. Culverting of 

short lengths of the watercourse is acceptable to enable access to and from the 

development as required. 

 

Planning Policy Statement 21 - Sustainable Development in the Countryside 

 

As a portion of this proposal lies outside the settlement limit policy CTY 1 applies. 

 



 

14 

 

Policy CTY 1 - Development in the Countryside 

 

There are a range of types of development which in principle are considered to be 

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

development. 

 

All proposals for development in the countryside must be sited and designed to 

integrate sympathetically with their surroundings and to meet other planning and 

environmental considerations including those for drainage, access and road safety. 

 

Planning permission will be granted for non-residential development in the countryside 

for outdoor sport and recreation uses in accordance with PPS 8 as assessed above. 

 

I am content that the small breach of the settlement limit into the countryside for the 

proposed use is acceptable under the Policy. 

 

Pre-application Community Consultation Report 

 

There were a number of issues raised through the engagement pre-submission of the 

application in relation to provision of facilities some of which fall under the remit of the 

Department of Education Guidelines, and as such are detailed below alongside the 

comments from the Department and Planning as appropriate. 

 

• A request for more parking was raised; however, the parking provision exceeds 

the current standards. 

 

• The matter of future proofing was raised with regard to E-car charge points and 

floodlighting for the pitches neither of which are covered in this application but 

could be addressed when need arises.  

 

• The matter of shelter over grass was raised but as this would not be funded by 

the Department of Education, has not been included in this application. 

 

• The need to factor in room for extension was raised and has been considered 

but does not fall under the remit of this planning application. 

 

• Translink raised the issue of circulation spaces for buses and the potential of 

providing two accesses (one for cars and one for buses). This was addressed in 

the application by modification of radius of the bus drop off area to assist with 

circulation and a full swept path analysis of all the proposed bays and operational 

movements has been completed. The feasibility of a second access was ruled 

out mainly due to proximity of residential dwellings on Abbey Road and road 

layout constraints. 
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Other Material Considerations 

 

 Contaminated Land 

The potential significance of the pollutant linkages identified in the Preliminary Risk 

Assessment was assessed by carrying out an intrusive investigation which 

Environmental Health has assessed. It is content that any issues can be addressed 

by the addition of a condition to any permission granted. 

 

DAERA Regulation Unit and Groundwater Team was consulted with a Generic 

Quantitative Risk Assessment (GQRA) which identified no unacceptable risks to the 

water environment. DAERA has no objections to the development provided 

Conditions and Informatives are placed on any forthcoming approval. 

 

Noise 

Environmental Health was content that noise impact for the proposal or surrounding 

residents was not deemed to be adverse for this proposal.  

 

 

 

8. Consideration of Representations 

 

No letters of representation have been received in respect of this proposal.  

 

 

9.   Conclusion  

 

The proposal has been considered having regard to the Development Plan, prevailing 

planning policies and guidance, and all the material considerations including responses 

from statutory and non-statutory consultees. The proposal will not cause any significant 

impact on the character of the area nor will it create any significant loss of amenity for 

surrounding residents. There will be no greater impact on the built heritage. The 

proposal will bring significant community benefit and approval is recommended. 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 

Grant Planning Permission 

 

 

 

 

 

11.    Planning Conditions 
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1. The development hereby permitted must be begun within five years from the 
date of this permission. 
 
REASON: As required by Section 61 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 
2011. 

 

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

shall be provided in accordance with the Proposed Site Layout Plan, Drawing 

No.04a bearing the stamp dated 17th February 2020 prior to the commencement 

of any other development hereby permitted. The area within the visibility splays 

and any forward sight line shall be cleared to provide a level surface no higher 

than 250mm above the level of the adjoining carriageway and such splays shall 

be retained and kept clear thereafter. 

 

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

of road safety and the convenience of road users. 

 

3. The access gradient to the dwelling hereby permitted shall not exceed 8% (1 in 

12.5) over the first 5 m outside the road boundary.  Where the vehicular access 

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

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

change of slope along the footway. 

 

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

of road safety and the convenience of road users.  
 

 
4. The development hereby approved shall not be occupied or operated until the 

parking and turning areas have been provided in accordance with the 
approved plans.  Such areas shall not be used for any purpose other than the 
parking and turning of vehicles and shall remain free of obstruction for such 
use at all times. 

 
REASON:  To ensure adequate car parking within the site.  
 

5. Prior to commencement, all flood management and mitigation measures 
proposed are to be carried out in accordance with Flood Risk Assessment 
dated 2nd December 2019 and Drainage Assessment dated November 2019 
submitted 14th December 2020, and in accordance with drawings Nos. 25a and 
26a date stamped 9th June 2020 and are to be completed full.  

 

REASON: To safeguard against flood risk to the development and elsewhere. 
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6. In the event that unexpected contamination is encountered during the 
approved development of this site, the development shall cease and a written 
report detailing the nature of this contamination and its management must be 
submitted to Ards and North Down Borough Council for approval. This 
investigation and risk assessment must be undertaken in accordance with 
current best practice.  

 
REASON: Protection of human health.  

 

7. If during the development works, new contamination and risks are encountered 
which has not previously been identified, works should cease and the Council 
shall be notified immediately. This new contamination shall be fully investigated 
in accordance with the Land Contamination: Risk Management (LCRM) 
guidance available at: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/land-contaminationhow-to-
manage-the-risks. In the event of unacceptable risks being identified, a 
remediation strategy shall be agreed with the Planning Authority in writing and 
subsequently implemented to its satisfaction. 

 
REASON: Protection of environmental receptors to ensure the site is suitable 
for use. 
 

8. After completing any remediation works required under Condition 7, and prior 
to occupation of the development, a verification report needs to be submitted in 
writing and agreed with Council. This report should be completed by 
competent persons in accordance with the Land Contamination: Risk 
Management (LCRM) guidance available at: 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/land-contamination-how-to-manage-the-risks. 
The verification report should present all the remediation and monitoring works 
undertaken and demonstrate the effectiveness of the works in managing all the 
risks and achieving the remedial objectives. 

 
REASON: Protection of environmental receptors to ensure the site is suitable 
for use. 

 

9. A detailed Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) must be 
submitted to NIEA Water Management Unit once a contractor has been 
appointed and at least eight weeks prior to the commencement of construction 
to ensure effective avoidance and mitigation methodologies have been 
planned for the protection of the water environment. The Final CEMP shall 
reflect all the mitigation measures as assessed in the outline CEMP. No 
development activity, including ground preparation or vegetation clearance, 
shall commence until the Final CEMP has been approved in writing by the 
Council. The Final CEMP shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved details and all works on site shall conform to the final approved 
CEMP. 
 
REASON: To ensure effective avoidance and mitigation measures have been 
planned for the protection of the water environment and for the protection of 
European sites. 
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10. No development activity, including ground preparation or vegetation clearance, 
shall take place until a final Construction and Environmental Management Plan 
(CEMP) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning 
Authority. The approved CEMP shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved details and all works on site shall conform to the approved CEMP, 
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Council. The CEMP shall include the 
following: 

a) Pollution Prevention Plan; including suitable buffers between the 
location of all construction works, storage of excavated spoil and 
construction materials, any refuelling, storage of oil/fuel, concrete 
mixing and washing areas and any watercourses or surface drains 
present on or adjacent to the site; 

b) Site Drainage Management Plan; including Sustainable Drainage 
Systems (SuDS), and silt management measures; 

c) Environmental Emergency Plan; 
 

REASON: To ensure implementation of mitigation measures identified within 
the Environmental Statement and to prevent likely significant effects on the 
Outer Ards Special Protection Area (SPA), Outer Ards Ramsar site, North 
Channel SAC, East 
Coast NI Marine proposed Special Protection Area (SPA) and Copeland Islands 

SPA. 

 

11. All hard and/or soft landscaping work shall be carried out in accordance with 
the approved details on Drawing No. 27 date stamped 2nd December 2019 and 
in accordance with the Landscape Management Plan date stamped 2nd 
December 2019. The works shall be carried out prior to the occupation of any 
part of the development in line with the proposed phasing strategy Drawing 
No.03 date stamped 2nd December 2019.   

 
REASON: In the interests of the character and appearance of the area. 

 
12. Any existing or proposed trees or plants indicated on the approved plans which 

within a period of five years from the date of planting, die, are removed or 
become seriously damaged, diseased or dying, shall be replaced during the 
next planting season with other trees or plants of a location, species and size, 
details of which shall have first been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Council.  All hard surface treatment of open parts of the site shall be 
permeable or drained to a permeable area.   

 
REASON:  In the interests of the character and appearance of the area. 

 

13. The erection of outdoor lighting shall be carried out in accordance with Drawing 
No. 24 date stamped 2nd December 2019 and the Outdoor Lighting Report 
submitted by Aecom dated 2nd December 2019 
 
REASON: In the interests of residential amenity. 
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 12.   Signatures 

Case Officer Signature:  

Date:  

 
 
 

Countersigning Officer 
Signature: 

 

Date:  

 
 

Appointed Officer 
Signature: 

 

Date:  

Comments:  
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Existing site layout 
 
 

 
Proposed site layout 
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Proposed Elevations 
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Sports Centre Elevations 



          ITEM 4.4 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref LA06/2020/0992/A 

Proposal 

 
 
Static village entrance signage 
 

Location 

 
80m North East of 26 Comber Road, Balloo 
 
DEA: Comber 
 

Committee 
Interest 

Application where the application is made by the Council 

Validated 26/10/2020 

Summary 

 

• One of a series of applications made by the Council for 
village signs 

• Complies with policy  

• No objections 
 

Recommendation 
 
Consent 
 

Attachment 

 
Item 4.3a – Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref: LA06/2020/0992/A 
 

DEA:  Comber 

Proposal: Static village entrance signage 
 

Location: 80m North East of 26 Comber Road, Balloo  
 

Applicant: Ards and North Down 
Borough Council 
 

Agent: HD Design 

 
Date Valid: 26/10/2020 

 
Env Statement Requested: No  

 
Date last Advertised: N/A 

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: N/A 

 
Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: No 
 

Letters of Support    0 Letters of Objection    0 Petitions    0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• Amenity, 

• Design and Appearance, 

• Public Safety 

• Impact on AONB  
 

Case Officer: Nicole Keizer  

Recommendation: Grant Consent 
 
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 https://epicpublic.planningni.gov.uk/publicaccess/. 

https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fepicpublic.planningni.gov.uk%2Fpublicaccess%2F&data=04%7C01%7Candrea.todd%40ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk%7C97933e70390840107bbc08d8fd964c8c%7C39416dee5c8e4f5cb59d05c4bd0dd472%7C0%7C0%7C637538169256496420%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=sZcGys1RexbzkXLj9zStVB6FUYXTE5ufGgSiMpP6iRY%3D&reserved=0
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2.   Site Location Plan 

 

 
 

3. Relevant Planning History 

 
There is no relevant planning history. 
 

 

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 6: Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage  

• PPS 17: Control of Outdoor Advertisements; 
 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The site is located just outside the settlement limit of Balloo. The site consists of a 
portion of the Comber Road, with grass verges located on each side of the road. There 
is an existing blue sign located within this red-line, on the eastern side of Comber Road 
stating ‘Welcome to Balloo, Killinchy’ in white text.  
 
There is no proliferation of signage in the surrounding area, with the area characterised 
by agricultural land and roadside properties and farmsteads.  
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5. Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 
There is no relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application. 
 

 

6.  Consultation 

 
Consultation was carried out with the following statutory consultee and a synopsis of 
the response is listed: 
 

Consultee Response 

DFI Roads No objection to the proposal.  

HED  Content 

 

7. Consideration and Assessment 

The relevant planning policy framework for this application is as follows: 
 
Ards and Down Area Plan 2015  
 
Section 6 (4) of The Planning Act (NI) 2011 establishes that the planning system within 
the Councils will be plan-led and advises that ‘Where, in making any determination 
under this Act, regard is to be had to the local development plan, the determination 
must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.’ Until the Council adopts its new Local Development Plan, planning 
applications will continue to be assessed against the provisions of the Department of 
the Environment’s development plans and Planning Policy Statements (PPSs) which 
contains the main operational planning policies for the consideration of development 
proposals. 

 
Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had to 
the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other material 
considerations. Section 6 (4) states that where regard is to be had to the Development 
Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
The site is located within the countryside as identified within the Ards and Down Area 
Plan 2015. The site is also located within the Strangford and Lecale Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. There are two Local Landscape Policy Areas (BO 
03/LLPA 2 & BO 03/LLPA 1) which cover the area as outlined in red in the site location 
plan. This is shown in figure 1 below.  
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Policy CON 2 of the local development plan relates to Local Landscape Policy Areas 
and how they should be considered. Planning permission will not be granted for 
development proposals which would be liable to adversely affect the environmental 
quality/integrity or character of the area. I will include a detailed assessment of the 
signage below under PPS 17 taking into consideration the character of the surrounding 
area.  
 
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 
 
This policy sets out the guiding principle relating to the granting/refusal of development 
contained within Paragraph 3.8. This states that sustainable development should be 
permitted, having regard to the development plan and all other material considerations, 
unless the proposed development will cause demonstrable harm to interest of 
acknowledged importance. 

 
The Strategic policy came into effect in September 2015. A transitional period is in 
operation until a Plan Strategy for the whole of the council area has been adopted. 
Existing policy provisions that have not been cancelled by the SPPS are to remain a 
material consideration.  
 
The SPPS sets the context for control of outdoor advertisements (6.52) and recognises 
that advertising is a familiar feature of our environment that can contribute to a vibrant 
and competitive economy. The SPPS adds that given the potential impact of outdoor 
advertising on amenity, both positive and negative, there is a need to balance the 

Figure 1:Ards and Down Area Plan 2015; Map No. 2/001b 



 

5 

 

requirements of the industry with the protection and, where possible enhancement of 
the character and appearance of our cities, towns and villages.  
 
Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 
 
The potential impact of this proposal on Special Areas of Conservation, Special Areas 
of Conservation, Special Protection Areas and Ramsar sites has been assessed in 
accordance with the requirements of Regulation 43(1) of the Conservation (Natural 
Habitats, etc.) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended). The proposal would 
not be likely to have a significant effect on the features, conservation objectives or 
status of any of these sites.  
 
Policy NH 6 - Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty  
 
Planning permission for new development within an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty will only be granted where it is of appropriate design, size, scale for the locality 
and all the following criteria are met:  
 

a) The siting and scale of the proposal is sympathetic to the special character 
of the Area if Outstanding Natural Beauty in general and of the particular 
locality; and  

b) it respects or conserves features (including buildings and other man-made 
features) of importance to the character, appearance or heritage of the 
landscape; and  

c) the proposal respects: local architectural styles and patterns; traditional 
boundary details, by retaining features such as hedges, walls, trees and 
gates; and local materials, design and colour.  

 
Advertisements do not fall within the statutory definition of ‘development’ however, it is 
still important to assess the impact of advertisements on the character of an AONB. As 
the site is located within the Strangford and Lecale AOBN, I will assess the potential 
impact in regard to the placement and design of the proposed advertisements.  
 
As the sign is to demarcate the settlement of Balloo and does not propose any lighting, 
I am satisfied that it will have little impact upon the natural scenery of the AONB. The 
sign will also replace a smaller existing sign at this location. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning, Archaeology and The Built Heritage  
 
HED (Historic Monuments) has assessed the application and on the basis of the 
information provided is content that the proposal is satisfactory to SPPS and PPS 6 
archaeological policy requirements. 
 
Historic Environment Division were consulted on the proposal to consider the 
application (LA06 2020 0992 A) for ‘Static Village Entrance Signage’ located at 80m 
North East of 26 Comber Road Balloo, affecting HB24 17 045 Killinchy Non-subscribing 
Presbyterian Church Comber Road Ballyministragh Killinchy Newtownards, a Grade 
B1 listed building of special architectural or historic interest as set out in Section 80 and 
protected under the Planning Act (NI) 2011. 
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HED Historic Buildings has considered the effects of the proposal on the listed building 
and on the basis of the information provided give the following advice: 

• HED Historic Buildings considers that the application poses no greater 
demonstrable harm to the setting of the listed buildings with respect to SPPS 
6.12 and BH11 PPS6. Based on the scale of the development and as it is 
sufficiently removed from the listed building, HED Historic Buildings considers 
that the application poses no greater demonstrable harm on the setting of the 
listed building.  

 
Planning Policy Statement 17: Control of Advertisements 
 
This sets out the planning policy and guidance for the display of outdoor 
advertisements. The policy applies the appropriate protection to amenity and public 
safety including road safety.  
 
Policy AD1 states that consent will be given for the display of an advertisement where; 
 

(i) It respects amenity, when assessed in the context of the general 
characteristics of the locality; 

(ii) It does not prejudice public safety 
 
Design and Amenity  
 
The principle of signage at this location is considered acceptable, with the application 
site located just outside the designated development limit of Balloo. The application 
signage shall demarcate the settlement of Balloo and is considered appropriate, using 
the markings, colour, and branding of Ards and North Down Borough Council. There is 
an existing sign at the application site, consisting of a blue sign demarcating the 
settlement of ‘Balloo’’ in white text. It is acknowledged that there is no proliferation of 
signage within the surrounding area with the proposed signage replacing the existing 
sign on the application site. 
 
The non-illuminated aluminium sign on aluminium tubes shall be 2.5m tall and 1m wide. 
The sign shall state ‘Welcome to Balloo’ and be finished in the branding and marketing 
colours of Ards and North Down Borough Council. There is no proliferation of 
advertising signage within close proximity of the application signage, with the proposed 
aesthetics of the sign considered to be acceptable as part of the settlement branding 
that is prevalent throughout the Ards and North Down Borough Council area. The 
design and scale of the signage is considered appropriate, with no detrimental impact 
upon the location site or surrounding area. In addition, it shall not result in cluttering or 
be overly dominant within the street scene. 
 
Given the fixed sign has no illumination and will not be located within close proximity to 
any residential dwellings, it is deemed that there shall be no detrimental impact upon 
residential amenity as a consequence of this application. 
 
Road Safety 
 
As part of the assessment DFI Roads were consulted, and as per their consultation 
response dated 10th December 2020, there are no objections to the proposal.  
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8. Consideration of Representations 

 
No letters of representation have been received.  
 

 

9.  Conclusion  

 

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

not cause demonstrable harm to interests of acknowledged importance. 

 

No issues have been raised by any neighbouring property and the proposal is 

considered to comply fully with policy. It is subsequently recommended that this 

application is granted for advertisement consent. 

 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Consent 
 

 

11.    Conditions  

 
1. The signage hereby approved shall be erected in the positions shown on approved 

plan Drawing No. 01 date stamped 26th October 2020. 
 

Reason: In the interests of road safety and the convenience of road users. 
 

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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Submitted Drawing: 
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Site Photos  
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ITEM 5  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 04 May 2021 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 21 April 2021 

File Reference       

Legislation       

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☒         No     ☐        Other  ☐ 

If other, please add comment below:  

      

Subject DFI Planning Engagement Partnership 

Attachments N/A 

 
Background 
 

1. Members shall be aware that the Planning Service is participating in a 
‘Community Engagement Partnership’ in respect of Spatial Planning.  
The initiative spearheaded is by DFI with facilitation from Community 
Places.  The partnership includes membership from all local planning 
authorities and other invited stakeholders such as NILGA, the Royal 
Society of Ulster Architects, Construction Employers Federation NI, 
Sustrans, private planning practices, universities, the NI Federation of 
Housing Associations, NI Environmental Link and Minerals Products 
Association.  The first meeting took place on 21 October 2020, the 
second in January 2021, with recent workshops in March 2021.  A 
further meeting is scheduled for 21 April.   
 

2. The nature of the partnership group extends to exploring and 
identifying actions that will improve community engagement.  DFI and 
Community Places intend to compile a report to inform future policy. 
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Detail 

3. One recent aspect of engagement and consultation processes is clear 
impact by the COVID-19 pandemic, resulting in emergency legislation 
and guidance for Pre-Application Community Consultations and 
Regulations to allow for remote planning committee meetings.  The 
measures have helped to allow decisions to be made and applications 
to be assessed, the impacts and challenges of these changes are 
likely to be taken into consideration by the Partnership in its final 
report. 
 

4. Workshops took place on 25 and 30 March 2021 in relation to 
Development Management and Forward Planning (Local Development 
Plan) respectively.  The workshops (facilitated by Community Places) 
were attended by the partnership group reps and a wider list of 
stakeholders from those organisations.  Objectives for both meetings 
included: 

• To share experience of community engagement in development 
management practice and also forward planning practice.  

• To identify what is working well and areas for improvement. 

• To explore practical steps or actions to enhance community 
engagement in development management and forward planning 
practice. 

 
Next steps 
 
5. DFI hosts a sub page on the DFI website in relation to the Engagement 

Partnership -  https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/articles/planning-engagement-
partnership-pep.  It contains updates and minutes of the group and a form 
through which members of the public may submit comments.  The Planning 
Engagement Partnership’s next meeting (21 April) agenda includes discussion of 
the forthcoming Public event (open to all), speakers and format.  The public 
event will be held over Zoom platform potentially in May/June (date tbc) for the 
final report by DFI/Community Places to be presented to Minister Mallon in June 
2021.  The report will ultimately include recommendations for enhancing 
engagement in Planning. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

It is recommended that Council notes the content of the report and the forthcoming 
opportunity for the public to be involved in this initiative. 

 

https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk%2Farticles%2Fplanning-engagement-partnership-pep&data=04%7C01%7Cleona.maginn%40ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk%7C484b2db960b74cd2a14d08d903fb0d8b%7C39416dee5c8e4f5cb59d05c4bd0dd472%7C0%7C0%7C637545199066630864%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=jHv2QZoldRK%2BYwQsmR8ACG9H6QS%2FytHpRTnt95dYYEo%3D&reserved=0
https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk%2Farticles%2Fplanning-engagement-partnership-pep&data=04%7C01%7Cleona.maginn%40ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk%7C484b2db960b74cd2a14d08d903fb0d8b%7C39416dee5c8e4f5cb59d05c4bd0dd472%7C0%7C0%7C637545199066630864%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=jHv2QZoldRK%2BYwQsmR8ACG9H6QS%2FytHpRTnt95dYYEo%3D&reserved=0

