
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
 

February 2019 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
You are hereby invited to attend a meeting of the Planning Committee of the Ards 
and North Down Borough Council which will be held in the Council Chamber, 2 
Church Street, Newtownards on Tuesday, 5 March 2019 commencing at 7.00pm. 
 
Tea, coffee and sandwiches will be available from 6.00pm. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Stephen Reid 
Chief Executive 
Ards and North Down Borough Council 

 
 

A G E N D A 
 

1. Apologies 
 
2. Declarations of Interest  

 
3. Matters arising from minutes Planning Committee Meeting of 5 February 2019 

(Copy attached)  
 

4. Planning Applications (Reports attached)  
 

4.1 
 
LA06/2017/0533/F 
 

The application seeks full planning permission for 
185 (as amended) mixed townhouses, semi-
detached and detached houses, with garages, 
housing roads and an extension to Rivenwood 
Boulevard, with associated open spaces including 
an equipped play park, and including 12 apartments 
in a three storey building 
 
Land to the east of 1-11 Old Forge Avenue, 2-8, and 
17-19 Old Forge Drive, and 110b, 110c and 110d 
Movilla Road, south of 110a Movilla Road, west of 
112 Movilla Road, Wright Waste Management Ltd., 
and 124a Movilla Road and north of First Street 
Rivenwood and First Avenue Rivenwood, 
Newtownards 

4.2 
LA06/2017/1168/F 
 

Renewal of planning permission (X/2014/0643/RM) 
for new dwelling and garage  
 



Site approximately 15m South of 25 Ballynichol 
Road, Comber                         
 

4.3 
LA06/2018/0938/O 
 

No. 1 three-bedroom chalet bungalow 
Immediately south of 84 Crawfordsburn Road 
Bangor 
 

 
5. Update on Planning Appeals (Report attached)  
 
6. Planning Budgetary Control Report – January 2019 (Report attached)  

 
7. Replacement of NI Planning Portal (Report attached)  

 
8. Qtr 3 Performance Updates (Report attached)  

 
9.    Planning Service Unit Plan 2019-2020 (Report attached)  
 

 
 
MEMBERSHIP OF PLANNING COMMITTEE (15 MEMBERS) 
 

Alderman Carson   Councillor Cathcart (Chairman) 

Alderman Fletcher Councillor Dunne 

Alderman Gibson Councillor McClean 

Alderman Girvan Councillor McIlveen 

Alderman Graham Councillor McKee 

Alderman Henry Councillor Thompson 

Alderman Keery Councillor Walker 

Alderman McDowell (Vice Chairman)  
 



ITEM 7.1 

 

ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
A meeting of the Planning Committee was held in the Council Chamber, 2 Church 
Street, Newtownards on Tuesday, 5 February 2019 at 7.00pm. 
 
PRESENT: 
  
In the Chair:  Councillor Cathcart  
  
Aldermen:  Carson Graham 
   Fletcher Henry 
   Gibson Keery 
   Girvan  McDowell 

         
Councillors:  McClean Walker  
   Thompson  
   
Officers: Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning (S 

McCullough), Head of Planning (A McCullough), Principal 
Planning and Technical Officer (G Kerr), Senior Professional 
and Technical Officers (P Kerr, A Todd, & C Rodgers) and 
Democratic Services Officers (M McElveen and H Loebnau)   

Also in  
Attendance:  Una Somerville (AECOM Planning) 
  Ian Turkington (AECOM Planning) 

 Mrs Moore & Mrs Magill (Residents of Belvedere Road, 
Newtownards) 

  Stephen Dickson (Agent) 
  Greg Bell (Resident of Old Cultra Road, Holywood) 
  Terry Gilmore (Resident of Old Cultra Road, Holywood) 
  Anne Gilmore (Resident of Clarehill Road, Holywood) 
  Andy Stephens (Agent) 
  David Magee (Antrim Construction Company) 
  Martin Hoy (Hoy Dorman Consulting) 
  Sam McKee (Turley) 

 
WELCOME 
 
The Chairman welcomed Members and Officers to the meeting and made a special 
mention of those persons with speaking rights and members of the public seated in the 
public gallery.   
 

1. APOLOGIES  
 
Apologies for inability to attend were received from Councillors Dunne and McIlveen.  
 
NOTED.   
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2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
Alderman Gibson declared an interest in Item 4.1 – LA06/2018/0004/O. 
 
NOTED. 
 

3. MATTERS ARISING FROM MINUTES OF PLANNING 
COMMITTEE MEETING DATED 4 DECEMBER 2018  

 (Appendix I)  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above.   
 
RESOLVED, that the minutes be noted.  
 
Alderman Gibson left the meeting at this stage – 7.02pm 

4. PLANNING APPLICATIONS 
 

4.1 LA06/2018/0004/O – Site for Dwelling approx 25 m south of 31a 
Ballygowan Road, Comber 

(Appendix II & III) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Comber 
Committee Interest: Called in by Alderman Gibson 
Proposal: Site for dwelling 
Site Location: Approximately 25m south of 31a Ballygowan Road, Comber 
Recommendation: Refusal 
 
The Senior Planning Officer (P Kerr) outlined that the site was located approximately 
25m south of 31a Ballygowan Road, Comber, and was made up of part of the 
amenity area of 31a Ballygowan Road and part of a field. A large portion of that field 
remained outside the red line some of which was being used as a sand school for 
horses. 
 
This proposal was being heard at Committee as it had been recommended for 
refusal and had been called-in by Alderman Gibson. 
 
The site was located outside the settlement limit as designated in the Ards and Down 
Area Plan 2015.  For this proposal the main policy considerations were under the 
SPPS and PPS21.  
 
Site History 
Although there was no history on the actual site, there was planning history around 
the site that was considered relevant to this proposal.  31a Ballygowan Road was to 
be a replacement dwelling under X/2004/1222/F for 31 Ballygowan Road. That 
permission had a condition to demolish the dwelling to be replaced. The condition 
was not complied with and an enforcement case under X/2010/0099/CA was 
opened, by the then DOE. The breach was subsequently found to be immune from 
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enforcement action as more than five years had passed since the breach of the 
condition first occurred.  Therefore, the Council considers that No. 31 whilst immune 
is unlawful as it does not benefit from a CLEUD.  
 
With regard to the SPPS its guiding principle in determining planning applications 
was that sustainable development should be permitted having regard to the 
development plan and all other material considerations unless the proposed 
development would cause demonstrable harm to interests of acknowledge 
importance. In this instance, the proposal would cause demonstrable harm to the 
rural character of the countryside.  
 
In PPS21 one of the objectives was to conserve the landscape and natural 
resources of the rural area and to protect it from excessive, inappropriate or 
obtrusive development.  
 
Reasons for Refusal 
The Officer indicated that one of the reasons this proposal had been recommended 
for refusal was that the proposal was contrary to CTY2a of PPS21 in that the 
proposed site for the dwelling was not within an existing cluster of development 
consisting of four or more buildings of which at least three were dwellings, the cluster 
did not appear as a visual entity in the local landscape, the cluster was not 
associated with a focal point and was not located at a crossroads and the dwelling 
would, if permitted, significantly alter the existing character of the cluster in the 
creation of ribbon development. 
 
The proposal failed to meet the first criterion in CTY2a as the site was not within a 
cluster that lay outside of a farm and consisted of four or more buildings of which at 
least three were dwellings as one of the dwellings being included was not considered 
lawful by the Planning Department. 
 
Nos. 29, 27 and 25 were too far away to be considered as forming part of a cluster.  
 
The Officer then considered the other criteria in policy CTY2a that were not met, 
bearing in mind that those were being considered only if the Committee deemed the 
proposal to be within an existing cluster and that the first criterion was met.  
 
The proposal failed to meet the second criterion in that the cluster did not appear as 
a visual entity in the landscape due to the topography of the land, lane network and 
existing vegetation. Whilst it may look like it on a map, it appeared like a dispersed 
collection of individual buildings in the countryside on the ground rather than a 
cluster.  
 
The proposal failed to meet the third criterion in that the cluster was not associated 
with a ‘focal point’, either in terms of the cemetery or the amenity site due to the 
topography of the land, lane network and existing vegetation. The site was also not 
located at a crossroads which was the other option in the criterion. 
 
The proposal failed the fifth criterion in that it was considered it would visually intrude 
into the open countryside. 
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The proposal was also contrary to CTY8 in that the dwelling at No. 31a did not have 
road frontage on to the laneway and there was no line of three or more buildings 
along a road frontage, therefore there was no gap site in a continuously built up 
frontage. To clarify that, No. 31a sat on the bend of a laneway and only the access 
point for No. 31a met the laneway but had no actual frontage onto it.  As No. 31a sat 
alone on the other side of the laneway to No. 33 and No. 31 and associated 
buildings, no gap site existed. (Appeal 2015/A0202 addressed this). 
 
Conclusion 
In conclusion the Officer highlighted the fact that the Planning Appeals Commission 
(PAC) did not consider unauthorised buildings without certificates of lawfulness for 
the purposes of CTY policies however, regardless of the position of the Planning 
Department on this issue the proposal was considered to fail against many of the 
other criteria within Policy CTY 2a.  PPS21 was there to protect the countryside and 
as the proposal failed to meet a number of criteria in CTY2a and did not represent a 
gap site as per CTY8, the Officer felt it did not represent sustainable development in 
the countryside. 
 
Alderman Fletcher questioned why No. 31 Ballygowan Road was not deemed part of 
a cluster and why was it classed as an unlawful dwelling when five years had lapsed. 
 
In response, the Officer reiterated that the site did not sit within an existing cluster of 
development consisting of four or more buildings of which at least three were 
dwellings.  She further clarified that although no enforcement action could be 
initiated after five years, a Certificate of Lawfulness would still be required to make 
the dwelling ‘lawful’. 
 
On that same point, Alderman Fletcher probed if the house was judged to be lawful 
would it then form part of the cluster.  He also speculated if Rates had been paid on 
No. 31. 
 
The Officer reiterated the approach adopted by the Planning Appeals Commission in 
respect of buildings that were unauthorised not contributing as buildings for the 
purpose of CTY policies, and that although it was immune from enforcement action, 
the Planning Department considered that a Certificate of Lawfulness was required to 
establish that building as lawful, in order to meet the first criterion.  She was unaware 
if Rates had been paid on the property. 
 
It was the viewpoint of Alderman Fletcher that if Rates had indeed been paid, the 
dwelling could be regarded as lawful, be considered fit for purpose and fulfil the 
requirements of a cluster. 
 
However, the Officer stressed that the rating aspect was not a valid condition or 
relevant to planning.  In terms of CTY2a, even if the house was assessed as a lawful 
dwelling, it was considered to fail other criteria within the policy as previously 
outlined, most of which had to be met. 
 
In making reference to the map on display, Alderman Girvan sought clarification as 
to the positioning of that property. 
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At this stage in the meeting, the Chairman invited Una Somerville and Ian Turkington 
(AECOM Planning) to speak in support of the application. 
 
Thanking the Chairman for affording them the opportunity to speak, Ms Somerville 
advised that they were acting as the Agents for Mr Burgess.  She advised that the 
application comprised the addition of one dwelling to an established cluster and no 
objections had been received.  She pointed out the unique circumstances of the 
application and urged Members to consider the context of the site.  The buildings 
were a material consideration and needed more weight as the planning history 
showed a development cluster.  Ms Somerville referred to similar PAC cases and 
emphasised that all six tests did not have to be met.  She therefore contended that 
the application met the overarching requirements and the house in question should 
be consolidated within the existing cluster. 
 
Following on Mr Turkington explained that the application met five of the six tests 
listed under CTY2a policy.  For the first policy test, he maintained that Nos. 31, 31a 
and 33 formed an existing cluster of development and was unconvinced that No. 31 
was duly unlawful as Rates had been paid.  He advised policy did not make 
reference to lawfulness of buildings.  The second test was visual and required the 
cluster to be clearly visible within the local landscape.  Mr Turkington maintained that 
the cluster was clearly visible from many viewpoints on the Ballygowan Road and all 
three dwellings could be seen from the Ballygowan Road.   For the third test, the 
cluster must be associated with a focal point and he claimed that the application 
satisfied that in relation to the amenity site and cemetery and that visual linkage was 
not required.  Referring to the fourth test requiring the identified site to provide a 
suitable degree of enclosure and the sixth test whereby the development should not 
adversely impact on residential amenity, AECOM Planning agreed with the Planners 
that the proposal did meet those specifications.  Lastly, Mr Turkington spoke about 
the fifth test which required the development of the site to be absorbed into the 
existing cluster.  He stated that the proposal would be consolidated into the cluster 
and no part of it would be protruding. 
   
Ms Somerville believed that planning judgement was confused and could not 
understand why the planning history for the site had been omitted, adding that no 
legal argument had been presented.  With regard to No. 31, she thought that an 
inconsistent approach had been taken and the character of the area would remain 
unaffected by the proposal. 
 
Responding to an enquiry from Alderman Fletcher, Mr Turkington indicated that a 
letter of immunity was forwarded in October.  Evidence had been supplied regarding 
a cluster but that opinion had been changed again. 
 
For the benefit of Members, he read aloud the DOE letter dated 19 February 2013 
and as more than five years had passed, reiterated that No. 31 was immune from 
enforcement action.  
 
On a point of clarity, Alderman Girvan requested Ms Somerville to give a breakdown 
of what was required in a cluster as per the policy. 
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Ms Somerville commented that the Member should examine what could be seen at 
that location i.e. commercial businesses, a cemetery and dwellings.  She indicated 
that the video clip played by the Officer did not demonstrate that there were two 
houses and businesses off the first turn on the road.  She repeated that the 
lawfulness of No. 31 was being questioned but the legal opinion obtained by her 
company stressed that the house was habitable and immune from enforcement 
action.  Hence in relation to its physicality and passing policy criteria it should be 
considered as satisfactorily forming part of a cluster. 
 
Mr Turkington elaborated further by adding that there were 10-15 commercial units in 
proximity, a cemetery, Comber Recycling Centre, a builder’s yard and approval had 
been granted for a funeral church.  Those were all commercial facilities which 
amounted to a unique situation in a rural setting and justified approval for the 
application. 
 
The Officer underlined that she had previously said that most of the policy tests must 
be met, not all as asserted by Ms Somerville.  There were concerns regarding the 
proposal due to the past history whereby a dwelling had been granted as a 
replacement upon condition of demolition of the original dwelling but that had not 
been complied with and now the applicant was seeking to rely on that unlawful 
dwelling to pass current policy.  Although the property was immune from 
enforcement action, she reiterated that the possession of a Certificate of Lawfulness 
was vital to enable that dwelling to be considered for the purposes of complying with 
the criterion within the Policy for a cluster. 
 
Alderman Keery asked if an extension was planned to those premises, would 
planning permission be required. 
 
The Officer again restated that the above-mentioned Certificate would be a necessity 
in order to make it lawful. 
 
Replying to a query about the Certificate raised by Councillor Walker, the Officer 
highlighted that the Planning Department considered that regardless of the first 
criterion, the application failed other criteria under CYT2a.  The buildings appeared 
as a dispersed collection and importance was also placed on preserving the 
remainder of the countryside at that locale. 
 
Councillor Walker advised that he could not support the proposal as the applicant 
had not yet applied for the Certificate. 
 
Alderman Graham brought attention to the DOE letter dated 2013 but her 
presentation had cited 2010. 
 
By way of explanation, the Officer confirmed that the actual enforcement case had 
been opened in 2010 and the letter of closure issued in 2013. 
 
Proposed by Councillor Walker, seconded by Councillor McClean that the 
recommendation be adopted. 
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On being put to the meeting, with 7 voting FOR, 4 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING 
and 3 ABSENT, the proposal was declared CARRIED.  A recorded vote resulted as 
follows: 
 

FOR (7) AGAINST (4) ABSTAINING (1) ABSENT (3)  
Aldermen 
Carson 
Henry 
Keery 
Councillors 
McClean 
McKee 
Thompson 
Walker 

Aldermen 
Fletcher 
Girvan 
Graham 
McDowell 
  

Councillor 
Cathcart 

Alderman 
Gibson 
Councillors 
Dunne 
McIlveen 

 
RESOLVED, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning 
permission be refused. 
 
Alderman Gibson re-entered the meeting at this stage – 7.38pm 

4.2 LA06/2017/1434/F – 4 no. 2 bedroom apartments, 1 no. 3 bedroom 
penthouse and 1 no. detached dwelling 96 Bangor Road, Newtownards 

  (Appendix IV & V)) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Newtownards 
Committee Interest: Application with 6 or more representations contrary to Officer’s 
opinion  
Proposal: 4 no. 2 bedroom apartments, 1 no. 3 bedroom apartment and 1 no. 
detached dwelling 
Site Location: 95 Bangor Road, Newtownards 
Recommendation: Approval 
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (A Todd) outlined the detail of the  
application which was seeking full planning permission for a total of five apartments 
and one detached dwelling at 95 Bangor Road, Newtownards. The application had 
been brought before Planning Committee following a call in request from Councillor 
McIlveen to allow consideration of the impact of the development on the privacy of 
nearby residential properties. 
 
Site and Proposal 
 
Site Location Plan – Aerial View 
The site was located on the main Bangor Road within the development limit of 
Newtownards. There were no zonings or designations within the development plan 
which applied to this particular site. The immediate area was exclusively residential 
but was characterised by a wide variety of house types and housing densities. 
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Photos of Site/Context 
The site was currently occupied by a semi-detached bungalow which would be 
demolished to accommodate the proposed development. A disused railway track lay 
to the immediate north of the site at a higher level with the housing beyond that on 
Belvedere Road sitting at a higher level again. The next photos showed some of the 
existing housing within the immediate context of the site which included high density 
terraces and townhouses. 
 
Site Layout/Section 
The proposal had been significantly amended at the request of the Council during 
the processing of the application. The original submission shown on the left, was for 
four townhouses and four apartments which was considered to constitute 
overdevelopment of the site and would have appeared obtrusive in the street scene 
given its close proximity to the road. 
 
In contrast the amended proposal under consideration involved the erection of two 
new buildings on the site of the existing bungalow set well back from the road. The 
larger of the two buildings would accommodate five apartments and the smaller 
building would be a separate dwelling. The buildings would be 8.8m in height, 1.2m 
lower than the ridge height of 91 Bangor Road and also lower than the ridge height 
of the dwellings on Belvedere Road to the north. The design and materials and 
finishes would be very much in keeping with existing dwellings in the area and 
adequate private amenity space and parking would be provided in line with the 
recommended standards. 
 
Objections 
A total of 10 objections from four separate addresses had been received in relation 
to the proposal as well as additional representations from Jim Shannon MP and 
Councillor Armstrong Cotter on behalf of residents. The objectors were all from the 
Belvedere Road and Dorwood Park area and the main concerns raised included: 
 

▪ potential overshadowing and loss of privacy to existing dwellings 
▪ overdevelopment and impact on the character of the area 
▪ traffic impact 

 
All of those concerns had been considered in detail in the Case Officer’s report.  
In terms of potential overshadowing and loss of privacy to existing dwellings, the 
proposed buildings would be a minimum of 30m away from the closest existing 
dwelling at 27 Belvedere Road which would exceed the minimum recommended 
‘back to back’ separation distance of 20m as set out in the Creating Places 
guidelines. The buildings would also be located a minimum of 15m away from the 
rear boundary of No. 27, would not be positioned directly opposite the rear of 27 and 
would have no upper floor windows with overlooking potential on the elevations 
facing No. 27.  Furthermore, the finished floor levels of the dwellings on Belvedere 
Road would sit at least 5m higher than the finished floor levels of the proposed 
buildings therefore it could not be argued that the development would cause any 
unacceptable overbearing or dominant impact on existing dwellings. 
 
With regard to the impact on the character of the area, whilst there would be an 
increase in the density of development on the site itself, that was not considered to 
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be out of keeping with the established pattern of development in the wider area 
which was characterised by a variety of house types and numerous examples of high 
density development. It also could not be argued that the development would result 
in overdevelopment as the site was large enough to comfortably accommodate the 
built development as well as the required amount of parking and generous amenity 
space and landscaped areas to the front and rear.  
 
In terms of traffic impact, DFI Roads had been consulted and was content that the 
proposal would not result in any road safety or traffic progression concerns. The 
existing access would be improved by widening it from 3.5m to 5m and providing 
splays of 2.4m x 70m. 
 
Summary 
In summary, the Officer considered that the proposal complied with both the 
development plan and policy requirements of PPS7 in that it would not result in any 
unacceptable damage to the character, appearance or residential amenity of the 
area. Planning Policy Statement 7 also supported proposals for higher density 
development such as apartments or townhouses on sites such as this which 
benefitted from high accessibility to public transport. The proposal was also in line 
with regional planning policy which supported more sustainable forms of 
development encouraging compact urban forms and the promotion of more housing 
within existing urban areas.  For those reasons, it was recommended that FULL 
planning permission should be granted.  
 
The Chairman invited Mrs Magill and Mrs Moore to address the Committee in 
opposition to the application. 
 
Mrs Magill, of Belvedere Road, spoke of how high the proposed apartments would 
be and as she lived in a bungalow was worried about the impact upon her amenity 
space.  She used her conservatory each day and highlighted her apprehension 
about overlooking, loss of privacy, loss of light and that the dwellings were out of 
character for that area.  The increase in traffic would make a substantial difference 
too as at present, it was already difficult to get in and out of her road. 
 
In concurrence Mrs Moore, of Dorwood Park, maintained that the application was not 
in anyone’s interest, particularly the residents of that neighbourhood.  Belvedere 
Road encompassed mainly bungalows and she felt that the apartments would take 
away from the area, and the resultant volume of traffic on Belvedere Road would be 
unacceptable.  She further made reference to how the remaining side of the semi-
detached pair would look strange. 
  
At this point, the Chairman requested Mr Stephen Dickson (Agent) to speak in 
support of the application. 
 
Mr Dickson thanked the Chairman for permitting him to speak and explained that the 
applicant had been cognisant of the objections and instigated several changes to the 
original plans.  He felt there had been a degree of misunderstanding in respect of the 
finished floor levels and separation distances.  In actuality, the ridge height of the 
nearby property would be 5m lower than that of No 27 Belvedere Road and the 
separation distance to the bedrooms would be 32m.  Bearing in mind the growth of 
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the mature trees, there was no direct line of sight and apart from some clearance, 
the majority of those were to be retained on the site.  There was no overlooking or 
loss of privacy for No 27 or No 34 as only the top of the new build would be clearly 
visible and the proposed apartment building had been designed to prevent any 
overlooking to the private amenity space of No 93.  The separation distance to 1 
Dorwood Park would be 60-65m so there would be no detriment to any neighbouring 
properties. 
 
Alderman Gibson sought clarification regarding the finished floor level and as it was 
sited so low below existing properties supposed there was an incline on the site. 
Mr Dickson indicated that there would be digging into the site to ensure the 
constructed building did sit lower, which came about through negotiation over the 
proposal with planners.  He was keen to point out that that was an amendment to the 
original plans to lessen the ridge height and scale of development. 
 
Alderman McDowell drew attention to the 10 objections received relating to 
overdevelopment and how the proposals were not in keeping with the area. 
Mr Dickson insisted that all sites could be perceived as prospective development 
sites.  The applicant wished to maximise the development potential as although the 
site had a wide frontage, it was narrower towards the back.  Taking account of 
planning legislation and a process of compromise, the numbers of dwellings and 
ridges had been reduced accordingly. 
 
Alderman Graham pondered the overlooking aspect to Mrs Magill’s conservatory. 
Mr Dickson referred the Member to the drawings displayed and described how there 
was thick vegetation which would help to mitigate that concern.  Furthermore, the 
proposed development would sit much lower that No 27. 
 
Alderman Keery was conscious of the old railway line at that vicinity and enquired as 
to its position with the development.  He also wanted to know if there were any plans 
to incorporate it with the greenway. 
 
Mr Dickson verified that that land was under the ownership of the Council and was at 
the back of No 27 joining with the walkway leading to the college.  He was unaware 
of future plans.  
  
Answering a question from Councillor Walker, Mr Dickson gave an assurance that 
the developer had met with the residents.  
 
Councillor Thompson queried how the original plans had been amended. 
Mr Dickson revealed that originally the scheme consisted of townhouses and 
apartments.  It was the viewpoint of Planning Officers that that represented 
overdevelopment of the site.  Thus his client undertook to negotiate an acceptable 
solution with Officers which had resulted in the application being recommended for 
planning approval. 
 
Councillor McClean mentioned the value in taking a holistic approach to planning 
applications and reasoned that the most important issue for Members was to be able 
to see what the proposed buildings would look like when completed. 
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Alderman Keery referred to possible plans to extend the greenway and wondered if 
the development would impinge upon those in any way. 
 
The Officer provided reassurance that the proposed scheme would have no impact 
upon the embankment.  
  
Alderman Graham returned to the issue of a resident’s concerns about the proposed 
apartments overlooking her conservatory.  To that end, he wished to know if the 
Officer was content with the massing of the apartments and the penthouse. 
 
The Officer said that the existing dwellings in that neighbourhood would all sit on a 
higher elevation than those under discussion; moreover the separation distances 
were well in excess of distances recommended in supplementary planning guidance.  
In terms of massing, the buildings would be positioned back into the site so likely to 
be unaware of the development from approach on either side. 
 
Alderman McDowell alluded to the density of the site in comparison to those 
surrounding it.  Other properties and gardens were reasonably sized but observing 
the drawings on display, he was of the belief that the apartments would be squeezed 
into the site and were not in keeping with the immediate area. 
 
The Officer acknowledged that the density would be significantly higher but visually it 
would not appear so.  The site was close to the main Bangor Road with its sizeable 
mix of townhouses, apartments, detached and semi detached houses.  As it was a 
key transport corridor, PPS7 was not applicable in respect of density and she was 
largely content that the proposals would neither harm the character nor the 
appearance of that residential location. 
 
Proposed by Councillor Walker, seconded by Alderman Carson that the 
recommendation be adopted. 
 
On being put to the meeting, with 8 voting FOR, 1 voting AGAINST, 4 ABSTAINING 
and 2 ABSENT, the proposal was declared CARRIED.  A recorded vote resulted as 
follows: 
 

FOR (8) AGAINST (1) ABSTAINING (4) ABSENT (2)  
Aldermen 
Carson 
Fletcher 
Girvan 
Henry 
Councillors 
McClean 
McKee 
Thompson 
Walker 

Alderman 
McDowell 
  

Aldermen 
Gibson 
Graham 
Keery 
Councillor 
Cathcart 
 

Councillors 
Dunne 
McIlveen 

 
RESOLVED, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning 
permission be granted. 
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4.3 LA06/2016/0295/F – New dwelling consisting of detached two storey 
house and associated site works.  Site to the rear of 18 Old Cultra Road, 
Holywood (Appendix VI & VII) 

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye  
Committee Interest: Application with 6 or more representations contrary to Officer’s 
opinion  
Proposal: Erection of a new dwelling consisting of a detached two storey house and 
associated site works 
Site Location: Site to the rear of 18 Old Cultra Road, Holywood 
Recommendation: Approval 
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (A Todd) informed Members that this 
application was seeking full planning permission for a two storey detached dwelling 
at a site to the rear of 18 Old Cultra Road, Holywood. The application had been 
brought before Planning Committee for consideration as six or more representations 
contrary to the officer’s recommendation had been received. 
 
Site Location Plan/Aerial View 
The site was located within the development limits of Holywood and the proposed 
Marino, Cultra and Craigavad Area of Townscape Character. The immediate context 
was exclusively residential, characterised predominantly by large detached and 
semi-detached dwellings set within generous, mature plots.  
 
Site Photos 
The site was accessed via an existing private lane off Old Cultra Road and public 
views of the site were extremely limited, therefore the impact of the development on 
the appearance and character of the wider area would be minimal. The first photo 
showed the entrance to the site and No. 18 from Old Cultra Road. The site was 
located to the rear of No. 18. The next photo showed the site itself viewed from the 
private access lane and the next photos showed views from within the site towards 
the existing adjacent properties. 
 
Site Layout/Elevations 
The proposed site layout showed the relationship of the development with the 
adjacent properties of No. 18, No. 16a and 1 Farmhill Lane. Previous outline 
planning approvals had already established the principle of a two storey dwelling on 
the site and were a material consideration in this case. The current proposal would 
comply with the conditions of the last outline approval which was granted in August 
2015. 
 
Since the original submission, the proposal had been amended considerably at the 
request of the Council removing a proposed boat shed and reducing the height of the 
dwelling from 2 ½ to 2 storey. The scale, design and materials of the dwelling would 
respect the existing built form of the area. 
  
 
Aerial Views 
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The aerial views demonstrated that the existing dwellings were substantial in size 
and were predominantly finished in red brick with natural slate to the roof so the 
scale and finishes of the proposed dwelling were considered to be very much in 
keeping with the established form of development. The existing mature hedgerows 
along the boundaries with 16a Old Cultra Road and 1 Farmhill Lane were to be 
retained. 
 
Objections had been received from six separate addresses during the processing of 
the application. However, following the submission of the final set of amended plans 
received on 18 November 2018, continued concerns were only raised by the 
occupants of 1 Farmhill Lane and 16a Old Cultra Road. The occupants remained 
concerned that the proposed dwelling would have an adverse impact on their 
privacy. 
 
In terms of the potential impact on 16a, it was important to note that the proposed 
dwelling would have no windows on the rear elevation which would overlook that 
dwelling. The three proposed windows to the rear would serve a hall and stairs and 
would be conditioned to have obscure glazing. Ground floor windows would be 
screened by the existing mature hedge. There was therefore no potential for any 
unacceptable loss of privacy to either the rear garden area of 16a or any of the 
rooms within the dwelling. Given the absence of any overlooking windows at first 
floor, the proposed 9m separation distance of the two storey element of the building 
from the centre of the party boundary hedge was considered to be acceptable. 
 
In terms of the potential impact on 1 Farmhill Lane, the proposed dwelling was 
reduced from 2 ½ storeys to 2 storeys to ensure that it would not result in any 
unacceptable dominant impact. The positioning of the dwelling on the site with only 
its gable end facing No. 1 would also help to reduce its impact. There would only be 
one upper floor window on the gable wall facing No. 1. That would serve an en suite 
and would be fitted with obscure glazing. The closest first floor bedroom window on 
the front elevation would also be fitted with obscure glazing to prevent any 
unacceptable overlooking into the rear amenity space of No. 1. The next closest first 
floor bedroom window would be located 10m from the party boundary at its closest 
point which would meet the Creating Places standards.  Furthermore that window 
would sit at angle to No. 1 rather than having any direct views towards the dwelling. 
The recommendation to approve was subject to a condition that the existing 
hedgerow was to be retained at a minimum height of 2m so even if the hedge was 
reduced from its current height, it would continue to provide adequate screening at 
ground floor level for areas of private amenity space and ground floor rooms to both 
dwellings. 
 
In summary, the Officer advised that previous outline approvals on that site had 
established the principle of a two storey dwelling on the site and were a material 
consideration. The proposal was considered to comply the relevant policy 
requirements and guidance in respect of the impact of the character of the area and 
the potential impact on the amenity of existing dwellings for the reasons outlined 
above.  On that basis it was recommended that full planning permission should be 
granted.  
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Councillor McClean asked if the finish of the proposed property would be in 
conformity with neighbouring houses and what material would be utilised to construct 
the windows. 
 
In response, the Officer confirmed that the design and finish of red brick and slate 
would respect the established built form.  She noted that the windows would be grey 
aluminium. 
 
At this point in the meeting, the Chairman invited Mr Greg Bell to speak who was 
against the application. 
 
Thanking the Chairman, Mr Bell indicated that his main concern related to the aspect 
of overlooking as there would be a direct view into his daughter’s bathroom from first 
floor level.  He admitted there would eventually be opaque glass in the windows but 
that would certainly not be the case during the construction period.  In terms of 
separation distances, he referred to the width of the hedge and his desire that the 
proposed dwelling should be moved to ensure a separation distance of 10m, 
whereas it was only 9m as proposed.  Lastly, he emphasised that the property would 
not sit comfortably in the setting of an Area of Townscape Character. 
 
The Chairman then asked Mr Terry Gilmore to speak in opposition to the application. 
 
Mr Gilmore was grateful for the opportunity to address the Committee.  He firstly 
highlighted that residents were not objecting to the concept of a house being built; 
rather the type of house and height being put forward.  He remarked that his 
bungalow was height restricted and the proposed property would be detrimental 
because of overlooking and loss of privacy.  Although two windows would be fitted 
with obscure glazing, he underlined that there were other windows which would 
overlook at an angle into their amenity space, particularly their two bathrooms on 
their gable wall.  He concluded that a dormer type bungalow would be more 
satisfactory. 
 
Regarding the matter of frosted glass, Alderman Fletcher wondered if it was a 
planning requisite in such circumstances. 
 
The Senior Professional and Planning Officer verified that it was a planning 
consideration and most people opted for obscure glazing in a bathroom situation.  It 
could even be used on bedroom windows if there was an additional source of light, 
as in this case, to mitigate against any overlooking. 
 
Alderman McDowell requested the Planning Officer to confirm that this application 
comprised adequate separation distances. 
 
The Officer advised that the bathroom window of No. 16a Old Cultra Road would be 
9m from the two storey element of the new dwelling, whilst Creating Places asked for 
10m from back of dwelling to boundary – but that was a different situation as that 
was not a back-to-back relationship and on balance was considered to be 
acceptable. 
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Proposed by Alderman Fletcher, seconded by Alderman Graham that the 
recommendation be adopted. 
 
On being put to the meeting, with 8 voting FOR, 2 voting AGAINST, 3 ABSTAINING 
and 2 ABSENT, the proposal was declared CARRIED.  A recorded vote resulted as 
follows: 
 

FOR (8) AGAINST (2) ABSTAINING (3) ABSENT (2)  
Aldermen 
Carson 
Fletcher 
Graham 
Henry 
Keery 
McDowell 
Councillors 
McKee 
Thompson 

Councillors 
McClean 
Walker  

Aldermen 
Gibson 
Girvan 
Councillor 
Cathcart 
 

Councillors 
Dunne 
McIlveen 

 
RESOLVED, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning 
permission be granted. 
  

4.4 LA06/2018/0742/F – Demolition of former petrol filling station, retail unit 
and canopy for redevelopment for 18 no. two bedroom apartments for 
social housing, including associated car parking and all other ancillary 
site works. Former Petrol Filling Station at 375 Old Holywood Road, 
Holywood 

  (Appendix VIII – X) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye  
Committee Interest: Application with 6 or more representations contrary to Officer’s 
opinion  
Proposal: Demolition of former petrol filling station, retail unit and canopy for 
redevelopment for Nos. 18 x 2 bedroom apartments for social housing, including 
associated car parking, landscaping and all other ancillary site works 
Site Location: Former petrol station at 375 Old Holywood Road, Holywood 
Recommendation: Approval 
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (C Rodgers) explained that this was a 
full planning application for demolition of a former petrol filling station, retail unit and 
canopy and development of 18 two bedroom apartments for social housing including 
associated car parking, landscaping and all other ancillary site works. 
 
The application was before Committee as it was a local application attracting six or 
more separate objections contrary to the officer’s recommendation.  The 
recommendation was to grant planning permission. 
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The site was outside any designated area in the both the North Down and Ards Area 
Plan and Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan.  It was outlined in red on both the site 
location plan and aerial photograph. The site was occupied by a former petrol filling 
station and was currently used as a car wash.   
 
The surrounding area was predominately characterised by two storey terraced 
dwellings particularly to the west and south of the site. 
 
Full planning permission was previously granted on this site for a three storey mixed 
use development comprising of two retail units and eight private apartments.  That 
permission expired on 11 October 2017 but remained material to the determination 
of the current application. 
 
The proposal would replace existing development on site which includes a significant 
area of hardstanding and structures associated with a former petrol filling station 
including a large canopy. The site was currently used as a car wash. Site 
photographs showed longer views of the site travelling both north and south along 
the Old Holywood Road and it was noted that the site benefitted from a significant 
band of mature trees along its northern boundary.  
 
The proposed apartment building would not be out of character with the relatively 
high density terraced dwellings in the surrounding area. A standard two storey 
dwelling was typically 8m. Whilst the overall height of the proposed building would be 
approximately 10m it was considered the proposal would not appear incongruous in 
the street scene. The site was set back almost 4m from the public footpath and the 
third floor is stepped in to reduce overall massing.  A laurel hedge was proposed 
along the boundary with the footpath to soften the appearance of the lower portion of 
the building. 
 
Referring to the slides, she reported that the dashed red line showed an outline of 
the previous approval for comparative purposes. The overall height and scale of the 
proposed building was not significantly different to that previously approved.  
 
Although the design was contemporary the proposed brick and render finishes would 
complement existing development within the surrounding area.  The new frontage 
would be an improvement to that of the former petrol filling station and existing car 
wash facilities which made no positive visual contribution to the character of this 
area. 
 
It would be a condition of any potential planning approval that upper floor gable 
windows will be obscured to prevent overlooking.  
 
The site photograph showed the rear of the site which abutted the residential 
properties in Clarehill Lane.  
 
The footprint of the proposed apartment building would be 16m from the common 
boundary with the existing properties which exceeded the guidance in Creating 
Places.  
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The Council sought amendments to the proposal to further minimise any overlooking 
impacts on existing residents and address objector concerns.  The slide showed the 
original elevation and the amended elevation now proposed.  
 
At the request of the Council, two upper floor living room windows were removed 
from the rear elevation, the remaining windows were reduced in size and all Juliet 
balconies were removed from the proposal.  
 
The 25 degree and 45 degree light test had been applied to assess loss of light to 
existing residential development.  The proposal passed this test and therefore would 
not result in any detrimental loss of light.  
  
The separation distances proposed would ensure that the proposal would not result 
in any unacceptable overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, dominance or other 
disturbance. 
 
The site layout plan showed 19 in-curtilage parking spaces and it was considered 
that adequate parking had been provided. It should be noted that there was typically 
lower car ownership rates for social housing apartments compared with privately 
owned apartments and that the site was well served by public transport as it was 
located on the main Belfast to Bangor bus route.  
  
The amount of communal amenity space proposed exceeded recommended 
standards.  The site also benefitted from its close proximity to Redburn Country Park 
The northern boundary of the site abutted the curtilage of a Grade B2 listed building. 
Historic Environment Division were consulted and provided no objection to the 
application. 
 
The Housing Executive had confirmed that the projected social housing need in 
Holywood was approximately 156 units. The proposed application would assist in 
meeting that housing need.  The HE had confirmed support for the application and 
the need for two bed apartments in the area. 
 
It was considered that the proposal was fully compliant with planning policy and 
therefore the recommendation was to grant planning permission. 
 
Councillor McClean contemplated the extent to which social housing had a bearing 
on planning deliberations and if it would influence our decision making.  He was 
appreciative of the detailed and colourful slides submitted by the applicant as they 
were helpful to generate the finished image for Members. 
 
The Officer explained that BMAP had not identified sites in Holywood for social 
housing and such developments as this one now proposed were necessary to do so.  
The need for social housing would be balanced with other material considerations. 
 
Alderman Fletcher was satisfied that the proposals had been amended to reduce 
potential overlooking for Nos. 22-25 Clarehill Lane.  However, as they were 
positioned slightly lower, he voiced unease that the apartments could overlook into 
their rear gardens. 
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The Officer made reference to the Creating Places guidelines whereby apartment 
developments with upper floor living space necessitated a separation distance of 
15m to the common boundary.  In this proposal the distance was 16m together with 
a reduced window size for further mitigation and removal of balconies.  Those 
modifications meant there were no unacceptable adverse impact on existing 
properties. 
 
Alderman Girvan underlined her worry about the apparent shortfall in car parking 
spaces within the scheme.  Under PPS3 1.5 spaces were calculated for each two 
bedroom apartment which totalled 27 spaces but only 19 spaces were actually being 
provided by the developer.  Generally speaking she realised that fewer spaces were 
often required for social housing but should that lower number be insufficient, the 
consequence would be additional cars parking in adjacent streets, namely Clarehill 
Lane. 
 
With regard to parking standards, the Officer agreed that there was a shortfall of 8 
spaces but social housing normally exhibited a lower demand.  Having said that, the 
development would be situated in a highly accessible location with good public 
transport links.  There were frequent bus services to Bangor and Belfast every 30 
minutes and an effective weekend service with bus shelters located 40 metres to the 
south and 80 metres to the north. 
 
Alderman Graham ventured that this development was under the umbrella of a 
housing association and the Officer confirmed that to be Clanmil. 
 
The Member said he was very impressed with its development in Bangor which had 
produced excellent homes.  However, he was not convinced that this particular 
development would provide that same high quality environment as the massing was 
too intense.  He certainly accepted the need for social housing in Holywood but this 
was not the quality he wished to see for this sector in Ards and North Down. 
 
At this stage the Chairman invited Ms Anne Gilmore to speak against the application 
on behalf of local residents. 
 
At the outset Ms Gilmore articulated that the proposed development was significantly 
larger in size and massing than previously submitted with six additional apartments 
and insufficient car parking arrangements.  A major concern for residents was the 
overbearing impact on the character of an established residential area.  Also, such a 
large modern apartment block was not in keeping with the predominantly two storey 
houses sited along the Old Holywood Road.  She remarked that the proposed 
buildings would greatly exceed the ridge line of her house and those of her 
neighbours and would overshadow the rear gardens of Clarehill Road.  It would 
impinge upon the degree of natural light entering their homes and residents were in 
full agreement that this scheme should not be approved.  She was aware of the 
plans to erect a 1.75m brick dividing wall but that was considered unsatisfactory by 
residents.  The shortfall in the car parking provision was a great cause for anxiety as 
it was inadequate for inhabitants of the apartments and did not account for visitors.  
Undoubtedly Clarehill Road would be utilised for that overflow of parking and whilst 
Transport NI was responsible for sight lines, Ms Gilmore recognised that Planning 
Officers were responsible for the safety of footpaths and addressing the probable 
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health and safety risk to children and mothers with prams etc.  Lastly, she raised the 
issue of the new super school to be built on the Redburn site which would 
exacerbate the volume of traffic and congestion at that locale. 
 
Councillor McClean queried if residents were satisfied with the revised construction 
plans for the apartment building. 
 
In response, Ms Gilmore expressed the opinion that the original plans were not as 
contentious because the height was lower and the overbearing and overlooking 
issue was diminished. 
 
Alderman Fletcher wondered if residents would be placated with the erection of a 
2.2m wall and if so, would they drop their objections about potential overlooking.  
 
Ms Gilmore indicated that that may bring a move towards an agreement but she 
stressed that their main grievance was the overall height and massing of four 
storeys.  In the early planning stages, they had met with the developer to air their 
anxieties and on a positive note, balconies and some windows had been removed.  
The lack of car parking facilities remained a serious matter for debate and in reality, 
how would a large four storey block fit into an area which generally consisted of two 
storey red brick houses. 
 
The Chairman then asked Mr Andy Stephens to speak in support of the application. 
 
Firstly, Mr Stephens took the opportunity to commend what he viewed as a fantastic 
proposal.  He highlighted the substantial shortage of social housing in tandem with a 
high demand within Holywood.  This application represented a visual enhancement, 
an improvement to the overall character and an efficient use of the former petrol 
station site.  It was a brownfield site and in terms of scale and massing, the 
benchmark for the plans had been Clarehill Road.  Following amendments, the 
scheme was now more preferable and less intensive.  He described the separation 
distances and light tests from varying angles which all met the requisite standards.  
Likewise, the finished design and materials were reflective of others throughout 
Holywood.  Mr Stephens realised that change could be difficult and with that borne in 
mind, the developer had met with Gordon Dunne MLA and several changes had 
been implemented.  The building line had been altered and the brick boundary wall 
introduced, there was a reduction in glazing to the rear of the building and removal of 
balconies which had ably assisted in lessening any detrimental effect on the amenity 
space of adjacent residents. 
 
Alderman Girvan acknowledged that the rationale behind the car parking provisions 
had been defined but she regretted that assumptions had been made, as there was 
no certainty as to who would be moving into those apartments.  Without doubt it was 
useful to live somewhere with public transport close by but again there was no 
guarantee that those facilities would be used or required.  She concluded that the 
shortfall of eight spaces would remain a huge road safety concern with cars blocking 
residential streets and footpaths. 
 
Mr Stephens commented that the Parking Standards was a guidance document and 
need not be rigidly applied.  It had been proven on many occasions that there was a 



  PC.05.02.19 
 

20 
 

decrease in car ownership pertaining to social housing which provided an insight for 
future developments.  He realised that the decision was not black and white; rather 
an evaluation through planning judgement. 
  
Mr Woods from Clanmil Housing Association interjected and emphasised that they 
had supplied housing across Northern Ireland for which there had been a record 
level of uptake.  As an example, he cited a similar scheme in West Green, Holywood 
which was of a comparable scale.  There had been no indication of car parking 
problems and therefore it was anticipated that one to one parking was appropriate 
for this scheme on the Old Holywood Road.  
 
(Alderman Carson left the meeting at 9.05 pm)  
 
RECESS 9.05 pm  
RECOMMENCEMENT OF MEETING 9.16 pm 
 
Alderman Graham congratulated Clanmil Housing Association for the work that it 
undertook across Northern Ireland but when it came to the proposal under 
consideration the mass of the building and the reduced car parking at the site 
caused him some concern.  He thought that if there was insufficient space people 
would park in the residential streets close by causing annoyance in neighbouring 
areas.    
 
The Clanmil spokesperson had confidence that the development proposed was of 
similar quality to any of its other developments.  It stressed that while the normal 
recommendation for car parking was 1.5 spaces per residential unit analysis had 
shown that in social housing developments the need was lower.  That reasoning 
combined with the fact that the existing site was brownfield and was close to a town 
centre which had good transport links led to an anticipation that there would be no 
difficulty with parking at the location and he did not wish to set a precedent for that.   
 
Councillor Walker wondered if building a smaller scale block would be a viable option 
for the developer in helping to increase the separation distances or the height.  The 
Clanmil spokesperson stressed that there was a need in Holywood for social housing 
and under planning guidance there did not appear to be a material reason to remove 
the top floor of the building or even increase the separation distances.   
 
Alderman Gibson explained that he was always in support of the building of 
additional social housing but wondered about the phrase no ‘demonstrable harm” 
since it appeared to be a negative way to look at an application.  He stressed that 
the committee needed to consider the right balance of development and it was 
obvious that the site was crying out for residential development and the planning 
policy had been met.   
 
Alderman McDowell shared the concerns about over development and wondered if 
town houses or semi-detached properties had been considered.  He added that what 
was built today would need to be durable and positive for an area going in to the 
future.  
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It was explained that there was significant demand for apartments in Holywood and 
there was a trend for people to downsize and live closer to the town centre. Where 
space was limited the tendency was to build upwards.  It was pointed out that the 
average two storey house was 8.5m high and that the proposed development was 
only 10m.  It was therefore deemed appropriate development and met the 
requirements of planning.  The stepped back top storey would soften the lines of the 
development visually.    
 
Alderman Keery stated that he was not a fan of four storey developments and careful 
consideration would need to be made.  He was aware that Clanmil would want the 
development to be an asset in to the future.   
 
Councillor McClean agreed that a judgement was needed on what was appropriate.  
The developer explained that adjustments had been made to the plans to make them 
more acceptable.  The building line had been brought forward on site, a boundary 
wall was planned, windows had been changed, Juliet balconies had been removed 
and the top floor had been stepped in to reduce the massing affect.   
 
The Planning Officer explained that each application would be judged on its own 
merits and the issue of parking had been considered closely and had been linked 
with a public transport assessment.   
 
Alderman Girvan stressed that she believed that the development was too big for the 
site and felt that it was inevitable that cars would be forced to park in neighbouring 
streets.   
 
Proposed by Alderman Fletcher, seconded by Alderman Henry that the 
recommendation be adopted. 
 
Councillor Walker required clarification on the difference between the proposal now 
being put forward and the one that had been put forward previously for the same 
site.  The Officer advised that there was no significant difference in height or 
massing between the two developments.  The previous application had made 
provision for two retail units but the current application showed less intensive use of 
the land and a smaller footprint.   
 
A recorded vote was called and on being put to the meeting, with 3 voting FOR, 4 
voting AGAINST, 5 ABSTAINING and 3 ABSENT, the proposal was LOST 
 

FOR (3) AGAINST (4) ABSTAINING (5) ABSENT (3)  
Aldermen 
Fletcher 
Henry 
Councillor 
McKee  

Aldermen  
Girvan  
Keery  
Councillors  
McClean 
Walker   

Aldermen  
Gibson 
Graham 
McDowell   
Councillors  
Cathcart 
Thompson   

Aldermen  
Carson  
Councillors  
Dunne  
McIlveen  
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Councillor McClean asked the planning officers to explain the way forward from that 
decision.  In response the Chair said that it was not for the planner to speak on that 
or make recommendations.  
  
Alderman Graham appreciated it was a difficult situation and recognised that while 
there was a degree of dissatisfaction he was also aware of the need to cooperate 
with Housing Associations who provided essential housing for the local community.  
He suggested that a decision be deferred until a site visit could take place.   
 
Proposed by Alderman Graham, seconded by Alderman Keery that a decision be 
deferred until after a site visit was arranged.  
 
On being put to the meeting, with 7 voting FOR, 0 AGAINST, 5 ABSTAINING and 3 
ABSENT, the proposal was declared CARRIED. A recorded vote resulted as follows: 
 

FOR (7) 
Aldermen 
Gibson  
Girvan  
Graham  
Keery  
McDowell   
Councillors  
Thompson  
Walker  

AGAINST (0) ABSTAINING (5) 
Aldermen  
Fletcher   
Henry  
Councillors  
Cathcart  
McClean  
McKee   

ABSENT (3) 
Alderman  
Carson  
Councillors  
Dunne  
Thompson  

 
It was stressed that only those members attending the site visit would be eligible to 
vote on the final decision.    
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Alderman 
Keery, that a decision on the application be deferred until after a site visit had 
taken place.   
 
4.5 LA06/2017/0793 – Proposed residential development of 43 detached 

dwellings with public open space and associated parking, landscaping 
and site works.  Lands to the rear of Nos. 1-7 Brooklands Avenue and 
Brooklands Park, Nos 2-24 Aldergrange Park and 57-63 Manse Road, 
Newtownards  

 (Appendix XI & XII) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Newtownards  
Committee Interest: Major Application  
Proposal: Proposed residential development of 43 detached dwellings with public 
open space and associated car parking, landscaping and site works.   
Site Location: Lands to the rear of Nos. 1-7 Brooklands Avenue & Brooklands Park, 
Nos. 2-24 Aldergrange Park & 57-63 Manse Road, Newtownards  
Recommendation: Approval 
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The Principal Professional and Technical Officer (G Kerr) outlined the application as 
being for full planning permission for 43 dwellings with public open space and 
associated car parking, landscaping and site works within the popular housing area 
within the Brooklands, Manse Road and Aldergrange area of Newtownards. 
 
The proposal formed residential development for housing zoning – NS 18 – which 
was zoned in the Ards and Down Area Plan which was formally adopted in 2009.  
The overall zoning was approximately 2.61 hectares. 
 
The planning history of the site was a material consideration in the assessment of 
the application before members. 
 
A housing development which included six apartments with associated landscaping 
and car parking was granted outline planning permission in 2013. 
 
The associated reserved matters application for proposed development of 44 No. 
dwellings including four apartments with associated landscaping, car parking and all 
other associated site works was currently under consideration but it had been 
indicated it would be withdrawn if the application under discussion was approved this 
evening. 
 
Although the principle of 44 dwelling units was granted under outline permission, the 
proposal was for full permission as it included a different layout to that conditioned 
under the outline permission, it removed the apartment development and was for 43 
detached dwellings. 
 
The site lay within the development limit for Newtownards directly adjacent to the 
countryside. The site has well defined boundaries with housing along the northern 
boundary stretching round to the south east and fields to the south and west. 

The proposal had been assessed against the relevant policies and guidance and 
was considered to provide a quality and sustainable residential environment.  

In line with legislation for a major application, a pre- application consultation event 
was held in Newtownards and by listening to feedback from local residents stating 
the need for high quality private housing in Newtownards the development delivered 
a development comprising quality two-storey detached dwellings all with in curtilage 
car parking and generous plots which was reflective of housing in the surrounding 
area. 
 
Public and private open space within the proposal had been assessed and it was 
considered proposed open space and landscaped areas would break up the overall 
built form and be further enhanced by extra planting throughout. 
 
Scale, massing and design had been assessed and found acceptable and would 
ensure development respected the site at its edge of the development limit abutting 
the countryside setting. 
 
Separation distances had been assessed and were found to be acceptable. 
Furthermore, the separation distances proposed would ensure no unacceptable 
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adverse impact on residential amenity in terms of overlooking, dominance, noise, 
and overshadowing. 
 
A range of consultations took place on this proposal and no objections were raised, 
subject to inclusion of appropriate conditions. 
There was a total of eight objections received from five separate addresses covering 
a range of concerns, of which the material matters including the principle of 
development, density, access and traffic impacts, impact on wildlife, surface water 
drainage had all been considered within the case officer report. 
 
There were several key design criteria set out in the area plan including density, 
consultation with NI Water, the junction of Blair Mayne Road and Manse Road to be 
upgraded and boundaries of the site adjacent to the countryside to be landscaped 
with 8-10m of vegetation to provide screening and help the development integrate 
into the countryside. 
 
All of the key site considerations were taken account of by the agents acting for the 
developer, and where possible had been adhered to including that of density, 
consultation with NI Water for advice on the positioning of buildings in relation to 
water mains structure prior to the submission of the planning application. 
As part of the processing of the application statutory body DFI Roads were consulted 
and they responded stating that the upgrading the junction of Blair Mayne Road and 
Manse Road with a signalised junction was not an appropriate solution as part of the 
development for 43 houses due to the proximity of Ards Shopping Centre and the 
already signalised junction at Hardford Link /Church Street /Belfast Road. DFI Roads 
considered the proposal of 43 dwellings would have a negligible impact on the 
existing junction and instead the installation of a MOVA (Microprocessor Optimised 
Vehicle Actuation) system at the Hardford Link /Church Street /Belfast Road junction 
was the appropriate solution.  
 
The MOVA system would provide improved traffic progression on Blair Mayne Road 
and consequently provide associated benefit at the Manse Road junction. The 
developer would make a contribution to the installation of the MOVA system and DFI 
Roads had confirmed that was programmed for March 2020.  

To provide an outline for members MOVA - Microprocessor Optimised Vehicle 
Actuation System was a traffic control strategy that was specifically designed to 
maximise the operational efficiency of a junction/crossing. 

To provide a summary of how MOVA  works - unlike other traffic control strategies it 
continually adjusts the green time required for each approach by assessing the 
number of vehicles approaching the signals, whilst at the same time determining the 
impact that queuing vehicles would have on the overall operation of the 
junction.  Consequently, MOVA sites had less queuing and incurred less delay to all 
users. 

The developer had entered into an Article 122 agreement which was a legally 
binding document under DRI Roads legislation which was signed and sealed in May 
2018 to financially contribute towards the provision of a MOVA system which would 
bring benefits for traffic flow in that part of Newtownards. There was a provision that 
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within 5 working days of the commencement of development a payment of £40,000 
would be made to contribute towards a MOVA system at the traffic lights at Church 
Street/ Hardford link junction. 

 
Although not planning legislation, the Article 122 agreement was considered 
essential to secure provision of the MOVA system and the developers had fully 
complied with the requirements of the agreement.  
 
The local area draft plan was published in 2002, well before the development and 
improvement of a wide range of roads within the Newtownards Town, including 
Messines Road, Portaferry Road and Castlebawn roundabouts with the Castlebawn 
Road, and upgrades to Talbot Street junction. 
  
The development was assessed against Policy AMP 2 of PPS 3 –which DFI Roads 
was content it met.  It stated that such access would not prejudice road safety or 
significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic; 
  
Consideration would also be given to the following factors:  
 

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

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

of traffic using the adjacent public road and any expected increase   
▪ The proposed housing development is considered to meet the listed criteria of 

AMP 2 

In summary, the application site was zoned for housing in the local development plan 
and it was the professional planning judgement that the proposal complied with 
prevailing policy and guidance, and in association with the Article 122 agreement to 
ensure provision of the MOVA system was recommended for approval. 

Alderman McDowell asked about the design consideration in relation to the Ards and 
Down area plan.  He also expressed concern about the junction of the Blair Mayne 
Road and Manse Road and the difficulty and need to improve that junction.  

In response the Officer stated that the Department for Infrastructure had been a 
statutory consultee and had come to its assessment on the basis of the construction 
of 43 houses.  The MOVA system would not have been suggested if it had not been 
thought to have been effective.   

Alderman McDowell appreciated the work of the Department and the road was 
greatly improved from what it had been.  The consultation had been of benefit.  The 
public was aware that the land had been zoned for housing but he was critical of 
Roads Service for not providing improvements at that junction.  
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Some Members expressed similar concerns about the proposed MOVA system.  
Alderman Gibson was aware that the development would take Newtownards to the 
limit of its development zone as the last remaining site.   

Councillor McClean referred to biodiversity at the site and it was noted that a strong 
natural boundary would be created with extensive planting scheme to separate it 
from the surrounding fields.   

Alderman Fletcher made Members aware that that area of Newtownards was liable 
to occasional flooding.  The planners were in agreement that the area was a ‘wet’ 
part of the town but the Rivers Agency had been a statutory consultee and had no 
concerns.   

At this stage the Chairman invited Sam McKee of Turley, David Magee (Antrim 
Construction Company) and Martin Hoy (Hoy Dorman Consulting) forward to speak 
in support of the application. 

Members were informed that the proposed development met planning policy and 
guidance by statutory organisations had also approved the plans.  The area would 
be developed with detached houses and those met more than the minimum 
standards of provision.   

It was explained that MOVA was a very intelligent traffic signalling system which 
analysed the traffic and chose the best configuration.  At the junction in question it 
could increase the capacity of traffic in the area from between 1.1% to 15%.  It was 
recognised that through traffic was the problem and the Department for Infrastructure 
believed that the existing road network was capable of accommodating 43 additional 
housing units.   

Alderman McDowell believed that access to and from Manse Road needed to be 
improved.  He considered that a serious accident could occur at that point with cars 
moving on to a road with fast moving traffic.  It was also very difficult to turn right 
when leaving Manse Road at busy times of the day.  He was advised that the MOVA 
system would improve the traffic junctions and offer more time when it was needed.   

Councillor Thompson spoke about the common open areas on the proposed 
development and wished to have confirmation that a management company would 
be appointed to ensure the area was kept tidy.  The planners confirmed that a 
management company would be appointed.    

Proposed by Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor Thompson that the 
recommendation be adopted.    

A recorded vote was requested and the results were as follows:  9 voting FOR, 1 
AGAINST, 2 ABSTAINING and 3 ABSENT and the proposal was declared 
CARRIED.  

 
FOR (9) 
Aldermen 
Fletcher  

AGAINST (1) 
Alderman  
McDowell 

ABSTAINING (2) 
Alderman  
Gibson   

ABSENT (3) 
Alderman  
Carson  
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Gibson  
Girvan  
Graham  
Henry  
Keery  
Councillors   
McClean  
McKee  
Thompson  
Walker    

Councillor  
Cathcart  
  

Councillors  
Dunne  
Thompson  

 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor 
Thompson, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission 
be granted. 
 
4.6 LA06/2018/0436/F – Demolition of existing public house and toilet block 

buildings.  Construction of new mixed use development comprising 
food retail units, non-food retail units, café/restaurants, office 
accommodation, public car park and new public toilet facilities. The 
Front, Hibernia Street, Stokers Halt, 25-29 Hibernia Street, toilet block 
and car park adjacent to and north of 2 Redburn Square and 25-35 
Hibernia Street, Holywood 

 (Appendix XIII & XIV)  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Holywood  
Committee Interest: Application on land in which the Council has an interest 
Proposal: Demolition of existing public house and toilet block buildings  
Construction of new mixed use development comprising food retail units, non-food 
retail units, café/restaurants, office accommodation, public car park and new public 
toilet facilities  
Site Location: The Front, Hibernia Street, Stokers Halt, 25-29 Hibernia Street, Toilet 
block and car park adjacent to and north of 2 Redburn Square and 25-35 Hibernia 
Street, Holywood   
Recommendation: Approval 
 
The Principal Professional and Technical Officer (G Kerr) explained that the 
application represented a major investment opportunity for Holywood town centre 
and involved plans to demolish a pub and toilet block along Hibernia Street in 
Holywood to make way for new shops, cafes, restaurants and offices resulting in a 
new mixed-use development on an area that was currently rough ground and hard 
standing used as a pay and display car park. 

The application site lay within the town centre of Holywood and was directly adjacent 
to the prime retail core. The site lay directly adjacent to the dual carriageway known 
as Marine Parade and extended to Hibernia Street and Shore Road, Holywood. 

The area represented a mixed urban form with different uses and building types. 
Several listed buildings lay in the vicinity of the application site including first 



  PC.05.02.19 
 

28 
 

Holywood Presbyterian Church and terraced properties along Shore Street. Historic 
Buildings Unit were consulted and had expressed no objection to the proposal being 
of the opinion that the proposed development respected the listed buildings in terms 
of scale height massing and alignment. 

The application site lay directly adjacent to a recently completed major new 
apartment complex developed the same applicant.  The application was seen as an 
extension of the constructed apartments to complete the regeneration of the 
immediate area. 

The planning history of the site was of relevance to Members as outline planning 
approval for retail and offices was granted to the developer in 2015 on the 
application site. This outline approval was originally envisioned as a retail park-style 
scheme with an anchor supermarket, but due to the changing climate in retail a 
rethink had been made of the original plans.  The proposed use of retailing and office 
use was therefore acceptable at the site. 

The current version of the application before Members included a series of smaller 
ground-floor retail and hospitality units, with office space on the second floor. The 
proposal also included the construction of a new toilet block and larger car park with 
associated regeneration and re-organising of public space. 

There would be an increase in car parking provision as a result of the scheme. The 
current car park on waste ground held 119 with 2 disabled spaces. There were to be 
138 car parking spaces with 7 disabled spaces. The site also had good links with 
public transport being adjacent to the subway leading to the train halt with bus stops 
in the vicinity. 

Interest in the scheme had been high to date with reports in the press stating that up 
to 50% of the apartments had already being sold and some retailers had expressed 
an interest in setting up a business in the town centre.  That was a positive 
development for Holywood and the grant of planning permission was recommended. 

 
Alderman Fletcher and Alderman Keery spoke of the car parking at the site and it 
was noted that 19 additional spaces would be created.  The Director confirmed that 
the current draft development brief stipulated Council would retain the car park.  
Following a question about the toilet block in the area from Alderman Henry the 
Director also confirmed that the developer would be providing a new toilet block.  
 
Alderman Graham and his Council colleagues thought the project was excellent and 
welcomed it for Holywood.   
 
UNANIMOUSLY RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Walker, seconded 
by Alderman Girvan, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning 
permission be granted. 
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5. UPDATE ON PLANNING APPEALS   
  
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning that the following appeals, heard concurrently, were 
dismissed on 20 December 2018. 

 

Appeal reference: 2018/A0044 

Application Reference:   LA06/2017/1199/F 

Appeal by: Mr Stephen Kirk 

Subject of Appeal: Retrospective temporary change of use of partial 
yard to Class A1 use: shops/retail for siting of barber 
shop 

Location: 2A Bingham Street East, Bangor 

  
  

Appeal reference: 2018/A0049 

Application Reference:   LA06/2018/0178/A 

Appeal by: Mr Stephen Kirk 

Subject of Appeal: Shop signage – flat (low voltage LED illumination 
concealed below eaves signage) 

Location: 2A Bingham Street East, Bangor 

 
The Commissioner considered that there was no support in principle for the retail 
development on the appeal site given its location outside the Primary Retail Core 
(PRC) on a sequentially less preferable site when there were other vacant premises 
within the PRC itself.  It would not comply with the relevant provisions of the SPPS 
for that reason.  It was also considered to have an unacceptable visual impact on the 
character of the area, even on a temporary 3-year basis, and it would fail to maintain 
or enhance the overall character of the proposed Area of Townscape Character 
(ATC). 
 
In relation to the related appeal against refusal of advertising consent, the 
Commissioner found that the appeal signs would fail to respect amenity when 
assessed in the context of the general characteristics of the locality. They would not 
comply with Policy AD1 of PPS17 (Control of Outdoor Advertisements) and the 
related provisions of the SPPS.  It followed that the appeal signage would also fail to 
maintain the overall character and appearance of the proposed ATC.  
 
All the Council’s reasons for refusal in respect of both appeals were sustained by the 
Planning Appeals Commission. 
 
The Commissioner’s Decision was appended to the report. 
 
The following appeal was dismissed on 15 November 2018. 

 

Appeal reference: 2018/A0059 
 

Application Reference:   LA06/2017/1098/O 

Appeal by: Mr Aubrey Greer 
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Subject of Appeal: Dwelling 

Location: Land immediately to the south of 31 Killinakin Road, 
Killinchy 

 
The Council dismissed the application above for the following reasons: 
 

• The proposal was contrary to Policy CTY1 and CTY8 of Planning Policy 
Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the 
proposal did not constitute a small gap site within an otherwise substantial 
and continuously built up frontage and would, if permitted, create a ribbon of 
development along Killinakin Road; 
 

• The proposal was contrary to Policy CTY1 of Planning Policy Statement 21 
Sustainable Development in the countryside in that there were no overriding 
reasons why the development was essential in that rural location and could 
not be located within a settlement; and  
 

• The proposal was contrary to Policy CTY 14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the proposal would, if 
permitted create a ribbon of development along Killinakin Road and would 
therefore result in a detrimental change to the rural character of the 
countryside. 

 
The Commissioner sustained each of the Council’s reasons for refusal and 
dismissed the appeal. 
 
The following enforcement appeal decision was published on 14 January 2019. 

 

Appeal reference: 2018/E0025 
 

Application Reference:   LA06/2017/1098/O 

Appeal by: Mr J Hamilton 

Subject of Appeal: Appeal against an Enforcement Notice alleging 
‘Erection of modular dwelling with concrete 
foundations and concrete base, associated hard 
standing for parking and creation of access laneway’ 

Location: Approximately 170m north west of 69 Newtownards 
Road, Comber 

 
The Council served the Enforcement Notice on 20 June 2018 on this unauthorised 
development, which had been in situ since 2015, and the appellant appealed under 
the following grounds under Section 143 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011: 
 

• Ground (a) that planning permission ought to be granted; and 

• Ground (g) that any period specified in the enforcement notice (specifying the 
period at the end of which the unauthorised development should be removed) 
fell short of what should reasonably be allowed. 
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The Commissioner found in respect of ground (a) that the appeal development failed 
to meet the requirement of Policy CTY 9 and Policy CTY 6, and thus did not 
constitute an acceptable form of development in accordance with Policy CTY 1 of 
PPS 21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside.  Furthermore, the 
Commissioner did not find that other personal and domestic circumstances put 
forward by the appellant provided any overriding reason why the development was 
essential on the appeal site. 

 
In respect of the appeal on ground (g) the Commissioner varied the Enforcement 
Notice from 180 days to 1 year from the date of the decision for removal of the 
unauthorised development, on the basis that the appellant was expecting approval of 
a current application for a replacement dwelling, submitted in July 2018. 
 
The following appeal was dismissed on 21 January 2019. 

 

Appeal reference: 2018/A0105 
 

Application Reference:   LA06/2018/0107/A 

Appeal by: Mr J Hamilton 

Subject of Appeal: Refusal of consent to display a freestanding poster 
panel display 

Location: Adjacent to gable of 136 High Street, Holywood 

 
The Council dismissed the application above for the following reasons: 

 

• The proposal was contrary to paragraph 6.12 of the Strategic Planning Policy 
Statement for Northern Ireland and Policy BH11 criteria (a) and (c) of 
Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning, Archaeology and The Built Heritage, 
as the proposal, if permitted, would fail to respect the listed buildings located 
at 140-150 and 155 High Street in terms of its scale and would fail to respect 
the character of the setting of the listed buildings due to its scale and the 
resulting adverse cumulative visual impact of an excessive number of large 
advertising boards at that location. 

 

• The proposal was contrary to Policy AD1 of Planning Policy Statement 17: 
Control of Outdoor Advertisements, in that it would fail to respect amenity 
when assessed in the context of the general characteristics of the locality by 
reason of the size and scale of the sign which would appear over-dominant in 
relation to the host building and obtrusive in the street scene creating clutter 
when viewed in the context of existing signage in the area. 

 

• The proposal was contrary to Policy ATC3 of the Addendum to Planning 
Policy Statement 6: Areas of Townscape Character, in that it would, if 
permitted, fail to maintain the overall appearance of the area by reason of its 
size and scale and the cumulative impact when viewed with other existing 
signage which would detract from, and fail to respect, the appearance of the 
area. 

 
The Commissioner sustained each of the Council’s reasons for refusal and 
dismissed the appeal. 
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New Appeals Lodged 
 
The following appeal was lodged on 17 December 2018: 
 

Appeal reference: 2018/A0166 

Application Reference:   LA06/2017/1416/O 

Appeal by: Mr Ray Jackson 

Subject of Appeal: Site for 2no. dwellings and garages 

Location: Land between no. 59 Thornyhill Road & 44 
Ballymacashen Road, Killinchy 

 
The following appeal was lodged on 24 September 2018: 
 

Appeal reference: 2018/A0093 

Application Reference:   LA06/2017/1273/O 

Appeal by: Mr Martin Kane 

Subject of Appeal: Proposed dwelling and garage 

Location: Lands to the rear and side of no. 1 Farnham Park, 
Bangor 

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

 
RECOMMENDED that Members note the content of the report.   
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Gibson, seconded by 
Alderman Keery, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 

6. PLANNING BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT – DECEMBER 
2018 

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning detailing that the Planning Budgetary Control Report 
covered the 9-month period 1 April to 31 December 2018 and was set out. The net 
cost of the service was showing an underspend of £54,959 (7.0%). 
 
Explanation of Variance 
 
A Budgetary Control Report by Income and Expenditure for Planning was, also, 
shown which analysed the overall favourable variance (£54,959) by expenditure 
(£75,924 favourable) and income (£20,965 adverse).  
  

PLANNING 
 
Expenditure - £75.9k (4.9%) better than budget to date. That favourable 
variance was mainly made up of the following: - 
  

  

http://www.pacni.gov.uk/
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a. Payroll £95.6k favourable due to vacancies. Full complement of the 
Administration team would be in place from 1 February 2019.  One vacant 
HPTO post had recently been filled but another HPTO vacancy was still to 
be filled following an unsuccessful recruitment exercise.  There had been a 
knock-on effect regarding staffing due to backfilling required for maternity 
cover, and resignations. 

b. Legal costs were £48.2k over budget to date. That had been as result of 
ongoing complex enforcement cases which had required specialist legal 
advice, including counsel representation at appeal hearings and court.  

c. There were underspends to date on other expenditure lines such as tree 
services (£4.1k - which expected to be spent by end of financial year) 
mileage (£7.3k) and consultancy (£3.4k).     

 
Income - £21.0k (2.7%) worse than budget to date. Planning application income 
was £21.0k lower than budget for the year to date.  

 
 

 
 
RECOMMENDED that the Committee notes this report. 
 
Councillor Walker referred to the large amount of money allocated to legal costs 
and wondered was it possible that that cost could have been overstated.  The 
Director explained that Members would be updated on the figure as the year 

Note Year to Date 

Actual

Year to Date 

Budget

Variance Annual 

Budget

Variance

£ £ £ £ %

Planning

330 Planning 728,041 783,000 (54,959) 1,065,900 7.0 

Totals 728,041 783,000 (54,959) 1,065,900 7.0 

BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

By Directorate and Service

Period 9 - December 2018

Note Actual Budget Variance Actual Budget Variance

£ £ £

Planning

330 Planning 1,475,976 1,551,900 (75,924) (747,935) (768,900) 20,965 

Totals 1,475,976 1,551,900 (75,924) (747,935) (768,900) 20,965 

BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

By Income and Expenditure

Period 9 - December 2018

Expenditure Income
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progressed.  Costs fluctuated from year to year and the allocation was based on 
previous trends.   
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Thompson, 
seconded by Alderman Girvan, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 

7. REPORT ON PLANNING STATISTICS – QTR 2018/2019 
(Appendix XV & XVI) 
 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning detailing that the DFI Northern Ireland Planning Statistics 
covering the second quarter of 2018/19 were published on 20 December 2018. 
 
That publication presented a summary of Northern Ireland planning volumes and 
processing performances at District Council level on a quarterly basis.  
 
The bulletin attached provided an overall view of planning activity across Northern 
Ireland.  It provided summary statistical information on Council progress across the 
three statutory targets for major development applications, local development 
applications and enforcement cases as laid out in the Local Government 
(Performance Indicators and Standards) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015.  It also 
provided information relating to Departmental performance against quantitative DFI 
Corporate Business Plan targets.  
 
The number of applications received and decided referred only to planning 
applications for which a fee was usually attracted.   

 
The Service Unit undertook a considerable amount of other work for which no fee 
was attracted.  Those works comprised Certificates of Lawfulness of Existing or 
Proposed Use, Tree Preservation Orders/Consents, Discharge of Conditions, Non-
Material Changes, and Pre-Application Discussions. 

 
Discharge of Conditions and applications for Non-Material Changes could be time 
dependent and had to be managed accordingly where possible alongside the 
planning application work which did attract fees. 

 
The tables within the report gave a breakdown of the number of planning 
applications submitted and decided, other activity and enforcement cases. 

 
Legacy Applications 
Having transferred from DOE with 577 live planning applications, the remaining 
legacy applications totalled 9 at end of Quarter 2 of 2018/2019, with continuing work 
to bring those applications to withdrawal or determination as soon as possible.  The 
actual number remaining in the system was currently 4. 

 
Planning Applications 1 July 2018 – 30 September 2018 
Details of planning applications received and decided, were provided below.  The 
applications received represented a fee income of c£220,345. 
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 Applications 
Received 

Applications 
Decided 

Statutory 
Performance 
Indicator 
(average no. of 
weeks) 

Processing 
time 
(average no. 
of weeks) 

 

Major  2 2 30 116.1  

Local  244 245 15 16.8  

 
During Quarter 2 of 2018/2019 two major applications were decided. Those were for 
housing proposals in the Borough. One of the applications included a 2015 reserved 
matters proposal for 353 dwellings for the Beverley housing zoning in Newtownards 
and a 2016 reserved matters application for 390 dwellings for a housing zoning in 
Donaghadee.  The two major applications totalling 743 dwellings involved extensive 
and detailed negotiation to ensure a high quality of development was achieved that 
satisfied the requirements of consultees and addressed objectors’ concerns. 
 
Categories of applications received over the second quarter were detailed below: 
 

Agricultural 3 

Commercial 7 

Government & Civic 16 

Industrial 0 

Mixed Use 11 

Residential 152 

Change of Use 12 

Other 45* 

 
*All other types of applications are put into the ‘Other’ category and the majority of these are made up 

of works to facilitate disabled persons, signs/advertisements and listed buildings. 
 
Additional Activity 
Other activity outside of planning application processing was undertaken as follows, 
with explanation of each activity provided thereafter: 

 

 Received Decided 

Discharge of conditions 14 6 

Certificates of 
Lawfulness  
(proposed and existing) 

6 6 

Tree Preservation 
Orders/Consents 

24 2 

Non-Material Changes 12 13 

Pre Application 
Discussions 

16 - 

Total 72 27 

 
Discharge of Conditions – It would be necessary to seek to discharge a condition 
where planning approval had been granted and a condition had been attached to the 
decision which required the further consent, agreement or approval of the Council.  
That often required further consultation with statutory bodies. 
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Certificates of Lawfulness – Certificates of Lawful Use or Development (CLUDs), 
either proposed or existing, had not been included in the Official Statistics bulletin 
since 2012/13.  Those were not actually applications for planning permission.  The 
Council would issue a CLUD if it was satisfied that a particular development was 
lawful within the provisions of planning legislation.  Examples included proposed 
extensions, which fell within the provisions of the Planning (General Permitted 
Development) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015 for permitted development and did not 
require planning permission or uses that had become lawful due to the length of time 
they had been in existence. 

 
Tree Preservation Orders – If land was subject of a TPO, permission must be 
sought from the Council for any works to protected trees. 

 
Non-Material Changes – Following the grant of planning permission amendments 
were often required to address unexpected changes in circumstances or site 
conditions.  An application for a non-material change removed the need for an 
entirely new planning application to be submitted where only a very small change 
was sought. Such an application, if approved, would form an amendment to the 
original planning permission and would be subject to the conditions and time limit of 
the original permission. It would not form a new planning permission and the existing 
permission would continue to exist and should be read in conjunction with the non-
material change decision letter. 
 
Pre Application Discussions – By facilitating effective and meaningful pre-
application discussions the Council could ensure that opportunities to work 
collaboratively with applicants and to improve the quality of developments were 
maximised.  PADs normally involved formal meetings with Planning and a range of 
statutory consultees exchanging information or discussing plans during the critical 
period when proposals were being developed. 
Enforcement cases 1 April 2018 – 30 June 2018 
 
Ards and North Down had the third highest number of enforcement cases opened 
across the 11 councils.   
 

New 
cases 

opened 

Cases 
closed 

Cases 
Concluded 

Statutory 
Performance 
Indicator  

Processing 
time (average 
no. of weeks) 

 

116 91       77 70% concluded 
within 39 weeks 

75.3%  

 
*An enforcement case is concluded when one of the following occurs: a notice is issued; legal 

proceedings commence; a planning application is received; or the case is closed.   
 
Enforcement cases opened, closed, concluded and 70% conclusion times 

 

Of total cases closed No. 

Remedied/resolved 22 

Planning permission granted 15 

Not expedient 15 
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No breach 32 

Immune 7 

Appeal allowed/Enforcement Notice 
Quashed 

0 

Total 91 

 
Householder Team – Internal Target 
 
An internal Performance Improvement Indicator was introduced to measure 
processing times against a target of 8 weeks (85%).  In the second quarter of 
2018/2019 some 76 decisions were issued, of which 29 were within the 8-week 
target.  Whilst not meeting the internal improvement target, it should be noted that 62 
of the decisions were issued in under the 15-week statutory target (82%). 
 
Data for Qtr 3 of 2018/2019 in respect of Householder decisions was more positive, 
with 34 decisions issued of which 26 were within 8 weeks and all 34 were issued 
within 10 weeks.  It was expected that the recent change to the Protocol which 
negated the need for specific householder decisions to go through the weekly 
delegated list would further improve statistics.  

 
As yet unvalidated data for Qtr 3 in respect of local application decisions issued was 
encouraging, indicating that 289 decisions issued with an average processing time of 
15.3 weeks, just outside the 15-week target. 
 
Members could view the full tables at: https://www.infrastructure-
ni.gov.uk/publications/northern-ireland-planning-statistics-july-2018-september-2018 

 
RECOMMENDED that Members note the content of the report.   
 
The Officer remarked that the processing time in terms of weeks had been reducing 
over the past months.    
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded 
by Alderman Keery, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC AND PRESS  
 
AGREED, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Alderman Keery, 
that the public/press be excluded from the meeting for the undernoted items of 
confidential business. 
 

8. UPDATE ON PLANNING ENFORCEMENT MATTERS   
 (Appendix XVII) 

 
***IN CONFIDENCE*** 
 
Schedule 6 – Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular 
person including the Council holding that information.    
 

https://emea01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk%2Fpublications%2Fnorthern-ireland-planning-statistics-july-september-2018&data=02%7C01%7Cgail.kerr%40ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk%7Cc9ad86f6510749c888b508d666654429%7C39416dee5c8e4f5cb59d05c4bd0dd472%7C0%7C0%7C636808982463180679&sdata=YsP7B7hdbCH6VfMbMyfL77W5L60XfsQlbznUS6UxGH4%3D&reserved=0
https://emea01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk%2Fpublications%2Fnorthern-ireland-planning-statistics-july-september-2018&data=02%7C01%7Cgail.kerr%40ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk%7Cc9ad86f6510749c888b508d666654429%7C39416dee5c8e4f5cb59d05c4bd0dd472%7C0%7C0%7C636808982463180679&sdata=YsP7B7hdbCH6VfMbMyfL77W5L60XfsQlbznUS6UxGH4%3D&reserved=0
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9. LEGAL SPEND ON PROSECUTIONS 
   
***IN CONFIDENCE*** 
 
Schedule 6 – Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular 
person including the Council holding that information.    
 

10. PLANNING PORTAL REPLACEMENT  

 
***IN CONFIDENCE*** 
 
Schedule 6 – Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular 
person including the Council holding that information.    
 

TERMINATION OF MEETING  
 
The meeting terminated at 11.14 pm. 
 



          ITEM 4.1 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref 
 
LA06/2017/0533/F 
 

Proposal 

The application seeks full planning permission for 185 (as 
amended) mixed townhouses, semi-detached and detached 
houses, with garages, housing roads and an extension to 
Rivenwood Boulevard, with associated open spaces including 
an equipped play park, and including 12 apartments in a three 
storey building 
 

Location 

Land to the east of 1-11 Old Forge Avenue, 2-8, and 17-19 
Old Forge Drive, and 110b, 110c and 110d Movilla Road, 
south of 110a Movilla Road, west of 112 Movilla Road, Wright 
Waste Management Ltd., and 124a Movilla Road and north of 
First Street Rivenwood and First Avenue Rivenwood, 
Newtownards 
 
DEA: Ards peninsula 
 

Committee 
Interest 

Previously considered by Planning Committee at its meeting of 
2 October 2018 
 
Major application with associated Legal Agreement 

Validated 09 May 2017 

Summary 
Consideration of revised Concept Master Plan and 
amendment to Legal Agreement 

Recommendation 

 
Approval with delegated authority to negotiate and 
execute the planning agreement as a deed prior to the 
issuance of any planning permission 
 

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

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref: LA06/2017/0533/F DEA:  Ards Peninsula 

Proposal:  The application seeks full planning permission for 187 mixed townhouses, semi-
detached and detached houses, with garages, housing roads and an extension to Rivenwood 
Boulevard, with associated open spaces including an equipped play park, and including 12 
apartments in a three storey building 
Location: Land to the east of 1-11 Old Forge Avenue, 2-8, and 17-19 Old Forge Drive, and 
110b, 110c and 110d Movilla Road, south of 110a Movilla Road, west of 112 Movilla Road, 
Wright Waste Management Ltd., and 124a Movilla Road and north of First Street Rivenwood 
and First Avenue Rivenwood, Newtownards 

Applicant: Fraser Houses (NI) Ltd 
 

Agent: Iain Stewart Ltd 

 
Date Valid: 09/05/2017 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 20/09/2018   

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 07/09/2018 

Consultations: Yes 

Representations: Yes 

Letters of Support 1 Letters of 
Objection 

10 separate addresses plus 
one from MP on behalf of 
one of those addresses, 
and one from MLA, and one 
from elected member 

Petitions 0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 

• Conformity with the Development Plan/principle of development; 

• Delivery of Comprehensive Development in accordance with Policy; 

• Density; 

• Design and impact on character and appearance of the area; 

• Impact on existing and proposed residential amenity; 

• Access and roads safety; 

• Impact on nature conservation; 

• Impact on features of archaeological importance; 

• Flood risk and drainage. 
 

Case Officer: Clare Rodgers Email: Clare.rodgers@ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk 

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

mailto:Clare.rodgers@ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk
http://www.planningni.gov.uk/
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1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The application site lies at the eastern edge of Newtownards, within the settlement limit 
as shown in the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 (hereafter referred to as ‘the 
Development Plan’).  The site comprises of a series of agricultural fields and is not 
protected by any nature conservation designations. The north-east portion of the site 
contains land zoned as open space (NS43). The remainder of the site forms part of a 
much larger area of land zoned for housing as NS20 in the Development Plan.  The 
topography varies throughout the application site, rising to above the 60m contour line, 
at its highest point, in the area zoned as open space.  
 
The application proposes development of the second phase of the NS20 zoning.   
 
Full planning permission for 100 houses on land within the wider NS20 zoning, 
immediately to the south of the application site, was granted on 15th February 2016 
under ref: X/2014/0370/F and this has been commonly referred to as the first phase. 
The first phase is outlined on the phasing plan and comprehensive masterplan as 
lodged by the applicant in support of this planning application.   
 
A change of house type application, resulting in a reduction in the overall number of 
dwellings within the first phase of development to 94 units, was subsequently approved 
on 5th July 2017 under ref: LA06/2017/0398/F. This has now been implemented. A 
further application, seeking additional house type amendments, was granted planning 
permission on 7th September 2017, under ref: LA06/2017/0340/F.  
 
The first phase is at an advanced stage of construction and many of the houses are 
now occupied.  A signalised junction has been installed on the Movilla Road and the 
first part of the NS20 eastern distributor road heading north from Movilla Road has been 
constructed to facilitate access to the first phase of the development and from which 
phase 2 (the subject of this application) will gain access to the road network.  
 
A cluster of existing 1 ½ - 2 storey dwellings are located to the west of the application 
site.  Existing detached and semi-detached 1 and 2 storey dwellings within the Old 
Forge development are located beyond the south-west boundary of the site. Movilla 
Mews, comprising 2 and 3 storey townhouses and 2 storey detached/semi-detached 
dwellings, is located on the opposite side of the road to the Old Forge development.  
An established waste processing business and former quarry site are located beyond 
the south-east boundary of the site.  Lands immediately to the east of the site are 
outside the development limit and comprise agricultural farmland, and a farm house (at 
No. 112 Movilla Road). A farm dwelling, (at No.110a Movilla Road), and associated 
outbuildings are located to the north of the application site.  Outline planning permission 
was granted for a farm dwelling on land adjacent to No.110a Movilla Road on 24th 
November 2017. 
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2.   Site Location Plan 

 
 
 

3. Relevant Planning History 

 
The full planning application and change of house type applications listed in the table 
below comprise the first phase of the wider NS20 zoning and relate to the portion of 
land immediately south of the application site. These extant approvals are directly 
relevant to the determination of the current application, and will be taken into account 
when assessing the proposal against the Development Plan objectives for the entire 
zoned NS20 site and matters of Comprehensive Development.  The current proposal 
intends to utilise the existing access that currently serves the first phase of the NS20 
development and that part of the distributor road already constructed.  The previously 
approved development was taken into account in the preparation of the Transport 
Assessment and it is relevant to the assessment of cumulative traffic impacts. Adjacent 
approved and existing developments will also be considered in the assessment of 
additional planning matters, including impact on character and appearance of the area, 
density and residential amenity.  
 

Reference LA06/2017/0398/F 

Location 11-23 (odds only) and 40-72 (evens only) First Street 
Rivenwood 
 Newtownards 
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Proposal 17 detached dwellings with the inclusion of garages - to replace 
previously approved dwellings at sites 58-74 and 95-100 
(Amendment of approval X/2014/0370/F - Phase 1 of 100 
houses, with part of the Eastern Distributor Road, a separate 
access from Movilla Road between Millford Manor and 118 
Movilla Road and a 2 hectare site set aside for a future school) 

Decision Permission Granted 

Date 05.07.2017 

 

Reference LA06/2017/0340/F 

Location Sites 1, 3, 11, 15, 17, 19, 23 and 25 First Avenue proposed 
Rivenwood development Newtownards  

Proposal 4 no. two-bedroom bungalows (House Type P) at sites 22, 23, 
28 and 29 with the inclusion of garages to sites 22, 23 and 28. 
Change of house type from 4 no. three-bedroom semis (House 
Type Q) and change of plot boundaries for sites 21, 24, 31 and 
32 as approved under X/2014/0370/F. 

Decision Permission Granted 

Date 07.09.2017 

 

Reference X/2014/0370/F 

Location NS20 Housing zoned lands between Old Forge Lane/Old Forge 
Way/Old Forge Drive and 114c 116 118 and Millford Manor 
Movilla Road Newtownards 

Proposal Phase one of 100 houses, with part of an Eastern Distributor 
Road and a separate access from the Movilla Road between 
Milford Manor and 118 Movilla Road Newtownards and a 2 
hectare site set aside for future school, temporarily landscaped 
as open space  

Decision Permission Granted 

Date 15.02.2016 

 

 
 
The following approved and current applications for single houses on land to the north 
of the application site, and outside the NS20 zoning, are material to the determination 
of this application, and they will be taken into account when assessing the residential 
amenity impacts of the proposed development.   
 

Reference LA06/2018/0371/O 

Location Adjacent and 110m north of 110A Movilla Road, Newtownards 

Proposal Proposed replacement dwelling 

Decision Undetermined 

Date N/A 

 

Reference LA06/2017/1088/O 

Location Site immediately East of 110A Movilla Road, Newtownards 

Proposal Proposed dwelling on a farm 

Decision Permission Granted 

Date 24.11.2017 
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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 7: Quality Residential Environments 

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

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

• Planning Policy Statement 12: Housing in Settlements 

• Planning Policy Statement 13: Transportation and Land Use 

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

 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 
 
Living Places 
Creating Places 
DCAN 8: Housing in Existing Urban Areas 
Development Management Practice Note 21: Section 76 Planning Agreements  

 

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

Consultee Response 

DFI Roads No objection subject to conditions being attached to 
any potential approval of the application to promote 
roads safety and assist the progression of traffic. 

Water Management Unit No objection subject to the submission and approval 
of a Construction Method Statement prior to the 
commencement of development, to ensure effective 
avoidance and mitigation measures for the protection 
of the water environment. 

Land and Groundwater Team No objection subject to conditions that seek to ensure 
that any unacceptable contamination identified on 
site is effectively remediated, in order to protect 
environmental receptors, and ensure the site is 
suitable for end use. 

Natural Environment Division No objection subject to conditions to ensure that 
protected species are not adversely impacted by the 
development. 

Shared Environmental Service No objection subject to a condition to protect 
European designated sites. 

Environmental Health No objection subject to conditions to mitigate the 
impact of construction noise and to ensure that any 
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unacceptable contamination identified on site is 
effectively remediated. 

NI Water No objection to the proposal. The Waste Water 
Treatment Works (WWTW) has available capacity to 
serve the proposed development. 

Historic Monuments Unit No objection subject to conditions to ensure that 
archaeological remains within the application site are 
properly identified, protected, and appropriately 
recorded. 

Rivers Agency No objection in relation to flood risk and drainage. 

Health and Safety Executive  No objection to the proposal. The nearby Rockmount 
Quarry has been closed for some time and the land 
fill operation is also complete.  The site is currently 
used as a waste transfer station and should have no 
adverse effects on this development. 

 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Principle of development/compliance with the Development Plan 
 

Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had to 
the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other material 
considerations. Section 6(4) states that where regard is to be had to the Development 
Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Development Plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
The 11.32 hectare application site forms part of a larger 57.97 hectare area of land 
zoned for housing in the Development Plan as NS20. The principle of housing 
development on this land is therefore acceptable.  
 
The NS20 zoning can accommodate up to 1200 units and includes a requirement, inter 
alia, for a site for educational purposes, local neighbourhood facilities and public open 
space.  A Key Design Consideration from the Development Plan is completion of a 
section of the ‘Eastern Distributor Road’ (EDR). The EDR will stretch from the Bowtown 
Road in the south to Bangor Road in the north. The NS20 section of the EDR will 
combine with other road links to create the EDR which when complete will loop around 
the east of the town, accommodating new development-related traffic flows and 
reducing the need for vehicles travelling to/from Bangor and Donaghadee to route 
through Newtownards. 
 
PPS7 Policy QD2 requires the submission of a concept master plan to demonstrate 
how the comprehensive development of the entire zoned area (in this case NS20) could 
be achieved. Policy QD2 states that any proposal for housing that would result in 
unsatisfactory piecemeal development will not be permitted.   
 
Further, the Development Plan states that development of the NS20 zoning will only be 
permitted in accordance with an agreed comprehensive scheme that will incorporate 
the neighbouring amenity open space and provide the necessary public infrastructure, 
including, inter alia, the roads required to serve these lands.  
 



 

7 

 

In addition, Policy TRAN 2 of the Development Plan states that development proposals 
reliant on the construction of roads schemes will not be permitted in advance of the 
road scheme being completed to an appropriate stage.  
 
A concept master plan has been submitted to illustrate how the comprehensive 
development of the NS20 zoning is intended to be undertaken.  
 
In accordance with Key Design Considerations listed in the Development Plan, the 
concept master plan identifies a 2 hectare site to be set aside for a future primary school 
and an approximately 1.5 hectare site for a local neighbourhood centre.  However, both 
of these areas are located beyond the redline boundary of the current application site 
before the Council.  
 
The following Key Design Consideration is also specified in the Development Plan:  
 
‘A road, built to distributor road standards, will run from a roundabout on the Movilla 
Road, which will also incorporate the Ballyreagh Road upgrade or realignment.  The 
road will terminate at a roundabout on the Donaghadee Road, which will also 
incorporate the Donaghadee Road/Bangor Road link’.  
 
The previously approved first phase of the NS20 zoning is accessed from a signalised 
junction on the Movilla Road via a road built to distributor road standards.  
 
As stated above, the Development Plan requires installation of a roundabout at the 
Movilla Road south of NS20 and the Donaghadee Road to the north of NS 20.  The 
southern proposed roundabout is required to provide access to NS19 (housing zoning 
to the south of NS20) and NS20 from the Movilla Road and will be partially located 
within NS19 and NS20 lands on Movilla Road.  
 
As the NS19 lands were split over several landowners and are constrained by the need 
to develop the site from the Bowtown Road toward Movilla Road along with their main 
distributor road, it was decided at Phase 1 (of NS20) to install a signalised junction on 
Movilla Road to provide temporary access to the NS20 site, in order that development 
was not hampered by the problems of NS19.  DFI Roads was content with that 
arrangement, subject to being upgraded to a roundabout once NS19 is developed 
during the comprehensive development of NS20. 
 
The current application proposes an extension of the new distributor road northwards 
within NS20 travelling from the Movilla Road. The Transport Assessment states that 
the existing signalised junction on the Movilla Road has capacity to accommodate the 
proposed development.  Supporting information also clarifies that this junction has been 
‘future-proofed’ to allow the existing signalised junction to be replaced by a roundabout 
that will incorporate access to the NS19 zoned site at an appropriate stage of future 
development. The Planning Department understands that land has been set aside by 
the applicant at the point where the distributor road meets the Movilla Road.  
 
The Transport Assessment details that the proposed eastern distributor road will allow 
for bus permeability, and cycle ways and pedestrian footpaths will be provided to 
promote a shift to a more sustainable form of transport. The concept master plan also 
identifies opportunities for cycle/pedestrian links with neighbouring residential areas for 
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future phases of development. This accords with Key Design Considerations for the 
NS20 site included in the plan. 
 
A further Key Design Consideration in the Development Plan is for the entire zoned site 
to deliver a minimum of 20 and a maximum of 25 dwellings per hectare. The combined 
density for the previously approved first phase of development and the current proposal 
is approximately 16.1 units per hectare and below the minimum threshold specified in 
the Development Plan.   The agent contends that the entire NS20 zoning will deliver 
approximately 1200 units. This overall provision equates to approximately 20.7 units 
per hectare and thus meets the minimum density stipulated in the Development Plan.  
Furthermore, Phase 2 as submitted includes a range of house types including 
bungalows which represent a housing need, but which utilise a larger footprint, resulting 
in a lower density overall. 
 
The concept master plan shows an approximately 8 metre buffer zone of planting along 
the rural edges of NS20, as stipulated in the Area Plan. While the current application 
proposes a loss of 1010m2 of land designated as open space along the boundaries of 
NS43, no built development is proposed above the 60m contour line. This loss of open 
space will be considered against the provisions of Planning Policy Statement 8 Open 
Space and Outdoor Recreation later in this report.  
 
It is considered that the orderly development of the application site and the wider zoning 
as a whole, in accordance with the provisions of the Development Plan, including Policy 
TRAN 2, and Policy QD2 of PPS 7, can only be properly secured through a Section 76 
Planning Agreement. Such an agreement in the opinion of the Council will help deliver 
the comprehensive development of NS20 and avoid piecemeal development contrary 
to QD 2 and also secure the development of the zoning in accordance with the 
Development Plan and in so doing making the current application compliant with the 
Development Plan and QD 2.  The proposed planning agreement will deliver 
comprehensive development of the NS20 zoning by securing provision of the entirety 
of the distributor road within NS20, the land required for future educational purposes, 
the zoned open space and the provision of neighbourhood facilities. 
 
 
The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 
 
The SPPS is material to all decisions on individual planning applications.  Its guiding 
principle in determining planning applications is that sustainable development should 
be permitted having regard to the Development Plan and all other material 
considerations, unless the proposed development will cause demonstrable harm to 
interests of acknowledged importance. The SPPS also promotes good design and 
seeks to make more efficient use of urban land without town cramming. 
 
The SPPS sets out that a Planning Agreement is a legally binding agreement between 
a council and person(s) with an estate in the land the subject of any agreement.  A 
planning agreement can play a meaningful role in the development management 
process as a valuable mechanism for securing planning matters arising from a 
development proposal.  Both Development Management Practice Note 21: Section 76 
Planning Agreements and Planning Policy Statement 7: Quality Residential 
Environments support the use of a Planning Agreement in such circumstances, where 
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it is necessary to secure any local facilities and infrastructure needed as a result of the 
development. 
 
The SPPS details that planning authorities can use planning agreements to overcome 
obstacles to the grant of planning permission where these cannot be addressed through 
the use of conditions.  A planning agreement may, inter alia, facilitate or restrict the 
development or use of the land in any specified way, require operations or activities to 
be carried out, or require the land to be used in any specified way.  
 
The further details of planning agreements within the SPPS are considered in more 
detail later in this report.  
 
DFI’s Development Management Practice Note 21 on Planning Agreements advises 
as follows: 
 
“When considering the use of a planning agreement, it is fundamental to asses if the 
agreement sought or offered is necessary in planning terms, directly related to 
development with a functional or geographical link and related in scale and kind to the 
development.”   
 
Furthermore, it states that: 
 
“Comprehensive development of a site: In situations where it is minded to grant 
permission for development on land owned by several parties, it may be appropriate to 
ensure that the development of the site is achieved at one time.  This may be where a 
single access road serves the site or is to be constructed and failure of one of the 
owners to implement their part, or the emergence of a ransom situation could prejudice 
the whole development.” 
 
While the lands within the application site are in the sole ownership and control of the 
applicant, the wider area of zoned land over which the Council is considering the policy 
requirement of comprehensive development is in multiple ownership.  
 
The Planning Department, in its professional opinion, considers that in order to secure 
the comprehensive development of the overall area of zoned land it is necessary to 
require a planning agreement to be executed as part of any Phase 2 approval which 
may be granted. While the proposed agreement will relate to the overall NS20 zoning 
and those parties with an estate in land within the lands the subject of the 
comprehensive masterplan will be parties to that agreement, it will in part provide 
restrictions upon the lands the subject of this planning application which aim to secure 
the comprehensive development of the wider zoned lands. The planning applicant and 
other parties are content to enter into this agreement.  
 
This agreement is intended to secure: 
 

(1) The comprehensive development of the zoning; 
(2) avoid piecemeal development contrary to policy; 
(3) achieve and secure the requirements of the Development Plan zoning including, 

inter alia:  
 
(a) An “Agreed” Comprehensive Development of the zoning; 



 

10 

 

(b) the delivery of the distributor road; 
(c) the setting aside of the lands required for the primary school; and 
(d) the delivery of the local centre.  

 

Without such an agreement being entered into, the Planning Department’s professional 
opinion is that the granting of planning permission for the site without securing the 
comprehensive development through this agreement and the requirements of the 
zoning, would be piecemeal development and not comply with PPS 7 Policy QD2.  
 

While Phase 1 was approved free of such a requirement to enter into a planning 
agreement, it is considered by the Planning Department that that approval did not 
create a precedent and that on reconsideration of the pertinent polices and the 
Development Plan, this course is required.    
 
It is important that the Planning Committee notes that, in agreeing to the Concept 
Master Plan alongside the associated legal agreement, it is ensuring that Zoning NS20 
is delivered in a comprehensive manner, not in a piecemeal manner, and that the 
associated covenants within the proposed legal agreement will not be worded to pre-
empt the grant of planning permission for any future applications on the wider zoned 
lands outwith the current application site.  
 
However, what the planning agreement will do is restrict the overall development of the 
zoned lands in accordance with the terms of section 76 of the Planning Act (Northern 
Ireland) 2011 through the execution of this agreement by way of a deed. The 
landowners in executing the agreement will have agreed to restrict any forthcoming 
development of their lands in accordance with the agreed Concept Master Plan.  The 
agreement will contain a clause stating that it in no way grants planning permission for 
the comprehensive development and does not fetter the Council’s discretion regarding 
the determination of any subsequent planning applications relating to the zoned lands 
which will each be dealt with on their own merits in accordance with Section 45 of the 
Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011.  
 
Covenants 
 
The following covenants are proposed to be included within the agreement: 
 
That the developers/landowners (including the current planning applicant) each 
covenant with the Council to: 
 

• agree with the layout and arrangement of the agreed Concept Master Plan to 
the extent it delineates a concept of development on the zoned lands to which 
they each have an interest including, but not limited to, the location and route of 
the distributor road passing through the zoned lands, the location of the land 
required for the primary school and the location of the land required for the 
neighbourhood centre as delineated on the agreed Concept Master Plan;  

• develop the zoned lands to which each of the developers has an interest in 
accordance with the agreed Concept Master Plan; 

• develop the zoned lands in accordance with and sequentially in the phasing 
order agreed with the parties to the agreement (including the planning applicant); 
and 
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• to each construct the Distributor Road on each of their land interests (including 
the planning applicant) in accordance with the route delineated on the agreed 
Concept Master Plan. 

 

The developers will covenant with the Council to set aside the lands required for the 
Distributor Road for use as a Distributor Road and not to use the lands required for the 
Distributor Road otherwise than for the construction of the Distributor Road, and to 
develop out the zoned lands in accordance with a phasing sequence 
 
Phasing Plan 
 
The phasing of the development of the entire zoning will provide the requirements of 
the development plan, including, inter alia, the delivery of the Distributor Road, the 
primary school lands and the neighbourhood centre in a phased approach with the 
occupation of a total number of dwellings being used to trigger delivery of certain 
infrastructure.  In this regard it is intended that: 
 

• Within Phase 2 (this application) no more than 66 dwellings are to be occupied 
until the distributor road has been constructed in full to the edge and boundary 
of the Phase 2 lands where it meets and abuts the Phase 3 lands; 
 

• No more than 150 dwellings within the Phase 2 lands are to be occupied until 
the distributor road has been constructed in full from the edge of the Phase 3 
lands where it abuts the Phase 2 lands to abut and touch the Phase 5 lands to 
permit the tie in with the distributor road at the edge of Phase 5 lands as it runs 
from the Donaghadee Road junction through the Phase 4 lands to the boundary 
of the Phase 5 lands with Phase 3 lands; 
 

• Within Phase 3 lands – no dwellings are to be occupied until the distributor road 
has been constructed in full from the edge of the Phase 3 lands where it abuts 
Phase 2 lands to abut and touch the Phase 5 lands to permit tie in with the 
distributor road at the edge of Phase 5 lands as it runs from the Donaghadee 
Road junction through the Phase 4 lands to the boundary of the Phase 5 lands 
with Phase 3 lands; 
 

• No more than 117 dwellings within the Phase 3 lands are to be occupied until 
the distributor road has been constructed in full, running from the Movilla Road 
at the south of the zoned lands to the Donaghadee Road to the north of the 
zoned lands including the provision of a roundabout where the distributor road 
running through the zoned lands joins the Donaghadee Road; 
 

• no more than 300 dwellings within Phase 3 lands are to be occupied until the 
local centre has been constructed in full, unless by the time that the 300th 
dwelling has been occupied a total of fewer than 700 dwellings in all of the 
Phases have been occupied and if not, then the dwellings which can be occupied 
in Phase 3 lands can be such as would bring the total number of dwellings in all 
of the Phases to more than 700; 
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• no more than 300 dwellings within Phase 3 lands are to be occupied until the 
roundabout on the Movilla Road junction of the zoning and the arm into the lands 
subject of zoning NS21 of the Development Plan must be constructed in full; 
 

• Prior to the occupation of any dwelling within Phase 4 lands the roundabout on 
the Donaghadee Road junction of the zoning and the arm into the lands subject 
of zoning NS 21 of the Development Plan must be constructed in full, and the 
distributor road must be constructed in full to the edge of the Phase 4 lands and 
touching and abutting the Phase 5 lands to permit the tie in with the distributor 
road extending from Phase 3 through Phase 5; 
 

• No more than 60 dwellings within Phase 4 lands can be occupied until the 
distributor road has been constructed in full from the edge of the Phase 5 lands 
abutting the Phase 4 lands through the Phase5 lands to abut and tie in with the 
distributor road to be brought through Phase 3 lands ensuring the tie in with the 
distributor road constructed though the Phase 3 and 4 lands. 
 

• Prior to the occupation of any dwellings within Phase 5 lands, the distributor road 
must be constructed in full from the edge and abutting the Phase 4 lands through 
the Phase 5 lands to abut and tie in with the Phase 3 lands (or vice versa); 
 

• Prior to the occupation of more than 60 dwellings within Phase 5 lands, the local 
centre must be constructed unless by the time that the 60th dwelling has been 
occupied a total of fewer than 700 dwellings in all of the phases have been 
occupied and if not then the dwellings that can be occupied in Phase 5 lands 
can be such a number as would bring the total number of dwellings in all of the 
phases to more than 700; and 
 

• The school site shall be utilised as an amenity land up until the transfer of the 
school site to the Education Authority, as requested, or if requested by the 
Council the developer will execute a transfer in favour of the Education Authority 
to be held in escrow until the Education Authority requests transfer. 
 

 
Section 76 of the Planning Act 
 
Section 76 of the 2011 Act enables the relevant authority, that is either a council or, as 
the case may be, the Department, to enter into a planning agreement with any person 
who has an estate in land.  Section 76(1) of the 2011 Act provides that any person with 
an estate in land may enter into an agreement with the relevant authority to: 
 

• facilitate or restrict the development or use of the land in any specified way; 

• require specified operations or activities to be carried out in, on, under or over 
land; 

• require the land to be used in any specified way; 

• require a sum or sums to be paid to the relevant authority or to a Northern 
Ireland government department on specified date / dates or periodically. 

 
Section 76(2) of the 2011 Act provides that a planning agreement may be: 
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• unconditional or subject to conditions; 

• impose any restriction or requirement (mentioned in subsection (1)(a) to (c) of 
section 76) for a defined period of time or indefinitely; and 

• if it requires a sum or sums to be paid, require the payment of a specified 
amount or an amount determined in accordance with the instrument by which 
the agreement is entered into and, if it requires the payment of periodical 
sums, require them to be paid indefinitely or for a specified period. 

 
A breach of a planning agreement may be enforced by way of a court injunction as 
per Section 76(6). 
 
The Council is content that the agreement will comply with Section 76 of the 2011 Act. 
 
SPPS on Planning Agreements 
 
The SPPS sets out the policy tests for the use of planning agreements as follows: 
 
Planning authorities can use planning agreements to overcome obstacles to the grant 
of planning permission where these cannot be addressed through the use of conditions.  
A planning agreement may facilitate or restrict the development or use of land in any 
specified way.  
 
A planning agreement may be considered appropriate where what is required cannot 
be adequately addressed by the imposition of conditions and: 
 

• Is needed to enable the development to go ahead; 

• Will contribute to meeting the costs of providing necessary facilities in the near 
future; 

• Is otherwise so directly related to the proposed development and to the use of 
the land after its completion, that the development ought not to be permitted 
without it; 

• Is designed to secure an acceptable balance of uses; 

• Is designed to secure the implementation of development plan policies in respect 
of a particular area or type pf development; or 

• Is intended to offset the loss of, or impact on, any amenity or resource present 
on the site prior to development. 

 
A developer will be expected to pay for, or contribute to, the cost of any infrastructure 
that would not have been necessary but for the development or which needs to be 
rescheduled to facilitate the development. 
 
The Planning Department is content that the agreement as proposed meets these 
policy tests as set out in the SPPS.  The distributor road is solely required to facilitate 
the quantum of housing proposed on the eastern side of Newtownards, and each of the 
other Development Plan requirements will be secured through this agreement.  Such 
an agreement is required, inter alia, to ensure that development does not proceed from 
either end of the zoning then not meet in the middle to provide the full extent of the 
distributor road through the zoning, thereby prejudicing achievement of comprehensive 
development and the requirements of the Development Plan. 
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Should this application proceed by way of an approval, the Planning Agreement will be 
finalised prior to a final decision being issued.   
 
If the Committee resolves to approve the planning application the Planning Department 
seeks delegated authority to negotiate and execute the agreement as a deed prior to 
the issuance any planning permission.  The Planning Agreement will then be placed on 
the Statutory Charges Register as per the requirement in Section 245 of the 2011 Act. 
This will make the agreement a matter of public record and ensure that the provisions 
of the agreement are enforceable against successive owners of the lands the subject 
of the agreement. 
 
In summary, it is considered that it is appropriate to require a planning agreement for 
development of this phase of the overall zoning, and to seek to ensure comprehensive 
development of the overall zoning, which is in the ownership of a number of bodies.  
Requiring a planning agreement will give security to the Council that the zoning will be 
delivered in its entirety, in a comprehensive manner, delivering against the 
requirements of the Development Plan, and ensure that development is delivered in 
accordance with an agreed concept masterplan to demonstrate an appropriate 
framework for future applications within the zoning, beyond Phase 2.  
 
The Planning Department is satisfied that such an agreement will comply with the 
requirements of Section 76 of the Planning Act and also the policy provisions of the 
SPPS. 
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 7 Policy QD1 
 
PPS 7 is retained under the SPPS transitional arrangement.  PPS7 Policy QD1 states 
that planning permission will only be granted for new residential development where it 
is demonstrated that the proposal will create a quality and sustainable residential 
environment.  
 
 
Design and Impact on Local Character and Appearance 
 
Policy QD1 (a) states that the development should respect the surrounding context and 
be appropriate to the character and topography of the site, in terms of layout, scale, 
proportions, massing and soft and hard landscaped areas.   
 
The site context is primarily characterised by medium density one and two-storey 
detached and semi-detached properties, with private gardens to the rear and in-
curtilage parking to the front.  The proposed development includes one and two-storey 
detached and semi-detached dwellings, two-storey townhouses, and a three-storey 
apartment building. The proposal therefore offers a broad range of housing 
opportunities and choices to meet local housing needs. The overall layout, density, 
scale, height and massing of the proposed dwellings are largely in keeping with the first 
phase of Rivenwood and respect the character of the wider residential area. The height 
of the proposed two-storey townhouses is only marginally higher (0.3m) than two-storey 
semi-detached houses previously approved within the first phase of the NS20 site and 
proposed within the current scheme (house type Q). The proposed three-storey 
apartment building has a ridge height of approximately 14m.  Given its central location 
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directly facing the proposed distributor road, it is considered that this building will 
provide a focal point within the development. The layout has been informed by the 
topography of the land and it is proposed to retain land above the 60m contour line, to 
the north east of the site, as open space, in line with the requirements of the 
Development Plan.  
 
I am satisfied that the proposed design will cause no detriment to the character of the 
area in terms of form, materials, and detailing.  The finishes, including buff brick, wood 
cladding and grey-black roof tiles, are in keeping with those approved for the first phase 
of Rivenwood and will respect the character of the wider residential area, where a mix 
of finishes and building designs are present.   
 
Planting is proposed throughout the site and along site boundaries in order to soften 
the visual impact of the development and assist integration. Proposed extra heavy tree 
planting will line both sides of the distributor road and will contribute to an attractive 
street scene, and reinforce the ‘boulevard’ design. In addition, significant planting is 
proposed along the boundary with the existing laneway to the east of the site.  In 
accordance with Policy QD1 (b) landscape proposals also identify existing hedgerows 
and trees that will be retained and integrated into the overall design and layout of the 
development.  In particular, existing mature hedgerows and trees along the eastern, 
northern and western perimeters of the zoning, opposite open countryside, will be 
retained and enhanced with a substantial belt of native species trees, to provide 
screening for the development and help integrate it into the surrounding countryside. 
Existing hedgerows and trees will also be retained and enhanced along the boundary 
with residential properties in Old Forge Drive/Avenue. 
 
 
Public and Private Open Space 
 
Under PPS8 Policy OS1, there is a presumption against the loss of land zoned for the 
provision of open space.  The proposed layout shows a reduction of 1010m2 of land 
against that allocated for open space (NS43). Policy OS1 states that an exception will 
be permitted in certain circumstances. No built development is proposed on land above 
the 60m contour line in the NS43 designated site.   It is considered that the loss of this 
open space will have no significant detrimental impact on the amenity, character, or 
biodiversity of the area. The site layout shows alternative provision of accessible 
useable open space (approximately 6287m2) that is equivalent in terms of usefulness, 
attractiveness, safety, and quality. 
 
Policy QD1 (c) of PPS 7 states that adequate provision should be made for public and 
private open space. The proposed second phase of the NS20 housing zoning includes 
useable public open space provision of approximately 1.1 hectares, which equates to 
approximately 10% of the overall site area (excluding the portion of land within the 
application site set aside for a future primary school).  
 
This is below the recommended 15% provision detailed in Policy OS2 of PPS8 that will 
be required for the entire zoned area. It is noted that the density of phase 1 and phase 
2 is below the minimum density threshold specified in the plan. It is further 
acknowledged that constraints for the current application site include an approximately 
6843m2 wetland area, which equates to approximately 6% of the site. This wetland area 
will not be accessible to future residents and will be secured by a 2.4 metre high 
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weldmesh fence and planting belt.  While this wetland area cannot contribute towards 
the calculation of ‘useable’ open space for the purposes of Policy OS 2, it is accepted 
that its retention will promote biodiversity and local nature conservation. Consequently, 
it is considered that the amount of proposed public open space for the second phase 
of the zoning is acceptable on balance in the judgement of the planning department. 
Opportunities to provide additional useable public open space within the wider zoned 
area have been identified on the concept master plan which is proposed to be secured 
by the planning agreement.  Detailed plans for future phases of development should 
ensure 15% useable open space provision for the entire zoned area as required by 
Policy OS2.  
 
It is considered that the proposed open space and landscaped areas will break up the 
overall built form of the development. The layout arrangement ensures that there are 
no isolated areas of communal space within the site which are not overlooked and that 
could give rise to anti-social behaviour.  An equipped children’s play area will be 
provided as an integral part of the scheme.  This accords with the requirement in Policy 
OS2 to provide safe opportunities for children’s play for residential schemes of 100 
units or more.   Any potential approval of this application will be subject to conditions 
requiring that the open space is made available and subsequently retained, managed 
and maintained in perpetuity as public open space. 
 
The proposal provides a variety of garden sizes to promote choice for future residents. 
In accordance with Creating Places, an average of at least 70m2 of private amenity 
space behind the building line has been provided, with no less than 40m2 for any 
individual house.  The proposal includes approximately 1075m2 of communal open 
space for the 12 apartments, which exceeds recommended standards. 
 
 
Provision of Local Community Facilities 
 
Policy QD 1 (d) of PPS 7 states that adequate provision should be made for necessary 
local community facilities to be provided by the developer as an integral part of the 
development. The current application does not include provision of community facilities.  
However, the concept master plan for the entire zoning shows a 2 hectare site reserved 
for a new primary school and an approximately 1.5 hectare site identified for local 
community facilities.  This will be secured via the proposed planning agreement. 
 
 
Residential Amenity 
 
Policy QD1 (h) states that the design and layout should not create conflict with adjacent 
land uses and there should be no unacceptable adverse effect on existing or proposed 
properties in terms of overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, noise, or other 
disturbance.   
 
Sites 123-132 are located on slightly higher land relative to the adjacent existing 
properties located at Nos. 110b, 110c and 110d Movilla Road.  It is considered that the 
single storey nature of the proposed dwellings, the separation distances provided, and 
the proposed intervening boundary vegetation will ensure that this portion of the 
development will not result in an unacceptable adverse impact on residential amenity. 
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Two-storey dwellings are proposed along the eastern boundary of the site on higher 
land relative to the existing dwelling at No.112 Movilla Road.  It is considered that a 
substantial separation distance of 33m between No. 112 Movilla Road and the closest 
proposed dwelling will adequately compensate for the difference in levels. In addition, 
buffer planting between the proposed dwellings and the existing dwelling at No.112 
Movilla Road will further minimise any potential overlooking between the existing and 
proposed dwelling.  
 
No.110a Movilla Road is positioned adjacent to land zoned as open space in the area 
plan (NS43) and is sufficiently separate from proposed new dwellings to prevent any 
adverse impact on residential amenity. Land adjacent to No.110a Movilla Road benefits 
from extant outline planning permission for a farm dwelling.  It is considered that the 
proposed separation of approximately 19m between the approved application site and 
the closest proposed dwelling will protect the residential amenity of the approved and 
proposed properties to a reasonable degree.  Any potential overlooking will be further 
reduced by substantial proposed intervening planting. A current planning application 
seeks a replacement dwelling on land to the north of No.110a Movilla Road. Separation 
distances will ensure that any approval of the application presently under consideration 
will not harm the residential amenity of potential future occupants.  
 
The proposed development will abut the private garden areas of the existing single 
storey dwellings along Old Forge Avenue/Drive. The proposal will not result in any 
opposing first floor windows along this portion of the site. Submitted plans indicate that 
the finished floor levels of the proposed two storey dwellings closely correspond to the 
finished floor levels of adjacent single storey dwellings.  
 
A separation distance of at least 30m between the rear elevations of existing dwellings 
at Nos. 9 & 11 Old Forge Avenue and the proposed dwelling at site 122 exceeds 
guidelines included in Creating Places, and will ensure that existing residential amenity 
will not be unacceptably impacted.  
 
A separation distance of approximately 15m has been provided between the single 
storey annex of the proposed dwelling at site 121 and the single storey annexes of 
existing dwellings at Nos. 7 & 5 Old Forge Avenue. Approximately 21m separation has 
been provided between the two-storey portion of the proposed dwelling at site 121 and 
the adjacent bungalows.  These distances are considered sufficient to ensure there will 
be no unacceptable impacts on residential amenity.   
 
Separation distances ranging between 17 and 19m are provided between the proposed 
two storey townhouses at sites 117 -120 and the existing single storey sunrooms to the 
rear of Nos.5 & 3 Old Forge Avenue.  A separation of approximately 10m, or greater, 
between the rear elevation of the proposed dwellings at sites 117-120 and the boundary 
of these adjacent bungalows is consistent with guidance contained within Creating 
Places, and will ensure that there will be no unacceptable adverse impact on the 
residential amenity of these properties. 
 
A minimum of 21m will be provided between the proposed two storey dwellings at sites 
110-116 and the adjacent single storey dwellings Nos. 2-8 Old Forge Drive and No.1 
Old Forge Avenue. A separation distance greater than 10m will be provided between 
the rear elevation of the new houses and the boundary of these existing properties in 
accordance with Creating Places guidance. 
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The proposed separation distance between the existing dwelling at No.8 Old Forge 
Drive and the single storey annex of the proposed dwellings at sites 108 & 109 is 
approximately 17m. Separation distances ranging between 21 and 25m will be provided 
between the two storey portions of the proposed dwelling at sites 108 & 109 and the 
adjacent existing property. These separation distances will ensure that there will be no 
unacceptable adverse impacts on the existing residential amenity of No.8 Old Forge 
Drive.  
 
The gable elevations of the proposed dwellings located at sites 101 & 104 do not 
contain any upper floor windows.  Acceptable separation distances of approximately 
16m are provided between the proposed dwellings and the rear sunroom of No.19 Old 
Forge Drive, and the rear elevation of the dwelling located at No.17 Old Forge Drive.    
 
It is considered that the separation distances provided will ensure the degree of 
overlooking between existing adjacent dwellings and the proposed new houses will not 
be unacceptably adverse.  Existing mature trees located along the common boundary 
to the rear of Nos. 7- 11 Old Forge Avenue will be retained.  The adjoining south west 
boundary with Old Forge is defined by an existing hedgerow that will be augmented by 
additional new planting. Any potential approval of this application should be subject to 
a condition to ensure that this hedgerow and proposed additional planting will be 
retained and allowed to grow to a minimum height of 2.5m.  It is considered that this 
natural boundary will go some way towards further minimising potential overlooking 
between the proposed new dwellings and existing single storey properties in Old Forge.  
 
In addition, it is the professional planning judgement that the separation distances 
provided are sufficient to ensure the proposal would not result in any unacceptable 
adverse impact on existing neighbouring properties in terms of loss of light, 
overshadowing, dominance, or other disturbance. 
 
The proposed internal residential layout has been designed to help safeguard the 
residential amenity of the proposed dwellings and the dwellings previously approved 
as part of the initial phase of the NS20 zoning.  It is considered that the proposed 
separation distances between new dwellings, the location and orientation of windows, 
and the proposed intervening boundary features, will together ensure that there will be 
no unacceptable adverse impact on the residential amenity of proposed or approved 
dwellings in terms of overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, or dominance.  The 
proposed apartment building is not adjacent to any existing residential properties.  It is 
noted that no balconies are proposed and that landscape proposals include buffer 
planting between the apartment building and the private garden areas of proposed 
dwellings. It is considered that the separation distances between the apartment building 
and adjacent proposed dwellings will protect the residential amenity of future occupants 
appropriately.  
 
The site is located in close proximity to Wright’s Waste Recycling Facility. The Council’s 
Environmental Health Department has reviewed a Noise Impact Assessment submitted 
in support of the application and is satisfied that the future occupants of the proposed 
development should not be adversely affected by noise from the adjacent waste 
recycling premises.  Whilst it is acknowledged that noise is an unavoidable feature of 
any construction, the developer will be expected to take all reasonable steps to 
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minimise disturbance.  Therefore, any approval of this application should be subject to 
planning conditions designed to help mitigate potential construction noise. 
 
The layout has been designed to deter crime as the dwellings will front onto the new 
internal road layout and there will be no isolated areas of open space that are not 
overlooked. 
 
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 7 Policy QD2 
 
PPS 7, Policy QD2 ‘Design Concept Statement, Concept Master Plans and 
Comprehensive Planning’ states that ‘The Department will require the submission of a 
Design Concept Statement, or where appropriate, a Concept Master Plan, to 
accompany all planning applications for residential development.  A Concept Master 
Plan will be required for planning applications involving: 
 

a) 300 dwellings or more; 
b) The development, in part or full, of sites of 15 hectares or more zoned for housing 

in development plans; or 
c) Housing development on any other site of 15 hectares or more. 

 
In the case of proposals for the partial development of land zoned for housing the 
Concept Master Plan will be expected to demonstrate how the comprehensive planning 
of the entire zoned area is to be undertaken.  Any proposal for housing that would result 
in unsatisfactory piecemeal development will not be permitted, even on land identified 
for residential use in a development plan.’ 
 
The overall zoning of NS 20 comprises 57.97 hectares, and this application forms part 
of that overall proposal, therefore it is considered necessary to require a Concept 
Master Plan, in the context of this application in conjunction with the Phase 1 lands 
nearing completion. 
 
The Zoning of NS20 within the Development Plan states that development will only be 
allowed ‘in accordance with an “agreed” comprehensive scheme’, however, there is 
nothing in policy to require a single planning application to cover the entire zoning, 
provided the development is in accordance with such an agreed scheme which meets 
any stated requirement of the policy.  This interpretation is supported by the wider 
reference to Policy TRAN 2 in the Development Plan for NS20 which has supporting 
text that refers to concept master plans demonstrating how the land will be 
comprehensively developed, as well as a cross-reference to PPS 7. 
 
The Planning Department is content that the submitted Concept Master Plan, aside 
from the specifics proposed in this Phase 2 application, shows an acceptable approach 
to the comprehensive development of the housing zoning NS20 and which will 
appropriately act as a framework for future applications, alongside the requirement for 
a legal agreement to secure the delivery on the requirements of the Development Plan 
and to avoid piecemeal development. 
 
Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 7 Safeguarding the Character of 
Established Residential Areas 



 

20 

 

 
Policy LC1 of the Addendum to PPS7 states that in established residential areas 
planning permission will only be granted for the redevelopment of existing buildings, or 
the infilling of vacant sites to accommodate new housing where the proposed density 
is not significantly higher than that found in the locality; the pattern of development is 
in keeping with the overall character of the neighbourhood and all dwelling units are 
built to a size not less to those set of in Annex A of the policy document.  
 
The application site is not vacant infill site surrounded by an established residential 
area; rather it forms part of a larger area of zoned housing land (NS20) on the edge of 
the settlement of Newtownards.  The 2011 Act established a plan-led system for 
decision making. In this context, it is important to note that the Area Plan seeks a 
minimum of 20 and a maximum of 25 dwellings per hectare for the entire NS20 zoning.  
 

The application site has a total area of 11.32ha and a total of 187 residential units are 
proposed. This would equate to a density of approximately 16.5 dwellings per hectare. 
The density of the adjacent Old Forge development is approximately 17 dwellings per 
hectare.  I am therefore satisfied that the proposed density would not be significantly 
higher than that found within the wider area. 
 

Materials and finishes are reflective of those previously approved within Phase 1. The 
proposed dwellings benefit from in curtilage parking and enclosed rear gardens, and 
the layout respects the pattern of development in wider area.  The proposed apartments 
and dwellings meet the space standards set out within this policy.  
 

 

Planning Policy Statement 12 – Housing in Settlements 
 
The proposal complies with relevant policy and guidance in PPS12. The proposal 
allows for an increase in density of housing without town cramming. The proposal has 
a good design and respects the character of the area. A mix of housing types and sizes 
has been provided to promote choice and assist in meeting community needs. 
 

 
Planning Policy Statement 6 Archaeology and the Built Heritage 
 
Historic Environment Division: Historic Monuments (HED: HM) advises that previous 
excavations within Phase 1 of the housing scheme uncovered extensive archaeological 
remains, dating primarily to the Early Bronze Age period.  Consequently, HED: HM 
expects that associated archaeological remains will extend into the current application 
site.  Any approval of this application should therefore be subject to conditions requiring 
the agreement and implementation of a developer-funded programme of 
archaeological works. 
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 2 Natural Heritage 
 
The planning application was considered in light of the requirements of Regulation 43 
(1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as 
amended) by Shared Environmental Service (SES) on behalf of Ards and North Down 
Borough Council which is the competent authority responsible for authorising the 
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project and any assessment of it required by the Regulations.  Waterways are located 
to the south western and eastern side of the red line boundary. These waterways are 
linked to the Loughries River which drains to Strangford Lough SAC / SPA / Ramsar. 
SES acknowledge that construction can release contaminants that can negatively 
impact upon water quality.  Having considered the nature, scale, timing, duration and 
location of the project SES concluded that, provided suitable mitigation is conditioned 
in any planning approval, the proposal will not have an adverse effect on site integrity 
of any European site.  
 
The application site contains species protected by the Wildlife (Northern Ireland) Order 
1985 (as amended). A main badger set was identified along the boundary of the site.  
The sett will be protected by a 25m buffer zone. A Bat Survey Report was submitted 
with the application and has been reviewed by DAERA’s Natural Environment Division 
(NED).  NED has provided no objection to the proposal in terms of natural heritage 
interests subject to conditions to safeguard protected species. 
 
As stated, NS20 is zoned for housing in the Development Plan.  In preparing the 
Development Plan, the Department for the Environment, the then planning authority, 
consulted with Natural Heritage, Northern Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA) from the 
formative stages of preparation.  An Appropriate Assessment was carried out by NIEA 
on the final version of the Development Plan.  Following the Appropriate Assessment, 
NIEA concluded that there were no proposals, policies or zonings within the 
Development Plan that would directly or indirectly have a likely significant impact on 
any Natura 2000 sites. 
 
 
 
Flood Risk and Drainage 
 
Flood Maps (NI) indicate that the site does not lie within the 1 in 100 year fluvial flood 
plain.  The proposal therefore complies with PPS 15 Policy FLD1.  
 
There is an undesignated watercourse along the western boundary of the site. Rivers 
Agency has granted Schedule 6 consent to culvert this watercourse.  Riparian owners 
can carry out their maintenance responsibilities of the culverted undesignated 
watercourse. The proposed development is therefore considered to be compliant with 
Policy FLD 2.  Given that Section 6 consent has been granted to culvert this 
watercourse, Rivers Agency has advised that the proposal represents an exception to 
the general presumption against culverting under Policy FLD4.  
 
A Drainage Assessment has been submitted in support of the application. The Drainage 
Assessment includes exceedance flow routes to confirm that the properties will not 
flood in an exceedance event. Rivers Agency accepts the logic of the Drainage 
Assessment and states that it has no reason to disagree with its conclusions. The 
proposal therefore also complies with Policy FLD3.   
 
It is proposed that surface water from the development will be discharged to the existing 
watercourse to the east of the site or to the existing storm culvert on Old Forge Way via 
Phase 1 drainage infrastructure. Schedule 6 consent has been granted by Rivers 
Agency to discharge storm water to the existing watercourse to the east of the site. Foul 
sewage from the proposed 187 residential units will be discharged into a foul pipe along 
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the eastern distributor road. NI Water LTD has been consulted on the proposal and 
confirms that the Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) has available capacity to 
accept the additional load. 
 
 
Roads Safety and Car Parking 
 
The proposal has been assessed against PPS7 Quality Residential Environments, 
Policy AMP7 of PPS3 Access Movement and Parking and PPS13 Transportation and 
Land Use.  Phase 1 is accessed from the Movilla Road via a road built to distributor 
road standards and the proposed development will be accessed via an extension of 
this new road.  
 
A Transport Assessment has been submitted in support of the proposal. The Transport 
Assessment indicates that the existing signalised junction on the Movilla Road has 
capacity to accommodate the proposed development, and in fact the development of 
the full NS20 zoning.  Whilst the Development Plan requires the development of a 
roundabout at the southern boundary with Movilla Road, in conjunction with the 
development and completion of NS19 (also for housing), DFI Roads has accepted the 
current arrangement (as approved by Phase 1) for a signalised junction.  The Council 
will limit the number of dwellings accessing this southern signalised junction to 400, 
and the legal agreement will require overlapping of the various phases of development 
in accordance with the agreed Concept Master Plan and associated Phasing Plan to 
ensure comprehensive delivery of the distributor road, linking through the overall site 
from the Donaghadee Road to the Movilla Road, in accordance with the Development 
Plan.   
 
It should be noted that the roundabout to the north of the NS20 site on Donaghadee 
Road benefits from planning permission granted by the Council under 
LA06/2015/0935/RM, granted 10th September 2018, as part of a proposal for housing 
within the NS21 housing zoning immediately to the North of NS20, known as Beverley 
Garden Village. 
 
The supporting information details that the proposed eastern distributor road will allow 
for bus permeability, and that cycle ways and pedestrian footpaths will be provided to 
promote a shift to a more sustainable form of transport. DFI Roads has been consulted 
and provides no objection to the proposal.  Conditions will be attached to any potential 
approval of this application to promote roads safety and assist the progression of traffic. 
 
Each of the detached and semi-detached dwellings and townhouses have been 
provided with two in-curtilage parking spaces.  The 12 apartments have been provided 
with 18 communal spaces. Submitted plans show capacity for 110 additional on-street 
visitor parking spaces throughout the development.  The proposed site is adjacent to 
the Movilla Road, which is a highly accessible location well served by public transport. 
It is therefore considered that parking provision is fully compatible with policy 
requirements.     
 
Contaminated Land 
 
A Preliminary Risk Assessment and Ground Condition Investigation, and Gas Risk 
Assessment have been submitted in support of the application. No potential pollutant 
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linkages to environmental receptors have been identified. Regulation Unit (RU) (Land 
and Groundwater Team) has no objections to the development subject to conditions. 
The Council’s Environmental Health Department provides no objection to the 
application on the grounds of public health. 
 
Other Planning Matters 
 
Site reserved for future primary school 
 
The Education Authority has advised the Council that there is sufficient capacity at local 
schools to accommodate the initial phases of development of the NS20 zoning. 
 
Correspondence from a solicitor representing the Education Authority seeks 
reassurance that the identified land is protected for the intended use. As discussed 
within an earlier section of this report, it is considered that the delivery of the site for 
educational purposes can only be properly secured through a Planning Agreement.  
 
The Education Authority also considers that the site identified for a future primary 
school could otherwise serve a future special school or other educational 
establishment. The use of a building or land for the provision of education falls under 
Class D1: Community and Cultural Uses within The Planning (Use Classes) Order (NI) 
2015.  Any change of use of a building or land to any other purpose of the same class 
is not taken to involve development of land requiring planning permission.   
 
The developer has indicated his willingness to retain the 2 hectares of land immediately 
adjacent to the Phase 1 lands for the provision of a future educational use.  In the 
interim, until such time as the Education Authority requests transfer of the land, it is 
proposed to hold the land as amenity land for the general benefit of residents.   
 
In relation to additional matters raised in the correspondence the following comments 
are also relevant. Soft interim landscaping for the proposed site including the planting 
of trees is not, in itself, development requiring planning permission. Any future 
development requiring planning permission including interim signage and structures on 
the land must be properly considered through the submission of future applications to 
the Council. Any future arrangements to connect to private utilities/mains services in 
control of the developer and rights of access through unadopted roads are matters to 
be resolved between relevant parties outside of the planning process. 
 
 
Pre-community consultation 
 
The proposal is for a major housing development consisting of 187 dwelling units. The 
applicant was therefore required to carry out a pre-community consultation process in 
accordance with Section 27 of the 2011 Planning Act. A public consultation event was 
held in the Ards Leisure Centre on Friday 3rd and Saturday 4th March 2017. This event 
was advertised in the Newtownards Chronicle on 23rd February 2018.  Local residents, 
local Councillors and other local community groups and representatives were invited to 
attend.  The Planning Department is content that the applicant has demonstrated the 
appropriate compliance with planning legislation in this regard in terms of ensuring that 
community engagement has taken place and that community views have been reflected 
accordingly. 
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8.   Consideration of Representations 

The following issues were raised: 
 

• Loss of undeveloped land 

• Density  

• Access and traffic impacts 

• Concern regarding potential for access to the site through Old Forge Avenue 

• Impact on wildlife 

• Construction noise 

• Drainage and the potential for surface water run-off from the development onto 
adjacent properties 

• Variation between proposed ground levels for sites 204-226 and existing ground 
levels for 112 Movilla Road and associated impact on existing residential amenity 

• Impact of proposed two-storey townhouses and dwellings on character and 
appearance of the area 

• Impact of the apartment building on the character of the area 

• Proximity of proposed two-storey townhouses and dwellings to existing single 
storey properties in Old Forge and associated overshadowing, loss of light, 
overlooking and loss of views 

• Impact on property values 

• Proximity of proposed dwellings and communal play area to an active farm 

• Timing of landscaping works 

• Disruption to utilities and access during construction 

• Current stability of the gardens of existing dwellings in Old Forge 

• Safety risks associated with existing watercourse to the rear of Old Forge 
Avenue/Drive 

  

Material planning matters, including the principle of permitting development, density, 
access and traffic impacts, impact on wildlife, surface water drainage, construction 
noise, and impacts on existing residential amenity, have all been considered within the 
main body of this report, and where appropriate will be dealt with via imposition of 
conditions.   
 
Given the central location of the three-storey apartment building directly facing the 
proposed distributor road, it is considered that this building will provide a focal point 
within the development and will cause no detriment to the character of the local area.   
 
Letters of objection state that the proposed two-storey townhouses are not in keeping 
with the character of the local area. It should be noted that the SPPS promotes the 
provision of good quality housing that offers a variety of house types, sizes, and tenures 
to meet different needs, as this is fundamental to the building of more balanced 
communities. Planning Policy Statement 7 Quality Residential Environments advises 
that on large sites a range of densities, building forms, and a mix of house types will be 
required to help enhance quality and sustainability. Planning Policy Statement 12 
Housing in Settlements Policy HS 4 states that planning permission will only be granted 
for new residential development of 25 or more units, or on sites of one hectare or more, 
where a mix of house types and sizes are provided.  The policy justification goes on to 
state that different house types and sizes can help create visual variety and interest 
and assist in the promotion of greater affordability. It is considered that the mix of house 
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types and sizes proposed in this application assists the building of a balanced 
community in line with prevailing policy requirements. 
 
The height of the proposed two-storey townhouses is only marginally higher (0.3m) 
than two-storey semi-detached houses previously approved within the first phase of the 
NS20 zoning and proposed within the current scheme (house type Q). Adequate 
separation distances have been provided between existing and proposed dwellings and 
it is considered that the proposed townhouses and other two-storey dwellings will cause 
no detriment to local character in terms of scale, height, and massing. The south-west 
boundary of the application site abuts a row of single storey dwellings along Old Forge 
Avenue/Drive.   Given the separation distances provided and the orientation of the sun, 
it is considered that the proposed two-storey detached, semi-detached dwellings and 
townhouses will not result in any significant loss of light/daylight entering these 
properties. In addition, the separation distances provided between existing and 
proposed dwellings will ensure that there will be no unacceptable adverse impact on 
the residential amenity of existing properties in terms of overlooking, dominance, noise, 
overshadowing and other disturbance.  
 
The application site comprises land zoned for housing in the Development Plan and 
loss of a view is not a material planning consideration that could warrant refusal of the 
application. There is no evidence to substantiate objector claims that property values 
could be impacted by the proposal and this matter is not a material consideration 
relevant to planning. 
 
The application currently under consideration does not propose any vehicular or 
pedestrian access through Old Forge. The concept master plan for the NS20 zoned 
site identifies a future opportunity for a pedestrian access through the north east section 
of Old Forge Avenue.  This accords with a Key Design Consideration for the NS20 site 
included in the Area Plan. 
 
Substantial buffer planting along the rural edges of the site and an approximately 2.4-
metre-high weldmesh fence along the periphery of the proposed usable area of 
communal open space will effectively seal off the proposed development from the 
adjacent working farm.   Any approval of the application should be subject to a condition 
requiring the submission of a phasing plan for the provision of hard and soft 
landscaping. 
 
DFI Rivers has granted consent to culvert the undesignated watercourse along the 
western boundary of the site adjacent to the existing Old Forge development.  It is 
proposed to infill land above the culvert to address the difference in ground levels.  
These works should alleviate concerns of residents regarding the stability of existing 
garden areas and the safety risks associated with the existing watercourse.  
 
It should be noted that it is the responsibility of the developer in conjunction with 
relevant agencies, to ensure the continued supply of utilities and access to existing 
dwellings during the construction phase.  
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9.   Conclusion  

 
The proposal has been considered having regard to all material considerations, 
including the statutory Development Plan, planning policy, comments received from 
statutory bodies, and third party representations.   
 
The site comprises land zoned for housing in the Development Plan and the principle 
of development is therefore considered to be acceptable.  
 
A Section 76 Planning Agreement will be required to deliver the comprehensive 
development of the zoning and secure provision of the entirety of the distributor road 
within NS20, the land required for future education purposes, provision of 
neighbourhood facilities, and proposed open space in accordance with the objectives 
of the Development Plan. 
 
The Planning Department is content that the planning agreement as proposed meets 
these policy tests as set out in the SPPS. 
 
It is the professional planning judgement that the proposal will cause no detriment to 
the character of the site and wider area.  The impact on neighbouring properties has 
been assessed in detail and it is considered that the proposal will not result in any 
unacceptable adverse impact on existing or proposed residential amenity. Adequate 
car parking is provided within the development for future residents and DFI Roads has 
provided no objection in terms of road safety or traffic progression. The amount of public 
open space for the second phase of the zoning is considered acceptable. The proposal 
is not likely to have a significant effect on European designated sites, or cause harm to 
species protected by law.  
 
Having weighed all material considerations, it is recommended that this application 
proceeds by way of an approval of planning permission, subject to execution of a 
planning agreement.   
 

 

 

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)      
 

2. All hard and soft landscape works shall be carried out in accordance with details 
shown on Drawing No.02D bearing the Council’s date stamp 27 April 2018; 
Drawing No.06C bearing the date stamp 14 March 2018; the approved planting 
plan Drawing No. 65 bearing the Council’s date stamp 30 March 2018 and the 
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approved planting schedule Drawing No.66 bearing the Council’s date stamp 30 
March 2018 and the appropriate British Standard or other recognised Codes of 
Practice. Prior to the occupation of any dwelling details of the proposed phased 
implementation of hard and soft landscaping works must be submitted to and 
agreed in writing by the Council. The hard and soft landscaping works shall be 
implemented in accordance with the approved phasing plan. 

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

standard of landscape. 
 
3. If within a period of 5 years from the date of the planting of any tree, shrub or hedge, 

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

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

standard of landscaping. 
 
4. No more than 112 of the dwellings hereby approved shall be occupied on site until 

the proposed open space outlined blue on Drawing No.02D bearing the Council’s 

date stamp 27 April 2018 has been provided in accordance with the details shown 

on the approved planting plan Drawing No. 65 bearing the date stamp 30 March 

2018 and the approved planting schedule Drawing No.66 bearing the date stamp 

30 March 2018. The open space areas shall be permanently retained and shall not 

be used for any purpose other than as open space. 

       Reason: To ensure the provision and maintenance of public open space within the 

site. 

5. No dwelling shall be occupied until details of the equipment to be provided in the 

play park shown on Drawing No. 02D bearing the Council’s date stamp 27 April 

2018 shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Council. No more than 112 

of the dwellings hereby approved shall be occupied on the site until the proposed 

play park has been provided in accordance with the approved details. The play 

park shall be permanently retained thereafter and shall not be used for any purpose 

other than a play park.  

  Reason: To ensure the provision of a play park within the site. 

6. A landscape and play park management plan for the development, including long 

term design objectives, performance indicators, management responsibilities and 

maintenance schedules for all landscaped areas including the play park, other than 

small, privately owned domestic gardens, (except for trees or other vegetation 

retained in the public interest) shall be submitted to and approved by the Council 

in writing prior to the occupation of any dwelling.  The landscape and play park 

management plan shall be carried out as approved in perpetuity. 

 

 Reason: To ensure the provision and maintenance of public open space within the 

site. 
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7. The long term management and maintenance of the open space and play park, as 

indicated on Drawing No. 02D bearing the Council’s date stamp 27 April 2018, shall 

be undertaken by a management company commissioned by the developer. 

Details of the arrangements to be put in place to establish the management 

company and details of the alternative measures which will take effect in the event 

that the management arrangements break down, must be submitted to and agreed 

in writing with the Council prior to the occupation of any dwelling hereby approved.  

    Reason: To ensure the provision and maintenance of public open space within the 

site. 

8. The existing hedgerow and proposed additional planting along the south west 

boundary of the site indicated green on Drawing No.02D bearing the Council’s date 

stamp 27 April 2018 shall be retained and allowed to grow to a minimum height of 

2.5 metres and retained at a minimum height of 2.5m. 

 

   Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of screening to 

the site. 

 

9. Existing trees along the south west boundary of the site indicated yellow on 

Drawing No. 02D bearing the Councils’ date stamp 27 April 2018 shall be retained 

unless necessary to prevent danger to the public in which case a full explanation 

shall be given to the Council in writing 14 days prior to their removal. 

 

 Reason:  To ensure the development integrates into the surroundings and to 

ensure the maintenance of screening to the site. 

 

10. If any retained tree or hedgerow is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies within 

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

same place and (that / those) tree(s) shall be of such size and species and shall 

be planted at such time as may be specified by the Council. 

 

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

 
11. There shall be no construction activity or deliveries to the site on Sundays, bank 

holidays or outside the hours of 08:00hrs -18:00 hrs Monday to Friday and 
09:00hrs-13:00 hrs on Saturday.  

 
      Reason: To ensure the occupants of nearby residential premises are not 

adversely affected by noise from construction work. 
 

12.  A Noise Management Plan for the construction of the development shall be 
submitted to and agreed in writing by the Council prior to the commencement of 
development.  The Noise Management Plan must be implemented as approved 
to the satisfaction of the Council during the construction phase of the 
development. 

  
       Reason: To ensure the occupants of nearby residential premises are not 

adversely affected by noise from construction work. 
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13. A suitable buffer of 10 metres must be maintained between the location of refuelling 
of construction machinery, storage of fuel and spoil, concrete mixing and washing 
areas and the red line boundary.  

 
       Reason: To protect the site selection features and conservation objectives of 

Strangford Lough SAC / SPA / Ramsar. 

14. No development activity shall commence on site until a protection zone(s),    clearly 
marked with posts joined with hazard warning tape, has been provided from each 
badger sett entrance as shown on Drawing Number 02D bearing the Council’s date 
stamp 27 April 2018 at a radius of 25 metres. No works, clearance, disturbance by 
machinery, dumping or storage of materials shall take place within that/those 
protection zone(s) without the consent of the Council. The protection zone(s) shall 
be retained and maintained until all construction activity has been completed on 
site. 

 
       Reason: To protect badgers and their setts. 
 
15. Any works in, near or liable to impact a watercourse, must be addressed within a 

Construction Method Statement (CMS) which must be submitted to and agreed in 
writing by the Council prior to the commencement of development. The CMS shall 
include all necessary pollution prevention measures to protect the water 
environment during the development of this proposal. The CMS shall be carried 
out as approved during the construction phase of the development. 

 
 Reason: To ensure effective avoidance and mitigation measures have been 

planned for the protection of the water environment. 
 
16. External lighting on site shall utilise LED or low pressure sodium lamps with the 

exception of security lighting fixed with motion sensors. All lighting shall be directed 
away from retained trees/hedgerows. 

 
       Reason: To protect bats 
 
17. No site works of any nature or development shall take place until a programme of 

archaeological work has been prepared by a qualified archaeologist, submitted by 
the applicant and approved in writing by the Council in consultation with Historic 
Environment Division, Department for Communities. The programme shall provide 
for: 

 
• The identification and evaluation of archaeological remains within the site; 

• Mitigation of the impacts of development through licensed excavation 

recording or by preservation of remains in-situ; 

• Post-excavation analysis sufficient to prepare an archaeological report, to 

publication standard if necessary; and 

• Preparation of the digital, documentary and material archive for deposition. 
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 Reason: To ensure that archaeological remains within the application site are 
properly identified, and protected or appropriately recorded. 

  
18. No site works of any nature or development shall take place other than in 

accordance with the programme of archaeological work approved under condition 
17. 

 
 Reason: To ensure that archaeological remains within the application site are 

properly identified, and protected or appropriately recorded. 
  
19. A programme of post-excavation analysis, preparation of an archaeological 

report, dissemination of results and preparation of the excavation archive shall be 
undertaken in accordance with the programme of archaeological work approved 
under condition 17. These measures shall be implemented and an archaeological 
report shall be submitted to the Council within 6 months of the completion of 
archaeological site works, or as otherwise agreed in writing with the Council. 

  
       Reason: To ensure that the results of archaeological works are appropriately 

analysed and disseminated and the excavation archive is prepared to a suitable 
standard for deposition.  

 
20. Access shall be afforded to the site at all reasonable times to any archaeologist 

nominated by the Department for Communities – Historic Environment Division to 
observe the operations and to monitor the implementation of archaeological 
requirements. 

 
       Reason: To monitor programmed works in order to ensure that identification, 

evaluation and appropriate recording of any archaeological remains, or any other 
specific work required by condition, or agreement is satisfactorily completed. 

 
21. If during the development works, new contamination or 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 and 
verified to its satisfaction. 

 
 Reason: Protection of public health and environmental receptors to ensure the site 

is suitable for use 
 
22. After completing the remediation works under Condition 21; and prior to occupation 

of the development, a verification report must be submitted to and agreed in writing 
by Council. This report should be completed by competent persons in accordance 
with the Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination (CLR11). 
The verification report 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. 

 
 Reason: Protection of public health and environmental receptors to ensure the site 

is suitable for use. 
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23. The Private Streets (Northern Ireland) Order 1980 as amended by the Private 
Streets (Amendment) (Northern Ireland) Order 1992: 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. 67A bearing the date stamp 22 May 
2018. 

 
 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. 

 
24. No dwelling shall be occupied until that part of the service road which provides 

access to it has been constructed to base course; the final wearing course shall be 
applied prior to occupation of the last dwelling unit hereby approved. 

 Reason: To ensure there is a safe and convenient road system within the 
development 

 
25. Notwithstanding the provisions of The Planning (General Permitted Development) 

Order (Northern Ireland) 2015, or any Order revoking and re-enacting that Order, 
no buildings, walls, or fences shall be erected, nor hedges, nor formal rows of trees 
grown in verges/service strips determined for adoption.  

 
 Reason: To ensure adequate visibility in the interests of road safety and the 

convenience of road users and to prevent damage or obstruction to services. 
 
26. Notwithstanding the provisions of The Planning (General Permitted Development) 

Order (Northern Ireland) 2015, or any Order revoking and re-enacting that Order, 
no planting other than grass, flowers or shrubs with a shallow root system and a 
mature height of less than 500mm shall be carried out in verges/service strips 
determined for adoption. 

 
 Reason: To ensure adequate visibility in the interests of road safety and the 

convenience of road users and to prevent damage or obstruction to services. 
 
27. No dwelling shall be occupied until provision has been made and permanently 

retained within the curtilage of the site for the parking of private cars at the rate of 
2 spaces per dwelling in accordance with Drawing No. 02A bearing date stamp 27 
April 2018. 

 
 Reason: To ensure adequate parking in the interests of road safety and the 

convenience of road users. 
 
28. The development hereby permitted, shall not be commenced until any highway 

structure/retaining wall/culvert requiring technical approval, as specified in the 
Roads (NI) Order 1993, has been approved and constructed with BD2 technical 
Approval of Highway structures: Volume 1: Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. 
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 Reason: To ensure that the structure is designed and constructed in accordance 
in accordance with BD2 technical Approval of Highway Structures: Volume 1: 
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. 

 
29. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until a Street Lighting 

scheme design has been submitted to and approved by the Department for 
Infrastructure Street Lighting Section. 

 
 Reason:  Road safety and convenience of traffic and pedestrians. 
 
30. The Street Lighting scheme, including the provision of all plant and materials and 

installation of same, will be implemented as directed by the Department for 
Infrastructure Street Lighting Section (these works will be carried out entirely at the 
developer’s expense.) 

 Reason:  To ensure the provision of a satisfactory street lighting system, for road 
safety and convenience of traffic and pedestrians. 

 
31. All appropriate road markings and associated signage within the development   and 

on the public road shall be provided by the developer/applicant in accordance with 
the Department for Infrastructure’s (DfI) specification (Design Manual for Roads & 
Bridges) and as directed by DfI Traffic Management Section prior to the 
development becoming occupied by residents. 

 
 Reason:  In the interest of road safety and traffic progression. 
 
32. The gradient of a private access shall not exceed 8% for the first 5m outside the 

public road boundary and a maximum gradient of 10% thereafter. 
 
 Reason:  In the interest of road safety. 
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Extract from the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 
 

 
  



NS20 
Concept 
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Proposed Layout/Landscaping 
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Sample of Proposed House Types 
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Site Photographs 
 

 
View of existing access to Rivenwood Boulevard on the Movilla Road 
 

 
 
View of existing signalised junction, pedestrian and cyleway along already constructed 
portion of NS20 Eastern Distributor Road 
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View of Rivenwood Boulevard and existing dwellings constructed as part of the first 
phase of development of the NS20 Zoning   

 
 

 
 
View of site from Rivenwood Boulevard 



 

6 

 

 

 
 
View from the site to towards cluster of dwellings to the west 
 

 
 
View of site and rear of existing dwellings located along Old Forge Avenue/Drive from 
existing laneway to the west 
 

 



          ITEM 4.2 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref 
 
LA06/2017/1168/F 
 

Proposal 

Renewal of planning permission (X/2014/0643/RM) for new 
dwelling and garage  
 
 

Location 

Site approximately 15m South of 25 Ballynichol Road, 
Comber                         
 
DEA: Comber 
 

Committee 
Interest 

Called in by Ald Fletcher from delegated list of 4 February 
2010 for the following reason: 
 
This application raises important issues of policy interpretation in respect 
of CTY10 of PPS21. The applicant has held a Farm Business ID number 
since 2005, thus the business is clearly established for the necessary 6 
years. In terms of being active, the applicant retains responsibility for 
ensuring that the land is kept in good agricultural condition in accordance 
with the definitions in EC Directive No 1307/2013. This is in line with the 
most recent appeal decision in October 2018, which found that the SPPS 
sets a very low threshold for active farming (2017/A0231). 
  
In this specific case it is also material that planning permission was 
previously granted under PPS21 in 2012 for a dwelling on this site. The 
application to renew the permission was submitted just before the 
previous permission had lapsed. Planning history is also a matter to which 
weight must be given. 
  
It is requested that the case be presented to Committee to allow detailed 
discussion on the important policy and material considerations. 

Validated 16/10/2017 

Summary 

• Principle of development in light of previous approval 

• Compliance with Policy CTY 10 – Dwellings on Farms; 

• Threshold for ‘active farming’ 

• Evidence to support active farming over the required period 
– not supplied in sufficient detail 

 

Recommendation 
 
Refusal 
 

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

Application Ref: LA06/2017/1168/F DEA:  Comber 

Proposal:  Renewal of planning permission (X/2014/0643/RM) for New dwelling 
and garage 
 

Location:  Site approximately 15m South of 25 Ballynichol Road, Comber 
 
 

Applicant:  Roy Ramsey 
 

Agent:  HR Jess LTD 

 
Date Valid: 16/10/2017 

 
Env Statement Requested:  

 
Date last Advertised: 17/10/2017 

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 18/10/2017 

 
Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: No 
 

Letters of Support 0 Letters of Objection 0 Petitions 0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• The proposed development must comply with CTY10; 

• There must be a farm business which has been active for at least 6 years which is 
also currently active; 

• The proposed dwelling must visually link or cluster to established buildings on that 
farm; 

• Access, were practicable, and should be taken from an existing laneway; 

• The proposed development must comply with CTY 13 & 14; 

• The proposed buildings must not create or add to a ribbon of development; 
 

Case Officer: Michael Creighton 

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 using Public Access 

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

 

 
 

 

3. Relevant Planning History 

 
X/2011/0319/O - Lands to the rear of 25 Ballynichol Road, Comber, - Proposed 
dwelling on a farm, including garage and access to Ballynichol Road – Approval - 
14.02.2012 
 
X/2014/0643/RM - Lands to rear of 25 Ballynichol Road, Comber, - New dwelling and 
garage – Approval - 09.10.2015 
 
The planning history of this site provides evidence that the site had previously been 
granted permission for a farm dwelling under CTY10. 

 
 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The site for development is located on the southern side of Ballynichol Road, outside 
the development limits of Comber.  The site is an agricultural field within a large gap 
between existing development along the Ballynichol Road. The site has a narrow 
frontage to the road and then opens up to a rectangular shape field bounded on all 
side by very mature trees. There is a slight slope down from the south of the site to 
about halfway. 

The site lies outside the development limits of Comber, according to the Ards and 
Down Area Plan 2015. The predominant land use is agriculture and the housing 
density is low, with detached farm dwellings and associated outbuildings dotted 
throughout the landscape. 
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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 21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside 
 

• A Planning Strategy for Rural Northern Ireland 
 

 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 
 
Building on Tradition 
 

 

6.   Consultations  

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

Consultee Response 

DAERA -  Downpatrick Business does not meet the active farm criteria and 
has not claimed BPS.  SFP were claimed between 
2005 - 2014. 

DFI Roads - Downpatrick 
Office 

No objection 

NI Water - Single Units East - 
Planning Consultation 

No objection 

NIEA No objection 

Historic Environment Division 
(HED) 

No objection 

 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 
The site is located within the Countryside and within an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty as shown within the plan.  The proposal is not at variance with the provisions of 
the ADAP 2015 and falls to be considered under prevailing Regional Planning Policy. 
The prevailing Policy to be considered is PPS21. 
 
 
SPPS 
The SPPS retains the Policy provisions of PPS 21 Sustainable Development in the 
Countryside. With regards to the proposed development there is no conflict or change 
in Policy direction between the provisions of the SPPS and those of PPS21. PPS21 
policy provisions remain applicable to the proposed development. 
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Para 6.73 
Dwellings on farms: provision should be made for a dwelling house on an active and 
established farm business to accommodate those engaged in the farm business or 
other rural dwellers. The farm business must be currently active and have been 
established for a minimum of 6 years; no dwellings or development opportunities shall 
have been sold off or transferred from the farm holding within 10 years of the date of 
the application; and, the proposed dwelling must be visually linked or sited to cluster 
with an established group of buildings on the farm holding. Dwellings on farms must 
also comply with LDP policies regarding integration and rural character. A dwelling on 
a farm under this policy will only be acceptable once every 10 years;  
 
Active - For the purposes of the SPPS ‘agricultural activity’ is as defined by Article 4 
of the European Council Regulations (EC) No. 1307/2013.   
 
Planning Policy Statement 2 - Natural Heritage 
PPS 2 sets out the planning policies for the conservation, protection and 
enhancement of our natural heritage. In safeguarding Biodiversity and protected 
Habitats, the Council recognises its role in enhancing and conserving our natural 
heritage and should ensure that appropriate weight is attached to designated sites of 
international, national and local importance; priority and protected species and to 
biodiversity and geological interests with the wider environment. 
 
Policy NH 2 states that planning permission will only be granted for a development 
proposal that is not likely to harm a species protected by law. A Biodiversity checklist 
was not required as it is not proposed to remove any buildings or vegetation as part of 
this proposed development. 
 
Policy NH 5 states that planning permission will only be granted for a development 
proposal which is not likely to result in the unacceptable adverse impact on, or 
damage to known:  
 

• priority habitats;  

• priority species;  

• active peatland;  

• ancient and long-established woodland;  

• features of earth science conservation importance;  

• features of the landscape which are of major importance for wild flora and 
fauna;  

• rare or threatened native species;  

• wetlands (includes river corridors); or  

• other natural heritage features worthy of protection.  
 

A Biodiversity checklist was not submitted as it is not proposed to remove any buildings 

or vegetation as part of this proposed development, there is no potential harm to 

species or habitats within the site. 

 
The potential impact of this proposal has been assessed in accordance with the 
requirements of Regulation 43 (1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) 
Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended) and the Wildlife Order (Northern 
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Ireland) Order 1985 (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 an appropriate design, size 
and 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 of 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.  
 
This proposal is for a new dwelling in the Strangford and Lecale AONB and will have 
minimal impact on the character of the area. There will be limited views of the site and 
the design of the house is considered as acceptable when read in context with the 
surrounding dwellings. The dwellings which exist within the immediate area are 
varying in style and are both single storey and two storey. The proposed dwelling will 
not in my opinion be out of place within this cluster of dwellings or the AONB in which 
the sites sits. Limited public views of the site will result in no detrimental impact on the 
landscape and character of the locality. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning, Archaeology and The Built Heritage 
 
The proposed development is adjacent to ‘the five sisters’, the surviving stones from 
the court of a Neolithic Court Tomb (4000-2500 BC). These stones may have formed 
the entrance to the burial gallery of the monument which would have then extended to 
the west. Given the proximity of the application site there is the potential that 
prehistoric material associated with the monument could be found during ground 
works for the proposal. 
 
HED have been consulted and have responded with no objection together with 
conditions. 
 
The proposed development will comply with Policy BH2 of PPS6 in that the 
development proposal will not adversely affect archaeological sites or monuments 
which are of local importance or their setting. 
 
  
Planning Policy Statement 3 Access, Movement and Parking 
It is proposed to provide a new access onto the Ballynichol Road. DFI Roads have 
been consulted and responded with no objection. There will be adequate off street 
parking within the proposed site.  The proposed access is not onto a protected route 
and will not prejudice road safety. 
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Planning Policy Statement 21 
 
Policy CTY1 states that 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, one such development is a farm dwelling in accordance 
with CTY 10. 
 
Policy CTY 10 states that planning permission will be granted for a dwelling if there is 
a farm business currently active and has been established for at least 6 years, the 
new building is visually linked or sited to cluster with an established group of buildings 
on the farm and where practicable, access to the dwelling should be obtained from an 
existing lane and no dwellings or development opportunities out-with settlement limits 
have been sold off from the farm holding within 10 years of the date of the application.   
  

(a) the farm business is currently active and has been established for at least 6 
years; 
 
This application is for full planning permission for the renewal of planning permission 
granted under applications X/2011/0319/O & X/2014/0643/RM.  Since that permission 
was granted the definition of an ‘active farmer’ has altered since DAERA (Department 
of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs) changed the criteria for the SFP (single 
farm payments). There has also been the introduction of the SPPS in September 
2015.  Collectively these aspects have led a different approach as to how applications 
are being processed for dwellings on farms. 
 
For the purposes of Policy CTY 10, ‘agricultural activity’ refers to the production, 
rearing or growing of agricultural products including harvesting, milking, breeding 
animals and keeping animals for farming purposes, or maintaining the land in good 
agricultural and environmental condition.’  
 
The applicant has applied for a house on a farm with the farm business ID number 
645680. A farm map was submitted with the planning application indicating lands with 
a total area of 2.19 hectares.  
 
A consultation response was received from DAERA which indicated that this business 
no.645680 had not received SFP, ANC or Agi Environment Scheme Payment in the 
last year.  After further correspondence with DAERA it was discovered that there were 
no claims since 2014.  DAREA also commented that due to the size of the farm it was 
not eligible to claim now. 
 
Policy requires the farm’s DAREA business ID number along with other evidence to 
prove active farming over the required period.  Even if SFPs to the applicant had 
ceased, as the DAERA consultation stated, the agent was told that the policy 
however, allows for other evidence to prove active farming over the requisite period.  
The agent then submitted a letter from Mr James Prentice whose address was given 
as 30 The Burn Road, Comber.  Mr Prentice stated that he maintains the three field’s 
and keeps the fields in good agricultural condition.  No receipts for works carried out 
or any evidence supporting that there is an active and established farm business for 
at least 6 years has been submitted. 
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I spoke with Mr Jonathon Ramsey (son of the applicant) on 6th, 10th, 17th and 20th July 
2018 and he explained that his father who was the farmer had recently passed, he also 
explained that his mother excepts a rental income from a farmer for one of the fields 
and that his mother also pays the same farmer, Mr Prentice, to keep the other field. Mr 
Ramsey explained that Mr prentice grazes his animals on the field and cuts the field for 
silage.  I explained that Mr Prentice is therefore the active farmer not his Mother, and 
that his mother is a land owner.  I explained that this therefore does not meet CTY10 
of PPS21.  
 
Further information was received on 13th December 2018 detailing how the farm land 
has been used since January 2017.  This information was considered and does not 
provide evidence that the applicant has an active and established farm business.  The 
information does not support the requirement of the SPPS ‘agricultural activity’ as 
defined by Article 4 of the European Council Regulations (EC) No. 1307/2013. 
 
We also discussed the previous planning approval X/2011/0319/O & X/2014/0643/RM 
for a dwelling on this land.  Outline was approved on the 14.02.2012.  I advised that the 
definition of an active farmer has been revised since this previous approval.  
 
The onus is on the applicant to demonstrate that the farm business is both active and 
established.  It has not been demonstrated that the applicant has a farm business that 
is currently active as well as established for the last 6 years.  The proposal does not 
comply with a fundamental requirement of policy CTY 10.  It is not a type of 
development that is acceptable in principle in the countryside under Policy CTY 1 of 
PPS 21 and no overriding reasons have been put forward as to why the development 
is essential.  
 
(b) no dwellings or development opportunities out-with settlements limits have 
been sold off from the farm holding within 10 years of the date of the application.  
This provision will only apply from 25 November 2008; and 
 
I am satisfied that no development opportunities have been sold off within the last 10 
years (or from the date specified).  
 
(c) the new building is visually linked or sited to cluster with an established group 
of buildings on the farm and where practicable, access to the dwelling should be 
obtained from an existing lane.  
 
The proposed new dwelling location is considered to cluster and visually link with the 
established group of buildings on the farm.   
 

Policy CTY 13 relates to the integration and design of buildings in the countryside and 
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 appropriate 
design.  The dwelling proposed is to be located within an agricultural field as approved 
under a previous application.  The field is accessed just off the Ballynichol Road. The 
proposed dwelling is to be set behind existing mature vegetation which bounds the site 
to the road. The proposed dwelling is to be located back 50m from the edge of the road 
and will not be a prominent feature in the landscape.  There are existing boundaries 
which are to be supplemented with further planting as previously approved.  The 
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dwelling does not rely on the use of new landscaping for integration, the proposed 
dwelling will suitably integrate into the site.  There are no detached ancillary buildings, 
and there is an adequate ratio of hardstanding to grass within the site. There is no 
furniture proposed to the entrance of the site.  The dwelling is as previously approved.  
The dwelling will not be seen from the road due to the existing mature boundary along 
the road edge which is to be retained. There are also substantial boundaries along the 
east and west boundaries which are to be retained and supplemented by further 
planting, these will screen views travelling east or west.  The proposed development is 
as previously approved and will cluster to the primary farm buildings registered as no.25 
Ballynichol Road and its garage.  

 
Policy CTY14 relates to rural character and states that planning permission will be 
granted for a building in the countryside where it does not cause detrimental change to 
or erode local character. 
The dwelling will not be a prominent feature in the landscape, with the existing 
boundaries and trees proposed to surround the site.  The site is set within an agricultural 
field and the dwelling proposed will not result in a suburban style build-up.  The 
proposed dwelling is set within an agricultural field set back from the road and screened 
from views by existing boundaries. The dwelling will respect the traditional pattern of 
settlement exhibited in the immediate area.  The development will not create or add to 
a ribbon of development and respects CTY8.  The ancillary works respect rural 
character. 
 
Policy CTY 16 relates to development that relies on non-main sewerage. The P1 form 
indicates that the dwelling will use soakaways and septic tank for sewage which are 
shown on the block plan and are acceptable. 
 

 

8.   Consideration of Representations 

 
The proposal has been advertised in the local press and neighbours have been 
notified as per the Section 8 of the “The Planning (General Development Procedure) 
Order (Northern Ireland) 2015”; There are no objections/representations to consider. 
 

 
 
 

9.   Conclusion  

 
Following consideration of the relevant plan, policies, consultations, and other and 
material considerations I recommend refusal of the scheme.  There is not an active an 
established farm business present to provide principle for development under CTY10 
of PPS 21. 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 
Refuse Planning Permission 
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11.    Reasons for Refusal  

1. The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement, Paragraph 

6.73 as it does not meet the criteria for sustainable development in the 

countryside. 

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

Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that there are no overriding 

reasons why this development is essential in this rural location and could not 

be located within a settlement. 

3. The proposal is contrary to Policies CTY1 and CTY10 of Planning Policy 

Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside and does not merit 

being considered an exceptional case in that it has not been demonstrated that 

the farm business is currently active. 
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Date:  
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          ITEM 4.3 
Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref 
 
LA06/2018/0938/O 
 

Proposal 
No. 1 three-bedroom chalet bungalow 
 

Location 

84 Crawfordsburn Road, Bangor                       
 
DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye 
 

Committee 
Interest 

Application made by an elected member of the Council 
 

Validated 29.08.2018 

Summary 

• Outline application – seeking approval of proposal in 
principle – no detailed plans submitted 

• Principle of development in garden 

• Consideration of planning history on adjacent site 

• Impact on character of area 

• Consideration of road access and parking 

Recommendation 
 
Approval 
 

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

Application Ref:  LA06/2018/0938/O 
 

DEA:  Holywood & Clandeboye 

Proposal: 1 No. three bedroom chalet bungalow 
 

Location:  Immediately south of 84 Crawfordsburn Road, Bangor, BT19 1B 
 

Applicant: Stanley Smith 
 

Agent: 

 
Date Valid: 29/08/2018 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 13/09/2018 

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 03/09/2018 

 
Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: No 
 

Letters of Support    0 Letters of Objection     0 Petitions     0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• Principle of development  

• Parking and Access  

• Impact on Residential Amenity  

• Visual impact 

• Impact on Biodiversity  
 

Case Officer: Nicole Keizer  

Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 

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

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The application site is located to the front garden area of No. 84 Crawfordsburn Road, 
Bangor. The site consists of a well maintained lawn and landscaped planted areas. 
The levels of the garden drop down into the site from the northern boundary, with a 
rock face and steps leading down into it. The road frontage is defined by a red-brick 
wall and hedging. A 1m high trimmed hedge defines the eastern and western 
boundaries. The northern boundary is undefined as it comprises the rest of the 
garden area of the existing dwelling. The site slopes down gradually towards 
Crawfordsburn Road.  
 
The dwelling at No. 84 Crawfordsburn Road is two-storey in nature, and finished in 
red-brick and white render. Other finishes include a brick chimney, white upvc window 
frames and white pvc guttering. A tarmac driveway leads up the house to the east of 
the application site.  
 
The surrounding area is residential in nature, with large detached dwellings found on 
long linear plots, for the most part. The dwellings along this part of the Crawfordsburn 
Road benefit from large front gardens. Carnalea Golf Club is located to the rear of the 
site.  
 
No. 86 has benefitted from planning permission for a dwelling in the front garden, 
similar to this proposal which reflects the building line in context of Nos. 86A & 86B to 
the west.  There is no real established building line along this side of Crawfordsburn 
Road whereas the opposite side of the road is very formal in terms of building line.  
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3. Relevant Planning History 

 
There is no planning history on site that is material to this consideration.  
 
W/2004/0823/F: 86 Crawfordsburn Road, Bangor; New split level bungalow in former 
disused quarry section of garden - low to east and upper section to west - similar 
height to neighbouring property; Permission Granted: 18.11.2004. This dwelling is 
now addressed as 84A Crawfordsburn Road.  
 
 
 

 

4.   Planning Policy Framework  

 

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

• North Down & Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 

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

 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 

• Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement & Parking 

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

• Planning Policy Statement 7: Quality Residential Environments 

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

 

 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 
 
Living Places 
Development Control Advice Note 8, Housing in Existing Urban Areas 
Creating Places 
 

 

6.   Consultations  

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

Consultee Response 

NI Water  Advice  

NIEA: Water Management  Standing Advice  

DFI Roads  Content  

Environmental Health  Advice  
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7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Development Plan  
 
Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had 
to the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other 
material considerations. Section 6(4) states that where regard is to be had to the 
Development Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
The Joint Ministerial Statement of 31 January 2005 Development Plans and 
Implementation of the Regional Development Strategy contains guidance on the 
weight to be afforded to emerging draft plans. Following the Ministerial Statement of 
June 2012, accompanying the release of the Commission’s Report on the BMAP 
Public Inquiry, a decision on a development proposal can be based on draft plan 
provisions that will not be changed as a result of the Commission’s recommendations. 
Having reviewed the PAC Report, I am content that the particular zonings relating to 
this site were not objected to. Consequently, dBMAP is a material consideration 
relevant to this application. 
 
The application site is located within the settlement limit of Bangor. The adopted 
Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (BMAP) has been quashed as a result of a 
judgement in the Court of Appeal delivered on 18 May 2017. As a consequence of 
this, the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 (NDAAP) is now the statutory 
development plan for the area with draft BMAP remaining a material consideration. 
 
The site described is located within the development limit of Bangor as defined in the 
Draft BMAP and the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 (NDAAP). There are 
no other designations on site, therefore, the proposal is considered to be in 
accordance with the development plan.  
 

Strategic Planning Policy Statement   
 
Under the SPPS, the guiding principle for planning authorities in determining planning 
applications is that sustainable development should be permitted, having regard to 
the development plan and all other material considerations, unless the proposed 
development will cause demonstrable harm to interests of acknowledged importance. 
Any conflict between the SPPS and any policy retained under the transitional 
arrangements must be resolved in favour of the provisions of the SPPS.  
 
Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 
 
The potential impact of this proposal on Special Areas of Conservation, Special 
Protection Areas and Ramsar sites has been assessed in accordance with the 
requirements of Regulation 43(1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) 
Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended). The proposal would not be likely 
to have a significant effect on the features, conservation objectives or status of any of 
these sites. The NI Biodiversity checklist has been completed and indicates that there 
are no ecological assessments required. 
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PPS 3 Access, Movement and Parking 
 
Following a consultation with DFI Roads; it has offered no objections to the proposed 
development in terms of the new access and parking arrangements. A new access is 
proposed from the Crawfordsburn Road into the site and has been considered 
acceptable by Roads.  
 
Planning Policy Statement 7 Quality Residential Environments 

Policy QD 1 

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

following criteria: 

(a) the development respects the surrounding context and is appropriate to the 

character and topography of the site in terms of layout, scale, proportions, 

massing and appearance of buildings, structures and landscaped and hard 

surfaced areas. 

The site lies within the front garden area of No. 84 Crawfordsburn Road, with a new 

access proposed onto the Crawfordsburn Road. As this is an outline application there 

are no design details available to assess; this application is to establish the principle of 

development on the site. This section of the Crawfordsburn Road is characterised by 

detached dwellings, with the exception of the semi-detached houses at Nos. 86a & 86a 

Crawfordsburn Road. Apartment buildings and semi-detached dwellings are also 

located along Worcester Avenue and Worcester Lane which are located further along 

the Crawfordsburn Road to the west of the site.  

The permission under ref. W/2004/0823/F for the adjacent dwelling at No. 84A 

Crawfordsburn Road holds significant weight in this determination. This dwelling is 

located to the front of No. 86 Crawfordsburn Road with a separate access. The dwelling 

is split-storey in nature due to the drop in levels to the front portion of the site. No. 84 

and No. 86 Crawfordsburn Road have the largest plots along this side of Crawfordsburn 

Road. Given the sites are similar in size and shape, it must be considered that the sub-

division of No. 84’s site is acceptable given the similarities to the permission at this 

adjacent site. I therefore believe the principle of development to be acceptable, and 

would state that an appropriately scaled dwelling in this location would be suitable.  

(b) features of the archaeological and built heritage, and landscape features are 

identified and, where appropriate, protected and integrated in a suitable manner 

into the overall design and layout of the development; 

No archaeological, built heritage or landscape features are affected.   

(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; 
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If the site layout at reserved matters stage is in broad conformity with that shown in 

drawing 03A, over 40sqm of private amenity space will be provided for the detached 

dwelling.  

 (d) adequate provision is made for necessary local neighbourhood facilities, to 

be provided by the developer as an integral part of the development;  

Not Applicable. 

(e) a movement pattern is provided that supports walking and cycling, meets the 

needs of people whose mobility is impaired, respects existing public rights of 

way, provides adequate and convenient access to public transport and 

incorporates traffic calming measures; 

The site is situated on a main transport route with relatively easy access to the town 

centre and public transport.  

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

As this is an outline application, details of parking provision have not been shown. It is 

reasonable to suggest that the site could accommodate a dwelling and two in-curtilage 

parking spaces. There is also on-street car parking available along the Crawfordsburn 

Road.  

(g) the design of the development draws upon the best local traditions of form, 

materials and detailing; 

This is an outline application. The detailed design and finishes shall form part of a future 

reserved matters application.  

(h) the design and layout will not create conflict with adjacent land uses and there 

is no unacceptable adverse effect on existing or proposed properties in terms of 

overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, noise or other disturbance; 

The dwelling will be conditioned to have a ridge height of no more than 6m. This will 

reduce the impact of any overlooking, loss of light or dominance. The dwelling at No. 

84A Crawfordsburn Road is split-level, with the ridge height 5m above ground level at 

the highest point. To the rear of the proposed site there is existing planting and hedging 

which will help with screening the proposal from the front of No. 84 Crawfordsburn 

Road. This will be further assessed at the reserved matters stage. Any noise will be 

during the construction phase only.   

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

Not applicable.  

Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 7 Safeguarding the Character of 
Established Residential Areas 
 
Policy LC 1 Protecting Local Character, Environmental Quality and Residential Amenity 
 
In established residential areas planning permission will only be granted for the 
redevelopment of existing buildings, or the infilling of vacant sites (including extended 
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garden areas) to accommodate new housing, where all the criteria set out in Policy 
QD1 of PPS 7, and all the additional criteria set out below are met: 
 
a) the proposed density is not significantly higher than that found in the 
residential area; and 
 
The proposed density is acceptable for the surrounding area which is characterised by 
a range of plot sizes and house types.  
 
b) the pattern of development is in keeping with the overall character and 
environmental quality of the existing residential area; and 
 
I am satisfied that this is the case. The plot size of No. 84 Crawfordsburn Road is one 
of the largest in the surrounding area. The sub-division of this plot is acceptable given 
the permission for No. 84A Crawfordsburn Road, and the ability of the site to 
incorporate a further dwelling without detriment to the character of the site itself or 
surrounding area. The proposed plot shape will mirror that of this adjacent site, whilst 
will also be similar in size to the plots of Nos. 86A & 86B. On the other side of the 
Crawfordsburn Road, many of the original plots have been sub-divided for further 
housing development such as Crawfordsburn Close and Corvally Court to the east of 
the site.  
 
c) all dwelling units are built to a size not less than those set out in Annex A. 
 
I am satisfied this is the case.  

 

 

8.   Consideration of Representations 

 
No representations were received.  
 

 

9.   Conclusion  

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

 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission 
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11.    Conditions & Informatives  

 
Conditions  
 

1. Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the Council 
within 3 years of the date on which this permission is granted and the 
development, hereby permitted, shall be begun by whichever is the later of the 
following dates: - 

i. the expiration of 5 years from the date of this permission; or 
ii. the expiration of 2 years from the date of approval of the last of the 

reserved matters to be approved. 
 
        Reason: As required by Section 62 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011. 

 

2. Except insofar as expressly conditions below, approval of the details of the 

siting, design and external appearance of the buildings, the means of access 

thereto and the landscaping of the site (hereinafter called "the reserved 

matters"), shall be obtained from the Council, in writing, before any 

development is commenced. 

 

Reason: This is outline permission only and these matters have been reserved 

for the subsequent approval of the Council.   

 

3. A scale plan and accurate site survey at 1:500 (minimum) shall be submitted 
as part of the reserved matters application showing the access to be 
constructed and other requirements in accordance with the attached RS1. 
 
Reason: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of 
road safety and the convenience of road users. 

 

4. A plan indicating floor levels of the proposed dwelling in relation to existing and 
proposed ground levels shall be submitted simultaneously with the detailed 
drawings (for the development hereby approved) at the Reserved Matters 
stage.  
 
Reason: To ensure the dwelling integrates into the landform.  
 

5. The proposed dwelling shall have a ridge height no greater than 6m above 

finished floor level.  

 

Reason: To ensure the dwelling integrates into the area.  

 

6. A landscaping plan must be submitted to and approved by the Council at 

reserved matters stage. This plan must include details of all existing vegetation 

within the site indicating those trees to be retained or removed and methods for 

their protection during construction works, all proposed hard and soft 

landscape works, details of all boundary treatments, planting plans; written 

planting specifications; schedules of plants and trees indicating site 
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preparation, planting methods, planting medium and additives together with the 

species, the size at time of planting, the presentation, location, spacing and 

numbers; an implementation and maintenance programme.  The landscaping 

shall be completed during the first available planting season following 

occupation in accordance with the approved details.   

 

Reason: To ensure the proposed dwelling will not be prominent feature in the 

local area.  

 

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

 

8. The development hereby permitted shall have a layout which is broadly in line 
with the indicative proposed Site Plan Drawing No.03A bearing the date stamp 
12th December 2018, but may be subject to modification to address any 
specific concerns raised following consideration of the detailed submission. 
 
Reason: In the interests of visual amenity in the surrounding area and 
residential amenity with regard to adjacent properties. 
 
 

Informatives  
 

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.  

 
2. The applicant should be aware that an updated Atlas of Radon Affected Areas 

in NI has been published in August 2015, via Public Health England. A radon 
affected area is defined as 1% probability or higher of present or future homes 
above the action level – 200Bq/m3 (annual average radon concentration). The 
indicative atlas 2015 suggests the above development is within a Radon 
Affected Area at a probability level of (1-3%). The applicant is strongly 
recommended to access the updated atlas at: 
http://www.ukradon.org/information/ukmaps and 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/radon-indicative-atlas-for-
northern-ireland.  
 
*Building Regulations (NI) 2012 Guidance Technical Booklet C “Site 
Preparation and Resistance to Contaminants and Moisture, October 2012: 
Section 3 provides further information on the level of protection required and 
directs to the Building Research Establishment (BRE Reports) which provide 
detailed guidance on protective measures relevant to new dwellings in NI.  
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Technical Booklet C can be accessed at: http://www.buildingcontrol-
ni.com/regulations/technical-booklets  
 
Note: The guidance in BR211 applies to all new buildings, extensions, 
conversions and refurbishment for domestic or non-domestic use (unless 
subject to local exemptions contained within the above Regulations).  
 
The current 2015 edition of BR211 covers the whole of the UK and replaces 
three earlier guidance documents:  
 
BRE Report BR211 Radon: guidance on protective measures for new buildings 
– originally introduced in 1991 and amended in 1992, 1999 and 2007 covering 
England and Wales.  
 
BRE Report BR376 Radon: guidance on protective measures for new 
dwellings in Scotland – introduced in 1999. (Please note that whilst this guide 
has been superseded it is still referred to in Scottish Technical Handbook 
guidance.)  
 
BRE Report BR413 Radon: guidance on protective measures for new 
dwellings in Northern Ireland – introduced in 2001. (Please note that whilst this 
guide has been superseded it is still cited for Building Regulations purposes. 
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Figure 1: Site Location Plan 
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Figure 2: Site within the Draft BMAP 



 

13 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Proposed Block Plan 
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Site Pictures  

 

 

View of Site from roadside boundary. The rock face and planting 

to the rear boundary screens No. 84 from view 
View of Western boundary and No. 84A   

View from northern boundary of site   No. 84 Crawfordsburn Road   

No. 84A Crawfordsburn Road (adjacent)   Existing access for 84 Crawfordsburn Road  



Unclassified 

Page 1 of 5 
 

ITEM 5  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 05 March 2019 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 21 January 2019 

File Reference       

Legislation       

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☒         No     ☐        Other  ☐ 

If other, please add comment below:  

      

Subject Update on Planning Appeals 

Attachments Item 5a - Commission Decision 2018/A0077 

Item 5b - Commission Decision 2018/A0039 

Item 5c - Commission Costs Decision 

Item 5d - Commission Decision 2018/A0098 

 
Decisions 
 
1. The following appeal was dismissed on 28 January 2019 

 
  

Appeal reference: 2018/A0077 

Application Reference:   LA06/2015/0337/F 

Appeal by: Mr Richard White 

Subject of Appeal: Erection of 12m high shortwave amateur radio 
telescopic mast to rear. Retention of existing 
antennae and support poles. Removal of three 
existing antennae and alteration of two existing 
antennae. 

Location: 28 Lord Warden’s Parade, Bangor 
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2. The Council refused this application on 14 May 2018 for the following reasons: 
 

i. The proposal is contrary to paragraph 3.8 of the Strategic Planning Policy 
Statement (SPPS), policy TEL1 of Planning Policy Statement 10: 
Telecommunications and policy EXT1 criterion (a) of the Addendum to Planning 
Policy Statement 7: Residential Extensions and Alterations, in that the scale 
and height of the proposed 12m radio telescopic mast is unsympathetic with the 
built form and appearance of the existing property and will detract from the 
appearance and character of the surrounding area, creating an unacceptable 
visual impact. 

 
ii. The proposal is contrary to paragraph 3.8 of the Strategic Planning Policy 

Statement (SPPS), policy TEL1 of Planning Policy Statement 10: 
Telecommunications and policy EXT1 criterion (b) of the Addendum to Planning 
Policy Statement 7 Residential Extensions and Alterations, in that the 12m 
radio telescopic mast would if permitted, unduly affect the amenity of 
neighbouring properties at 23 and 25 Lord Warden’s Hollow, by reason of over-
dominance as it will appear excessively large and overbearing when viewed 
from the rear of these properties and will adversely impinge upon their 
immediate aspect and outlook. 

 
3. The Commissioner upheld both the Council’s reasons for refusal in dismissing the 

appeal which took the form of an accompanied site visit followed by an informal 
hearing. 

 
4. The following appeal was allowed on 7 February 2019: 
 

Appeal reference: 2018/A0039 

Application Reference:   LA06/2018/0248/F 

Appeal by: Mr Leonard Cardwell 

Subject of Appeal: Erection of double garage, conversion of existing 
garage, addition of dormer window.  Appeal 
against Condition 2 (Protected trees on site shall 
not be cut down, uprooted, destroyed, topped or 
lopped) 

Location: 24 Ballymullan Road, Crawfordsburn 

 
5. The Council approved the above application on 14 June 2018 and attached the 

following condition: 
 

The protected trees on site, located within the area shaded in green on drawing 
No 08, bearing the Council date stamp 2nd May 2018, shall not be cut down, 
uprooted or destroyed or have its roots damaged within the crown spread, nor 
shall arboriculture work or tree surgery take place on any retained tree be topped 
or lopped other than in accordance with the approved plans and particulars, 
without written approval of the Council. 
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Reason – to ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by the existing protected 
trees. 

 
6. The Council attached this condition to reflect the fact that the site, outlined in red 

on the application, fell within an area protected by a Tree Preservation Order, 
and the applicant refused to submit a plan indicating the protected trees within 
that red line. 

 
7. The Council was conscious of Schedule 3(2)(c) of the Planning (Trees) 

Regulations (NI) 2015 which state that the Tree Preservation Order shall not 
apply to require the consent of the council ‘where required for the purpose of 
carrying out development authorised by a planning permission granted (other 
than an outline planning permission) on an application made under Part 3 of the 
Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011. 

 
8. In the absence of the annotation of all protected trees within the red line of the 

application, the condition was included to ensure that the protected trees were 
afforded continued protection. 

 
9. The Commissioner considered that the condition did not meet all the legal tests, 

and the condition duplicated the protection already afforded to the trees by the 
TPO and was wider in its scope than necessary.  

 
10. A Costs Award was made against the Council and the Commissioner considered 

that the imposition of a condition which did not meet the tests for conditions 
represented unreasonable behaviour and thus awarded costs against the 
Council to pay the appellant the full costs of the appeal proceedings, limited to 
those costs incurred in submitting the appeal and in preparing the statement of 
case and rebuttal. 

 
11. At the date of writing the appellant had not yet submitted details of costs incurred 

for review by the Council. 
 

 
12. The following appeal was allowed on 13 February 2019: 
 

Appeal reference: 2018/A0098 

Application Reference:   LA06/2017/0904/F 

Appeal by: Mr Mark Harding 

Subject of Appeal: Erection of 1 no. portacabin (to replace existing 
portacabin) and associated re-siting of 1 no. 
portacabin with oil tank 

Location: Conlig Workskills, Conlig Presbyterian Church, 4 
Main Street, Conlig 

 
13. The Council refused the above application on 26 July 2018 for the following 

reason: 
 

• The proposal is contrary to Planning Policy Statement 15, Planning and Flood 
Risk, Policy FLD 5, in that it would, if permitted, result in development in a 
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reservoir flood inundation area where the Flood Risk Assessment indicates 
that there is a likelihood of unacceptable combination of depth and velocity.  
This would pose an unacceptable risk for those vulnerable persons who may 
not be able to react promptly to flood warning and evacuation procedures. 

  
14. The main issue in this appeal was whether or not the proposed development 

would be acceptable in principle given its location within a flood inundation zone 
for a controlled reservoir. 
 

15. The Commissioner agreed with the Council that the appeal development did not 
fully comply with Policy FLD 5 of PPS 15 as it represented bespoke 
accommodation for a vulnerable group within a Reservoir Flood Inundation Area 
where the submitted Flood Risk Assessment indicated there would be an 
unacceptable combination of depth and velocity.  However, in dealing with the 
larger area of floorspace proposed compared to that to be replaced, the 
Commissioner considered that any potential increase in number of service users 
within the new portacabin could be addressed through the limitation of its use to 
10 service users on site, which was accepted at the appeal as being reasonable 
and enforceable.  It was felt that this would facilitate the continuance of the 
valuable community resource for Conlig, Bangor and Newtownards as well as 
the wider Ards Peninsula. 

 
16. The Commissioner did not consider that granting of permission would set a 

precedent given the particular circumstances of the case, despite the proposal 
not fully complying with Policy FLD 5 of PPS 15. 

 
17. The following appeal was dismissed on 13 February 2019: 

 

Appeal reference: 2018/A0094 

Application Reference:   LA06/2017/1406/F 

Appeal by: Mr Gordon Duff 

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

Location: 20m west of 283 Killaughey Road, Donaghadee 

 
18. The Council refused the above application on 26 July 2018 for the following 

reasons: 
 

• The proposal is contrary to paragraph 6.73 of the Strategic Planning Policy 
Statement in that the building to be converted is not a locally important 
building; 
 

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

 
19. The Commissioner, in referring to a previous appeal decision for the same 

building, reiterated that the building was not considered as a locally important 
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building under Policy CTY 4 of PPS 21.  She also agreed with the Council that 
the proposal for self catering units found no support within CTY 16: Tourism and 
that despite the appeal building being in close proximity to the main towns in the 
Borough and the Ards Peninsula, this argument could be made for any 
agricultural building within this rural locality. 
 

20. Both reasons for refusal were sustained and the appeal dismissed. 
 
 
New Appeals Lodged 
 
21. The following appeal was lodged on: 
 

Appeal reference: 2018/A0215 

Application Reference:   LA06/2018/1036/A 

Appeal by: Mr Chris Mullen 

Subject of Appeal: Retrospective application for hand painted roof scape 
sign 

Location: 278 Seacliff Road, Bangor 

 
 

22. Copies of appeal decisions and cost decisions attached. 
 
23. Details of appeal decisions, new appeals and scheduled hearings can be viewed 

at www.pacni.gov.uk. 
 

 
 
Recommendation:  That members note the content of this report. 

http://www.pacni.gov.uk/


 

  

  

 
Appeal Reference: 2018/A0077. 
Appeal by: Mr Richard White. 
Appeal against: The refusal of full planning permission. 
Proposed Development: Erection of 12m high shortwave amateur radio telescopic 

mast to rear.  Retention of existing antennae and support 
poles.  Removal of three existing antennae and alteration of 
two existing antennae. 

Location: 28 Lord Warden’s Parade, Bangor. 
Planning Authority: Ards & North Down Borough Council. 
Application Reference:  LA06/2015/0337/F. 
Procedure: Hearing on 11 December 2018.  
Decision by: Commissioner Mark Watson, dated 28 January 2019. 
 

 
Decision 
 
1. The appeal is dismissed. 
 
Reasons 
 
2. The main issues in this appeal are whether or not the development would: 

 unacceptably damage the visual amenity and character of the area; 

 adversely affect the residential amenity of occupants in neighbouring properties 
by way of dominance; and 

 give rise to potential health and safety concerns. 
 

3. Section 45(1) of the Planning Act requires that regard must be had to the local 
development plan (LDP), so far as material to the application. Section 6(4) of the 
Act requires that where in making any determination under the Act, regard is to be 
had to the LDP, the determination must be made in accordance with the plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  The Court of Appeal declared 
the adoption of the Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (BMAP) to be unlawful on 
18 May 2017 and consequently BMAP must be disregarded.  The North Down and 
Ards Area Plan 1984 - 1995 (NDAAP), despite its vintage, now operates as the 
LDP for the area the site lies in.  In it the site lies within the development limit for 
Bangor and on zoned housing land.  The NDAAP contains no policies or proposals 
pertinent to the appeal development and is not material. 

 
4. A further consequence of the Court of Appeal judgement is that the draft BMAP 

(dBMAP), published in 2004, is a material consideration in the determination of 
this appeal.  In dBMAP the appeal site lies within the settlement limit of Bangor 
and on land zoned as a Committed Housing Site (Built).  There are no policies or 

 

 

        Appeal 
       Decision 

 

  Park House  
  87/91 Great Victoria Street 
  BELFAST 
  BT2 7AG 
  T:  028 9024 4710 
  F:  028 9031 2536 
  E:  info@pacni.gov.uk 



 

  

proposals within Draft BMAP relevant to the appeal development and that plan is 
not material. 

 
5. The appeal site comprises No. 28 Lord Warden’s Parade, a two storey detached 

dwelling finished in a mix of brick and render, with brown concrete roof tiles.  No. 
28 backs onto several detached properties situated to the north of No. 28 within 
the adjacent cul-de-sac of Lord Warden’s Hollow.  The site has a rear garden area 
with boundaries defined by fencing and walls, along with mature hedge in parts.  
Several of the antennae subject of this appeal are situated within the rear garden, 
whilst there are several pieces of equipment mounted to the rear and side of the 
dwelling in various locations.  The appeal site lies within a residential area 
characterised by single dwellings on reasonably sized plots.   

 
6. The Appellant is a longstanding licensed amateur radio operator.  He has lived in 

No. 28 and operated radio equipment there he moved to the property in 2004.  He 
stated that over the past number of years his existing equipment has become less 
effective due to increasing levels of interference from a number of sources 
including street lighting, electrical cabling and the large number of everyday 
electrical items households contain.  The proximity of his equipment to the roof of 
his own dwelling also interferes, particularly during wet weather, whilst certain 
solar conditions can also affect his system.  The appeal development represented 
upgrades to his existing system to overcome such interference.  The Appellant 
seeks a new 12.2m high telescopic antenna, which when raised to operating 
height would also be capable of rotation to align to the desired direction.  The 
appeal also entails replacement of a single antenna support pole with a lightweight 
fibre pole and the lowering of an existing multi band antenna.  Three antennae 
(two of which rotate) will be removed, thus rationalising the overall number of 
antennae and poles at No. 28.  The Appellant considered the appeal development 
to represent a planning gain in terms of the overall number of antennae and the 
visual impact when measured against the existing equipment on site.  Third party 
submissions in respect of the appeal development included an objection from a 
neighbouring property, another seeking assurances pertaining to aspects of the 
appeal development, whilst several statements supporting the appeal 
development from neighbours, an elected representative and the Radio Society of 
Great Britain were also submitted. 

 
7. The Appellant undertook a record of his activities as part of his initial application to 

the Council.  The figures submitted were based on actual operating records, which 
showed an average daylight hours use of approximately 45 minutes per day.  The 
equipment was not used every day, but in broad terms around two of out of every 
three in a calendar year.  It was stated that when not in use the proposed main 
antenna would be lowered, nor would it be raised in windy conditions.  During 
periods when the Appellant would be on holiday or when carrying out maintenance 
of the 12.2m high antenna, it would be removed from the upright position entirely. 
The 12.2m high telescopic antenna is designed to sit on a flagpole style base with 
a pivoting element to facilitate its removal from the base when maintenance is 
required.  A hand operated ratchet would allow for the erection and lowering of the 
antenna. 

 
8. The Council stated that its primary concern was the size and height of the 

proposed 12.2m high telescopic rotating antenna (hereafter termed the main 
antenna for ease of reference) in terms of its visual impact and also the impact on 



 

  

the residential amenity of two neighbouring properties.  The Appellant was asked 
about the severability of various elements of the appeal development; i.e. whether 
or not permission could potentially be granted for some parts of the development 
even if others were deemed unacceptable.  He stated that the main antenna was 
designed to replace the function of two of the existing antennae and this along with 
the other alterations had to be considered as a single package, thus the various 
elements were not severable from one another.  I will therefore consider the 
various elements of the appeal development as a whole.  The Council confirmed 
that the existing equipment has been in place longer than 5 years and was 
therefore immune from enforcement action.  Thus in the event of the appeal being 
dismissed, the existing equipment can remain. 

 
9. The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland ‘Planning for 

Sustainable Development’ (SPPS) at paragraph 2.3 states that the planning 
system operates in the public interest of local communities and the region as a 
whole.  It does not exist to protect the private interests of one person against the 
activities of another, although private interests may coincide with the public 
interest in some cases.  It goes on to state that the basic question is not whether 
owners and occupiers of neighbouring properties would experience financial or 
other loss from a particular development, but whether the proposal would 
unacceptably affect amenities and the existing use of land and buildings that ought 
to be protected in the public interest.  Paragraph 3.8 of the SPPS states that 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.  

 
10. There is no conflict or change in policy direction between the provisions of the 

SPPS and Planning Policy Statement 10 – Telecommunications (PPS10) in 
respect of the appeal development.  PPS10 remains the pertinent policy document 
to consider the appeal development against.  Guidance is also to be found in 
Development Control Advice Note 14 – Siting and Design of Radio 
Telecommunications Equipment (DCAN14). 

 
11. The Council’s two reasons for refusal were partly framed under Policy EXT1 of the 

Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 7 – Residential Extensions and 
Alterations (APPS7).  The preamble to APPS7 states that the Addendum provides 
an additional planning policy for the extension and/or alteration of a dwellinghouse 
or flat, including those in multiple occupancy.  It goes on to state that proposals for 
a domestic garage or an outbuilding, or other built (my emphasis) development 
ancillary to a residential property will also be considered under the provisions of 
APPS7.  Throughout the document there is reference to buildings and the potential 
issues requiring consideration arising from such development.  There are no 
references to telecommunications antennae or other such equipment in the 
document, even if the Planning (General Permitted Development) Order (NI) 2015 
contains provisions within Part 1, Class G for microwave antenna on a 
dwellinghouse or within the curtilage of a dwellinghouse.  Whilst reference is made 
to solar thermal panels and photovoltaic panels these are not comparable to radio 
antennae.  The proposed new antennae and alterations to existing ones represent 
engineering operations rather than building operations, even if they are attached to 
or may alter the character of No. 28.  I am not persuaded that Policy EXT1 of 



 

  

APPS7 is applicable to the appeal development.  Notwithstanding this, the matter 
of visual amenity still falls to be considered under the policy contained in PPS10.  I 
can also assess the matter of any potential impact on residential amenity through 
visual dominance in its own right. 

 
 12. At paragraph 6.38 of PPS10 it states that proposals to install masts often used by 

amateur radio operators, radio taxi firms and other private and commercial users 
usually present few potential planning proposals in terms of size and visual impact 
over a wide area.  Such masts need to be high enough for technical efficiency and 
located as far as possible from other antennas, in order to minimise the possibility 
of interference.  It goes on to state that however, they will not normally be of such 
a scale as to have a serious impact on local amenity.  The amplification text also 
acknowledges that such applicants will generally have less scope for using 
alternative sites or for sharing sites and masts will often need to be located on the 
premises. 

 
13. Policy TEL1 of PPS10 states that proposals for telecommunications development 

will be permitted where such proposals, together with any enabling works, will not 
result in unacceptable damage to visual amenity or harm to environmentally 
sensitive features or locations.  It goes on to state that developers will therefore be 
required to demonstrate that proposals, having regard to technical and operational 
constraints, have been sited and designed to minimise visual and environmental 
impact.  The Appellant stated that the appeal development represented what he 
would need over his lifetime and was in a sense the ‘worst case scenario’ in terms 
of the type and size of equipment put forward.  He stated that he had attempted to 
negotiate with the Council to determine what would be deemed acceptable, 
including a lower main antenna, but to no success.  He also stated that the design 
of the appeal development was also constrained by the size of the roof of No. 28.  

 
14. The Council identified four critical views from which it considered the appeal 

development would cause unacceptable damage to visual amenity, as well as the 
character of the area.  The Council also raised concerns relating to visual 
dominance on Nos. 23 and 25 Lord Warden’s Hollow, as did the occupants of No. 
23.  Other third party matters raised will be addressed elsewhere in this decision. 

 
15. Critical View 1 (CV1) identified by the Council was from within the cul-de-sac at 

Lord Warden’s Hollow travelling south towards Nos. 23 and 25 in that estate.  
From here views of the rear of the appeal property can be discerned and the main 
antenna would be visible though only when raised to full height.  I agree that when 
raised the main antenna would appear visually discordant within the streetscene 
given its height and overall size.     

 
16. CV2 was identified as being along Lord Warden’s Hollow at a point where the side 

and rear of the appeal site can be viewed through a gap in built development 
between Nos. 30 and 32 Lord Warden’s Hollow.  This limited and static view is 
entirely peripheral to the direction of travel either direction along the estate road 
and the tangential nature of this view renders it non-critical. 

 
17. CV3 is a transient view travelling north-east towards the junction of Lord Warden’s 

Hollow and Lord Warden’s Parade.  From here there would be sustained views of 
the appeal development, particularly when the main antenna would be at full 
height.  CV4 is a view from the junction at Lord Warden’s View and Lord Warden’s 



 

  

View situated to the east of the appeal dwelling.  From this view the adjacent 
dwellings that lie to the east on higher ground would initially provide screening for 
the appeal development.  However when moving closer to the appeal property 
itself views would become more pronounced, with the main antenna visually 
prominent when raised. 

 
18. Taking the various identified views together, even though the main antenna would 

not always be raised to full height and I note that the rotation feature would only be 
utilised to alter the orientation of the antenna when required, rather than being in 
continual rotating motion, I find that the appeal development would cause 
unacceptable damage to the visual amenity of the area.  The actual number of 
antennae above roof height would not dissuade me of this opinion, nor would the 
Appellant’s use of the siting and design principles contained in DCAN14 in 
designing the appeal development.  The Appellant pointed to the majority of road 
users and those passing by the critical views doing so during peak periods of the 
day, during which more than likely the main antenna would not be raised to full 
height.  Nevertheless, the estate and wider residential area the appeal site lies 
within is heavily populated and it does not follow that all residents and visitors 
would necessarily be travelling to and from here during peak periods.  For the 
reasons given above the appeal development would unacceptably damage visual 
amenity, which would also include the character of the area.   

 
19. In terms of the relationship of the appeal development to Nos. 23 and 25 Lord 

Warden’s Hollow, whilst there is an existing visual impact from the in-situ 
equipment, the overall height of the proposed main antenna combined with the 
size of its horizontal element would nevertheless read as a visually dominant and 
imposing feature from the rear of those properties.  I note the existing vegetation 
along the relevant party boundaries and also that the views from those properties 
towards the appeal development are angled rather than direct ones.  It is not the 
actual impingement on views that is the critical matter, but rather the impression of 
dominance that would arise from the main antenna, even though it would only be 
raised to full height and in operation for limited periods of time in any single day.  
For this reason the appeal development in its proposed form would adversely 
affect the amenity of occupants of those two dwellings by reading as an overly 
dominant feature.  Whilst one of the existing masts closest to No. 25 Lord 
Warden’s Hollow would be removed as part of the appeal development, this would 
not in itself overcome this particular objection to the appeal development.   

 
20. The impacts of the appeal development must be weighed against the Appellant’s 

fallback position, in that his existing equipment is immune from enforcement 
action.  The Appellant also considered that the proposed development 
represented a significant visual betterment given the rationalisation of the number 
of antennae at No. 28.  It is undisputed that the Appellant could continue to use his 
existing equipment regardless of the outcome of this appeal.  However, although 
the existing equipment carries with it a degree of visual impact, even with the 
rationalisation of the number of antennae and the alteration of several existing 
ones, the visual impact of the proposed main antenna itself would not be 
acceptable when read against the residential context the site lies within.  The 
betterment case put forward by the Appellant would not justify the appeal 
development in its present form, nor would the fallback, as the arising visual 
impact would create greater overall damage to visual amenity, as well as the 
impact of dominance on two existing properties, than what is presently there.   



 

  

21. A third party raised the matter of noise from the system that would enable the 
proposed main antenna to be raised and lowered.  The Appellant explained how 
this would operate at the hearing.  I am not persuaded that a hand operated 
mechanical winch would give rise to levels of noise that would adversely affect the 
amenity of neighbouring properties for the short periods of time it would be in use 
to raise or retract the main antenna.  The Appellant also submitted an Acoustic 
Report during the application process which was not disputed and I note that the 
Council’s Environmental Health Department raised no objection to the appeal 
development.  This element of objection would not warrant the withholding of 
planning permission. 

 
22. The matter of the potential for a collapse of a mast within the Appellant’s property 

or across the road was also raised by a third party.  The Appellant stated that the 
proposed main antenna was of a design that would be strong enough to cope with 
winds, including extreme high wind events, but he also stated that the main 
antenna would not be raised during such conditions in any event.  From my 
assessment the existing equipment is well maintained and I have no reason to 
believe that the proposed equipment in this appeal would be any less well-kept.  
Another third party referred to health and safety implications but did not elaborate 
on this.  I have been provided with no evidence to suggest that the proposed 
development would represent a danger to the health and safety of neighbouring 
residents and again I note the lack of objection from the Council’s Environmental 
Health Department.  I am not persuaded that the fear of potential falling equipment 
or more general health and safety concerns would justify the refusal of planning 
permission.    

 
23. The potential interference with TV and telephone operation from the appeal 

development was raised by a third party, but they provided no evidence that this 
has or would occur.  According to the Appellant’s undisputed evidence the 
longstanding operation of his current equipment has not interfered with 
neighbouring TV or telephone services.  I note that a number of consultees with 
responsibility for safeguarding various forms of telecommunication infrastructure 
raised no objection to the appeal development.  This matter would not warrant the 
withholding of planning permission. 

 
24. However, for the reasons given above I find that the appeal development does not 

comply with Policy TEL1 of PPS10.  It would cause demonstrable harm to visual 
amenity, as well as a consequent impact on the amenity of two neighbouring 
properties, both of which are interests of acknowledged importance.  The general 
policy principle at paragraph 3.8 of the SPPS is not met.  The Council and third 
party concerns are sustained to the extent specified above.  A Supporter for the 
Appellant raised concerns that the refusal of this appeal would set a worrying 
precedent, preventing future applications for similar equipment ever being granted 
permission.  However, it does not follow that the refusal of planning permission for 
a single specific development in an urban, residential area would establish that 
future applications for similar equipment, either on the appeal site itself, or 
elsewhere, would also be refused as each application must be assessed on its 
individual merits. 

 
25. Although I cannot discount the possibility of there being an alternative design 

solution that could still potentially allow the Appellant the increased system 
performance desired whilst avoiding an unacceptable visual impact and 



 

  

consequent dominant impacts when measured against the fallback of the existing 
equipment, my consideration must be confined to the application before me for full 
permission.  Any potential alternative design would be a matter between the 
Appellant and Council in the first instance. 

 
26. Despite the submitted letters of support and the application subject of this appeal 

allowing local residents to better understand the purpose of the Appellant’s 
equipment, for the reasons given above the Council’s and third party related 
concerns have been sustained to the extent specified above and are determining.  
The appeal must fail.  

 
 
 
This decision relates to the following drawings submitted with the application:- 
 

 
DRAWING NUMBER 

 
TITLE 

 
SCALE 

 
DATE 

01 Site Location Plan 1:1250 11/06/15 

02A Block Plan showing antennae 
& supports as proposed 

1:200 25/07/17 

08 Front elevation showing 
antennae & supports as 
proposed 

1:100 21/08/17 

09 Left side elevation 1:100 25/08/17 

10 Right side elevation 1:100 30/08/17 

11 Rear elevation 1:100 20/08/17 
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List of Appearances 
 
Planning Authority:-      Mrs A Todd (A&ND BC)* 
        Mr M Hanvey (A&ND BC)* 
 
Appellant:-       Mr R White (Appellant)* 
 
*All present at accompanied site visit following hearing. 
 
 
 
List of Documents 
 
Planning Authority:-  ‘A’ Statement of Case & Appendix (A&ND BC) 
 
Appellant:-   ‘B’ Statement of Case (Mr R White) 
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Appeal Reference: 2018/A0039 
Appeal by: Mr Leonard Cardwell 
Appeal against: Conditional grant of full planning permission  
Proposed Development: Erection of double garage, conversion of existing garage, addition 

of dormer window. Against condition 2 (Protected trees on site 
shall not be cut down, uprooted, destroyed, topped or lopped) 

Location: 24 Ballymullan Road, Crawfordsburn 
Planning Authority:          Ards & North Down Borough Council  
Application Reference:  LA06/2018/0248/F 
Procedure: Written representations and accompanied site visit on 15 

November 2018  
Decision by: Commissioner Brigid McGlinchey dated 7 February 2019 
 

 
Decision 
 
1. The appeal is allowed and condition 2 of planning permission LA06/2018/0248/F is 

deleted.  
 
2.  Condition 3 is amended as set out below and renumbered as Condition 2. 
 
Claim for Costs  
 
3.  A claim for costs was made by the appellant against Ards & North Down Borough Council. 

This claim is the subject of a separate decision. 
 
Reasons 
 
4. The main issue in this appeal is whether the imposition of the subject condition is justified.                                                                                              
 
5. Section 58(1)(c) of the Planning Act provides for appeals against the grant of planning 

permission subject to conditions. Section 58(4) states that on such an appeal the 
Commission may reverse or vary any part of the decision, whether the appeal relates to 
that part thereof or not; and may deal with the application as if made to it in the first 
instance. In other words, the Commission has the statutory power to vary conditions other 
than those challenged by the appellant and noted in his appeal application. The appeal 
form indicated that the appeal was against Condition 2 which reads as follows: 

 
“The protected trees on site, located within the area shaded green on drawing No 8, 
bearing the Council date stamp 2nd May 2018, shall not be cut down, uprooted or 
destroyed or have its roots damaged within the crown spread, nor shall arboriculture or 
tree surgery take place on any retained tree to be toped or lopped other than in 
accordance with the approved plans and particulars, without written approval of the 
Council.” 
 
Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by the existing protected trees. 
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6. Whilst this appeal was brought in respect of Condition 2, the Commission has discretion to 
consider any other parts of the decision which relate to the protected trees issue. 
Condition 2 cites specific requirements in relation to the protection of trees as follows:  

  
 No equipment, machinery or materials are to be brought on the site for the purpose of 

construction work, including any demolition and site clearance until all trees to be retained 
in the front garden have been protected by fencing. Within the fenced area, no activities 
shall take place, and the ground levels within those areas shall not be altered. All means 
of protection shall be retained in situ for the duration of the construction process. 

 
 Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by the existing protected trees. 
  
 Condition 2 is extricably linked with Condition 3 and therefore also forms part of my 

consideration.  
 
7.  Pursuant to Article 65 of the Planning (NI) Order 1991 (equivalent to Section 122 of the 

Planning Act (NI) 2011), a Tree Preservation Order (TPO) was placed on lands that 
included the appeal site because of the amenity value of the trees. The TPO was later 
confirmed with modifications on 9 January 2015 to exclude certain trees. Map B identified 
those trees covered by the TPO as well as those trees excluded. The protected trees on 
the appeal site are located within both the front and rear gardens of the property. The 
proposed garage is located in the front garden close to protected tree T133. The other 
proposed development entails alterations to the existing attached garage positioned on 
the side of the dwelling and the addition of a dormer window to the front elevation of the 
property. Based on the advice of its Tree Officer, the Council stated that it was content 
that the development proposal would have no detrimental impact upon the protected trees 
on the appeal site.  

 
8. Nonetheless, the Council considered that in order to protect the integrity of the existing 

TPO, a condition for the retention of the protected trees within the development site was 
necessary. To this avail, the Council requested by letter dated 17 April 2018 that the 
applicant submit a map identifying and numbering the protected trees on the site in 
accordance with the TPO. This letter stated that it was only necessary to show the trees 
within the front garden. The submitted site layout plan, (Drawing No. 08) accordingly 
identified trees with their TPO numbering in the front garden only. The Council however 
subsequently determined that the subject condition should encompass all the protected 
trees on the appeal site and the totality of the site on accompanying Drawing No. 08 was 
shaded green accordingly to tie in with Condition 2 attached to the grant of permission.  

 
9. Paragraph 5.65 of the SPPS sets out a number of tests against which to assess the 

propriety of the imposition of planning conditions namely whether they are necessary, 
relevant to planning, relevant to the development being permitted, precise, enforceable 
and reasonable. These tests are replicated in Development Management Practice Note 
20: Use of planning conditions (DMP20) which provides guidance to planning officers on 
procedure and good practice in the use of planning conditions. It advises that conditions 
should only be imposed where they satisfy all of the above tests. The appellant challenges 
that though the imposition of Condition 2 is relevant to planning, it fails the other five tests 
for conditions. 

 
10. The condition relates to the protected trees on the site and refers to accompanying 

Drawing 08. Though this drawing is colour washed, the numbering of the trees is 
nonetheless legible and these are confined to the front garden. Confusion however arises 
as the map includes numbered trees which were excluded in the modified TPO 
declaration. In this respect, the condition is not precise. In considering whether the 
condition is necessary, decision makers must consider whether planning permission 
would be refused if the requirements of that condition were not imposed. A condition 
ought not to be imposed unless there is a definite need for it. The Council cited Section 
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121(a) of the Planning Act which places a duty on planning authorities to ensure, 
wherever it is appropriate (my emphasis), that in granting planning permission for any 
development, adequate provision is made, by the imposition of conditions, for the 
preservation of trees. The stated reason for Condition 2 was to ensure the continuity of 
amenity afforded by the existing protected trees. The TPO on the site which was made in 
the interest of amenity already provides protection of the trees in the long term. The 
proposed condition therefore duplicates the protection already afforded to the trees by the 
TPO and is wider in scope than is necessary. The wording of the other Condition 3 
secures the protection of the trees during the construction phase of the proposed 
development by the erection of fencing around the protected trees. This effectively 
addresses the short term protection of trees. Considering all these matters, I deem that 
there was no need for Condition 2.  

 
11. In respect of the other tests for conditions, the Third Schedule of the TPO declaration 

specifies that the provisions of the TPO do not apply to require consent for cutting down, 
topping, lopping or uprooting of dead or dangerous trees or which is in compliance with 
obligations imposed by or under any statutory provision. Condition 2 therefore goes 
further than the provisions of the TPO in that it would not permit the removal of such dead 
or dangerous trees within the overall green colourwash area without consent. 
Furthermore, any such remedial actions taken by statutory agencies on the protected 
trees would be outside the control of the appellant and in this respect condition 2 would be 
unenforceable. In any case, as the Council has acknowledged that the proposed 
development would have no detrimental impact on the protected trees, the condition is 
arguably not relevant to the development to be permitted. I find that condition 2 fails five of 
the tests for conditions set out in the SPPS and is thus not justified and should be deleted. 

 
12.  The garage is sited forward of the dwelling within the front garden of the property with 

other development works confined to alterations to the elevations of the dwelling and its 
internal arrangements. As per the request made by the Council, Drawing No. 08 shows 
the protected trees in the front garden only but also includes the trees that had been 
excluded from the modified TPO. I consider that it would therefore be appropriate to 
amend the wording of condition 3 so that the protection of trees during construction phase 
relates only to those trees in the front garden covered by the modified TPO. For the 
purpose of completeness, this should be renumbered as condition 2 and reads as follows: 

 
 No equipment, machinery or materials are to be brought on the site for the purpose of 

construction work, including any demolition and site clearance until those trees in the front 
garden covered by the modified TPO confirmed on 9 January 2015 have been protected 
by fencing. Within the fenced area, no activities shall take place, and the ground levels 
within those areas shall not be altered. All means of protection shall be retained in situ for 
the duration of the construction process. 

 
 Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by the existing protected trees. 
 
This decision is based on the following drawings:- 
 
01 – 1:1250 scale Site location plan; 
02 – 1:500 scale Site layout; 
05 – 1:100 scale Proposed plans; 
06 – 1:100 scale Proposed elevations; 
07 – 1:100 scale Plans, sections and elevations; 
08 – 1:100 scale Site layout. 
 
COMMISSIONER BRIGID McGLINCHEY 
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Appeal Reference: 2018/A0039 
Appeal against: Condition 2 (Protected trees on site shall not be cut down, uprooted, 

destroyed, topped or lopped) of planning permission 
LA/06/2018/0248/F for erection of double garage, conversion of 
existing garage, addition of front dormer window 

Location: 24 Ballymullan Road, Crawfordsburn 
Claim by: Mr Leonard Cardwell 
Claim against:  Ards & North Down Borough Council for a full award of costs 
Decision by:  Commissioner Brigid McGlinchey, dated 7 February 2019 

 

 
Decision 
 
1. A full award of costs is made.  
 
Reasons 
 
2. In accordance with its publication ‘Guidance on Costs Awards in Planning and Related 

Appeals’, the Commission will normally award costs only where all four of the following 
conditions are met :  

 The claim relates to a relevant type of appeal; 

 The claim is timely; 

 The party against whom the award is sought has acted unreasonably; 

 The unreasonable behaviour has caused the party claiming costs to incur 
unnecessary or wasted expense.   

  
3. The claimant submitted his costs award claim in respect of an appeal that falls within 

Section 205 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011. The costs claim was received 
as part of his statement of case. Accordingly, the first two stated conditions are met. 
 

4. The appellant does not directly state that unreasonable behaviour has occurred. 
Nonetheless, his arguments advanced are that the planning application was not properly 
processed by the Council in that a condition was applied which was not necessary and 
failed other tests for conditions.  

 
5. The Commission’s costs award guidance publication sets out some examples of 

behaviours that may be found to be unreasonable (Paragraph 14). The first relates to 
causing an unnecessary appeal and various scenarios are listed as examples of potential 
unreasonable behaviour but these are not exhaustive. Whether there has actually been 
unreasonable behaviour in a particular case is a matter of judgment for the Commission.  
Whilst not cited as an example, I consider that imposing a condition that does not meet 
the tests for conditions represents unreasonable behaviour. In this case, I have found that 
the imposition of condition 2 was not necessary, reasonable, precise, enforceable or 
relevant to the development permitted as set out in the associated appeal decision. The 
imposition of the condition essentially represented a belt and braces approach taken by 
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the Council even though concerns expressed on the appropriateness of the condition 
were made by the applicant during the processing of the planning application. The third 
condition for the award of costs to be made has been met. 

 
6. The appellant seeks costs for the appeal fee as well as fees for the preparation of a plan 

which was required for applying the condition. The guidance publication however 
indicates that expenses occurred in making and dealing with the related planning 
application are not eligible. The costs associated with a map requested during the 
processing of the planning application cannot be taken into account.  However, the need 
to submit this appeal and any costs incurred as a result are wasted expenses incurred by 
the claimant. In this respect the forth stated condition for an award of costs is met.   

 
 
Order 
 
It is hereby ordered that Ards and North Down Borough Council shall pay to Mr Leonard 
Cardwell the full costs of the appeal proceedings, limited to those costs incurred in submitting 
the appeal and in preparing the statement of case and rebuttal.  
 
On receipt of this order the claimant may submit details of those costs to Ards and North 
Down Borough Council with a view to reaching agreement on the amount.  If the parties are 
unable to agree, the claimant may refer the matter to the Taxing Master of the High Court for 
a detailed assessment. 
 
 
COMMISSIONER BRIGID McGLINCHEY 
 
 



  

  

 
Appeal Reference: 2018/A0098. 
Appeal by: Mr Mark Harding. 
Appeal against: The refusal of full planning permission. 
Proposed Development: Erection of 1 no. portacabin (to replace existing portacabin) 

and associated re-siting of 1 no. portacabin with oil tank. 
Location: Conlig Workskills, Conlig Presbyterian Church, 4 Main 

Street, Conlig. 
Planning Authority: Ards & North Down Borough Council. 
Application Reference:  LA06/2017/0904/F. 
Procedure: Hearing on 10 January 2019.  
Decision by: Commissioner Mark Watson, dated 13 February 2019. 
 

 
Decision 
 
1. The appeal is allowed and full planning permission is granted, subject to the 

conditions below. 
 
Reasons 
 
2. The main issue in this appeal is whether or not the proposed development would 

be acceptable in principle given its location within a flood inundation zone for a 
controlled reservoir. 

 
3. Section 45(1) of the Planning Act requires that regard must be had to the local 

development plan (LDP), so far as material to the application. Section 6(4) of the 
Act requires that where in making any determination under the Act, regard is to be 
had to the LDP, the determination must be made in accordance with the plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  The Court of Appeal declared 
the adoption of the Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (BMAP) to be unlawful on 
18 May 2017 and consequently BMAP must be disregarded.  The North Down and 
Ards Area Plan 1984 - 1995 (NDAAP), despite its vintage, now operates as the 
LDP for the area the site lies in.  In it the site lies within the development limit for 
Bangor and on land not identified for any purpose.  At paragraph 10.3 of NDAAP it 
identifies that social and community service provision is mainly the responsibility of 
several public authorities.  It goes onto state that zonings in the NDAAP allow for 
the provision of appropriate health and community facilities in association with 
other neighbourhood centre uses.  The NDAAP is otherwise silent on the appeal 
development, but the appeal development does not offend any of the provisions of 
the LDP. 

 
4. A further consequence of the Court of Appeal judgement is that the draft BMAP 

(dBMAP), published in 2004, is a material consideration in the determination of 
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this appeal.  In dBMAP the appeal site lies within the settlement limit of Bangor 
and within a proposed Local Landscape Policy Area (LLPA), designation BR24 
Clandeboye LLPA.  It was not suggested that the appeal development would 
adversely affect any of the features of the proposed LLPA designation.  
Notwithstanding that the NDAAP is the LDP, the appeal proposal does not conflict 
with the provisions of dBMAP. 

 
5. The appeal site comprises the north-western most corner of a larger car park area 

for Conlig Presbyterian Church.  The area in question is relatively flat, tarmacked 
and fenced off from the remainder of the car park.  The appeal site presently 
accommodates two portacabins and an oil tank mounted on a block pedestal.  
Immediately adjacent and west lies the Conlig Upper Reservoir Impoundment, a 
controlled reservoir.  Conlig Presbyterian Church is a grade B1 listed building, 
which lies to the south of the site.  There is a more modern-era hall complex 
attached to the side of the Church between it and the appeal site.  The appeal site 
lies within a predominantly residential area.   

 
6. Praxis Care, a registered charity, operates the Conlig Workskills programme on 

the appeal site.  The programme provides a number of educational opportunities 
for adults with learning disabilities to attend and learn daily living skills, including 
cookery.  There is also some provision of off-site activities.  Service users are 
adults aged 18 – 65+ who have mental health, learning or acquired brain injury 
conditions.  Conlig Workskills comprises 3 staff, 2 of which are full time and one 
part time.  Under the Regulation and Quality Improvement Authority (RQIA) Conlig 
Workskills is only permitted to have up to a maximum of 10 service users on site at 
any time, plus the requisite number of staff.  At the time of the hearing there were 
8 registered service users.  Service users come from Conlig, Bangor and 
Newtownards, but the service also covers the wider Ards Peninsula area.  They 
are taken to and from the site by minibus.  Conlig Workskills operates from 8.30am 
– 4.30pm on weekdays, but is not open at weekends or during public holidays.   

 
7. I am told that the charity has operated on the appeal site since some time in 2002.  

The appeal development seeks to replace one of the existing portacabins with a 
larger portacabin with a pitched roof, situated in the same location, set behind the 
building line of the Church and halls.  The other portacabin is to be repositioned 
within the site and the existing oil tank moved also.  A Certificate of Lawfulness of 
Existing Use or Development (CLEUD) was granted on 8 May 2017 (ref. 
LA06/2017/0169/LDE) on the site for “change of use of portacabins on site for use 
as a day-care centre”.  Thus what is presently on the site is lawful.  The CLEUD 
did not specify a maximum number of service users.   

 
8. The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland ‘Planning for 

Sustainable Development’ (SPPS) at paragraph 3.8 of the SPPS states that 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.  Paragraph 1.12 of the SPPS states that where the SPPS is silent or 
less prescriptive on a particular planning policy matter than retained policies this 
should not be judged to lessen the weight to be afforded to the retained policy.  
Although there is no reference to replacement buildings in paragraphs 6.119 to 
6.122 of the SPPS, which relate to development in proximity to reservoirs, there is 



  

no conflict or change in policy direction between the provisions of the SPPS and 
Revised Planning Policy Statement 15 – Planning and Flood Risk (PPS15) in 
respect of the appeal development before me.  Whilst the Council and DFI Rivers 
acknowledged that a recently published Technical Advice Note provided guidance 
pertaining to practical application of planning policy for development in proximity to 
reservoirs, they still considered PPS15 the appropriate policy document to 
consider the appeal development against.    

 
9. PPS15, Policy FLD5 Development in Proximity to Reservoirs states that 

replacement of an existing building within the potential Flood Inundation Area (FIA) 
downstream of a controlled reservoir must be accompanied by a Flood Risk 
Assessment (FRA).  The Appellant submitted a FRA, the conclusions of which 
were not disputed.  The section of Policy FLD5 pertaining to replacement buildings 
goes on to state that planning permission will be granted provided it is 
demonstrated that there is no material increase in the flood risk to the 
development or elsewhere.  The Council and DFI Rivers accepted this part of the 
policy was met, but that it did not meet the section under FLD5 entitled All 
Development. 

 
10. Under this section the policy states that there will be a presumption against 

development within the potential FIA for proposals that include bespoke 
accommodation for vulnerable groups and for any (my emphasis) development 
located in areas where the FRA indicates potential for an unacceptable 
combination of depth and velocity.  The submitted assessment concluded that the 
worst case scenario of an uncontrolled release of water from the reservoir would 
flow eastwards towards the Newtownards Road and cause flooding to a depth of 
up to 3.4m at the appeal site.  The FRA also concluded that under this scenario 
the velocity would be such as to represent a Flood Rating Hazard falling into the 
category of ‘Danger for All’.  Thus the appeal site is located in an area where the 
submitted FRA indicates potential for an unacceptable combination of depth and 
velocity. 

 
11. The Appellant considered that the accommodation proposed was not bespoke and 

that the charity’s service users did not fall into the category of vulnerable.  The 
Oxford English Dictionary definition of ‘bespoke’ is something that is ‘ordered to be 
made, as distinguished from ready-made’.  A common understanding of the word 
would be an item or object that is custom made.  The proposed portacabin is an 
‘off-the-shelf’ model which is not being modified prior to purchase.  It was pointed 
out that schools commonly utilise such portable buildings.  I agree that if applying 
the dictionary meaning of ‘bespoke’ the proposed portacabin does not fall within 
that definition, even if it is to be fitted with a kitchen.  However a full reading of 
Policy FLD5 leads me to consider that in the context of the policy, ‘bespoke’ can 
be read as accommodation that is deliberately intended for use for a vulnerable 
group, even if the accommodation itself can be purchased as standard.  The 
proposed portacabin is to serve the specific purpose of accommodation for the 
Conlig Workskills service users.  It would not be there otherwise.  Thus in that 
context I agree that it does represent bespoke accommodation for the purposes of 
the policy. 

 
12. The matter of whether the service users fell under the term vulnerable group was 

debated.  Paragraph 6.12 of PPS15 states that vulnerable groups would generally 
include the young, old and infirm.  It goes on to say that flood warning and 



  

evacuation procedures may be difficult to implement for people with disabilities or 
those whose mobility is otherwise impaired, therefore their risks of injury or fatality 
are somewhat greater than for the general population.  Paragraph 6.62 of PPS15 
explains the presumption against bespoke development for vulnerable groups 
within reservoir FIAs being due to the risk of rapid inundation in the event of 
reservoir flooding and the limitations of certain vulnerable groups to react promptly 
to flood warning and evacuation procedures.  Whilst the Appellant referred to the 
use of the term ‘certain’ vulnerable groups in the same paragraph, it does not 
follow that this would necessarily preclude the service users at the appeal site.   

 
13. Whilst the Council acknowledged it did not have a medical opinion or evidence as 

to the capabilities of the service users, it still considered they still fell into the 
category of a vulnerable group.  The Appellant stated that despite the learning 
disabilities of the service users, they did not qualify as vulnerable.  The Appellant 
referred to the term ‘capacity’.  It was stated that there are two instances where 
individuals can be deemed to lack capacity; when detained under the Mental 
Health Act and when a recognised medical expert assesses a person to lack 
capacity.  The Appellant stated that service users lived on their own and were 
assessed as being capable of undertaking the activities on site, which include 
using sharp knives and cooking.  It was stated that the service users did not fall 
under the definition of an ‘adult in need of protection’ with regard to adult 
safeguarding policies.  It was also pointed out that all the service users were able 
bodied and can follow instructions easily, just as when practice fire alarm 
evacuations are carried out.  The Appellant’s witnesses pointed out that in the 
circumstances of a failure of the reservoir in question, any person, regardless of 
ability would equally be affected by such an inundation.  It was also stated that this 
level of inundation would encompass a large part of Conlig, as opposed to just the 
appeal site. 

 
14. I accept the Appellant’s evidence that none of the service users fall into the 

category of lacking capacity, or adults in need of protection as defined under adult 
safeguarding policy.  I also accept that the service users are able bodied, have the 
ability to live on their own and can fully understand instructions from staff in the 
event of an evacuation.  However, notwithstanding the lack of a more detailed 
definition of vulnerable within PPS15, I take the term vulnerable in PPS15 to 
constitute a lower threshold than what would be defined in legislation such as the 
Mental Health Act or the Scottish Adult Support and Protection Act 2007.  I 
therefore accept the Council’s position that the service users can be considered to 
be a vulnerable group, insofar as they fall into the broad category of a group of 
people whose risk of injury is likely to be slightly higher than for the general 
population, regardless of their actual capacity as is understood in medical terms. 

 
15. The final section of Policy FLD5 states that the presumption against development 

within FIAs will include any development located in areas where the FRA indicates 
potential for an unacceptable combination of depth and velocity.  This part of the 
policy expands the scope of the presumption against development to include any 
development, rather than only the non-exhaustive list of three types of 
development where there is a presumption against within FIAs.  Notwithstanding 
the earlier section for replacement development which the appeal development 
meets, it follows that the broader presumption against development located in 
areas where there is potential for an unacceptable combination of depth and 



  

velocity would take precedence and include proposals for replacement 
development.  

 
16. The appeal site lies within an area where the submitted FRA has indicated 

potential for an unacceptable combination of depth and velocity.  The Appellant 
considered that even in such a case, the likelihood of a failure of the reservoir 
should be considered.  The Appellant’s expert witness stated that the inundation 
event assessed within the FRA is the worst case scenario and one that could only 
be brought about by the complete collapse of the reservoir embankment.  He 
stated that such an instance could only be brought about by a natural disaster 
such as an earthquake or destruction of the reservoir structure using explosives.  
These hypothetical events can be considered unlikely to occur.  The reservoir is 
owned and maintained by NI Water.  I note the letter from NI Water provided by 
the Appellant, which stated that the Company inspects and maintains it in the spirit 
of the Reservoirs Act 1975 and addresses recommendations to be taken in the 
interests of safety as directed by an All Reservoirs Panel Engineer.  Despite this 
and the lack of breaches over the time the Appellant has been on site, I do not 
have any independent certification by an appropriately qualified and experienced 
expert as to the actual condition of the reservoir.   

 
17. The Appellant’s expert witness referred me to research pertaining to the likelihood 

of reservoir failure and its conclusions as to the extremely low possibility of such a 
failure taking place.  Although the unlikelihood of a potential structural failure could 
potentially be a material consideration, it is not one that I afford any great weight to 
in the evidential context.  Notwithstanding this, the policy itself does not include the 
factor of likelihood, instead focusing on the potential for flooding events to occur.  
Whilst the Appellant’s expert witness considered the absence of an assessment of 
likelihood to be a fundamental flaw in the policy, I must assess the policy as 
written. 

 
18. The Appellant’s expert witness also made the point that if application of the final 

strand of FLD5 under the ‘All Development’ tests included replacement 
development proposals, this would effectively impose a moratorium on 
replacement development within controlled reservoir FIAs across Northern Ireland.  
The text at paragraph 6.61 of PPS15 refers to a presumption against development 
rather than an outright ban or moratorium.  Paragraph 6.62 refers to bespoke 
development for vulnerable groups, again in the context of a presumption against 
such development within FIAs.  Notably, paragraph 6.64 then refers to 
replacement of a building within a FIA being generally acceptable, but suggests 
that where the site is within an area susceptible to an unacceptable combination of 
depth and velocity, replacement opportunities located elsewhere should be 
considered and discussed with the planning authority.  I address the matter of 
alternative sites elsewhere in this decision.  Through the supporting text referred to 
above there is a presumption against development within FIAs, but the use of the 
word presumption is not an absolute term and suggests that there could still be 
instances where a decision to approve might be acceptable.  I therefore do not 
accept the proposition that Policy FLD5 represents a moratorium on all 
replacement development within FIAs for controlled reservoirs. 

 
19. The question was also posed about the status of permitted development rights for 

an adjacent domestic dwelling, also within the FIA.  The matter of whether or not 
an adjacent dwelling could utilise permitted development rights to expand its 



  

floorspace is not on all fours with the appeal development given it would remain a 
single dwelling and not necessarily lead to a greater number of occupants therein.   

 
20. For the reasons given above I find that the appeal development does not fully 

comply with Policy FLD5 of PPS15 as it represents bespoke accommodation for a 
vulnerable group within a FIA where the submitted FRA has indicated there would 
be an unacceptable combination of depth and velocity.  However, the Appellant’s 
fallback position must now be weighed against this.    

 
21. The use in respect of which the CLEUD was granted is described as a change of 

use of portacabins on site to a day-care centre.  It does not specify the type of 
service users permitted, nor does the accompanying schedule prescribe any limit 
on the number of persons on site at any one time.  As it stands the existing use 
can continue on the site, but it would be related to the longevity of the portable 
buildings.  The Appellant stated that the existing structure proposed to be replaced 
was in poor condition and had already undergone repairs.  When asked if it could 
continue to be used, he replied that ultimately it would need replaced, even if in 
the worst case scenario, like-for-like.  A like-for-like replacement of the portacabin 
could still require planning permission in its own right for the operational 
development it would represent.  I was told that the charity has no other site 
available in the Ards area to relocate to, which was not disputed by the Council.  I 
was also told that if permission was refused and the charity could not maintain or 
upgrade its accommodation to a certain standard it was likely that RQIA 
certification would be withdrawn.  This scenario would lead to the loss of the 
service to both the local community and the wider Ards Peninsula area.   

 
22. The Council stated that its issue with the proposed replacement portacabin was 

that, notwithstanding the CLEUD, the greater floorspace included the potential to 
accommodate a greater number of service users on site at any one time than are 
presently there.  The Appellant stated that the increased floorspace was to 
facilitate more modern standards in terms of health and safety, particularly as a 
fully functioning kitchen is a large component of the activities undertaken.  I was 
told by the Appellant that the terms administered by the RQIA would not allow for 
any more than 10 service users on site at any time.  I have no reason to doubt this 
testimony.  The Council’s concerns for a potential increased number of service 
users within the new portacabin could be addressed through the limitation of its 
use to 10 service users on site.  In the event of permission being granted, such a 
condition would be necessary, reasonable and enforceable.  Subject to such a 
condition there would be no increase in the number of service users on the site 
above the existing number.  Thus I find that there would be no material difference 
between the number of service users allowed under the terms of the CLEUD and 
the appeal development in the event planning permission was granted. 

 
23. In weighing the matters up I consider the following to be of note: 

 there is a CLEUD for the existing use on the site, which does not limit the 
number of service users or indeed staff on site, however the upper limit for 
service users is nevertheless restricted under the RQIA terms; 

 service users are always supervised on site by staff, who could assist with any 
potential evacuation and a Flood Management Plan (FMP) could be put in place 
to establish procedures for such events; 

 any critical failure of the reservoir that would bring about an inundation of the 
type deemed a ‘Danger for All’ outlined in the FRA would prove just as difficult, 



  

if not impossible, for any person to escape irrespective of whether those 
individuals fell within a vulnerable group or not.  Such an inundation would also 
affect a large part of Conlig rather than just the appeal site; 

 the refusal of planning permission and the inability to maintain the 
accommodation to an acceptable standard would likely lead to the subsequent 
withdrawal of RQIA registration.  This would ultimately lead to the loss of a 
valuable community resource for Conlig, Bangor and Newtownards, as well as 
the wider Ards Peninsula; 

 imposition of a planning condition to restrict the number of service users on site 
to no more than 10 would address the Council’s concerns about an increase in 
the number of users on site over what is presently permitted under RQIA in the 
existing portacabin;  

 the replacement portacabin and relocation of the other existing development 
within the site would not result in a material increase in the floodrisk to the 
development or elsewhere; and  

 the granting of planning permission would not set a precedent given the 
particular circumstances of this case. 
 

24.  Although I have found the appeal development would not fully comply with Policy 
FLD5 of PPS15, I find that the combination of the factors outlined above would 
outweigh this policy failure and warrant the granting of planning permission.    

 
25. Whilst the appeal development is within the setting of a listed building, the 

proposed position of the appeal development set back behind the forward building 
line of the adjacent church hall would ensure that the replacement portacabin 
would not adversely affect the setting of the listed Conlig Presbyterian Church.  
Having had special regard to the desirability of preserving Conlig Presbyterian 
Church and its setting as required by Section 91(2) of the Planning (NI) Act 2011 
and for the reason given above I find that the appeal development would satisfy 
Policy BH11 of Planning Policy Statement 6 – Planning, Archaeology and the Built 
Heritage.     

 
26. For the reasoning given above I find that the Council’s reason for refusal is not 

sustained and the appeal shall succeed.  The matter of conditions remains to be 
considered.  As already outlined above, a condition would be required limiting the 
number of service users on site to no more than 10 at any given time.  A FMP 
would be required prior to occupation of the replacement portacabin in order to 
outline procedures for any potential failure of the reservoir.  This would be 
necessary to ensure safety measures are in place in case of a need to evacuate.  
Agreement of the FMP by the Council would be necessary in order to give 
assurance that the document would be fit for purpose.   

 
Conditions 
 
1. There shall be no more than a maximum of 10 service users on the site or utilising 

the services undertaken on the site at any time. 
 
2. Prior to occupation of the development hereby approved, the Appellant shall 

submit a Flood Management Plan to the Council for approval which shall 
incorporate as a minimum the matters outlined in section 4.3 of the McCloy 
Consulting Flood Risk Assessment document ref. M01726-01_DG01, dated April 
2018. 



  

 
3. The development shall be begun before the expiration of five years from the date 

of this permission. 
 
 
This decision relates to the following drawings submitted with the application:- 
 

 
DRAWING NUMBER 

 
TITLE 

 
SCALE 

 
DATE 

01 Site Location Map 1:1250 18/05/15 

03A Proposed Site Plan 1:100 June ‘17 

04A Proposed Modular Building 
East & West Elevations 

1:50 June ‘17 

05A Proposed Modular Building 
North & South Elevations 

1:50 Oct ‘17 

06A Proposed Site Plan 1:200 Oct ‘17 

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

catering apartments with creation of two lay-bys along 
laneway  

Location: 20m west of 283 Killaughey Road, Donaghadee 
Planning Authority: Ards and North Down Borough Council 
Application Reference:  LA06/2017/1406/F 
Procedure: Hearing on 22nd January 2019  
Decision by: Commissioner Diane O’Neill, dated 13th February 2019 
 

 
Decision 
 
1. The appeal is dismissed. 
 
Reasons 
 
2. The main issue in this appeal is whether the proposed development is acceptable 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



 

  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



 

  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



 

  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



 

  

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

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

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

 
This decision is based on the following drawings:- 
Drawing 01 1:2500 site location map dated November 2017 
Drawing 02 1:500 proposed site layout dated November 2017 
Drawing 03 1:100 existing floorplans and elevations dated November 2017 
Drawing 04 1:100 proposed floorplans dated November 2017 
Drawing 05 1:100 proposed elevations dated November 2017 
 
 
COMMISSIONER DIANE O’NEILL 
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ITEM 6  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning 

Date of Meeting 05 February 2019 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Finance 

Date of Report 21 February 2019 

File Reference FIN45 

Legislation Section 5 Local Government Finance Act (NI) 2011 

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☐             No     ☐        Not Applicable  ☒ 

Subject Planning Budgetary Control Report – January 2019   

Attachments - 

 
 
This Planning Budgetary Control Report covers the 10-month period 1 April 2018 to 
31 January 2019 and is set out on page 2. The net cost of the service is showing an 
under spend of £41,982 (4.8%). 
 
Explanation of Variance 
 
A Budgetary Control Report by Income and Expenditure for Planning is, also, shown 
on page 2 which analyses the overall favourable variance (£41,982) by expenditure 
(£95,615 favourable) and income (£53,632 adverse).  
  

Planning 
 
Expenditure - £95.6k (5.6%) better than budget to date. This favourable variance 
is mainly made up of the following: - 
  

a. Payroll £109.1k favourable due to vacancies. Full complement of the 
Administration team in place from 1 February 2019.  One vacant HPTO post 
has recently been filled but another HPTO vacancy is still to be filled following 
an unsuccessful recruitment exercise.  There has been a knock-on effect 
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regarding staffing due to backfilling required for maternity cover, and 
resignations. 

b. Legal costs are £45.5k over budget to date. This has been as result of 
ongoing complex enforcement cases which have required specialist legal 
advice, including counsel representation at appeal hearings and court.  

c. There are underspends to date on other expenditure lines such as tree 
services (£3.1k - which expected to be spent by end of financial year) 
mileage (£11.0k), hired services (£6.2k) and consultancy (£3.4k).     

 
Income - £53.6k (6.3%) worse than budget to date. This adverse variance is mainly 
made up of the following: - 
 

d. Planning application income is £33.6k lower than budget for the year to date. 

e. Planning property certificate income is £20.0k worse than budget to date. 
Planning property certificates have not been subject to VAT to date but we 
have recently been informed that this may change. This report assumes that 
this will happen so the impact is less income accruing to the Council, and so, 
gives rise to the adverse variance as this was unknown when the 2018/19 
budget was set. If the VAT status does not change the Planning property 
certificate income would be £2.5k worse than budget at the end of January. 

 

 
 

 

Note Year to Date 

Actual

Year to Date 

Budget

Variance Annual 

Budget

Variance

£ £ £ £ %

Planning

330 Planning 826,118 868,100 (41,982) 1,065,900 4.8 

Totals 826,118 868,100 (41,982) 1,065,900 4.8 

BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

By Directorate and Service

Period 10 - January 2019

Note Actual Budget Variance Actual Budget Variance

£ £ £

Planning

330 Planning 1,623,485 1,719,100 (95,615) (797,368) (851,000) 53,632 

Totals 1,623,485 1,719,100 (95,615) (797,368) (851,000) 53,632 

BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

By Income and Expenditure

Period 10 - January 2019

Expenditure Income
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the Committee notes this report. 
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ITEM 7  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 05 March 2019 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 19 February 2019 

File Reference       

Legislation       

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☒         No     ☐        Other  ☐ 

If other, please add comment below:  

      

Subject Replacement of NI Planning Portal 

Attachments Item 7a - Outline Business Case 

Item 7b - Funding Model 

Item 7c - DFI Letter to SOLACE 11 Feb 2019 

Item 7d - DFI Letter to Council Chiefs 14 Jan 2019 

Item 7e - Memorandum of Understanding 

 
1. Members will recall the verbal update given by the Head of Planning to Planning 

Committee at its meeting of 5 February 2019, and that a formal paper would be 
brought to March Committee. 

 
Background 

 
2. The Northern Ireland Planning Portal (NIPP) provides the public website 

interface which citizens use to find information and comment on planning 
applications.  It also provides back-office software that the Council’s planning 
service uses to process planning applications as well as supporting the 
administration of regional property certificates.  
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3. The NIPP was implemented by the former Department of Environment in 2010 
as a central IT solution and was inherited by the 11 councils as a shared system 
in April 2015 on the transfer of planning powers to local government.  The NIPP 
is provided by a third-party supplier, DXC.  The contract for the Planning Portal is 
managed by the Department for Infrastructure (DfI) and is due to expire at the 
end of March 2019.  DfI is currently negotiating a contract modification to ensure 
continued technical support for the NIPP beyond March 2019 until the end of 
2020.  At the same time, it is leading a regional project that is examining the 
options for its eventual replacement. The need to replace the Planning Portal by 
2019/20 is a critical service risk.  

 

The need to replace the Northern Ireland Planning Portal 
 
4. The current NIPP is not fit for purpose and is an impediment to each Council 

delivering an excellent planning service. The NIPP was introduced in 2010 as a 
hybrid solution based on a Commercial off the Shelf (COTS) product that has 
been heavily customised for Northern Ireland purposes.  This has meant that the 
COTS element has not followed the natural upgrade path and is several years 
behind the latest version.  

 

5. Deficiencies of the NIPP include: 
 

• inability to receive and process online planning application submissions 
(England has had this capability since 2002); 

• limited opportunity for customers to find information and self-serve; 

• inability for each Council to customise standard customer letter templates or 
report templates; 

• substandard functionality including poor case management and GIS; 

• drives inefficient processes with limited flexibility for process improvement; 

• inadequate performance reporting and monitoring; and 

• poor access to data and inadequate integration with other Council systems. 
 

Regional project 
 
6. Since 2016, local government has been participating in the DfI-led regional 

project that is examining the options to replace the NIPP. The Council agreed to 
participate and contribute to the cost of the regional project on the proviso that it 
would not ultimately be bound by its recommendation.  

 
7. Written reports have been delivered to Planning Committee on progress of the 

ongoing search for a solution in January 2017, June 2017, October 2017, 
November 2017, and January 2018. 
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Revised Outline Business Case 
 

8. DfI published an Outline Business Case (OBC) in January 2019 that 
recommends that the Planning Portal is replaced by another shared regional 
system.  That OBC is attached as Item 7a. 
 

9. The proposals are summarised below: 
 

• that the NIPP is replaced with a single regional IT system shared between 
the 11 councils and DfI; 

• that the IT system will be a “Commercial Off The Shelf” (COTS) product to 
meet the requirements of the regionally agreed Minimum Viable Product; 

• the new system will allow some local configuration to meet individual 
council needs (e.g. reports, templates, searching etc.); and 

• that procurement will follow the Competitive Procedure with Negotiation. 
 
Funding Model 
 
10. The Outline Business Case details that the regional IT System will be delivered 

to an accelerated timescale and as soon as possible.  The OBC states that the 
estimated cost of the project is £26.7m (undiscounted) over 11 years of i.e. from 
2019/20. This consists of £15.1m capital and £11.6m resource.  These costs 
remain estimates at this stage and actual costs will be determined through a 
competitive procurement process.  Final costs and timescales will be captured in 
the “Final OBC" following confirmation of the preferred supplier. 

 
11. DfI's net financial contribution to the project was originally £11m.  This would 

include a contribution of £1 million per year for the maintenance and support of 
the replacement IT system, consistent with its current budgetary spending on the 
NIPP.  The Department will also contribute £2 million towards capital costs, 
again consistent with historic spending. 

 
12. The cost to local government would therefore be £15.7m. If divided equally, this 

would be £1.43m per council over 11 years (or average of £130k pa). The 
Department also provides a scenario where this cost is split according to fee 
income. A breakdown of the proposed funding model, including options of an 
even split of costs among councils and a split according to fee income, is 
provided at Item 7b.  Any council that commits additional staff resources to the 
project will have those costs off-set with a reduced cash contribution. 

 

 

Total Costs (Development and Operating) £k 

 Development 
Costs 

Operating 
Costs 

Total 
Costs 

% 

Total 15,057 11,671 26,728  

DFI Contribution 3,000 8,000 11,000 41.2% 

Councils Contribution 12,057 3,671 15,728 58.8% 
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13. The Chief Executives met on Friday 1 February to discuss the matter with DFI, 
and it was unanimously agreed that a single system going forward was the 
solution, however, the issue of division of costs continued to be debated. 

 
14. Further to the above, the Chair of SOLACE wrote to the Department on 4 

February 2019 seeking the Department reconsider its position in terms of its 
contribution to the replacement system.   

 
15. The Permanent Secretary of DFI responded on 11 February 2019 (attached as 

Item 7c) setting out that the Department would be prepared to increase its capital 
contribution by an addition £1m, bringing its overall contribution to £12m (nearly 
45% of total cost), and reiterating that the Department is keen to get on with the 
job of delivering this agreed solution for the public.  This reduces the cost to 
£1.34m per council over 11 years (or average of £121k pa). 

 

 
 
Proposed timetable 
 
16. The estimated timeline for delivery of the regional project is set out below.  
 

Phase Start no later 
than (beginning 

of) 

Estimated 
duration 

Complete no 
later than (end 

of) 

Mobilisation January 2019 6 months June 2019 

Procurement January 2019 12 months December 2019 

Design  January 2020 18 months June 2021 

Build July 2020 18 months December 2021 

Implement January 2022 6 months June 2022 

 
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) 
 
17. To meet the above timetable set out in the OBC, the Department is seeking all 

11 councils’ agreement to the proposed shared regional approach by 29 March 
2019 (see letter from DFI at Item 7d). The Department has asked each council to 
sign a MoU (see Item 7e) that encapsulates the following principles: 

 

• To promote and support the preferred option agreed in the OBC; 

• To support the agreed governance arrangements for delivery of the project; 

• To provide staff, finance and other resources to the project on an equitable 
basis; 

Total Costs (Development and Operating) £k 

 Development 
Costs 

Operating 
Costs 

Total 
Costs 

% 

Total 15,057 11,671 26,728  

Revised DFI Contribution 4,000 8,000 12,000 44.9% 

Councils Contribution 11,057 3,671 14,728 55.1% 
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• To share the benefits from the project on an equitable basis; and 

• To cooperate with others in the progression of the project. 
 
18. If following consideration there is not unanimous agreement for the proposition, 

DFI will be unable to proceed with a single regional IT system as proposed.  
There is obvious risk involved around this particular project if any individual 
council proposed to withdraw from the idea of a shared system, and ‘go it alone’, 
as the resultant cost would be higher per participating council.  

 
19. The Finance Director has confirmed that the vast majority of the costs to Council 

can be capitalised accordingly, with a minor element of operational costs coming 
from revenue. 

 
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
That Members note the content of this report and associated attachments, and agree 
in principle to the Outline Business Case and contribution from the Department for 
Infrastructure and Council, on basis of all 11 councils participating in a shared 
system alongside the Department. 
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CPD Construction & Procurement Delivery 

CPN Competitive Procurement with 
Negotiation 

CSDIT Central Service Delivery and 
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DfI Department for Infrastructure, 
Northern Ireland 
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DoF Department of Finance, Northern 
Ireland 

DRD Department for Regional Development 
(pre-2016), Northern Ireland 

DSB Digital Services Branch (DfI) 
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Management System 
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MVP Plus Those [desirable] requirements over 
and above the [mandatory] MVP.  
Previously referred to as Non-MVP in 
the Discovery Exercise. 

NI Northern Ireland 

NICS NI Civil Service 

NIGEAE NI Guide to Expenditure Appraisal and 
Evaluation 

NIPP NI Planning Portal (existing solution) 

NPC Net Present Cost 

NPV Net Present Value 

OB Optimism Bias 

OBC Outline Business Case 

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development 

OJEU Official Journal of the European Union 

PfG Programme for Government 

RPA Review of Public Administration 

RDS Regional Development Strategy 

RG Regional Guidance 

UEL Useful Economic Life 

UK United Kingdom 
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Executive Summary 

This Outline Business Case (OBC) has been prepared  by PA Consulting (PA) for the 

Department for Infrastructure (DfI), to assess the need for and options to invest in a new 

technology solution to support the delivery of Planning Services in Northern Ireland (NI). 

Planning Services in NI are delivered by the eleven local Councils and DfI, collectively referred to as the 

Planning Authorities.  Since 2015, Councils are each responsible for local planning services in their geographical 

areas (which equates to the vast majority of planning activity) – planning is a key tool for Councils in shaping 

local areas and generating local economic development.  DfI is responsible for both all regionally significant 

planning applications and the Regional Development Strategy.  The effective delivery of Planning Services is of 

strategic importance to both DfI and the NI Executive. 

The delivery of Planning Services across all Planning Authorities is currently supported by the NI Planning Portal 

(NIPP).  NIPP was implemented in 2010, originally as a single Planning Authority solution, and then was 

enhanced to support the subsequent devolution of Planning Services to Local Councils.  It is currently used by 

c.750 staff across the twelve Planning Authorities in NI. 

The logical flow of this OBC is set out below:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Option A E F G 

NPC (£) 9,415 27,729 24,883 22,876 

 

The OBC confirmed that there is a 
clear need for change 

The OBC set out a clear set of 
SMART objectives 

The OBC sifted the long-list of 
options into a short-list 

The OBC monetary cost/benefit 
analysis identified COTS as the 

preferred solution 

Effective and efficient delivery of Planning Services over the next 12 
years (OBC timeframe) requires technology support. 

Contract to provide NIPP is due to end in March 2019 and can only be 
extended to December 2020, after which contingency arrangements 
need to be put in place until any new solution is implemented. 

There are opportunities to further enhance technology support for 
the delivery of Planning Services. 

1. To ensure the ongoing delivery of technology support for the 
delivery of Planning services across Northern Ireland 

2. To create the potential to reduce the cost of delivering Planning 
services 

3. To create the potential to improve the effectiveness of service 
delivery 

4. To improve “customer experience” for users and staff 

See Chapter 3 

See Chapter 4 

See Chapter 5 

13 long-list options were identified and then sifted against OBC 
Objectives and Constraints.  Short-listed options are: 

A Do Minimum – not feasible but included for comparison purposes 

E Bespoke (Shared System with Local Configuration) 

F Platform (Shared System with Local Configuration) 

G COTS (Shared System with Local Configuration) 

“Local Configuration” relates to the ability for individual Authorities, to 
configure forms, letters and reports within the solution constraints. 

See Chapter 6 

Net Present Cost (NPC) over 12 years includes all hardware, software, 
design, build and implementation activities (incl. Data Migration) plus 
support over solution lifetime. 
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Option A E F G 

Score 24 82 83 84 

 

 

 

Option A E F G 

Score 5.5 7.4 7.0 4.3 

 

 

 

Option A E F G 

Ranking 4 3 2 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

While the OBC provides an Affordability and Cashflow analysis (See Chapter 10) the specifics of the Funding 
Model to be agreed by all twelve Planning Authorities is contained in a separate document that accompanies 
this business case.  The OBC notes that any individual Planning Authority (or subset of Authorities) that do not 
adopt an agreed approach to the procurement of new technology support are likely to require significantly 
more funding than would be required if they remained within the joint approach recommended. 

The OBC recommends that the Planning Authorities, on acceptance of this business case, move promptly to 
mobilise the programme of work that is required to procure, design, build and implement this new technology 
solution, working together and putting in place the required governance mechanisms and collaboration 
principles that will support this joint approach. 

The OBC risk analysis identified 
COTS as the preferred solution 

The OBC recommends that a COTS 
solution is procured in order to 

meet identified need 

The OBC sets out a suggested 
programme and procurement 

approach 

The OBC recommends next steps to 
be taken, and proposes an 

Evaluation Approach  

The OBC non-monetary 
cost/benefit analysis identified 
COTS as the preferred solution 

All Do Something options scored very closely as they would all deliver 
the agreed MVP functionality within the required timescale.  
However, Platform and, even more so, COTS scored slightly more 
highly due to, e.g. product upgrades, roadmaps and user groups. 

See Chapter 7 

COTS is significantly the least risky Do Something option, particularly 
in respect of both meeting the required timescale and impacting on 
delivery of services over the implementation period. 

See Chapter 8 

COTS is the preferred option emerging from the OBC analysis.  It is 
noted that any COTS solution is likely to require some level of 
customisation and configuration to reflect the specific NI context. 

The procurement, design, build and implementation of a new 
technology solution to support the delivery of Planning Services in NI 
is probably one of the most complex ICT projects to be undertaken in 
recent years by central and local government. 

This OBC notes the recommendation from CPD that Competitive 
Procedure with Negotiation is used as the procurement approach of 
the new technology solution. 

This OBC suggests the establishment of a Project Team, covering all of 
the required capability areas.  

See Chapter 9 

See Chapter 11 

See Chapter 12 

1. Project Team is established 

2. Collaboration is formalised 

3. Detailed Project Plan is developed 

4. Procurement approach is confirmed 

5. Procurement preparation is commenced 

SRO will ensure that a Post-Project Evaluation (PPE) is undertaken 

Given the urgency to implement a new technology solution to mitigate the dependency on any contingency 
arrangements, there is a need to mobilise this programme in order to start procurement as soon as possible. 

 



Technology Support to the Delivery of Planning Services in Northern Ireland Outline Business Case 

 

 

Draft under Development  Page 8 of 143 

1. Purpose and scope of Outline Business Case 

This chapter sets out to explain at a summary level what this Outline Business Case 

is seeking to achieve, what it is ultimately seek ing funding for, and the scope of the 

subsequent investment appraisal.  

1.1 The role of an Outline Business Case in the context of the economic appraisal 

process 

1.1.1 Economic appraisals for investment proposals are undertaken within the context of a business case.  The 

role of an Outline Business Case (OBC), as defined within the Northern Ireland Guide to Expenditure 

Appraisal and Evaluation (NIGEAE)1, is to: 

• Provide an assessment of strategic fit, option appraisal, achievability, assumptions about costs, 

benefits, risks and funding 

• Determine the preferred option in terms of the level and form of service provision 

1.1.2 An OBC should be completed prior to the commencement of formal procurement and normally provides 

the basis for formal approval to proceed with this procurement. 

1.1.3 Following the procurement exercise, a Full Business Case (FBC) is completed prior to financial closure 

and award of contract. It should provide all the information needed to support a decision to award a 

contract and commit actual funding and should provide a basis for the necessary project management, 

monitoring, evaluation and benefits realisation.  The FBC will typically include: 

• an update on key changes and developments since the OBC 

• full details of the procurement process 

• thorough appraisal of bids received from suppliers and a conventional procurement option 

• final review of strategic fit, options, value for money, affordability and achievability 

• a plan and timetable for final negotiations and award of contract 

• final plans for monitoring, evaluation and benefits realisation 

Figure 1: OBC and FBC in context of expenditure approvals process 

 

 

  

                                                 

 
1 https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/topics/finance/northern-ireland-guide-expenditure-appraisal-and-evaluation-nigeae . 
Contents of section 1.1 drawn from this guidance. 

Procurement 

exercise
OBC FBC

Approval to 

proceed to 

procurement

Contract award

https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/topics/finance/northern-ireland-guide-expenditure-appraisal-and-evaluation-nigeae
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1.2 Purpose of this Outline Business Case 

1.2.1 This OBC has been prepared to assess the need and options for investment in a new Information 

Technology (IT) solution to support the delivery of Planning Services in Northern Ireland (NI).  This OBC 

has been commissioned by Department for Infrastructure (DfI) in NI which is the Strategic Planning 

Authority in NI, and prepared by PA Consulting Group with input from DfI and NI’s eleven Councils.  This 

OBC follows from both: 

• Pre-Discovery exercise (2016) - see key outputs at Appendix C; and 

• Discovery exercise (2017) - see key outputs at Appendices D, E, F and G 

1.2.2 These exercises were undertaken jointly by all planning authorities in NI (i.e. DfI and the 11 Local 

Councils) in order to define an agreed direction of travel and an agreed set of functional requirements 

which represented a shared vision across all twelve organisations.  All Planning Authorities actively and 

constructively participated in these joint exercises. 

1.2.3 This OBC, the development of which has again been agreed by all Planning Authorities, sets out to build 

on these Pre-Discovery and Discovery exercises by:  

✓ Considering options for an agreed approach across all 12 Planning Authorities to the delivery of a 

new Planning IT solution and the associated technology-enabled planning service; 

This ”agreed approach” relates to a jointly agreed direction of travel across all 12 Planning 

Authorities to how technology should support the future delivery of planning services and how this 

technology should be procured rather than any specific technology solution. 

✓ Assessing the feasibility of each option (i.e. does a realistic proposal exist to achieve the stated 

objectives given the stated constraints?); 

✓ Examining the viability of each option (i.e. do the feasible proposals generate the value required to 

balance the cost of development at an acceptable level of risk?); 

✓ Exploring the potential for alignment of this IT solution with wider DfI, local government and NI 

Executive strategic objectives; and 

✓ Presenting the case for recurrent funding for any new IT solution in support of the delivery of 

Planning Services. 

1.2.4 Planning in NI is a two-tier system with each of the 11 Councils responsible for the provision of local 

Planning Services in their own geographical area (with the vast majority of planning decisions are taken 

by the councils) while the DfI has Strategic Planning responsibilities across all of NI including amongst 

other things, statutory reporting and responsibility for taking decisions on those planning applications 

which potentially have a regional impact.  While the 12 Planning Authorities are each individual statutory 

entities and organisations with their own governance frameworks and financial envelops, this OBC has 

been specifically asked to focus its considerations on an agreed approach to the provision of a technology 

solution to support delivery of future Planning Services.  This agreed approach to the provision of this 

future technology solution is the preferred way forward given its potential to: 

• Reduce the overall whole-life costs of this IT solution through design, procurement, build, 
implementation and then on-going support 

• Enable synergies across all of the Planning Authorities through sharing of resources, facilities and 
expertise  
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• Provide a technology solution that provides a high-quality and common experience to service users. 

1.2.5 This OBC follows both HM Treasury Green Book and NIGEAE guidelines.  It identifies the options, provides 

a detailed analysis of each option taken forward and makes an evidence-based recommendation. 

1.3 Scope of economic appraisal  

1.3.1 The economic appraisal considers the following cost factors to be in and out of scope. 

Scope Factor Scope Definition 

Scale In scope 

Agreed approach to the provision of an IT solution to support the effective and 
efficient delivery of Planning services across NI. 

The working assumption underpinning the scope of this OBC case is that any 
solution recommended herein will be adopted across all 12 planning authorities 
in NI, i.e. DfI and the 11 Councils (including the shared service Property 
Certificate Unit). 

Out of scope 

The funding for the provision of an IT solution for any individual Planning 
Authority that decides to progress outside the agreed approach i.e. the funding 
of any solution which is outside an agreed approach by all 12 Planning 
Authorities.  In such circumstances the individual Authority will be required to 
fund in its entirety such a solution itself. 

The business case within each individual Planning Authority (i.e. DfI and 
individual Councils) to fund any allocated proportion of the overall funding for an 
IT solution which may be required by that individual organisation. 

The Planning Appeals Commission is not within the scope of this business case. 

Functionality In scope 

The requirements defined in the Minimum Viable Product (MVP) statement 
agreed as part of the Discovery process.  There are 421 individual requirements 
within the MVP statement which were categorised as “mandatory”, defined in 
terms of user stories. 

Out of scope 

Any requirements outside the defined MVP statement agreed as part of the 
Discovery process (including the 67 requirements set out in the non-MVP (or 
“MVP Plus”) statement, which were categorised as “optional” and any other 
requirements not identified within Discovery). 

See Appendices D, E, F & G for key Discovery Exercise Outputs. 

 

New Solution 
supply costs 

In scope 

All capital and revenue costs associated with the implementation and support of 
any new solution which delivers the stated requirements (over an appraisal 
period covering 12 years), including: 

• Software (including licencing and development as applicable) 

• Hardware (any solution related servers needed for solution and data storage) 

• Interfaces (any integration requirements with any key DfI/Council 
information systems) 

• Solution hosting 
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Scope Factor Scope Definition 

• Change Management  

• Training 

• Implementation Support 

• Data Migration 

• Services (e.g. helpdesk and maintenance) and solution support 

OBC will provide holistic end-to-end costs for the design, build, implementation 
and support of a core regional technology solution. 

Out of scope 

Cost of any additional / enhanced devices to support mobile or remote access as 
part of this investment appraisal (for staff, contractors or suppliers). 

Network costs to and within authorities are not within the scope of this OBC.   

Project costs In scope 

Shared DfI and/or Council staff and resource costs relating the core Project, 
including:  

• Project management 

• Requirements definition 

• Procurement Support 

• Service design 

• Business analysis and process design 

• Change management 

OBC will provide holistic end-to-end costs for the design, build and 
implementation of the core Planning Service (enabled by the new regional 
technology solution). 

Out of scope 

DfI and/or Council staff and resource costs to support local implementation i.e. 
over and above the core Project.  Therefore any costs for project management 
and other local implementation activities, over and above those of the core 
Project, within individual Planning Authorities (the appropriate level of which will 
be for each Planning Authority to decide) will be outwith the scope of this OBC. 

For example, it is envisaged that the core Project Team will provide: 

• “train the trainer” training to each Planning Authority, and the cost for this 
will be covered within this OBC.  However, any costs for training within the 
Planning Authority are outwith the scope of this OBC; 

• a standard set of reports, letters and forms and the cost for this will be 
covered within this OBC.  However, any staffing costs for local configuration 
and formatting of reports, forms and letters (as allowed within the 
constraints of the overall technology solution) are outwith the scope of this 
OBC.  Note that the assumption is that the technical solution will allow a 
level of local configuration2. 

DfI and/or Council staff and resource costs to attend training courses and other 
business change activities, including any Agile sprint sessions (if applicable). 

DfI and/or Council staff and resource costs for the delivery of Planning services 
which are not directly connected with the delivery of a new IT system. 

                                                 

 
2 See section 3.4.5 for further discussion of extent of local configuration. 
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Scope Factor Scope Definition 

Existing 
Solution 
supply costs 

Out of scope 

Costs of existing solution up to 31st March 2019 and any contractual obligations 
on current supplier to support exit from existing arrangements. 

Costs of any extension to the existing NIPP contract. 

Costs of any contingency arrangements that need to be implemented between 
the end of the [potentially extended] NIPP contract and the full implementation 
of any new arrangements for providing technology support to planning services 
across Northern Ireland. 

Working assumption is that all costs relating to the operation of the existing 
solution, up to and beyond 31st March 2019, and any subsequent contingency 
arrangements (if required), will be met by DfI. 
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2. Background and Strategic Context 

This chapter sets out to explain the background to the proposal including  its 

relevance to DfI, local government and NI Executive strategic aims and policy 

objectives. 

2.1 Introduction and background 

2.1.1 The objective of the Planning system in Northern Ireland is to secure the orderly and consistent 

development of land, whilst furthering sustainable development and improving wellbeing.  This means 

that the Planning system should positively and proactively facilitate development that contributes to a 

more socially, economically and environmentally sustainable NI.  This objective is underpinned by Part 

1, Section 1 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011. 

2.1.2 The Planning system in NI has in recent years undergone a period of significant change.  Since the 

implementation of NI local government reform in April 2015, responsibility for Planning has been 

shared between DfI3 and the eleven Councils.  At that stage, the majority of the statutory responsibility 

for Planning was devolved to the Councils which, through their elected representatives, are responsible 

and accountable for most planning decisions.    

2.1.3 The eleven Councils are responsible for:  

• Local development planning – creating a plan which will set out a clear vision of how the council 

area should look in the future by deciding what type and scale of development should be 

encouraged and where it should be located; 

• Development management – determining the vast majority of planning applications; 

• Planning enforcement – investigating alleged breaches of planning control and determining what 

action should be taken. 

2.1.4 DfI retains responsibility for4:  

• Determination of regionally significant and ‘called-in’ planning applications; 

• The Regional Development Strategy (RDS) for NI;  

• Regional planning policy;  

• Planning Legislation;  

• Performance management;  

• Oversight and guidance for Councils. 

2.1.5 The use of a technology solution is of prime importance in the delivery of Planning services to citizens 

across NI.  The existing business critical IT system that underpins and supports the objective of Planning 

is the Northern Ireland Planning Portal (NIPP), an integrated suite of applications which collectively 

                                                 

 
3 Department of the Environment (DOE) prior to May 2016 
4 See Appendix B for a more detailed explanation of DfI’s responsibility for the determination of applications  
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deliver Planning functions for NI.  The NIPP was developed over ten years ago, with the current 

contract due to expire in March 2019.  The existing solution is discussed in more detail within chapter 3 

of this OBC. 

2.1.6 The purpose of this OBC is to consider and recommend a new technology solution which will, over the 

twelve-year timeframe of this business case, meet the needs of the eleven Councils and DfI in providing 

Planning services in Northern Ireland.   

2.1.7 This OBC follows on from the completion of a Pre-Discovery Report during 2016, and a Discovery 

exercise in 2017. 

2.1.8 This chapter of the OBC identifies the strategic drivers for investment in a new IT solution for Planning 

Services in NI. 

2.2 Effective Planning services are of strategic importance to DfI and the NI 

Executive  

2.2.1 There are several strategic documents which highlight the importance of effective, high-quality and 

well-managed Planning services for core objectives both of DfI and of NI government as a whole.  These 

include: 

• The Draft Programme for Government Framework 2016 – 21 

• The DfI Corporate Plan 2017- 21 & Business Plan 2017 

• Regional Development Strategy 2035 

(Key strategic documents related to digital delivery of public services, including the relevant sections of 

the Draft Programme for Government, are discussed in section 2.4). 

Draft Programme for Government Framework 2016 – 215 and DfI Corporate Plan 2017 – 21 & 
Business Plan 2017 

2.2.2 The DfI Corporate Plan and associated Business Plan, published in 2017, reflects DfI’s key deliverables, 

encompassing its contribution to the NI Executive’s Draft Programme for Government Framework 

(Draft PfG) and associated Delivery Plans. 

2.2.3 The Corporate Plan and Business Plan states DfI’s Strategic Objectives as: 

• Shaping the region and promoting economic growth 

• Developing our infrastructure in a sustainable way, and 

• Connecting people to opportunities and services 

2.2.4 The document outlines the contributions DfI makes to achievement of the Draft PfG outcomes.  Under 

the NI Executive’s Outcome 1, “We prosper through a strong, competitive, regionally balanced 

economy”, the Corporate Plan and Business Plan states that it will support this Outcome through the 

following Objective: 

                                                 

 
5 Content related to Planning 
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• “Maintaining and enhancing the effectiveness of the planning system” 

2.2.5 Under this Objective, the Corporate Plan and Business Plan sets out actions including the following: 

• Progress regionally significant applications to a Ministerial recommendation within 30 days of 

receipt of the application (or environment statement where applicable) 

• Implement a new planning performance management framework for the Department and 

councils 

• Identify a preferred option for a new IT system 

2.2.6 The document states that this Objective, and its associated actions, also contribute to two other Draft 

PfG Outcomes, i.e.  “We live and work sustainably, protecting the environment” (Outcome 2), and 

“We have created a place where people want to live and work, to visit and invest” (Outcome 12). 

2.2.7 Consideration of the Draft PfG Indicators linked to Outcomes 1, 2 and 12 suggests that, linked to the 

role of Planning in facilitating economic development, effective delivery of Planning services will 

contribute to the following Indicators: 

• Indicator 20: Increase the size of the economy 

• Indicator 21: Increase the competitiveness of the economy 

• Indicator 34: Improve regional balance of economic prosperity through increased 

employment 

2.2.8 It can therefore be clearly demonstrated that enhancing the effectiveness of the Planning system 

contributes both to the key deliverables of DfI, and indeed to the outcomes set out by the NI Executive.  

Furthermore, the role of a new Planning IT system in maintaining and enhancing the effectiveness of 

Planning Services is recognised and given prominence. 

Regional Development Strategy 2035 (RDS 2035) 

2.2.9 RDS 2035 was agreed by the NI Executive and published by the then Department for Regional 

Development (DRD) in 2012.  It set out the strategy for the future development of NI to 2035 and was 

the spatial strategy of the Executive.  Its purpose was to deliver the spatial aspects of the Programme 

for Government (2011-2015) and to inform the spatial aspect of the strategies of all Government 

Departments.   

2.2.10 The vision of RDS 2035 was: “An outward-looking, dynamic and liveable Region with a strong sense of 

its place in the wider world; a Region of opportunity where people enjoy living and working in a healthy 

environment which enhances the quality of their lives and where diversity is a source of strength rather 

than division”.  The first of the eight aims supporting this vision was “Support strong, sustainable 

growth for the benefit of all parts of the Region”. 

2.2.11 The strategy cited the importance of Planning authorities and services in much of the strategic Regional 

Guidance (RG) it set out, including: 

• RG1 – Ensure adequate supply of land to facilitate economic growth 

• RG6 – Strengthen community cohesion 
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• RG8 – Manage housing growth to achieve sustainable patterns of residential development 

• RG9 – Reduce our carbon footprint and facilitate mitigation and adaptation to climate change 

whilst improving air quality 

• RG11 – Conserve, protect and, where possible, enhance our built heritage and our natural 

environment 

• RG12 – Promote a more sustainable approach to the provision of water and sewerage services and 

flood risk management 

2.2.12 The importance of the effective delivery of Planning services can therefore be seen as being strongly 

influential in the achievement of the aims of the NI Executive’s spatial strategy. 

2.3 Increased and enhanced digital delivery of NI’s public services is a strategic 

imperative 

2.3.1 The NI Executive and the Northern Ireland Civil Service (NICS) have emphasised the strategic 

importance of increasing and enhancing the digital delivery of NI’s public services.  This section outlines 

some of the key strategic documents in this regard.   

Draft Programme for Government Framework 2016 – 216 

2.3.2 The Draft PfG’s Outcome 11 is “We have high quality public services”.  The Draft PfG states that “This 

outcome is about ensuring the services we provide for people are responsive, efficient and effective, 

that they are shaped to meet the needs of people, and that they are accessible in ways and at time that 

fit into people’s lives.  It means ensuring that we evaluate services based on the contribution that they 

make to increasing people’s wellbeing.  Integral to this will be improving the responsiveness of services 

to the needs of citizens, including through the appropriate use of technology.” 

2.3.3 Two of the means by which the Executive states that it will make its contribution to this outcome are 

particularly relevant: 

• Building services around the needs of users 

• Increasing the number of public services available online 

2.3.4 Investment in new technology, based on the requirements of service users, to support the effective 

delivery of high quality Planning services, while also enabling a greater proportion of interactions with 

Planning services to take place online, would therefore be a strong contribution to meeting the 

objectives of the NI Executive on public services. 

Making Lives Better: A Strategy for Digital Transformation of Public Services 2017 - 2021 

2.3.5 “Making Lives Better” is a Digital Transformation Strategy published in November 2017 by the 

Department of Finance (DOF).  It aligns with the Digital Transformation Programme, which aims to have 

70% of all citizen transactions with Government online by 2019 (in line with the Draft PfG commitment 

to increasing the use of online channels). 

                                                 

 
6 Content related to digital delivery of public services. 
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2.3.6 This Digital Transformation Strategy contains a Vision that “We will transform how Government works, 

by using digital methods and innovative technologies to make lives better”, aligned to the Strategic Aim 

that “We will continually strive to deliver simple, effective and smart digital services that support 

successful delivery of PfG outcomes”. 

2.3.7 One of the key dimensions of service delivery noted in the strategy is ‘Citizen Experience’: “Digital can 

enhance usability, facilitate user-friendly interactions, enable self-service, and drive citizen 

engagement/behaviour.  It should be easy to interact with the Government, so easy in fact that people 

will choose to do so, i.e. people prefer digital by choice.  Digital services are enabled by user-centric 

design, effective user experience, and engagement across platforms and devices”. 

2.3.8 The strategy notes several drivers for change for the NI public sector with regard to digital delivery, 

including: 

• Rising citizen expectations – citing for example research by Sopra Steria7 that 83% of people want 

access to public services via digital channels and they increasingly expect a user experience that 

is intuitive and similar to what they get from their bank, supermarket or utility company.  It notes 

that 74% say that the development of online services should remain a Government priority. 

• Delivery of PfG Outcomes – particularly in relation to increased use of online channels to access 

public services. 

• Technology trends – with opportunities presented by developments and technologies such as the 

Cloud, Internet of Things (IoT), Robotic Process Automation, 3D printing, artificial intelligence 

and Blockchain. 

• State of the public finances – noting “unprecedented levels of cost pressures on the delivery of 

public services within NI” and that “digital transformation is essential to bring efficiencies to the 

way we deliver services. 

2.3.9 Investment in a technology solution to support the delivery of Planning services as a fully digital service 

for citizens is therefore aligned with the wider strategic direction of travel for public services in NI. 

NICS ICT Strategy 2017- 2021: Delivering better Public Services through Technology 

2.3.10 The NICS ICT Strategy, published by DOF in 2017, has as its Vision: “The key aim of this ambitious ICT 

Strategy is to enable the Northern Ireland Civil Service to radically improve service delivery to the 

citizen and businesses through better use of efficient, effective and fit-for-purpose Technology, 

processes and investment in people”.  One of the stated Principles [1(a)] of the Strategy is that “ICT 

investments shall aim to deliver improved services for staff and users – maximising use of Shared 

Services and public access portals”. 

2.3.11 The Strategy cites a number of over-riding business principles which its foundations will build upon, 

including: 

• Reduce business costs: Helping the business to reduce cost through use of IT 

                                                 

 
7 https://www.soprasteria.co.uk/newsroom/publication/citizen-view-digital-transformation-government 
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• Improving operational effectiveness: Using IT to help drive duplication and inefficiency out of the 

business 

• Improving quality and accessibility of services to citizens: Ensuring resource is focused on front 

line services 

• Take advantage of new developments: Exploiting the best of UK (and indeed other International) 

developments and good practice that can be applied to a Northern Ireland context 

2.3.12 The strategy also states that the NICS “will adopt a Cloud First approach to hosting public sector 

systems”8, noting the existence of the NICS Private Cloud and stating that Public Cloud solutions “are 

permissible but only when the security requirements are met”. 

2.3.13 Outcomes stated within the ICT Strategy include: 

• Excellent trusted and valued ICT services and data 

• Foster and encourage culture of innovation across public sector 

2.3.14 Under Theme 1 within the Strategy (‘Digital Transformation’), a sub-theme of ‘Support Digital 

Transformation’ is described: 

• We will deliver improved outcomes for public through easy to use, faster, responsive and high 

quality self-service channels and enhancing the online experience whilst driving enhanced online 

behaviour 

2.3.15 Under the sub-theme ‘Smarter Working’, the Strategy states that “There will be a strong focus on 

working ‘smarter’ by promoting flexible working solutions to empower a mobile workforce”. 

2.3.16 The delivery of a modern, future-proofed technology solution, designed with users’ requirements in 

mind, and supporting effective digital delivery of Planning services, is therefore firmly within the 

strategic direction of the NICS ICT Strategy. 

OECD Report on NI: “Implementing Joined-up Governance for a Common Purpose” 

2.3.17 In 2016, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) undertook a Public 

Governance Review related to NI and published a report entitled “Northern Ireland (United Kingdom): 

Implementing Joined-up Governance for a Common Purpose”9.  The review aimed to support NI 

government reforms by providing an assessment and recommendations on a wide range of issues, 

including strategy-setting and co-ordination, strategic government-wide human resources 

management, open government, regulatory reform and digital government.  The report highlights 

areas where Northern Ireland possesses strengths upon which to build future reforms and suggests 

actions for the future. 

2.3.18 One of the recommendations of the OECD report is to “Build stronger standards and accountability for 

digital services”.  Under this recommendation two of the key sub-recommendations are: 

                                                 

 
8 A ‘Cloud First’ approach was also stated by the UK Government in the Government Cloud Strategy (2011) 
9 http://www.oecd.org/unitedkingdom/northern-ireland-united-kingdom-implementing-joined-up-governance-for-a-
common-purpose-9789264260016-en.htm  

http://www.oecd.org/unitedkingdom/northern-ireland-united-kingdom-implementing-joined-up-governance-for-a-common-purpose-9789264260016-en.htm
http://www.oecd.org/unitedkingdom/northern-ireland-united-kingdom-implementing-joined-up-governance-for-a-common-purpose-9789264260016-en.htm
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• Strengthen centralised capacity for digital delivery 

• Increase Northern Ireland’s people’s access to on-line government services 

2.3.19 By investing in a technology solution which strengthens capacity for digital delivery of Planning 

services, and increases citizens’ online access to Planning services, this project can help meet this 

strategic need. 
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3. Assessment of need (case for change) 

This section details the key needs and drivers for investment in a new Planning IT 

solution and in doing so it: 

• Presents an overview of the current situation  with regard to technology 

enabling and supporting Planning Services; 

• Considers the business drivers for change;  

• Opportunities to enhance future technology support for Planning Services; and 

• Provides a summary of high-level requirements for a new Planning IT solution. 

This assessment of need is not intended as a pejorative judgement on the current 

solution (or the history of how this solution has evolved) but rather provides the 

context on the nature of the case for change i.e. is a “like for like” transition or a 

transformational change required? 

3.1 Northern Ireland Planning Portal (NIPP) 

3.1.1 The current NIPP10 solution, which went live in 2010, is the IT system which underpins and supports the 

delivery of Planning services across NI.  An overview of NIPP is illustrated below. 

Figure 2: Overview of NIPP 

What is the Northern Ireland Planning Portal ?

PUBLICACCESS

NI PLANNING PORTAL
INTRANET PORTAL

Available to Planners in 
District Councils and
Central Government

NI PLANNING PORTAL
INTERNET PORTAL

NI PLANNING PORTAL
CONSULTEE PORTAL

PROPERTY CERTIFICATES

THE NORTHERN IRELAND PLANNING PORTAL

 

                                                 

 
10 See https://www.planningni.gov.uk 

https://www.planningni.gov.uk/
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3.1.2 The NIPP is an integrated suite of applications which collectively deliver Planning functions. The 

functional components of the current NIPP solution are: 

• Back office systems 

• Digital mapping and address management 

• Public access 

• Consultation management 

• EDRMS (document and record management) 

• Business Objects – report management 

• Fee calculator 

• Statistics extracts 

3.1.3 This suite of applications is illustrated in the diagram below.   

Figure 3: Illustration of applications within the NIPP 
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3.1.4 These functional applications within the current NIPP are in turn delivered by a set of technical 

components and solutions, including: 

• NIPP – Livelink 

• Authentication Mechanisms 

• Portal Registration Process 

• E-forms Applications 

• PAOL 

• Taxonomy tool 

• Fee Calculator 

• Placemap Tool 

• Uniform back office 

• Property Certificates 

 

• Public Access tool 

• Workflow (Kofax) 

• Show case file application 

• EDRMS (TRIM) 

• Esri GIS 

• Ad-hoc Case processing 

• Business Objects reporting 

• Web services layer 

• Online electronic payment 
integration – this functionality is 
not “live” within the current 
solution 

Solution Architecture 

3.1.5 The architecture of these functional applications is illustrated in the diagram below. 

Figure 4: Illustration of NIPP architecture 
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Support arrangements 

3.1.6 The NIPP is primarily managed and supported by a third-party supplier but with some support carried 

out by the Digital Services Branch (DSB) within DfI.  The system is hosted by IT Assist datacentres 

(Telephone House), with a business continuity site at another location (Knock).  DfI staff access the 

system through internal network access, with Councils and public accessing the system through a 

network gateway in Knock.   

3.1.7 First line incident support is provided by IT Assist’s Service Desk, with second line support being 

provided by the third-party supplier and DSB (c.75%-85% by the former).  First line support for service 

requests and changes is handled by DSB Service Desk, with second line support handled by the third-

party supplier and DSB.  

Ownership 

3.1.8 The information relating to planning applications held within NIPP is owned by the relevant planning 

authority (the particular authority being determined by that which holds legal responsibility for a 

specific planning application).   

3.1.9 The NIPP software and underlying database schema are the intellectual property of the third-party 

supplier (DXC Technology) which has licenced these for use by DfI and the eleven councils under the 

terms of the agreed contract. 

3.2 NIPP users and volumes 

3.2.1 The current NIPP is used by c750 staff, comprised of c150 in DfI and c600 across the eleven Local 

Councils.  There are typically c700 consultees per annum, but not usually more than c300 accessing the 

system at any one time.  Authentication of consultees to access the system is handled through 

Government Gateway.  The Public Access area of the NIPP has over 10,500 registered users. 

3.2.2 In the last full financial year for which data is available (2016/17), the current NIPP handled: 

• 13,037 Planning applications 

• 12,957 Planning applications decisions 

• 3,423 enforcement cases (opened) 

It also issued 43,207 consultations including statutory, non-statutory and advice & guidance. 

3.2.3 The trend in volumes of Planning applications between 2002/03 and 2016/17 is shown in the diagram 

below11.  While Planning volumes are primarily demand-led and therefore by definition subject to a 

range of external factors outwith the control of the Planning Authorities, the diagram overleaf does 

demonstrate the relative stability of volumes over the recent period following a decline between 

2004/05 and 2010/11.  This period of decline can be attributed to the impact of the recession, with 

diminished output from construction sector, but even in periods of relative low volumes (compared 

with previous peaks of activity) the numbers of applications, decision and enforcements mandate the 

provision of technology support for the delivery of Planning Services.  

                                                 

 
11 https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/system/files/publications/infrastructure/planning-statistics-2016-17-bulletin.pdf 

https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/system/files/publications/infrastructure/planning-statistics-2016-17-bulletin.pdf
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Figure 5: Planning applications volumes between 2002/03 and 2016/17 

 

3.2.4 The diagram below illustrates the breakdown of planning applications into the eleven Councils in 

2015/16 and 2016/17.  In both years, Belfast City saw the largest number of applications, followed by 

Newry, Mourne & Down.  The largest year-to-year increase was in Fermanagh & Omagh (13.9%), 

followed by Belfast City (12.2%). 

Figure 6: Planning applications by Council, 2015/16 and 2016/17 
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3.2.5 Newry, Mourne & Down issued the most Planning decisions in 2016/17, followed by Belfast City.  The 

former also reported the largest year-to-year increase (52.4%) followed by the latter (29.7%). 

Figure 7: Planning decisions by Council, 2015/16 and 2016/17 

 

 

3.3 NIPP is approaching contractual end of life 

3.3.1 The existing NIPP contract with the current third-party supplier (DXC Technology) is due to expire in 

March 2019.   

3.3.2 The schedule of the process to put in place new arrangements for technology support for the delivery 

of planning services across all planning authorities in Northern Ireland suggests that the timescales to 

complete this process will be significantly beyond the end of March 2019.  These anticipated timescales 

reflect the need to progress this business case, undertake detailed requirements specification, carry 

out any procurement exercise, and to implement and transition to a new solution.  Several factors have 

contributed to the process running to this schedule including, in particular, the impact of local 

government reform (which was itself delayed from the originally scheduled date) and the consequent 

devolution of many Planning responsibilities to Councils in 2015.   

3.3.3 Ensuring ongoing delivery of technology to support Planning services is essential in order to allow the 

Councils and DfI to continue to carry out their Planning functions and provide these services to the 

citizens of NI, and therefore an extension to the existing support will be needed.  This extension would 

ideally cover the period until any new technology solution is in place and, if this is not possible, as long 

as possible after the existing March 2019 expiry date, with appropriate contingency arrangements put 

to place to bridge any gap in the technology support for planning services.   

3.3.4 It is noted that Oracle’s support for the existing version of their database solution, which provides a 

core platform for NIPP, will end in December 2020.  Consequently, it was assumed that the nature of 
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any extension to the existing NIPP contract would need to allow the upgrade of the existing NIPP 

solution. 

3.3.5 The original guidance was that the existing NIPP contract could, at the most, be extended to the end of 

March 2023 (i.e. it could be extended for an additional four years after the existing contract is due to 

end in March 2019, perhaps through a Direct Award Contract).  This original guidance assumed that 

material updates to the existing NIPP solution would be allowed under this contract extension to allow, 

amongst other things, the required upgrade to the underpinning Oracle database. 

3.3.6 However, after seeking expert legal opinion and further considering the risk of challenge and how the 

market will respond, NICS Construction and Procurement Delivery (CPD) has definitively advised, in 

correspondence from Des Armstrong dated 9th November 2018, that: 

• The existing NIPP contract with DXC should be modified to require them to maintain the 

system up to December 2020. 

This advice confirms that the existing contract can only be extended to the point (post end of 

March 2019) when the existing system can no longer be supported without a material 

intervention to upgrade the Oracle component of the NIPP solution.  This advice confirmed the 

legal opinion that any extension to the existing NIPP solution would not allow any material 

upgrade or enhancement to NIPP i.e. the extension must be focused on support and 

maintenance and must exclude material enhancements.  This advice also means that the 

functionality and usability of the current NIPP solution cannot be materially enhanced over the 

period of the NIPP extension. 

There are a number of dependencies and constraints on finalising a contract extension, including 

agreement from both the Accounting Officer (AO) within DfI, funding availability from DoF and 

contractual agreement from the current supplier of the NIPP solution. 

• A procurement exercise is commenced without delay (subject to approval of this business 

case) in order to source new arrangements for the NI Planning Portal. 

CPD recommended using the Competitive Procedure for Negotiation (CPN) for the procurement 

of the new solution.  They stated that “our experience shows that this exercise could be 

completed within 7 months if the appropriate resources are allocated to the project and no 

issues arise.”  They also recommended that tenderers are required to set out their proposed 

implementation approach and that this approach, and the associated timescales, are included as 

a key criterion in evaluating tenders.   

• Contingency plans for a situation where the existing system falls inoperable before the new 

system is in operation i.e. the gap between end of December 2020 and the implementation of 

new arrangements to provide technology support for the delivery of planning services in NI. 

Any contingency arrangements, which by definition will be temporary in their nature, are likely 

to be relatively expensive and do not represent a desirable or sustainable solution for the 

support of such critical services such as planning. 

CPD recommended that part of the consideration of contingency arrangements should include 

seeking advice from the Crown Commercial Service (CCS) Crown Representative for Oracle to see 
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if they can bring any pressure to bear for Oracle to support the solution beyond December 2020.  

CPD noted that in the event of an emergency scenario (e.g. the incumbent is no longer willing to 

maintain the solution or where no tenders or no suitable tenders are received), then the Public 

Contract Regulations includes provisions to award a contract directly to a supplier without 

competition.  

3.3.7 This guidance from CPD means that: 

• A new technology solution will be required to support the delivery of planning services in NI as 

the existing NIPP solution cannot be extended to cover the full 15-year period of this business 

case; and 

• This new technology solution will be required as soon after end of December 2020 as possible, 

as the existing NIPP solution cannot be extended beyond this date and [temporary] contingency 

arrangements will be required to bridge any gap from January 2021 until any new technology 

solution is procured, designed, built and implemented.   

3.3.8 The consideration and associated costs of both any extension to the existing NIPP contract and any 

subsequent contingency arrangements, post end of December 2020 and prior to the full 

implementation of new arrangements across all planning authorities, are outside the scope of this OBC 

(and will be progressed separately by the DfI) i.e. this business case is focused solely on the provision of 

the new arrangements for providing technology support for the delivery of planning services in 

Northern Ireland. 

3.3.9 The need underpinning this OBC can therefore be identified as: Planning services across NI require an 

IT solution which will ensure the ongoing delivery of technology support to for the delivery of their 

services over the 12-year timeframe of this business case.  This need for this longer-term technology 

support for planning services should be addressed as soon as possible after end of December 2020, 

which represents the maximum timescale for the extension of the current NIPP contract (and thus the 

beginning of any contingency arrangements that may be required to ensure that technology support 

continues until the new arrangements are in place). 

3.4 Potential for future technology 

3.4.1 The need to implement a new longer-term technology solution as soon as possible after end of 

December 2020 provides DfI and the Councils with the opportunity to enhance the level and nature of 

the support which IT currently provides to the delivery of Planning services in NI. 

3.4.2 While the existing NIPP is a fit-for-purpose and stable solution, this opportunity for future 

enhancement of technology support reflects the impact of a number of relatively recent factors that 

have shaped this current solution (particularly over the past period since 2015): 

• On the devolution in NI of Planning powers to local government, and the subsequent rollout of NIPP 

(which was original designed as a single authority system) to the 11 councils there was subsequently 

an understandable and prudent focus on stabilisation of the NIPP solution in order to maintain 

service continuity rather than invest in further enhancements to the NIPP functionality.  As such, 

there has been relatively very limited investment in the on-going development of the NIPP solution 

since 2015. 



Technology Support to the Delivery of Planning Services in Northern Ireland Outline Business Case 

 

 

Draft under Development  Page 28 of 143 

• This focus on stabilisation was reinforced by a number of related considerations, including amongst 

other things: 

→ NIPP was nearing the end of its (original) contract at end of March 2019 and as such there was 

an understandable reluctance to invest significantly in software modifications, with the 

software and database schema the IP of the existing third-party supplier 

→ Until the Pre-Discovery and, in particular, the Discovery exercise there was limited consensus 

across all planning authorities in NI on the nature and priority of the functional enhancements 

that were required within the existing NIPP solution.  Indeed, until these exercises, which were 

facilitated by DfI, there were limited governance arrangements as to how enhancements 

should be identified, explored, prioritised and approved. 

3.4.3 The current NIPP solution has been “sweated” within the context of the existing contract i.e.  a 

considered decision has [completely understandably] been taken to focus on getting the most out of 

the current functionality within this period of stabilisation, rather than to invest in developing new 

functionality within this NIPP solution 

3.4.4 The Discovery exercise (2017) identified several headline opportunities to enhance technology support 

to the delivery of Planning services in NI, including: 

Opportunity 

title 

Opportunity  

(quoted in Discovery Showcase) 

Potential positive impact 

Service 

efficiency 

Service 

effectiveness 

User 

experience 

“Digital 

First” 

The system will allow the service to 

move towards a paperless process, 

while still supporting offline 

communications.  The ability to self-

serve for day-to-day problems is key. 

✓ ✓ ✓ 

Online 

payments 

The system will have the ability to 

accept online payments so that users 

can complete their actions on one 

channel. 

✓  ✓ 

Notifications With so much activity involved in each 

planning application, notifications will 

remind users of key deadlines, and give 

full awareness of the process. 

 ✓ ✓ 

Digital 

verification 

By moving signatures and stamping 

online, this will increase efficiencies in 

the process, and remove the need for 

paper copes and scanning. 

✓  ✓ 
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3.4.5 The Discovery exercise identified a preferred approach of a “Shared System with Local Configuration” 

and set out a number of things that users within individual Planning Authorities wanted to be able to 

do without necessary recourse to a “Central Service Delivery and Improvement Team”.  It is envisaged 

that this “Local Configuration” will be optional with some Planning Authorities not having any particular 

local formatting and configuration requirements and/or not having the capabilities/capacity to do so.  

These particular functional areas are not suggested as core to any future technology solution (as the 

core functionality should be common) but rather delegated areas where core functionality could be 

configured and/or added to (while recognising that the MVP requirements developed in the Discovery 

exercise will need to be developed into a detailed solution specification, and that this potential 

functionality is subject to the technology solution selected in any procurement exercise). These include, 

for example: 

• templates – 

o each authority able to create new templates so that new required correspondence can be 
easily created for the associated authority  

o  each authority able to manage, customise and maintain their own variants of letter/form 
templates e.g. adding in specific Planning Authority details such as name and contact 
information and tailored paragraphs to the standard text 

• assessment –  

o each authority able to create new, edit existing, or remove approval conditions, refusal 
reasons and informatives so that they can be used by officers when creating an assessment, 
and kept up to date 

• reporting –  

o each authority able to generate KPI and financial reports relating to their authority 

o each authority able to manage, customise and maintain their own variants of report 
templates e.g. tailoring the presentation of standard reports 

• mapping –  

o each authority able to see the pre-set mapping layers so that they can analyse the plotted 
polygon based on their authority’s preferred mapping layers (i.e. ability to see the 
configured default layers that are used on each authority 

o each authority able to manage their own default filters 

• saved searches –  

o each authority able to save relevant searches so that an authority does not have to 
remember the appropriate search filters; and 

• password and access administration –  

o each authority able to maintain access for their own user community against agreed 
user/role definitions. 

• development plan –  

o each authority able to maintain a library of local development plan policies to ensure 
information available is up to date. 

• advertising –  

o each authority able to add a media channel that the advert will be sent to so that it can be 
run in a local media channel for a proposed development  
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3.4.6 However, it is easy to overstate this “Local Configuration” concept within any shared technology 

solution as it will, of necessity, be limited by the solution’s functionality (including its configurability), 

workflows, document management, template management, data schema and naming conventions, 

reporting capabilities and search capabilities. 

3.4.7 Appendix F sets out a range of User Journey Maps developed during the Discovery Exercises.  These 

potential future User Journeys demonstrate the positive impacts that an enhanced future solution 

could have on user experience (both external users and staff users). 

3.4.8 Appendix G sets outs the current and (potential) future states for a number of key business processes 

highlighting the effectiveness and efficiency gains that enhanced technology support will enable.  While 

the nature of the preferred technology solution, and indeed the specific solution that is eventually 

procured, will shape the exact future processes, there are undoubtedly significant potential gains to be 

made. 

3.4.9 On the basis that it is unlikely that there will be an appetite for significant “non-essential” investment in 

NIPP over the DAC period (PA Consulting to amend), this OBC must seek a future technology solution 

which is transformational in its nature rather than simply a like-for-like replacement of the 

functionality provided by the existing NIPP solution. 

3.4.10 There is therefore an evident need to explore the potential technology solutions which will provide 

planning authorities with enhanced support to the delivery of Planning services, which will in turn 

provide the potential to increase service efficiency, increase the effectiveness of services, and to 

provide an enhanced user experience. 

3.5 Lessons Learned from NIPP 

3.5.1 The Planning Authorities, and DfI in particular given its historic role in the procurement and 

management of the NIPP solution, have identified a number of key learning points that should be fully 

considered as any new technology solution is implemented, including: 

i. Governance - clear and robust governance, involving all planning authorities, is required to ensure 

that the technology solution reflects the common needs of all stakeholders, while ensuring that 

any specific / unique requirements are appropriately challenged and explored. 

ii. Funding – appropriate level of funding is required on an on-going basis as there is an effectively 

constant need for enhancements to the core solution in order to address a broad range of changes 

from legislative through to effectiveness and efficiency enhancements. 

iii. Central Support – a central function is required (albeit not with all members of this function 

necessarily co-located) in order to provide a focus, and escalation point, for solution expertise, 

change control management, fault management and vendor management. 

iv. Bespoke – with a Commercial off the Shelf (COTS) solution (as NIPP was originally based on) there 

is a key balance to be struck between tailoring a solution for the specific needs of NI at a regional 

or sub-regional basis, or indeed for a specific planning authority, and the benefits of having a 

solution which can gain from developments and expertise elsewhere. 
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v. COTS – although by definition COTS products are assumed to be successfully deployed in at least 

one other client/jurisdiction, the complexity (and associated costs and timescales) of configuring, 

bespoking, testing and implementing such a solution to fit with the NI context should not be 

underestimated.  

3.6 Need for a new Planning IT solution 

3.6.1 The drivers for change explored above combine to pose the following overarching need for a new 

Planning IT solution for NI:  

The existing NI Planning Portal reaches end of its contractual life in March 2019.  This contract may 

be extended to December 2020 at the latest.  Therefore there is a need to procure, design, build and 

implement a new technology solution to cover the 12-year period of this business case as soon as 

possible after end of December 2020. 

Further, there are significant opportunities to further enhance the technology support provided to 

the delivery of Planning Services in the future, increasing effectiveness and efficiency and providing 

an enhanced user experience.  While the existing NIPP solution is currently fit for purpose, a “like for 

like” replacement would not realise the potential opportunities that have been identified through, 

amongst other things, the Discovery Exercise. 

Therefore, DfI and the Local Councils require a new technology solution as soon as possible after end 

of December 2020 which will be transformational in its nature, providing a step-change in the 

technology support for the delivery of Planning Services in NI. 

3.6.2 The Discovery exercise highlighted a number of initial high-level requirements for a new Planning IT 

solution.  Following OBC finalisation, and agreement on the preferred option, a detailed solution 

specification will be developed.  The initial high-level requirements can be summarised as: 

a) Ability to accept online applications, including payments and digital uploads in order to move 

towards a paperless process (while still supporting offline communications). 

b) Digital verification for signatures and stamps to allow for the ‘digital first’ approach. 

c) All users (staff, applicants/agents, consultees) will have a personalised dashboard with casework 

notifications/deadline alerts/summary of applications submitted or being tracked. 

d) Ability to monitor and manage all aspects of processing large volumes of casework. 

e) Online correspondence between officers and applicants to enable quicker processing. 

f) Online Consultation module with an inter-portal informal communication channel between 

planning officers and consultees and the ability to view documents (including restricted).  

g) Ability for officers to see up-to-date site constraints, planning histories etc. and for each authority 

to be able to view publicly available information for cross-council applications in order to be aware 

of development on, or spanning across, council boundaries. 

h) A consistent mapping service with easy to select mapping layers with each Authority having the 

ability to manage their own default filters. 
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i) Enhanced search functionality to allow users to search the system across several different search 

criteria, and enable each Authority to create and save their own standard searches.   

j) Ability for each Authority to manage, customise and maintain their own templates, and library of 

conditions and refusal reasons. 

k) Ability for DfI officers to view and call-in a local authority application and to be able to reassess 

and re-record any stage of the process. 

l) Ability for each Authority to produce their own core reports including Key Performance Indictor 

(KPI) reports. 

m) Ability to send data extracts to a 3rd party for Official Statistics to be published and analysed. 

n) Ability to add draft and adopted development plan documentation to public access and GIS, and 

view development plan designations and local development plan zoning on the map. 

o) Officers can record key application data in relation to decisions so this can be analysed for future 

requirements, such as housing or retail floor space approved. 

p) Ability to create and share appeal documents and information with the Planning Appeals 

Commission (currently offline with the potential for digital sharing in the future). 

3.6.3 These high-level requirements are based on the following key assumptions: 

a) Mapping will be managed and maintained by the supplier.   

b) Online Payments will enable users to be able to pay by Debit Card & BACS transfer as a minimum.  

Each authority will be able to accept these payment methods. 

c) EIA regulations have recently changed and now require planning authorities to monitor some 

developments for the life of the development - additional requirements as a result of this change 

in legislation will need to be raised pre-procurement. 

d) A review of all correspondence templates should be completed prior to or during delivery.   

e) Positional Improvement will be completed prior to implementation of a new Planning IT System. 

f) Integration with other local government systems and Consultee systems will need considered prior 

to tender 

3.6.4 See Appendix E for detailed Minimum Viable Product (MVP) and MVP Plus functionality requirements 

emerging from the Discovery Exercise, plus a definition of key assumptions. 
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4. Objectives and Constraints 

This section of the report sets out the overarching aim, objectives and constraints 

of this proposed investment in a new Planning IT solution.   The objectives arising 

from the assessment of need reflect the circumstances for delivery and have been 

agreed as relevant and appropriate for inclusion into this outline business case .   

The key question that should be answered by the objectives is ‘what is the 

expenditure intended to achieve?’  An HMT Green Book and NIGEAE requirement 

is to have SMART objectives,  namely that they should be: 

• S- Specific 

• M- Measurable 

• A- Achievable 

• R- Relevant  

• T- Time-dependent 

4.1 Overarching aim of a Regional IT solution to support Planning Services  

4.1.1 The overarching aim of this potential investment has been identified as: 

To deliver a technology solution which will support the delivery of high-quality, effective and efficient 
Planning services at regional and local government levels throughout Northern Ireland. 

4.2 Objectives 

4.2.1 Consistent with the key areas for investment identified in the ‘Need for Change’ section, the focus for 

the project has framed the objectives, outcomes and benefits around the following four areas: 

1. To ensure the ongoing delivery of technology support for the delivery of Planning services across 
Northern Ireland – this would enable Planning services to be delivered in line with both regional 
and local requirements. 

2. To create the potential to reduce the cost of delivering Planning services – this would enable 
authorities to deliver Planning services at a lower cost, for example, process simplification and 
automation. 

3. To create the potential to improve the effectiveness of service delivery – enabling authorities to 
meet their statutory targets and any local objectives. 

4. To improve customer experience for the users of Planning services– through enhanced interfaces 
with customers and enabling customers to track applications online. 

4.2.2 Where possible, this OBC states the objectives in a benefits-oriented way – that way the delivery of the 

objectives will mean the delivery of the project benefits and will make the measurement of the projects 

successful delivery easier and clearer. 

4.2.3 These objectives are framed within the scope of this business case, i.e. they are regional-level 

objectives which do not seek to commit Councils either individually or collectively to, for example, 

saving resources.  Individual Councils’ business cases for their own spending, if any, on the new 

Planning IT solution, will cover objectives and benefits from that Council’s point of view. 



Technology Support to the Delivery of Planning Services in Northern Ireland Outline Business Case 

 

 

Draft under Development  Page 34 of 143 

4.2.4 Timescales within these objectives, and this business case as a whole, are based on the assumption 

that the envisaged extension to the existing contract to provide NIPP (currently scheduled to end in 

March 2019) will end, at the latest, in December 2020. Contingency arrangements will be required 

between January 2021 and the implementation of any new arrangements to provide technology 

support to planning services across NI.  Therefore it is considered both appropriate and prudent to 

adopt the overarching timescale objective that: 

The new technology solution must be fully implemented across all Planning Authorities as soon as 

possible after December 2020, in order to limit the duration of any dependency on contingency 

arrangements that are likely to be required after December 2020. 

4.2.5 All timescales associated with the stated objectives within this OBC must be considered in the context 

of this objective of being “fully live” as soon as possible after December 2020. 

4.2.6 Targets included within “What success looks like” sections below are based on: 

• discussions held and information received during the Market Engagement exercise undertaken in 
December 201712, and subsequent engagement between the Authorities and potential suppliers 

• knowledge from similar projects providing a view of what is both reasonable and achievable 

• a statement of ambition to improve the delivery of Planning Services in NI.   

4.2.7 These targets will need to be revisited and updated as and when a Project is set up to take forward 

procurement and implementation.  Baselines will need to be set for all benefits, including organising 

means of measuring these baselines for those that are not currently measured. 

Objective 1: To ensure the ongoing delivery of technology support for the delivery of 
Planning services across Northern Ireland as soon as possible after December 2020 

What this means 

This project will aim to meet this objective by delivering a solution which: 

• Enables Planning services to delivered in line with the legislative framework and the overarching 
regional planning policy in Northern Ireland 

• Reflects the role of local government in the delivery of local Planning decisions and DfI in regional 
Planning decisions 

• Provides for an agreed approach across all Planning authorities in NI 

• Is flexible to allow for technological development in line with best practice in the marketplace 

• Is based on fulfilling the MVP requirements set out in the Discovery outputs 

What success looks like (SMART targets): 

• New technology solution available for use by all authorities as soon as possible after December 2020 
bringing online a fit-for-purpose solution and minimising the need for extensions to the current NIPP 
and/or any subsequent contingency arrangements, and the associated costs and risks 

• Planning services delivered in line with statutory and regional requirements with appropriate local 
flexibilities 

                                                 

 
12 For a thematic report on the Market Engagement exercise, please see Appendix H 



Technology Support to the Delivery of Planning Services in Northern Ireland Outline Business Case 

 

 

Draft under Development  Page 35 of 143 

Objective 2: To create the potential to reduce the cost of delivering Planning services 

What this means  

This project will aim to meet this objective by delivering a solution which: 

• Reduces the need for paper-based transactions and processes, moving Planning towards being able 
to provide a fully digital solution 

• Enables greater automation in the delivery of Planning services and the rationalisation and 
simplification of workflows and processes 

• Allows authorities to deliver Planning services with a reduced resource requirement if desired 

What success looks like (SMART targets): 

• 70% of applications submitted online by end of first year following completion of implementation 

• 70% of payments made online by end of first year following completion of implementation 

• 80% of applications submitted online by end of second year following completion of 
implementation 

• 80% of payments made online by second year following completion of implementation 

Objective 3: To create the potential to improve the effectiveness of service delivery 

What this means 

This project will aim to meet this objective by delivering a solution which will:  

• Support authorities to meet the performance measures set out in their statutory targets 

• Assist Councils to meet their own local performance targets and objectives 

• Provide the capability to enhance mobile support for Planning officers to undertake work on 
location  

What success looks like (SMART targets): 

• All authorities have access to technology capabilities which have the potential to support 
improvements in the effectiveness of service delivery [as soon as possible after December 2020] 

Objective 4: To improve the experience for the users of Planning services 

What this means 

The investment will need to provide a solution that can: 

• Deliver enhanced interfaces for users13, including submitting applications, making payments and 
accessing information 

• Increase the opportunity for users to self-serve when accessing Planning services (i.e.  access 
services online without having to telephone/write to authorities or to use an agent) 

• Enable users to track application process by accessing up-to-date (i.e.  real time) information online 

What success looks like (SMART targets): 

• A planning service which provides all external stakeholders with a consistent interface to enable 
online submissions, tracking of applications and access to planning information 

                                                 

 
13 Users defined as including Planning staff, individual Planning applicants, notified neighbours, Planning advisors, Housing 
Executive/associations and statutory consultees 
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• User satisfaction levels (“very satisfied” or “satisfied”) increase by 50% from baseline [at point of 
implementation completion] by end of first year following completion of implementation 

• User satisfaction levels increase by 70% from baseline [at point of implementation completion] by 
end of second year following completion of implementation 

Summary of targets 

Objective Ref ‘What success looks like’ targets 

OBJ-1 • New technology solution available for use by all authorities as soon as 
possible after December 2020 bringing online a fit-for-purpose solution 
and minimising the need for extensions to the current NIPP (and 
associated expenditure) 

• Planning services able to be delivered at local level in line with each 
Planning Authority’s policies, needs and requirements [ongoing 
throughout lifetime of contract] 

OBJ-2 • 70% of applications submitted online by end of first year following 
completion of implementation 

• 70% of payments made online by end of first year following completion 
of implementation 

• 80% of applications submitted online by end of second year following 
completion of implementation 

• 80% of payments made online by second year following completion of 
implementation 

OBJ-3 • All authorities have access to technology capabilities which have the 
potential to support improvements in the effectiveness of service 
delivery [as soon as possible after December 2020] 

OBJ-4 • A planning service which provides all external stakeholders with a 
consistent interface to enable online submissions, tracking of 
applications and access to planning information  

• User satisfaction levels (“very satisfied” or “satisfied”) increase by 50% 
from baseline [at point of implementation completion] by end of first 
year following completion of implementation 

• User satisfaction levels increase by 70% from baseline [at point of 
implementation completion] by end of second year following 
completion of implementation 
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4.3 Constraints 

4.3.1 There are a number of constraints for the delivery of a new Planning IT solution for NI.  These are set 

out in the table below. 

Ref Constraint Measure(s) to address constraint 

CON-1 Timeliness: The solution needs to be in place to 
ensure configuration and testing can take place 
as soon as possible after December 2020 (after 
which contingency arrangements will have to 
be put in place, subject to agreement with 
supplier and necessary approvals). 

• Robust project planning, 
incorporating OBC, any 
procurement exercise, and 
implementation 

CON-2 Data security and governance: The solution 
must be secure and must comply with NI 
government requirements on data security 
(including GDPR) 

• It will be important to build in 
security and governance 
requirements prior to any 
procurement exercise and ensure 
ongoing compliance.   

CON-3 Data migration: The solution needs to be able 
to accept and translate legacy data from the 
NIPP 

• Build a suitable requirement into 
the specification for the solution 
prior to procurement, and 
manage on an ongoing basis 

CON-4 Funding: The solution will be subject to 
availability of the required capital and revenue 
funding 

• Build full cost into both the 
business case and any 
procurement exercise as a key 
component 

CON-5 Capacity and capability (authorities): The 
authorities must have sufficient number of 
appropriately skilled staff capable of both 
implementing and managing the solution. 

• Ensure that the solution taken 
forward is deliverable by 
including this factor within 
feasibility analysis and any 
procurement exercise 

CON-6 Capacity and capability (solution supplier): It 
must be within the capacity of any supplier 
(internal or third party) to deliver the solution 

• Ensure that the solution taken 
forward is deliverable by 
including this factor within 
feasibility analysis and any 
procurement exercise 

CON-7 Service Continuity: The IT solution and its 
implementation must not disrupt or adversely 
affect the delivery of Planning services in NI 

• Robust project planning and 
transition planning which 
includes all authorities as well as 
any incoming and outgoing IT 
solution providers 

CON-8 Buy-in: The IT solution/approach must have the 
buy-in of all twelve authorities. 

• Engagement with all authorities 
throughout, including during the 
OBC, specification, procurement, 
and implementation processes. 
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5. Identify and shortlist the options 

This section considers alternative ways to meet the objectives  by considering both 

technical and business options.  It will generate an initial ‘long list’ of options and 

sift them to provide a shortlist .  In line with NIGAE guidance, the shortlist of 

options will include a baseline option and a suitable number of alternative ‘Do 

Something’ options (usually at least two).   

5.1 Options Identification Framework 

5.1.1 To identify an appropriate and comprehensive long list of options an Options Identification Framework 

has been used. This tool has assisted in documenting the options that are being considered, outlining 

why a particular option attribute was either ‘Carried Forward’ or ‘Discounted’. The structure of the 

Options Identification Framework14 in this report includes eight headings under which option attributes 

were identified, namely: 

A. Organisational Scope: The organisations for which the new Planning IT solution will be provided 

(e.g. DfI, the Councils and the Planning Appeals Commission [PAC]). 

B. Solution Scope: The extent of the new Planning IT solution, i.e. whether it only provides a ‘front-

end’ application portal, a ‘back-end’ application management system only, or whether it provides 

both an application portal and an application management system. 

C. Solution Design: The composition of solution to be provided, from the point of view of whether 

this will comprise multiple systems for the multiple authorities, or a shared system with varying 

levels of local or central ‘control’.  This solution design ranges from providing individual systems 

for each authority, through providing these individual systems with a single portal at the ‘front 

end’, to providing a single, shared system, either with Local Configuration or with Central 

Configuration.   

In the case of ‘Local Configuration’, this would involve enabling a greater level of delegated ability 

to authorities to configure certain aspects of the shared system15, i.e. templates (with each 

authority able to manage, customise and maintain their own templates), reporting (with each 

authority able to manage, customise and maintain their own templates), mapping filters (with 

each authority able to manage their own default filters) and saved searches (ability to save 

relevant searches so that an authority does not have to remember the appropriate search filters).   

In a shared system with Central Configuration, this delegation would not exist, and all these 

aspects would be centrally managed and maintained behalf of all authorities. 

D. Solution Functionality: How the new solution will be developed, including: 

• Bespoke product (developed new from the ‘ground up’ to meet the requirements of the 

authorities); 

                                                 

 
14 The eight solution attributes identified here have been developed based on the Options Framework set out in the HM 
Treasury Five Case Model Guidance and built on based on the particular needs of this OBC 
15 Definition derived from Discovery Showcase 
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• Platform-based product (in which a solution builds on a software platform, with other IT 

components and applications integrated with this platform); or 

• Commercial Off The Shelf (COTS) product (in which a productised system that already exists 

and delivers a common set of functions, with the ability to be customised, configured or 

extended to meet the authorities’ requirements). 

Note: 

i. Consideration of the procurement of a COTS product includes the updating the current NIPP 

to meet requirements (as identified in the Discovery MVP): the Market Engagement exercise 

suggests that costs and timescales in this regard would be broadly of the same order as for 

those associated with procuring a completely new COTS product.  Therefore if a COTS solution 

is preferred following the monetary and non-monetary analysis in this OBC, any subsequent 

procurement will not exclude the existing supplier from proposing an updated NIPP solution. 

ii. COTS product definition includes a broad range of potential delivery/commercial/contractual 

approaches including, amongst others:  

→ Licenced where Authority is licenced to use a software solution typically based on 

number of named users that will require access per annum.  Licenced solutions can be 

hosted on premise or by supplier/in cloud. 

→ Software as a Service (SaaS) where solution is provided completely online and charges 

are directly related to usage with agreed tariffs for specific numbers of activities and 

transactions and/or size of data storage requirements.  SaaS solutions have the 

characteristic of being primarily / solely a revenue charge within no requirement for 

upfront capital expenditure. 

E. Solution Delivery: Who will be tasked with delivering the solution (e.g. internal or third party). 

F. Hosting: Who will provide the storage, connectivity and services necessary for the data and 

software underlying the solution.  This could include hosting by DfI, by the solution supplier, or by 

shared services (IT Assist) on behalf of DfI and the other authorities. 

G. Service and Support Delivery: Who will be tasked with providing support, such as helpdesk 

services, to end users and administrators, e.g. internal (including NI public sector shared services 

such as IT Assist), outsourced or a mix of the two. 

H. Solution Implementation: How implementation should be timed and planned (e.g. full ‘big bang’ 

implementation in all authorities on a single date, versus phased implementation on an authority 

by-authority basis, on a reasonable and defined timescale). 

5.1.2 Each of these is considered in turn, with consideration given to develop possible solutions, and with every 

effort to not mentally ‘cross-fertilise’ between the headings, as this could impede the thinking 

fundamental to finding possible solutions.  

5.1.3 To rationalise the long list of solution options, this analysis will eliminate (Discount) some of the factors 

of each solution attribute, by considering the key objectives and constraints. Some of the factors within 

each solution attribute will be mutually exclusive, which will further reduce the resulting list of options. 
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5.1.4 For those solution attributes for which only one factor is ‘Carried Forward’ this factor is subsequently 

implied for all options rather than being explicitly stated each time. For those solution attributes for 

which all factors are ‘Carried Forward’ and seen as equally preferable and feasible, this attribute may be 

left open for to a future procurement exercise. 

Figure 8: Option Identification Framework 

 

5.1.5 Within “Organisational Scope”, providing a solution either for DfI only or Councils only would not deliver 

on the objectives of this business case, while inclusion of the PAC would be outside the scope of this 

business case as discussed in section 1.2.  With regard to “Solution Scope”, neither providing only an 

application portal, nor providing only an application management system, would constitute a full IT 

solution for Planning services, and neither would meet the objectives of this business case. The four 

factors within “Solution Design” should therefore be read as including, within their solution, both an 

application portal (or portals), and an application management system (or systems). 

5.1.6 Within “Solution Delivery”, in-house delivery by the authorities is discounted as not being feasible in 

terms of the resource capacity and specialist capability available within the authorities to deliver the 

solution.   

5.1.7 For “Service and Support Delivery”, capacity does not exist to provide this support fully in-house within 

authorities; however it is acknowledged that there may be specific opportunities to maintain some of 

Notes

Organisational Scope

DfI only
Discounted
This would exclude most Planning 
applications

Councils only
Discounted
This would exclude regional-level 
Planning applications and require 
a separate system for DfI

Councils & DfI
Carried forward
This option best fits the aim of 
including all Planning services 
across NI

Councils, DfI and PAC
Discounted
The PAC is outside the scope of this 
business case

Assumption is that all Councils are 
included in scope.

Solution Scope

Application portal only
Discounted
This would not provide an IT 
solution for Planning services 
across NI

Application management system 
only
Discounted
Access to any system will require a 
portal at the front end

Application portal and application 
management system
Carried forward
This option best delivers the 
overarching aim of this business 
case

Includes both planning 
applications and Property 
Certificates.

Solution Design

Shared system with centralised 
configuration
Carried forward 
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

Shared system with local 
configuration
Carried forward
This option attribute best fits 
against identified the project 
objectives

Single portal with individual 
systems for each authority
Carried forward 
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

Individual systems for each 
authority only
Carried forward 
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

Solution Functionality

Retain NIPP as-is
Carried forward 
As do-minimum

Bespoke product
Carried forward 
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

Platform-based product
Carried forward 
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

COTS product
Carried forward
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

“COTS product” option includes 
development of existing NIPP, 
under new contract, to meet 
requirements.

Solution Delivery

In-house
Discounted
Not feasible in terms of either 
capacity or capability

Outsourced
Carried forward 
There is a mature market in place 
with several suppliers and 
potential solutions

Hosting

DfI hosting
Discounted
Not considered a desirable or 
feasible option

Supplier hosting
Carried forward
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

IT Assist hosting
Carried forward
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

The authorities are ‘agnostic’ as 
regards to hosting of the solution 
and therefore the OBC will 
proceed, with assumption that 
procurement exercise will allow 
for either supplier or IT Assist 
hosting within proposed solution

Service and support 
delivery

In-house
Discounted
No resource capacity to support 
completely in-house

Outsourced
Discounted
It is desirable to retain some 
support in house

Mix In-house/Outsource
Carried forward
A well-defined mix of outsourced 
and in-house support is seen as the 
best means to support the 
solution.

“In house” includes support 
provided by IT Assist.

Solution 
Implementation

Phased implementation
Carried forward
This option attribute best fits 
against identified resourcing and 
capacity for change constraints

Big bang implementation
Discounted
Would represent an unacceptably
high risk
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these support services in-house within the wider Public Sector (as at present with IT Assist) rather than 

outsourcing all to a third party provider.  

5.1.8 Within “Solution Functionality”, it is recognised that DfI does not own the intellectual property rights 

(IPR) to the current NIPP solution, and that extending the existing NIPP over this appraisal period would 

breach procurement guidelines. It is however retained as a do-minimum option. 

5.1.9 Implementation of the new IT solution in a “big bang” manner, i.e. going live on a single date for all 

functionality, across all twelve authorities, is seen as an unacceptably high-risk approach when compared 

with a phased implementation.  The outputs of the Discovery exercise, for example, proposed a phased 

implementation spanning three or four phases depending on the solution option. 

5.1.10 Removal of the discounted factors enables a clearer view of how the options can be generated, following 

each attribute through from top to bottom (and bearing in mind that some factors are mutually exclusive, 

e.g. “Retain NIPP as-is” is by definition only deliverable within its current framework). 

Figure 9: Option Development Framework (with ‘discounted’ factors removed) 

 

5.1.11 As discussed above, where a single factor is carried forward, it is therefore implied in all long-listed (and 

short-listed) options that this factor applies, without having to be stated in the description of every 

option.  Therefore, for example each option has an organisational scope covering Councils and DfI. 

Notes

Organisational Scope

Councils & DfI
Carried forward
This option best fits the aim of 
including all Planning services 
across NI

Assumption is that all  Councils are 
included in scope.

Solution Scope

Application portal and application 
management system
Carried forward
This option best delivers the 
overarching aim of this business 
case

Includes both planning 
applications and Property 
Certificates.

Solution Design

Shared system with centralised 
configuration
Carried forward 
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

Shared system with local 
configuration
Carried forward
This option attribute best fits 
against identified the project 
objectives

Single portal with individual 
systems for each authority
Carried forward 
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

Individual systems for each 
authority only
Carried forward 
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

Solution Functionality

Retain NIPP as-is
Carried forward 
As do-minimum

Bespoke product
Carried forward 
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

Platform-based product
Carried forward 
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

COTS product
Carried forward
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

“COTS product” option includes 
development of existing NIPP, 
under new contract, to meet 
requirements.

Solution Delivery

Outsourced
Carried forward 
There is a mature market in place 
with several suppliers and 
potential solutions

Hosting

Supplier hosting
Carried forward
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

IT Assist hosting
Carried forward
A feasible solution option so 
brought forward for further 
consideration

The authorities are ‘agnostic’ as 
regards to hosting of the solution 
and therefore the OBC will  
proceed, with assumption that 
procurement exercise will  allow 
for either supplier or IT Assist 
hosting within proposed solution

Service and support 
delivery

Mix In-house/Outsource
Carried forward
A well-defined mix of outsourced 
and in-house support is seen as the 
best means to support the 
solution.

“In house” includes support 
provided by IT Assist.

Solution 
Implementation

Phased implementation
Carried forward
This option attribute best fits 
against identified resourcing and 
capacity for change constraints
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5.1.12 The authorities are ‘agnostic’ in relation to the two feasible hosting options carried forward – as there is 

no preference at this stage, these are left open in the subsequent options analysis within this business 

case, to be decided by a future procurement exercise.  Assumptions around hosting, will, however, need 

to be made in chapter 6 to enable analysis of monetary costs and benefits.  It is should also be noted that 

hosting, whether undertaken by IT Assist or an external supplier, could be undertaken on-premise or in 

the Cloud (NICS Private Cloud or a suitably secure Public Cloud solution).  While this OBC is agnostic on 

this matter, it notes the stated NICS preference for a ‘Cloud First’ approach. 

5.2 Long list of options 

5.2.1 The business and technical options identified have been combined to produce a long-list of options which 

will be considered in this business case, in the first instance through the option sift.  These options are 

presented below: 

Option Title Summary Description 

Option A 
Do minimum: Retain NIPP 
as-is 

This option is not feasible but included as a baseline.  
The authorities would maintain the NIPP but make no 
further investment to enhance or extend it. 

Option B 

Bespoke product delivering 
Shared System with Central 
Configuration 

This option would involve procurement and 
development of a bespoke product which would 
provide a shared system (both application portal and 
application management system) across all authorities.  
The system would be centrally managed and controlled 
on behalf of all authorities with limited or no ‘local’ 
configurability.  

Option C 

Platform-based product 
delivering Shared System 
with Central Configuration 

This option would involve procurement and 
development of a platform-based product which would 
provide a shared system (both application portal and 
application management system) across all authorities.  
The system would be centrally managed and controlled 
on behalf of all authorities with limited or no ‘local’ 
configurability. 

Option D 

COTS product delivering 
Shared System with Central 
Configuration 

This option would procurement and customisation of a 
COTS product which would provide a shared system 
(both application portal and application management 
system) across all authorities.  The system would be 
centrally managed and controlled on behalf of all 
authorities with limited or no ‘local’ configurability. 

Option E 

Bespoke product delivering 
Shared System with Local 
Configuration 

This option would involve procurement and 
development of a bespoke product which would 
provide a shared system (both application portal and 
application management system) across all authorities.  
This option would enable a delegated ability to each 
authority to locally configure specific aspects of the 
shared system.  
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Option F 

Platform-based product 
delivering Shared System 
with Local Configuration 

This option would involve procurement and 
development of a platform-based product which would 
provide a shared system (both application portal and 
application management system) across all authorities.  
This option would enable a delegated ability to each 
authority to locally configure specific aspects of the 
shared system. 

Option G 

COTS product delivering 
Shared System with Local 
Configuration 

This option would involve procurement and 
customisation of a COTS product which would provide a 
shared system (both application portal and application 
management system) across all authorities.  This option 
would enable a delegated ability to each authority to 
locally configure specific aspects of the shared system. 

Option H 

Bespoke products delivering 
single portal and individual 
systems for each authority 

This option would involve procurement and 
development of a bespoke product for a single 
application portal across all authorities, and twelve 
individual bespoke products for application 
management systems within each authority separately.  

Option I 

Platform-based product 
delivering single portal and 
individual systems for each 
authority 

This option would involve procurement and 
development of a platform-based product for a single 
application portal across all authorities, and twelve 
individual platform-based products for application 
management systems within each authority separately.  

Option J 
COTS product delivering 
single portal and individual 
systems for each authority 

This option would involve procurement and 
customisation of a COTS product for a single application 
portal across all authorities, and twelve individual COTS 
products for application management systems within 
each authority separately. 

Option K 
Bespoke products delivering 
individual systems for each 
authority only 

This option would involve procurement and 
development of twelve individual bespoke products for 
an application portal and application management 
system within each authority separately. 

Option L 

Platform-based product 
delivering individual 
systems for each authority 
only 

This option would involve procurement and 
development of twelve individual platform-based 
products for an application portal and application 
management system within each authority separately. 

Option M 
COTS product delivering 
individual systems for each 
authority only 

This option would involve procurement and 
customisation of twelve individual COTS products for an 
application portal and application management system 
within each authority separately. 

5.2.2 The next section discusses the merits of each of these options for shortlisting. 
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5.3 Options sift 

5.3.1 This section discusses each of the longlisted options, in light of the objectives and constraints identified, 

shortlisting those which are suitable for full options analysis. This sift is summarised at the end of this 

section. 

Option A – Do minimum: Retain the NIPP as-is 

5.3.2 Under Option A, the authorities would retain the current NIPP, under equivalent to current contractual 

arrangements, and would continue pay a supplier an annual fee as well as making available all other 

current resources and payments at current levels.  It is assumed that there will be a level of investment 

(£250k per annum) over the extended lifetime of the existing NIPP solution in order to address a range 

of functional and legislative requirements, albeit that (even with this investment) it is not envisaged that 

NIPP would meet MVP requirements, including greater level of delegated control for specific 

configuration functionality (e.g. formatting of templates and reports) to individual authorities. 

5.3.3 This Option does not therefore meet objectives in terms of: 

• Ensuring the delivery of Planning services as set out in the MVP requirements, and in line with both 
regional and local needs 

• Creating the potential to reduce the cost of delivering Planning services; Creating the potential to 
reduce  

• Creating the potential to improve the effectiveness of service delivery 

• Improve user experience for user of Planning services 

5.3.4 This option would also not, given the longer-term opportunities identified in Pre-Discovery and Discovery 

which would remain unaddressed, obtain the required buy-in from all twelve authorities. 

5.3.5 This option is also fundamentally not viable given the identified contractual and procurement 

constraints which mean that the existing NIPP contract cannot be extended beyond December 2020, and 

that during this extension period and any subsequent contingency arrangements that are put in place no 

material enhancements may be made to the existing functionality. 

5.3.6 However, this Option is shortlisted as the ‘Do Minimum’ option. 

Option B – Bespoke product delivering Shared System with Central Configuration  

5.3.7 Under Option B, the authorities would procure a third-party supplier to develop a bespoke product based 

on the requirements of the authorities.  This product would comprise a single, shared system across all 

twelve authorities, with Central Configuration on behalf of these twelve authorities, and therefore no 

enablement of delegated responsibility for each authority. 

5.3.8 This Option does not meet objectives in terms of ensuring the delivery of Planning services as set out in 

the MVP requirements, and in line with both regional and local needs, as the latter would not be catered 

for in a system with Central Configuration.  It would not, therefore, fully reflect the role of local 

government in local Planning decisions. 

5.3.9 It is also highly likely that this Option would also not, given lack of local delegated responsibility for 

aspects of the system which authorities identified during the Discovery exercise as preferable to have 

under Local Configuration (templates, reporting, mapping filters, saved searches), obtain the required 

buy-in from all twelve authorities. 
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5.3.10 This Option therefore discounted on the basis of not fully meeting the objectives and addressing the 

constraints. 

Option C – Platform-based product delivering Shared System with Central Configuration 

5.3.11 With Option C, the authorities would procure a third-party supplier to develop a platform-based product 

based on the requirements of the authorities.  Similarly to Option B, this product would comprise a single, 

shared system across all twelve authorities, with Central Configuration on behalf of these twelve 

authorities, and therefore no enablement of delegated responsibility for each authority. 

5.3.12 As with Option B, this Option does not meet objectives in terms of ensuring the delivery of Planning 

services as set out in the MVP requirements, and in line with both regional and local needs, as the latter 

would not be catered for in a system with Central Configuration.  

5.3.13 Also similarly to Option B, it is highly likely that Option C would also not, given lack of local delegated 

responsibility for aspects of the system which authorities identified during the Discovery exercise as 

preferable to have under Local Configuration (templates, reporting, mapping filters, saved searches), 

obtain the required buy-in from all twelve authorities. 

5.3.14 This Option therefore discounted on the basis of not fully meeting the objectives and addressing the 

constraints. 

Option D – COTS product delivering Shared System with Central Configuration 

5.3.15 Option D involves the authorities procuring a COTS solution from a third party supplier, with that supplier 

customising and configuring the product to meet the requirements of the authorities.  Similarly to 

Options B and C, this product would comprise a single, shared system across all twelve authorities, with 

Central Configuration on behalf of these twelve authorities, and therefore no enablement of delegated 

responsibility for each authority. 

5.3.16 As in Options B and C, this Option does not meet objectives in terms of ensuring the delivery of Planning 

services as set out in the MVP requirements, and in line with both regional and local needs, as the latter 

would not be catered for in a system with Central Configuration.  

5.3.17 Also similarly to Options B and C, it is highly likely that Option D would not, given lack of local delegated 

responsibility for aspects of the system which authorities identified during the Discovery exercise as 

preferable to have under Local Configuration (templates, reporting, mapping filters, saved searches), 

obtain the required buy-in from all twelve authorities. 

5.3.18 This Option therefore discounted on the basis of not fully meeting the objectives and addressing the 

constraints. 

Option E – Bespoke product delivering Shared System with Local Configuration 

5.3.19 Option E involves the authorities procuring a third-party supplier to develop a bespoke product based on 

the requirements of the authorities.  This product would comprise a single, shared system across all 

twelve authorities, with Local Configuration in the form of delegated responsibility enabled for certain 

agreed and defined aspects solution such as templates, reporting, mapping filters and saved searches. 

5.3.20 This Option would meet all objectives in terms of ensuring the ongoing delivery of Planning services 

across NI (in line with local and regional requirements), creating the potential to reduce the cost of 
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service delivery, creating the potential to improve the effectiveness of service delivery, and improving 

the experience of service users. Option E also meets feasibility requirements as all constraints are able 

to be addressed within this Option. 

5.3.21 Option E has therefore been shortlisted as a suitable option. 

Option F –Platform-based product delivering Shared System with Local Configuration 

5.3.22 Option F involves the authorities procuring a third-party supplier to develop a platform-based product 

based on the requirements of the authorities.  This product would comprise a single, shared system 

across all twelve authorities, with Local Configuration in the form of delegated responsibility enabled for 

certain agreed and defined aspects solution such as templates, reporting, mapping filters and saved 

searches. 

5.3.23 Similarly to Option E, Option F would meet all objectives in terms of ensuring the ongoing delivery of 

Planning services across NI (in line with local and regional requirements), creating the potential to reduce 

the cost of service delivery, creating the potential to improve the effectiveness of service delivery, and 

improving the experience of service users. This Option also meets feasibility requirements as all 

constraints are able to be addressed within this Option. 

5.3.24 Option E has therefore been shortlisted as a suitable option. 

Option G – COTS product delivering Shared System with Local Configuration 

5.3.25 Option G involves the authorities procuring a COTS solution from a third party supplier, with that supplier 

customising and configuring the product to meet the requirements of the authorities. As with Options E 

and F, this product would comprise a single, shared system across all twelve authorities, with Local 

Configuration in the form of delegated responsibility enabled for certain agreed and defined aspects 

solution such as templates, reporting, mapping filters and saved searches. 

5.3.26 This Option would meet all objectives in terms of ensuring the ongoing delivery of Planning services 

across NI (in line with local and regional requirements), creating the potential to reduce the cost of 

service delivery, creating the potential to improve the effectiveness of service delivery, and improving 

the experience of service users.  Option G also meets feasibility requirements as all constraints are able 

to be addressed within this Option. 

5.3.27 Option G has therefore been shortlisted as a suitable option. 

Option H – Bespoke products delivering a single portal and individual systems for each 
authority 

5.3.28 Under Option H, the authorities would jointly procure a third-party supplier to develop a bespoke single 

application portal for use across each authority, based on requirements agreed across authorities.  In 

parallel, third party suppliers would be separately procured by each individual authority to develop a 

bespoke individual application management system for that authority (based on its individual 

requirements), which would be required to integrate with the shared portal.  Furthermore, each of these 

systems would need to build separate interfaces with government systems such as Government 

Gateway. 

5.3.29 This approach would raise several challenges in relation to the identified constraints. In particular, given 

the need for each individual authority to procure and implement its own solution in partnership with a 
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separate third party supplier (as well as, in parallel, to contributing to the procurement and 

implementation of a regional portal across all twelve authorities), the resource and expertise would not 

be available within every individual authority to make this a feasible option.  Capacity and capability 

within many of the Authorities would need to be augmented significantly in order to support 

procurement and project delivery activities.  This option does not, therefore address the constraint that 

the authorities must have the resources capable of implementing and managing the solution. 

5.3.30 This option also faces significant issues with regards to timescales. It would involve running thirteen 

separate procurement exercises (one jointly between the twelve authorities for the portal, and another 

twelve individual procurement exercises carried out by each authority separately for their own systems). 

Delivery and implementation would involve a joint project across all twelve authorities with one supplier 

to implement a regional portal solution, and twelve individual-authority projects. There would be 

multiple suppliers with different timescales, working to different requirements, with different roadmaps 

for development, and each required to develop interfaces with the regional portal as well as with, for 

example, Government Gateway. Given the complexity and scale of this multi-supplier, multi-client 

implementation, and noting the capacity and capability pressure on many authorities noted above, it is 

very unlikely that all thirteen systems would be implemented, configured, tested and live in reasonable 

timescales after December 2020.  This option does not, therefore address the constraint that the solution 

needs to be in place to ensure configuration and testing prior to the end of the NIPP contract. 

5.3.31 This option would also not address a number of the other identified constraints: 

• There would be a very strong risk of adversely affecting, and disrupting, the delivery of Planning 

services across NI as a move was made from the current NIPP to twelve separate systems with an 

overlying shared portal, particularly given both the resource ‘drain’ on authorities during this period, 

and the extremely high risk of not having replacement systems in place before the end of the contract 

for the current NIPP 

• Given the very onerous capacity and capability demand and the risk involved, it is extremely unlikely 

that this option would obtain the buy-in of all twelve authorities 

5.3.32 This Option does not meet objectives in terms of ensuring an agreed approach to the delivery of Planning 

Services as set out in the MVP requirements, and in line with both regional and local needs.  Instead 

there would effectively be twelve divergent Planning services in operation. This would mean that, for 

example, public agents and consultees would need to access the portal but then work with twelve 

separate authority systems.  This would not provide the common, high-quality customer experience that 

is a key Project objective. 

5.3.33 This Option has therefore been discounted as it does not fully meet the objectives or address 

constraints.  

Option I – Platform-based products delivering a single portal and individual systems for each 

authority 

5.3.34 Within Option I, the authorities would jointly procure a third-party supplier to deliver single application 

portal for use across each authority, based on requirements agreed across authorities.  In parallel, third 

party suppliers would be separately procured by each individual authority to deliver an individual 

application management system for that authority (based on its individual requirements), which would 
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be required to integrate with the shared portal.  Furthermore, each of these systems would need to build 

separate interfaces with government systems such as Government Gateway. 

5.3.35 As with Option H, this approach would raise several challenges in relation to the identified constraints. 

In particular, given the need for each individual authority to procure and implement its own solution in 

partnership with a separate third-party supplier (as well as, in parallel, to contributing to the 

procurement and implementation of a regional portal across all twelve authorities), the resource and 

expertise would not be available within every individual authority to make this a feasible option.  Capacity 

and capability within many of the Authorities would need to be augmented significantly in order to 

support procurement and project delivery activities.  This option does not, therefore address the 

constraint that the authorities must have the resources capable of implementing and managing the 

solution. 

5.3.36 This option, similarly to Option H, also faces significant issues with regards to timescales. It would involve 

running thirteen separate procurement exercises (one jointly between the twelve authorities, and 

another twelve individual procurement exercises carried out by each authority separately). Delivery and 

implementation would involve a joint project across all twelve authorities with one supplier to 

implement a regional portal solution, and twelve individual-authority projects. There would be multiple 

suppliers with different timescales, working to different requirements, with different roadmaps for 

development, and each required to develop interfaces with the regional portal as well as with, for 

example, Government Gateway. Given the complexity and scale of this multi-supplier, multi-client 

implementation, and noting the capacity and capability pressure on many authorities noted above, it is 

very unlikely that all thirteen systems would be implemented, configured, tested and live in reasonable 

timescales after December 2020.  This option does not, therefore address the constraint that the solution 

needs to be in place to ensure configuration and testing prior to the end of the NIPP contract. 

5.3.37 Option I would also not address a number of the other identified constraints: 

• There would be a very strong risk of adversely affecting, and disrupting, the delivery of Planning 

services across NI as a move was made from the current NIPP to twelve separate systems with an 

overlying shared portal, particularly given both the resource ‘drain’ on authorities during this period, 

and the extremely high risk of not having replacement systems in place before the end of the contract 

for the current NIPP 

• Given the very onerous capacity and capability demand and the risk involved, it is extremely unlikely 

that this option would obtain the buy-in of all twelve authorities 

5.3.38 This Option, like Option H, does not meet objectives in terms of ensuring an agreed approach to the 

delivery of Planning Services as set out in the MVP requirements, and in line with both regional and local 

needs.  Instead there would effectively be twelve divergent Planning services in operation. This would 

mean that, for example, public agents and consultees would need to access the portal but then work 

with twelve separate authority systems.  This would not provide the common, high-quality customer 

experience that is a key Project objective. 

5.3.39 This Option has therefore been discounted as it does not fully meet the objectives or address 

constraints. 
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5.3.40 Option J – COTS products delivering a single portal and individual systems for each authority 

5.3.41 Under Option J, the authorities would jointly procure a third-party supplier to deliver a COTS product 

providing a single application portal for use across each authority, based on requirements agreed across 

authorities.  In parallel, third party suppliers would be separately procured by each individual authority 

to deliver a COTS product providing a individual application management system for that authority 

(based on its individual requirements), which would be required to integrate with the shared portal.  

Furthermore, each of these systems would need to build separate interfaces with government systems 

such as Government Gateway. 

5.3.42 This approach, as with Options H and I, would raise several challenges in relation to the identified 

constraints. In particular, given the need for each individual authority to procure and implement its own 

solution in partnership with a separate third party supplier (as well as, in parallel, to contributing to the 

procurement and implementation of a regional portal across all twelve authorities), the resource and 

expertise would not be available within every individual authority to make this a feasible option.  Capacity 

and capability within many of the Authorities would need to be augmented significantly in order to 

support procurement and project delivery activities.  This option does not, therefore address the 

constraint that the authorities must have the resources capable of implementing and managing the 

solution. 

5.3.43 Option J (like Options H and I) also faces significant issues with regards to timescales. It would involve 

running thirteen separate procurement exercises (one jointly between the twelve authorities, and 

another twelve individual procurement exercises carried out by each authority separately). Delivery and 

implementation would involve a joint project across all twelve authorities with one supplier to 

implement a regional portal solution, and twelve individual-authority projects. There would be multiple 

suppliers with different timescales, working to different requirements, with different roadmaps for 

development, and each required to develop interfaces with the regional portal as well as with, for 

example, Government Gateway. Given the complexity and scale of this multi-supplier, multi-client 

implementation, and noting the capacity and capability pressure on many authorities noted above, it is 

very unlikely that all thirteen systems would be implemented, configured, tested and live in reasonable 

timescales after December 2020.  This option does not, therefore address the constraint that the solution 

needs to be in place to ensure configuration and testing prior to the end of the NIPP contract. 

5.3.44 This option, as with Options H and I, would also not address a number of the other identified constraints: 

• There would be a very strong risk of adversely affecting, and disrupting, the delivery of Planning 

services across NI as a move was made from the current NIPP to twelve separate systems with an 

overlying shared portal, particularly given both the resource ‘drain’ on authorities during this period, 

and the extremely high risk of not having replacement systems in place before the end of the contract 

for the current NIPP 

• Given the very onerous capacity and capability demand and the risk involved, it is extremely unlikely 

that this option would obtain the buy-in of all twelve authorities 

5.3.45 This Option does not meet objectives in terms of ensuring an agreed approach to the delivery of Planning 

Services as set out in the MVP requirements, and in line with both regional and local needs.  Instead 

there would effectively be twelve divergent Planning services in operation. This would mean that, for 
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example, public agents and consultees would need to access the portal but then work with twelve 

separate authority systems.  This would not provide the common, high-quality customer experience that 

is a key Project objective. 

5.3.46 This Option has therefore been discounted as it does not fully meet the objectives or address 

constraints. 

5.3.47 Option K – Bespoke products delivering individual systems for each authority 

5.3.48 Under Option K, third party suppliers would be procured by each of the twelve authorities to develop a 

bespoke application portal and individual application management system for that authority, based on 

the requirements of that authority. 

5.3.49 This Option does not therefore meet objectives in terms of ensuring an agreed approach the delivery of 

Planning services as set out in the MVP requirements, and in line with both regional and local needs.  

Instead there would effectively be twelve divergent Planning services in operation, with twelve different 

portals and application management systems in operation.  This would mean that, for example, 

consultees would need to access twelve separate authority systems.  This would not provide the 

common, high-quality customer interface and experience that is a key Project objective. 

5.3.50 Furthermore, each of these systems would need to build separate interfaces with government systems 

such as Government Gateway; and there would be multiple suppliers with different timescales and 

different roadmaps for development. 

5.3.51 This approach would raise several challenges in relation to the identified constraints. In particular, given 

the need for each individual authority to procure and implement its own solution in partnership with a 

separate third party supplier, the resource and expertise would not be available within every individual 

authority to make this a feasible option.  Capacity and capability within many of the Authorities would 

need to be augmented significantly in order to support procurement and project delivery activities.  This 

option does not, therefore address the constraint that the authorities must have the resources capable 

of implementing and managing the solution. 

5.3.52 Option K also faces significant issues with regards to timescales. It would involve running twelve separate 

procurement exercises, carried out by each authority separately, and twelve individual-authority projects 

to implement. There would be multiple suppliers with different timescales, working to different 

requirements, with different roadmaps for development, and each required to develop interfaces with 

for example, Government Gateway. Given the complexity and scale of this multi-supplier, multi-client 

implementation, and noting the capacity and capability pressure on many authorities noted above, it is 

very unlikely that all twelve systems would be implemented, configured, tested and live in reasonable 

timescales after December 2020.  This option does not, therefore address the constraint that the solution 

needs to be in place to ensure configuration and testing prior to the end of the NIPP contract. 

5.3.53 This option would also not address a number of the other identified constraints: 

• There would be a very strong risk of adversely affecting, and disrupting, the delivery of Planning 

services across NI as a move was made from the current NIPP to twelve separate systems  

• Given the resource demand and the risk involved, it is unlikely that this option would obtain the buy-

in of all twelve authorities 
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5.3.54 This Option has therefore been discounted as it does not fully meet the objectives or address 

constraints. 

Option L – Platform-based products delivering individual systems for each authority 

5.3.55 Under Option L, third party suppliers would be procured by each of the twelve authorities to develop a 

platform-based application portal and individual application management system for that authority, 

based on the requirements of that authority. 

5.3.56 This Option, similarly to Option K, does not therefore meet objectives in terms of ensuring an agreed 

approach to the delivery of Planning services as set out in the MVP requirements, and in line with both 

regional and local needs.  Instead there would effectively be twelve divergent Planning services in 

operation, with twelve different portals and application management systems in operation.  This would 

mean that, for example, consultees would need to access twelve separate authority systems.  This would 

not provide the common, high-quality customer interface and experience that is a key Project objective. 

5.3.57 Furthermore, each of these systems would need to build separate interfaces with government systems 

such as Government Gateway; and there would be multiple suppliers with different timescales and 

different roadmaps for development. 

5.3.58 This approach, like that of Option K, would raise several challenges in relation to the identified 

constraints. In particular, given the need for each individual authority to procure and implement its own 

solution in partnership with a separate third party supplier, the resource and expertise would not be 

available within every individual authority to make this a feasible option.  Capacity and capability within 

many of the Authorities would need to be augmented significantly in order to support procurement and 

project delivery activities.  This option does not, therefore address the constraint that the authorities 

must have the resources capable of implementing and managing the solution. 

5.3.59 Option L also faces significant issues with regards to timescales. It would involve running twelve separate 

procurement exercises, carried out by each authority separately, and twelve individual-authority projects 

to implement. There would be multiple suppliers with different timescales, working to different 

requirements, with different roadmaps for development, and each required to develop interfaces with 

for example, Government Gateway. Given the complexity and scale of this multi-supplier, multi-client 

implementation, and noting the capacity and capability pressure on many authorities noted above, it is 

very unlikely that all twelve systems would be implemented, configured, tested and live in reasonable 

timescales after December 2020.  This option does not, therefore address the constraint that the solution 

needs to be in place to ensure configuration and testing prior to the end of the NIPP contract. 

5.3.60 This option, as with Option K, would also not address a number of the other identified constraints: 

• There would be a very strong risk of adversely affecting, and disrupting, the delivery of Planning 

services across NI as a move was made from the current NIPP to twelve separate systems  

• Given the resource demand and the risk involved, it is unlikely that this option would obtain the buy-

in of all twelve authorities 

5.3.61 This Option has therefore been discounted as it does not fully meet the objectives or address 

constraints. 
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Option M – COTS products delivering individual systems for each authority 

5.3.62 Under Option M, third party suppliers would be procured by each authority to deliver an individual COTS 

application portal and application management system for that authority (customised and configured 

based on its individual requirements). 

5.3.63 This Option, similarly to Options K and L, does not therefore meet objectives in terms of ensuring an 

agreed approach to the delivery of Planning services as set out in the MVP requirements, and in line with 

both regional and local needs.  Instead there would effectively be twelve divergent Planning services in 

operation, with twelve different portals and application management systems in operation.  This would 

mean that, for example, public agents consultees would need to access twelve separate authority 

systems.  This would not provide the common, high-quality customer interface and experience that is a 

key Project objective. 

5.3.64 Furthermore, each of these systems would need to build separate interfaces with government systems 

such as Government Gateway; and there would be multiple suppliers with different timescales and 

different roadmaps for development. 

5.3.65 This approach, like Options L and M, would raise several challenges in relation to the identified 

constraints. In particular, given the need for each individual authority to procure and implement its own 

solution in partnership with a separate third-party supplier, the resource and expertise would not be 

available within every individual authority to make this a feasible option.  Capacity and capability within 

many of the Authorities would need to be augmented significantly in order to support procurement and 

project delivery activities.  This option does not, therefore address the constraint that the authorities 

must have the resources capable of implementing and managing the solution. 

5.3.66 Option M also faces significant issues with regards to timescales. It would involve running twelve 

separate procurement exercises, carried out by each authority separately, and twelve individual-

authority projects to implement. There would be multiple suppliers with different timescales, working to 

different requirements, with different roadmaps for development, and each required to develop 

interfaces with for example, Government Gateway. Given the complexity and scale of this multi-supplier, 

multi-client implementation, and noting the capacity and capability pressure on many authorities noted 

above, it is very unlikely that all twelve systems would be implemented, configured, tested and live in 

reasonable timescales after December 2020.  This option does not, therefore address the constraint that 

the solution needs to be in place to ensure configuration and testing prior to the end of the NIPP contract. 

5.3.67 This option, like Options K and L, would also not address a number of the other identified constraints: 

• There would be a very strong risk of adversely affecting, and disrupting, the delivery of Planning 

services across NI as a move was made from the current NIPP to twelve separate systems  

• Given the resource demand and the risk involved, it is unlikely that this option would obtain the buy-

in of all twelve authorities 

5.3.68 This Option has therefore been discounted as it does not fully meet the objectives or address 

constraints. 
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5.4 Potential Dis-economies of Scale 

5.4.1 Potential dis-economies of scale mean that the fragmentation of any future process (i.e. away from an 

agreed approach across all authorities) will result in greater whole-life costs overall.  These potential dis-

economies of scale relate to, amongst other things: 

• Development of multiple solution components e.g. interfaces, data migration tools 

• Reduced capability and capacity across the 12 planning authorities 

• Multiple procurements with reduced “buying power” 

5.4.2 There would likely be a negative multiplier effect on the whole-life costs providing a suitable technology 

solution to all 12 planning authorities if there was a move away from an agreed approach e.g. if one or 

more individual authorities were to design, procure, build, implement and maintain their own solution.  

Previous experience of similar projects suggests that this multiplier on the overall cost of providing a 

technology solution to all planning authorities in NI is likely to be between 2x and 4x, reflecting amongst 

other things the diseconomies of scale that will arise, the requirement for multiple (up to thirteen) 

procurement exercises, the increase in complexity of migrations and interfaces and that central funding 

by DfI will not be available to support such an approach.  

5.4.3 If planning authorities decided to procure their own systems, then there is a slight chance that the first 

authority might get a COTS at a heavily discounted price. The COTS supplier would hope to make a profit 

by winning contracts with the other authorities at a higher price i.e. the first COTS system is a loss leader. 

In this scenario the first authority may obtain an IT system at a lower cost but this ignores the additional 

costs to them associated with procuring and implementing their won system i.e. staff costs for project 

management, data migration, hosting, developing interfaces) Consequently the overall whole-life costs 

across the region for those [multiple] technology solutions to support the delivery of the planning service 

to all planning authorities in NI would likely be subject to a multiplier of 2x to 4x on what is achievable if 

all planning authorities were to act in line with an agreed approach.  Thus, any decision for one or more 

individual planning authority to move away from the agreed approach is likely to have a disproportionate 

(and magnified) negative impact on those remaining authorities. 

5.5 Wider use of Cost Estimates contained in this OBC 

5.5.1 The wider use of cost estimates and figures in this OBC (which are based on an agreed solution across all 

12 planning authorities) to, for example, extrapolate the likely costs for an individual planning authority 

if it were to move away from this agreed approach is subject to a Health Warning. 

5.5.2 For example, it is not a legitimate or reasonable approach to use the cost figures in this OBC as a direct 

comparator for the costs that would be likely if individual authorities were to seek to procure their own 

IT solution moving away from the agreed approach (i.e. it is not valid to simply divide the costs in this 

OBC by 12 to derive an individual council cost figure).  The key reasons why such an approach is invalid 

include: 

• While there may be specific IT solutions that could be used by individual councils to support 

their core Planning Services function and which are (at initial face value) less expensive, 

relative to the nature of a solution needed to support an agreed approach, the overall 

complexity of the technical solution will increase significantly (e.g. interfaces, data sharing, 
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reporting) if there is a move away from an agreed approach.  This increase in technical 

complexity will have a significant impact of the whole-life costs of any IT solution potentially 

used to support an individual authority. 

• An agreed approach provides for synergies of staff and technical resources, change control, 

facilities (e.g. hardware, disaster recovery), shared learning and supplier management which 

will create tangible economies of scale over the lifetime of the solution. 

• Capacity and capability within many of the Authorities would need to be augmented 

significantly in order to support procurement and project delivery activities. 

5.6 Summary of options sift 

5.6.1 Provided in the graphic below is the assessment of each long list option against the project objectives 

and constraints 

• Y = meets/contributes to objective or is substantially feasible against constraint,  

• N = does not meet/contribute to objective or is not feasible against constraint,  

• ? = later developments could/will confirm meeting/contributing to objective or feasibility against 

constraints. 
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A Do minimum: Retain NIPP as-is N N N N Y Y Y Y N ✓ Shortlisted as 'Do Minimum' comparator

B Bespoke product delivering shared system with centralised control N Y Y Y ? Y Y Y N X

Rejected as not all objectives and constraints met - in particular, this option would not ensure the ongoing delivering of Planning services 

across NI in line with regional and local requirements (delivering MVP requirements); and it would be unlikely to achieve the buy-in of all 

twelve authorities

C Platform-based product delivering shared system with centralised control N Y Y Y ? Y Y Y N X

Rejected as not all objectives and constraints met - in particular, this option would not ensure the ongoing delivering of Planning services 

across NI in line with regional and local requirements (delivering MVP and requirements); and it would be unlikely to achieve the buy-in of 

all twelve authorities

D COTS product delivering shared system with centralised control N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N X

Rejected as not all objectives and constraints met - in particular, this option would not ensure the ongoing delivering of Planning services 

across NI in line with regional and local requirements (delivering MVP and requirements); and it would be unlikely to achieve the buy-in of 

all twelve authorities

E Bespoke product delivering shared system with local control Y Y Y Y ? Y Y Y Y ✓ Shortlisted as a suitable option

F Platform-based product delivering shared system with local control Y Y Y Y ? Y Y Y Y ✓ Shortlisted as a suitable option

G COTS product delivering shared system with local control Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y ✓ Shortlisted as a suitable option

H Bespoke products delivering single portal and individual systems for each authority N Y Y N N N Y N N X

Rejected as not all objectives and constraints met - in particular, this option would not ensure the ongoing delivering of Planning services 

across NI in line with regional and local requirements (delivering MVP requirements and using a common approach); it would be difficult to 

deliver within timescales required; would not be within capacity of authorities to deliver; and it would be unlikely to achieve the buy-in of all 

twelve authorities

I
Platform-based products delivering single portal and individual systems for each 

authority
N Y Y N N N Y N N X

Rejected as not all objectives and constraints met - in particular, this option would not ensure the ongoing delivering of Planning services 

across NI in line with regional and local requirements (delivering MVP requirements and using a common approach); would not be within 

capacity and capability of authorities to deliver; would be unlikely to be delivered within the required timeframe; and it would be unlikely to 

achieve the buy-in of all twelve authorities

J COTS products delivering single portal and individual systems for each authority N Y Y N N N Y N N X

Rejected as not all objectives and constraints met - in particular, this option would not ensure the ongoing delivering of Planning services 

across NI in line with regional and local requirements (delivering MVP requirements and using a common approach); would not be within 

capacity and capability of authorities to deliver; would be unlikely to be delivered within the required timeframe; and it would be unlikely to 

achieve the buy-in of all twelve authorities

K Bespoke products delivering individual systems for each authority only N Y Y N N N Y N N X

Rejected as not all objectives and constraints met - in particular, this option would not ensure the ongoing delivering of Planning services 

across NI in line with regional and local requirements (delivering MVP requirements and using a common approach); it would be unlikely to 

be delivered within timescales required; would not be within capacity and capability of authorities to deliver; and it would be unlikely to 

achieve the buy-in of all twelve authorities

L Platform-based products delivering individual systems for each authority only N Y Y N N N Y N N X

Rejected as not all objectives and constraints met - in particular, this option would not ensure the ongoing delivering of Planning services 

across NI in line with regional and local requirements (delivering MVP requirements and using a common approach); would not be within 

capacity and capability of authorities to deliver; would be unlikely to be delivered within the required timeframe; and it would be unlikely to 

achieve the buy-in of all twelve authorities

M COTS products delivering individual systems for each authority only N Y Y N N N Y N N X

Rejected as not all objectives and constraints met - in particular, this option would not ensure the ongoing delivering of Planning services 

across NI in line with regional and local requirements (delivering MVP requirements and using a common approach); would not be within 

capacity and capability of authorities to deliver; would be unlikely to be delivered within the required timeframe; and it would be unlikely to 

achieve the buy-in of all twelve authorities

# Title
Suitability

Shortlisted (✓) or Rejected (X) 
(Potential fit to objectives)

Feasibility

(Within given constraints)
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6. Monetary costs and benefits of options 

This section summarises the monetary costs associated with each of the shortlisted 

options and identifies the anticipated benefits accruing from each proposed option.  

6.1 Overarching Cost and Benefit assumptions and considerations 

6.1.1 For all options, the assessment of monetary costs and benefits is based upon the following key 

assumptions: 

i. All costs are indicative, based upon current understanding of the overall project requirement and 
in cognisance of the anticipated supplier costs; 

ii. Costs and benefits are valued in economic cost terms, reflected by using current market prices. 

iii. All the assets and other resources employed by each option are costed, even if they have already 
been purchased. This is because they have an opportunity cost value i.e. if not used in this project 
they could be put to an alternative use; 

iv. Net Present Cost (NPC) for each option are used as per NIGEAE guidance; 

v. The investment appraisal assumes a 12-year investment appraisal period, including procurement, 
design, build and implementation as well as the operational phase – the length of phases varies 
from option to option; 

vi. The financial year 2018/19 is treated as Year 0; 

vii. Costs are defined as capital costs and annual revenue costs for each option;  

viii. Hosting is assumed to be carried out by IT Assist, as per the current arrangement (with similar 
numbers of users and size of data as at present);  

ix. Staffing required by DfI DSB to support the solution when it reaches ‘business as usual’ are the 
same as current levels;  

x. No change in NICS & local government salary levels over this period; 

xi. The useful economic life (UEL) of the solution implementation is assumed as 7 years, with the UEL 
of hardware/infrastructure assumed as 5 years; 

xii. The options comparison assumes the do minimum option as incurring no implementation costs; 

xiii. Optimism bias is applied on the basis discussed in more detail in chapter 8; and 

xiv. All prices are in GBP and exclusive of VAT 

xv. Costs of extending the existing NIPP contract (and subsequent contingency arrangements that are 
required post December 2020), until implementation of a new regional technology solution, are 
covered by a separate business case and therefore not within the scope of costs for any of these 
options.  However, to enable a fair, like-for-like comparison across all options, Option A “Do 
Minimum” includes indicative costs for the continuation of NIPP contract from the target date of 
completion of the implementation of the “Do Something” options i.e. June 2022 (see Section 6.1.9 
below) i.e. Option A includes indicative costs against which the post-implementation costs for the 
Do Something options can be compared. 
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6.1.2 For all of the “do something” options, the following key assumptions are also applicable: 

i. The contract for the current NIPP is assumed to be extended until end of December 2020, with 

temporary contingency arrangements to be put in place from January 2021 until the new solution 

is fully implemented across all planning authorities. 

ii. Statement of MVP requirements agreed in Discovery is used as basis for cost estimates; 

iii. Use of LPS GIS data and information through Spatial NI and OSNI Fusion (available free of charge 

to the authorities); 

iv. Configuration, testing, data migration etc. timescales will differ depending on option (and 

therefore implementation and go live dates will differ); and 

v. Any required staff will be accommodated within the existing central or local government estates. 

vi. Any infrastructure refresh costs are assumed to be included as part of service payments to IT 

Assist. 

Monetary Costs and Timescales 

6.1.3 The indicative cost estimates and timescales for all options have been derived from a number of sources, 

reflecting both the specifics of the required planning solution and the generic requirements of a multi-

stakeholder Project environment.  These cost and time components have been informed by, amongst 

other things: 

• The outputs of the Discovery exercise completed in Autumn 2017 

The Discovery Exercise provided useful insights and initial estimates on, inter alia: 

→ Nature of preferred solution e.g. shared system with “Local Configuration” 

→ Costs of a bespoke solution (both for MVP and MVP Plus solutions) 

→ Costs of Data Migration 

→ Scale of inputs needed to support an Agile development process 

The Discovery exercise was positively received by the Planning Authorities – it defined a set of MVP 

requirements, set out a vision state in terms of user stories and generated an energy and 

momentum which was beneficial to the overall Project.  However, the Discovery Exercise did not 

explore whole-life costs, i.e. the annual charge that would likely apply to any bespoke solution in 

respect of on-going support and maintenance. 

• The Market Engagement exercise undertaken in November-December 2017 

The Market Engagement exercise provided useful insights and initial estimates from suppliers in 

relation to, inter alia: 

→ Costs of Platform and COTS solutions 

→ Timescales for implementation of such solutions 

→ Costs of Data Migration 
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Outputs from a market engagement exercise must be taken in the context of suppliers in a 

competitive environment, understandably, trying to shape the direction of travel within the Project 

and in particular the nature of the procurement exercise, specifically the “ask” that is issued to the 

market.  Suppliers face a dilemma in any market engagement exercise – they want to downplay the 

costs of their own solution while hoping to ensure that the business case asks for sufficient funding 

to commence a realistic procurement process.  Often this results in a downplaying of both upfront 

solution costs and the costs of configuring / bespoking their solution to meet the client’s specific 

requirements.  In addition, suppliers typically completed the market engagement returns in a 

manner that suited their specific solutions and implementation approaches.  As such, while the 

market engagement outputs obviously provide a key consideration for this OBC, a level of 

professional judgement and experience from previous similar exercises has been applied to the 

collective submissions in order to establish indicative costs for use in this business case. 

• Discussions undertaken with ‘internal’ stakeholders on learnings from NIPP Business Case and 

subsequent procurement and implementation  

There are significant lessons to be learned from the implementation and operation of the existing 

NIPP solution (which was for most of its operational life was the responsibility of a single Planning 

Authority prior to the RPA devolution of local planning powers to the new 11 Councils), which must 

be reflected in this OBC and indeed any follow-on programme of work.  Key learnings include, inter 

alia: 

→ The configuration and bespoke modification of COTS solutions in such a complex environment 

can often lead to exponential growth in costs and timescales 

→ On-going running costs (solution and supporting infrastructure) must be a key consideration in 

the business case and not to be under-estimated 

→ Data migration will be a complex task which is likely to be relatively costly and time-consuming. 

• Knowledge of other projects and programmes and the resourcing requirement for effective 

delivery in complex multi-stakeholder environments 

There are significant lessons to be learned for this IT Solution Project from previous programmes in 

complex multi-stakeholder environments which have demonstrated that, inter alia: 

→ Solution costs are often initially underestimated during market engagement and project 

scoping, especially when there is a significant/material level of configuration and bespoke 

modification required 

→ Timescales are often initially underestimated particularly within a multi-authority environment 

(i.e. multiple independent decision-making bodies which need to follow their own internal 

governance processes) 

→ Project costs are often initially underestimated particularly within a multi-stakeholder 

environment where there is a need to communicate and engage with multiple internal and 

external stakeholders, particularly through the definition, implementation and testing of new 

IT solutions. This often includes under-resourcing the Project Team required to deliver the 
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Project (recognising that there are potentially multiple different ways of configuring a Project 

Team/Project support) 

The experience and learnings from previous programmes has been applied to the indicative 

estimates of costs, benefits and timescales set out in this OBC.  It is this application of expert 

“professional judgement” (informed by the Discovery exercise, market engagement exercise and the 

learning from the previous programme to implement NIPP) that is central to the development of the 

indicative costs that underpin this OBC. 

6.1.4 Consequently, as a general rule, the indicative costs and timescales included in this business case reflect 

those more towards the higher end than the lower end of the range of estimates that have been 

sourced and derived.  These indicative costs, while cautious in their estimation, are absolutely reasonable 

and realistic – they are designed to help ensure that there is no underestimation of the effort and 

resource that will be needed to successfully implement the preferred option.  The initial indicative costs 

and timescales set out in this OBC will be updated in the FBC following the procurement exercise16. 

6.1.5 It is worth again noting those monetary costs that are excluded from the scope of this OBC: 

• Any devices and/or infrastructure enhancements that are required within the Planning Authorities 

to make full use of the digitally enabled technology e.g. mobile working. 

• Any staff inputs from the individual Planning Authorities (over and above the central Project Team) 

to contribute to design and build activities including attending meetings, workshops, design sessions 

and supporting testing activities. 

• Any staff inputs within each of the individual Planning Authorities (over and above the central 

Project Team) to support their own local implementation including training, testing and support 

(over and above the primary testing and training covered by that central Project Team). 

Monetary Benefits 

6.1.6 The primary driver of change for the introduction of a new solution is the on-going technology support 

for the provision of planning as a statutory service in NI.  In this context, the achievement of monetary 

benefits is not the deciding factor in the decision on the preferred option, and in many ways any 

monetary benefits are simply a positive [yet secondary] consequence of the implementation of a new 

digitally enabled Regional IT solution.  That said, the statement of MVP requirements (which is used as 

the basis of the functionality that each of the short-listed Do Something options will deliver) sets out the 

basis for transformation change i.e. this Project is not simply about the transition from one IT solution to 

another with similar functionality.  It is difficult to envisage that any technology solution meeting the 

MVP requirements with its digital focus (and, for example, the associated removal of paper, automation 

of processes and workflows) would not generate significant resource savings. 

6.1.7 However, the exploration of the indicative estimates of those monetary benefits that the potentially 

transformational “Do Something” options may deliver has been relatively limited.  The 12 Planning 

Authorities are independent organisations, each with their own governance structures, operational 

priorities and existing service delivery pressures.  In this context, the project team decided that it was 

                                                 

 
16 See Appendix K for a sensitivity analysis based on indicative mid-range costs. 
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not appropriate for a Central Service Delivery and Improvement Team to apply, for example, a common 

percentage saving to staff costs that would be equally applicable across all Authorities.  Therefore the 

responsibility of identifying these monetary benefits was delegated to the Planning Authorities 

themselves.  The Planning Authorities were in turn extremely reluctant to identify any specific monetary 

benefits that they believed any new solution (delivering the agreed MVP functionality) would realise.  

This has created a gap in the analysis provided in this OBC, albeit in an area that is not essentially but is 

certainly highly desirable given the likely levels of investment that will be required. 

 

 

 
While the primary driver for change is support for the on-going provision of planning as a statutory 
service, this OBC is not simply about the direct like-for-like replacement of the existing NIPP solution.  
The statement of MVP requirements (which is the very minimum functionality that any new solution 
must deliver) sets out the basis for technology-enabled transformation of the way planning services in 
NI are accessed and delivered.  This OBC is designed to support transformational change to service 
delivery, not simply the transition to a new IT solution. 

There is a general acceptance of the non-monetary benefits that the new solution will deliver e.g. 
enhanced customer experience through the enhanced digital application and tracking facilities.  
However, as a collective group the Planning Authorities were not able or willing to translate the 
delivery of the MVP functionality into specific monetary benefits that may be realised within their own 
service delivery teams, for example, would a fully digital solution to allow a reduction in the existing 
levels of administrative resource whose current role is strongly related to the management of paper-
based records and/or allow planning officials to process a higher number of cases / manage a higher 
caseload leading ultimately to a reduction in the capacity requirements moving forward? 

These are obviously difficult questions to answer, particularly in the absence of a tangible new solution 
(albeit that the MVP statement does articulate what the functionality of that new solution will, as a 
minimum, be) but the lack of an agreed position across most if not all Planning Authorities reflects 
amongst other things a perception that, at this stage of the Project, the potential transformational 
nature of a new solution has not been fully accepted and/or considered.  This observation is not 
intended as a criticism of the Planning Authorities but rather it is simply intended to flag an important 
deficiency in the analysis of the current OBC which will need to be addressed as the procurement 
process progresses (e.g. requirements specification, operational vision) and the FBC is developed. 

  

Health Warning on the level of potential monetary benefits as a result of the 
envisaged new Regional IT Solution that the Planning Authorities have identified in 
support of this OBC 
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Activities applicable to all “Do Something” options 

6.1.8 It is envisaged that the following standard phases of work will need to be undertaken for all Do Something 

options: 

Phase High-level Description 

0. Mobilisation 

Commencing the 
project in a structured 
and controlled manner 

 

• Agree Business Case and overall approach (Planning Authorities, 
Department of Infrastructure and Department of Finance) 

• Agree Funding Model and cost allocations across Planning Authorities 

• Agree Collaboration Principles and Memorandum of Understanding 
(MoU) across all Planning Authorities 

• Establish Governance and Reporting Arrangements 

• Establish and populate Project Team  

• Procure any required external client-side support   

• Agree “Proceed to Procurement” 

1. Procurement 

Conduct procurement 
of a new Planning IT 
solution 

• Prepare procurement documentation including MVP functional and 
non-functional requirements; contract documentation and evaluation 
criteria and weighting 

• Confirm procurement approach, documentation and timescales 

• Conduct procurement exercise (open competition) (PA Consulting to 
amend) 

• Complete Full Business Case (FBC) with confirmed costs and timescales 

• Agree and sign contract with preferred supplier 

• Award contract including standstill period 

2. Design 

Defining detailed 
design requirements 

• Establish design, build and test environments 

• Understand functionality within ‘out of the box’ COTS solution  
(if applicable) 

• Specify detailed functional and non-functional requirements, e.g.: 

➢ core solution capabilities  

➢ performance levels 

➢ security levels 

➢ data interfaces to other systems 

➢ interfaces with NI Direct 

• Specify any required policies e.g. data retention, user management 

• Specify detailed requirements for inputs and outputs, e.g.: letters, on-
line forms, notifications and reports 

• Agree future “go live” requirements 

3. Build 

Developing agreed 
design on chosen IT 
solution 

• Develop any [configuration/customisation] functionality including: 

➢ Solution capabilities 

➢ Data interfaces (in/out) and associate triggers 

➢ Outputs including letters, forms, reports 

• Develop Data Migration tools and procedures and run migration tests 

• Test new solution and infrastructure, including but not limited to: 

➢ Performance and technical testing 
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Phase High-level Description 

➢ Security and penetration testing 

➢ User testing against, for example, agreed scripts and scenarios 

• Develop core operational instructions and operating procedures 

• Parallel running of new solution against existing NIPP over a defined 
period  

• Train internal users, i.e. ‘train the trainer’ within Planning Authorities 

• Planning Authorities train internal staff (continues through Implement 
phase) 

• Agree “go-live” readiness 

4. Implement 

Rolling out solution 
across all 12 planning 
authorities 

• Communication/engagement with all stakeholders (e.g. awareness of 
new solution and how to use it) 

• Roll out new solution with cut-over activities, including ‘live’ data 
migration, into each individual Planning Authority 

• Change management e.g. maximise benefits of adopting the new 
processes, technology and ways of working 

• Provide enhanced support through initial period of ‘go live’ 

• Agree “go-live” implementation complete i.e. move to steady state 

Notes: 

1. It is anticipated that Post-Implementation the new IT system will be subject to continuous 
improvement and enhancement; and will be kept aligned with legislative requirements against an 
agreed product development roadmap. 

2. These phases do not necessarily need to happen sequentially.  For example, the Design and Build 
phases may overlap e.g. there is no need to wait for end of Design Phase before any Build activities 
start.  The consequential impact of this is that the critical path is based on the start of the activities 
above rather than the end date. 

3. Design and Build Phases likely follow an Agile methodology for bespoke and platform-based 
solutions, and to be more traditional “waterfall” with a COTS solution (although an Agile approach 
to any bespoke work within the latter will be adopted as appropriate). 

4. It is assumed that activities to maintain and then close down the current NIPP solution will be 
undertaken in parallel to the phases set out above, and are outwith the scope of this business case. 
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Timescales applicable to all “Do Something” options 

6.1.9 The current NIPP contractual timescales and assumptions are set out in Chapter 3 above.  These 

contractual constraints suggest that the procured new technology solution must be operational as soon 

after December 2020 as possible in all 12 Planning Authorities.   

6.1.10 In this context, the Department and the other Planning Authorities are keen to explore an “accelerated” 

approach to the implementation of the new solution given: 

• The fact that the current contract for the existing NIPP solution can only be extended to December 

2020 (albeit with contingency plans in place to ensure support for a limited period following this 

date), 

• CPD advice during November 2018 that the Authorities should “Commence without delay a 

procurement exercise that is intended to deliver the new arrangements for the NI Planning Portal” 

• The stated needs of Planning Authorities across NI who want increased technology support to 

enhance both the delivery of their services and the experience of service users as soon as possible 

6.1.11 Timescales have been defined against two potential approaches to the implementation of MVP 

requirements: 

a) Standard i.e. what would be regarded as a typical approach to such a project 

• Resources - Project team resources will be drawn from the 12 planning authorities with some 

specialist external support.  There are likely limitations on the number of resources that the 

Planning Authorities can make available and the project delivery experience of such resources. 

• Approach – While some activities may be carried out in parallel, the proposed timescales will be 

cautious with prudent allowances for potential rework, slippages, etc. 

b) Accelerated i.e. how an approach to deliver this project as quickly as possible without incurring 

unreasonable additional cost and/or risk 

• Resources - Project team resources will be drawn both from external advisors and some internal 

support from the 12 Planning Authorities.  There will be a primary responsibility on an external 

delivery partner to ensure that this project is delivered within agreed timescales. 

• Approach – There will be a focus on doing as many activities as possible both in “fast time” and 

in parallel with other activities. 

6.1.12 While there is no suggestion of incurring unreasonable costs and/or risks, it is assumed that, relative to 

a “standard” approach, an accelerated approach presents potentially higher risks (e.g. need for all 

governance decisions to be made in a timely manner) and higher costs (procurement of significant inputs 

from an external delivery partner) in delivering with the project within the more aggressive target 

timescales.  The Department has decided that these potential higher risks are acceptable, and can be 

appropriately managed, in the context of the overarching consideration of the requirement to 

implement the new IT solution in replacement of NIPP in as short timescales as possible. 

6.1.13 The initial envisaged timescales for a standard approach to the implementation of the defined MVP 

functionality are set out below: 
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Phase 
Envisaged Duration 

(months) 
Assumptions 

0. Mobilisation 6 Mobilising project team and governance 

arrangements 

1. Procurement 18 Procurement from development of contract 

documentation to contract award.  We have 

assumed Competitive Procedure with Negotation 

in this standard approach. 

The Department is scheduled to begin 

development of procurement documentation in 

January 2019 working with CPD and, ideally, a 

number of nominated experts from local 

government. 

2. Design 18 Design will follow on from procurement i.e. once 

the preferred solution has been contractually 

agreed. 

3. Build 24 Design and Build phases will overlap i.e. there is no 

need to wait for end of Design Phase before any 

Build activities start. 

4. Implement 12 Implementation approach will be phased over 12-

month period with individual Planning Authorities 

going “live” in an agreed sequence. 

 

6.1.14 It is assumed that the formal Mobilisation Phase will commence in January 2019 and while initial 

mobilisation activities will focus on approval of this OBC and agreement by all Planning Authorities to the 

overall approach, it is envisaged that early work on procurement documentation will also commence in 

January 2019 i.e. initial procurement activities will be in parallel to the approval of this business case. 

6.1.15 Therefore the timescale assumptions for a standard approach to all “Do Something” options are as 

follows: 

Phase 
Start  

no later than 
(beginning of) 

Envisaged 
Duration 

Complete  
no later than  

(end of) 

0. Mobilisation January 2019 6 months June 2019 

1. Procurement January 2019 18 months June 2020 

2. Design July 2020 18 months December 2021 

3. Build January 2021 24 months December 2022 

4. Implement January 2023 12 months December 2023 

 

  



Technology Support to the Delivery of Planning Services in Northern Ireland Outline Business Case 

 

 

Draft under Development  Page 65 of 143 

Phase 
Year 0 

(2018/19) 
Year 1 

(2019/20) 
Year2 

(2020/21) 
Year 3 

(2021/22) 
Year 4 

(2022/23) 
Year 5 

(2023/24) 

0 - Mobilisation       

1- Procurement       

2- Design       

3 – Build       

4 - Implement       

 

6.1.16 The initial envisaged timescales for an accelerated approach to the implementation of the defined MVP 

functionality are set out below: 

Phase 
Envisaged Duration 

(months) 
Assumptions 

0. Mobilisation 6 Mobilisation cannot be materially accelerated 

1. Procurement 12 Accelerated Procurement from development of 

contract documentation to contract award. 

Procurement in the accelerated approach using 

the Competitive Procedure with Negotiation [CPN] 

procedure as recommended by CPD (in 

correspondence to DfI, 9th November 2018) 

2. Design 18 Design phase cannot be materially accelerated 

3. Build 18 Build phase can be accelerated by procuring 

enhanced support from solution provider 

4. Implement 6 Implementation approach can be accelerated by 

going live across multiple authorities at the same 

time. 

 

6.1.17 With the same January 2019 commencement date for the formal Mobilisation Phase, the timescale 

assumptions for an accelerated approach to all “Do Something” options are as follows: 

Phase 
Start  

no later than 
(beginning of) 

Envisaged 
Duration 

Complete  
no later than  

(end of) 

0. Mobilisation January 2019 6 months June 2019 

1. Procurement January 2019 12 months December 2019 

2. Design January 2020 18 months June 2021 

3. Build July 2020 18 months December 2021 

4. Implement January 2022 6 months June 2022 
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Phase 
Year 0 

(2018/19) 
Year 1 

(2019/20) 
Year2 

(2020/21) 
Year 3 

(2021/22) 
Year 4 

(2022/23) 
Year 5 

(2023/24) 

0 Mobilisation       

1- Procurement       

2- Design       

3 - Build       

4 - Implement       

 

6.1.18 Under these accelerated planning assumptions, the initial wave of Planning Authorities could potentially 

go live in January 2022 rather than January 2023 under the standard planning assumptions, with the 

ability to commence mobilisation and procurement in January 2019 (i.e. in parallel to the formal approval 

of this business case) as a key dependency. 

6.1.19 At the direction of the Authority, this OBC uses this accelerated timescale as the definitive assumption 

on timelines.  Therefore, all assumptions related to duration, resources, costs, etc used in this cost-

benefit analysis are based on use of this accelerated timescale. 

6.1.20 Further, it is anticipated that a COTS solution would be significantly more likely to achieve these 

accelerated dates (or in other words, significant less likely to not achieve these dates) and this is reflected 

in the Risk Assessment included in Chapter 8.  This assumption is based on the likely nature of a COTS-

based solution which will come with a high-level of inbuilt functionality and while it is unlikely that such 

a solution will meet all MVP and MVP Plus requirements “out of the box”.  Indeed, initial estimates from 

COTS suppliers during the market engagement exercise that informed the development of this business 

case was that leading products were likely to provide between 80%-85% of MVP requirements in their 

“out of the box” functionality.  It is certainly much more likely (relative to the other Do Something 

options) that sufficient functionality will be available to enable “go live” within accelerated timescales, 

with minimum risk (relative to other Do Something options) of interruption or detrimental impact on on-

going service delivery. 

6.1.21 Both the proposed “standard” and “accelerated” approaches aim to deliver the Planning Authorities’ 

MVP requirements.  It is worth noting that another possible approach that would provide the potential 

for [even greater] accelerated timescales would be the acceptance of an initial solution to a level that 

allows for continuity of service delivery, potentially allowing for some (but not necessarily all) of 

envisaged gains in effectiveness, efficiency and service user experience.  Such an initial “MVP Minus” 

solution would likely have to be subsequently updated and enhanced post go-live to provide MVP 

functionality over time.  There are higher risks associated with this approach related to, for example, 

multiple software releases and the potential associated impacts on technical stability and service 

continuity.  In this context, the Department have understandably directed that this business case should 

be developed on the basis that the stated MVP requirements present the minimum functionality that an 

initial live iteration of the IT solution must provide. 

6.1.22 It should be noted that the proposed timescales set out above are this stage are solely for business case 

purposes i.e. they do not reflect a finalised and agreed implementation plan.  At this stage these 

indicative timescales are used within the business case to, amongst other things: 
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• Allow options to be compared on a like-for-like basis 

• Enable costs and benefits to be profiled 

• Provide indicative timescales to support planning and resource allocation 

6.1.23 It is not envisaged that the initial indicative timescales set out within this business case will be shared 

with suppliers.  Rather during the procurement phase, it is envisaged that: 

• Planning Authorities’ expressed objective of implementing the new IT solution as soon as possible (in 

a controlled and structured manner) will be a clearly stated requirement, and the importance of an 

accelerated implementation will be clearly articulated to potential suppliers. 

• Suppliers will be asked to set out their implementation approach including amongst other things 

timescales, dependencies, characteristics of their proposed solution that will support this 

implementation approach, tools and techniques they will use during implementation, resources they 

will commit and resources they will require from client organisations i.e. the Planning Authorities. 

• Implementation approach will be a relatively highly weighted evaluation criterion, emphasising the 

importance that the Planning Authorities place on it. 

6.1.24 The actual timescales that this project will be delivered against will depend on a large number of factors 

including, functionality of any_(PA Consulting to finish sentence). These timescales will evolve, both in 

terms of detail and accuracy, throughout this project.  For example, it is envisaged that detailed work 

will be undertaken with the preferred supplier in order to inform the development of draft contract 

(i.e. prior to signature) with key dates for the completion of build, design and implementation phases.  

Further it is envisaged that one of the key tasks to be completed in conjunction with the selected 

supplier post contract award will be the development of even more detailed delivery plans to inform 

and guide the project over the next period.  This baselined detailed plan will be monitored and refined 

as required over the lifetime of the project. 

  



Technology Support to the Delivery of Planning Services in Northern Ireland Outline Business Case 

 

 

Draft under Development  Page 68 of 143 

6.2 Option A: Do minimum: retain NIPP as is 

6.2.1 Overarching assumptions impacting on costs associated with Option A are: 

i. Costs of current NIPP and any subsequent contingency arrangements are not within the scope of 
the OBC.  

ii. No procurement required as current NIPP taken forward into new contract period 

iii. No implementation period as current NIPP is used 

6.2.2 The key cost components for this option are described below: 

Cost heading Explanation Assumptions 

Capital Costs 

External support costs 

Infrastructure refresh Infrastructure hardware 
refresh/upgrade costs 

➢ £350k per annum1 

Residual values 

Infrastructure refresh 
residual value 

Residual value remaining at 
end of appraisal period after 
depreciation of 
infrastructure refresh capital 
cost 

➢ £1,232k in Year 11 
(manifesting as a negative 
value in NPC calculations) 

Revenue Costs 

Incoming Supplier Costs 

Service and support Recurring annual charge by 
the supplier for all licencing, 
services and support 

➢ £1.029m per annum (i.e. 
5% uplift on current 
levels) 

Changes/Enhancements Covers implementation of all 
routine enhancements or 
changes to the solution, 
including software upgrades 
(but not hardware) up to a 
level of £200k. 

➢ £200k per annum from 
Year 12 

Authority costs 

DfI DSB support DSB resources required to 
provide support to the 
solution e.g. service requests 
and incident response 

➢ £64k per annum, as per 
current level of DSB 
resource 

External costs 

Hosting Hosting services provided by 
IT Assist 

➢ £35k per annum 

Government Gateway Use of UK Government 
Gateway for authentication 
purposes 

➢ £12k per annum 

Notes: 
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1. Based on cost estimate from DfI DSB of requirement during Years 1 to 4, extrapolated throughout 

the later part of the appraisal period. In practice this profile could vary from year to year. 

2. The allocation of £200k is to provide an initial budget for managing the envisaged portfolio of minor 

refinements and enhancements to the core solution.  Any significant Change Controls over the 

lifetime of the solution will require their own business case. 

6.2.3 The NPC/NPV calculations for this option are set out below: 

 

  

NPV @ 3.5% p.a.

APPRAISAL DATE: Jan-19

OPTION NUMBER & TITLE: A Status Quo: Retain NIPP as-is

YEAR : Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 TOTAL

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29 2029-30

CAPITAL COSTS  (£ 000s):

External Costs: 0

Infrastructure refresh 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 2450

Changes/Enhancements 150 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 1550

Other:

Optimism bias 18 66 66 66 66 66 66 66 480

Residual values -1232 -1232

A. Total Capital Costs (Annual) 0 0 0 0 168 616 616 616 616 616 616 -616 3248

B. Total Capital Costs (Cumulative) 0 0 0 0 168 784 1400 2016 2632 3248 3864 3248

REVENUE COSTS  (£ 000s):

Supplier Costs:

Service and support 772 1029 1029 1029 1029 1029 1029 1029 7975

Authority Costs:

DfI DSB support 48 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 496

External Costs: 0

Hosting 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 280

Government Gateway 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 96

C. Total Revenue Costs (Annual) 0 0 0 0 867 1140 1140 1140 1140 1140 1140 1140 8847

D. Total Revenue Costs (Cumulative) 0 0 0 0 867 1140 2007 2280 3147 3420 4287 4560

E. Total Costs (Annual)  (=A+C) 0 0 0 0 1035 1756 1756 1756 1756 1756 1756 524 12095

F. Total Costs (Cumulative) (=B+D) 0 0 0 0 1035 2791 4547 6303 8059 9815 11571 12095

BENEFITS  (£ 000s):

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0

G. Total Benefits (Annual) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

H. Total Benefits (Cumulative) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NET UNDISCOUNTED COST*  (=E-G) 0 0 0 0 1035 1756 1756 1756 1756 1756 1756 524 12095

DISCOUNT FACTOR @ 3.5% p.a. 1.0000 0.9662 0.9335 0.9019 0.8714 0.8420 0.8135 0.7860 0.7594 0.7337 0.7089 0.6849

NET PRESENT COST* (Annual) 0 0 0 0 902 1479 1429 1380 1334 1288 1245 359 9415

NET PRESENT  COST* (Cumulative) 0 0 0 0 902 2380 3809 5189 6522 7811 9056 9415

TOTAL NET PRESENT COST* = 9415

Add Year

Remove Year

Add Row

Add Row

Add Row
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6.3 Option E: Bespoke product delivering Shared System with Local 

Configuration 

6.3.1 The key cost components for this option are described below: 

Cost heading Explanation Assumptions 

Capital Costs 

Incoming Supplier Costs 

Implementation Services Includes Design, 
Development, Testing, 
Project Management, Data 
Migration, Implementation 
and Training 

➢ £6m cost for supplier 
Implementation Services 
excluding Data 
Migration1,2,3 – within a 
“standard approach” 
timescale 

➢ 10% mark-up of these 
costs within an 
“accelerated approach” 
timescale 

➢ £750k for all supplier 
Data Migration activities  

Authority Costs 

Project Team 

(see Section 11.5) 

Includes all dedicated 
central/regional Project 
Team resources (both 
‘internal’ DfI/Councils 
resources and ‘external’ 
consultant support) 

This cost does not include 
the inputs of those members 
of Planning Authorities 
(outwith the core Project 
Team) who would be 
required to participate in any 
Agile Sprints over the 
development period. 

➢ Profiled and costed based 
on the resource model 
included as Appendix I.2 

➢ £100k per annum for 
expenses for Project 
Team (e.g. venue hire, 
travel etc.) over the same 
period 

DfI DSB transition support Covers resources required by 
DSB to manage the transition 
from the previous supplier 
and system to the new 
supplier and system 
(including Data Migration) 

➢ Included as part of 
Project Team costs above 

Outgoing supplier costs 

Data Migration & Transition All costs incurred and 
charged by the outgoing 
NIPP supplier to support the 
transition to the new 
solution and migrate data 

➢ £500k over Years 3 and 4 
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from the NIPP to this new 
solution 

External support costs 

Infrastructure Infrastructure/hardware 
required by IT Assist to host 
the solution 

➢ £0 (assumed to be 
covered within IT Assist 
costs) 

Infrastructure refresh Infrastructure hardware 
refresh/upgrade costs by IT 
Assist 

➢ £0 (assumed to be 
covered within IT Assist 
costs) 

CPD costs Support to the procurement 
process from tender 
documents through to 
contract award 

➢ £115k spread over Year 0 
and Year 1 

Residual values 

Residual value of 
implementation costs 

Residual value remaining at 
end of appraisal period after 
depreciation of 
implementation capital cost 

➢ £0 

Revenue Costs 

Incoming Supplier Costs 

Service and support Recurring annual charge by 
the supplier for all licensing, 
services and support 

➢ £1.2m per annum on the 
basis of 20% of basic 
Implementation Services 
(minus mark-up and Data 
Migration) cost 

➢ During the initial 
implementation period, 
assumed to be 50% of the 
costs for that year or part 
thereof. 

Changes/Enhancements Covers implementation of all 
routine enhancements or 
changes to the solution, 
including software upgrades 
(but not hardware) up to a 
level of £200k. 

➢ £200k per annum from 
completion of 
implementation4 

Authority costs 

Ongoing Central Service 
Delivery and Improvement 
Team to manage new 
solution 

Ongoing team dedicated to 
vendor management, change 
control management, issue 
resolution and tracking, 
innovation, central reporting 

➢ £194k per annum from 
completion of 
implementation 

DfI DSB support (new 
solution) 

DSB resources required to 
provide support to the new 
solution e.g. service requests 
and incident response 

➢ Included in on-going 
Central Service Delivery 
and Improvement Team 
costs above 
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External costs 

Hosting Hosting services provided by 
IT Assist 

➢ £70k per annum  

 

Government Gateway  Use of UK Government 
Gateway for authentication 
purposs 

➢ £12k per annum 

Notes: 

1. Training approach will be to “train-the trainer” within each of the Planning Authorities, who will in 

turn then be responsible for their own internal training. 

2. Assumed to be incurred on the basis of £0.6m in Year 1, £2.25m Years 2-3, and £0.9m Year 4. This 

accounts for a payment schedule making payments throughout development while reserving some 

payment for end of development period. 

3. This Data Migration cost is assumed to be spread evenly over Years 2, 3 and 4. 

4. The allocation of £200k is to provide an initial budget for managing the envisaged portfolio of minor 

refinements and enhancements to the core solution.  Any significant Change Controls over the 

lifetime of the solution will require their own business case. 
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6.3.2 The NPC/NPV calculations for this option are set out below: 

 

  

NPV @ 3.5% p.a.

APPRAISAL DATE: Jan-19

OPTION NUMBER & TITLE: E Bespoke product delivering shared system with local control

YEAR : Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 TOTAL

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29 2029-30

CAPITAL COSTS  (£ 000s):

Incoming Supplier Costs:

Implementation Services 660 2725 2725 1240 7350

Authority costs: 0

Project team 312 1535 2395 2395 674 7311

Outgoing Supplier Costs:

Data Migration & Transition 250 250 500

External support costs:

CPD costs 29 86 115

Other:

Optimism bias 1 574 57 631

Optimism bias 2 11 291 1063 1160 581 3106

Residual values 0 0

A. Total Capital Costs (Annual) 352 2572 6183 6531 3319 57 0 0 0 0 0 0 19014

B. Total Capital Costs (Cumulative) 352 2924 9107 15638 18956 19014 19014 19014 19014 19014 19014 19014

REVENUE COSTS  (£ 000s):

Incoming Supplier Costs:

Service and support 150 1050 1200 1200 1200 1200 1200 1200 1200 9600

Changes/Enhancements 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 1400

Authority costs:

Ongoing central team 48 194 194 194 194 194 194 194 1405

Outgoing Supplier Costs:

External Costs:

Hosting 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 770

Government Gateway 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 96

C. Total Revenue Costs (Annual) 0 70 70 220 1180 1676 1676 1676 1676 1676 1676 1676 13271

D. Total Revenue Costs (Cumulative) 0 70 140 360 1540 2036 3216 3712 4892 5387 6568 7063

E. Total Costs (Annual)  (=A+C) 352 2642 6253 6751 4499 1733 1676 1676 1676 1676 1676 1676 32285

F. Total Costs (Cumulative) (=B+D) 352 2994 9247 15998 20497 17731 22173 19407 23848 21082 25524 22758

BENEFITS  (£ 000s):

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0

G. Total Benefits (Annual) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

H. Total Benefits (Cumulative) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NET UNDISCOUNTED COST*  (=E-G) 352 2642 6253 6751 4499 1733 1676 1676 1676 1676 1676 1676 32285

DISCOUNT FACTOR @ 3.5% p.a. 1.0000 0.9662 0.9335 0.9019 0.8714 0.8420 0.8135 0.7860 0.7594 0.7337 0.7089 0.6849

NET PRESENT COST* (Annual) 352 2552 5837 6089 3921 1459 1363 1317 1273 1230 1188 1148 27729

NET PRESENT  COST* (Cumulative) 352 2904 8742 14831 18751 20211 21574 22891 24164 25393 26581 27729

TOTAL NET PRESENT COST* = 27729

Add Year

Remove Year

Add Row

Add Row

Add Row
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6.4 Option F: Platform-based product delivering Shared System with Local 

Configuration 

6.4.1 The key cost components for this option are described below: 

Cost heading Explanation Assumptions 

Capital Costs 

Incoming Supplier Costs 

Implementation Services Includes Design, 
Development, Testing, 
Project Management, Data 
Migration, Implementation 
and Training 

➢ £5m cost of 
Implementation Services 
excluding Data 
Migration1,2,3 – within a 
“standard approach” 
timescale 

➢ 10% mark-up of these 
costs within an 
“accelerated approach” 
timescale 

➢ £750k for all supplier 
Data Migration activities3  

Authority Costs 

Project Team 

(see Section 11.5) 

Includes all dedicated 
central/regional Project 
Team resources (both 
‘internal’ DfI/Council 
resource and ‘external’ 
consultant resource) 

This cost does not include 
the inputs of those members 
of Planning Authorities 
(outwith the core Project 
Team) who would be 
required to participate in any 
Agile Sprints over the 
development period. 

➢ Profiled and costed based 
on the resource model 
included as Appendix I.2 

➢ £100k per annum for 
expenses for Project 
Team (e.g. venue hire, 
travel etc.) over the same 
period 

DSB DfI transition support Covers resources required by 
DSB to manage the transition 
from the previous supplier 
and system to the new 
supplier and system 
(including Data Migration) 

➢ Included as part of 
Project Team 

Outgoing supplier costs 

Data Migration & Transition All costs incurred and 
charged by the outgoing 
NIPP supplier to support the 
transition to the new 
solution and migrate data 

➢ £500k over Years 3 and 4 
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from the NIPP to this new 
solution 

External support costs 

Infrastructure Infrastructure/hardware 
required by IT Assist to host 
the solution 

➢ £0 (assumed to be 
covered within IT Assist 
costs) 

Infrastructure refresh Infrastructure hardware 
refresh/upgrade costs by IT 
Assist 

➢ £0 (assumed to be 
covered within IT Assist 
costs) 

CPD costs Support to the procurement 
process from tender 
documents through to 
contract award 

➢ £115k spread over Year 0 
and Year 1 

Residual values 

Residual value of 
implementation cost 

Residual value remaining at 
end of appraisal period after 
depreciation of 
implementation capital cost 

➢ £0 

Revenue Costs 

Incoming Supplier Costs 

Service and support Recurring annual charge by 
the supplier for all licensing, 
services and support 

➢ £1.0m per annum on the 
basis of 20% of basic 
Implementation Services 
(minus mark-up and Data 
Migration) cost 

➢ During implementation 
period, assumed to be 
50% of cost for that year, 
or part thereof 

Changes/Enhancements Covers implementation of all 
routine enhancements or 
changes to the solution, 
including software upgrades 
(but not hardware) up to a 
level of £200k. 

➢ £200k per annum from 
completion of 
implementation5 

Authority costs 

Ongoing Central Service 
Delivery and Improvement 
Team to manage new 
solution 

Ongoing team dedicated to 
vendor management, change 
control management, issue 
resolution and tracking, 
innovation, central reporting 

➢ £194k per annum from 
completion of 
implementation 

DfI DSB support (new 
solution) 

DSB resources required to 
provide support to the new 
solution e.g. service requests 
and incident response 

➢ Included in Central 
Service Delivery and 
Improvement Team costs 
above 

External costs 
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Hosting Hosting services provided by 
IT Assist 

➢ £70k per annum  

Government Gateway Use of UK Government 
Gaeway for authentication 
purposes 

➢ £12k per annum 

Notes: 

1. Training approach will be to “train-the trainer” within each of the Planning Authorities, who will in 

turn then be responsible for their own internal training. 

2. Assumed to be incurred on the basis of £0.5m in Year 1, £1.875m Years 2-3, and £0.75m Year 4. This 

accounts for a payment schedule making payments throughout development while reserving some 

payment for end of development period. 

3. This Data Migration cost is assumed to be spread evenly over Years 2, 3 and 4. 

4. The allocation of £200k is to provide an initial budget for managing the envisaged portfolio of minor 

refinements and enhancements to the core solution.  Any significant Change Controls over the 

lifetime of the solution will require their own business case. 
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6.4.2 The NPC/NPV calculations for this option are set out below: 

 

 
  

NPV @ 3.5% p.a.

APPRAISAL DATE: Jan-19

OPTION NUMBER & TITLE: F Platform-based product delivering shared system with local control

YEAR : Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 TOTAL

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29 2029-30

CAPITAL COSTS  (£ 000s):

Incoming Supplier Costs:

Implementation Services 550 2313 2313 1075 6250

Authority costs: 0

Project team 312 1535 2395 2395 674 7311

Outgoing Supplier Costs:

Data Migration & Transition 250 250 500

External support costs:

CPD costs 29 86 115

Other:

Optimism bias 1 574 37 611

Optimism bias 2 10 229 833 923 477 2471

Residual values 0 0

A. Total Capital Costs (Annual) 351 2400 5540 5880 3050 37 0 0 0 0 0 0 17259

B. Total Capital Costs (Cumulative) 351 2751 8291 14172 17221 17259 17259 17259 17259 17259 17259 17259

REVENUE COSTS  (£ 000s):

Incoming Supplier Costs:

Service and support 125 875 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 8000

Changes/Enhancements 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 1400

Authority costs:

Ongoing central team 48 194 194 194 194 194 194 194 1405

External Costs:

Hosting 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 770

Government Gateway 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 96

C. Total Revenue Costs (Annual) 0 70 70 195 1005 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 11671

D. Total Revenue Costs (Cumulative) 0 70 140 335 1340 1811 2816 3287 4292 4762 5768 6238

E. Total Costs (Annual)  (=A+C) 351 2470 5610 6075 4055 1513 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 28930

F. Total Costs (Cumulative) (=B+D) 351 2821 8431 14507 18562 20075 21551 23027 24502 25978 27454 28930

BENEFITS  (£ 000s):

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0

G. Total Benefits (Annual) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

H. Total Benefits (Cumulative) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NET UNDISCOUNTED COST*  (=E-G) 351 2470 5610 6075 4055 1513 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 28930

DISCOUNT FACTOR @ 3.5% p.a. 1.0000 0.9662 0.9335 0.9019 0.8714 0.8420 0.8135 0.7860 0.7594 0.7337 0.7089 0.6849

NET PRESENT COST* (Annual) 351 2386 5237 5480 3534 1274 1201 1160 1121 1083 1046 1011 24883

NET PRESENT  COST* (Cumulative) 351 2737 7975 13454 16988 18262 19463 20623 21743 22826 23873 24883

TOTAL NET PRESENT COST* = 24883

Add Year

Remove Year

Add Row

Add Row

Add Row
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6.5 Option G: COTS product delivering Shared System with Local Configuration 

6.5.1 The key cost components for this option are described below: 

Cost heading Explanation Assumptions 

Capital Costs 

Incoming Supplier Costs 

Implementation Services Includes Design, 
Development, Testing, 
Project Management, Data 
Migration, Implementation 
and Training 

➢ £4m cost of 
Implementation Services 
outside Data 
Migration1,2,3,4 – within a 
“standard approach” 
timescale 

➢ 10% mark-up of these 
costs within an 
“accelerated approach” 
timescale 

➢ £750k for all supplier 
Data Migration activities3 

Authority Costs 

Project Team 

(see Section 11.5) 

Includes all dedicated 
central/regional Project 
Team resources (both 
‘internal’ DfI/Council 
resource and ‘external’ 
consultant resource) 

This cost does not include 
the inputs of those members 
of Planning Authorities 
(outwith the core Project 
Team) who would be 
required to participate in the 
development period. 

➢ Profiled and costed based 
on the resource model 
included as Appendix I.2 

➢ £100k per annum for 
expenses for Project 
Team (e.g. venue hire, 
travel etc) over the same 
period 

DSB DfI transition support Covers resources required by 
DSB to manage the transition 
from the previous supplier 
and system to the new 
supplier and system 
(including Data Migration) 

➢ Included within Project 
Team resources above 

Outgoing supplier costs 

Data Migration & Exit All costs incurred and 
charged by the outgoing 
NIPP supplier to support the 
transition to the new 
solution and migrate data 
from the NIPP to this new 
solution 

➢ £500k cost across Year 2 
and Year 3 

External support costs 
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Cost heading Explanation Assumptions 

Infrastructure Infrastructure/hardware 
required by IT Assist to host 
the solution 

➢ £0 cost (assumed to be 
covered within IT Assist 
costs) 

Infrastructure refresh Infrastructure hardware 
refresh/upgrade costs by IT 
Assist 

➢ £0 (assumed to be 
covered within IT Assist 
costs) 

CPD costs Support to the procurement 
process from tender 
documents through to 
contract award 

➢ £115k spread over Year 0 
and Year 1 

Residual values 

Residual value of 
implementation cost 

Residual value remaining at 
end of appraisal period after 
depreciation of 
implementation capital cost 

➢ £0 

Revenue Costs 

Incoming Supplier Costs 

Service and support Recurring annual charge by 
the supplier for all licensing, 
services and support 

➢ £1m per annum usage / 
licence charge  

➢ During implementation 
period these charges will 
be prorated. 

Changes/Enhancements Covers implementation of all 
routine enhancements or 
changes to the solution, 
including software upgrades 
(but not hardware) up to a 
level of £200k. 

➢ £200k per annum 
beginning the year after 
implementation 
completed4 

Authority costs 

Ongoing Central Service 
Delivery and Improvement 
Team to manage new 
solution 

Ongoing team dedicated to 
vendor management, change 
control management, issue 
resolution and tracking, 
innovation, central reporting 

➢ £194k per annum from 
completion of 
implementation 

DfI DSB support (new 
solution) 

DSB resources required to 
provide support to the new 
solution e.g. service requests 
and incident response 

➢ Included in on-going 
Central Service Delivery 
and Improvement Team 
costs above 

External costs   

Hosting Hosting services provided by 
IT Assist 

➢ £70k per annum 

Government Gateway Use of UK Government 
Gateway for authentication 
purposes 

➢ £12k per annum 
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Notes: 

1. Training approach will be to “train-the trainer” within each of the Planning Authorities, who will in 

turn then be responsible for their own internal training. 

2. Assumed to be incurred on the basis of £0.4m in Year 1, £1.0m each of Years 2-3, and £1.6m in Year 

4. This accounts for a payment schedule making payments throughout development while reserving 

some payment for end of development period. 

3. This Data Migration cost is assumed to be spread evenly over Years 2, 3 and 4. 

4. The allocation of £200k is to provide an initial budget for managing the envisaged portfolio of minor 

refinements and enhancements to the core solution.  Any significant Change Controls over the 

lifetime of the solution will require their own business case. 
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6.5.2 The NPC/NPV calculation for this option is show below: 

 

  

NPV @ 3.5% p.a.

APPRAISAL DATE: Jan-19

OPTION NUMBER & TITLE: G COTS product delivering shared system with local control 

YEAR : Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 TOTAL

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29 2029-30

CAPITAL COSTS  (£ 000s):

Incoming Supplier Costs:

Implementation Services 440 1900 1900 910 5150

Authority costs:

Project team 312 1535 2395 2395 674 7311

Outgoing Supplier Costs:

Data Migration & Exit 250 250 500

External support costs:

CPD costs 29 86 115

Other:

Optimism bias 1 482 482

Optimism bias 2 8 137 494 559 302 1499

Residual values 0 0

A. Total Capital Costs (Annual) 348 2197 4789 5104 2617 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15057

B. Total Capital Costs (Cumulative) 348 2546 7335 12440 15057 15057 15057 15057 15057 15057 15057 15057

REVENUE COSTS  (£ 000s):

Incoming Supplier Costs:

Service and support 125 875 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 8000

Changes/Enhancements 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 1400

Authority costs:

Ongoing central team 48 194 194 194 194 194 194 194 1405

External Costs:

Hosting 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 770

Government Gateway 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 96

C. Total Revenue Costs (Annual) 0 70 70 195 1005 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 11671

D. Total Revenue Costs (Cumulative) 0 70 140 335 1340 1811 2816 3287 4292 4762 5768 6238

E. Total Costs (Annual)  (=A+C) 348 2267 4859 5299 3623 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 26728

F. Total Costs (Cumulative) (=B+D) 348 2616 7475 12775 16398 17873 19349 20825 22301 23776 25252 26728

BENEFITS  (£ 000s):

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0

G. Total Benefits (Annual) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

H. Total Benefits (Cumulative) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NET UNDISCOUNTED COST*  (=E-G) 348 2267 4859 5299 3623 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 26728

DISCOUNT FACTOR @ 3.5% p.a. 1.0000 0.9662 0.9335 0.9019 0.8714 0.8420 0.8135 0.7860 0.7594 0.7337 0.7089 0.6849

NET PRESENT COST* (Annual) 348 2191 4536 4780 3157 1243 1201 1160 1121 1083 1046 1011 22876

NET PRESENT  COST* (Cumulative) 348 2539 7075 11855 15012 16255 17456 18615 19736 20819 21865 22876

TOTAL NET PRESENT COST* = 22876

Add Year

Remove Year

Add Row

Add Row

Add Row
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Software-as-a-Service (SaaS) Variant 

6.5.3 While agnostic on the matter of hosting, this OBC notes the stated NICS (and national UK Government) 

preference for a ‘Cloud First’ approach, in particular the use of the NICS Private Cloud or, subject to 

suitable security arrangements, a Public Cloud solution. 

6.5.4 Software as a service (SaaS) is a software distribution and delivery model in which the supplier/provider 

hosts applications and makes them available to customers over the Internet (i.e. using the Cloud), 

commercially offered typically on a subscription basis based on usage and storage requirements. 

6.5.5 A generic capital/revenue resource split has been assumed for this COTS solution.  However, it is noted 

that if a SaaS solution was procured, the capital costs may be significantly reduced with yearly revenue 

costs likely to increase.  This business case is agnostic on the issue of SaaS.  Any procurement for a COTS 

solution will not specify whether an on-premises, hosted or SaaS solution should be used.  This will be 

for the procurement process to determine which solution provides the optimum approach. 

6.5.6 While a fairly ‘generic’ capital/revenue split is assumed for Option G for the purposes of this cost-benefit 

analysis.  However, a variant NPC/NPV table with one potential cost outline for a SaaS solution below for 

illustrative purposes only is included below.  This model is based on an overarching assumption of 

spreading the ‘Implementation Services’ cost (excluding optimism bias) evenly on an annual basis 

throughout Years 4 to 11.  

 

6.5.7 The exclusion of Optimum Bias (which applies to Capital Costs only) is a major contributing factor to the 

significant reduction in projected costs under this variant SaaS model. 

6.5.8 It is worth noting that while this OBC and any future procurement is agnostic on the particular variant of 

COTS solution that is selected, there is limited evidence of a mature SaaS offering across multiple 

NPV @ 3.5% p.a.

APPRAISAL DATE: Jan-19

OPTION NUMBER & TITLE: G (variant) COTS product delivering shared system with local control - SaaS variant

YEAR : Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 TOTAL

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29 2029-30

CAPITAL COSTS  (£ 000s):

0

0

A. Total Capital Costs (Annual) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

B. Total Capital Costs (Cumulative) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

REVENUE COSTS  (£ 000s):

Incoming Supplier Costs: 0

Service and support 803 1606 1606 1606 1606 1606 1606 1606 1606 13650

Changes/Enhancements 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 1400

Authority costs:

Project team 312 1535 2395 2395 674 7311

Ongoing central team 48 194 194 194 194 194 194 194 1405

Outgoing Supplier Costs:

Data Migration & Exit 250 250 500

External Costs:

CPD costs 29 86 115

Government Gateway 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 96

C. Total Revenue Costs (Annual) 341 1621 2395 3448 2590 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 24477

D. Total Revenue Costs (Cumulative) 341 1962 4357 7805 10395 9817 12407 11829 14419 13840 16430 15852

E. Total Costs (Annual)  (=A+C) 341 1621 2395 3448 2590 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 24477

F. Total Costs (Cumulative) (=B+D) 341 1962 4357 7805 10395 12407 14419 16430 18442 20454 22465 24477

BENEFITS  (£ 000s):

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0

G. Total Benefits (Annual) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

H. Total Benefits (Cumulative) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NET UNDISCOUNTED COST*  (=E-G) 341 1621 2395 3448 2590 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 24477

DISCOUNT FACTOR @ 3.5% p.a. 1.0000 0.9662 0.9335 0.9019 0.8714 0.8420 0.8135 0.7860 0.7594 0.7337 0.7089 0.6849

NET PRESENT COST* (Annual) 341 1566 2236 3110 2257 1694 1636 1581 1528 1476 1426 1378 20229

NET PRESENT  COST* (Cumulative) 341 1907 4143 7253 9510 11204 12841 14422 15949 17425 18851 20229

TOTAL NET PRESENT COST* = 20229

Add Year

Remove Year

Add Row

Add Row

Add Row
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suppliers of likely technology solutions.  For example, only one supplier (an Australian-based company) 

proposed a pure SaaS solution during the market sounding exercise.  
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7. Non-monetary costs and benefits 

This section provides a qualitative evaluation of the non-monetary costs and 

benefits associated with the short-listed options identified. 

7.1 Weighting of the Non-Financial Benefit Criteria 

7.1.1 The overarching non-financial aim for the introduction of a new IT solution is: 

Support the on-going and sustainable delivery of  

a modern, effective and efficient Planning Service across NI 

7.1.2 Within this overarching aim, the following range of non-financial benefits has been identified.   

Department for Infrastructure 

DfI using planning for the 
benefit of NI plc 

MVP requirements, against an agreed approach, provide the basis for: 

Enhanced statutory reporting and associated sharing of data 

Enhanced regional consideration of planning as a tool to support and 
stimulate regional growth e.g. cross-council area economic corridors 

Planning Authorities (DfI and Councils) 

Planning Authorities 
providing an effective and 
efficient service 

MVP requirements provide the basis for: 

Effective and efficient service which should enable performance of 
planning service functions to significantly increase 

Enhanced local consideration of planning as a tool to support and 
stimulate local growth – planning is a potentially key lever for councils 
in driving local economic growth 

Staff 

Modern tools to support 
their activities 

MVP requirements provide the basis for: 

Modern, digital and flexible system that meets the stated requirements 
of Planners and administrative support staff removing paper-based 
tasks as far as possible. 

Customers / Service Users 

Enhance Customer / Service 
User experience 

MVP requirements provide the basis for a more effective service and 
identify “digital by default” as a priority with a common interface across 
all Planning Authorities and appropriate support for those service users 
and customers  

7.1.3 All of the short-listed “Do Something” options provide for a shared system with Local Configuration which 

delivers the stated MVP requirements.  They therefore all provide very similar end results for realising 

those benefits that would be realised through the meeting the MVP requirements.  The only tangible 

difference between these options may actually relate to the profile for realising these benefits with for 

example Option E, in developing a bespoke product, requiring a longer timescale for delivery of these 

benefits over the appraisal period (due to its longer design and build timescales). 

7.1.4 In this context, the following range of objectives and relative weightings has been developed. The short 

listed options will be considered against these.  The criteria have been weighted in order of importance 

from a possible total of 100%.  The higher the numerical weighting, the more important the benefit. 
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Benefit Description Weighting Rationale 

1. Continued IT 

support to 

Planning service 

delivery 

The solution ensures that 

there is appropriate 

continued IT support (portal 

and case management 

system) for the delivery of 

Planning services by 

authorities 

25% This is central to the overall 

aim of the project and the basic 

benefit that the options should 

deliver.   

2. Role of local 

government and 

DfI is reflected 

The design and operation of 

the solution reflects the role 

of local government in the 

delivery of local Planning 

decisions and DfI in regional 

Planning decisions 

15% It is important to the future 

delivery of Planning services 

that the respective regional 

and local roles of the different 

authorities, following the 

reform of local government, 

are fully reflected in service 

delivery 

3. Potential is 

created for 

improved 

effectiveness of 

service delivery 

The solution provides 

authorities with the 

potential to improve the 

effectiveness of service 

delivery within their 

Planning services, e.g. 

improving performance 

levels or increasing 

capabilities to deliver 

services 

25% A key objective of this project is 

providing authorities with the 

ability to improve effectiveness 

of delivery within each of their 

services.   

4. Improved 

customer/user 

experience 

The solution provides for an 

improved user experience by 

customers and other users 

25% A key objective of this project is 

to enable an improved user 

experience 

5. Further 

development and 

innovation is 

supported 

The solution provides the 

flexibility to allow for 

technological development 

and innovation in line with 

best practice in the 

marketplace 

10% It is important to allow for an 

encourage development of the 

solution over the appraisal 

period, during which time it is 

highly likely that there will be 

significant marketplace 

developments. 

7.2 Non-Monetary Benefits Analysis 

7.2.1 The short-listed options have been considered in relation to how well they fulfilled the non-monetary 

criteria.  A score out of 10 was allocated to each of the options and the outcome is recorded in the table 

below.  This demonstrates the ability of an option to achieve the full quality of a criterion.  A higher score 

indicated that an option met the criterion to a higher degree.   The following guide reflects the basis for 

each score.  Total Points Available = 10. 
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9 - 10 Applied where the option provides the ideal solution in respect of each objective 

7 - 8 Applied when the option significantly achieved compliance in respect of each objective 

5 - 6 Applied when the option achieved an acceptable level of compliance in respect of each 
objective 

3 - 4 Applied when the option will achieve only the basic level of compliance and possibly with a 
degree of difficulty or a compromise in levels of expectation 

1 - 2 Applied when the option will not readily achieve the minimum level of compliance. 

 

7.2.2 When all qualities were assessed for each option, the score out of 10 was multiplied (as a fraction of 10) 

by the weight attributed to each of the benefit criteria — the resultant weighted score was also recorded 

in the table below.  These products were then totalled for each option, thus giving a set of figures that 

reflect the relative non-financial merits of each option.  

    

Option A 

Do Minimum: 
Retain NIPP as is 

Option E 

Bespoke product 
delivering Shared 
System with Local 

Configuration 

Option F 

Platform-based 
product delivering 

Shared System 
with Local 

Configuration 

Option G 

COTS product 
delivering Shared 
System with Local 

Configuration 

Benefit 
Max 

Weighted 
Score 

Raw 
Score 
(out of 

10) 

Weighted 
Score 

Raw 
Score 

(out of 
10) 

Weighted 
Score 

Raw 
Score 

(out of 
10) 

Weighte
d Score 

Raw 
Score 

(out of 
10) 

Weighted 
Score 

1. Continued IT support 
to Planning service 
delivery 

25 5 12.5 8 20.0 8 20.0 8 20.0 

2. Role of local 
government and DfI 
is reflected 

15 3 4.5 9 13.5 9 13.5 9 13.5 

3. Potential is created 
for improved 
effectiveness of 
service delivery 

25 1 2.5 8 20.0 8 20.0 8 20.0 

4. Improved 
customer/user 
experience 

25 1 2.5 9 22.5 9 22.5 9 22.5 

5. Further development 
and innovation is 
supported 

10 2 2.0 6 6.0 7 7.0 8 8.0 

 Total 100   24.0   82.0   83.0   84.0 

 Ranking 4 3 2 1 

 

7.2.3 Note that, as part of the process to develop this OBC, each of the 12 Planning Authorities was asked to 

set out what it saw as the key financial and non-financial benefits that the introduction of a technology 

solution (that fully meet the requirements set out in the MVP statements) could potentially deliver.  In 
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making this request it was made clear to the Planning Authorities that the primary objective of this OBC 

was to provide an IT solution for on-going continuity of service provision rather than to reduce service 

delivery costs (albeit that the introduction of a new solution did provide opportunities to transform 

Planning Services impacting positively on existing performance and costs).  However, there was a 

disappointing response from DfI and Councils to the request for this information perhaps indicating, 

amongst other things, a lack of confidence in the ability for benefits to be realised through the 

introduction of this new IT solution. 

7.3 Rationale for scoring 

7.3.1 The weighted scoring results in the table in section 7.2 above can be analysed as follows: 

Continued IT support for Planning service delivery 

7.3.2 Option A provides for continued IT support, but only by extension of the life of current NIPP, without 

addressing the present issues and sub-optimal elements which have been identified.  A score of 5 is 

therefore allocated. For each of Options E, F and G, delivery of a shared system with Local 

Configuration which meets the needs as set out in the MVP requirements, significantly achieve delivery 

of this benefit.  For each of these options, a score of 8 is therefore allocated. 

Role of local government and DfI is reflected 

7.3.3 Option A only provides the existing NIPP, which (while being currently operated by the twelve 

authorities) was designed prior to the reform of local government and therefore does not reflect in its 

design the division of responsibilities at local and regional level.  Options E, F and G, by providing a 

shared system with Local Configuration (as discussed in chapter 5) provide a solution identified as being 

the ideal one for reflecting the respective roles, and therefore all receive a score of 9. 

Potential is created for improved effectiveness of service delivery 

7.3.4 Option A only provides the existing NIPP, which (while being currently operated by the twelve 

authorities) was designed prior to the reform of local government and therefore does not reflect in its 

design the division of responsibilities at local and regional level.  It is therefore allocated a score of 3.  

Options E, F and G, by providing a shared system with Local Configuration (as discussed in chapter 5) 

provide a solution identified as being the ideal one for reflecting the respective roles, and therefore all 

receive a score of 9.   

Improved customer/user experience 

7.3.5 Option A largely maintains the status quo and therefore creates little potential for improving 

customer/user experience.  Options E, F and G, in delivering a system which provides for the MVP and 

requirements (as formulated by users during the Discovery exercise) to be delivered, represents an 

ideal solution and are therefore each allocated a score of 9.   

Further development and innovation is supported 

7.3.6 Option A only provides for essential upgrades and enhancements to the existing NIPP so is allocated a 

score of 2.  While Options E, F and G all deliver a new technology solution based on up-to-date software 

and platforms, and therefore all score relatively well in supporting further development, there is a 

perceived advantage in the platform and [even more so] COTS solutions in that they will benefit from the 
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suppliers wider development of the product and wraparound benefits such as User Groups and Product 

Roadmaps which the Planning Authorities in NI can play into.   

7.4 Benefits Management  

7.4.1 Appendix A provides a benefits model for the project.  It also proposes a benefits realisation plan. 
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8. Assess risks  

This section identifies the risks that implementation of each shortlisted option  

might face, and assesses the options against these risks.  

8.1 Assessment of risks 

8.2 Talk about overall risk of the project, it has a number of particular risks – 

table below compares relative risk 

 

 
 

Risk Description 

Likelihood / (Impact) H/M/L 
 

Overall Risk Rating H/M/L 

Opt A Opt E Opt F Opt G Opt A Opt E Opt F Opt G 

1 Delivery of the solution 
option does not deliver 
fully against objectives 
and requirements 

3/(3) 2/(3) 2/(3) 2/(3) 9 6 6 6 

2 There is a significant over-
run in the delivery 
timescales 

NA 3/(3) 3/(3) 2/(2) NA 9 9 4 

3 Operation of the solution 
significantly exceeds 
budget 

1/(2) 2/(3) 2/(3) 2/(3) 2 6 6 6 

4 Lack of sufficient staff 
capacity and/or capability 
within authorities to 
support detailed design, 
procurement, 
implementation etc. 
impacts on solution 
delivery 

NA 3/(3) 3/(3) 2/(2) NA 9 9 4 

5 The solution does not 
remain fit for purpose 
over the lifetime of the 
project 

3/(3) 2/(2) 2/(2) 1/(2) 9 4 4 2 

6 There is insufficient 
funding available to 
deliver and support the 
solution 

1/(2) 3/(3) 3/(3) 2/(2) 2 9 9 4 

7 Project resource demands 
on authorities (over and 
above central Project 
Team) adversely affect 
service delivery during 
procurement, design, 
build and implementation 

NA 3/(3) 3/(2) 2/2 NA 9 6 4 

 
Overall Risk17: 

 

 
5.5 7.4 7.0 4.3 

 

KEY (Likelihood & Impact scores):      3 = high          2 = medium         1 = low         NA = Not Applicable 

                                                 

 
17 Average risk score, excluding those marked as ‘NA’ for comparative reasons. 
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8.2.1 Option G ranks as the lowest risk of the four options (with a risk score of 4.3).  Options E and F have 

similar risk scores of 7.4 and 7.0 respectively, with the difference in risk rating compared to Option G 

accounted for by: 

• The considerably higher risk of not being able to deliver within reasonable timescales after 

December 2020, given the greater level of development work required for bespoke and platform-

based solutions 

• The higher risk of not meeting the stated objectives 

• The higher level of risk associated with the cost profile 

• The greater resource demand that would be placed on authority staff during procurement, design, 

build and implementation (and therefore posing a greater risk of adverse impact on service 

delivery in this period)  

8.2.2 Option A has a risk score of 5.5, scoring higher than Option G given that it will not deliver objectives 

and requirements or be fit for purpose over the lifetime of the appraisal. 

8.2.3 Included below is a risk mitigation matrix, which includes measures that are proposed to reduce or 

eliminate the likelihood and impact of each risk occurring.  Please note the proposed mitigation is 

largely relevant to the ‘do something’ options for a number of the risks. 

Risk Description Proposed mitigation 

Delivery of the solution option 
does not deliver fully against 
objectives and requirements 

• Detailed development and refinement of requirements 
(building on Discovery outputs) prior to procurement 

• Robust project planning and management, with regular 
reviews and reporting to governance 

• Regular tracking of measures of success, to ensure delivery 
against proposed outcomes, objectives and benefits 

There is a significant over-run in 
the delivery timescales 

• Robust end to end project management to plan and 
manage deployment 

• Sufficient resources (capacity and capability) dedicated to 
project management and contract management 

Operation of the solution 
significantly exceeds budget 

• Continued marketplace engagement to validate costs as 
part of a full business case 

• Detailed procurement approach developed and 
implemented 

• Continual tracking (with appropriate intervention) of 
spend versus budget via robust project delivery 
management 

Lack of sufficient staff capacity 
and/or capability within authorities 
to support detailed design, 
procurement, implementation etc. 
impacts on solution delivery 

• Workforce planning measures will be introduced (with 
reference to project implementation plans) to ensure 
contingency resource planning as required 

• Procurement undertaken via established frameworks in 
existence 
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Risk Description Proposed mitigation 

The solution does not remain fit for 
purpose over the lifetime of the 
project 

• Ensure that requirements cover “future proofing” for 
potential needs, e.g. allowing for development based on 
legislative or technology change 

• Build in appropriate development/change mechanisms for 
incoming requirements over the project period 

There is insufficient funding 
available to deliver and support the 
solution 

• Develop funding model to which all authorities agree 

• Take appropriate budgeting measures and bids to ensure 
funding is available year on year 

• Continued focus on affordability, with budget limits stated 
in procurement and cost given due weighting 

Project resource demands on 
authorities (over and above central 
Project Team) adversely affect 
service delivery during 
procurement, design, build and 
implementation 

• Develop full understanding of resource requirements and 
profile over time 

• Robust resource planning to support Project while 
ensuring that service delivery remains properly resourced 

8.3 Adjustment for Optimism Bias 

8.3.1 The analysis set out in chapter 6 is based on a number of assumptions that by their nature are subject to 

a certain degree of risk and uncertainty. As part of the appraisal process, consideration has been given 

to the types of risk that may apply to the project, together with how the risks may be mitigated.  

Optimism Bias (OB) calculations relating to the implementation of the solution options are included 

below.  

8.3.2 Given the complexity of costs involved in this OBC, different optimism bias calculations are applied to 

different elements of the costs within each option. The three types of optimism bias included are: 

Reference Description 

Optimism Bias 1 

(OB1) 

Optimism bias in relation to Project Team costs (applicable to Options E, F and 
G) – OB adjustment is made on the basis of duration, calculated separately for 
each of these three options. 

Optimism Bias 2 

(OB2) 

Optimism bias in relation to non-staff capital costs relating to realising the 
‘new’ technology solution within the do-something options (applicable to 
Options E, F and G) – OB adjustment is made on the basis of capital costs, 
calculated separately for each of these three options. 

Optimism Bias 3 

(OB3) 

Optimism bias in relation to capital expenditure on the current NIPP solution. 
This is calculated for Option A (with OB adjustment made on the basis of capital 
costs), but is also applicable to the “NIPP extension infrastructure” line within 
Options E, F and G. 

8.3.3 The optimism bias calculations for each option are detailed in Appendix H. The optimism bias on capital 

expenditure was estimated at: 

• 12% for Option B (primarily driven by some uncertainties on future supplier costs and upgrades) and 

also applicable to OB3 for Options E, F and G 
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• 39% for OB2 within Option E (driven by a variety of factors including the lack of certainty around the 

shape of a bespoke solution prior to development, and the relative lack of solid information from the 

market on costs) 

• 36% for OB2 Option F (driven by a number of factors, many similar to option E including the lack of 

certainty around the shape of a bespoke solution prior to development, and the relative lack of solid 

information from the market on costs), and 

• 26% for option G (driven by factors including the variation in costs and costing models within the 

market). 

8.3.4 The optimism bias for Project Team costs (i.e. OB1) has been calculated by applying the OB percentages 

for duration (see Appendix H) to the duration of the Project Team requirement (i.e. 3.5 years) in each of 

the “Do Something” options, and then adding this additional time requirement as a proportionate cost 

in Year 5.  

Option OB applied to duration 
Additional duration accounted 

for 

Option E: 

Bespoke product 
delivering Shared 
System with Local 

Configuration 

10% 0.350 years 

Option F: 

Platform-based product 
delivering Shared 
System with Local 

Configuration 

9% 0.315 years 

Option G: 

COTS product delivering 
Shared System with 
Local Configuration 

6% 0.210 years 
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8.3.5 Applying these adjustments to the estimated costs results in the following impacts (note that figures in 

the table immediately below do not include residual values): 

 

Option A: 
Do Minimum – 
Retain NIPP as 

is 

Option E: 
Bespoke 
product 

delivering 
Shared System 

with Local 
Configuration 

Option F: 
Platform-based 

product 
delivering 

Shared System 
with Local 

Configuration 

Option G: 
COTS product 

delivering 
Shared System 

with Local 
Configuration 

Capital costs to which OB1 is applicable 

Capital Cost (£K) N/A 7,350 7,350 7,350 

Optimism Bias (£K) – 
applied to duration 

N/A (10%) (9%) (6%) 

Adjusted Capital Cost (£K) N/A 631 611 482 

Capital costs to which OB2 is applicable 

Capital Cost (£K) 4,000 7,965 6,865 5,765 

Optimism Bias (£K) – 
applied directly to capital 
cost 

(12%) (39%) (36%) (26%) 

Adjusted Capital Cost (£K) 4,480 11,071 9,336 7,264 
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9. Options summary and preferred option 

This section summarises the main differences between the options e.g . in terms of 

key assumptions, NPCs, non-monetary impacts, risks and other factors .  It also 

identifies which option is preferred, explaining why. 

9.1 Options Comparison 

9.1.1 The outcomes of the quantitative and qualitative analyses are summarized in the table below: 

 Option A 

Do Minimum – 

Retain NIPP as 

is 

Option E 

Bespoke product 

delivering a 

shared system 

with Local 

Configuration 

Option F 

Platform based 

product delivering a 

shared system with 

Local Configuration 

Option G 

COTS product 

delivering a shared 

system with Local 

Configuration 

Total Capital Cost (£K) 

Including optimism bias but 

excluding residual values and 

discounting 

4,480 19,014 17,259 15,057 

Total Revenue Cost (£K) 

Undiscounted 
8,847 13,271 11,671 11,671 

Total Option Cost (£K) 

Undiscounted and excludes 

residual values 

13,327 32,285 28,930 26,728 

Tot. Monetary Benefit (£K) 0 0 0 0 

Net Present Cost (£k) 9,415 27,729 24,883 22,876 

Quantitative Ranking 1 4 3 2 

Qualitative Scores 

& Ranking 

27 

4 

82 

3 

83 

2 

84 

1 

Risk Score 

& Ranking 

5.5 

2 

7.4 

4 

7.0 

3 

4.3 

1 

Overall Ranking 4 3 2 1 

**Recommended 

Option** 
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9.2 Conclusion 

9.2.1 This section provides a brief description of each option, providing the outcome of the OBC assessment 

and identifies a preferred option based on the evidence provided. 

Option A: Do minimum – retain NIPP as is 

9.2.2 This option incurs the lowest cost from the four options, and if taken forward would result in a Net 

Present Cost of £9.42m, therefore ranking as the lowest cost option. 

9.2.3 This option would provide the basic outcome of continued IT support for Planning services in NI; 

however, it will not deliver against the majority of objectives and benefits, and extension of the current 

NIPP does not represent a realistic option from a functional or contractual point of view. 

9.2.4 Primarily this option is not a viable longer-term option due to the limitations on the ability to extend the 

current NIPP contract beyond December 2020 (which in itself is subject to agreement within both DfI and 

the current supplier) after which contingency arrangements will need to be put in place. 

9.2.5 This option does not represent a feasible course of action and, importantly, is likely not to meet the 

needs of the authorities over the appraisal period. 

Option E: Bespoke product delivering a shared system with Local Configuration 

9.2.6 This option scores the second highest of the four options for qualitative benefits, with a score of 83 out 

of 100, i.e. one mark less than the preferred option. 

9.2.7 However, its costs are considerably higher, coming to an NPC of £27.73.64m (or £18.31m higher than the 

do minimum option), i.e. the most costly of the four options.  These costs are higher due to a combination 

of greater up-front costs, higher running costs, and larger optimism bias factor. 

9.2.8 The delivery and benefit risks within Option E are notably higher than for Option G (with a High overall 

risk score of 7.4 out of a possible 9.0), driven by the complexities and uncertainties inherent in 

developing a bespoke product, and the greater timescales involved in delivery.  

9.2.9 Primarily on the basis of its higher cost and risk profile, this option should be discounted. 

Option F: Platform-based product delivering a shared system with Local 
Configuration 

9.2.10 This option scores the third highest of the four options for qualitative benefits, with a score of 82 out of 

100, i.e. two marks less than the preferred option. 

9.2.11 This option has an NPC of £24.88m (that is, £15.47m higher than the do minimum option). While not 

being as costly an option as Option E, it is, however higher-cost than the immediately lower-cost option 

(Option G), due to greater up-front costs and larger optimism bias factor. 

9.2.12 Option G represents a High delivery and benefits realisation risk (with a score of 7.0); again this is 

driven by the complexities and uncertainties inherent in developing what would largely be a bespoke 

product built on a marketplace platform, and the greater timescales involved in delivery.  

9.2.13 On the basis largely of its higher cost and risk profile, this option should be discounted. 

Option G: COTS product delivering a shared system with Local Configuration 

9.2.14 This option scores the highest of the four options for qualitative benefits, with a score of 84 out of 100. 
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9.2.15  Option G provides the lowest risk profile (with an overall risk rating of 4.3), both to solution delivery 

and benefits realisation.  Procurement (and customisation/configuration) of a COTS product, of which 

there are a number of proven products on the market, provides greater assurance and shorter 

timescales for the delivery of a shared IT system with Local Configuration. 

9.2.16 Option G ranks as the lowest-cost of the “do something” options18. Whilst costs are significantly higher 

than the do minimum option (NPC of £22.88m, or £13.46m higher than the do minimum option over 

the 12 year appraisal period), the additional investment is considered justified to ensure a ‘future 

proof’ solution that will deliver Planning users’ and customer needs over this period.   

9.2.17 As it has the lowest risk profile across all options, the highest qualitative score, and the lowest cost of 

the ‘do something’ options, Option G is put forward as the preferred solution option. 

  

                                                 

 
18 The revenue cost is somewhat greater than that for Option F, due to the later implementation date for the latter. 
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10. Assess affordability and funding arrangements 

This section set out the annual capital and resource Departmental Expenditure Limit 

(DEL) requirements for the preferred option, as per the table below.  It then does 

on to discuss a recommended model for funding the Planning IT solution across all 

twelve authorities.  

This business case is subject to funding availability. At present there is no existing capital budget 

available that this business case can draw upon.  

10.1 Budget statement 

10.1.1 This budget statement is based on resource accounting and budgeting (RAB) principles, and shows the 

costs over the 12 years of the project for the preferred option.  Depreciation has been accounted for in 

this statement.  See Appendix G for budget statements across all shortlisted options.  

  

10.2 Cashflow statement 

10.2.1 This illustrates the additional cash that is required for the preferred option.  Currently the timing of 

these payments is unknown and therefore reflects the same profile as the Budget Statement.  See 

Appendix G for cashflow statements across all shortlisted options. 

 

 
  

Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Totals*

BUDGET STATEMENT 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30

£000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's

Total DEL Required 0

Total Capital DEL Required 348 2197 4789 5104 2617 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15057

Total Resource DEL Required 50 434 1118 1972 3156 3627 3627 3577 3263 2579 1850 1476 26728

   Depreciation/impairments included in above Resource DEL figures: 50 364 1048 1777 2151 2151 2151 2101 1787 1103 374 0 15057

Existing DEL Provision 0

Existing Capital DEL Provision 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Existing Resource DEL Provision 0 0 0 0 16 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 464

   Depreciation/impairments included in above Resource DEL figures: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Additional DEL Required* 0

Additional Capital DEL required 348 2197 4789 5104 2617 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15057

Additional Resource DEL required 50 434 1118 1972 3140 3563 3563 3513 3199 2515 1786 1412 26264

   Depreciation/impairments included in above Resource DEL figures 50 364 1048 1777 2151 2151 2151 2101 1787 1103 374 0 15057

Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Totals*

CASH STATEMENT 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30

£000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's £000's

Total Cash Required 0

Total Capital Cash Required 348 2197 4789 5104 2617 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15057

Total Cash Revenue Required 0 70 70 195 1005 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 1476 11671

Existing Cash Provision 0

Existing Capital Cash Provision 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Existing Cash Revenue Provision 0 0 0 0 16 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 464

Additional Cash Required* 0

Additional Capital Cash Required 348 2197 4789 5104 2617 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15057

Additional Cash Revenue Required 0 70 70 195 989 1412 1412 1412 1412 1412 1412 1412 11207
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10.3 Funding 

10.3.1 The approach to funding is to: 

• Provide a tangible incentive for Planning Authorities to adopt an agreed approach to the provision of 

IT support for Planning Services across NI 

• Be realistic and achievable so that individual Planning Authorities are not expected to contribute over 

and above what they can afford 

• Be reasonable and fair so that individual Planning Authorities can appreciate the rationale and logic 

underpinning their specific funding requirement 

• Be flexible and maintainable acknowledging that planning caseloads within individual councils are by 

definition variable over time 

• Be transparent and easy to explain which will enhance the sustainability of the funding solution. 

10.3.2 The funding model is subject to ongoing discussions between the twelve Planning Authorities, with 

agreement to be reached in parallel with the completion of the OBC. 
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11. Project Management 

This section explains the proposed project management structure (e.g. use of 

PRINCE2), key management personnel and project timetable.  

11.1 Project Management approach 

11.1.1 It is proposed that the work required to support the introduction of a new Regional IT Solution to support 

the delivery of Planning Services in Northern Ireland is considered to be a Project, and is managed in line 

with PRINCE2 principles and best practice. 

11.1.2 The option should be retained, at least through the Mobilisation phase, of setting up as a Programme 

rather than a Project - should this be judged appropriate by the Sponsoring Group and SRO, given the 

need to manage and realise benefits, meet strategic needs, and undertake a complex multi-year delivery 

across several stakeholder organisations and workstreams.  If a decision is taken to do so, this 

programme should be managed in line with MSP principles and best practice (with individual constituent 

projects managed in line with PRINCE2 principles and best practice).  

11.2 Project Timetable 

11.2.1 The key phases of work within this project are defined below. Timescales are estimated based on the 

factors discussed in section 6.1.  

0. Mobilisation 

The Project Team will need to be recruited (which may involve secondments and placements from 
Planning Authorities) and mobilised, together with other logistics such as accommodation and 
technology solutions. 

Key Deliverable(s) – Mobilised Project Team 

1. Procurement 

A new IT solution (with a specific supplier) will be procured through an open competition in line with 
governing OJEU and NI procurement guidance.  This IT solution will be based on an existing COTS 
product in line with the preferred option emerging from this OBC. 

Key Deliverable(s) – Procured COTS solution 

Proposed Procurement approach is explored in further detail below. 

2. Design 

The Project will work with both the Planning Authorities and the new Supplier to identify, define 
and agree both the changes that are necessary to the standard COTS product in order to reflect the 
specific requirements for NI and the data structures and coding to be used within the new solution. 

Key Deliverable(s) – Agreed Design for COTS amendments  

3. Build 

The Project will work with the new Supplier to incorporate the agreed changes into the core COTS 
product.  The Project’s role will be to confirm and test the changes to the COTS product.  It is 
envisaged that this Build phase will run, for the most part with the Design phase and may include an 
Agile approach to developing the required changes.  A Model Office environment may be built to 
allow the wider user community to engage with this new COTS solution. 
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Key Deliverable(s) – Configured/bespoke COTS solution (fully tested) 

4. Implement 

As discussed in chapter 5, phased implementation is the preferred approach (and along with parallel 
running was recommended in the Discovery outputs). It is envisaged that there will be a period 
(perhaps circa 3 months) of parallel running in a number of Authorities prior to any “live” rollout to 
all Planning Authorities.  Again in line with Discovery recommendations, it is envisaged that a phased 
approach will be taken to implementation with one or more Planning Authorities going live with the 
new system every month, with an assumption that it will take 10-12 months to complete full rollout 
to all authorities. 

Key Deliverable(s) – Live new Regional IT System 

11.2.2 The proposed timetable for this project with a January 2019 commencement date for the formal 

Mobilisation Phase (for the delivery of the full set of defined MVP requirements), based on the 

“accelerated” approach discussed in chapter 6, is as follows:  

Phase 
Start  

no later than 
(beginning of) 

Envisaged 
Duration 

Complete  
no later than  

(end of) 

0. Mobilisation January 2019 6 months June 2019 

1. Procurement January 2019 12 months December 2019 

2. Design January 2020 18 months June 2021 

3. Build July 2020 18 months December 2021 

4. Implement January 2022 6 months June 2022 

11.2.3 Note: 

i. This is a five-year Project timescale starting in the 2018/19 financial year. 

Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 

ii. This timetable assumes formal mobilisation and procurement commencing in January 2019. 

iii. All timescales subject to detailed planning. 

  

Note that the quarters referred to in this chart relate to calendar year rather than the financial year. 

ID Task Name
20202019 2021 2022

Q2 Q1Q4Q1 Q3Q3 Q4Q3 Q2 Q4Q1 Q3Q2Q2 Q1Q4

5

4

3

2

1 0. Mobilisation

1. Procurement

2. Design

3. Build

4. Implement
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11.3 Procurement Approach 

11.3.1 In this procurement a balance has to be struck between certainty / clarity of requirements and 

commercial intent and the need to discuss and elaborate these to deliver the optimum value for money.   

11.3.2 The size and scale of the asset and services that the Project is seeking to procure are significantly greater 

than the minimum thresholds under which public authorities are exempt from EU procurement 

regulations.  Therefore, it will be necessary formal public procurement competition which adheres to EU 

procurement rules via OJEU.  The most appropriate procurement procedure must therefore be selected 

from those permissible under the EU regulations which are currently:  

• Competitive Procedure with Negotiation; 

• Competitive Dialogue;  

• Negotiated procedure; 

• Restricted procedure; and  

• Open procedure.  

 

11.3.3 The positioning of each procurement route under the regulations is illustrated in the diagram below: 

 
 

11.3.4 As has been noted in chapter 6, advice provided by CPD to DfI in November 2018 is that the procurement 

route used should be Competitive Procedure with Negotiation. The authorities should continue to take 

advice from CPD as the project progresses as to the most appropriate route to secure value for money.  

Appropriate consideration should also be given to the use of existing public-sector frameworks which are 

typically managed by the Crown Commercial Service (CCS), e.g. Local Authority Software Applications 

(LASA) Framework RM1059 - Lot 3 covers the provision of software and associated services for 

Environmental, Planning, Building Control, Trading Standards and Licencing.  

Approach depends on one, 

some or all of:  

• Solution adaptation / 

customisation,  

• Imprecise / difficult to 

define requirements 

• Commercial or technical 

innovation 

• Commercial or legal 

complexity 

Open or restricted route best suited for a 

Standardised ‘COTS’ solution in response to a 

well-defined set of requirements and a 

straightforward commercial approach.  

For the purposes of completing this initial 
OBC it is assumed that a Competitive 
Procedure with Negotiation (CPN) approach 
will be used.  This assumption must be 
validated on commencement of 
procurement activity. 
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11.4 Project Roles & Responsibilities 

11.4.1 There are three distinct groupings of roles and responsibilities in the delivery of this project: 

 Supplier of  
preferred solution) 

Core Project  
Team 

Planning  
Authorities 

Solution • Provision of baseline 
COTS solution (live, test 
and training 
environments) 

• Acceptance of baseline 
COTS solution (live, test 
and training 
environments) 

• Access to baseline 
COTS solution (live, test 
and training 
environments) 

Design • Define solution 
changes to meet 
requirements 

• Specification of 
regional requirements 
(working with 
authorities) 

• Agree solution changes 

• Specification of local 
requirements and 
variations 

Build • Build tailored solution • Test tailored solution 

• Build regional 
templates 

• Local test of tailored 
solution 

• Build local templates 

Implementation • Train the trainer 
(regionally) 

• Data migration  
(by authority) 

• Support of phased 
implementation 

• Provision of on-going 
support 

• Train-the-trainer  
(within authorities) 

• Regional 
Communications 

• Data migration  
(by authority) 

• Support of phased 
implementation 

• Training end-users 

• Internal 
communications 

• Data cleansing and 
validation 

• Support of local 
implementation 

Note: 

i. Local requirements and variations will only be available to Planning Authorities in specific 

functionality areas. 

11.4.2 The proposed structure of the core Project Team is illustrated in the diagram overleaf.  This team should 

have the following characteristics: 

• Blend together “internal” resource (see below) and “external” consultant resources (due to the 

limited availability of resources from within the authorities, the capabilities and expertise required 

and the need to mobilise the team immediately) 

• Use “internal” resource comprised of staff from DfI and Planning Authorities – this Project Team must 

be representative of both Department and Councils 

• Be deployed flexibly across project workstreams (and PMO) through the lifetime of the project 

• Regionally based – while it may have a central base this Project Team must be able to operate across 

the NI region 

• Open and transparent – the Project Team must have clear and on-going communications with all 

internal and external stakeholders 
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• Enabled through an agreed set of Collaboration Principles that are agreed by all Planning Authorities.  

These Collaboration Principles will govern the joined-up behaviours and decision taking processes 

necessary for all 12 Planning Authorities to act as a single client, with a single mind and voice. 

11.4.3 The key roles and responsibilities in this proposed team in line with PRINCE2 guidance (and indeed the 

guidance from Department of Finance Northern Ireland) are set out below19:  

Sponsoring Group 

The Sponsoring Group will be comprised of senior representatives from each of the Planning 

Authorities (e.g. Director within DfI and the Chief Executives of each of the 11 councils).  This Group 

will provide the sponsorship to the project, means making key investment decisions and providing 

top-level endorsement of the rationale and objectives of the project.  The Sponsoring Group 

represents the Planning Authorities in making / approving the key investment and design decisions; 

setting and demonstrating the behaviours necessary to support change and providing the top-level 

commitment and involvement necessary to implement change.  There will be periods, in particular 

through the period of implementation and transition, when there is a lot of uncertainty around and 

many long-standing procedures, reporting relationships and responsibilities may no longer apply.   

Senior Responsible Owner (SRO) 

The SRO is the individual responsible for ensuring that a programme or project meets its objectives 

and delivers the projected benefits.  The SRO is the visible owner of the overall business change and 

is the key leadership figure in driving it forward.  The SRO must be senior and have the necessary 

authority to make key decisions.  Given the regional importance of this role, and the likely funding 

position, the SRO should be a Director within the DfI. 

See https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/articles/roles-and-responsibilities-senior-responsible-owner for a 

full list of the specific responsibilities of the SRO. 

Project Board 

The Project Board will support the SRO in making decisions and providing both challenge and 

approval on issues affecting the progress of the project.  The board will be chaired by the SRO, who 

takes executive responsibility for decisions relating to the project.  The board will provide the SRO 

with stakeholder or technical input to decisions affecting the project.  Its membership should include 

executive representatives of local government and the Department for Infrastructure.  The Project 

Board will have direct responsibility for the delivery of all projects within the remit of the core 

Project Team.  The Board should meet monthly. 

See https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/articles/roles-and-responsibilities-project-board for a full list of 

the specific responsibilities of the Project Board. 

Project Assurance Team (PAT)  

The Project Assurance Team (PAT) will provide independent and expert assurance and review to the 

SRO and Project Board on the direction of travel and key deliverables within the Project.  The PAT is 

an Advisory Body, it is not a decision taking body.  The PAT should meet monthly in advance of the 

Project Board.  It should be comprised of the 12 Planning Leads from each of the Planning 

Authorities plus, if possible, external planning expertise to provide a view of recognised “good 

practice” elsewhere. 

                                                 

 
19 Due to the timescales and requirements of project delivery, it may be necessary on occasion for certain governance 
bodies/forums to function as ‘virtual’ groups.  

https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/articles/roles-and-responsibilities-senior-responsible-owner
https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/articles/roles-and-responsibilities-project-board
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Project Director  

The Project Director will provide the interface between project ownership and delivery and acts as a 

focal point between the business and the project manager.  The Project Director is the client-side 

representative, acting as a single point of contact with a project manager for the day-to-day 

management of the interests of the client organisations.  It is suggested that given the scale and 

complexity of this programme of work, this role is required as someone needs to perform some of 

the duties of SRO on a day-to-day basis.  The project director is responsible for ongoing management 

on behalf of the SRO to ensure that desired outcomes and objectives are delivered. The person must 

have adequate knowledge and information about the business and the project to be able to make 

informed decisions. 

The Project Director should be a senior appointment from one of the Planning Authorities. 

Project Manager  

The Project Manager is the individual responsible for delivering the project. The individual leads and 

manages the Project Team, with authority and responsibility from the Project Board, to run the 

project on a day-to-day basis.  As well as these formal responsibilities, the Project Manager has an 

important role in interfacing between the project and the business area. This is important for 

communicating and encouraging the need for transformation and change within the business area in 

tandem with the delivery of new capabilities from the Project.  

The Project Manager should be a senior appointment from one of the Planning Authorities. 

See https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/articles/roles-and-responsibilities-project-manager for a full 

list of the responsibilities of the Project Manager. 

 

https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/articles/roles-and-responsibilities-project-manager
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Overview of proposed Project Team Structure and Project Governance 
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Central Design Authority  

The Central Design Authority (CDA) will support the SRO and the Project Director in establishing and 
defining the overall solution design, and then maintaining the integrity of this design throughout the 
lifetime of the Project.  In this role the CDA will: 

• Develop the overall design for the IT solution and associated business processes, 

• Manage the change control process in relation to the ultimate solution design 

• Adjudicate on design risks, issues and conflicts that arise between workstreams and Planning 
Authorities 

The CDA should be chaired by the Project Manager (who will have the ultimate decision taking 
responsibility) and should be comprised of the workstream leads. 

Project Management Office 

The Project Management Office (PMO) is a single, central support structure, designed to provide 
assistance to all workstreams and governance bodies across the project.  The PMO will act as an 
information hub for the project and will support it through, amongst other things: 

• Monitoring and tracking resourcing, activities and outputs against baselined plan 

• Monitoring and tracking benefits against agreed realisation plan 

• Monitoring and tracking risks and issues (maintaining project risk and issue logs) 

• Maintaining lessons learned log 

• Monitoring and tracking project finances. 

See https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/articles/programme-and-project-management-
offices for an overview of the role of the PMO. 

It is envisaged that there will be a series of workstreams within this Project.  While each will have a 
specific focus, these workstreams will all work collaboratively together (plus with the Supplier and 
other delivery partners) to design, build and implement the new regional IT solution. 

Solution Workstream 

This workstream will be responsible for working with the Supplier and the Planning 

Authorities (including the Property Certificate Unit) to design, build and implement the 

new IT solution.  Key responsibilities will include:  

• Requirements – defining detailed requirements,  reflecting the MVP statements 

agreed during Discovery, which can be used as a basis for refining the selected COTS 

package. 

• Design – working with the supplier to agree configuration of and amendments to the 

COTS IT solution and defining associated busines s processes 

• Build – configuring and bespoking the selected IT solution to reflect the specific 

requirements within NI  

• Testing –  leading on user acceptance testing / parallel running of the solution prior 

to Go Live 

• Implementation – transitioning the new IT  solution into the Live environment  

Data Workstream 

This workstream will be responsible for working with the Supplier and the Planning 

Authorities (including the Property Certificate Unit) to ensure that data within the new 

IT solution is structured, populated and maintained.  Key responsibilities will include:  

• Structures – all relevant data is coded appropriately against a common and agreed 

https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/articles/programme-and-project-management-offices
https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/articles/programme-and-project-management-offices
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structure 

• Cleansing –  data on existing IT solution is appropriately cleansed before it is migrated 

to the new IT solution 

• Migration –  data on existing IT solution is, against agreed ru les and protocols, 

migrated to the new IT solution  

• Reporting – building and maintaining core Management Information capabilities 

within the new IT solution e.g. common core set of reports  

Technology Workstream 

This workstream will be responsible for work ing with the Supplier and other delivery 

partners (e.g. IT Assist, NI Direct, public sector network) to design and build the 

infrastructure to support the new IT solution.  Key responsibilities will include:  

• Hardware & Infrastructure – defining, procuring, building and maintaining necessary 

IT hardware and infrastructure to support IT solution  

• Environments – building and maintain necessary IT solution environments e.g. 

testing, training, live 

• Performance – establishing and maintaining IT solution performance against agreed 

SLAs 

• Shared Services – liaising with public sector delivery partners to provide common 

technology capabilities, for example: portal (e.g. identity assurance), hosting and IT 

disaster recovery.  

People Workstream 

This workstream will be responsible for working with the Planning Authorities to define 

and manage the changes to those people both internally (managers, planners and 

administrative staff) and externally (agents, members of general public) that will use / 

access the new Planning IT Solution.  Key responsibilities will include:  

• Job & Role Descriptions – defining amended/refined generic job and role descriptions 

which reflect new IT solution and associated processes.  

• Training –  providing training (train-the-trainer) across each of the Planning 

Authorities in the use of the new IT Planning Solution and a ssociated business 

processes and ways of working  

• Learning Toolkit  – providing learning resources that can support change across the 

Planning Authorities  

• Change Management – providing guidance, tools and resources to support the 

changes in ways of workings and behaviours that are required to optimise the value 

from the new IT Planning Solution.  

Communications Workstream 

This workstream will be responsible for w orking with both the Project Team and key 

stakeholders (particularly externally) to ensure the right level of communication and 

engagement.  This workstream could potentially be located within the PMO  but will 

require dedicated resource. Key responsibilities will include:  

• Stakeholder Map – building and maintaining a stakeholder map that identifies all key 

internal and external stakeholders, and their communication/engagement needs in 

terms of amongst other things, content and timing.  
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• Communications –maintaining and delivering against an agreed Communications 

Plan to the wider Project Team and all key stakeholders (particularly external 

stakeholders). 

Commercial Workstream 

This workstream will be responsible for working with the Plann ing Authorities to lead 

on procurement, commercial, legal and contractual interactions with the Supplier(s).  

Key responsibilities will include:  

• Procurement – leading on procurement of new IT solution, coordinating inputs from 

other workstreams 

• Commercials – leading on defining and monitoring commercial arrangements and 

pricing with Supplier(s)  

• Contracts & Legal – developing legal and contractual envelop within which IT solution 

is to be provided 

• Vendor Management – escalation point for any issues that arise in dealing with the 

Supplier(s)  

• Liaison with CPD and other procurement functions across the Planning Autho rities. 

It is also envisaged that each Planning Authority will establish its own internal project team to work 
collaboratively with the core Project Team to ensure effective local implementation. 

Authority Implementation Teams (*12)  

Each Authority - This workstream will be responsible for working with the Supplier and 
other delivery partners (e.g. IT  Assist) to design and build the infrastructure to support 
the new IT solution.  Key responsibilities will include:  

• Local Design & Build e.g. configuring letters and reports 

• Local Training e.g. training staff within authority  

• Local Testing e.g. testing that Authority cases are properly reflected / working within 
new IT system 

• Local Implementation e.g. managing local business change to new processes and 
ways of working 

The scale and composition of these local Authority Implementation Teams is a matter 
for each Authority and is outside the scope of this OBC.  
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11.5 Project Team Resourcing 

11.5.1 The Project Team should be resourced as follows (FTE figures reflect inputs and resources that will be costed for under the Project, excluding an allowance for 

subsistence and travel expenses which are costed separately): 

 Description 
Project headcount 

FTE requirement factor by stage  

Mobil’n20 Proc. Design Build Implem. 

Sponsoring Group Sponsoring Group will be comprised of 
Grade 3 from DfI (SRO) plus the Chief 
Executive of each Council.  Assumption 
is that these inputs will be 
incorporated within their existing role 
and responsibilities.  

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Senior 
Responsible 
Owner (SRO) 

Grade 3 from DfI will act as SRO.  Input 
assumed to come from within existing 
role and responsibilities.  

0.1 * G3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Project Board Project Board will be comprised of 
Grade 3 from DfI (SRO) plus relevant 
technical and business experts from 
across NICS, DfI and Councils.   
Assumption is that these inputs will be 
incorporated within their existing role 
and responsibilities.  

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Project Assurance 
Team (PAT) 

PAT will be comprised of the Heads of 
Planning / Senior Representative from 
each of the Planning Authorities plus a 
number of external representatives.  
Assumption for internal resources is 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

                                                 

 
20 First quarter only, then same level as Procurement stage with subsequent quarter overlaps. Requirement based on 60% of subsequent stage, to cover recruitment and ramp-up of 
resources. 
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 Description 
Project headcount 

FTE requirement factor by stage  

Mobil’n20 Proc. Design Build Implem. 

that these inputs will be incorporated 
within their existing role and 
responsibilities.  External resources will 
be paid a day rate plus allowances.  

Project Director Project Director will be a part -time role 
throughout the lifecycle of this Project.  
Project Director role should be open for 
competition across the Planning 
Authorities. Input assumed to come 
from within existing resource.  

1 * G5 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 

Project Manager Project Manager will be a full -time role 
throughout the lifecycle of this Project.  
Project Manager role should be open 
for competition across the Planning 
Authorities.  

1 * G6/G721 0.60 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Central Design 
Authority 

The CDA will be resourced from within 
the Project Team e.g. workstream leads  

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Core Project Team The Core Project Team will comprise 
resources to be used flexibly across 
PMO and project workstreams. It  will 
require a number of full -time inputs 
across a range of grades.  

1*G7 

6* DP 

1* EOI 

1* E0II 

10* Consultant  

0.50 0.50 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 

 

                                                 

 
21 Assumed to be G7 for costing purposes 

 G3 Grade 3 

G5 Grade 5 

G6 Grade 6 

 

G7  Grade 7 

DP Deputy Principal  

SO Staff Officer  

EOI Executive Office I  

EOII  Executive Officer II  

AO Administrative Officer  
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The summary of this proposed resourcing profile (Project Manager and below) is provided below, as a total of the average FTE requirement by grade over the lifetime 
of the project: 

Grade  Average Project FTE 

G7 1.71 

DP 5.14 

SO 0.00 

EOI 0.86 

EOII 0.86 

Consultant 8.57 

Total 17.14 

Note: 

i. This resourcing profile excludes local Implementation Teams within individual Planning Authorities. 

ii. An allocation of revenue costs to support this project team will be made e.g. travel and subsistence expenses, consumables, communications, etc. 

iii. While the grades used to illustrate the composition of the Project Team are NICS grades there is an assumption that this Project Team will be staffed by 
individuals drawn from both DfI and the local councils. 
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11.6 Central Service Delivery and Improvement Team 

11.6.1 The Project Team, as defined above, will lead on this initiative until the new IT solution is implemented 

and embedded across all of the Planning Authorities.  While the Project Team will then disband, it is 

assumed that there will be a requirement for an on-going Central Service Delivery and Improvement 

Team (CSDIT) to provide a range of services both to and on behalf of the Planning Authorities and the 

envisaged Governance Board (i.e. the management of the solution will be by all Planning Authorities 

rather than DfI led), including but not limited to: 

• Vendor Management e.g. single point of contact for supplier, dealing with invoices, version 

upgrades, supplier performance, etc. 

• Contract and Service Management including managing change controls, enhancements and issues 

e.g. providing a single coordinating point to manage change control requests (driven by, for 

example, enhancements and/or legislative changes) and issues raised by Planning Authorities – it is 

envisaged that the Governance Board will approve all change control requests at the appropriate 

stage 

• Operational Support e.g. better training and learning materials and tools, centre of expertise to 

address operational support queries, and to setup any regional templates for letters and forms 

• Reporting e.g. central, regional and statutory reporting across all Planning Authorities 

• Improvement and Innovation e.g. to act as a coordinating point to share “good practice”, improve 

business processes, enhance customer experience, conduct innovation sessions and “horizon scan” 

to understand what others are doing. 

11.6.2 It is envisaged that this CSDIT, post go-live, will be a relatively small function and the suggested staffing 

(drawn from across the Planning Authorities and not just DfI) is as follows: 

Grade  CSDIT FTE 

G7 1.0 

DP 1.0 

SO 2.0 

Total 4.0 

 

11.6.3 This future CSDIT: 

• should be drawn from all Planning Authorities, perhaps on a rotational basis, and it is not the 

intention that this is a team comprised on individuals drawn solely from DfI; 

• is likely to require some ICT specialisms in order to, for example, validate the technical integrity of 

change control requests; and 

• need not necessarily be co-located although there may be practical advantages to so doing for at 

least part of the working week.  It is not envisaged that this Central Service Delivery and 

Improvement Team will provide front line support (which will be provided between individual 

Planning Authorities, the solution supplier and any Public Sector partner e.g. IT Assist).  
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11.7 Recommendations and Next Steps 

11.7.1 On acceptance of OBC, and the preferred option (“COTS shared solution with Local Configuration”) as set 

out above, it is recommended that: 

1. Project Team is established 

• Senior Project roles are filled (e.g. SRO, Pro ject Director and Project Manager) 

• Governance arrangement are defined and agreed, and Governance bodies are 

formed. 

• Develop Project induction pack (e.g. purpose, security, etc.)  

• Project team roles are filled, initially through recruitment/secondment across 

the Planning Authorities.  

• Project work space is identified.  

• Formal contacts are established with ITAssist and CPD to support Project. 

• Procure external consultants. 

2. Collaboration is formalised 

• Collaboration Principles governing the future commitments and ways of working 

between the Planning Authorities are developed and agreed.  

• An approach to allocating funding across all Planning Authorities is developed 

and agreed. 

3. Detailed Project Plan is developed 

• Detailed Project Plan is developed both for central Project Team and for local 

implementation teams within each Planning Authority , and the existing supplier 

of NIPP (particularly in relation to data migration) . 

• Develop initial versions of Pro ject Risk and Issue Logs.  

4. Procurement approach is detailed 

• Detail Critical Path for procurement.  

5. Procurement preparation is commenced  

• Commence development of detailed procurement papers , including 

requirements specification (drawing on Discovery outputs)  
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12. Monitoring and evaluation arrangements 

This section outlines the arrangements for regular monitoring of the project’s 

progress. 

12.1.1 The SRO will ensure that a Post-Project Evaluation (PPE) is undertaken within two and a half years 

months following the completion of the Build phase of the project, and following the completion of the 

subsequent Implementation phase. These will comprise a detailed examination of the extent to which 

the project has succeeded in fulfilling its original objectives and will draw on the monitoring 

information. 

12.1.2 The SRO will ensure a Project Evaluation Review (PER) is undertaken to evaluate the project 

management and implementation.  It is envisaged interim reports are prepared at the end of each 

phase (to be able to identify and use learnings for continual development) with a final report produced 

within two weeks of project completion. 
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Appendix A – Benefits Management 

Measuring benefits is a key part of the outline business case and achieving the expected benefits requires rigorous 

management and monitoring.   Benefits management will be the responsibility of all authorities, reported to and 

managed via the Project Board. 

 

The following diagram sets out how the approach to benefit management should be structured.  

 

 
 

 

This OBC has identified the key actions that are required to deliver the objectives, the operational benefits these 

will provide and how these will work together to deliver the wider aims of the project.  

 

To deliver and measure success there is a critical need to manage benefits. This Appendix suggests measures for 

success for each of the overarching objectives and benefits of the project.  A benefits realisation plan will be 

developed for each of the benefits described in chapter 7 and example templates for completion are provided for 

each below.  The Project Manager will be responsible for producing a full benefits realisation plan prior to 

procurement commencement.
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Measuring achievement – Benefit 1: Continued IT support to Planning Service delivery 

 

  

Continued IT support for Planning service delivery 

An IT solution which ensures that there is appropriate continued IT support (portal 

and case management system) for the delivery of Planning services by the twelve 

authorities 

Responsibilities for Achieving 

Benefit 

Responsibility for Measuring Benefit 

Identified benefit owner (To be 

determined by Project Board) 

Identified business representative (To be 

determined by Project Board) 

Benefit  Measure Assigned Method of Measurement Current 

Value 

Proposed Value Measurement 

to be done by 

Measurement 

Dates 

New technology support solution available for 

use by all authorities 

• Binary measure – yes or no   Project 

Manager 

Implementatio

n completion 

date 

Fit for purpose technology solution meeting MVP 

requirements 

• Binary measure – yes or no answer 

to requirements delivered 

  Project Director 

& Project Board 

Implementatio

n completion 

date 

Potential Risks Likelihood (H/M/L) Impact on 

Benefit 

Counter-measures Responsibility for 

Counter-measures 

Late delivery of solution M H Careful planning and 

contract management 

Project Manager 

Non-delivery against some requirements M H Careful planning and 

contract management 

Project Manager 
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Measuring achievement – Benefit 2: Role of local government and DfI is reflected 

 

Role of local government and DfI is reflected 

The design and operation of the solution reflects the role of 

local government in the delivery of local Planning decisions 

and DfI in regional Planning decisions 

Responsibilities for 

Achieving Benefit 

Responsibility for Measuring Benefit 

Identified benefit owner (To 

be determined by Project 

Board) 

Identified business representative (To be determined by Project 

Board) 

Benefit  Measure Assigned Method of Measurement Current 

Value 

Proposed 

Value 

Measurement to be done by Measurement 

Dates 

Planning services able to be delivered at 

a local level in line with each Council’s 

policies, needs and requirements 

• Binary measure – yes 

or no 

  Project Manager; designated individual 

within Ongoing Central Service Delivery 

and Improvement Team when BAU 

Every six 

months 

following 

implementation 

Planning services able to be delivered at 

a local level in line with DfI’s policies, 

needs and requirements 

• Binary measure – yes 

or no 

  Project Manager;  designated individual 

within Ongoing Central Service Delivery 

and Improvement Team when BAU 

Every six 

months 

following 

implementation 

Potential Risks Likelihood (H/M/L) Impact 

on 

Benefit 

Counter-measures Responsibility for Counter-

measures 

Some Council needs or requirements 

are not met 

M H Robust specification and 

procurement  

Project Manager 

Some DfI needs or requirements are not 

met 
M H Robust specification and 

procurement 

Project Manager 
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Measuring achievement – Benefit 3: Potential is created for improved effectiveness of service delivery 

 

  

Potential is created for improved effectiveness of service delivery 

The solution provides authorities with the potential to improve the effectiveness of 

service delivery within their Planning services, .e.g. improving performance levels or 

increasing capabilities to deliver services 

Responsibilities for Achieving 

Benefit 

Responsibility for Measuring Benefit 

Identified benefit owner (To be 

determined by Project Board) 

Identified business representative (To 

be determined by Project Board) 

Benefit  Measure Assigned Method of Measurement Current 

Value 

Proposed Value Measurement 

to be done by 

Measureme

nt Dates 

Measures to be developed and agreed by authorities •      

 •      

Potential Risks Likelihood (H/M/L) Impact 

on 

Benefit 

Counter-measures Responsibility for 

Counter-measures 

Some authorities unable to meet target performance 

levels 

M M Benefits planning and 

management at authority 

level  

Identified authority 

staff member 

Unrealistic performance levels set L M Robust specification and 

procurement 

Identified authority 

staff member 
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Measuring achievement – Benefit 4: Improved customer/user experience 

 

  

Improved customer/user experience 

The solution provides for an improved user experience by 

customers and other users 
Responsibilities for Achieving Benefit Responsibility for Measuring Benefit 

Identified benefit owner (To be determined by 

Project Board) 

Identified business representative (To be 

determined by Project Board) 

Benefit  Measure Assigned Method of Measurement Current Value Proposed Value Measureme

nt to be 

done by 

Measurement 

Dates 

User satisfaction levels 

(“satisfied” or “very 

satisfied”)increase by 50% from 

baseline 

• Percentage improvement as a 

multiple of the baseline, based 

on user survey results 

Baseline to be 

determined/ 

ascertained by 

Project 

50% increase on baseline level 

(e.g. 30% satisfied/very satisfied 

to 60% satisfied) 

Project 

Manager & 

Authorities 

End of 1st year 

following 

completion of 

implementation 

User satisfaction levels 

(“satisfied” or “very satisfied”) 

increase by 70% from baseline 

• Percentage improvement as a 

multiple of the baseline, based 

on user survey results 

Baseline to be 

determined/ 

ascertained by 

Project 

50% increase on baseline level 

(e.g. 30% satisfied/very satisfied 

to 60% satisfied) 

Project 

Manager & 

Authorities 

End of 1st year 

following 

completion of 

implementation 

Potential Risks Likelihood (H/M/L) Impact on Benefit Counter-measures Responsibility for 

Counter-measures 

Resource demands during 

implementation mean baselining 

and measurement incomplete 

M M Benefits planning including 

fully resourcing benefits 

management 

Project Board 

Change to front end brings dip in 

user satisfaction levels 
M M Detailed communications and 

engagement workstream 

Communications Lead 
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Measuring achievement – Benefit 5: Further development and innovation is supported 

 

  

Potential is created for improved effectiveness of service delivery 

Further development and innovation is 

supported 
Responsibilities for 

Achieving Benefit 

Responsibility for Measuring Benefit 

Identified benefit owner (To 

be determined by Project 

Board) 

Identified business representative (To be determined by Project Board) 

Benefit  Measure 

Assigned 

Method of Measurement Current 

Value 

Proposed 

Value 

Measurement to be done by Measurem

ent Dates 

Development roadmap 

is in place at the outset 

of implementation 

• Binary measure – yes or 

no 

  Project Manager Prior to day 

one of 

implementat

ion 

Development roadmap 

is updated on at least 

an annual basis 

• Binary measure – yes or 

no 

  Project Manager;  designated individual within Ongoing 

Central Service Delivery and Improvement Team after 

implementation completed 

Annually 

Solution keeps pace 

with marketplace 

developments 

• Measures to be developed 

by Project Board with 

Central Design Authority 

  Project Manager with Central Design Authority; designated 

individual within Ongoing Central Service Delivery and 

Improvement Team after implementation completed 

Annually 

Potential Risks Likelihood (H/M/L) Impact 

on 

Benefit 

Counter-measures Responsibility for Counter-measures 

Supplier does not 

produce or update a 

roadmap 

L M Specify requirement and manage contract 

accordingly  

Project Manager 

Supplier does not 

produce or update a 

roadmap 

M M Specify requirement and manage contract 

accordingly 

Project Manager 
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Measuring achievement – Benefit 6: Potential is created for reduction in cost of delivering Planning services 

 

 

 

 

Potential is created for reduction in cost of delivering Planning services 

The solution allows authorities to deliver Planning services within a reduced resource/cost 

requirement if desired, through reduced need for paper-based transactions and processes, 

greater automation in the delivery of planning services and the rationalisation and 

simplification of workflows and processes. 

Responsibilities for 

Achieving Benefit 

Responsibility for Measuring 

Benefit 

Identified benefit owner (To 

be determined by Project 

Board) 

Identified business representative (To 

be determined by Project Board) 

Benefit  Measure Assigned Method of Measurement Current 

Value 

Proposed Value Measurement 

to be done by 

Measur

ement 

Dates 

Measures to be developed and agreed by authorities •      

 •      

Potential Risks Likelihood (H/M/L) Impact 

on 

Benefit 

Counter-measures Responsibilit

y for Counter-

measures 

A fully digital solution is not delivered M H Robust specification, 

procurement, contract 

management, development 

and implementation 

Project 

Manager 

Workflows and processes are not significantly 

rationalised/ simplified 
M H Robust implementation across 

authorities 

Project 

Manager 
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Appendix B – DfI’s responsibility for the determination of Planning 

applications 

The Strategic Planning Division within the Department for Infrastructure (DfI) is responsible for the processing 

of regionally significant planning applications submitted under Section 26 of the Planning (NI) Act 2011 (the 

Act).  All regionally significant planning applications will be subject to pre-application community consultation 

(PACC) under Section 27 of the Act.  PACC is the responsibility of the planning applicant in advance of the 

submission of a planning application.  Any representations made to the applicant during the PACC period are 

not representations on the planning application itself. 

The Minister for Infrastructure is the final decision maker on all regionally significant planning 

applications.  Regionally significant planning applications are subject to normal planning procedures and 

processing up until the point of the decision.  Following the completion of a planning report and 

recommendation to the Minister, three process options are open to the Department in determining the 

application.  A Public Local Inquiry can be called before the Planning Appeals Commission (PAC), or other 

person so appointed.  Further information on the circumstances of when a Public Local Inquiry may be called is 

available in the Department’s Statement of Community Involvement.  When a Public Local Inquiry is not held, a 

Notice of Opinion to either grant or refuse planning permission will issue.  This will issue to both the applicant 

and the relevant council(s) and they will have not less than 28 days to request a hearing before the PAC, or 

other person so appointed, into the Department’s decision.  If no hearing is requested, the final decision will 

issue.  In the event of a hearing or a Public Local Inquiry, the PAC or other person so appointed, will prepare a 

report and recommendation for consideration by the Department.  The planning decision will then be taken by 

the Department/ Minister following due consideration of the independent report and recommendation.  The 

decision of the Department will be final. 

The Department has also the power to call in planning applications from councils under Section 29 of the 

Act.  Such applications will follow the same process route as regionally significant applications. Depending on 

what stage of the process an application has been called in, it may not be necessary for the Department to 

undertake further consultation with the public or other relevant bodies 

[Content drawn from https://www.planningni.gov.uk/index/common-about-dfi-planning/dfi-determination-of-

applications.htm ] 

 

https://www.planningni.gov.uk/index/common-about-dfi-planning/dfi-determination-of-applications.htm
https://www.planningni.gov.uk/index/common-about-dfi-planning/dfi-determination-of-applications.htm
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Appendix C – Pre-Discovery Report 

See separate attachment 
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Appendix D – Discovery Showcase 

See separate attachment 
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Appendix E – MVP and non-MVP requirements and Discovery Key 

Assumptions 

See separate attachments 
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Appendix F – Future User Journey maps developed during 

Discovery exercise 

See separate attachment 
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Appendix G – Future Business Processes developed during 

Discovery exercise 

Current State Business process flows within the current NIPP 

The Discovery exercise identified and documented four key business processes within the existing NIPP - 

Planning Applications; Enforcements; Tree Preservation Orders and Property Certificates.  The “current state” 

process maps produced in the Discovery exercise are set out below: 

Planning Application Process 
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Enforcement Process 
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Tree Preservation Order Process 
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Property Certificates process  
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Future processes designed in Discovery exercise 

Part 1 – Pre-Application and Application Submission 
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Part 2 – Validation, Allocation and Assessment 
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Part 3 – Decision Making 
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Enforcement Process 

 

Tree Preservation Order process 
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PCUs process 
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Appendix H – Optimism bias calculations 

Option A 

 
 
  

     MMD Optimism Bias Estimator: Equipment / Development & Outsourcing
Outsourcing

Equipment / Development

Upper Bound Optimism Bias 54 200

W
o
rk

s
 D

u
ra

ti
o
n

C
a
p
it
a
l 
E

x
p
'tu

re

Risk Area Contribution

Procurement Mitigation of OB * Explanation of Mitigation

     Complexity of Contract Structure 94% 13 7 Relatively high mitigation as existing contract would continue to be used

     Late Contractor Involvement in Design 99% 0 7 Very high mitigation as assumption is that existing supplier would continue to be used

     Poor Contractor Capabilities 95% 11 4 Relatively high mitigation given supplier's experience of NIPP

     Government Guidelines 0 0

     Dispute & Claims Occurred 0 0

     Information Management 90% 0 5 Complex information handling but currently handled by NIPP

     Other 0 0

Project Specific

     Design Complexity 95% 0 10 Little design work required given NIPP as is

     Degree of Innovation 98% 20 17 High mitigation as the degree of innovation is low

     Environmental Impact 9 0

     Other 0 0

Client Specification

     Inadequacy of the Business Case 96% 20 18 Relatively high mitigation as current costs known

     Large No. of Stakeholders 75% 0 0 Complex stakeholder environment including 12 authorities

     Funding Availability 0 0

     Project Management Team 94% 0 5 Programme team needed across authorities but relatively small task given using NIPP as is

     Poor Project Intelligence 95% 4 4 As per "Inadequacy of the Business Case"

     Other 0 0

Environment

     Public Relations 0 0

     Site Characteristics 0 0

     Permits / Consents / Approvals 0 0

     Other 0 0

External Influences

     Political 0 0

     Economic 0 0

     Legislation / Regulations 85% 4 5 Any changes in NI planning legislation would bring change to requirements

     Technology 90% 19 18 Number of interfaces with/dependencies on other systems and data sources

     Other 0 0

* At 100%, or if deselected, the OB has been fully Mitigated, at 0% all OB remains Unmitigated

Duration Capex

Unmitigated Optimism Bias 3% 12%

Equip / Development

Equip / Development

Equipment / Development
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Option E 

 
  

     MMD Optimism Bias Estimator: Equipment / Development & Outsourcing
Outsourcing

Equipment / Development

Upper Bound Optimism Bias 54 200

W
o
rk

s
 D

u
ra

ti
o
n

C
a
p
it
a
l 
E

x
p
'tu

re

Risk Area Contribution

Procurement Mitigation of OB * Explanation of Mitigation

     Complexity of Contract Structure 75% 13 7 Mititgation relatively low given unknowns in relation to staging and delivery

     Late Contractor Involvement in Design 99% 0 7 Very high mitigation as assumption is that supplier procured prior to design phase

     Poor Contractor Capabilities 85% 11 4 Mature market for systems, but bespoke solution in this option

     Government Guidelines 0 0

     Dispute & Claims Occurred 0 0

     Information Management 75% 0 5 Complex information handling across 12 authorities

     Other 0 0

Project Specific

     Design Complexity 75% 0 10 Higher degree of design complexity with bespoke solution

     Degree of Innovation 75% 20 17 Degree of innovation relatively high with bespoke solution

     Environmental Impact 9 0

     Other 0 0

Client Specification

     Inadequacy of the Business Case 85% 20 18 Costs and timescales likely to differ between potential providers and more difficult to estimate accurately for bespoke

     Large No. of Stakeholders 75% 0 0 Complex stakeholder environment including 12 authorities

     Funding Availability 0 0

     Project Management Team 75% 0 5 Programme team needed across authorities - potentially intensive resource requirement

     Poor Project Intelligence 75% 4 4 Costs and timescales likely to differ between potential providers and more difficult to estimate accurately for bespoke

     Other 0 0

Environment

     Public Relations 0 0

     Site Characteristics 0 0

     Permits / Consents / Approvals 0 0

     Other 0 0

External Influences

     Political 0 0

     Economic 0 0

     Legislation / Regulations 85% 4 5 Any changes in NI planning legislation would bring change to requirements

     Technology 80% 19 18 Number of interfaces with/dependencies on other systems and data sources - more difficult to define early with no COTS product

     Other 0 0

* At 100%, or if deselected, the OB has been fully Mitigated, at 0% all OB remains Unmitigated

Duration Capex

Unmitigated Optimism Bias 10% 39%

Equip / Development

Equip / Development

Equipment / Development
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Option F 

 
  

     MMD Optimism Bias Estimator: Equipment / Development & Outsourcing
Outsourcing

Equipment / Development

Upper Bound Optimism Bias 54 200

W
o
rk

s
 D

u
ra

ti
o
n

C
a
p
it
a
l 
E

x
p
'tu

re

Risk Area Contribution

Procurement Mitigation of OB * Explanation of Mitigation

     Complexity of Contract Structure 75% 13 7 Mititgation relatively low given unknowns in relation to staging and delivery

     Late Contractor Involvement in Design 99% 0 7 Very high mitigation as assumption is that supplier procured prior to design phase

     Poor Contractor Capabilities 87% 11 4 Mature market for systems, but large element of bespoke development in this option

     Government Guidelines 0 0

     Dispute & Claims Occurred 0 0

     Information Management 75% 0 5 Complex information handling across 12 authorities

     Other 0 0

Project Specific

     Design Complexity 75% 0 10 High degree of design complexity with platform solution

     Degree of Innovation 80% 20 17 Degree of innovation relatively high with platform solution

     Environmental Impact 9 0

     Other 0 0

Client Specification

     Inadequacy of the Business Case 87% 20 18 Costs and timescales likely to differ between potential providers and of some difficulty to estimate accurately for platform

     Large No. of Stakeholders 75% 0 0 Complex stakeholder environment including 12 authorities

     Funding Availability 0 0

     Project Management Team 75% 0 5 Programme team needed across authorities - potentially intensive resource requirement

     Poor Project Intelligence 80% 4 4 Somewhat limited information and comparators on costs

     Other 0 0

Environment

     Public Relations 0 0

     Site Characteristics 0 0

     Permits / Consents / Approvals 0 0

     Other 0 0

External Influences

     Political 0 0

     Economic 0 0

     Legislation / Regulations 85% 4 5 Any changes in NI planning legislation would bring change to requirements

     Technology 80% 19 18 Number of interfaces with/dependencies on other systems and data sources - more difficult to define early with no COTS product

     Other 0 0

* At 100%, or if deselected, the OB has been fully Mitigated, at 0% all OB remains Unmitigated

Duration Capex

Unmitigated Optimism Bias 9% 36%

Equip / Development

Equip / Development

Equipment / Development
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Option G 

 
  

     MMD Optimism Bias Estimator: Equipment / Development & Outsourcing
Outsourcing

Equipment / Development

Upper Bound Optimism Bias 54 200

W
o
rk

s
 D

u
ra

ti
o
n

C
a
p
it
a
l 
E

x
p
'tu

re

Risk Area Contribution

Procurement Mitigation of OB * Explanation of Mitigation

     Complexity of Contract Structure 80% 13 7 Unknowns in relation to staging and delivery but several COTS models to draw on

     Late Contractor Involvement in Design 99% 0 7 Very high mitigation as assumption is that supplier procured prior to design phase

     Poor Contractor Capabilities 95% 11 4 Mature market for COTS systems

     Government Guidelines 0 0

     Dispute & Claims Occurred 0 0

     Information Management 75% 0 5 Complex information handling across 12 authorities

     Other 0 0

Project Specific

     Design Complexity 85% 0 10 Some complexity of customisation/configuration

     Degree of Innovation 92% 20 17 Relatively high mitigation as the degree of innovation with mature products on market

     Environmental Impact 9 0

     Other 0 0

Client Specification

     Inadequacy of the Business Case 93% 20 18 Costs and timescales well-informed but likely to differ between potential providers

     Large No. of Stakeholders 75% 0 0 Complex stakeholder environment including 12 authorities

     Funding Availability 0 0

     Project Management Team 75% 0 5 Programme team needed across authorities - potentially intensive resource requirement

     Poor Project Intelligence 86% 4 4 Good range of information available on comparators and costs but with some complexity of comparison

     Other 0 0

Environment

     Public Relations 0 0

     Site Characteristics 0 0

     Permits / Consents / Approvals 0 0

     Other 0 0

External Influences

     Political 0 0

     Economic 0 0

     Legislation / Regulations 85% 4 5 Any changes in NI planning legislation would bring change to requirements

     Technology 80% 19 18 Number of interfaces with/dependencies on other systems and data sources

     Other 0 0

* At 100%, or if deselected, the OB has been fully Mitigated, at 0% all OB remains Unmitigated

Duration Capex

Unmitigated Optimism Bias 6% 26%

Equip / Development

Equip / Development

Equipment / Development
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Appendix I – NPC calculations and supporting resourcing model 

See separate attachments 
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Appendix J – Thematic report on Market Engagement exercise 

See separate attachment 
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Appendix K – Sensitivity analysis 

As noted in chapter 6, the indicative costs and timescales included in this business case reflect those more 
towards the higher-end than the lower-end of the range of estimates that have been sourced and derived.  
These indicative costs, while cautious in their estimation, are absolutely reasonable and realistic – they are 
designed to help ensure that there is no underestimation of the effort and resource that will be needed to 
successfully implement the preferred option. 
 
This appendix provides a sensitivity analysis, for illustrative purposes, using a scenario based on mid-range 
costs for the preferred option (Option G). An indicative NPC table based on mid-range costs is set out below. 

 

 
 
The assumptions used in this sensitivity analysis (where different from those used for Option G in the main 
body of the OBC) are: 
 

• Total Implementation Services cost of £4.05m (including a 10% uplift for accelerated implementation and 
£0.75m for data migration) 

• Annual Service and Support cost of £0.75m 
 
Application of similar assumptions of reduced cost of Implementation Services and Annual Service and Support 
Costs across all of the options does not change the balance of these options with regard to quantitative ranking 
or to the selection of the overall preferred options. 

NPV @ 3.5% p.a.

APPRAISAL DATE: Jan-19

OPTION NUMBER & TITLE: G COTS product delivering shared system with local control 

YEAR : Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 TOTAL

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29 2029-30

CAPITAL COSTS  (£ 000s):

Incoming Supplier Costs:

Implementation Services 300 1000 1000 1450 3750

Authority costs:

Project team 312 1535 2395 2395 674 7311

Outgoing Supplier Costs:

Data Migration & Exit 250 250 500

External support costs:

CPD costs 29 86 115

Other:

Optimism bias 1 482 482

Optimism bias 2 8 100 260 325 442 1135

Residual values 0 0

A. Total Capital Costs (Annual) 348 2021 3655 3970 3298 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13293

B. Total Capital Costs (Cumulative) 348 2369 6025 9995 13293 13293 13293 13293 13293 13293 13293 13293

REVENUE COSTS  (£ 000s):

Incoming Supplier Costs: 0

Service and support 94 656 750 750 750 750 750 750 750 6000

Changes/Enhancements 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 1400

Authority costs:

Ongoing central team 48 194 194 194 194 194 194 194 1405

External Costs:

Hosting 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 770

Government Gateway 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 96

C. Total Revenue Costs (Annual) 0 70 70 164 787 1226 1226 1226 1226 1226 1226 1226 9671

D. Total Revenue Costs (Cumulative) 0 70 140 304 1090 1530 2316 2755 3542 3981 4768 5207

E. Total Costs (Annual)  (=A+C) 348 2091 3725 4134 4085 1226 1226 1226 1226 1226 1226 1226 22964

F. Total Costs (Cumulative) (=B+D) 348 2439 6165 10299 14384 15609 16835 18061 19287 20512 21738 22964

BENEFITS  (£ 000s):

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0

G. Total Benefits (Annual) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

H. Total Benefits (Cumulative) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NET UNDISCOUNTED COST*  (=E-G) 348 2091 3725 4134 4085 1226 1226 1226 1226 1226 1226 1226 22964

DISCOUNT FACTOR @ 3.5% p.a. 1.0000 0.9662 0.9335 0.9019 0.8714 0.8420 0.8135 0.7860 0.7594 0.7337 0.7089 0.6849

NET PRESENT COST* (Annual) 348 2020 3478 3729 3559 1032 997 963 931 899 869 840 19666

NET PRESENT  COST* (Cumulative) 348 2369 5846 9575 13135 14167 15164 16127 17058 17958 18827 19666

TOTAL NET PRESENT COST* = 19666

Add Year

Remove Year

Add Row

Add Row

Add Row



Costs are based on Outline Business Case dated 9/1/2019

IT Solution NIPP

Data 

Migration CPD

Optimism 

Bais

Non-staff 

costs Project Staff 

Optimism 

Bais

Project Staff 

Costs Total costs Percentage 

5,150                 -                  500                 115                  1,499             7,264             7,311              482                 7,793             15,057           

2,000             1,000             3,000             19.9%

5,264             6,793             12,057           80.1%

IT Solution NIPP Other IT costs

Non-staff 

costs Central Team Total costs Percentage 

Total 9,400             -                  866                  10,266           1,405             11,671           

DfI Contr 8,000             -                  8,000             68.5%

Council Cont 2,266             1,405             3,671             31.5%

Develop  

Costs 

Operating 

Costs Total costs Percentage 

Total 15,057           11,671           26,728           

DfI Contr 3,000             8,000             11,000           41.2%

Council Cont 12,057           3,671             15,728           58.8%

 £k Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 check

£15,057 2,546             4,789              5,104             2,617             -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  £15,056

£11,671 70                   70                    195                 1,005             1,476              1,476             1,476             1,476             1,476             1,476             1,476             £11,672

£26,728 2,616 4,859 5,299 3,622 1,476 1,476 1,476 1,476 1,476 1,476 1,476 £26,728

£3,000 507                 954                  1,017             521                 -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  £3,000

£12,057 2,039             3,835              4,087             2,096             -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  £12,056

£8,000 48                   48                    134                 689                 1,012              1,012             1,012             1,012             1,012             1,012             1,012             £8,001

£3,671 22                   22                    61                   316                 464                  464                 464                 464                 464                 464                 464                 £3,671

Equal Contribution Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 check

9.09% Development 185 349 372 190 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 £1,096 £12,055

Operating 2 2 6 29 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 £334 £3,671

£1,430

Operating - Local Government 

Total

Development - DfI 

Development - Local Government 

Operating - DfI 

COSTS SPLIT BETWEEN COUNCILS EVENLY 

Operating

Cost Profile for Planning IT System 

Development Costs £k

Total 

Department's contribution 

Council's contribution 

Operating Costs £k

Total Costs £k

Annual Profile £k 

Development
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1. Purpose 

The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) is to provide a framework 

for joint working between Councils and the Department for Infrastructure (DfI). 

 

2. Introduction 

The DfI and the 11 local Councils have been working collaboratively together, as the 

12 Planning Authorities, to identify the way forward for a new Planning IT System.  

The Outline Business Case (OBC) Version 8 dated 9th January) sets out the 

preferred option, the whole life costs, the procurement route and the timescale for 

implementation of a new Planning IT System. 

The business case will be updated after the procurement process and a Final 

Business Case will be developed.  

 

3. Scope  

This MoU sets out the roles and responsibilities of the 12 Planning Authorities for the 

development and implementation of a new Planning IT system; as well as the 

operation and management of the IT system until the end of the contract with the 

new supplier (estimated to be 2030). 

It also sets out how the costs for the new Planning IT system will be shared between 

the 12 Planning Authorities. 

 

4. Collaboration Principles 

The Department and the 11 local Councils have been working collaboratively 

together to identify a way forward for a new planning IT system.  

Going forward the Department and the 11 local Councils will work cooperatively 

together in accordance with the following overarching principles: 

i. To promote and support the preferred option agreed in the OBC  

ii. To support the agreed governance arrangements for the delivery of the 

project 

iii. To provide staff, finance and other resources to the project on an equitable 

basis  

iv. To share the benefits from the project on an equitable basis 

v. To co-operate with others in the progression of the project    

 

 

 

 



 

 

5. Roles and Responsibilities 

5.1 Development and Implementation of new Planning IT System  

The high level project governance arrangements are set-out in the OBC. 

The development and implementation of a new Planning IT system will be overseen 

by the Planning Portal Governance Board (PPGB).  

 

5.2 Operation and Management of new Planning IT System  

When the new Planning IT System goes live (and the project closes) the 

responsibility for the day to day management of the system will transfer from the 

project team to a new group representing all 12 Planning Authorities. The precise 

timing of this will be determined by the PPGB. 

This new group will consist of four staff (in total) from the 12 Planning authorities. 

The group will be responsible for.  

• Managing the contract.  

• Managing the supplier including performance management. 

• Managing any proposed changes to the system including upgrades and 

change requests.    

The contract documents will specify the performance management and change 

control arrangements for the contract. The associated costs for the operation and 

management of the new IT system will be shared equitably amongst the 12 Planning 

Authorities.  

The Terms of Reference for the group will be agreed with the PPGB prior to the 

system going live. This will include details on the financial delegation limits for the 

group and how work to the IT system will be agree and prioritised.  

 

5.3 Financial Management  

The underlying principle is that the costs for the development, implementation, 

operation and management of a new Planning IT system will be shared equitably 

amongst the 12 Planning authorities. The costs for maintaining the existing NIPP are 

outside of this agreement and will be covered by the Department.  

The estimated costs for the new Planning IT system are based on OBC (Version 8 8 

dated 9th January 2019). These (non-discounted) estimated costs will be shared 

between the Department and local government as shown in Table 1.  

 

 



 

 

Public Sector  Costs £k Percentage 
of total 
costs  

DfI  11.0  41.2% 

Local Government 15.7  58.8% 

Total  26.7  100% 

     Table 1 

The proportion of the local government costs for each council is shown in Annex A. 

Therefore the proportion of the total project costs amongst the 12 planning 

authorities is shown in Table 2.  

 

 Planning Authority  Percentage contribution  

Department for Infrastructure  41.2% 

Antrim and Newtownabbey  5.34% 

Ards and North Down  5.34% 

Armagh City Banbridge and Craigavon 5.34% 

Belfast  5.34% 

Causeway Coast and Glens 5.34% 

Derry City and Strabane  5.34% 

Fermanagh & Omagh  5.34% 

Lisburn and Castlereagh  5.34% 

Mid Ulster  5.34% 

Mid and East Antrim  5.34% 

Newry Mourne and Down 5.34% 

Total  100% 

     Table 2 

Subject to the outcome of the procurement process the Department will, on behalf of 

the 12 Planning Authorities, act as the procuring authority for the new IT system. The 

Department will make payments to the IT supplier in accordance with the contract 

and then seek reimbursement from each council based on the percentages in Table 

2. The Department will issue invoices to Councils each quarter which should be paid 

within 30 days of the date of the invoice.    

The level of staff input for the development and implementation phases of the project 

is also an element of Local Governments and the Department’s contribution to the 

project costs. The level of staff input will be recorded by the Project Management 

Office and the associated costs based on the ready reckoner table in Annex [B]. The 

Project Manager will, during the development and implementation phases of the 

project, submit quarterly financial reports for the PPGB detailing the costs of the 

project and the relevant contribution from the Department and Councils.  

As previously discussed when the system goes live (and the project closes) the 

responsibility for the day to day management of the new Planning IT system will 

transfer from the project team to a new group representing all 12 Planning 

Authorities. The precise timing of this will be determined by the PPGB. This will also 

include the transfer of the IT system (as an asset) from the Department to all 12 



 

 

planning authorities – this would be similar to the transfer of assets under RPA. The 

practical details on this asset transfer will be agreed prior to contract award.  

This funding model will be applied throughout the whole project life cycle. However, it 

can be reviewed at the following key stages with the agreement of all 12 Planning 

Authorities.  

i. Prior to award of contract for new Planning IT system (estimated February 

2020) 

ii. Prior to completion of the development and implementation phases of the 

project  

 

6. Duration of MoU  

The MoU will come into effect when the OBC is agreed by the Department and Local 

Government and remain in force until the end of the contract for the new Planning IT 

system, estimated to be 31st March 2030.  

 

7. Review  

The MoU will be reviewed at the following key stages 

i. Prior to award of contract for new Planning IT system (estimated February 

2020). 

ii. Prior to completion of the development and implementation phases of the 

project. 

In addition, the MoU may be reviewed and amended at any time with the consent of 

all 12 parties. 

 

8. Dispute Resolution  

The 12 Planning Authorities will seek to resolve any disputes regarding the MoU with 

the group managing the new IT system on a daily basis. If this is not possible, 

disputes should be escalated to the Planning Portal Governance Board for 

consideration.  

Finally, if the dispute cannot be resolved then it should be escalated to the 

Permanent Secretary of the DfI and Local Government Chief Executives.  

 

9. Termination  

Prior to the award of the contract for a new Planning IT System each Planning 

Authority can decide not to continue with the project and leave the MoU. The 

Planning Authority will be responsible for their proportion of the project costs up to 

that point.  Under this situation then the viability of the MoU will be considered by the 

remaining Planning Authorities.  



 

 

In addition the MoU may be terminated with the consent of all 12 parties. Although 

there may be financial implications of terminating the MoU if this impacts on the 

contract for the new IT System.  

If any Planning Authority terminates the MoU, outside of the above areas, then that 

Authority will be liable for any and all financial implications relating to the Planning IT 

System.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Distribution of project costs amongst Councils     Annex A 

 

The local government element of the project costs will be shared by Councils based 

on the percentages below.   

 Percentage contribution  

Antrim and Newtownabbey  9.09% 

Ards and North Down  9.09% 

Armagh City Banbridge and Craigavon 9.09% 

Belfast  9.09% 

Causeway Coast and Glens 9.09% 

Derry City and Strabane  9.09% 

Fermanagh & Omagh  9.09% 

Lisburn and Castlereagh  9.09% 

Mid Ulster  9.09% 

Mid and East Antrim  9.09% 

Newry Mourne and Down 9.09% 

      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Ready Reckoner for Staff Costs       Annex B  

Ready reckoner 

updated January 2018 - for intranet.XLSX 
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ITEM 8  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 05 March 2019 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 20 February 2019 

File Reference       

Legislation       

Section 75 Compliant  Yes      

Subject Q3 report on performance 

Attachments       

 
 
Context 
 
Members will be aware that Council is required, under the Local Government Act 
2014, to have in place arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the 
exercise of its functions.  To fulfil this requirement Council approved the 
Performance Management Policy and Handbook.  The Performance Management 
Handbook outlines the approach to Performance Planning and Management process 
as: 
 

• Community Plan – published every 10-15 years  

• Corporate Plan – published every 4 years (2015-2019 plan in operation) 

• Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) – published annually (2018/19 plan 
published 30 June 2018) 

• Service Plan – developed annually (approved April 2018) 
 
The Corporate Plan 2015-19 sets out 17 objectives for the plan period based on 
themes of People, Place, Prosperity and Performance. The Council’s 16 Service 
Plans outline how each respective Service will contribute to the achievement of the 
Corporate objectives including, but not limited to, any relevant actions identified in 
the PIP. 
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Reporting approach 
 
The Service Plans will be reported to relevant Committees on a quarterly basis as 
undernoted: 
 

Reference Period Reporting Month 

Quarter 1 (Q1) April – June September 

Q2 July – September December 

Q3 October – December March 

Q4 January - March June 

 
 
The report for the third Quarter of 2018/19 is attached, in respect of those items 
which fall to be updated in Quarter 3. 
 
Key Points to note: 
 

• Staff attendance has been affected by one member of staff on long term sick 
leave; 
 

• Spend against budget can be explained by lag in backfilling of planning posts 
from knock on of various situations such as cover for maternity and sick leave 
absence and resignations.  Also not all invoices for ongoing work have yet 
been submitted for remittance. 

 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the Council notes this report. 



Unclassified 

Page 3 of 3 
 

Quarterly Performance Report - Planning 
 

Generated on: 20 February 2019 

 
 
 

Q3 2018/19 
 
Performance 
Data Traffic 
Light Icon 

PI Short Name Performance Data 

Current Value 

Performance Data 

Current Target 

 
% spend against budget 92.98% 100% 

 
% staff attendance 92.81% 95% 
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ITEM 9  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning 

Date of Meeting 05 March 2019 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 20 February 2019 

File Reference       

Legislation N/A 

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☐         No     ☐        Other  ☐ 

If other, please add comment below:  

      

Subject Planning Service Unit Plan 2019-2020 

Attachments Item 9a - Service Unit Plan 2019-2020 

 
Since 2017/18 Service Plans are produced by each Service in accordance 
with the Council’s Performance Management policy. 
 
Plans are 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 2019/20 is attached. This plan has been developed to align 
with objectives of The Big Plan for Ards and North Down 2017-2032; the 
Corporate Plan 2015-19 and the draft Annual Performance Improvement Plan 
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(PIP) 2019/20.  The Plan will also support delivery of the ITRDS.  The 
agreement of the plan will also aid toward achievement of the Council’s 
performance improvement duties under the Local Government Act (NI) 2014. 
 
The Service Plan highlights where the service contributes to the Corporate 
Plan and, where this is the case, sets out the objectives of the service for the 
2019/20 year. It further identifies the key performance indicators used to 
illustrate the level of achievement of each objective, and the targets that the 
Service will try to attain along with key actions required to do so. 
 
The plan has been developed in conjunction with staff, officers and 
management and consultation with key stakeholders where relevant, 
including consultation for ITRDS. 
 
The plan is based on the agreed budget. It should be noted that, should there 
be significant changes in-year (e.g. due to Council decisions, budget 
revisions or changes to the PIP) the plan may need to be revised. 
 
The Committee will be provided with update reports on performance against 
the agreed plan. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the attached plan is adopted. 
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1. Introduction. 
 

1.1 Section Profile: 
 
The Planning Service comprises of: 
 
The Head of Planning to whom three Service Unit Managers report.  Within the Unit there 
are 10 admin staff and 34 professional and technical staff. 
      
      
The chart below shows where Planning sits within the organisation.   

 
 

1.2  Why do we deliver the service? 
 

In April 2015 the planning system was reformed and restructured from a unitary 
system where all planning powers rested with the central government, to a new two-
tier model of delivery whereby councils have primary responsibility for the 
implementation of the following key planning functions:  
 

• Preparation of a Local Development Plan to guide the future use of land in 
the borough and inform developers, members of the general public, 
communities, government, public bodies, representative organisations, and 
other interests of the policy framework that is used to determine development 
proposals; 
 

• Determination of planning applications (local and major) ensuring a 
proportionate and responsive approach to processing planning applications, 
with resources and decision-taking mechanisms tailored according the scale 
and complexity of the proposed development; 
 

• Planning Enforcement - the Council has a general discretion to take 
enforcement action when it regards it as expedient to do so, having regard to 
the provisions of the development plan and any other material considerations.  
In exercising this discretion, the Planning Service will use the full range of 
powers available to it to ensure that enforcement action is effective, speedy 
and appropriate. 

 
 
 
 
 

Directorate of 
Regeneration , 

Development & 
Planning

Regeneration
Economic 

Development
Tourism Planning
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1.3 What is the purpose of the service? 
 

The objective of the planning system, consistent with Part 1, Section 1 of the Planning 
Act (NI) 2011, is to secure the orderly and consistent development of land whilst 
furthering sustainable development and improving well-being.  This means the 
planning system should positively and proactively facilitate development that 
contributes to a more socially, economically and environmentally sustainable Northern 
Ireland.  The Council, as a planning authority, should therefore simultaneously pursue 
social and economic priorities alongside the careful management of our built and 
natural environments for the overall benefit of our society.  This will be achieved 
through the various functions of Development Management, Development Plan and 
Policy, and Planning Enforcement.
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2. Customers/Stakeholders 
 

2.1 Who are your customers and what do you know about them? 
 

Customers Profile / characteristics Interest 
How much does our work 
and our plans impact upon 
this stakeholder and vice 
versa? (Low, Medium or 
High) 

Power 
How much influence does 
this stakeholder have over 
the success or failure of 
our work and our plans? 
(Low, Medium or High) 

Support 
What is this stakeholder’s 
current view of our work 
and our plans? (Supporter, 
Neutral or Critic) 

Residents Population: 157,000 
 

High Medium Neutral/Critic 

Elected Members 40 members – 15 of whom 
are on the Planning 
Committee 

High High Supporter/Occasionally 
critic 

Statutory 
Stakeholders 

E.g. Transport NI, NIEA, 
NIWater, Rivers Agency 

High High Supporter 

Business 
Sector/Investors 

 High High Supporter/Occasionally 
critic 

Lobby Groups / 
Community 
Groups 

Often objectors to further 
development, supportive of 
quality placemaking 

High Low Neutral/Occasionally 
Critic 

Other Service 
Units 

Carrying out related projects 
into which planning must 
feed 

High Medium Supporter/Neutral 
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2.2  What are your customers’ needs/demand levels? 
 

Customers Needs / demands from the service 

Residents • Positive place making that is not detrimental to 
socio, economic and environmental factors; 

• Quality decisions on planning applications in a 
timely fashion; 

• Delivery of a Local Development Plan to provide 
for the needs of the Borough over the next 15 
years; 

• Effective enforcement of breaches of planning 
control so that the integrity of the planning system 
is not undermined 

Employees Quality and supportive working environment with 
adequate resources and ongoing training and 
development 

Elected Members As residents (above) 

Business Sector/Investors Proactive Planning Service which reacts positively 
and in a timely fashion – enabling sustainable 
development 

 

2.3 Customer satisfaction / needs 
 

The Planning Service intends on carrying out a Satisfaction Survey this year, 
focusing on the service provision rather than the outcome of a planning application.  
This will include inviting feedback on the appointment based reception service, and 
how we can deliver our services better. 
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3. Context, Challenges and Assumptions 
 

3.1 Context 
 

Planning is a transferred function, reformed from a unitary system to a new two tier 
system incorporating an overhauled suite of primary and subordinate legislation. 
 
The majority of decisions on planning applications are delegated to the Head of 
Planning with the Planning Committee, comprising of 15 elected members, making 
determinations on major applications and other applications specified within the 
Council’s Scheme of Delegation for Planning. 
 
3.2 What changes are you expecting in the next few years? 
 

• A more stable planning system, after an initial bedding-in period in the first 
term of Council post transfer of planning functions.  

 

• Increased pressure is expected in respect of development of the Local 
Development Plan in the context of the Council Corporate Plan and Big Plan 
as policies and proposals in current Departmental Development Plans 
continue to be applied to development decisions which may be at odds with 
the preferred direction of the Council. 

 

• The Preferred Options Paper will set out the key plan issues for the Borough 
and the Council’s preferred options available to address them. 

 

• Improvements are expected in the provision of services to the public and the 
developer through the introduction of a Good Working Practice Guide for 
applicants to encourage positive front loading of planning applications to 
enable significant proposals to be fast tracked as appropriate, promoting 
confidence for investors in the borough. 

 

• Continued proactive enforcement of breaches of planning control will assist in 
promoting the Council’s positive attitude to the planning process and its 
integrity in processes and procedures. 

 

• Introduction of new software - the NI Planning Portal (NIPP) system is used 
by the Department for Infrastructure, the 11 councils and the Regional 
Property Certificate Unit to process planning applications and consents, 
enforcement cases, property certificates, tree preservation orders etc. The 
system is used by the public, Departmental and council staff, planning agents, 
solicitors and consultees. There are almost 9,500 registered users in Public 
Access.  The NIPP was developed over ten years ago when the Department 
was the single planning authority. While the system is still operational, it is 
reaching the end of its operational life and no longer meets all of the needs of 
users. The contract for the maintenance and support of the system ends in 
March 2019.   The Department and local government officers have been 
working together to identify the way forward for any new planning IT system. 
This work is being taken forward in stages: initially with a Discovery exercise, 
to identify the key requirements of any new planning IT system, followed by 
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the development of a business case to identify the preferred option for a new 
planning IT system. 
 

• Adhering to a protocol for checking Building Control applications against 
planning approvals to advise of anomalies early in process and ensure 
retrospective applications submitted as appropriate, ensuring no undermining 
of the planning system. 
 

• Developing a protocol with colleagues in Environmental Health for assessing 
applications for licensing of Houses in Multiple Occupation – a new function 
transferring from NIHE. 
 

3.3 What are your future challenges? 
 

• To manage delivery of the development management (planning applications) 
function under the new hierarchy of development for major and local 
applications within the associated timeframes of 15 weeks and 30 weeks 
respectively, with commitment from statutory and non-statutory consultees to 
assist in meeting statutory performance targets in the context of stretched 
resources, in terms of both staffing and fiscal challenges; 

 

• Prioritisation of cases to ensure continued inward investment whilst ensuring 
good quality design and positive place making.  Supporting work of other 
service areas within the Council such as the Rural Development Programme 
and Capital Projects and other Council projects within financial and time 
constraints; 
 

• Supporting other service areas and Council partners in delivery of action plans 
stemming from the Council’s Integrated Tourism, Regeneration and Economic 
Development Strategy.  This will involve assisting in provision of pre 
application advice on submission of planning applications that support the 
outcomes from the Integrated Strategy, review of planning policy and 
guidance in the context of supporting Directorate functions; processing of 
planning applications aligned with outcomes from the Strategy; and supporting 
the establishment of an Economic Forum through enabling development and 
positively supporting economic development for existing businesses in the 
borough, and supporting and encouraging investment; 
 

• Supporting the Council’s contribution to the City Region Deal to improve 
infrastructure in the region, develop innovation skills and attract more, and 
better, jobs, via input to economic assessment and appraisal of key projects, 
including potential development of an Investment zone, a regional park, and 
key infrastructure projects;  

 

• To assess consultation responses to the Preferred Options Paper and carry 
out detailed review of existing planning policies for inclusion within the Draft 
Plan Strategy as part of the preparation of the Local Development Plan; 
 

• Supporting the Council and Department for Communities in the regeneration 
of Queen’s Parade, Bangor, through pre application advice for potential 
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developers and expediting appropriate planning proposals to determination 
alongside assisting the Directorate in realising the overall development of the 
Bangor Coastal Masterplan incorporating Queen’s Parade as a key 
destination; 

 
 

• Resourcing a Development Plan team without adverse impact on staffing 
structure in the other critical planning areas of Development Management and 
Enforcement; 

 

• Alignment of the spatial components of the Plan with the outcome of the 
Community Plan and the revised Housing Growth Indicators from the 
Department for Infrastructure’s Regional Development Strategy (RDS); 

 

• With regard to Enforcement ensuring the Council is committed to securing 
enforcement objectives to ensure that the credibility and integrity of the 
planning system is not undermined.  Additionally, undertaking scrutiny of 
Building Control applications (with appropriate resource) to ensure joined-up 
working to enable a proactive response to potential planning offences; 
 

• Managing the risk involved with the ongoing development of the replacement 
Planning Portal system in absence of software support post December 2020 
of current system; 

 

• Development of and attaining support for a Good Practice Guide for 
applicants and developers to promote front loading of planning applications to 
enable expedition of planning proposals to positive quality outcomes. 
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4. Opportunity for Improvement 
 

4.1 Reflection of Service Performance 
 

Introduction of an appointment based reception service 

This was introduced in November 2017 and has enabled better provision of an 
advice service by preparation in advance of an appointment of details of planning 
histories, relevant planning policies and guidance and checking of application forms.   
In tandem with the benefit to customers this system has enabled staff resources to 
be more readily managed. 
 

Preparation of a Preferred Option Paper 
 
With elected member support and contribution from all service areas, the Planning 
Department has drafted a Preferred Options Paper for public consultation to engage 
discussion on the Council’s preferred options for dealing with key issues in the Plan 
area. 
 

Introduction of a householder development team to manage local applications 

within an 8-week target 

This objective was introduced on the basis of managing resources and prioritising 
specific applications where appropriate.  Improvement in processing times has been 
realised within this team, and frees up resource for dealing with other local 
applications within the statutory performance indicator of 15 weeks.  Further to this, 
the agreement of the Council to progress householder applications, with no 
objections and recommended for approval, straight to decision without appearing on 
the weekly delegated list has enhanced processing times accordingly. 
 

Protocol between Planning Service and Building Control  
 
This joined up working is enabling the Planning Department to review submitted 
Building Control applications against planning history to identify potential breaches at 
an early stage in the process, and potentially before a breach occurs.  Amendments 
to Building Control application forms to reference planning approval references 
(where appropriate) will further assist the process but also highlight scrutiny and 
potentially deter deliberate offenders. 
 
Frequently Asked Questions on Planning web pages 
 
Commencement of structuring FAQs for the web will continue to assist provision of a 
service to the public who often are daunted by the planning process.  This will be 
expanded further to provide access to a web-based Tree Preservation Order system 
to enable self-service and provide detailed information to landowners and developers 
in relation to trees. 
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5. How will the Planning Service contribute to corporate 
objectives? 

 
The Planning Service can be expected to have a direct impact on the following:   
 
 

Outcome/Objective Service objectives 

Community Plan - Outcome 2, 3, 4 
and 5; 
Corporate Plan – PE 01 and PF 01 

Publication of and assessment of responses to the 
Preferred Options Paper (POP) leading to critical 
decisions on the Council’s Local Development Plan  

Corporate Plan – PL 04, PR 01, PF 
04 

Adherence to Schedule 3 Planning Indicators of the 
Local Government (Performance Indicators and 
Standards) Order (NI) 2015  

Corporate Plan -PF 02 Demonstrate value for money in the delivery of the 
Planning Service 

Corporate Plan - PF 04 Provide excellence in service delivery 
encompassing robust governance arrangements 

Community Plan – Outcome 5; 
Corporate Plan PL 01, PL 02, PL 
03 and PL 04 

Completion of health and condition surveys on all 
existing historical Tree Preservation Orders and 
publication of web-based interactive guide 
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6. Key activities for 2019/20 
 

SERVICE AREA: Planning 

Community Plan Outcome: Outcome 2, 3, 4 and 5 

Corporate Objective: PE 01: Develop more engaged, empowered and integrated communities; 
PF 01: Engage, communicate and listen to our stakeholders; 

Service Objective: Publication of Preferred Options Paper (POP) for the Local Development Plan (LDP) which will set out 
the key plan issues for the Borough and the preferred options available to address them.  
 

Underpinning strategies: The Integrated Strategy for Tourism, Regeneration and Economic Development 
 

What are the Business as Usual 
activities we will deliver (actions)? 

What difference will it make 
(outputs/outcomes)? 

How will we know 
(measures)? 

Lead Officer(s) Who do we need to 
help us? 
(Internal/External 
partners) 

Preparation of Local Development 
Plan – publication of and assessment 
of responses to the Preferred Options 
Paper 

Engage the community in planning 
issues that affect them; 
Set out Council’s preferred options for 
dealing with key plan issues for the 
Borough 

No. of responses to 
the Preferred 
Options Paper 

Service Unit 
Manager for 
Development 
Plan & Policy 

Statutory and 
non-statutory 
consultees, and 
the Department 
for Infrastructure 
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SERVICE AREA: Planning 

Community Plan Outcome: Outcome 2, 3, 4 and 5 

Corporate Objective: PL 04: Enhance our towns, villages and coastlines; 
PR01: Attract and promote economic investment; 
PF04: Deliver high quality customer focussed services; 

Service Objective: Adherence to Schedule 3 Planning Indicators of the Local Government (Performance Indicators and 
Standards) Order (NI) 2015  

 

What are the Business as Usual 
activities we will deliver (actions)? 

What difference will it make 
(outputs/outcomes)? 

How will we know 
(measures)? 

Lead Officer(s) Who do we need to 
help us? 
(Internal/External 
partners) 

Process local applications from date 
valid to decision within average 
processing time of 15 weeks 

Enable sustainable development and 
promote local investment 

% approval of 
planning applications 
determined 

Service Unit 
Manager for 
Development 
Management 

Statutory and non-
statutory 
consultees and 
Planning 
Committee 

Process major applications from date 
valid to decision within average 
processing time of 30 weeks 

Enable sustainable development and 
promote local investment 

% approval of 
planning applications 
determined 

Service Unit 
Manager for 
Development 
Management 

Statutory and non-
statutory 
consultees and 
Planning 
Committee 

Process householder applications from 
date valid to decision against internal 
performance target of 8 week average 
processing time 

Enable sustainable development and 
promote local investment 

% approval of 
planning applications 
determined 

Service Unit 
Manager for 
Development 
Management 

Statutory and non-
statutory 
consultees and 
Planning 
Committee 

Take proportionate and appropriate 
enforcement action against breaches of 
planning control within 70% conclusion 
time 

Promote confidence in the planning system 
and underpin its integrity 

% progress of all 
enforcement cases to 
target conclusion 
within 39 weeks of 
receipt of complaint 

Service Unit 
Manager for 
Enforcement 

Residents and 
elected members 
and Building 
Control 
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SERVICE AREA: Planning 

Community Plan Outcome: N/A 

Corporate Objective: PF02: Be financially responsible 

Service Objective: Demonstrate value for money in the delivery of our services 

 

What are the Business as Usual 
activities we will deliver (actions)? 

What difference will it make 
(outputs/outcomes)? 

How will we know 
(measures)? 

Lead Officer(s) Who do we need to 
help us? 
(Internal/External 
partners) 

Measure performance against operating 
budget 

Ensure value for money in the delivery of 
our services 

% spend against 
budget 

Head of Planning 
and Service Unit 
Managers 

Finance and 
Performance and 
Improvement input 
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SERVICE AREA: Planning 

Community Plan Outcome: N/A 

Corporate Objective: PF04: Deliver high quality customer focussed services 

Service Objective: Provide excellence in service delivery encompassing robust governance arrangements 

 
 

What are the Business as Usual 
activities we will deliver (actions)? 

What difference will it make 
(outputs/outcomes)? 

How will we know 
(measures)? 

Lead Officer(s) Who do we need to 
help us? 
(Internal/External 
partners) 

Further refine the working protocol 
between Planning Service and Building 
Control 

Reduce incidents of breaches of planning 
control by identifying difference between 
planning approvals and Building Control 
application – reinforcing the integrity of the 
planning system 

% of Building Control 
applications checked 
against planning 
history where 
potential breach 
identified 

Service Unit 
Manager for 
Enforcement 

Building Control 
Service Unit 
Manager 

Deliver service in line with established 
processes and procedures 

Safeguard against reputational damage to 
the Council 

% audit reports 
satisfactory 

Head of Planning, 
Service Unit 
Manager and 
Business Support 
Manager 

Performance 
Improvement 
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What service 
development/improvement will we 
undertake in 2019/20? 

What difference will it make 
(outputs/outcomes)? 

How will we know 
(measures)? 

Lead Officer(s) Who do we need 
to help us? 
(Internal/External 
partners) 

Is a 
Business 
Case 
required? 

Develop protocol between 
Planning Service and 
Environmental Health regarding 
licensing of Houses of Multiple 
Occupation (function transferring 
from central government) 

Ensure appropriate assessment of 
applications for licensing to align 
with requirement for planning 
permission 

Ensure all licence 
applications are 
reviewed by Planning 
Service prior and 
attain requisite 
planning permission 
prior to licence being 
issued 

Service Unit 
Manager for 
Enforcement 

Environmental 
Health 

No 

Prepare and publish for 
consultation a Good Practice 
Guide for developers and the 
general public who will be 
submitting planning applications 

Ensure planning system is front 
loaded thus avoiding delays in 
processing time, and reduction in 
advertising costs and neighbour 
notification costs to Planning 
Service 

Continued reduction 
in processing times 

Service Unit 
Manager for 
Development 
Management 

Statutory and 
Non-statutory 
consultees in 
application 
processing, 
planning 
agents and 
developers 

No 

 
 
 
 

What service / activities will we be 
stopping in 2019/20 

Reason for stopping activity Impact on 
Performance 

Impact on the Public Impact on staffing 

N/a     
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Performance Measures 

(should include those outlined above and relevant 

measures from Community, Corporate and 
Performance Improvement Plans plus those that are 

Statutory) 

Is the measure 
Statutory,  
Corporate, 
Existing or New? 

2015/16 
Actual 

2016/17 
Actual 

2017/18 
Actual 

2018/19 
Actual to 
date 

2019/20 
Target 

Process local applications from date valid to 
decision within average processing time of 15 
weeks 

Statutory 21.2 weeks 20.2 weeks 17.2 weeks 15.7 weeks 15 weeks 

Process major applications from date valid to 
decision within average processing time of 30 
weeks 

Statutory 51.8 weeks 37.6 weeks 53.0 weeks 165.8 
weeks 

30 weeks 

Process householder applications from date 
valid to decision within average processing 
time of 8 weeks (introduced 2017/2018) 

Existing 10.5% of 324 
householder 
decisions 
issued 

6% of 369 
householder 
decisions 
issued 

53% of 358 
householder 
decisions 
issued 

48% of 229 
householder 
decisions 
issued (at 
19/02/19) 

80% of 
householder 
decisions 
issued 

Take proportionate and appropriate 
enforcement action against breaches of 
planning control within 70% conclusion time 

Statutory 82% 77.7% 73.6% 77.1% 70% 

% spend against budget Existing 90% 94.07% 95% 89.6% 100% 

Publish Good Practice Guide for consultation  New - - - - Publish by 
end of Qtr 1 
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Resources: 

 

Are all actions resourced within the current (2018/19) budget plan? Yes  

Will additional resources be required? No    

All actions require staff resource and revenue budget, continued staff training and development, access to appropriate legal services as 
required, and to consultees (statutory, non-statutory and procured) 
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7. Risks 
 

Ref: Risk Description 

Gross Risk 

Current controls 

Residual 
Risk 

Risk Status 

Further Action 
Required 

Action 
Due by 

Risk Owner 

Notes to 
explain 

rationale 
for 

scoring, 
etc. 

I L R I L R 
Tolerate / 

Action 

1 

Failure to 
secure human 
and financial 
resources 
leading to an 
inability to fully 
provide service 

M
a

jo
r 

P
ro

b
a

b
le

 

H
ig

h
 

Acting up and backfilling. 

M
o

d
e

ra
te

 

P
o

s
s
ib

le
 

M
e

d
iu

m
 

Action 

Complete 
recruitment in 
conjunction with 
HR ASAP 

End 
of 
April 
2019 

Head of 
Planning 

 

2 

Lack of 
resource in 
Transport NI 
leading to 
inability to 
deliver service 
within 
performance 
targets; also 
quality of 
responses 

M
a

jo
r 

P
ro

b
a

b
le

 

H
ig

h
 Consultations 

repeated/seeking further 
detail/escalation within DFI 
Roads 

M
a

jo
r 

P
ro

b
a

b
le

 

H
ig

h
 

Action 

Staff training 
day to include 
DFI Roads for 
liaison on issues 
and 
improvements to 
procedures / 
processes 
 
Formulation of 
standard 
conditions for 
joint approval 

End 
of 
April 
2019 

Service Unit 
Manager 
over 
Development 
Management 

 



       

20 
 

Ref: Risk Description 

Gross Risk 

Current controls 

Residual 
Risk 

Risk Status 

Further Action 
Required 

Action 
Due by 

Risk Owner 

Notes to 
explain 

rationale 
for 

scoring, 
etc. 

I L R I L R 
Tolerate / 

Action 

3 

Lack of 
resource within 
NIEA to 
respond in 
timely fashion 
to planning 
consultations 

M
a

jo
r 

P
ro

b
a

b
le

 

H
ig

h
 Prioritisation of cases 

requiring NIEA 
input/dependence on 
Standing Advice 

M
a

jo
r 

P
ro

b
a

b
le

 

H
ig

h
 

Action 

Ongoing 
dialogue 
between Council 
Chief Executive 
and Director 
within DfC 

On - 
going 

Head of 
Planning 

 

4 

Failure to 
procure new IT 
system to 
replace current 
Planning Portal 
for which 
contract ends 
March 2019 – 
either on 
individual or 
collaborative 
basis cross 
council 

M
a

jo
r 

P
ro

b
a

b
le

 

H
ig

h
 Current engagement with 

DFI through Planning Portal 
Governance Board  M

a
jo

r 

P
o

s
s
ib

le
 

M
e

d
iu

m
 

Action 

Continued 
engagement 
through 
Planning Portal 
Governance 
Board and 
updating of 
Chief Executive 
and Members; 
Sacrifice of staff 
to assist in 
project 
development 

On-
going 

Head of 
Planning 

 Action 
required in 
order to 
assure 
progression 
of project 

5 

Adverse 
response from 
DFI on 
Council’s 
Preferred 
Options Paper 

M
a

jo
r 

M
o

d
e

ra
te

 

M
e

d
iu

m
 

Management through 
review of comments made 
to other Council POPs and 
ongoing engagement with 
DFI through LDP Working 
Group 

M
in

o
r 

M
o

d
e

ra
te

 

L
o
w

 
Tolerate     
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8. Resources 
8.1 Staffing 
 
Backfilling of vacant posts required as quickly as possible to ensure continuity of service and 
cover for sickness/maternity leaves 
 

8.2 Financial 
 
Budget agreed by Council for forthcoming financial year 
 

8.3 Other 
 
Continued access to legal service as appropriate for advices on specific applications, 
enforcement cases, and preliminary discussions on progress of Local Development Plan 
(LDP) process moving to independent examination.   
 
Continued access to independent consultants as appropriate to advise on specific 
assessment related to planning applications/enforcement cases and topic specific areas for 
preparation of LDP. 
 

9. Monitoring and Review 
 
This Service Unit Plan will be reviewed on quarterly basis as appropriate by Head of Service 
in conjunction with Service Unit Managers and Business Support Manager. 

10. Conclusions 
 
The Planning Service will continue to strive to deliver an excellent and efficient service to 
residents and investors for the benefit of the Borough.  The key targets detailed above are a 
means by which to measure this.  Collaborative working with other Council service areas will 
be essential to assist in delivering the outcomes from the Integrated Tourism, Economic 
Development and Regeneration Strategy, in addition to achieving core planning principles. 

11. Appendices 
 
None attached 
 
 
 
 


