
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
 

25 July 2018 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
You are hereby invited to attend a meeting of the Planning Committee of the Ards 
and North Down Borough Council which will be held in the Council Chamber, 2 
Church Street, Newtownards on Tuesday, 7 August 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 3 July 2018 

 
4. Deputation by Strategic Planning regarding Employment Land Review 

 
5. Planning Applications 

 

5.1 LA06/2017/1072/O 
 

Site for a dwelling on a farm 
Lands approximately 15m north of 48 Ballydorn 
Road, 
Killinchy 

5.2 LA06/2016/0983/F Retention of mounding to rear of 146-154 Main Road, 
relocation of 1st tee, erection of safety netting and 
associated site works 
Kirkistown Golf Club – to rear of 146-154 Main Road, 
Cloughey 
 
Persons speaking in opposition of the 
application:  
Councillor Robert Adair 
 
Mr Alan Tipping 
Dr John McCammon & Mr Stephen Watson 



 
Persons speaking in support of the application: 
Maurice Wilson, Immediate Past Captain 
Robert Davison, Greens Convenor   
Neil Simpson, Club Captain 
John Dynes, House Convenor 
Bill Doherty, Match & Handicap Convenor 
 

5.3 LA06/2017/0533/F 
 
WITHDRAWN FROM 
SCHEDULE 
31/07/2018 

Proposed 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 
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 

5.4 LA06/2015/0935/RM 
 

Approval of Reserved Matters relating to Phase 2 
lands for the erection of 353 dwellings comprising a 
mix of detached and semi- detached and 60 
apartments, open space and ancillary works (413 
residential units in total) 
Land north of 262 Bangor Road, Beverley Way/Walk 
south/east of 270 Bangor Road and south east of 219 
Bangor Road, Newtownards 
 
Persons speaking in support of the application: 
Sam McKee, Turley 
Andrew McClengaghan, Atkins 
 
 

5.5 LA06/2017/1172/F Proposed construction of 3 no. dwellings and 1 no. 
single garage with associated car parking and 
landscaping 
Lands at 19 Old Seahill Road, Craigavad, Holywood 
 
Persons speaking in opposition of the 
application:  
Jean Hunter, John Nesbitt & Wlater Douglas 
 

5.6 LA06/2018/0112/F Development of fixed fenders to harbour wall, steel 
treads to existing steps and vertical ladder, for the 
purposes of providing improved boarding 
arrangements for RNLI craft allowing safer boarding 
and casualty transfer 
Donaghadee Harbour, Donaghadee 



5.7 LA06/2018/0111/LBC Development of fixed fenders to harbour wall, steel 
treads to existing steps and vertical ladder, for the 
purposes of providing improved boarding 
arrangements for RNLI craft allowing safer boarding 
and casualty transfer 
Donaghadee Harbour, Donaghadee 

 

 
6. Update on Planning Appeals 
 
7. Monthly Budget Report 

 
8. Planning Statistics 

 
9. Legal Workshop on Conflicts of Interest 

 
10. Update on Metropolitan Area Spatial Working Group (MASWG) 

 
In Confidence 

 
11.Update on Enforcement  

 
 

 

 
 
MEMBERSHIP OF PLANNING COMMITTEE (15 MEMBERS) 
 

Alderman Carson   Councillor Cathcart (Chair) 

Alderman Fletcher Councillor Dunne 

Alderman Gibson Councillor Henry 

Alderman Girvan Councillor Hunter 

Alderman Graham Councillor McClean 

Alderman Keery Councillor McIlveen 

Alderman McDowell (Vice Chair) Councillor Thompson 

 Councillor Walker 
 



 

 

ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
A meeting of the Planning Committee was held in the Council Chamber, 2 Church 
Street, Newtownards on Tuesday, 3 July 2018 at 7.00pm. 
 
PRESENT: 
  
In the Chair:  Councillor Cathcart 
  
Aldermen:  Carson Girvan 
   Fletcher  Graham  

Gibson Henry  
            
Councillors:  Dunne   McClean (7.03 pm) 
   Hunter  Walker  

McIlveen   
    

Officers: Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning (S 
McCullough), Head of Planning (A McCullough), Senior 
Professional and Technical Officers (A Todd and P Kerr), 
Principal Planning and Technical Officers (G Kerr and L Maginn) 
and Democratic Services Officers (J Glasgow and P Foster)   

 
Also in attendance:- Councillors Adair, Brooks, Menagh and Martin.  

 
1.   APOLOGIES  
 
Apologies for inability to attend were received from Alderman Keery, Alderman 
McDowell and Councillor Thompson. An apology for lateness was received from 
Councillor McClean.  
 

2.   DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
The Chairman sought any declarations of interest and none were advised.   
 

3.    MATTERS ARISING FROM MINUTES PLANNING COMMITTEE  
       MEETING OF 12 JUNE 2018  

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes 
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded 
by Councillor Dunne, that the minutes be noted.  
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4.    PLANNING APPLICATIONS 
 
RE-ORDERING OF AGENDA ITEMS  
 
The Chairman advised that to accommodate the speakers the agenda items would 
be re-ordered. Furthermore, Item 4.5 would not be considered and the Head of 
Planning would outline the reasoning when it came to that item.  
 
(Councillor McClean entered the meeting – 7.03 pm) 
 
4.1 LA06/2017/1072/O - Lands approximately 15m north of 48 Ballydorn 

Road, Killinchy 
 (Appendix I) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report, Addendum and Report on Site 
Visit and Details of Judicial Review Case. 
 
DEA: Comber  
Committee Interest: Called in by Elected Member  
Proposal: Site for dwelling on a farm  
Site Location: Lands approximately 15m north of 48 Ballydorn Road, Killinchy  
Recommendation: Refuse Planning Permission.  
 
The Chairman reminded Councillor Walker and McClean that due to being absent 
when the application had first been considered they were unable to vote on the 
application.  
 
The Head of Planning reminded Members of the details of the application. The item 
was before the Committee at its meeting of 12 June 2018 at which it was discussed 
in association with the officer’s presentation and speaking rights exercised by the 
agent with queries addressed by the applicant. 
 
The matter was deferred for a site visit which took place the previous day and was 
attended by ten members of the Committee, the Director and herself.  
 
The application was recommended for refusal for the following reasons: 
 

1. The proposal was contrary to Policies CTY 1 and CTY 10 of PPS 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside and did not merit being 
considered an exceptional case in that it had not been demonstrated that the 
farm business had been established for 6 years and was currently active. 

 
2. Policy CTY10 stated that planning permission would be granted for a dwelling 

house on a farm where three specified criteria could be met. Criterion (a) 
required that the farm business was currently active and had been established 
for at least 6 years.   

 
3. Paragraph 5.38 of the policy’s Justification and Amplification text advised that 

new houses on farms would not be acceptable unless the existing farming 
business was both established and active.  It goes on to advise that the 
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applicant would therefore be required to provide the farm’s business ID 
number along with other evidence to prove active farming over the required 
period.   
 

4. As stated in a number of PAC decisions the test of policy was NOT whether a 
farm business number had been in existence for 6 years, but that the farm 
business was currently active and had been established for at least 6 years. 
 

5. Also, as stated within PAC decisions, it was not a policy test that from a visual 
inspection it appears that the land was currently being maintained in a good 
condition.  The test was to prove active farming for at least 6 years. 
 

6. The case officer in June considered that maintenance and biodiversity in itself 
did not fall within the definition of agricultural activity.  The agent had 
contended that substantial expenditure had nevertheless been incurred and 
agricultural products such as hay, honey and fruit had been produced. 
 

7. It was considered the evidence submitted did not correspond to the required 
6-year period and that a number were ambiguous and do not demonstrate 
that an active and established farm business existed in the location. 
 

The Head of Planning stated that given the reasons outlined above, the 
recommendation of refusal still stood. 
 
Alderman Fletcher asked what was the minimum size a farm could be for basic 
payment to be claimed. The Head of Planning stated that she did not have that 
information from DARD to hand. She was aware applicants were able to claim 
subsidies for 3 hectares of land however she did not have the specifics.   
 
Alderman Graham questioned if the land was a countryside management scheme. In 
response the Head of Planning stated that the land required to be a farm business.  
Alderman Graham highlighted information he had been reviewing on the DAERA 
website in respect of countryside management schemes which were recognised as 
farming and agriculture. He felt the report did not take that type of farming and 
agriculture into consideration.   
 
Alderman Girvan felt there was ambiguity surrounding the 6-year period. The Head 
of Planning reiterated that evidence was required to show the farm was both active 
and established for at least 6 years.  Alderman Girvan sought the Planning Officer’s 
view in respect of the evidence that had been submitted. The Head of Planning 
stated that the evidence that had been submitted had been carefully considered and 
it was felt that a lot of that information was ambiguous.   
 
At this stage in the meeting, the Chairman invited Mr D Donaldson to come forward 
who was speaking in support of the application. The applicant, Professor Nixon, also 
came forward.    
 
Mr Donaldson felt the matter was all about interpretation of policy. He detailed that 
the applicants had a farm business ID number attached to their land since 2010. The 
land was not let in conacre therefore all decision making powers, benefits and 
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financial risks on the land lay firmly with the applicants. Mr Donaldson referred to 
Section 250 of the Planning NI Act 2011 which defined ‘agriculture’ and he read out 
that definition - This included ‘horticulture, fruit growing, seed growing, dairy farming, 
use of lands as grazing lands, meadow land, market gardens and nursery grounds, 
and use of land for woodlands where this is ancillary to the farming of land for other 
agricultural purposes’.  
 
He referred to the site meeting which had taken place, where Members would have 
observed horticulture, fruit growing, meadow land, nursery grounds and ancillary 
woodlands.  Mr Donaldson therefore felt it was clear that ‘agriculture’ as defined 
under Planning Law, was taking place on the land.  
 
Mr Donaldson also referred to the policy requirement to be actively farming, he 
quoted aspects of the policy as undernoted, the SPPS referred to EC Regulation No 
1307/2013. Article 4, paragraph 1 (c) stated that ‘agricultural activity’ meant: 
 
‘(i) production, rearing and growing of agricultural products, including harvesting, 
milking, breeding animals, and keeping animals for farm purposes’ OR 
(ii) maintaining an agricultural area in a state which makes it suitable for grazing or 
cultivation without preparatory action going beyond usual agricultural methods and 
machineries, based on criteria established by member states on the basis of a 
framework established by the Commission,  
OR 
(iii) carrying out a minimum activity, defined by member states, on agricultural areas 
naturally kept in a state suitable for grazing or cultivation’.  
   
Whilst the Directive was intended to clarify the scope for payment to farmers by 
Member States, ‘active farming’ for planning purposes must include any of the 
definitions in Article 4. An applicant for planning permission only needed to meet one 
of the above. Mr Donaldson highlighted that the Nixon land was registered as a farm 
business with DAERA and it was clearly kept in a state which was suitable for 
grazing or cultivation, so it readily meets criteria (ii) and (iii). 
 
In respect of concerns regarding lack of evidence, Mr Donaldson asked the 
Committee to consider what they seen at the site visit. If the land was not being 
actively managed it would be a sea of weeds or rank grass and not the model of 
sustainable agricultural activity which could be observed. The applicant accepted 
that there was only a very modest income at present, but Mr Donaldson noted that 
the policy did not require a farm to be economically viable. Also, in that respect he 
drew Members’ attention to the comment on the P1C application form which stated 
that ‘applicants should note that there is no requirement under CTY10 to be a full 
time farmer or to prove the economic viability of a farm’.  
 
In finishing, Mr Donaldson thanked the Committee for the time taken to inspect the 
site and urged Members to apply the presumption in favour of permission for 
sustainable development, and grant permission for the proposed dwelling.  
 
The Chairman invited questions from Members and reminded the Committee to raise 
their questions effectively and efficiently.  
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Alderman Graham posed a question regarding the design of the proposed dwelling. 
Mr Donaldson advised that there was currently a shed where the new dwelling would 
be sited. The new dwelling would be in keeping, would take the form of an 
agriculture building and would be akin to a replacement of what was already there.  
Alderman Graham referred to the receipt for £800 for seed and asked what that was 
for. In response Mr Donaldson advised that seed was sown on the meadow.  
Alderman Graham noted that the current shed was used to store equipment and a 
tractor.  Mr Donaldson explained that the smaller shed at the site would remain and 
there was a large outbuilding to the rear of the dwelling for storage.  
 
Alderman Girvan referred to the fruit trees and tree nursery that could be seen at the 
site. She noted that the trees were young and there was only one active beehive. 
Alderman Girvan asked if it was the intention of the applicant to grow the farm 
further. In response Professor Nixon explained that bio-diversity was the key 
objective rather than profit making. He advised that he held a number of species of 
butterflies and those could not be found elsewhere in the parish of Killinchy. He 
wished to use the land for sustainability and biodiversity.  
 
As there were no more questions from Members, Mr Donaldson and Professor Nixon 
returned to the public gallery at this stage.   
 
Alderman Graham voiced his opposition to the recommendation and noted that no 
two planning applications were the same. He felt it was clear that the main thrust of 
the farm was not to provide an income for the owners. The land was being actively 
managed, there was tractor on the land and there were not many people that had a 
tractor to maintain their garden. The outcome and impact on the countryside had no 
material significance, the site was well sheltered and hidden and Mr Donaldson had 
outlined that the design of the dwelling would be in coherence with a countryside 
design.   Alderman Graham was assured that the land use was farming and it was 
active. He felt the proposal was in conformance with CTY13 in terms of linkage and 
clustering, the proposal was for a dwelling on the same location as an existing 
building.  Overall, Alderman Graham felt there was scope to allow the development 
to proceed, the dwelling would blend in with its surroundings and in terms of the 
agriculture, active management and maintenance of a biodiversity site was 
occurring.  The applicants’ intention was not to destroy the countryside.  
 
Alderman Fletcher concurred with Alderman Graham and felt that such agriculture 
should be encouraged.   Referring to the question he asked earlier in the meeting, he 
advised that 0.1 hectare was the minimum size of a farm required for claiming basic 
payment. Alderman Fletcher stated that he was against the recommendation.   
 
Alderman Carson felt the matters that had been before the Committee needed to be 
taken into consideration. As the application was seeking outline permission, it was 
unclear at that stage the detail of what was going to be on the site. Alderman Carson 
highlighted the matter in respect of the limited evidence that had been made 
available.  
 
Proposed by Alderman Carson, seconded by Alderman Henry, that the 
recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be refused.  
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The proposal was put to the meeting and was declared lost, with 2 voting FOR, 4 
AGAINST and 4 ABSTAINED. The voting resulted as follows:-  
 
 
FOR (2) AGAINST (4) ABSTAINED (4) ABSENT (3) 
Aldermen  Aldermen  Aldermen  Aldermen  
Carson  Fletcher  Gibson  Keery  
Henry  Graham  Girvan  McDowell  
 Councillors  Councillors  Councillor  
 Dunne  Cathcart  Thompson  
 Hunter  McIlveen   
 
*Councillor McClean and Councillor Walker were unable to vote on the application.  
 
Alderman Graham proposed that planning permission be granted subject to the 
conditioning that the indicative design would be shown to the Committee. He 
reiterated that the policy was in conformity with CTY13, the farm was active and 
investment had been demonstrated.  The maintenance and sustaining of a 
countryside management system was part of agriculture.  
 
Proposed by Alderman Graham, seconded by Alderman Fletcher that the 
recommendation be overturned and that planning permission be granted.   
 
The Head of Planning highlighted that the recommendation for refusal was not based 
on Policy CTY13, but failure to demonstrate compliance with the first criterion of CTY 
10.  She did not accept that there would be absolutely no demonstrable impact on 
the countryside as stated, as the proposed dwelling would have an impact in terms 
of increased traffic, need for servicing by bin lorries, and installation of a septic tank 
etc.   
 
In relation to the proposed recommendation, the Chairman posed the following two 
questions:-  

• Did the Planning Committee consider that the activity currently being carried 
out, as viewed during the site visit, amounted to agricultural activity for the 
purposes of the policy?  

• Did the Planning Committee consider that there had been sufficient evidence 
submitted by the applicant to demonstrate agricultural activity over the 
requisite 6 years? 

 
Alderman Graham referred to the site visit and he felt it was clear that the land was 
active, being managed and there was a countryside management scheme occurring.  
 
At this point the Director requested an amended motion be presented in writing.  
Alderman Graham stated that the Committee listened to the debate regarding 
applications and it was difficult to write down a legal binding proposal within a few 
minutes and on such occasions a short recess may be required.  
 
The Head of Planning suggested the wording as stated by the Chairman to assist, 
and wording was received in writing relating to the countryside management scheme 
and compliance with CTY 13. 
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(Councillor McClean withdrew the meeting – 7.41 pm)  
 
Members further discussed the matter and Alderman Graham, as proposer and 
Alderman Fletcher, as seconder, in line with the Planning Protocol, recommended 
that they were ‘minded to approve the application’, due to the reasons as previously 
outlined, and a condition to ensure the dwelling was constructed in general 
conformity with the design indicated within the Design and Access Statement as 
presented. 
 
(Councillor McClean re-entered the meeting – 7.43 pm) 
 
Alderman Carson asked if a Legal Advisor could be present at the next meeting 
when considering the ‘minded to’ recommendation.  
 
Councillor McIlveen felt it would be more beneficial if Alderman Carson outlined the 
reasoning to allow the legal representative to be prepared to deal with any matters.   
 
The Chairman reminded the Committee that legal representation could be requested 
and reasoning did not need to be provided.   
 
Alderman Carson was content for the Head of Planning to consult with the legal 
representative and forewarn that representative with the issues surrounding the 
application.  
 
RESOLVED, that the application be ‘minded to approve’ with draft reasons for 
approval to be considered by Legal and presented at next month’s Committee 
meeting. 
 
4.2 LA06/2018/0090/F – Site between 55-59 Seahill Road, Ballyrobert, 

Holywood  
 (Appendix II) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye  
Committee Interest: Called in by Elected Member  
Proposal: Proposed 2no.detached dwellings, 1no detached garage and shared 
access  
Site Location: Site between 55 and 59 Seahill Road, Ballyrobert  
Recommendation: Approve Planning Permission.   
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (A Todd) outlined the detail of the 
application which was seeking full planning permission for 2 detached dwellings and 
1 detached garage at a site between 55 and 59 Seahill Road, Holywood. The 
application had been brought before Planning Committee for consideration following 
a call-in request by a member. The reason given for the call in was to allow closer 
consideration of the proposal against the addendum to PPS7, Policy LC1 (b) which 
required that the pattern of development should be in keeping with the character of 
the established residential area within Seahill.  
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In terms of the site and the surroundings, the Officer explained that the site was 
located within the development limit of Seahill as outlined in both the North Down 
and Ards Area Plan and Draft BMAP and occupied the existing side garden of No. 
55. The immediate area was exclusively residential with the exception of Glencraig 
Primary School further to the south west. There was a mix of house types within the 
area including detached render and brick bungalows within the Craigdarragh 
development to the north of Seahill Road, two storey detached and semi-detached 
red brick dwellings on the southern side of Seahill Road and 2 storey semi-detached 
dwellings within the Craigowen Park area to the north east.  
 
The first photo shown outlined the site in context from Seahill Road. It currently 
formed a gap between the existing built development along the road. The existing 
pattern of development along this side of the road was such that there were groups 
or clusters of dwellings which were positioned tightly together and it was considered 
that the proposed development would continue that pattern. The second photo 
showed another example of a group of dwellings positioned closely together further 
along the road opposite the primary school. 
 
The proposal involved the erection of two detached red brick dwellings which would 
respect the building line along Seahill Road and would have adequate parking and 
amenity space provision. While the dwellings were to be 2 ½ storey with one 
bedroom in the roof space to the rear, their appearance was 2 storey from the front 
and the overall height of the dwellings had been kept relatively low at 7.8m. It was 
acknowledged that the plot sizes of the two new dwellings would be smaller than 
those of the bungalows on the opposite side of the road however there were other 
comparable smaller plots on the same side of the road as the site including those at 
61, 47, 39, 31 and 21 Seahill Road. In addition, the plot size or density of a 
development was only one consideration among many to be taken account of in 
assessing whether or not a development would respect its surrounding context. 
Considerations such as its building line, the spacing between buildings, design and 
materials, and height, scale and massing all determine the impact on the character 
and appearance of the area. 
 
The Officer stated that while concerns had been raised that the pattern of 
development of the proposal was not in keeping with the character of the area, the 
slide showed a contextual elevation of the proposed dwellings and how they would 
read with the existing development on either side. The ridge height was only 
marginally higher than that of No. 59 and the eaves of the dwellings also tied in with 
those of no. 59 and 55. The design and materials were also considered to be 
sympathetic using Belfast red brick and natural blue/black slate.  
 
The images showed a previously approved development of 10 similar dwellings to 
those proposed. Those were currently under construction further along the Seahill 
Road to the south west. The style of those dwellings and the spacing between them 
was also similar to those proposed. 
 
A total of 5 individuals had objected to the proposal. The main concerns raised 
included, loss of privacy, overdevelopment and impact on the character of the area, 
increased traffic and precedent for similar development. All of those concerns had 
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been considered in detail in the case officer’s report. Several of the existing residents 
living on the opposite side of the road had raised specific concerns about 
overlooking from the new dwellings however the front of the new dwellings would be 
located 27m away from the front of the existing dwellings across a public road and 
only 1 bedroom window on each dwelling would have a view towards the existing 
dwellings. In an urban context that was not considered to create an unacceptable 
degree of overlooking. 
 
In summary, the Officer stated that it was considered that the proposal complied with 
the overarching policy requirements of PPS7 and PPS7 Addendum in that it would 
not result in any unacceptable damage to the character or residential amenity of the 
area and the pattern of development would be reflective of that already found in the 
area. All of the statutory bodies consulted were also content with the proposal.  
 
The Chairman invited Mr T Bell (Clyde Shanks) and Mr E McElroy (Applicant) 
forward to speak in support of the application.  
 
Mr Bell detailed that having reviewed the Case Officer’s report, he felt that in the 
assessment of the application had been comprehensive and robust.  He echoed the 
recommendation of the Planning Department in that there was a clear presumption 
in favour of the development and there were no planning policy reasons, neither 
within the local plan or regional policy, which prevented the development but rather, 
endorsed it.  In short, Mr Bell outlined that the proposal respected the context and 
character of the area which was made up of both semi-detached and detached 
houses. He noted that four expert consultees had all returned no objection to the 
scheme which he felt was a further clear endorsement of its appropriateness. 
 Although Mr Bell stated that his client and himself acknowledged there had been 
some small scale third party objection, that specifically related to the proposals 
potential impact on the context of the area – however as set out in the officer report 
the proposal was policy compliant and represented typical extant built form on the 
Seahill Road.  
 
Mr Bell stated that it was the view of his client and himself that the only impact was 
positive insofar as the scheme made best use of an otherwise large plot surplus to 
requirement and would result in a further development project creating local 
employment and economic benefit. In closing Mr Bell felt that the facts were clear,  
all consultees had responded with no objection; the scheme was both area plan and 
regional policy compliant and all material considerations assessed; and while there 
some objection, they were based on matters that had been comprehensively 
addressed by the Planning Department. Mr Bell therefore respectfully asked that the 
Committee accepted the recommendation.  
 
Mr McElory concurred with the considerations detailed within the Case Officer’s 
report and explained that the proposal was for 2 dwellings for his children. In terms 
of the objections, he provided assurances that the dwellings would be sympathetic 
with the surroundings and would not be intrusive. Mr McElory stated that the 
application had been rigorously assessed and called for Members to support the 
recommendation.  
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Councillor Dunne, in referring to the number of objections received, asked the agent 
to outline the steps that had been taken to minimise overlooking.  Mr Bell advised the 
proposal included adequate separation distances. To the rear of the properties, there 
would be no overlooking windows and the windows to the side would be obscure 
glazing.  Mr Bell was confident concerns in respect of overlooking had been 
addressed.  
 
As there were no further questions, Mr Bell and Mr McElory returned to the public 
gallery.    
 
Councillor Dunne noted that the area was a quiet residential development and he 
asked if the proposal could be considered as overdevelopment. He referred to PPS7, 
the pattern of the development and if that was in character within the surrounding 
area. In response the Officer explained that it was not considered to be 
overdevelopment, the proposed location offered adequate amenity and parking. She 
recognised that the plot sizes were smaller than other houses along the road 
however there were mixed house types within the area.   
 
Councillor McClean expressed concerns in respect of density and impact the 
proposal would have on the character of the area.  He recognised that the current 
proposal may not affect the overall density however if similar developments were to 
occur along the Seahill Road then that could have an effect on the overall character 
of the area and density.   
 
The Officer explained that as part of the assessment of the application a visual test 
had been assessed and what could be viewed from a public viewpoint from the 
Seahill Road. In terms of the view and the impact on the character of the area, the 
Officer viewed those as minimal.  
 
Councillor McClean stated he had concerns in the longer term that continued similar 
development would spoil the area.  
 
Proposed by Alderman Fletcher, seconded by Alderman Girvan, that the 
recommendation be adopted and that Planning Permission be approved.  
 
The proposal was put to the meeting and declared carried with 9 voting FOR, 1 
AGAINST and 2 ABSTENTIONS. The voting resulted as follows:-  
 
FOR (9) AGAINST (1) ABSTAINED (2) ABSENT (3) 
Aldermen    Aldermen  
Carson    Keery  
Gibson    McDowell  
Graham     
Girvan     
Fletcher     
Henry     
Councillors  Councillor  Councillors  Councillor  
Hunter  Dunne  Cathcart  Thompson  
McIlveen   McClean   
Walker     
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RESOLVED, that the recommendation be adopted and that Planning 
Permission be granted.  
 
4.4 LA06/2015/0981/F – Brooklands, 143 Groomsport Road, Bangor  
 (Appendix IV) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Bangor East and Donaghadee  
Committee Interest: Application with 6 or more representations contrary to officer’s 
opinion.   
Proposal: Erection of 5 new detached dwellings with associated hard and soft 
landscaping and demolition of sub-standard solarium and garage of existing dwelling  
Site Location: Brooklands, 143 Groomsport Road, Bangor  
Recommendation: Approve Planning Permission.  
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer (G Kerr) outlined the detail of the 
application which proposed to erect five 2storey detached dwellings with associated 
hard and soft landscaping at 143 Groomsport Road, Bangor. The site as shown on 
the slide more commonly known as Brooklands, currently houses an Edwardian style 
property on a large plot. The property would be retained with three dwellings 
proposed in the southern portion of the site and two dwellings on the northern portion 
part of the site which looks out over Ballyholme Bay.  The general area was 
residential in nature and makes up part of the East Bangor ATC BT14 as detailed in 
Draft BMAP which was a material consideration. Adjacent to the site on the eastern 
boundary was a detached property known as Red Hall and a mixture of detached 
and semi-detached properties located on the western boundary known as 
Morningside. There were open views of the site from the north along Ballyholme 
Esplanade. To the south ran the main Groomsport Road and was well screened by 
trees and those trees were protected by a tree preservation order. 
 
The three properties on the southern portion of the site at the Groomsport Road end 
of the site reflected the development pattern of properties along this section of 
Morningside in that the front elevation faces west with rear gardens to the east. The 
existing driveway to Brooklands would be used to gain access to the properties. The 
two properties located to the north by Ballyholme Esplanade also respect the 
majority of properties along the Esplanade with orientation facing the Esplanade with 
private rear amenity space to the south.  The open aspect of Brooklands would 
remain as terraced gardens would lead down to the Esplanade. The house types 
were of a high quality and respected the styles and materials used in housing in the 
surrounding area. Assessments of proposals within an ATC had to take account of 
an ATC as a whole in that development must maintain or enhance the ATC and not 
cause harm. The proposal reads well with the surrounding properties of the area and 
respects the scale and height of its surrounding and it was considered that it would 
not cause harm to the ATC. 
 
Since submission of the application and initial press adverts and neighbour 
notification the Planning Department had sought a number of amendments to the 
scheme to render it acceptable in planning terms within the policy context, and to 
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address significant material considerations raised by objectors. The application was 
advertised a total of five times in the press and neighbour notification carried out 
eight times as a result of the amendments to the proposal. At the last round of 
advertising and neighbour notification six letters were received – four from the one 
address and one from an elected representative. Since the preparation of the case 
officer report and uploading onto the Planning Portal of the report, over the past 
weekend an additional letter of support had been received and 16 objection letters 
some of which were duplicates and from previous objectors. Material concerns 
expressed during the processing of the application resulted in the request for 
amendments to be made to the proposal.  Amendments included moving the 
footprint of dwellings further away from Morningside and protected trees, removing 
balconies from the properties adjacent to Ballyholme Esplanade, obscuring some 
windows and enclosing rear amenity spaces in courtyard type arrangement and 
requesting levels of the site and contextual images. 
 
The proposal was now considered policy compliant for the reasons set out in the 
case officer’s report.  
 
The Officer advised that a total of 15 Conditions had been included to ensure, for 
example, the protection and retention of trees, landscaping and the removal of 
permitted development rights for two of the properties closest to The Esplanade. 
 
When applying for planning permission within an ATC, the onus was put on the 
prospective developer to produce a high standard of design, which respected and 
was sympathetic to the particular qualities of the area in question. It was the 
professional planning opinion that had been achieved in the application. The 
proposal was considered to be a high quality development which had been 
sensitively designed, taking into account protected trees on the site, the setting and 
characteristics of adjacent dwellings and was respectful the local appearance of the 
area.  
 
Alderman Graham referred to the house types and questioned how they fitted into 
the building line. Referring to the visual, the Officer stated that the Brooklands 
development was set back and the two new houses would be respectful of the 
existing building line.  
 
Alderman Fletcher raised a question regarding density. The Officer explained that 
there were a variety of densities within the area and provided details.  The plot sizes 
proposed were not considered high in density and were more generous in 
comparison to Morningside.   
 
Councillor McClean expressed concerns regarding the density and he felt that 
contrary to the Officer’s view, there would be an adverse impact on the ATC, 
especially in respect of putting buildings on the garden of a large country dwelling. 
The Officer recognised that Brooklands was a beautiful building however it was not 
protected by any statutory listing.  She reiterated that the appearance of the area 
would not be adversely affected and Brooklands could still be seen. She referred to 
the several amendments made to the scheme, and previously inappropriate 
design/orientation.  The site and its adjacent site were irregular in the character of 
the area, but two detached were considered appropriate in the setting with revised 
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orientation to the sea.  They would only be seen when directly in front of them – but 
the vista to Brooklands was still being maintained. 
 
The Chairman invited Councillor Martin forward to speak in opposition.  
 
Councillor Martin voiced his opposition to the proposal on behalf of many 
constituents.  He wished to raise objections under three Planning Policy Statements 
and one issue of precedence. He firstly quoted PPS7 and voiced his view that there 
was a clear presumption against such development along Ballyholme Promenade. It 
was protected as an ATC, it was also clear the developer now wanted to intensify by 
adding an additional five houses which could only be granted under exceptional 
circumstances. Councillor Martin did not feel that the current proposal met the 
exceptional circumstance test not least because of the impact of those two houses 
on the seaward side which would substantially alter the historic landscape of 
Ballyholme in a detrimental way. Furthermore, he referred to PPS6, and believed 
there again was a clear presumption against development in an ATC where such 
development would fail to maintain distinctive character. The area was well known 
for its Edwardian and Victorian houses and he felt the development would not add to 
that.  Referring to other sections of PPS6, Councillor Martin stated that the report 
cited 80 representations to the Planning Department regarding the application. It was 
clear that the vast majority of constituents clearly opposed it and it was deeply 
unpopular with the local residents in the surrounding area. Councillor Martin also 
referred to PAC decisions which he felt were relevant to the application.  The houses 
were well known Edwardian and Victorian dwellings and he felt that a dangerous 
precedent for the rest of the Ballyholme’s Edwardian houses. Councillor Martin 
recalled that earlier this year an application on the Groomsport Road (for an advert) 
had been recommended for refusal as it failed to respect the amenity and 
appearance of the host building but it also failed to maintain the overall appearance 
of the proposed Bangor East ATC. The current proposal was an historically and 
architecturally important part of that ATC. He felt that at least equal or greater 
protection must be afforded for the area and if the Committee approved the 
development it could leave itself open to a charge of inconsistency in its application 
of PPS6. Councillor Martin hoped the Committee would reject the recommendation.   
 
Councillor Martin returned to the public gallery and the Chairman invited Mr Scott 
McBurney and Mr S Stelfox forward to speak in opposition.   
 
Mr Stelfox, speaking on behalf of Red Hall, felt the assessment of the application 
had been fundamentally flawed, it did not give a comprehensive statement of 
planning policy and specifically failed in respect of PPS7, QD1. Mr Stelfox felt it was 
wrong to label the garden as a gap site, it was front garden of a large site and in his 
view was a visual break, not a gap site.  Mr Stelfox referred to planning policy 
elsewhere stated that deliberate visual breaks should be restricted from 
development. Mr Stelfox referred to design guidance which he considered helpful 
regarding building in the countryside and read out a definition of a gap site.  He also 
referred to an objection that had been submitted by the Ulster Architectural Heritage 
Society and the matters contained therein and felt those concerns had been ignored.  
Mr Stelfox stated that weight had been given in the Case Officer’s report to the ATC 
and made reference to a similar application on the Groomsport Road which had 
been turned down as it would damage the character of the ATC.   He referred to 
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anomalies in respect of plot size, setting, traffic and building line.  He considered that 
no weight had been given to the characteristics specified in BMAP regarding 
Edwardian villas set in their own space and that contribution made by planned open 
space. 
 
As Members had no questions, Mr S McBurney and Mr S Stelfox returned to the 
public gallery.  
 
The Chairman invited Mr S Blaney (Coogan & Co) and Mr S Levrant (Heritage 
Architecture) to come forward who were speaking in support of the application.   
 
Mr Blaney stated that the development was a high quality residential development 
and each house would have its own garden.  In terms of vehicular access, one of the 
vehicular accesses would be stopped therefore there would be no impact on the 
Groomsport Road.  The DfI had been consulted and was now content with the 
proposal. The trees would be retained, a landscape management plan had also been 
prepared and new trees would be planted.  The developer had so far received more 
than 200 enquiries regarding the much sought after development.   
 
Mr Levrant referred to the issue on the impact on the overall ATC and noted there 
was no formal assessment of the ATC. He referred to the aerial view and explained 
how the development would fit into the area.  The existing historic house would still 
be there and could still be seen and highlighted that old did not always equal good.  
Mr Levrant stated that those opposed should not be fearful of the design, the design 
of new houses would fit into the ATC and would be deserving for the site.  
 
Alderman Girvan referred to the impact of the ATC and asked if it was felt that the 
character of the proposal would fit into the ATC.  Mr Levrant noted the importance of 
the development as a whole and how that fitted into ATC. He was confident the 
development sat within the ATC and explained that the development had coherence.  
He referred to providing houses of moderate means and that scale was more 
important than size.  Impact on the ATC as a whole was examined, but ATC not yet 
split into sub areas for appraisal. 
 
Alderman Graham asked what the representatives would say to those who believed 
the Brooklands site was an important feature of the ATC.  In response Mr Levrant 
acknowledged that it was subjective, and although has access to various tools to 
analyse impact on the environment, it would always be subjective.  He referenced 
the fact that house was not being demolished, its setting was being maintained, not 
destroying the curtilage or boundaries, and it could still be understood as a site. He 
stated that the development was not downgrading the importance of the area and 
the dwelling within - and would bring a good quality development for the whole ATC.  
 
As Members had no further questions, Mr Blaney and Mr Levrant returned to the 
public gallery.   
 
Alderman Fletcher recognised the importance of the site and questioned the 
reasoning why the historic buildings were not listed.  In response the Officer 
explained that it was acknowledged it was an historical site however it was not a 
protected site. The dwellings (Brooklands and Red Hall) were looked at a number of 
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years ago and it was decided that they were not of architectural merit to list them.  If 
the dwellings were listed, then the application would be considered in a different 
policy context.  
 
Alderman Girvan questioned why a letter of objection from the Ulster Architectural 
Society had not been noted.  The Officer stated that letter listed similar matters of 
objection which had already been outlined and addressed within the case officer’s 
report.  The development would be sympathetically designed to reflect the area and 
would not cause harm.   
 
Alderman Girvan felt it should have been noted within the report that a letter of 
objection from the Society had been received.   
 
Councillor McClean questioned if building would be permitted in the grounds of the 
nearby Royal Ulster Yacht Club. He was astounded that the area could be described 
as a gap site and felt that the planning considerations had been dismissive of the 
appearance being harmed. The Officer highlighted that the proposal was in 
conformity with QD1 and therefore respected the surrounding context. The Royal 
Ulster Yacht Club was a listed building therefore would be considered in an entirely 
different context.  The Officer also highlighted that the reference used by Mr Stelfox 
was in relation to definition of a gap site in the context of a policy within PPS 21 
relating to the countryside and ribboning.   
 
In response to questions from Alderman Graham, the Officer explained the open 
vista would be retained. Consideration had to be taken of the ATC as a whole, the 
scheme was a quality residential development and would not cause harm to the 
ATC.  
 
Alderman Graham enquired if the design as shown within the slides was deliberate 
in respect of maintaining open vista to the Brooklands property from the seafront.  In 
response the Officer confirmed that to the case.  
 
Councillor McIlveen stated that he had read through the Case Officer’s report, he 
was content with the assessment of the application and had not heard an argument 
to change his mind.  
 
Proposed by Councillor McIlveen, seconded by Alderman Carson, that 
recommendation be adopted and that Planning Permission be approved.  
 
The proposal was put to the meeting and declared carried with 9 voting FOR, 2 
AGAINST and 1 ABSTENTION. The voting resulted as follows:-  
 
FOR (9) AGAINST (2) ABSTAINED (1) ABSENT (3) 
Aldermen    Aldermen  
Carson    Keery  
Girvan    McDowell 
Graham     
Gibson     
Fletcher     
Henry     
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Councillors  Councillors  Councillor  Councillor  
Hunter  Dunne  Cathcart  Thompson  
McIlveen  McClean    
Walker     
 
RESOLVED, that the recommendation be adopted and that Planning 
Permission be granted.  
 
4.5 LA06/2016/0983/F - Kirkistown Golf Club – to rear of 146-184 Main Road, 

Cloughey 
 (Appendix V) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula  
Committee Interest: Application with 6 or more representations contrary to Officer’s 
recommendation 
Proposal: Retention of mounding to rear of 146-154 Main Road, Cloughey, 
relocation of 1st tee, erection of safety netting and associated site works 
Site Location: Kirkstown Golf Club Site to rear of 146 and 184 Main Road, 
Cloughey  
Recommendation: Approve Planning Permission.  
 
The Chairman advised that the application had been withdrawn from the agenda and 
therefore no speakers would be heard.  
 
The Head of Planning explained that a late objection had been received from a 
solicitor on behalf of objectors. Given the lateness of the objection, she had not had 
enough time to adequately address the matters raised. The matters included alleged 
lack of consideration of noise complaints and there was reference that pertinent 
information was being withheld from objectors, a matter which was being dealt with 
via the Information Commissioners Office.  The Head of Planning stated that she 
wished to take time to consider the correspondence and consult with Environmental 
Health on the matter.  Following discussion, it was concluded that the Committee 
would benefit from a site visit before considering the application at the next meeting.   
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Carson, seconded by Councillor 
Dunne, that a site visit be undertaken.  
 

COMFORT BREAK 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8.58 pm and reconvened at 9.16 pm.   
 
Alderman Carson did not return to the meeting.  
 
4.6 LA06/2017/0963/F – 59-61 Portaferry Road, Newtownards  
 (Appendix VI) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
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DEA: Newtownards 
Committee Interest: Application not in conformity with the Local Development Plan  
Proposal: Erection of an industrial unit for the servicing of motor vehicles and area 
of hardstanding for the display of motor vehicles for sale (retrospective) 
Site Location: 59-61 Portaferry Road, Newtownards  
Recommendation: Approve Planning Permission. 
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer (G Kerr) outlined the detail of the 
application which was a proposal for retrospective approval for erection of an 
industrial unit for the servicing of motor vehicles for an area of hardstanding for the 
display and sale of motor vehicles at 59 – 61 Portaferry Road, Newtownards. 
 
Portaferry Road was a busy thoroughfare leading out of Newtownards. The 
surrounding area had a mix of uses including a car washing facility adjacent to the 
site, a petrol filling station and the airport. Referring to the visuals, the Officer stated 
that opposite the site lay the Londonderry Park complex which included hockey and 
football pitches, bowling green, playing fields and a playpark with walkways laid out 
for the public. Londonderry Park and the area across the road on which the proposal 
was located was designated as open space in the local area plan. The Officer 
explained that it was for that reason the proposal was before Committee as 
technically the proposal was at odds with the local plan where the open space was to 
be protected. 
 
However, from ortho photographs taken from approximately 10 years ago it showed 
that the site was an area of rough hardstanding and it was considered that it made 
no contribution to the provision of open space in the area. Given the vast expanse of 
open space across the road at Londonderry Park, the fact that it was an established 
use on the site now seeking to be regularised, no representations had been made 
and consultees had no objection to the proposal, approval of the application was 
recommended. 
 
The Chairman invited Mr Dodds, Turley Associates forward to speak in support of 
the application.  
 
Mr Dodds concurred with the comments of the Planning Officer and the details 
contained within the Case Officer’s report. He respectfully requested that the 
Committee endorsed the recommendation.  
 
Members had no questions and Mr Dodds returned to the public gallery.   
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor McIlveen, seconded by Councillor 
Dunne, that the recommendation be adopted and that Planning Permission be 
granted.  
 
4.7  LA06/2017/1205/O – Rear garden of 19 Coastguard Lane, Orlock  
 (Appendix VII) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Bangor East and Donaghadee 
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Committee Interest: Application with 6 or more objections contrary to the officer’s 
recommendation.   
Proposal: Site for bungalow  
Site Location: Rear garden at 19 Coastguard Lane, Orlock, Groomsport  
Recommendation: Approve Planning Permission.  
 
Senior Planning Officer (P Kerr) outlined the detail of the application for Members 
which was a proposal for outline planning permission for a dwelling in the rear 
garden of 19 Coastguard Lane, Orlock, Groomsport. 
 
There were six objections from separate addresses considered in respect of that 
application and that was the reason for being before Committee. Shared 
Environmental Service was consulted due to the proximity to the Coastal Policy Area 
and was content with the proposal, providing mitigation measures were put in place 
on any approval through conditions and informatives. The proposal would not have 
an adverse effect on the integrity of any European Site. NIEA was consulted and 
required a biodiversity checklist to be completed which was undertaken by a 
professional ecologist and resulted in no issues for the site. The proposal would not 
result in any impact on the Local Landscape Policy Area (LLPA).  NI Water and DFI 
Roads have no objections to the proposal. 
 
With regard to consideration of the development plan, the site lay within the 
settlement limit for Orlock and just outside the Orlock LLPA and the Coastal Policy 
Area in Draft BMAP.  Within the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 the site 
lies within the greenbelt. Should Draft BMAP be adopted then Orlock would be 
deemed a settlement. The PAC report raised no concerns with the small settlement 
and therefore considerable weight had been attributed to BMAP.  
 
With regard to planning policy the proposal satisfied policy within PPS7 and its 
addendum. A dwelling on the site would not be out of context or character with the 
surrounding area. The site could accommodate a dwelling to meet the size 
standards set out in the addendum to PPS7. 
 
The proposal would not represent a significant increase in density for the 
surrounding area as the density around Orlock Lane was a much more compact 
pattern than what this proposal would create. Looking at the potential for the 
application to set an unacceptable precedent, it was viewed on its own merits and 
was not considered to cause any harm to the character or density of the area. Any 
further applications would be assessed on a case by case basis but as a standalone 
application, a refusal for the proposal could not be justified. Weight had been given 
to potential precedent but the fact that there are already dwellings on Orlock Lane 
and further down Coastguard Lane closer to the coastline than the proposal meant 
that the consideration had been weighted towards an approval. If further proposals 
were to come in for this area, then density may become an issue. With regard to 
impact of the traffic on Coastguard Lane, it was unlikely that one further dwelling 
would affect the amenity of neighbouring dwellings and roads had stated that there 
was an intensification of less than 5% created by the proposal. The upkeep of the 
private lane which was owned by the National Trust was a civil matter. As it was an 
application for outline planning permission, details could be agreed at reserved 
matters stage to ensure the scale, massing and design of the dwelling was 
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appropriate for the locality and to ensure there was no significant impact on 
neighbouring dwellings. The Officer suggested a height restriction condition of 6.5 
metres to ensure views of the proposal were minimal and to safeguard the amenity 
of neighbouring dwellings. 
 
Alderman Fletcher asked if the application could create the potential for development 
to spread in the area. In response the Officer stated that future applications would be 
considered on a case by case basis.  In terms of the current application, the plot size 
was generous to accommodate the proposal and would pose no impact on the 
character of the area.  
 
Alderman Fletcher posed further questions regarding the potential precedent that the 
application could set. The Officer explained that the potential for the application to 
set an unacceptable precedent was given consideration.  As a standalone 
application the proposal did not cause any harm to the character or density of the 
area.   
 
(Alderman Gibson re-entered the meeting – 9.26 pm) 
 
Councillor McClean questioned with applications being considered on a case by 
case basis if the density of the area could become an issue. Hypothetically the 
neighbouring properties could submit an application for a dwelling within their back 
gardens. Councillor McClean stated he could not see how the area could be 
safeguarded from the domino effect.  
 
The Officer stated that the cumulative impact had been given consideration. The 
intensification of the site, along with increased traffic had been explored and it was 
concluded that the proposal would not cause any harm to the area.  
 
The Chairman invited Mr D Thompson (Applicant) forward to speak in support of the 
application.  
 
Mr Thompson advised that he had lived at Orlock for over 30 years and therefore he 
knew the area well. He felt that often any form of change within the small area was 
frowned on by residents.  Mr Thompson stated that he was confident with the Case 
Officer’s assessment of the application and asked the Committee to endorse the 
recommendation.   
 
Alderman Henry asked if the property could be viewed from the Coastal Path. In 
response Mr Thompson advised that there was the potential for property to be part 
viewed from the Coastal Path.   
 
As there were no further questions Mr Thompson returned to the public gallery.   
 
Proposed by Alderman Henry, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the 
recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be approved.  
 
The proposal was put to the meeting with 7 voting FOR, 1 AGAINST and 2 
ABSTENTIONS.   
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FOR (7) AGAINST (1) ABSTAINED (2) ABSENT (4) 
Aldermen  Alderman   Aldermen  
Graham  Fletcher   Carson  
Girvan    Keery  
Henry    McDowell  
Councillors     
Dunne   Councillors  Councillor  
Hunter   Cathcart  Thompson  
McIlveen   McClean   
Walker     
 
*Alderman Gibson was unable to vote as he was absent during the consideration of 
the application.  
 
RESOLVED, that the recommendation be adopted and that Planning 
Permission be granted.  
 
4.3 LA06/2018/0214/A – 19-21 Bridge Street, Bangor  
 (Appendix III) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Bangor Central  
Committee Interest: Called in by Elected Member  
Proposal: Replacement section of signage to be a digital illuminated board with 
moving image text, fixed directly to the existing painted timber sign board 
Site Location: 19-21 Bridge Street, Bangor  
Recommendation: Refusal of consent.   
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (A Todd) detailed that the application 
sought advertising consent for a digital illuminated board with moving text images to 
be fixed to an existing timber sign at McCullough’s, 19-21 Bridge Street, Bangor. The 
application was recommended for refusal and had been brought before Planning 
Committee for consideration following a call in request by a member. The reason 
given for the call in was to allow further consideration of the comments received from 
Historic Environment Division as other significant buildings such as the McKee clock 
were regularly illuminated by coloured LED lighting.  
 
The site lay within Bangor town centre facing out towards the Marina and McKee 
Clock and was also within Bangor Central Area of Townscape Character as 
proposed in the Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan.  The digital sign seeking 
permission was already in place, displayed illuminated moving text and was mounted 
on the lower section of an existing sign located above the first floor of the building. 
No approval of advertising consent for the existing sign could be found.  
 
In the consideration of the application the views from the host building and the 
surrounding were investigated. The Officer detailed that the host building occupied a 
prominent and highly visible position within the town centre and Bangor Central ATC, 
fronting towards the waterfront public realm and Marina area. In terms of the 
proposed ATC designation, Draft BMAP identified the key features of the ATC and 
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among those, numerous examples of high quality, Georgian, Victorian, Edwardian 
and inter-war buildings were highlighted within the immediate area around the site. 
The listed McKee Clock and listed former court house were also within close 
proximity to the site. Signage within the immediate area was very much restricted to 
shop front fascia signage at ground floor level. No evidence of advertising consent 
for the large existing first floor sign at McCullough’s could be found and large, 
obtrusive signs on upper floor levels had been resisted in the past. Similar proposals 
for large or illuminated signage at upper floor levels had been refused consent and 
dismissed at appeal in the past at 5-7 Bridge Street (Café Cod) and at 2-6 High 
Street (The Rose and Chandler). 
 
The proposal had been assessed against policy AD1 of PPS17 which dealt with the 
control of outdoor advertisements, policy ATC3 of the Addendum to PPS 6 which 
deals specifically with the control of advertisements within ATCs and policy BH11 of 
PPS6 which considers development affecting the setting of a listed building. It was 
considered that the sign failed to comply with all three of those policies. Policy AD1 
of PPS17 required that an advertisement must respect amenity when assessed in 
the context of the general characteristics of the locality. The policy defined amenity 
as the effect of an advertisement upon the appearance of a building or the 
immediate area where it was displayed. For proposals for signage on upper floors, 
Annex A of the policy advised that these were generally considered to be out of 
place as they were obtrusive and dominant over long distances given their elevated 
positions and result in clutter. Annex A goes on to advise that signs on upper floors 
should only be considered acceptable if they related to the scale of the building and 
read as part of the building.  
 
The digital illuminated sign under consideration clearly did not read as part of the 
building. The dark colour of the black background combined with the moving 
illuminated text result in a very obtrusive feature on the upper elevation of the 
building and within the street scene as a whole. The elevated position of the sign, 
also means that its obtrusive impact was seen over considerable distances within the 
immediate area. Furthermore, granting consent for this sign would set a very 
undesirable precedent for similar signage which would further detract from the 
appearance and character of the area and result in visual clutter. The sign also failed 
to maintain the overall appearance of the Area of Townscape Character. While the 
status of the ATC has returned to that of proposed following the quashing of the 
adoption of Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan, no objections to the designation were 
received at Public Inquiry stage, therefore it was likely that if BMAP was lawfully 
adopted, a Bangor Central ATC designation would be included. The draft plan 
designation therefore attracts appropriate weight as a consideration material to the 
assessment of the proposal. It was considered that the advertisement seeking 
consent would cause harm to the overall appearance of the ATC due to its size, 
nature, elevated position and incongruous design and materials when viewed in the 
context of the attractive buildings listed as features of this part of the ATC. 
Lastly, the sign was also considered to harm the setting of two listed buildings which 
are viewed in juxtaposition with it. Again, the scale, appearance and elevated 
position of the sign was out of keeping with the setting of these buildings and the 
moving digital image detracts attention from the listed buildings and was not 
considered to be visually harmonious. 
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The reason given for the call in request raised concerns regarding the consistency of 
HED’s approach within the area as a number of other significant buildings within the 
area including the McKee Clock were illuminated. It was not considered that the 
illumination of key buildings, some of which was only on a temporary basis, was 
comparable to the sign under consideration which would be a permanent fixture to 
the building and failed to contribute positively to the appearance of an attractive 
environment as required by the SPPS. 
 
In summary, the Officer detailed that it was considered that the sign not only failed to 
respect the appearance of the host building and its immediate area due to its size, 
nature and prominent location, but would also fail to maintain the overall appearance 
of the proposed Bangor Central ATC and would harm the setting of two nearby listed 
buildings. Furthermore, it was of concern that if consent was granted for the sign, a 
very undesirable precedent would be set for many more similar signs which would 
further harm the appearance of the area. For the reasons outlined, it was 
recommended that advertising consent should be refused. 
 
Councillor Dunne found it was ironic that the McKee Clock was a listed building 
which had been lit up a range of colours on many occasions.  He felt the Council 
should be delighted to see an active retail unit and he believed the sign was there to 
boost sales for the small business.  Councillor Dunne questioned if consideration 
would be given to the application if the times of illumination were restricted or the 
sign was moved.  
 
The Officer explained that not only the position, but the scale, materials and colour 
did not blend in sympathetically to the building frontage.  
 
Proposed by Councillor McClean, seconded by Alderman Henry, that the 
recommendation be adopted and that advertising consent be refused.   
 
Alderman Graham noted that TNI was content subject to conditions and he 
questioned the concerns expressed by Historic Environment Division. In response 
the Officer explained that the concerns of the HED related to the setting and how 
that would be viewed with the impact on the surroundings including the McKee Clock 
and Court House.  
 
Alderman Graham was unsure how legible the wording on the signage would be 
from a distance. He was content with the consideration given the matters highlighted 
by the Planning Officer. Alderman Graham questioned if the application could be 
given consideration if the height of signage would be reduced.  The Officer believed 
that the consideration would still remain as it was not only the position at first floor 
level, but the scale, materials and colour did not blend in sympathetically with the 
ATC.  
 
Alderman Henry was sympathetic to businesses who were trying to advertise. 
However, he felt the reasoning for refusal had been fully detailed and expressed 
concerns that the sign could be a distraction for motorists.  
 
The proposal was put to the meeting with 6 voting FOR, 1 AGAINST and 4 
ABSTENTIONS. The voting resulted as follows:-  
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FOR (6) AGAINST (1) ABSTAINED (4) ABSENT (4) 
Aldermen   Aldermen  Aldermen  
Henry   Graham  Carson  
Girvan   Gibson  Keery  
Fletcher    McDowell  
Councillors  Councillor  Councillors  Councillors  
McClean  Dunne  Cathcart  Thompson  
McIlveen   Hunter   
Walker     
 
RESOLVED, that the recommendation be adopted and that advertising consent 
be refused.  
 
4.8 LA06/2018/0229/F – 6no. pieces of public art based on Bangor Bell 
 (Appendix VIII) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report  
 
DEA: Bangor Central  
Committee Interest: Council Application  
Proposal: Installation of 6 no. pieces of public art based on the Bangor Bell which 
are satellite pieces to the main piece of art located at Bangor Abbey.  
Site Location: Lands adjacent to footpath North West of the Town Hall between 
Castle Park Avenue and Abbey Street, Bangor  
Recommendation: Approve Planning Permission.  
 
(Councillor McClean withdrew from the meeting – 9.45 pm) 
 
The Officer (P Kerr) outlined the proposal for the installation of 6no. pieces of public 
art based on the Bangor Bell which were satellite pieces to the main piece of art 
located at Bangor Abbey. The six pieces were 1.6m x08m x 0.15m with an inset 
bronze bell of 0.425m. The proposal was located at lands adjacent to the footpath 
north-west of the Town Hall between Castle Park Avenue and Abbey Street, Bangor. 
Historic Environment Division offered no objections to the proposal.  
 
With regard to the development plan, Draft BMAP was a material consideration 
relevant to the proposal. The proposal was located within the settlement limit of 
Bangor, Bangor Castle Historic Park, Garden and Demesne, and was within a Local 
Landscape Policy Area. It also lay within an area of existing open space and within 
an Area of Archaeological Potential. It was within the development limit in the extant 
North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995.  
 
The proposal complied with the policies laid out in the plans with regard to the 
designations on the site.  Turning to Planning Policy consideration, the proposal 
complied with the SPPS and PPS6. Historic Environment Division was consulted on 
the proposal with regard to impact on the setting of the listed buildings of Bangor 
Town Hall and the visitors centre and due to the nature and scale of the proposal 
was content and had no objections to the proposal. With regard to the protection of 
Parks, Gardens and Demesnes of Special Historic Interest the proposal would not 
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cause harm to or lead to any loss of this designation. Historic Monuments Unit had 
no objections.  With regard to Planning Policy Statement 8 and the protection of 
existing open space as the sculptures were modest and would not obstruct any 
pathways there would be no impact on the use of existing open space or on open 
space provision. The sculptures were complementary to the public’s enjoyment of 
the space. 
 
No trees or other areas of the natural environment would be impacted upon by the 
proposal. The proposal adheres to the development plan and complied with planning 
policy and it was therefore recommended that proposal should be granted planning 
permission.  
 
The Chairman invited questions from Members.  
 
Alderman Fletcher questioned the purpose of the pieces. In response the Officer 
stated that the pieces were street art reflecting the Bangor Bell which was situated at 
Bangor Abbey.   
 
Alderman Fletcher was not in favour of the art pieces and their visual appearance.  
 
Alderman Graham asked the material of pieces and was advised that the pieces 
would be granite and of a high-quality finish.   
 
Alderman Graham was in disagreement with Alderman Fletcher. He was unsure if 
the pieces were essential, however noted that funding for them had been received 
from an external source.  
 
Proposed by Alderman Henry, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the 
recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be granted.  
 
The proposal was put to the meeting and declared carried with 5 voting FOR, 3 
AGAINST and 2 ABSTENTIONS.  The voting resulted as follows:-  
 
 
FOR (5) AGAINST (3) ABSTAINED (2) ABSENT (5) 
Aldermen Aldermen   Aldermen  
Gibson  Girvan   Carson  
Graham Fletcher   Keery  
Henry    McDowell  
Councillors  Councillor Councillors Councillors  
Dunne  McIlveen  Cathcart  McClean  
Walker   Hunter  Thompson  
 
RESOLVED, that the recommendation be adopted and that Planning 
Permission be granted.  
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4.9 LA06/2018/0377/F – Open space approx. 33m NW of McKee Clock and 
immediately South of 5 Quay Street, Bangor 

 (Appendix IX)  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
 
DEA: Bangor Central  
Committee Interest: Application on land in which the Council has an interest  
Proposal: Temporary siting and operation of a 34 metre panoramic viewing wheel. 
Proposed operation dates 1st June to 15th July 2018. The wheel was illuminated 
Site Location: Open space approximately 33m northwest of McKee Clock, Bangor 
and immediately south of No 5 Quay Street  
Recommendation: Approve Planning Permission.  
 
The Officer (P Kerr) outlined the detail of the application. The proposed operation 
dates were 1st June 2018 to 15th July 2018.  She detailed that the proposal was 
located approximately 33m northwest of McKee Clock, Bangor and immediately 
south of No 5 Quay Street in an area of open space. There was planning history on 
the site permitting a funfair for no more than three months of the year which was 
granted permission but did not include this proposal. 
 
NIEA, HED, Transport NI, Shared Environmental Service and Environmental Health 
had no objections to the proposal. HED was consulted with regard to the impact of 
the proposal on the McKee Clock tower as it was a listed structure and responded 
that it had no concerns. Officers were therefore content that PPS 6 had been 
adhered to. 
 
With regard to the development plan, the Officer outlined that the draft BMAP was a 
material consideration. The proposal lay within a Local Landscape Policy Area, 
Bangor Town Centre, within an area of existing open space and within Bangor Urban 
Waterfront. The proposal was in conformity with the plan. The wheel was located 
temporarily in existing open space and did not obstruct access to the coast. 
 
The proposal benefited from permitted development rights for the first 28 days of 
operation but as that proposal exceeded the time limit, it had been assessed against 
the relevant policy criteria in PPS16: Tourism and PPS8: Open Space, and was 
considered to comply with the policies given the temporary nature of the structure. 
The proposal was a form of tourism development located in an appropriate area and 
was respectful scale and design. The proposal would not result in the loss of open 
space as only a portion of the open space would be occupied for a short, temporary 
period.  The Officer stated that with appropriate conditions it was recommended that 
the proposal was granted temporary planning permission. 
 
The Chairman invited questions from Members.  
 
Councillor Walker questioned why the application was retrospective highlighting that 
it was not the first time he had seen the Council submit a retrospective application.  
In response the Head of Planning clarified that the application was not a Council 
application and had been submitted by the operator of the wheel.  As the wheel 
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would be in place for more than 28 days the application exceeded the time limit for 
permitted development rights and therefore a planning application was required.  
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Gibson, seconded by Alderman 
Henry, that the recommendation be adopted and that Planning Permission be 
approved.  
 

5. UPDATE ON PLANNING APPEALS  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning detailing that the following appeal was allowed on 6 June 
2018: 
 
Appeal reference:  2017/A0222  
Application Reference: LA06/2017/0179/O  
Appeal by:   Mark Adamson   
Subject of Appeal: Refusal of planning permission for “Dwelling in a cluster 

with access from Craigdarragh Road” 
Location: Site between 59 61 and 63 Craigdarragh Road, Helens 

Bay, BT19 1UB 
 
The application was refused by the Council on 5 February 2018 for the following 
reasons: 

 
i. The proposal was contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement, 

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

ii. The proposal was contrary to Policy CTY 1 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that there were no overriding 
reasons why the development was essential in the rural location and could not 
be located within a settlement; 

iii. The proposal was contrary to Policy CTY 2a of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside as the site does not represent a 
new dwelling in an existing cluster as the existing development was not 
considered to meet the criteria of what constitutes a cluster as there were not 
4 or more buildings, it was not a visual entity in the local landscape nor was it 
associated with a focal point or crossroads;  

iv. The proposal was contrary to Policy CTY 8 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside as the site does not represent a 
small gap site in a substantially built up frontage and the proposal does not 
respect the existing development pattern in terms of size, scale and siting; 

v. The proposal was contrary to Policy CTY 13 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the proposed 
development would not be visually integrated into the surrounding landscape 
as the site lacks long established boundaries for the building to integrate into 
the countryside; 

vi. The proposal was contrary to Policy CTY 14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the proposed 
development was unduly prominent in the landscape and would result in a 
sub urban style build-up of development when viewed with existing buildings; 
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vii. The proposal was contrary to Policy ENV 1, Local Landscape Policy Areas of 
the draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan in that it would if permitted have an 
adverse effect on the Seahill Local Landscape Policy Area SL 06 by eroding 
the rural character of the area;   

viii. The proposal was contrary to Policy COU 1, Rural Landscape Wedges of the 
draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan in that it would if permitted have an 
adverse effect on the Seahill Rural Landscape Wedge by creating a sub 
urban build-up of development eroding the visual separation of the 
settlements of Seahill and Helen’s Bay. 

 
The Commissioner did not consider that lack of definition on the northern boundary 
was critical to her consideration.  The Commissioner also found it was not a 
determining factor, contrary to the Policy, that the cluster wasn’t located at a focal 
point or a crossroads.  She found that ‘in the round’ the Policy was met. 
  
The Planning Department had serious concern with the policy interpretation engaged 
by the Commissioner in this particular case and was reviewing its position in this 
regard. 
 
2. The following appeal was dismissed on 8 June 2018: 
 
Appeal reference:  2017/A0185   
Application Reference: LA06/2016/0228/F  
Appeal by:   Dr Christopher McGimpsey   
Subject of Appeal: Refusal of planning permission for “Conversion of 

building to dwelling” 
Location: 106 Glen Road Comber BT23 5QT 

 
The application was refused by the Council on for the following reasons: 
 
i. The proposal was contrary to CTY 1 of Planning Policy Statement 21: 

Sustainable Development in the Countryside as there were no overriding 
reasons why the development was essential and could not be located in a 
settlement. 

 
ii. The proposal was also contrary to Paragraph 6.73 of the Strategic Planning 

Policy Statement for Northern Ireland in that the building was not a locally 
important building. 

 
iii. The proposal was contrary to Policy AMP 2 of Planning Policy Statement 3, 

Access, Movement and Parking in that the applicant has not submitted 
sufficient information to demonstrate that adequate visibility splays could be 
provided where the access joins Glen Road. 

 
The Commissioner upheld the Council’s first and second reasons for refusal and 
considered that the third could be appropriately dealt with by way of a negative 
condition.  The appeal was therefore dismissed. 
 
NEW APPEALS 
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There had been no new appeals lodged since 22 May 2018. 
 
Details of appeal decisions, new appeals and scheduled hearings could be viewed at 
www.pacni.gov.uk. 
 
RECOMMENDED that members note the content of this report. 
 
(Alderman Graham withdrew from the meeting – 9.57 pm)  
 
Proposed by Alderman Gibson, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the 
recommendation be adopted.  
 
In respect of the Appeal No 2017/A0222, Alderman Fletcher referred to the outcome 
and noted the Planning Department’s serious concerns in respect of policy 
interpretation. In response the Head of Planning stated that it was a matter of 
concern and that the Planning Department had three months within which to decide 
if it wished to go down the route of judicial review. Leona Maginn, Planning Officer 
was due to attend a meeting with the PAC to outline the Planning Department’s 
concerns in respect of the apparent inconsistency of interpretation of planning policy. 
The Head of Planning stated that she would review the matter including recent PAC 
decisions and decide if Council should challenge the decision bearing in mind the 
legal costs involved. She hoped that within the next two weeks she would be in 
position to make a decision in that regard.   
 
AGREED, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 

6. PLANNING BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT – MAY 2018 
(FIN45)  

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning detailing that the Planning Budgetary Control Report 
covered the 2-month period 1 April to 31 May 2018. The net cost of the service was 
showing an over spend of £8,884 (6.0%). 
 
Explanation of Variance 
 
A Budgetary Control Report by Income and Expenditure for Planning was, also, 
shown on page 2 which analyses the overall adverse variance (£8,884) by 
expenditure (£21,277 favourable) and income (£30,161 adverse).  
  
PLANNING 
 
Expenditure - £21.2k (6.4%) better than budget to date. The favourable variance 
was mainly made up of the following: - 
  

a. Payroll £21.6k favourable due to vacancies. A vacant HPTO post was 
expected to be filled towards end of June and a vacant administration 
post was to be trawled in June. 
 

http://www.pacni.gov.uk/
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Income - £30.2k (16.4%) worse than budget to date. The adverse variance was 
mainly made up of the following: - 
 

b. Planning application income was £30.2k worse than budget to date. 
There has been a downturn in applications submitted in recent 
months. 

 

Note Year to Date 

Actual

Year to Date 

Budget

Variance Annual 

Budget

Variance

£ £ £ £ %

Planning

330 Planning 158,084 149,200 8,884 1,065,900 6.0 

Totals 158,084 149,200 8,884 1,065,900 6.0 

BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

By Directorate and Service

Period 2 - May 2018

 
 
 

Note Actual Budget Variance Actual Budget Variance

£ £ £

Planning

330 Planning 312,123 333,400 (21,277) (154,039) (184,200) 30,161 

Totals 312,123 333,400 (21,277) (154,039) (184,200) 30,161 

BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

By Income and Expenditure

Period 2 - May 2018

Expenditure Income

 
 
RECOMMENDED that the Committee notes this report. 
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Gibson, seconded by 
Alderman Graham, that the recommendation be adopted.  

 

7. DETAILS OF PRE APPLICATION NOTIFICATIONS RECEIVED  
 (Appendix X) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning attaching table detailing the PANS received to date.  
 
Whilst discussing the Planning Budget report at the Planning Committee meeting of 
12 June, it was agreed that it would be useful for members to receive a report 
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detailing potential income that may be expected from major applications which may 
be anticipated as a result of submission of a Pre Application Notification. 
 
Section 27 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 required that prior to 
submitting an application for planning permission for a major development, the 
prospective applicant must give notice to the council that an application for planning 
permission for the development was to be submitted – known as a ‘Proposal of 
Application Notice’ (PAN). 
 
The table sets out the PANs received to date and the associated details regarding 
whether an application was submitted.  There was no legislative requirement that a 
PAN must be followed by an application. 
 
It was proposed, going forward, that a report would be presented on a quarterly 
basis with only those PANs included for which an associated application had not yet 
been received and an estimate of associated fee, where possible, if the application 
was submitted. 
 
RECOMMENDED that Members note the content of the table. 

Alderman Girvan welcomed the report. She noted the amount of work involved and 
the number of applications forthcoming.  

 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Girvan, seconded by 
Alderman Gibson, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 
(Alderman Graham re-entered the meeting – 10.01 pm) 

 

8. SPECIAL PLANNING COMMITTEES MEETING FOR LDP  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning detailing that Members were aware of the timetabling for 
the production of the Local Development Plan (LDP) and Council agreed to call 
special meetings of Planning Committee to progress that. 
 
In order to progress towards agreement of a consultation document for Preferred 
Options in 3rd quarter 2018, it was recommended that the following Special Planning 
Committees were convened: 

• 21 August 2018 

• 17 October 2018 

• 21 November 2018  

RECOMMENDED that Council approve the scheduling of special Planning 
Committees for the purposes of hearing matters related to the production of the 
Local Development Plan as outlined. 
 
Councillor Walker advised that he would be unable to attend the August meeting and 
suggested that Officers ensure there would be a quorum in attendance. 
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The Director advised that Democratic Services would send out the diary notifications 
and collate responses to ensure a quorum was available.  
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded 
by Councillor Hunter, that the recommendation be adopted.  

 

9. COPY OF LETTERS ISSUED TO RSUA AWARD WINNERS  
           (Appendix XI)  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning attaching corresponding letters. The report detailed that 
on the Planning Committee meeting on 12 June 2018 it was requested that the 
Chairman write on behalf of Members to the winners of recent RSUA design awards 
for particular sites within the Borough. A copy of those letters as signed by the 
Chairman and issued from the Planning Department were attached to the report for 
Members’ information. 
 
NOTED.  
 

TERMINATION OF MEETING  
 
The meeting terminated at 10.03 pm.  



         ITEM 5.1 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference 
 
LA06/2017/1072/O 
 

Proposal Site for dwelling on a farm 

Location 
Lands approximately 15m north of 48 Ballydorn Road, 
Killinchy 
DEA – Comber 

Committee Interest 

• Call In by Cllr McIlveen (delegated list 23/04/18) 

• Deferred for site visit at PC meeting of 12 June 2018 

• Deferred for ‘Minded to Approve’ motion at PC 
meeting of 3 July 2018 

Validated September 2017 

Summary 

• Main issues – principle of development of farm 
dwelling in the countryside; whether the farm has 
been established for at least 6 years and is currently 
active 
 

• No letters of objection/support 
 

• Consultees have no objections 
 

• Considered that the farm business (DARD number 
653379) has been in existence for 6 years, however 
excludes application site and single farm payment has 
not been claimed in the last 6 years - Agent therefore 
requested to supply sufficient information to 
demonstrate business currently active 

 

• Limited and insufficient information received relating to 
specific farm business/address 

 

• First bullet point of Policy CTY 10 – ‘the farm business 
is currently active and has been established for at 
least 6 years’ considered not to be met 

 

• Site visit undertaken 2 July 2018 
 

• Deferred for ‘Minded to Approve’ Motion at Planning 
Committee meeting of 3 July 2018 

 

• Legal briefing note prepared on reasons proffered to 
support overturn from refusal to approval 

 

Attachments 
 

Item 5.1a – Report to Legal on reasoning for approval 
Item 5.1b – Legally Privileged Briefing Note 
Item 5.1c – The approach of the PAC 

 



 

Background 

1. Planning application reference LA06/2017/1072/O for a dwelling on a farm at 

land north of 48 Ballydorn Road, Killinchy, was called-in from the delegated list 

of 23 April 2018 by Cllr McIlveen with the following planning reason presented: 

‘concerned that this matter may be an exceptional case under CTY10 of PPS21’. 

2. The application was presented to the Planning Committee on 12 June 2018 with 

a recommendation to refuse for the following planning reason: 

‘The proposal is contrary to Policies CTY 1 and CTY 10 of PPS 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 has 

been established for six years and is currently active.’ 

3. The application was deferred from the June Planning Committee meeting for 

a site visit which took place on 2 July 2018. 

 

4. The application was then returned to the meeting of 3 July 2018. 

 

 

Reasoning and Material Planning Considerations 

5. Further to debate and discussion at two Planning Committee meetings and the 

visit to the site, the following considerations were advanced by Members 

contrary to the recommendation of Refusal made by the Planning Department: 

 

a. This was a countryside management scheme; 

b. This business was clearly not to provide income; 

c. This activity required management and maintenance of biodiversity of the 

site; 

d. this type of farming was to be encouraged as biodiversity is under threat 

from aggressive farming methods; 

e. decision making and land management had been demonstrated by the 

applicant in relation to his business; and 

f. a dwelling in the position indicated, replacing an agricultural shed, would 

have no material significance to the countryside. 

 

6. The application was further deferred following a motion of ‘Minded to Approve’ 

being passed at the meeting of 3 July, to allow the Planning Department to 

prepare a note of the reasoning, accompanied with draft conditions to 

accompany any approval of planning permission.  Furthermore, the Planning 

Department was requested to seek legal advice on the robustmess of the 

reasoning for approval. 

 



7. A report was prepared and provided to the Planning Department’s lawyers for 

information – details provided in Item 5.1a. 

 

8. Following receipt of the Legal Briefing Note, the Planning Department has further 

expanded on compliance of the application with criterion (c) of Policy CTY 10, 

and further Policies 13, 14 and 16, and also highlighted the approach of the 

Planning Appeals Commission to the interpretation of criterion (a) which is the 

central issue upon which the ‘minded to’ motion was passed, as recommended. 

 

Consideration of the relevant policies within PPS 21: Sustainable Development 

in the Countryside 

9. The Planning Department had considered that the proposal failed to meet the 

first criterion of Policy CTY 10 – Dwellings on Farms, in that the farm business is 

currently active and has been established for at least six years. 

 

10. The remaining criteria require that: 

 

(b) no development opportunities have been sold off from the farm holding 

within 10 years of the date of the application, and  

(c) any new building is visually linked or sited to cluster with an established 

group of buildings on the farm and that access should be obtained from an 

existing lane. 

 

11. Criterion (b) is met, and in respect of criterion (c) the existing dwelling at 48 

Ballydorn Road with its ancillary building within its curtilage have been accepted 

for the purpose of the policy as comprising the established group of buildings on 

the farm, should criterion (a) be accepted as being met by the Planning 

Committee. 

 

12. Policy CTY 13 – Integration and Design of Buildings in the Countryside is 

considered to be met, subject to inclusion on any approval of appropriate 

conditions relating to height and design. 

 

13. Policy CTY 14 – Rural Character, is not considered to be offended by the 

proposal. 

 

14. Policy CTY 16 – Development relying on Non- Mains Sewerage – the proposal 

includes provision for a septic tank.  NIW was consulted on this application and 

provided no objections to the proposal. 

 

Consideration of the application site and its location outside of the ‘farm 

business’ 

15. No. 48 Ballydorn Road, its curtilage and ancillary building, and the land subject 

of the proposal including two outbuildings lie outwith the lands identified as being 



within the Farm Business ID number provided.  It has been established that the 

land subject of the application site has been in the ownership of the applicant for 

more than six years.  It has further been established, via information provided, 

and through the site visit, that agricultural equipment, including a tractor is stored 

within these buildings for the purpose of carrying out the activities on the land 

purported to be the farm business.  

 

16. Whilst the application site is not included on the farm maps, it is understood that 

only fields are included within such maps, and dwellings and buildings are 

excluded.  The Planning Department does not consider that the exclusion of the 

application site from the farm map submitted to be fatal to the consideration of 

the application. 

 

Conclusion 

17. Should the Planning Committee vote to approve the application, contrary to 

the recommendation of the Planning Department, the following draft 

conditions are provided for information.   

 

 

Proposed Conditions 

 

a) As required by Section 62 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011, 

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: Time Limit 

 

b) 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: To enable the Council to consider in detail the proposed development 

of the site. 

 
c) A detailed landscaping scheme shall be submitted to the Council for approval at 

Reserved Matters stage.  It shall include indications of all existing trees and 
hedgerows on the land together with details of any to be retained, all proposed 
planting with a labelled key and associated fencing along new boundaries. 

 



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

standard of landscape. 

 

d) The proposed layout, submitted as a part of the Reserved Matters, shall be in 
broad conformity with the site layout within the Design and Access Statement on 
Drawing No. 17-07-03 bearing date stamp 06 September 2017. 

 
Reason: To ensure that the development is satisfactorily integrated into the 
landscape. 

 
e) The proposed dwelling shall have a ridge height of no greater than X metres 

above finished floor level and an under-build depth of no more than 0.45 metres. 
 

Reason: To ensure that the development is satisfactorily integrated into the 
landscape. 

 
f) The proposed design, submitted as a part of the Reserved Matters, shall be in 

broad conformity with the Illustrative Proposal within the Design and Access 
Statement on Drawing No. X bearing the date stamp 06 September 2017. 
 

Reason: To ensure that the development is satisfactorily integrated into the 

landscape. 

 
g) No development shall take place until a plan of the site has been submitted to 

and approved by the Council indicating the existing ground levels, the finished 
floor levels of the proposed building and the position, height and materials of any 
retaining walls.  Development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved plans. 

 
Reason: To ensure the development takes account of the site's natural features 

and to safeguard the amenities of the surrounding area. 

 

h) 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 form RS1. 

 

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

road safety and the convenience of road users. 

 
i) A suitable buffer of at least 10m must be maintained between the location of all 

construction works including refuelling, storage of oil/fuel, concrete mixing and 
washing areas, storage of machinery/material/spoil etc. and the red line 
boundary.  

 
Reason: To protect the features of the SAC/SPA/Ramsar sites in the adjacent 

Strangford Lough.  

 

j) All construction activity shall be confined within site boundaries and the 
boundary of Strangford Lough SPA/SAC/Ramsar shall not be disturbed in any 
way.  

 



Reason: To protect the features of the SAC/SPA/Ramsar sites in the adjacent 

Strangford Lough. 

 

 

Recommendation:  That Members note the content of this report, and should 

planning permission be granted, delegated authority be given 

to the Head of Planning to refine the conditions as appropriate, 

and attach any informatives as considered necessary. 



Background 

1. Planning application reference LA06/2017/1072/O for a dwelling on a farm at 

land north of 48 Ballydorn Road, Killinchy, was called-in from the delegated list 

of 23 April 2018 by Cllr McIlveen with the following planning reason presented: 

‘concerned that this matter may be an exceptional case under CTY10 of PPS21’. 

2. The application was presented to the Planning Committee on 12 June 2018 with 

a recommendation to refuse for the following planning reason: 

‘The proposal is contrary to Policies CTY 1 and CTY 10 of PPS 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 has 

been established for six years and is currently active.’ 

 
Reasoning and Material Planning Considerations 

3. Further to debate and discussion at two Planning Committee meetings and a 

visit to the site, the following considerations were advanced by Members: 

 
a. This was a countryside management scheme; 

b. This business was clearly not to provide income; 

c. This activity required management and maintenance of biodiversity of the 

site; 

d. this type of farming was to be encouraged as biodiversity is under threat 

from aggressive farming methods; 

e. decision making and land management had been demonstrated by the 

applicant in relation to his business; and 

f. a dwelling in the position indicated, replacing an agricultural shed, would 

have no material significance to the countryside. 

 

Consideration of the relevant policies within PPS 21: Sustainable Development 

in the Countryside 

4. The Planning Department had considered that the proposal failed to meet the 

first criterion of Policy CTY 10 – Dwellings on Farms, in that the farm business is 

currently active and has been established for at least six years. 

 

5. The remaining criteria require that: 

 
(b) no development opportunities have been sold off from the farm holding 

within 10 years of the date of the application, and  



(c) any new building is visually linked or sited to cluster with an established 

group of buildings on the farm and that access should be obtained from an 

existing lane. 

 
6. Criterion (b) is met, and in respect of criterion (c) the existing dwelling at 48 

Ballydorn Road with its ancillary building within its curtilage have been accepted 

for the purpose of the policy as comprising the established group of buildings on 

the farm, should criterion (a) be accepted as being met by the Planning 

Committee. 

 
7. Policy CTY 13 – Integration and Design of Buildings in the Countryside is 

considered to be met, subject to inclusion on any approval of appropriate 

conditions relating to height and design. 

 
8. Policy CTY 14 – Rural Character, is not considered to be offended by the 

proposal. 

 
9. Policy CTY 16 – Development relying on Non- Mains Sewerage – the proposal 

includes provision for a septic tank.  NIW was consulted on this application and 

provided no objections to the proposal. 

 

Consideration of the application site and its location outside of the ‘farm 

business’ 

10. No. 48 Ballydorn Road, its curtilage and ancillary building, and the land subject 

of the proposal including two outbuildings lie outwith the lands identified as being 

within the Farm Business ID number provided.  It has been established that the 

land subject of the application site has been in the ownership of the applicant for 

more than six years.  It has further been established, via information provided, 

and through the site visit, that agricultural equipment, including a tractor is stored 

within these buildings for the purpose of carrying out the activities on the land 

purported to be the farm business.  

 

11. Whilst the application site is not included on the farm maps, it is understood that 

only fields are included within such maps, and dwellings and buildings are 

excluded.  The Planning Department does not consider that the exclusion of the 

application site from the farm map submitted to be fatal to the consideration of 

the application. 

 

 

 



Conclusion 

12. Should the Planning Committee vote to approve the application, contrary to 

the recommendation of the Planning Department, the following draft 

conditions are provided for information.   

 

Proposed Conditions 

 

• As required by Section 62 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011, 

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: Time Limit 

 

• 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: To enable the Council to consider in detail the proposed development 
of the site. 

 

• A detailed landscaping scheme shall be submitted to the Council for approval at 
Reserved Matters stage.  It shall include indications of all existing trees and 
hedgerows on the land together with details of any to be retained, all proposed 
planting with a labelled key and associated fencing along new boundaries. 

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

• The proposed layout, submitted as a part of the Reserved Matters, shall be in 
broad conformity with the site layout within the Design and Access Statement on 
Drawing No. 17-07-03 bearing date stamp 06 September 2017. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the development is satisfactorily integrated into the 
landscape. 
 

• The proposed dwelling shall have a ridge height of no greater than X metres 
above finished floor level and an under-build depth of no more than 0.45 metres. 
 



Reason: To ensure that the development is satisfactorily integrated into the 
landscape. 
 

• The proposed design, submitted as a part of the Reserved Matters, shall be in 
broad conformity with the Illustrative Proposal within the Design and Access 
Statement on Drawing No. X bearing the date stamp 06 September 2017. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the development is satisfactorily integrated into the 
landscape. 
 

• No development shall take place until a plan of the site has been submitted to 
and approved by the Council indicating the existing ground levels, the finished 
floor levels of the proposed building and the position, height and materials of any 
retaining walls.  Development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved plans. 
 
Reason: To ensure the development takes account of the site's natural features 
and to safeguard the amenities of the surrounding area. 
 

• 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 form RS1. 
 
Reason: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of 
road safety and the convenience of road users. 

 

• A suitable buffer of at least 10m must be maintained between the location of all 
construction works including refuelling, storage of oil/fuel, concrete mixing and 
washing areas, storage of machinery/material/spoil etc. and the red line 
boundary.  
 
Reason: To protect the features of the SAC/SPA/Ramsar sites in the adjacent 
Strangford Lough.  

 

• All construction activity shall be confined within site boundaries and the 
boundary of Strangford Lough SPA/SAC/Ramsar shall not be disturbed in any 
way.  
 
Reason: To protect the features of the SAC/SPA/Ramsar sites in the adjacent 
Strangford Lough. 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
That Members note the content of this report, and should planning permission be 
given, delegated authority be given to the Head of Planning to refine the 
conditions as appropriate, and attach any informatives as considered necessary. 
 



Item 5.1c 
 
THE APPROACH OF THE PLANNING APPEALS COMMISSION (PAC)  
 
1. As previously presented, the PAC does not have a consistent approach to the 

issues raised within this particular application. Plainly, each case turns on its own 
facts and judgements have to be made by the Committee relating to same within 
the confines of the planning policy giving its ordinary objective meaning.  

 
Provision of a Farm Business ID and additional evidence  
 
2. As previously advised to the Committee, Policy CTY 10 does not expressly require 

the provision of a Farm Business ID within its wording. However, the justification 
and amplification paragraph referred to above notes the requirement for same.  
The Committee has previously been advised that the PAC’s approach to this 
criterion of the Policy is that a farm business ID is the ‘preferred means’ of 
evidencing an active and established farm business.   

 
3. Not having a farm business ID is not considered fatal to proving agricultural activity 

(Appeal ref 2017/A0010).  The Commission on the issue of the requirement for a 
Farm Business ID noted at paragraph 10:  

 
“…However, I accept that, if an appellant has no business ID number, this on its 
own would not be fatal to proving agricultural activity, if sufficient alternative 
evidence existed to demonstrate same.”  

 
4. The PAC noted in Appeal ref 2015/A0117:  
 

“8. …..Albeit that a farm business ID more than 6 years old is not the only way of 
showing that the farm business is currently active and has been established for the 
required period, he did not provide supporting evidence such as herd books, farm 
accounts, livestock, tax returns, bank statements etc. Proof that the appellant has 
owned the land for more than 6 years does not, of itself, satisfy criterion (a) of 
Policy CTY 10”  

 
5. The Committee should also not lose sight of the fact that the criteria set down in 

CTY 10 (a) does not just require the evidence of an active and established farm 
business but must also establish that it has been in existence for “at least 6 years”. 
Thus, you may establish, without a Farm Business ID, that an existing farm 
business is ‘active and established’ but then fall short of the required period of “at 
least 6 years” noted in the policy.  

 
6. 33. Given the above, it is reasonable to assume that should an Applicant provide a 

Farm Business ID which has been in existence for the past 6 years the Committee 
would be entitled to, on balance, conclude that this satisfied part of the policy 
criterion of evidencing an ‘active and established farm business for a period of 6 
years.’ This is subject to evidence of ‘activity’ being furnished to back up the 
existence of the Farm Business ID of the required 6-year period.  
 

7. In respect of this application, in addition to the Farm Business ID put forward, the 
applicant proffered further evidence in the form of receipts and invoices which he 
considers demonstrate agricultural activity over the requisite time period. 

 
8. In the recent decision reference: 2017/A0010 the Commissioner comments at 

paragraph 8:  



 
“In terms of the word ‘active’, I note that policy does not require a particular level of 
agricultural activity; the farm does not have to be economically viable, and a 
‘hobby’ farmer could feasibly meet the requirement. Nevertheless, it is still 
necessary for the appellant to demonstrate that the requirements of policy are 
met…” (emphasis added)  

 
9. It should be noted that the PAC rightly note in the majority of their decisions that 

each case turns on its own facts.  
 
 



          ITEM 5.2 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2016/0983/F 

Proposal 

Retention of mounding to rear of 146-154 Main Road, 
Cloughey, relocation of 1st tee, erection of safety netting 
and associated site works. 
 

Location 

Kirkistown Golf Club Site to rear of 146 and 184 Main 
Road Cloughey 
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 

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

Validated 13 October 2016 

Summary 

 
Main considerations: 
 

• Principle of development on an existing golf course 

• Visual and residential amenity impacts on neighbouring 
properties adjoining the golf course 

• Health and safety issues 

• 30 objections received from 10 addresses 

• Concerns include loss of outlook and visual impact of 
netting/fencing erected to stop golf balls affecting 
properties 

• Complaints of noise made in objection letters but 
Environmental Health has received no noise 
complaints 

• Bunding has been constructed on land to the rear of 
properties which objectors feel is unsightly  

• Alleged antisocial behaviour by golfers when teeing off 
from the first tee 

• Planning cannot control how the Golf Club operates 
with regards to member behaviour 

• Solicitor’s letter dated 02 July 2018 on behalf of Main 
Road Residents’ Group has been considered and 
detailed in the case officer report 

• No objections from consultees 

• A site visit is scheduled for Tuesday 31 July 2018 and 
will form part of the determination of this application. 

 
 

 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment Item 5.2a -  Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref: LA06/2016/0983/F DEA:  Ards Peninsula 

Proposal: Retention of mounding to rear of 146-154 Main Road, Cloughey, relocation 
of 1st tee, erection of safety netting and associated site works. 

Location: Kirkistown Golf Club Site to rear of 146 and 184 Main Road Cloughey  

Applicant: Kirkistown Castle Golf Club Agent: Patrick Johnson  

Date Valid: 13/10/2016 ES Requested: No 

Date last Advertised: 14/12/2017 

Date last Neighbour Notified: 18/01/2018 

Consultations: Yes 
Consultee Response 

Ards and North Down Borough 
Council Environmental Health  

No objection, subject to conditions 

Historic Environment Division No objection 

Representations: Yes 
Letters of Support: 0 
Letters of Objection: 30 letters of objection (10 addresses) 
Petitions:  
Summary of Main Issues: 

 

• Principle of development 

• Visual and residential amenity impacts 

• Health and safety 
 

Case Officer: Caroline Herron  

Email: caroline.herron@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 

 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

The site is located outside the development limit of Cloughey, in the countryside.   The 

site is part of Kirkistown Castle Golf Club and is on the north-western side of Main 

Road.  The area outlined in red is located to the rear of 146 to 184 Main Road and 

encompasses the 1st tee box of Kirkistown Golf Club which is situated north-east of the 

club house and north-west of Nos. 146a – 148 Main Road.  The tee box in situ is approx. 

30m in length and approx. 2.5m from the boundary with the dwellings.  The red line 

also includes the mounding along the party boundary which is 2m in height when 

compared to the rear gardens of the adjacent dwellings.  The mound is covered in rough 

grass and there is existing fencing to the rear of 158a – 160 Main Road. 

 

mailto:caroline.herron@ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk
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2.   Site Location Plan 

 
 

3.   Planning History 

 

Location Kirkistown Castle Golf Club Cloughey Newtownards 

Proposal To erect a protective fence in an attempt to prevent stray golf balls 
straying onto surrounding property 

Decision Permission granted 

Date 2 August 2007 

Comments Two objections received 

 

The Golf Club commenced engineering works on the course which resulted in calls 
from residents to the then Department of the Environment Planning Department’s 
Enforcement Section in October 2014.  As a result of investigations and a warning 
letter issued on 18th May 2015, a retrospective planning application was 
subsequently received on 22 June 2015 - detailed below. 

 

Reference LA06/2015/0368/F 

Location 142 Main Street, Kirkistown, Cloughey 
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Proposal - Proposed retention of works carried out to improve golf club including 
adjustment to 1st tee and regrading of ground 

Decision Application withdrawn 

Date 13 October 2016 

Comments Proposal not acceptable in its current form as works are required 
beyond the red line identifying the site. 

 
It should be noted that EHD wrote to the Golf Club on 12 November 2015 to instruct 

the Club to cease use of the new summer tee (subject of the previous withdrawn 

application and this current application) and relocate play to the winter tee.  Further 

that the Club should engage the services of a suitably qualified golf course architect 

with demonstrable experience in dealing with and resolving issues of this nature, 

relating to the health and safety associated with the risk of injury/damage caused by 

off course ball strikes.  The Golf Club continues to use the winter tee, whilst this 

application is under consideration. 

 
 

 

4.   Planning Policy Framework  

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

 

• Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 (ADAP) 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage  

• Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement and Parking 

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

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

• Planning Policy Statement 21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside 

 

 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

N/A 

 

 

6.   Consultations  

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

a synopsis of responses is listed 

Consultee Response 

Ards and North Down 

Borough Council 

Environmental Health  

No objection to the application subject to conditions. 

NIEA Historic Environment 

Division 

Content that the proposal complies with the SPPS and 

PPS 6 archaeological policy requirements. 
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7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 

Proposal 

 

This is a retrospective application for the retention of mounding to rear of 146-154 Main 

Road, relocation of 1st tee, erection of safety netting and associated site works. 

 

Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 

 

Section 6(4) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 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.  Section 45 (1) requires 

regard to be had to the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to 

any other material considerations.  

 

The site is located just outside the settlement limit of Cloughey as designated in the 

Ards and Down Area Plan 2015.  The site is located within the Local Landscape Policy 

Area (LLPA) 1 Kirkistown Castle, Windmill, Rath and associated lands. The proposal is 

considered to be in conformity with the local plan provided all relevant regional policies 

are complied with. 

 

 

Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 

 

Under the SPPS, the guiding principle for planning authorities in determining planning 

applications is that sustainable development should be permitted, having regard to the 

development plan and all other material considerations unless the proposed 

development will cause demonstrable harm to interest of acknowledged importance.  

 

As required, regard has been made to the relevant development plan, Ards and Down 

Area Plan (ADAP) 2015, in the consideration of this application and the determination 

has been made that the proposal in accordance with the Plan.  Given the site’s location 

within the countryside the prevailing regional policy is provided by PPS 21 Sustainable 

Development in the Countryside. 

 

 

Planning Policy Statement 21 – Sustainable Development in the Countryside 

 

This policy sets out planning policies for development in the countryside. 

 

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. Outdoor sport and recreation is listed as suitable non-



 

5 

 

residential development in accordance with the Planning Policy Statement 8: Open 

Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation.  

 

 

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

 

This policy is for the protection of open space, the provision of new areas of open space 

in association with residential development and the use of land for sport and outdoor 

recreation, and advises on the treatment of these issues in development plans. It 

embodies the Government’s commitment to sustainable development, to the promotion 

of a more active and healthy lifestyle and to the conservation of biodiversity. 

 

Golf courses are listed within the definition of open space in Annex A of PPS 8.  A golf 

course, however, is not defined as ‘outdoor playing space’ although the National 

Playing Fields Association (NPFA) recognises that there are circumstances where 

some of them can make a valuable contribution to the total recreational provision of 

communities.  Golf facilities are listed in part (iv) of the Annex. 

 

The proposal will not involve the loss of any open space in accordance with Policy OS 

1: Protection of Open Space.  The site is part of a long standing 18-hole golf course 

which offers outdoor recreation to local residents and visitors from further afield.  This 

proposal is for internal reconfiguration and does not result in a loss of open space. 

 

Policy OS 3: Outdoor Recreation in the Countryside advises that planning permission 

will be granted for outdoor recreational use in the countryside where all the following 

criteria are met: 

 

(i) there is no adverse impact on features of importance to nature 

conservation, archaeology or built heritage; 

 

The site is located within the Kirkistown Castle, Windmill, Rath and associated lands 

Local Landscape Policy Area 1 (LLPA).  Historic Environment Division: Historic 

Monuments has assessed the application and on the basis of the information provided, 

and due to previous ground disturbance within the proposed development area, is 

content that the proposal complies with the SPPS and PPS 6 archaeological policy 

requirements.  The proposal is in close proximity to a barn at Kirkistown Castle, 

Cloughey (HB24 02 057) which was delisted in March 2001 and is now Record Only; 

and thus not relevant to the assessment.   

 

(ii) there is no permanent loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land 

and no unacceptable impact on nearby agricultural activities; 

 

The site is on a long established golf course and therefore no impact on agriculture. 
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(iii) there is no adverse impact on visual amenity or the character of the local 

landscape and the development can be readily absorbed into the 

landscape by taking advantage of existing vegetation and/or topography; 

 

The alterations to the first tee involved the regrading of the land to amend the tee box 

location and provide a bund to the rear of the residential properties 146a to 150 Main 

Road.  The bund increases in height from the golf shop where it is approximately 0.5m 

high to 2m higher than the ground level at No. 150 Main Road.   

 

The existing bund to the rear of 162 and 168a Main Road will be further extended in a 

northerly direction to direct golfers to play away from the residential properties on Main 

Road.   

 

1m high bunds are proposed to the rear of 170-184 Main Road to create an uneven 

surface for golfers in order to discourage golfers playing towards the residential 

properties on Main Road.   

 

The existing bund to the rear of the golf shop and the proposed bunds to the rear of 

162-184 Main Road will be finished in marram rough grass, with Scots Pines also to 

the rear of 170-178 Main Road planted in excess of 15m from the boundary.   

 

Two existing trees 70m from the south-eastern boundary of the site will be removed to 

the rear of 156A and 158 Main Road to facilitate the shared fairway of the 1st and 18th 

holes.  8m high netting is proposed to the rear of 150 – 152 Main Road and 162 – 168 

Main Road as these dwellings were considered to be at most risk from ball strike.  The 

fence to the rear of 150-152 Main Road extends 32m with the closest point being 2m 

from the party boundary and the garage of No. 150 Main Road.  The fence then extends 

away from the boundary at an approx. 25-degree angle towards the north. 

 

The netting to the rear of 162 and 168 Main Road extends 27m.  It is constructed 2m 

into the course, in line with the party boundary of 160 and 162 Main Road.  This fence 

also extends at an approx. 25-degree angle towards the north. 

 

The proposed netting is screened from the public road by the residential properties and 

as there is existing netting along a section of this boundary, the proposal will not 

adversely affect the character of the local area.  There is existing landscaping around 

the course which will aid the integration of the works and the removal of two trees within 

the course will not have any adverse impact on the area. 

 

Objectors have raised concerns over the visual outlook from their dwellings.  It is 

acknowledged that prior to development, residents had an open outlook across the golf 

course and a number have gateways on to the golf course from the rear of their 

properties.  Prior to this development some residents had clear views over the course 

from their patio areas.  However, this view has now been obstructed by the 
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development of the bund and associated vegetation.   It is should be noted that there 

is no right to a view; however, proposals which would have an adverse 

overbearing/dominant effect on an existing property which would result in an unduly 

oppressive living environment for existing and future residents is a material planning 

consideration.   

 

The gardens of the dwellings adjacent to the bund are 1m below the level of a grass 

path which is primarily used by the adjoining 

residents which runs between the bund and the 

party boundaries.  The path is 0.5m higher than the 

ground level on the tee box and is approx. 1m in 

width (See Photograph 1 in Annex 2, also inserted 

here).  The bund is no higher than the boundary 

treatments of the dwellings abutting the golf 

course. 

 

 

The proposal is not considered to cause an 

adverse impact on the residential amenity of these 

neighbouring dwellings whilst protecting their 

safety from this long established golf course.  

 

Paragraph 2.3 of the SPPS states that “The 

planning system operates in the public interest of 

local communities and the region as a whole, and encompasses the present as well as 

future needs of society. It does not exist to protect the private interests of one person 

against the activities of another…”.   A view from a private property is not normally 

considered to be in the wider public interest nor is the potential loss in property value, 

which was also raised by a number of objectors.  Since almost all development is likely 

to have some effect on property values, it would be impossible to develop land if 

development could be prevented on this basis. 

 

Further objection from solicitors acting on behalf of Main Road Residents’ Group has 

highlighted that the Courts have held that the correct test is whether the public interest 

requires that the interests of a private party should be considered. The Council accepts 

that the impact of the proposal must be considered specifically in terms of the effects 

on amenity of the nearest neighbours/residents to the golf course, and considers that 

this is appropriately addressed within this report. 

 

(iv) there is no unacceptable impact on the amenities of people living nearby; 

 

Through the processing of this planning application, it has been highlighted that there 

have been issues with golf balls leaving the golf course.  The proposal before the 

Council is for the retention of a tee box and associated bund located to the rear of 146a 
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and 148 Main Road, the erection of safety fencing to the rear of 150 - 152 Main Road 

and 162 – 168a Main Road and new bunds on the south-eastern side of the fairway 

adjacent to the residential properties.  The works carried out and those proposed are 

to encourage golfers teeing off at the first tee to direct shots away from the residential 

dwellings on Main Road.  The netting and bunds are to further emphasise the direction 

of play to make the area safer for residents.   

 

The Council’s Environmental Health Department (EHD) has been consulted on the 

proposal and has considered all evidence submitted including objection letters from 

nearby residents.  Environmental Health offers no objections to the proposal subject to 

a condition that the safety measures as indicated on the submitted drawings are 

implemented.   

 

Noise: 

 

The tee box has been re-modelled/relocated and whilst being slightly closer to the rear 

of the properties at 146a to 148 Main Road, it will be unlikely to attract a higher number 

of golfers.  Objections relating to the noise emanating from patrons congregating 

recently whilst using the winter 1st tee will be no further exacerbated by the use of the 

new tee as the area of congregation occurs on the tarmac footpaths, no matter which 

tee the golfers are starting from.  This proposal is not considered to create an 

opportunity for anti-social behaviour.  It is also noted that there was no planning 

restriction on the number of people congregating or utilising the pathway to the rear 

boundaries of the Main Road properties within the golf club prior to this proposal being 

submitted. 

 

EHD’s first consultation response dated 14 December 2016 stated that a number of 

respondents (to the planning application) had made reference to noise from golf course 

patrons utilising the new tee location and intimated that this was as a result of the tee 

box being located closer to their properties.  EHD stated that it had not received any 

noise complaints when the tee box was operational and to date had not received any 

noise complaints from proximate tee boxes existing at other clubs in the Borough. 

 

A further response dated 12 January 2017 responded to complaints regarding its 

original response by residents.  The EHD did not accept the comments made and 

clarified that it was up to it to determine its comments in respect of what the Golf Club 

has submitted.  Both the Club’s expert and that person retained by the residents 

advised that the proposals were adequate in terms of health and safety. 

 

It further advised that it had provided advice to the Club that should a noise complaint 

be received in relation to the use of the new 1st tee, the EHD would be bound to 

investigate the matter.  However, it stated that it was not aware of any noise complaints 

relating to noise emanating from courses and therefore would not be in a position to 

request a noise consultant’s report in this regard.  The standard method to reduce noise 
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impacts from such activities, if found to occur, would be by provision of a close boarded 

fence however the EHD would consider alternative attenuation methods appropriate to 

the standard of ‘best practicable means’.   

 

At the end of this response the EHD sought to include a condition relating to mitigation 

of patrons causing a noise nuisance by suggesting the Club provides a starter during 

Spring – Autumn prior to 9am.  This cannot be included as a condition as it is not 

precise, relevant to planning or enforceable.  It has since been confirmed by EHD that 

this suggestion was an attempt to alleviate residents’ fears but it does not consider the 

impact from use of the new tee to have any greater impact in relation to the noise 

currently generated.  In this respect, it has confirmed that there is no requirement to 

include this reference to the use of the starter in this regard. 

 

EHD is clear in its position that there is not a noise nuisance at present as no complaints 

of statutory nuisance were received whilst the new tee was in play. 

It is also of relevance to note that noise was NOT an issue raised at a meeting between 

EHD and residents/objectors on 28 October 2015 after the new tee had been in use 

that Summer, rather issues raised focused upon stray golf balls. 

 

A further response from the EHD dated 14 August 2017 was published in relation to 

further objections raised in relation to the proposal and complaints made to the Chief 

Executive.  The residents’ group had specified that it wished its objections relating to 

noise (made in the context of the planning application) to be considered by the EHD as 

formal noise complaints.  However, EHD stated that it could not accede to these 

requests as the tee in question was not currently in use.  It also does not consider there 

to be any evidence of basis to support such an opinion of adverse noise.  The Golf Club 

had been advised of what would happen if noise complaints occurred and that such a 

complaint would be the first of its kind in the borough or preceding legacy Councils. 

 

The EHD is clear to stipulate that it did not make any threats in relation to the possible 

methods for attenuation of any noise potentially arising from the 1st tee.  It did however 

specify that if such a complaint were upheld that installation of close boarded fencing 

would be the likely suggested remedy. 

 

The EHD makes reference to a letter from TLT Solicitors, who are acting on behalf of 

the residents group, dated 21 March 2017 which acknowledged that the original tee 

had problems with stray balls but that this had largely been alleviated through changes 

in course design that had been welcomed by local residents.  

 

Over-looking and over-shadowing: 

 

Considering the sections provided on drawing No. 09A, Section C-C1 is taken through 

the tee box and 146A Main Road.  The rear private amenity area of No. 146A is located 
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1.5m lower than the level of the tee box with a timber fence, which sits higher than the 

intervening bund obscuring views (See Photograph 2 in Annex 2, also included below).  

 

The edge of the tee is approx. 10m from the rear windows.  The previous tee box was 

approx. 3m further away, however it was at a higher ground level and therefore it is 

considered that the existing tee will not cause an unacceptable impact on residential 

amenity. 
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No. 148 benefits from its detached garage being located on the north-western boundary 

along with a 1m high boundary with wire above and shrub planting on the inside (See 

Photographs 3 and 4 in Annex 2, also included below).  

 

Section B-B1 on Drawing No. 09A is taken through this property showing a similar 1.5m 

difference in ground levels.  The mound and path provide a minimum separation 

distance of 5m to the party boundary due to the rough grass mound widening out at the 

rear of this property.  The tee box is a minimum of approx. 13m from the sunroom at 

the rear of this property.  It is my professional planning judgement that these separation 
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distances are sufficient to protect the amenity of this neighbouring dwelling. 

Photographs taken in 2015 when the new tee was operational (See Photograph 5 in 

Annex 2, also included below) demonstrate the relationship between the tee box  and 

the neighbouring dwellings.  Golfers standing on the tee box are not situated in an 

elevated position and therefore do not have a direct view into the rear private amenity 

space of the dwellings.  Views to the first floor windows of the dwellings are taken over 

a minimum distance of 15m which is considered to be an acceptable separation 

distance. 

 
 

No. 150 Main Road and the dwellings further north-east benefit from the screening 

provided by the rough grass bund and existing vegetation and also the falling 

topography of the land (See Photograph 6 in Annex 2, also detailed below).   

 
The proposed 8m high netting will be erected from the rear of No. 150’s detached 

garage at an approx. 17-degree angle from the boundary fencing for a distance of 32 

metres to direct play away from the dwellings.  The netting is made of mesh on 50mm 

x 50mm galvanized support poles.  Section A-A1 is taken through the netting and No. 

152 Main Road.  In this location the fairway is in a valley, which is 1m lower than the 

garden of No. 152.  The mound is 2m higher than the garden with the fence above.  

The fence is approx. 17m from the rear elevation of the dwelling.  As the dwellings sit 
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to the south-east of the netting, sunlight will not be restricted on private amenity space 

and therefore over-shadowing will not occur. 

 

A pathway exists along the rear boundaries of these neighbouring dwellings from the 

golf shop to 152 Main Road, which appears to be used by the adjoining residents by 

their gateways, but is not restricted in any way as to who can use it.  It is unclear if 

these accesses have permission or operate via agreement with the Golf Club. 

  

Further netting, also 8m in height but 27m in length, is proposed to the rear of 162 and 

168A Main Road.  There is existing netting located close by, to the rear of 158-160 

Main Road (See Photograph 7 in Annex 2, also included below).   

The proposed netting is not considered to have an unacceptable adverse impact on 

residential amenity but will protect the amenity of these adjoining neighbours from stray 

balls.  The additional planting and extension of the existing mound in this location will 

be further from the residential properties therefore causing no adverse impact. 

 

Further 1m high mounds are proposed to the rear of 172-184 Main Road.  The mounds 

will create an uneven surface for golfers resulting in uphill and downhill stances whilst 

addressing a golf ball.  The low level mounding and proposed bunkering provide 

deterrents because landing a ball in this area would penalise golfers whereas hitting 

towards the 18th fairway is a much safer option from the golfers’ perspective.  The 

mounding will be no more than 1m high, i.e. waist height, and will not cause any adverse 

impact on residential amenity by reason of dominance nor will it have an unacceptable 

adverse impact on the visual amenity of the area. 

 

(v) public safety is not prejudiced and the development is compatible with 

other countryside uses in terms of the nature, scale, extent and frequency 

or timing of the recreational activities proposed; 
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The proposal is for the relocation of the first tee box on an existing golf course.  A 

number of objections refer to the original tee being a safer option.  It should be noted 

that the Council must consider the application as submitted.  The Council’s 

Environmental Health Department (EHD) was consulted with regards to health, safety 

and amenity.   EHD considered the proposal and all supporting information provided by 

(re)GOLF Design Ltd and considered that the proposal would not prejudice public 

safety.  (re)GOLF Design Ltd, an Irish golf course design firm, was commissioned by 

the Golf Club to carry out an in-depth analysis of the 1st tee and advise the Club on a 

proposal to direct the line of play away from the houses and therefore provide a safer 

environment for the adjoining residential properties. Paul O’Brien, the lead architect in 

the assessment is a Senior Member of the European Institute of Golf Course Architects. 

 

The Main Road Residents Group (MRRG), objectors to the proposal, commissioned 

Rennie Design to consider the proposal.  Stuart Rennie of Rennie Design is a Glasgow 

based Golf Course Architect and a Graduate Member of the European Institute 

of Golf Course Architects.  Mr Rennie whilst advising that there is a better and safer 

option, also advised that “the proposed mitigation measures suggested by (re)Golf are 

adequate in terms of health and safety”.  The EHD considers the safety and amenity 

issues of the application as submitted to it; it is not the Council’s role to require what 

others feel is a better option.  It should be noted that no evidence has been submitted 

to the contrary.  

 

(vi) any ancillary buildings or structures are designed to a high standard, are 

of a scale appropriate to the local area and are sympathetic to the 

surrounding environment in terms of their siting, layout and landscape 

treatment; 

 

8m high nets are proposed as stated above.  These nets are of a typical standard and 

design to the existing netting along this boundary and are expected in such 

circumstances where residential development is in close proximity to a golf course.  It 

is acknowledged that the netting will be visible from the residential properties however 

it is considered that health and safety of residents must take precedence.  Given that 

the netting is for a golf course it has to be a certain height to ensure safety of residents 

in the vicinity of golf courses.  The onus is on the Club to ensure safety of properties 

adjoining its boundaries despite being in existence prior to the housing. 

 

(vii) the proposed facility takes into account the needs of people with 

disabilities and is, as far as possible, accessible by means of transport 

other than the private car; and 

 

As the previous tee box had to be accessed via steps, this proposed tee box is more 

accessible to people with disabilities.  No alterations are proposed to the car park or 

ancillary facilities currently operating on the site.  
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(viii) the road network can safely handle the extra vehicular traffic the proposal 

will generate and satisfactory arrangements are provided for access, 

parking, drainage and waste disposal. 

 

No extra vehicular traffic is expected to occur as a result of this proposal. No access, 

parking or waste disposal is altered in this proposal and drainage is not considered to 

have any adverse impact on the neighbouring dwellings as the land falls into a valley 

on the shared 1st and 18th fairway.   

 

 

Planning Policy Statement 2 - Natural Heritage  

 

Policy NH1 relates to European and Ramsar sites and states that planning permission 

will only be granted for a development proposal that, either individually, or in 

combination with existing and/or proposed plans or projects, is not likely to have a 

significant effect on those sites. 

 

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

Protection Areas and Ramsar sites has been assessed in accordance with the 

requirements of Regulation 43 (1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) 

Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended). The proposal would not be likely to 

have a significant effect on the features, conservation objectives or status of any of 

these sites. 

 

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

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

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

adversely affect certain aspects of biodiversity including protected species. In this 

instance it has indicated that there is not a reasonable likelihood of there being 

protected species present and therefore further investigation is not considered 

necessary. 

 

 

 

8.   Consideration of Representations 

Thirty letters of representation have been received from 10 No. addresses in relation to 

this proposal. The objections have been considered in the assessment of this 

application. 

 

The concerns are detailed below with comments in response: 

 

• Visual impact – The proposal is not considered to have an adverse impact on the 

visual amenity of the area nor to have an adverse impact on the visual outlook of the 

neighbouring residents by reason of dominance or undue oppressiveness on the 
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living environments.  There is no right to a view from a property.  As previously stated 

the increase in height of the bunding is not considered to have an unacceptable 

adverse impact given the separation distances, nor is the installation of the proposed 

netting.  

 

It should also be noted that the Golf Club could choose to plant screening vegetation 

or erect a fence up to 2m in height along the boundary without the need for planning 

permission (Schedule 1, Part 3, Class A of The Planning (General Permitted 

Development) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015). 

 

• Safety – The golf club has been experiencing ongoing issues with stray balls hitting 

the neighbouring dwellings over the past number of years.  The proposed aim of the 

works is to direct players away from the south-eastern boundary through the creation 

of the mounds, landscaping, netting and a shared 1st and 18th fairways.  The works 

are not considered to prejudice public safety. 

 

• Over-looking/privacy – The ground levels of the dwellings adjacent to the tee box 

are 1.5m lower with the rough grass bund providing a visual barrier to private 

amenity space.  The bund also provides a buffer with the tee box being located a 

minimum of 10m from the rear windows of the adjacent dwellings.  The photographs 

in Annex 2 clearly show the relationship between golfers on the tee box and the 

bund.  The photographs also show the height of the grass path immediately to the 

rear of the gardens and its relationship with the tee box.  Golfers using the tee box 

do not over-look the rear amenity space on these neighbouring dwellings nor do they 

have any clearer view of first floor windows than from any previous situation on the 

ground.  It is not considered that the bunds would be utilised for standing on as to 

do so would be a health and safety risk in itself in relation to golfers using the course. 

 

• Noise/disturbance/anti-social behaviour – No noise complaints were received 

when the tee box was in operation and the Council is content that the golf course 

can prevent noise nuisance and anti-social behaviour through good management 

practices in the interests of good neighbourliness.  However, should this not be the 

case, EHD will investigate any formal noise complaints appropriately when the new 

tee is in use. 

 

It should be noted that a late objection submitted by Solicitors, on 2 July 2018, on 

behalf of Main Road Residents’ Group, again raised the issue of noise stating that 

the previous Case Officer’s Report (now superseded) had mislead the Planning 

Committee by stating that no noise complaints were received when the tee box, 

subject of this application, was in operation.  This demonstrates a clear 

misunderstanding of the difference between issues raised in objections, and formal 

complaints made to the Council’s Environmental Health Department in relation to an 

allegation of statutory noise nuisance.  Again it is important to note that a meeting 
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held in Autumn 2015, when the new tee was in operation, residents did not raise any 

issue in relation to noise. 

 

• Original tee v proposed tee – The Planning Department considers the application 

before it and considers every application on its own merits.  The Council is content 

that the proposal, as amended, before it is adequate in terms of health and safety. 

 

• Loss of property value – As already discussed in the body of the report, property 

value cannot be considered as a material consideration as all development has a 

potential to impact on property value. 

 

• Possibility of fencing – EHD had advised that fencing would be a possibility if noise 

nuisance was found to be occurring however this is not required at present and does 

not form part of this planning application.  As previously stated the Golf Club could 

erect 2m high fencing along the boundary with adjoining properties without the need 

for planning permission. 

 

• Suggestions from objectors regarding alternative siting of tee box – The 

Planning Department must assess the proposal before it as submitted by the 

applicant.  

 

• Lack of planning by club/ consultation by club /notification to residents – The 

Planning Department has no control over how the Club chooses to liaise with 

residents.  The Planning Department has fulfilled its legislative requirements in 

relation to neighbour notification and advertising. 

 

• Previous discussions with the EHD prior to the submission of the planning 

application – This is beyond the remit of the planning application.  The EHD has 

commented on the planning application as a consultee and based its assessment 

on the submitted drawings and responded to the Planning Department. 

 

A late objection submitted by Solicitors, on 2 July 2018, on behalf of Main Road 

Residents’ Group has made reference to a set of minutes of a meeting which 

occurred between the Council’s EHD and the Golf Club in May 2016, and the fact 

that these minutes have been withheld from disclosure.  It is asserted that the 

objectors are prejudiced and have a clear right to review this information accordingly 

as part of a fair and fully transparent planning application process.  The Planning 

Department was not represented at this meeting, and does not consider that any 

such minutes, in any event, have any bearing on its assessment of the proposal 

before it.  The meeting itself took place prior to submission of this particular 

application. 
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• Inaccuracy of drawings – Amended plans were received during the processing of 

the planning application.  Planning Officers also visited the site and took spot site 

levels. 

 

• No noise survey undertaken – The EHD did not request a noise impact 

assessment as it did not consider it necessary.  This was raised again in the 

objection letter of 2 July on behalf of Main Road Residents’ Group. 

 

• Non-compliance with Policy OS 5 (PPS 8) – Policy OS 5 relates to recreational 

activities that generate high levels of noise.  The justification and amplification text 

of Policy OS 5 advises that the impact of noise is an important issue in assessing 

proposals for activities such as motorsports, shooting, water-skiing and paintball 

adventure games.  The noise associated with such activities can cause disturbance 

to local residents and conflict with nearby noise sensitive uses such as schools, 

hospitals, nursing homes and places of worship.  Golf is not considered to be a 

recreational activity which would generate high levels of noise and this is an existing 

golf course where no intensification will occur through the approval of an amended 

1st tee. 

 

 

The full representations made regarding the proposal are available for members to view 

on the Planning Portal (www.planningni.gov.uk). 

 

 

 

9.   Conclusion  

The proposal has been considered having regard to the Area Plan, all material planning 

considerations, the relevant regional planning policies, consultee comments, planning 

history and representations.   It is considered that the proposal in its entirety is 

acceptable and will not cause an unacceptable adverse impact on the visual amenity 

of the area, nor the residential amenity of the adjoining neighbours.  Having weighed 

all the material planning considerations, on balance, it is the professional planning 

judgement that the application should proceed by way of an approval of full planning 

permission.  

 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 

Grant Planning Permission 

 

 

 

 

 

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

 

CONDITIONS 

 

1. This decision is issued under Section 55 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 

2011. 

 

Reason: This is a retrospective application. 

 

2. The proposed new tee shall not be utilised until all the safety measures proposed 

by (re)Golf Design Ltd dated 30th June 2016 (Document 01 bearing date stamp 

4 October 2016), and detailed on Drawing No. 01C bearing date stamp 18 

January 2018, Drawing No. 02A bearing date stamp 24 November 2017, 

Drawing No. 03A bearing date stamp 24 November 2017, Drawing No. 04A 

bearing date stamp 24 November 2017, Drawing No. 05A bearing date stamp 

24 November 2017, Drawing No. 07A bearing date stamp 3 January 2018, 

Drawing No. 08A bearing date stamp 24 November 2017 and Drawing No. 09A 

bearing date stamp 24 November 2017 have been implemented. 

 

Reason:  In the interest of safety to adjoining and nearby residents. 

 

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

Proposed Site Plan, Drawing No. 04A bearing the date stamp 24 November 

2017 and the appropriate British Standard or other recognised Codes of 

Practise. The works shall be carried out in the first available planting season 

following the date of this decision notice. 

 

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

of landscape. 

 

4. 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. 

 

 

 
  



 

20 

 

Annex 1 

 

Site location map 

L  
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Annex 2 

 

Photographs of site 

 

Photograph 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photograph 2 
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Photograph 3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photograph 4  

 

Photograph 5
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Photograph 6 

 

 

Photograph 7 
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Annex 3 

 

Proposed Contours 
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ITEM 5.2b   
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 07 August 2018 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 01 August 2018 

File Reference       

Legislation       

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☒         No     ☐        Other  ☐ 

If other, please add comment below:  

      

Subject Site Visit for LA06/2016/0983/F Kirkistown Castle Golf 
Club  

Attachments n/a 

 
BACKGROUND 

1. The above application was intended to be heard before the Planning Committee 
at its meeting of 3 July 2018 with a recommendation to approve.  However, due to 
submission of a late objection which required consideration, the application itself 
was not heard, but deferred for a site visit in line with paragraph 68 of the Protocol 
for the Operation of the Planning Committee. 
 

SITE VISIT 
 
2. The site visit was convened for Tuesday 31 July 2018.  The following were in 

attendance: 

Planning Committee:   Aldermen Fletcher, Carson, Gibson, Graham  and 

Keery; Councillors Hunter, Cathcart, Dunne, Walker and 

Thompson. 
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Council Officers: Ann McCullough (Head of Planning), Gail Kerr (Principal 
Planning Officer over Development Management) and 
Marcus Potts (Head of Environmental Health and 
Protection) 

 
3. Members met on site at approximately 6.00pm and were assisted in the site 

visit by provision of a map indicating the position of the proposed new tee, 

bunding and two areas of proposed netting. 

 

4. Members entered the golf club site passing in front of the ‘pro shop’ and 

viewed the existing congregation area which facilitates use of the current tee, 

but also the proposed tee.  Officers provided briefing on the retrospective 

nature of the application, and the associated works proposed.  The Head of 

Environmental Health and Protection provided a background to the historic 

positioning of the tee, and associated complaints made to the Department 

regarding ball strike, and rationale for the proposal as being presented to the 

Committee. 

 
5. Members were then directed into the rear garden area of the property at 148 

Main Road, to consider the proposal from a domestic property in close 

proximity to the proposed tee. 

 
6. Following the above, members then walked the grassed pathway along the 

back of properties on Main Road within the golf course, noting the proposed 

location of the first area of netting, then proceeded past the existing netting to 

the area where the second area of proposed netting was to be located along 

the rear of property at 168 Main Road. 

 
7. Members then returned to the car park of the golf club and the site visit ended 

at approximately 7.00pm. 

 
 

 

 



Addendum to LA06/2016/0983/F 

 

Proposal: Retention of mounding to rear of 146-154 Main Road, Cloughey, relocation 

of 1st tee, erection of safety netting and associated site works. 

 

Location: Kirkistown Golf Club Site to rear of 146 and 184 Main Road Cloughey. 

 

1. This addendum has been prepared to address further objections received after 

the completion of the case officer’s report.  The additional comments have been 

submitted by the Main Road Residents Group who had previously submitted 

representations during the processing of the application.  

 

2.  The 2 letters dated 23 July 2018 reiterate previous concerns raised during the 

processing of the planning application regarding residential amenity, public 

safety and the historical correspondence between the Council’s Environmental 

Health Department and Kirkistown Golf Club.  As stated in the case officer 

report, the Council considers the proposal (as detailed in question 5 on the P1 

application form) and the accompanying information as submitted. 

 

3.  It is however important to note that the Planning Department can negotiate with 

the applicant to make the scheme more acceptable in planning terms or require 

mitigation to make the scheme more acceptable, in order to avoid a resulting 

refusal.   

 

 

4. One of the letters submitted from the Main Road Residents Group queries a 

number of dimensions on the plan.  I can confirm these details below 

 

• Measurements have been taken from the Council’s GIS and Google 

Earth and the standing of the tee box would appear to be 10metres from 

the rear elevation of 146A. 



Google Earth 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Council GIS 

 

 

• The 8m high netting will be provided on the bund.  At its closest point to 

the rear elevation of No. 152 the separation distance is 16m from the 

rear elevation.  This measurement is taken from Drawing No. 02A 

bearing date stamp 24 November 2017. 

 

 



5. Following consideration of the material matters raised the recommendation 

remains to approve planning permission. 

 

 

Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 



          ITEM 5.4 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2015/0935/RM 

Proposal 

Approval of Reserved Matters relating to Phase 2 lands 
for the erection of 353 dwellings comprising a mix of 
detached and semi- detached and 60 apartments, open 
space and ancillary works (413 residential units in total) 

Location 

Land north of 262 Bangor Road, Beverley Way/Walk 
south/east of 270 Bangor Road and south east of 219 
Bangor Road, Newtownards 
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 

Committee Interest Major application 

Validated 09 December 2015 

Summary 

 
Main considerations: 
 

• Outline application approved by DOE Headquarters. 

• Principle of development therefore already agreed in 
the outline application 

• Reserved Matters application deals with the detail and 
design of the proposal 

• Site zoned for housing in the local development plan 

• This scheme is part of the overall strategic plan for 
housing zoning around the eastern area of 
Newtownards as set out in the area plan 

• Impact on the character of the area 

• Potential impact on the amenity of existing and 
proposed dwellings 

• No objections from consultees 

• No letters of objection received 
 

 
 

 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment Item 5.4a -  Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref: LA06/2015/0935/RM DEA:  Ards Peninsula 

Proposal: Approval of reserved matters relating to Phase 2 lands for the erection of 
353 dwellings comprising a mix of detached and semi-detached and 60 apartments, 
open space and ancillary works (413 residential units in total) 
 

Location: Land north of 262 Bangor Road, Beverley Way/Walk south/east of 270 
Bangor Road and south east of 219 Bangor Road, Newtownards 
 

Applicant: Dunlop Developments Ltd 
 

Agent: Turley 
 

Date Valid: 09/12/2015 ES Requested: No 

Date last Advertised: 19/07/2018 

Date last Neighbour Notified: 06/07/2017 

Consultations: Yes 
Consultee Response 

Shared Environmental Services No objections 

DFI Rivers No objections 

DFI Roads No objections subject to conditions 

Environmental Health No objections subject to conditions 

NI Water  No objections 

Water Management Unit No objections 

Waste Management Unit No objections 

Natural Environment Division No objections 

Historic Monuments Unit No objections subject to conditions 

Representations: Yes 
Letters of Support: 1 
Letters of Objection: 0 
Petitions: 0 
Summary of Main Issues: 

 

• Development Plan and key design considerations 

• Planning history of the site and area 

• If the proposal respects the existing pattern of development in terms of size, 

scale, siting and layout 

• Impact on character of the area 

• Water run-off and drainage 

• Potential impact on the amenity of existing and proposed dwellings 

• Car parking and traffic impact 

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

 

Case Officer: Mark Hanvey 

Email: Mark.hanvey@ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk 
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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 

 
 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The application site consists of 23.5 hectares of former agricultural land to the east of 
the Bangor Road, Newtownards and to the west of the Donaghadee Road, 
Newtownards. Existing residential development adjoins the southern boundary of the 
application site. The application site is located within the Settlement Development 
Limits of Newtownards under the Ards & Down Area Plan 2015. The land is zoned for 
housing (NS 21 - Lands to East of Beverley Heights). 
 

 

2.   Site Location Plan 
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Extract from Map No. 2/002a - Newtownards, showing extent of land zoned for housing under proposal 
NS 21 (24.47 Hectares at Lands to East of Beverley Heights) 
 

 

3.   Planning History 

Any relevant planning history is detailed at the back of this report 

 

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 8: Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 

• Planning Policy Statement 12: Housing in Settlements 

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

 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 
 

• Creating Places 

• DCAN 15 Vehicular Access Standards  
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6.   Consultations  
Consultation was carried out with the following statutory and non-statutory consultees and a synopsis 
of responses is listed 

Consultee Response 

Shared Environmental 
Services 

SES has reviewed the submitted Construction 
Management Plan. Having considered the nature, scale, 
timing, duration and location of the project it is 
concluded that, subject to mitigation, the proposal will 
not have an adverse effect on site integrity of any 
European site. 

DFI Rivers  The Flood Hazard Map (NI) indicates that the 
development does not lie within the 1 in 100 year fluvial 
or 1 in 200 year coastal flood plain and site layout 
drawings indicate no development occurring within 10m 
of the watercourse. The storm water discharge from the 
site will be connected to the existing watercourse at the 
stated greenfield run-off outlet flows in line with the 
Schedule 6 application to DFI Rivers. 

DFI Roads There are no objections subject to conditions. 

Environmental Health There are no objections subject to conditions. 

NI Water  Advice is provided  

Water Management Unit Water Management Unit has considered the impacts of 
the proposal on the surface water 
environment and on the basis of the information 
provided is content with the proposal subject to 
conditions; the caveat contained in the explanatory note; 
all the relevant statutory permissions are 
obtained and the applicant referring and adhering to 
standing advice. 

Waste Management Unit Waste Management Unit advises that Condition 13 of 
the outline approval has been satisfied by the reports 
provided (Details of confirmatory testing of soil along the 
route of the former railway line shall be submitted to the 
Department at Reserved Matters stage. Should 
contamination be identified, a risk assessment to 
support the proposed end-use shall be completed and 
submitted along with a remediation strategy in the event 
of unacceptable risks being identified.) 

Natural Environment 
Division 

Advice is provided in relation to wildlife surveys and 
assessment of impacts on protected sites 

Historic Monuments Unit Historic Monuments Unit (HMU) has considered the 
impacts of the proposal and is content, 
conditional on the agreement and implementation of a 
developer-funded programme of 
archaeological works. 
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7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Planning History 
 
Outline planning permission was granted on 20th December 2012 under planning 
application X/2011/0247/O for a new residential neighbourhood comprising a mix of 
detached, semi-detached, townhouses and apartments, open space, landscaping, 
pedestrian/cycle paths, distributor road from signalised junction on Bangor Road to 
roundabout on Donaghadee Road and associated ancillary works. 
 
Following on from the grant of outline planning permission two applications for 
approval of reserved matters were granted approval under X/2013/0336/RM and 
X/2014/0280/RM. Application X/2013/0336/RM relates to Phase 1a and granted 
permission on 25th July 2015 for 57 units. Application X/2014/0280/RM relates to 
Phase 1b and granted permission on 5th October 2016 for 37 units. 
 
 
Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 
 
Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had 
to the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other 
material considerations. Section 6(4) states that where regard is to be had to the 
Development Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
 
In practice this means that development that accords with the development plan 
should be approved. The site is located between the A21 Bangor Road and the 
Donaghadee Road and is zoned for housing under land designation NS21. As the 
lands in question are zoned for residential development in the area plan, there is no 
planning objection in principle to this proposal. This is a reserved matters submission 
so the principle of housing has been formally accepted at outline planning application 
stage. 
 
Key Design Considerations as stated in the Development Plan are as follows – 
 

• Housing development to be a minimum gross site density of 20 dwellings 
and a maximum gross site density of 25 dwellings per hectare; 

 

The application site measures 23.5 hectares with 413 units proposed. The gross 
density under the current application is 17.57 dwellings per hectare. It is recognized 
that this is below the minimum gross site density of 20 dwellings. The central portion 
of the application site includes residential development at a higher density than that 
proposed on the eastern portion of the site. Sites 15, 16, 21, 22, 339, 340, 411, 412 
and 413 include large detached dwellings set on large plots. This allows for the 
impact of development on the surrounding countryside to be reduced with buffer 
planting along the eastern edge of the site. This in turn reduces the gross site density, 
however, this is outweighed by the reduced visual impact on the surrounding area. 
Taking the earlier permissions for 57 units and 24 units in combination with the 413 
units proposed on the NS 21 lands (24.47 hectares) the minimum gross site density is 
achieved with a figure of 20.19 dwellings per hectare. 
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• A road, built to Distributor Road standards, will run from a roundabout on 
the Donaghadee Road to a roundabout on the Bangor Road; 

 

An access is proposed onto a new roundabout on the Donaghadee Road. A link road 
will connect with the access onto the Bangor Road. DFI Roads has considered the full 
details submitted and has no objections subject to conditions. It is noted that condition 
5 of outline planning approval X/2011/0247/O states the following – 
 
Details of the proposed signalised junction onto Bangor Road and the distributor road 
through the site linking Bangor Road to the roundabout at the Donaghadee Road 
shall be submitted to the Department at Reserved Matters stage. 
 
A roundabout is shown connected via a link road to a junction onto the Bangor Road 
under the current application. It is recognised that this is an amendment to the key 
site requirement for a roundabout on the Bangor Road, however, this has been 
accepted under the outline planning application. 
  

• Other road network improvements consequential on development in this 
area; 

 

DFI Roads has examined the submitted plans and has no objections subject to 
conditions. 
 

• Existing trees and mature hedgerows to be identified and retained, and 
the positioning of buildings in relation to trees shall be such that 
development will not threaten the survival of trees; 
 

The proposed landscaping plans indicate the retention of existing trees and mature 
hedgerows. Buildings are sensitively positioned so that existing trees and hedgerows 
will help define a number of property boundaries. There is sufficient separation to 
allow for the retention of those trees identified for retention. 
 

• Provision of pedestrian and cycleway links to Donaghadee Road and 
Bangor Road; 

 
Provision is made for a footway on either side of the proposed link road which will 
enable pedestrian and cycle links to the Donaghadee Road and the Bangor Road. 
 

• Provision to be made for pedestrian walkway and cycle path along the 
line of the former railway; 

 

Provision is made for a pedestrian walkway and cycle path within a woodland, 
wetland and meadow, which is positioned along the line of the former railway. 
 

• A landscape survey to be carried out which will identify the following 
features for retention and enhancement: 
 
- The two rock outcrops within the site which are covered in vegetation shall 

remain undisturbed and will be incorporated as a feature in any layout 
design; 
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- The mature hedgerow and trees along the western border of the field on the 
north western corner of the site; 

- Other internal mature hedgerows to be retained where possible; 
- The northern boundaries of the site adjacent to the countryside to be 

landscaped with an 8-10 metre deep belt of trees of native species to 
provide screening for the development and help integrate it into the 
surrounding countryside;  

 

The Ecological Management Plan for the application site includes a survey of the 
specific features and nature of the Phase 2 lands. The retention of mature groups of 
dense vegetation along the western portion of the site is indicated within the 
landscape management plan and associated drawings. Mature hedgerows are 
retained where possible and where this is not the case, they are replaced with new 
native species hedgerows. The northern boundaries incorporate existing mature trees 
with new tree planting proposed in line with the original concept masterplan. The 
details included on the landscaping plans show that the belt of trees is between 5-8 
metres in depth to the northern boundaries, with a deeper belt of trees to the north 
western corner within the woodland, wetland and meadow area.  
 

• Development shall be restricted to single storey on the higher and more 
prominent sections of the site, particularly within the area around the 
property of no.110 Donaghadee Road and within the field in the north 
western portion of the site; no development shall take place on the 60 
metre contour line. 
 

 
Extract from ADAP 2015, Map No. 2/002a, showing location of No. 110 Donaghadee Road within 
NS02 zoning 
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No. 110 Donaghadee Road is located to the south-west of the NS 21 land zoning 
adjacent to NS 02. No.210 Donaghadee Road, Newtownards was previously located 
in proximity to the NS 21 designation, however, this has since been demolished as 
part of the development of Ashbourne Park, which comprises detached and semi-
detached 2-storey dwellings. The 2-storey dwellings that have been constructed are 
set at a higher level than the surrounding land within the NS 21 designation. I am 
satisfied that the dwellings proposed in the vicinity of the demolished dwelling at 210 
Donaghadee Road are acceptable given that the dwellings in Ashbourne Park are 
themselves 2-storey and are positioned on a high point in relation to the surrounding 
land. The levels of the site demonstrate that no development will take place on the 60 
metre contour line. No development is proposed above the 60 metre contour line. 
 

 
Extract from ADAP 2015, Map No. 2/002a, showing previous location of 210 Donaghadee Road 
adjacent to the application site 

  

 
Aerial image of existing residential development adjacent to the application site 
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Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 
 
Under the SPPS, the guiding principle for planning authorities in determining planning 
applications is that sustainable development should be permitted, having regard to the 
development plan and all other material considerations unless the proposed 
development will cause demonstrable harm to interest of acknowledged importance.  
 
Any conflict between the SPPS and any policy retained under the transitional 
arrangements must be resolved in the favour of the provisions of the SPPS. For 
example, where the SPPS introduces a change of policy direction and/or provides a 
policy clarification that would be in conflict with the retained policy the SPPS should 
be accorded greater weight in the assessment of individual planning applications. 
However, where the SPPS is silent or less prescriptive on a particular planning policy 
matter than retained policies this should not be judged to lessen the weight to be 
afforded to the retained policy.  
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 
 
Policy NH 2  
Species Protected by Law  
 
I am satisfied that the proposed development is not likely to harm European Protected 
Species or National Protected Species. An ecological management plan has been 
submitted with this application that demonstrates that protected species will be 
accommodated within the application site, most notably within the area set aside for 
wildlife along the western boundary of the application site. The landscape 
management plan makes provision for the introduction of native species planting to 
accompany existing hedgerows and trees. 
 
Policy NH 5  
Habitats, Species or Features of Natural Heritage Importance 
 
Planning permission will only be granted for a development proposal which is not 
likely to result in the unacceptable adverse impact on, or damage to known: 
 

• priority habitats;  

• priority species;  

• active peatland;  

• ancient and long-established woodland;  

• features of earth science conservation importance;  

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

• rare or threatened native species;  

• wetlands (includes river corridors); or  

• other natural heritage features worthy of protection.  
 

The proposed development was considered in light of the assessment requirements 
of Regulation 43 (1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) Regulations 
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(Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended) by Shared Environmental Service on behalf of 
Ards and North Down Borough Council which is the competent authority responsible 
for authorising the project and any assessment of it required by the Regulations.  
 
Having considered the nature, scale, timing, duration and location of the project it is 
concluded that, provided mitigation is conditioned in any planning approval, the 
proposal will not have an adverse effect on site integrity of any European site. 
 
DAERA Natural Environment Division has considered the information provided as part 
of this planning application and is content provided that at licencing stage relevant 
data is updated if more than two years old. 
 
The ecological management plan demonstrates that the proposed development is not 
likely to result in any unacceptable adverse impacts on habitats, species or features 
of natural heritage importance. 
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 3 – Access, Movement and Parking 
 
Policy AMP 2 
Access to Public Roads 
 

Planning permission will only be granted for a development proposal involving direct 
access, or the intensification of the use of an existing access, onto a public road 
where: 
 

a) such access will not prejudice road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of 
traffic; and  

b) the proposal does not conflict with Policy AMP 3 Access to Protected Routes. 

 

Policy AMP 3 
Access to Protected Routes 
 

Planning permission will only be granted for a development proposal involving direct 
access, or the intensification of the use of an existing access: 
 

(a) where access cannot reasonably be taken from an adjacent minor road; or 
(b) in the case of proposals involving residential development, it is demonstrated to 
the Department’s satisfaction that the nature and level of access onto the Protected 
Route will significantly assist in the creation of a quality environment without 
compromising standards of road safety or resulting in an unacceptable proliferation of 
access points. 
 
DFI Roads has considered the details of the proposed link road and the access onto 
the Donaghadee Road. There are no objections to the proposed access subject to 
conditions. It is accepted that the access will not prejudice road safety or 
inconvenience the flow of traffic. The proposal does not conflict with Policy AMP 3. 
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Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning, Archaeology & the Built Heritage 
 
Policy BH 4  
Archaeological Mitigation 
 
Where it is decided to grant planning permission for development which will affect 
sites known to contain archaeological remains, conditions will be imposed to ensure 
that appropriate measures are taken for the identification and mitigation of the 
archaeological impacts of the development, including where appropriate the 
completion of a licensed excavation and recording of remains before development 
commences. 
 
Historic Monuments Unit previously commented on this proposal under application 
X/2011/0247/O. Given its size and the known archaeological sites and monuments 
within the immediate vicinity of the development site there is a potential for previously 
unrecorded below ground archaeological remains to be found during ground works for 
the proposal. 
 
Historic Environment Division: Historic Monuments Unit (HMU) has considered the 
impacts of the proposal. HMU is content with the proposal, conditional on the 
agreement and implementation of a developer-funded programme of archaeological 
works. 
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 7 – Quality Residential Environments 
 
Policy QD 1  
Quality in New Residential Development 
 
Planning permission will only be granted for new residential development where it is 
demonstrated that the proposal will create a quality and sustainable residential 
environment. In order for the proposal to fully comply with PPS 7, the proposed 
development must meet criteria (a) – (h) of Policy QD1. 
 
(a) The development respects the surrounding context and is appropriate to the 
character and topography of the site in terms of layout, scale, proportions, 
massing and appearance of buildings, structures and landscaped and hard 
surfaced areas. 
 

The proposed development constitutes a further phase of the development of zoned housing 
land NS21. A total of 94 residential units have been previously approved and the current 
application proposes a further 413 units The predominant land use to the south and west of 
the application site is residential. Existing properties are mainly detached dwellings finished 
in a variety of red brick and white render. There are a variety of house types in the locality 
with single storey, 1½-storey and 2-storey properties evident. Plot sizes are low/ medium 
density.  
 
I am satisfied that the proposed development takes account of the surrounding context and 
is in keeping with the wider area. The proposed development comprises a mix of detached 
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and semi-detached 2-storey dwellings. The proposed materials and finishes comprise a 
mixture of facing brick and render. Apartment buildings are also proposed and are in keeping 
with the general design of the dwellings with similar finishes, materials and detailing. 
Apartments have previously been approved as part of the earlier phases of the overall 
development. Amended plans, received 29th June 2018, propose a revision to apartments 
located close to the Donaghadee Road. Three apartment blocks have been reduced from 6 
apartments to 4 apartments on plots 11-14, 17-20, and 335-338. The photomontage of the 
Donaghadee Road on drawing 147 illustrates that the combination of the heights of the 
apartment blocks and finished levels will achieve a gradual stepping down of development 
from the existing 2-storey dwellings in Ashbourne Park to the existing dwelling at no.238 
Donaghadee Road. This will soften the impact of development when approaching 
Newtownards from the countryside and will ensure that development does not exceed the 
height of existing properties in Ashbourne Park, which are located on a high point in the 
locality. Lower density housing further to the east on the opposite side of the existing 
dwelling at no.238 Donaghadee Road is respectful of the edge of settlement location. Larger 
house types are proposed together with larger plot sizes. This will allow for additional 
planting along the roadside and to the eastern boundary of the site, and will help soften the 
impact of new development. Plot sizes are in keeping with those seen elsewhere and the 
detailed landscaping plans will allow the new dwellings to integrate with the surrounding 
area.  
 
(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. 

Historic Monuments Unit previously commented on this proposal under application 
X/2011/0247/O. Given its size and the known archaeological sites and monuments 
within the immediate vicinity of the development site there is a potential for previously 
unrecorded below ground archaeological remains to be found during ground works for 
the proposal. A programme of archaeological works will be carried out prior to the 
commencement of development. Landscape features will be protected most notably 
through the provision of a woodland, wetland and meadow area. Existing trees and 
hedgerows are to be retained where indicated. 

(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. 

Adequate provision is made for public and private open space with landscaped areas 
seen as integral to the overall development. Within the main area of open space, the 
existing watercourse will remain unaltered with ponds created in order to enhance the 
landscape. A detailed scheme of landscaping has been submitted which will help to 
soften the visual impact of the proposed development. A landscape management plan 
has been submitted and demonstrates how the landscaping of the site will be 
maintained in the future to ensure the development integrates with the surrounding 
area. The landscaping plans indicate buffer planting around the edge of the 
application site which will provide a definition of the settlement development limit of 
Newtownards at this location. 
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(d) adequate provision is made for necessary local neighbourhood facilities, to 
be provided by the developer as an integral part of the development. 

The need for local neighbourhood facilities to be provided in conjunction with 
proposals for new residential development will be assessed generally as part of the 
development plan process. Where such a need is identified it will be a requirement 
that the developer provides for this need as an integral part of the development. Any 
provision considered necessary will relate fairly and reasonably in scale and kind to 
the impact of the development proposed.  

The Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 under Proposal NS 21 states that the 
development of these lands will be dependent upon the provision of a link road 
between the Donaghadee Road and the Bangor Road. Pedestrian and cycle links are 
also to be provided between both roads and along the line of the former railway. 

A link road is provided with adjoining pathways on either side. A woodland, walkway 
and meadow is set aside as open space with pathways shown along the line of the 
former railway. 

The key site requirements for this land zoning, under the Ards and Down Area Plan 
2015, do not require the provision of any retail, community or educational facilities.  

(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 

A movement pattern is provided which supports walking and cycling. DFI Roads has 
been consulted and is satisfied with the overall road layout including traffic calming 
measures subject to conditions. 

(f) adequate and appropriate provision is made for parking 

The parking provision has been assessed and it is considered that it is adequate and 
appropriate for this development. A minimum provision of 2 in-curtilage spaces is 
provided per dwelling with the proposed apartments served by communal parking 
areas at a rate of 1.63 spaces per unit.  

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

The house types presented are typical of the design of existing dwellings in the area, 
particularly through the use of brick and painted render. The proposed development 
proposes a mix of detached and semi-detached 2-storey dwellings with 3-storey 
apartment blocks. The scale of the apartments along the Donaghadee Road take into 
consideration the surrounding context and are in keeping with the design of existing 
residential properties. 

(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 proposed design and layout has been assessed and I am satisfied that there will 
be no unacceptable adverse effect on existing or proposed properties. The layout is in 
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accordance with guidance contained within Creating Places. The proposed dwellings 
to the rear of Newtown Vale, Newtown Crescent and Newtown Park are set back in 
excess of 10 metres from the rear boundaries of existing dwellings, ensuring that 
there will be no adverse impacts on residential amenity. Dwellings that are proposed 
alongside Ashbourne Park will be positioned side-on to the side gables of existing 
dwellings and I am satisfied that there will be no issues in relation to overlooking or 
overshadowing. In relation to the boundary with Ashbourne Park, the first floor 
window on the side elevation of house type A1 is obscured and there are no windows 
on the side elevation of house type E3. The apartment buildings to the side of 
Ashbourne Park and adjacent to no.238 Donaghadee Road have been reduced to 2-
storey and windows on both side elevations are obscured.  

(i) the development is designed to deter crime and promote personal safety.  
 
Rear garden areas will be enclosed and internal roadways will be overlooked by 
surrounding dwellings. The proposed area of open space will be overlooked from the 
front elevations of proposed dwellings.  
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 8: Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 
 
Policy OS 2  
Public Open Space in New Residential Development 
 
The Landscape Management Plan sets out the arrangements for the provision and 
ongoing maintenance of public open space. 
 
The appointed Landscape Contractor will be responsible for the established 
maintenance of the planted areas during the agreed defects period following 
completion of the planting works. All plant deaths will be replaced and defects made 
good by the Landscape Contractor in accordance with the project specification before 
handover to the Land Management Company. 
 
The Land Management Company will be appointed/set up by the Client and 
ownership will be transferred to the Land Management Company. Following 
handover, the Land Management Company will be responsible for the maintenance of 
all public areas identified in the contract. 
 
A proportion of 16% of the overall site area will be provided as public open space. 
Areas of open water will be fenced off as existing and the retention of this fencing will 
be a condition of approval. There are no plans under this Reserved Matters 
application to provide play facilities, however, it is noted that this was not a condition 
of outline approval under planning application X/2011/0247/O. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 15 - Planning and Flood Risk 
 
Policy FLD 1 
Development in Fluvial (River) and Coastal Flood Plains 
 
The Flood Hazard Map (NI) indicates that the development does not lie within the 1 in 
100 year fluvial or 1 in 200 year coastal flood plain.  
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Policy FLD 3 
Development and Surface Water (Pluvial) Flood Risk Outside Flood Plains 
 
A drainage assessment has been submitted as part of this application which 
concludes that there will be no flood risk associated with the proposed development. 
Schedule 6 consent to discharge will be required separately outside of the planning 
process. The storm water discharge from the site will be connected to the existing 
watercourse at the stated greenfield run-off outlet flows in line with the Schedule 6 
application to DFI Rivers. 
 
 
Consideration of matters reserved under outline planning approval 
X/2011/0247/O 
 
Condition 1 of X/2011/0247/O required the submission of Reserved Matters within 3 
years of the grant of outline planning permission. Outline planning permission was 
granted on the 20th December 2012 and the application for approval of the reserved 
matters was received 9th December 2015. 
 
Conditions 2, 3 and 4 required approval of the details of the siting, design and 
external appearance of the proposed buildings, the means of access thereto and the 
landscaping of the site to be obtained in writing before any development is 
commenced. These details have been received and are subject to further 
consideration later in this report. 
 
Condition 5 requires details of the proposed signalised junction onto Bangor Road 
and the distributor road through the site linking Bangor Road to the roundabout at the 
Donaghadee Road to be submitted at Reserved Matters stage. Within the extent of 
this current Reserved Matters application, details of the distributor road have been 
submitted showing linkage to the roundabout at the Donaghadee Road. The 
signalisation of the proposed access onto Bangor Road was submitted and approved 
under Reserved Matters approval for Phase 1A (X/2013/0336/RM) which discharged 
this element of the condition. Following on from application X/2013/0336/RM a 
number of variations have been granted as set out below – 
 
LA06/2017/0203/F - Erection of 57 dwellings comprising mix of detached and semi-
detached dwellings, open space and ancillary works. Variation of condition 8 of 
approval X/2013/0336/RM – 
 
From - No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until the works 
necessary for the improvement of the public road have been completed in accordance 
with the details outlined in blue on drawing number 43 Rev 2 in accordance with 
condition number 7 above. The Department hereby attaches to the determination a 
requirement under Article 3 (4A) of the above order that such works shall be carried 
out in accordance with an agreement under Article 3 (4C). 
 
To - No more than 1 dwelling hereby permitted shall be occupied until the works 
necessary for the improvement of the public road have been completed in accordance 
with condition number 7 above. The Department for Infrastructure hereby attaches to 
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the determination a requirement under Article 3(4A) of the above Order that such 
works shall be carried out in accordance with an agreement under Article 3(4c). 
 
Permission granted – 02.06.2017 
 
LA06/2017/0205/F - New residential neighbourhood comprising mix of detached, 
semi-detached, townhouses and apartments, open space, landscaping, pedestrian 
/cycle paths, distributor road from signalised junction on Bangor Road to roundabout 
on Donaghadee Road and associated ancillary works. Variation of condition 5 of 
planning permission X/2011/0247/O – 
 
From - Details of the proposed signalised junction onto Bangor Road and the 
distributor road through the site linking Bangor Road to the roundabout at the 
Donaghadee Road shall be submitted to the Department at Reserved Matters Stage. 
The signalised junction shall be implemented as approved and become operational 
prior to any other development commencing on the site. 
 
To - Details of the proposed signalised junction onto Bangor Road and the distributor 
road through the site linking Bangor Road to the roundabout at the Donaghadee Road 
shall be submitted to the Council at Reserved Matters Stage. The signalised junction 
shall be implemented as approved and become operational prior to the occupation of 
the second dwelling. 
 
Permission granted - 02.06.2017 
 
LA06/2017/1142/F - New residential neighbourhood comprising mix of detached, 
semi-detached, townhouses and apartments, open space, landscaping, pedestrian 
/cycle paths, distributor road from signalised junction on Bangor Road to roundabout 
on Donaghadee Road and associated ancillary works. Variation of condition 5 of 
planning permission X/2011/0247/O  
 
From - Details of the proposed signalised junction onto Bangor Road and the 
distributor road through the site linking Bangor Road to the roundabout at the 
Donaghadee Road shall be submitted to the Department at Reserved Matters Stage. 
The signalised junction shall be implemented as approved and become operational 
prior to any other development commencing on the site. 
 
To - Details of the proposed signalised junction onto Bangor Road and the distributor 
road through the site linking Bangor Road to the roundabout at the Donaghadee Road 
shall be submitted to the Council at Reserved Matters Stage. The signalised junction 
shall be implemented as approved and become operational prior to the construction 
of the third dwelling. (Amended Description) 
 
Decision pending 
 
Condition 13 requires details of confirmatory testing of soil along the route of the 
former railway line to be submitted at Reserved Matters stage. A Generic Quantitative 
Risk Assessment has been submitted with this application. An intrusive site 
investigation was undertaken comprising eight (8) trial pits along the length of the 
railway line running through the proposed development area. Subsequent laboratory 
analysis of sub-soils returned concentrations below the RSK derived GAC for a 
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residential with home grown produce end use. It is therefore considered that soils 
along the railway line do not pose a risk to human health. 
 
Condition 17 requires details of the erection of fencing for the protection of retained 
trees at Reserved Matters stage before any equipment, machinery or 
materials are brought onto the site and shall be maintained until all equipment and 
machinery and surplus materials have been removed from the site. Landscape 
proposals have been submitted with this application indicating the trees to be 
retained.  
 
Condition 20 – The distributor road crossing of the Ballyharry Stream shall be by open 
span bridge of sufficient width to allow the underpass to accommodate the 10 metre 
wide wildlife corridor. The distributor road design drawing submitted with this 
application includes an open span bridge. The proposed road design is compliant with 
this condition. 
 
Condition 21 – The proposed wildlife corridor along the Ballyharry stream shall be a 
minimum of 10 metres wide. The proposed wildlife corridor is detailed on the 
proposed plans and is in excess of the prescribed 10 metres.  
 
Condition 22 states that details of the badger protection zone and the wildlife corridor 
buffer to protect the main badger sett shall be submitted at Reserved Matters stage. 
An Ecological Management Plan has been submitted with this application including a 
dedicated badger report which provides details of the badger protection zone.  
 
Condition 25 requires the submission of an environmental management plan at 
Reserved Matters stage. The plan shall include details of the phasing of all 
ecological mitigation, compensation and enhancement on the site, the proposed 
wildlife corridor along Ballyharry Stream, the proposed wildlife area to the north of the 
site, additional planting of native species, erection of bat and bird boxes and 
monitoring of works such as tree and scrub removal. An Ecological Management Plan 
has been submitted with this application. 
 
Condition 26 requires the submission of a construction method statement at Reserved 
Matters stage. The Ecological Management Plan sets out the proposed mitigation 
measures during the construction phase of the development. A construction method 
statement was received 14th March 2018. 
 
Condition 27 requires the submission of a lighting scheme at Reserved Matters stage. 
Details of lighting have been received. 
 
Condition 29 requires the submission of a site drainage plan at Reserved Matters 
stage. This has been received. 
 

 

8.   Consideration of Representations 

 
One representation has been received and whilst stating that there are no objections 

to the proposed development, separation distances with the proposed development 
and existing dwellings in Newtown Grange are highlighted. I am satisfied that the 
separation distances proposed are in keeping with guidelines contained within 
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Creating Places and in addition boundaries will be landscaped in order to aid 
integration and to provide screening. The link road has been assessed by DFI Roads 
and no objections have been raised subject to conditions. 
 

 

9.   Conclusion  

The proposed development complies with all of the conditions of outline approval 
X/2011/0247/O. All material planning considerations have been assessed fully, 
comments from consultees have been considered and one representation has been 
received. On this basis, I am satisfied that the proposed development would meet all 
the relevant prevailing planning policies and guidance and it is my opinion that 
planning permission should be approved. 
 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission 
 

 

11.    Conditions / Reasons for Refusal 

 
1. The development to which this approval relates must be begun by whichever is 

the later of the following dates:- 
 
i. The expiration of a period of 5 years from the grant of outline planning 
permission; or 
ii. The expiration of a period of 2 years from the date hereof. 
 
Reason: As required by Section 62 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 
2011. 
 

2. The Private Streets (Northern Ireland) Order 1980 as amended by the Private 
Streets (Amendment) (Northern Ireland) Order 1992. 
The Department for Infrastructure hereby determines 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 Nos 10-880-200B, 10-880-201B, 
10-880-202B & 10-880-203B dated 06/11/2017 following agreement of all 
issues relating to departure from standards referred to in condition No 4 below. 
 
Reason: To ensure there is a safe and convenient road system within the 
development and to comply with the provisions of the Private Streets (Northern 
Ireland) Order 1980 
 

3. The Private Streets (Northern Ireland) Order 1980 as amended by the Private 
Streets (Amendment) (Northern Ireland) Order 1992. 
No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until the works 
necessary for the improvement of the public road have been completed in 
accordance with the details outlined in blue on the drawing number 10-880-
202B dated 06/11/2017 in accordance with condition No 1 Above.  The 
Department for Infrastructure hereby attaches to the determination a 
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requirement under Article 3(4A) of the above Order that such works shall be 
carried out in accordance with an agreement under Article 3 (4C), following 
agreement of all issues relating to departure from standards referred to in 
condition No 4 below 
 
Reason: To ensure that the road works considered necessary to provide a 
proper, safe and convenient means of access to the development are carried 
out. 
 

4. No dwelling shall be occupied until that part of the service road which provides 
access to it has been constructed to base course. The final wearing course 
shall be applied on the completion of each relevant phase. 
 
Reason: To ensure the orderly development of the site and the completion of 
road works necessary to provide satisfactory access to each dwelling 
 

5. No works shall commence on the public road until all design issues relating to 
any required departures from Standards, Geotechnical Approval System and 
Technical Approval System (TAS) have been approved by DFI ROADS. 
 
Reason: To ensure safe and convenience means of vehicular access is 
maintained and safety and convenience of road users. 
 

6. No works shall commence on the public road until all design issues relating to 
storm water drainage, water treatment and discharges have been approved by 
DFI ROADS. 
 
REASON: To prevent adverse effects on the integrity of Strangford Lough 
Special Area of Conservation Area (SAC), Special Protection Area (SPA) and 
Strangford Lough (Part1) Area if Special Scientific Interest (ASSI).  
 

7. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Planning (General Development) Order 
(NI) 1993, or any Order revoking and re-acting that Order, no buildings, walls, 
gate pillars, fences or other structures, or hedges of formal rows of trees within 
any verges of 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. 
 

8. Before any works commence on site the applicant and appointed contractor 
shall agree accommodation works with all bodies having services and or 
equipment located with the site.  DFI ROADS to be advised in writing of these 
works. 
 
Reason: In the interests of Road safety and convenience of road users. 
 

9. The applicant is to liaise with DFI ROADS Traffic Management Engineer, 
Rathkeltair House, Market Street, Downpatrick BT30 6AJ with regard to road 
markings and traffic signs to be installed in accordance with the approved 
drawing, prior to the commencement of any works to the public road network. 
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Reason: To ensure the all lines and signage are in accordance with Traffic 
Signs Manual Chapter 5, in the interests of road safety and the convenience of 
road users. 
 

10. On completion of the approved works, the applicant shall provide to DFI 
ROADS a Stage 3 Roads Safety Audit of the proposed works. 
 
Reason: In the interests of road safety. 
 

11. A detailed programme of works and any required / associated traffic 
management proposals shall be submitted to and agreed by DFI ROADS, prior 
to the commencement of any element of road works. 
 
Reason: To facilitate the convenient movement of all road users and the 
orderly progress of work in the interests of road safety. 

 

12. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Planning (General Development) 
(Northern Ireland) Order 1993 no planting other than grass, flowers or shrubs 
with a shallow root system and a mature height of less than 500 mm shall be 
carried out in (verges/service strips) determined for adoption. 
 
Reason: In order to avoid damage to and allow access to the services within 
the service strip. 
 

13. 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 space(s) per dwelling. (and a further  1 space(s) outside the curtilage of the 
dwelling(s))  
 
Reason: To ensure adequate (in-curtilage) parking in the interests of road 
safety and the convenience of road users 
 

14. The Development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until a Street 
Lighting scheme design has been submitted and approved by the DFI ROADS 
Street Lighting Section. 
 
Reason: Road safety and convenience of traffic and pedestrians 
 

15. 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’s specification (Design Manual for Roads and 
Bridges) and as directed by DFI ROADS Traffic Management Section prior to 
the development becoming occupied by residents. 
 
Reason: In the interest of road safety and traffic progression. 
 

16. The gradient of a private access should 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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17. The developer/applicant prior to the commencement of any road works shall 
provide a detailed programme of works and associated traffic management 
proposals to the DFI ROADS for agreement in writing. 
 
Reason: To facilitate the free movement of roads users and the orderly 
progress of work in the interests of road safety. 
 

18. The development/applicant will contact DFI ROADS Traffic Management prior 
to commencement of works on site to agree suitable positions for any existing 
road signage and traffic calming measures that will require being relocated as 
a result of this proposal. 
 
Reason: In the interests of road safety and traffic progression. 
 

19. The development hereby permitted shall not (be commenced/be 
occupied/become operational/be adopted) until any (highway 
structure/retaining wall/culvert) requiring Technical Approval, as specified in 
the Roads (NI) Order 1993, has been approved and constructed in accordance 
with BD2 Technical Approval of Highways Structures: Volume 1: Design 
Manual for Roads and Bridges. 

 

Reason: In the interests of road safety 
 

20. Any telegraph poles/street furniture to be re-sited to the rear of sight visibility 
splays and to the satisfaction of DFI ROADS. 
 
Reason: In the interests of road safety 
 

21. The appointed contractor to the proposal must implement all the mitigation as 
described in the Construction Method Statement (dated March 2018) and the 
Drainage Plan (dated 08/11/2017) submitted at Reserved Matters stage. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the appointed contractor is aware of the environmental 
mitigation to be implemented during construction phase. 
 

22. A detailed Construction Plan - based on noise threshold limits and measures to 
reduce the impact of construction phase noise on the nearest noise sensitive 
receptors as specified in BS 5228 : 2009 + A1 2014 - shall be submitted for 
approval by the Environmental Health Protection and Development Service of 
Ards and North Down Borough Council, prior to commencement of works. 
 
Reason: In the interests of residential amenity 
 

23. There shall be no construction activity or deliveries to site on Sundays, Bank 
Holidays, or outside the hours of 08:00 – 18:00 Monday to Friday and 09:00 – 
13:00 on Saturdays. 
 
Reason: In the interests of residential amenity 
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24. Adequate measures must be put in place to control dust from the construction 
 phase, including vehicles exiting the site. 

 
 Reason: In the interests of residential amenity 

 
25. No site works of any nature or development shall take place until a programme 

of archaeological work has been implemented, in accordance with a written 
scheme and programme prepared by a qualified archaeologist, submitted by 
the applicant and approved by the Council. The programme should provide for 
the identification and evaluation of archaeological remains within the site, for 
mitigation of the impacts of development, through excavation recording or by 
preservation of remains, and for preparation of an archaeological report. 
 
Reason: to ensure that archaeological remains within the application site are 
properly identified, and protected or appropriately recorded. 
 

26. Access shall be afforded to the site at all reasonable times to any archaeologist 
nominated by the Council to observe the operations and to monitor the 
implementation of archaeological requirements. 
 
Reason: to monitor programmed works in order to ensure that identification, 
evaluation and appropriate recording of any archaeological remains, or any 
other specific work required by condition, or agreement is satisfactorily 
completed. 

 

27. The final Construction Environmental Management Plan must be submitted by 
the appointed contractor to Ards and North Down Borough Council prior to 
works commencing. This should reflect all of the mitigation, and avoidance 
measures to be employed as outlined in the Draft Ecological Management Plan 
(December 2015) and all additional submitted information. 
 
Reason: To ensure effective avoidance and mitigation measures have been 
planned for the protection of the water environment. 
 

28. All hard and soft landscape works shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details and the associated Landscape Management Plan.  
 
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high 
standard of landscape. 
 

29. If within a period of 5 years from the date of the planting of any tree, shrub or 
hedge, that tree, shrub or hedge is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies, or 
becomes, in the opinion of the Council, seriously damaged or defective, 
another tree, shrub or hedge of the same species and size as that originally 
planted shall be planted at the same place, unless the Council gives its written 
consent to any variation. 
 
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high 
standard of landscape. 
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30. If any retained tree is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies within 5 years 
from the date of completion of the development it shall be replaced within the 
next planting season by another tree or trees in the same location of a species 
and size as specified by the Council.   
 
Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by existing trees. 
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Annex 1 
 

Relevant Planning History 

Reference X/2011/0247/O 

Location Land north of 262 Bangor Road, Beverley Way/Walk, Newtown 
Vale/Park/Crescent, 214 Donaghadee Road and 8-9 Ballyharry Heights, 
west of 171 Donaghadee Road south/west of 270 Bangor Rd and west of 
250 Donaghadee Road, Newtownards 

Proposal New residential neighbourhood comprising mix detached, semi-detached, 
townhouses and apartments, open space, landscaping, pedestrian/cycle 
paths, distributor road from signalised junction on Bangor Road to 
roundabout on Donaghadee Road and associated ancillary works. 

Decision Permission granted 

Date 20.12.2012 

 

Reference X/2013/0336/RM 

Location Lands north of 262 Bangor Road, Beverley Way and Beverley Walk, 
south of 270 Bangor Road and south-east of 219 Bangor Road, 
Newtownards. 

Proposal Approval of reserved matters relating to Phase 1A lands for the erection 
of 57 dwellings comprising mix of detached and semi-detached dwellings, 
open space and ancillary works 

Decision Permission granted 

Date 25.06.2015 

 

Reference X/2014/0280/RM 

Location Land north of 262 Bangor Road, Beverley Way/Walk, south/east of 270 
Bangor Road and south east of 219 Bangor Road, Newtownards 

Proposal Approval of reserved matters relating to Phase 1B lands for the erection 
of 24 dwellings comprising a mix of detached and semi-detached and 13 
apartments, open space and ancillary works (37 residential units in total) 

Decision Permission granted  

Date 05.10.2016 

 

 
 
 
 
Adjacent to Site (if appropriate) 
 

Reference X/2004/1553/F 

Location Lands at No's 210 - 218 Donaghadee Road, Newtownards 

Proposal 20No. residential units comprising 2No detached, 2No semi-detached, 
6No terraced and 10No. apartments 

Decision Permission granted 

Date 09.02.2006 

 

Reference X/2010/0085/F 

Location Lands at No's 210-218 Donaghadee Road, Newtownards 
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Proposal Residential development of 15 dwellings, access, landscaping & 
associating site works (amended layout from previous approval 
X/2004/1553/F for 20 units - no change to approved internal road). 

Decision Permission granted 

Date 06.07.2010 

 

Reference X/2011/0222/F 

Location Lands at no's 210-218 Donaghadee Road, Newtownards 

Proposal Residential Development of 3 dwellings. Change of house type at site 09 
from a detached dwelling to 2 semi-detached dwellings with an additional 
dwelling site 8A with garages, landscaping and associated site works 

Decision Permission granted 

Date 26.09.2011 

 

Reference X/2011/0283/F 

Location Lands at no's 210-218 Donaghadee Road, Newtownards 

Proposal Change of house types to previous approval ref: X/2010/0085/F for 
residential development of 15 dwellings. 

Decision Permission granted 

Date 29.12.2011 
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Site layout plan and associated landscaping 

 

 
View of site to the rear of Ashbourne Park 
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Existing residential development in Ashbourne Park 

 

 
View of site from Donaghadee Road 
 
 

 
Proposed elevation from Donaghadee Road 
 

  
Proposed two-storey apartment block                            Proposed three-storey apartment block 
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Proposed two-storey semi-detached dwellings 
 

            
 
Proposed two-storey semi-detached dwellings 
 

   
Proposed two-storey detached dwellings 
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Proposed two-storey detached dwellings 
 

 
Proposed two-storey detached dwelling 
 

 
Proposed two-storey detached dwelling 
 
 



          ITEM 5.5 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2017/1172/F 

Proposal 
Proposed construction of 3no.dwellings and 1no. single 
garage with associated car parking and landscaping 

Location 
Lands at 19 Old Seahill Road, Craigavad, Holywood 
 
DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye 

Committee Interest 
6 or more representations contrary to the officer’s 
recommendation 

Validated 18th October 2017 

Summary 

 
Main considerations: 
 

• Planning history is relevant in the assessment of this 
application 

• Previous applications granted housing on the site the  
principle of development has been established 

• In addition, the site is zoned for housing (SL/03/01) in 
the local area plan (Draft BMAP) and this land use is 
therefore deemed acceptable  

• 11 letters of objection received from 7 individual 
addresses 

• Main areas of concern include impact on trees, 
pedestrian safety, increased traffic and parking, 
boundary treatments and retaining wall, overlooking 
and privacy, character of the area and the requirement 
of a health and safety report to be carried out in 
advance of development proceeding 

• Several comments received included issues that lie 
beyond the red line of the planning application such as 
issues with the walkway to the Seahill train halt and 
overhanging trees. 

• Matters raised outside the red line cannot be 
considered within the remit of this application 
 

 
 

 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment Item 5.5a -  Case Officer Report 

 



 

Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref: 
LA06/2017/1172/F 

DEA:  Holywood & Clandeboye 

Proposal:  Proposed construction of 3no. dwellings and 1no. single garage 
with associated car parking and landscaping. 

Location:  Lands at 19 Old Seahill Road, Craigavad, Holywood. 

Applicant: 
Windsor Developments LTD 

Agent: 
Coogan and Co Architects LTD 

 
Date Valid: 18/10/2017 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 02/11/2017 

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 18/10/2017 

 
Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: Yes 
 

Letters of 
Support 

 Letters of Objection 11 (from 7 
individual 
addresses) 

Petitions  

Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• Overlooking; 

• Impact on trees; 

• Impact on traffic/road safety/pedestrian safety; 

• Disruption during construction; 

• Land stability.  

Case Officer: Edel Trainor 

Email: Edel.Trainor@ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk 

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

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The site is located in the grounds of what was No. 19 Old Seahill Road and consists 
of a triangular piece of land.  No. 19 has been demolished for a considerable time and 
3 dwellings are built in the north eastern part of what was its garden.  The site is 
accessed via a private lane which in turn is accessed from Old Seahill Road.  Old 
Seahill Road terminates at the point where the private access lane of the site branches 
off from the road.  At the cul de sac there is an underpass/bridge which runs in a 
northerly direction under the railway line leading to Seahill station.  The railway line 
runs along the northern side of the site with the private access lane (which leads to 
the existing dwellings Nos. 21, 23 and 25) running parallel to it.  The level of land rises 
eastward from Old Seahill Road to Nos. 21, 23 and 25.  The site is bounded on its 
southern side by the rear gardens of Martello Park which sit at a higher level than the 
site.  The dwellings on Martello Park are generally single storey and along Old Seahill 
Road there is a mixture of single and two storey dwellings.     
 
The site is currently vacant and security fencing runs along the boundary with the 
access lane.  A stand of mature trees are located in the western corner of the site and 
are to be retained.      
 

http://www.planningni.gov.uk/
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2.   Site Location Plan 
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3. Relevant Planning History 

 
W/1991/0248/F.  Lands within the grounds of No. 19 Old Seahill Road.  Housing 
development 3 no. houses.  Approved 20th August 1991. 
 
W/1992/0724/F.  Land to rear of No. 19 Old Seahill Road.  Three dwellings.  Approved 
20th April 1993. 
 
These approved dwellings were to the north and east of the proposed site and can be 
seen now constructed in the aerial image above. 
 
W/2005/0374/O.  Land at No.19 Old Seahill Road.  Replacement and 2 new dwellings.  
Approved 19th may 2006. 
 
W/2006/0841/RM.  No. 19 Old Seahill Road.  One replacement and 2 new dwellings.  
Approved 22nd February 2007. 
 
W/2007/0879/F.  No. 19 Old Seahill Road.  Demolition of existing unit and erection of 
residential development consisting of 3 detached units with integral groups.  Approved 
25th May 2008. 
 
The principle of 3 dwellings on the current site has already been established via the 
above permissions. 
 

 

4.   Planning Policy Framework  

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

• North Down & Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 

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

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 

• Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement & Parking 

• Planning Policy Statement 7: Quality Residential Environments 

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

• Planning Policy Statement 12: Housing in Settlements 
 

 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 
 
Creating Places 
Development Control Advice Note 8: Housing in Existing Urban 
DCAN 15:  Vehicular Access Standards 
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6.   Consultations  
Consultation was carried with the following statutory and non-statutory consultees and a synopsis of 
responses is listed 

Consultee Response 

DFI Roads No objections, subject to condition 

AANDBC Environmental 
Health 

No objection, subject to condition 

NI Transport Holding 
Company 

No objection, subject to condition 

NIEA Water Management 
Unit 

No objection 

NI Water  No objection 

 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984 – 1995 
 
The proposed dwellings are sited within the settlement limit of Seahill.  Under the above 
plan the site was identified as SL 03/01 as being a committed housing site 
(development ongoing/not started).  This was due to the previous permissions 
pertaining to the site where the principle of development was already established.   
 
Draft BMAP 2015 
 
The site is located within the settlement limit for Seahill and is on land zoned for housing 
SL/03/01.  An objection was received to the zoning but given the previous history and 
that they were zoned in the previous plan the PAC recommended no change to the 
draft Plan. 
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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. 

The principle of development is established as the site is within the settlement limit of 

Seahill with various permission on the site for housing and the site is zoned for housing 

within the plan.  It is not considered that there shall be any adverse impact on any 

designated areas. 

PPS2 Natural Heritage  

Planning Officer’s consideration of potential effects on European Sites  
 
The potential impact of this proposal on Special Areas of Conservation, Special 
Protection Areas and Ramsar sites has been assessed in accordance with the 
requirements of Regulation 43(1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats etc) 
Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended). The proposal would not be likely to 
have a significant effect on the features, conservation objectives or status of any of 
these sites. 

PPS 3 Access, Movement and Parking 

Following consultation with Transport NI no objections have been raised in relation to 
the access arrangements.  The dwellings have 4 bedrooms each and 2 car parking 
spaces have been identified within the curtilage.  However although not formally 
identified on the plans there is room within the respective curtilages for the parking of 
additional cars if necessary.     
 
Planning Policy Statement 7, Quality Residential Environments 

 
Policy QD 1 
 
Quality in New Residential Development 
 
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 proposed dwellings are to be 2 storeys in height with accommodation also in the 
roof void (served by roof lights only).  The dwellings are considered appropriate in terms 
of character as they are similar in scale, proportions and massing to other properties in 
the area.  The topography of the area varies with Old Seahill Road to the west of the 
site being the lowest point.  Both the site and Martello Park rise eastwards.  Martello 
Park which is located along the southern boundary of the site is situated at a higher 
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level than the site.  The levels of the site are also to be lowered as part of the proposed 
development.  An existing retaining wall runs along the south eastern portion of the site 
adjacent to Martello Park (along the rear boundaries of their back gardens).  There is a 
4m difference in level from the top of the retaining wall (and therefore the level of No. 
12 Martello Park’s garden and the proposed finished floor level (FFL) of house 1 (the 
easternmost site).  A new retaining wall is to be continued along this southern boundary.  
The difference in levels between house 2 (middle house) and that of No. 8 Martello 
Park is 3m from the rear garden area of No. 8 and the FFL of house 2.  There is also 
3m drop in levels from the garden level of No. 4 and 6 Martello Park to that of the FFL 
of house 3 (the westernmost house).  There shall be driveways and front garden areas 
located to the front (north) of the proposed dwellings. 
 
Taking into account the difference in levels, the adjacent railway line which sits at a 
higher level as well as Nos. 21, 23 and 25 which also sit at a higher level and the mature 
trees it is not considered that the proposed dwellings will appear overly dominant in the 
area and their size and scale can be absorbed by the surrounding topography and built 
development.   
 
(b) features of the archaeological and built heritage, and landscape features are 
identified and, where appropriate, protected and integrated in a suitable manner 
into the overall design and layout of the development;  
 
No archaeological or built heritage features have been identified.  Landscape features 
such as the existing trees in the south west corner are to be retained.   
 
(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;  
 
This is not applicable to this application as it is for 3 dwellings only.  However the 
majority of existing vegetation is to be retained and there will be adequate amenity 
space within the respective curtilages. 
 
(d) adequate provision is made for necessary local neighbourhood facilities, to 
be provided by the developer as an integral part of the development;  
 
This is not applicable to this application as it is for 3 dwellings only. 
 
(e) a movement pattern is provided that supports walking and cycling, meets the 
needs of people whose mobility is impaired, respects existing public rights of 
way, provides adequate and convenient access to public transport and 
incorporates traffic calming measures;  
 
This is not applicable to this application as it is for 3 single dwellings only.  However the 
site is well served by public transport as Seahill train station is within walking distance 
of the site. 
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(f) adequate and appropriate provision is made for parking;  
 
The dwellings have 4 bedrooms and 2 car parking spaces have been identified within 
the curtilage.  However although not formally identified on the plans there is room within 
the curtilages of each dwelling for the parking of additional cars if necessary.     
 
(g) the design of the development draws upon the best local traditions of form, 
materials and detailing;  
 
The proposed development is a classic design and given that there is a mix of 
traditional, classic and contemporary designs in the area it is considered acceptable.  
The materials and finishes are consistent with those in the area.    
 
(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; and  
 
The front elevation of the 3 proposed dwellings are orientated north towards the railway 
that sits at a much higher level than the FFL of the houses which is approx. 5-7m  higher 
(taking account in the change in levels across the site).   
 
Starting from the access point in the west of the site house 3 is approached first.  As 
stated its front elevation is orientated north with its rear elevation on the southern side.  
At the closest point there is approx. 8.5m from the rear elevation of this dwelling to the 
shared boundary with No. 4 Martello Park and 9-12m with No. 6 Martello Park.  There 
is a difference in level of approx. 3.8m from the rear garden area of Nos. 4 and 6 
Martello Park to the FLL floor level of house 3.  House 3 will have three 1st floor windows 
in its rear elevation but one is a landing window which will be conditioned to have 
obscure glazing and the other two windows are orientated to face away from that of No. 
4 Martello Park so there shall be no direct views towards its rear amenity space there 
is also approx. 25m of separation distance between the rear elevation of the proposed 
dwelling and that of No. 4 Martello Park at the closest point.  There is 30m separation 
distance to the rear elevation of No. 6 Martello Park from the rear of house 3 and this 
combined with the 3m difference in level will ensure that there will be no unacceptable 
degree of overlooking to No. 6 Martello Park.   
 
House 2 (the middle house) is 8m from the shared boundary with No. 8 Martello Park 
at the closest point and 14m away at the furthest point.  Again house 2 is orientated at 
an oblique angle reducing direct views towards No. 8’s private amenity space.  The rear 
garden of No. 8 also sits 3.2m higher that the FFL of house 2.  There is also approx. 
34m between the 2 rear elevations.   
 
House 1 in the eastern portion of the site is 18m from its rear elevation to the shared 
boundary with No. 10 Martello Park and 22m at the nearest point to the shared 
boundary of No. 12 Martello park.  There is over 40m of separation distance between 
the respective rear elevations.  There is also a 3.2m difference in levels of the gardens 
of Nos. 10 and 12 Martello Park with the FFL of house 1, whereby the properties in 
Martello Park are at the higher level.          
 
Given the separation distances, change in levels and orientation of the proposed 
dwellings it is not considered that there shall be any adverse impact on the properties 
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in Martello Park.  The accommodation in the roof voids shall be served with roof lights 
on the rear roof planes only therefore, there shall be no overlooking from these rooms.  
The properties in Martello Park sit to the south of the proposed dwellings so shall benefit 
from full sun for the majority of the day, therefore there shall be no adverse loss of light 
or overshadowing as a result of the proposed development.   
 
Any noise or disturbance shall be during the construction phase only and shall therefore 
be temporary. 
 
(i) the development is designed to deter crime and promote personal safety.  
 
This is not applicable to this application as it is for a single dwelling only. 
 
Addendum to PPS7, Safeguarding the Character of Established Residential 
Developments 
 
Policy LC1, Protecting local character, environmental quality and residential 
amenity  
 
(a) The proposed density is not significantly higher than that found in the locality 
 
The plot sizes of the proposed dwellings are consistent with those surrounding the site 
and the density at 13.6 dph is comparable with the density of the development to the 
immediate south the site at Martello Park which is 14 dph.     
 
(b) Pattern of development is in keeping with overall character and environmental 
quality 
 
It is considered that the pattern of development is consistent with that exhibited in the 
area.  
 
(c) Dwelling unit is built to size in accordance with housing associations space 
standards 
  
I am satisfied this is the case.   

 

 

8.   Consideration of Representations 

In total 11 objections were received from 7 individual addresses and 1 non 
committal representation from a Councillor.  
 
The following issues were raised: 
 

• Impact on trees 

• Pedestrian safety 

• Traffic/parking 

• Street lighting  

• Signage 

• Retaining wall/land stability/boundary treatments 

• Overlooking/privacy/view 
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• Out of character 

• Damage/Health and Safety during construction 
 

Impact on trees 
 
There was concern expressed at the potential loss of/damage to the trees.  The majority 
of the trees are to be retained in particular those trees adjacent to the road (south west 
corner of the site) which provide the most visual amenity.  They were the subject of a 
Tree Preservation Order Enquiry but a TPO was not placed on them.  Those in the 
south western corner which are adjacent to the public road and hold the most visual 
amenity value are to be retained as part of the scheme and protected during 
construction.  The removal of trees and subsequent potential damage to adjacent 
properties would be a civil matter between the relevant land owners.  
 
Pedestrian Safety/Traffic/parking/street lighting/signage 
 
The above issues relate mainly to the fact that the Old Seahill Road terminates at the 
point where the access lane to the site branches off.  At this cul de sac there is a 
pedestrian underpass that leads under the railway line to Seahill Station.  Concerns 
were raised about the narrowness of the footpath and overhanging branches and 
pedestrian safety.  The footpath and the overhanging branches are on the opposite 
side of the road from the site.  It was also stated that there is parking along this section 
of road by rail commuters and at school pick up times.  These issues are not something 
which can be controlled under the remit of this application as the footpath and road are 
outside the boundaries of this application.  The inadequate street lighting is a matter for 
the Department for Infrastructure.  DFI Roads were consulted during the processing of 
this application and have raised no objections to the proposed development in terms of 
road safety.  The principle of 3 dwellings on this site has been established for a 
considerable period of time given the previous approvals therefore the proposed 
development for 3 dwellings is consistent with what was previously considered 
acceptable for this site.  It is not considered a major development.  It is not incumbent 
on the developer to upgrade the existing footpath or install barriers or upgrade road 
markings, these would be a matter for DFI Roads.    
 
Retaining wall/land stability/boundary treatments 
 
There is already a retaining wall along the eastern portion of the southern boundary of 
the site.  A new retaining anchor wall is proposed along the rest of the southern 
boundary which shall be 2m high and this is annotated on the drawings.  The plans 
clearly show the new anchor wall along the boundary.  It is the responsibility of the 
developer to ensure that this wall is engineered and constructed appropriately.  Detailed 
drawings showing the proposed method of construction for the retaining wall has been 
submitted.  Also there shall be a condition placed on the approval that proof must be 
submitted to the Council prior to the commencement of work on the site that the 
proposals have been signed off by a qualified Structural Engineer.  Any issues which 
may arise due to land stability are a civil matter and therefore between the respective 
land owners.  The existing boundary treatments in place along the rear garden 
boundaries of the properties in Martello Park shall remain unchanged.  The drawings 
show a 1.1m high fence to be located atop of the retaining wall where needed to 
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delineate the boundary.  Any potential damage to existing boundary treatments as a 
result of the proposed land works is a civil matter between the respective parties.   
 
Overlooking/privacy/view 
 
As outlined in detail above under consideration of PPS 7 QD 1 (h) it is considered that 
there is sufficient separation distances, oblique relationships and differences in levels 
that there shall be no unacceptable adverse impact on neighbouring properties 
including those in Martello Park as a result of the proposed development.  The 
previously approved application had a condition attached which removed Permitted 
Development rights from the dwellings.  This would have required the submission of 
additional planning applications for dormer windows or extensions in order to protect 
the amenity of the residents in Martello Park.  Given that this application involves a 
reduction in levels across the site the impact from any overlooking potential from first 
floor windows has been significantly reduced.  As outlined above the separation 
distances are considered acceptable.  The accommodation in the roof void in House 
Type A shall be served with dormers on the front elevation and thus looking north 
towards the railway line and the windows on the southern roof elevation shall be roof 
lights thus negating any overlooking potential.  One letter expressed concerns that the 
planting of new shrubs would obstruct their view of the sea reducing the value of their 
property.  While it is not known as to what height the shrubs may grow to their potential 
to obstruct a view is not a material planning consideration.  There is no legal right to 
view and the potential impact on property values is not something that can quantified 
accurately.    
 
Out of character  
     
There are other 2 storey dwellings in the area which also have accommodation in the 
roof void.  Also considering that the railway to the north sits at a much higher level as 
do Nos. 21, 23 and 25 Old Seahill Road and that the ridge heights of the proposed will 
be lower than these that the proposed properties can be accommodated into the 
surrounding topography. 
 
Damage/Health and Safety during construction 
 
Any damage to the existing access lane or as a result the traffic using it once the houses 
are constructed is a civil matter between the respective parties.  Site health and safety 
issues are a matter for the developer/contractor/land owner and not something which 
can be controlled under the remit of the planning process. 
 
 

9.   Conclusion  

 
Following consideration of the relevant plans, policies, consultation responses, 
representations and other material considerations as outlined in detail above that the 
proposed development complies with the relevant polices and there shall be no adverse 
impact on neighbouring properties as a result.   
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10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission 
 

 

11.    Conditions  

 
1.  As required by Section 61 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011, the 
development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 5 years from the 
date of this permission. 
  
Reason: Time Limit. 
 
2.  The vehicular access, including visibility splays and any forward sight distance, shall 
be provided in accordance with drawing number LA06/2017/1172/02, bearing the 
Council’s date stamped 6th October 2017, prior to the commencement of any other 
development hereby permitted. The area within the visibility splays and any forward 
sight line shall be cleared to provide a level surface no higher than 250mm above the 
level of the adjoining carriageway and such splays shall be retained and kept clear 
thereafter. 
 
Reason: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of road 
safety and the convenience of road users. 
 
3.  The access gradient to the dwellings hereby permitted shall not exceed 4% (1 in 25) 
over the first 10 m outside the road boundary.  Where the vehicular access crosses 
footway, the access gradient shall be between 4% (1 in 25) maximum and 2.5% (1 in 
40) minimum and shall be formed so that there is no abrupt change of slope along the 
footway. 
 
Reason:  To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of road 
safety and the convenience of road users 
 
4.  In the event that unexpected contamination is encountered during the approved 
development of this site, the development shall cease and a written report detailing the 
nature of the contamination and its management must be submitted to the Council for 
approval.  This investigation and risk assessment must be undertaken in accordance 
with current best practice.   
 
Reason:  Protection of human health.  
 
5.  No dwelling shall be occupied until provision has been made and permanently 
retained within the curtilage of each dwelling for the parking of private cars as shown 
on drawing number LA06/2017/1172/02, bearing the Council’s date stamp 6th October 
2017.   
 
Reason: To ensure adequate parking in the interests of road safety and the 
convenience of road users. 
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6.  All hard and soft landscape works shall be completed in accordance with drawing 
number LA06/2017/1172/03, bearing the Council’s date stamp 6th October 2017, during 
the first available planting season after the occupation of the dwellings hereby 
approved. 
   
Reason:  To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high standard 
of landscape. 
 
7. The existing trees as indicated on drawing number LA06/2017/1172/03, bearing the 
Council’s date stamp 6th October 2017, shall be retained.  No retained tree shall be cut 
down, uprooted or destroyed, or have its roots damaged within the crown spread nor 
shall arboricultural work or tree surgery take place or any retained tree be topped or 
lopped other than in accordance with the approved plans and particulars, without the 
written consent of the Council.  
 
Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by the existing trees. 

8.  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. 
 
9.  If any retained tree as indicated on drawing number LA06/2017/1172/03, bearing 
the Council’s date stamp 6th October 2017, is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies 
within 5 years from the date of the occupation of the building for its permitted use 
another tree or hedgerow shall be planted at the same place and those trees/plants 
shall be of such size and species and shall be planted at such time as may be specified 
by the Council. 

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

10.  The windows on the southern elevations of houses 1, 2 & 3, as indicated in GREEN 
on stamped approved drawing numbers LA06/2017/1172/04, 05, 06 & 07, bearing the 
Council’s date stamp 6th October 2017, shall be glazed with obscure glass prior to 
occupation of the development hereby approved and this obscure glazing shall be 
permanently retained thereafter.  

Reason: In the interest of privacy and amenity. 

11.  The erection of fencing for the protection of any retained tree shall be undertaken 
in accordance with the drawing number the British Standard 5837 (2012), before any 
equipment, machinery or materials are brought onto the site for the purposes of the 
development, and shall be maintained until all equipment, machinery and surplus 
materials have been removed from the site. Nothing shall be stored or placed in any 
area fenced in accordance with this condition and the ground levels within those areas 
shall not be altered, nor shall any excavation be made or any other works carried out, 
or fires lit without the written consent of the Council. 
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Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by existing trees. 

12.  The applicant must ensure that the retaining wall proposed along the southern 
boundary is designed and constructed according to the relevant British Standards and 
codes of practice. Any such design must be certified by an appropriately qualified 
chartered engineer and proof of this must be submitted to the Council prior to the 
commencement of development. 

Reason: To ensure adequacy of design. 
 
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 is advised that the proposed commencement of Part III of the Waste 
and Contaminated Land (NI) Order 1997 may introduce retrospective environmental 
liabilities to the applicant following the development of this site. The comments provided 
by Ards and North Down Borough Council are without prejudice to any future statutory 
control which may be required under Part III or any other future environmental 
legislation. 

 



 

Addendum to LA06/2017/1172/F 

 

Proposal: Proposed construction of 3 no. dwellings and 1 no. single 

garage with associated car parking and landscaping. 

 

Location: Lands at No. 19 old Seahill Road, Craigavad, Holywood.  

 

1. This addendum has been prepared to address further objections received after 

the completion of the case officer’s report.  The additional comments have been 

submitted by 4 individuals who had previously submitted representations during 

the processing of the application.  The comments submitted previously have 

been fully considered in the case officer report. 

 

2. In Mr Nesbitt’s email (which included the photographs below) he raised the 

following: 

 

a) Proximity of the public footway to the lane which shall serve the 

proposed dwellings (Picture 1). 

b) The overhanging trees over the footway opposite the site (Picture 2).  

c) The trees which are to be removed (Pictures 3 & 4). 

d) Issues relating to the parking of cars on the road and large goods 

vehicles during construction.  

 

 
Photo 1     Photo 2 



 

    Photo 3     Photo 4 

3. These issues were raised by Mr Nesbitt in his previous submissions and have 

been addressed in the case officer’s report under consideration of 

representations.   

 

4. In relation to point (a) - as outlined in the case officer’s report consultation was 

undertaken with DFI Roads during the processing of the application and it 

raised no objections to the use of the existing access for the 3 proposed 

dwellings onto Seahill Road in terms of safety.     

  

5. Issues relating to overhanging trees, raised in point (b), are a matter for the 

relevant DFI Roads Section Office and it has been made aware of the issue 

following direct contact that Mr Nesbitt made with an officer within DFI Roads 

(Downpatrick) who advised that he had forwarded the information on to the 

relevant Section Office for action. 

 

6. In relation to point (c) the issue relating to trees within the site has also been 

addressed in the case officer’s report.  The trees are not subject to any Tree 

Preservation Order (TPO).  Those along the rear boundary (Photo 3) are to be 

removed as part of the application and those adjacent to the road (Photo 4) are 

to be retained.  

 

7. Issues relating to the parking of cars/large goods vehicles, as raised in point (d) 

during construction are outside the remit of planning, and any such issues 

should be reported to the PSNI or DFI Roads. 

 

8. A further email was received by Ms Phillips who had also previously written in 

raising issues about the existing trees.  She reiterated her previous concerns.  

She believed that the trees were subject to a TPO, however as previously 



outlined they are not protected by a TPO.  The trees adjacent to the road will 

be retained.   

 

9. An email was received from Mr Milford who had also previously written in.  He 

reiterated his previous concerns in relation to the trees, removal of permitted 

development rights attached to the previous permission, boundary treatments 

(fence/retaining wall), separation distances between the existing and proposed 

dwellings and the reduction in levels across the site.  All these issues were 

addressed in the case officer’s report previously.  

 

10. A further email was received from Ms Hunter who had also previously written 

in raising issues about the proposed retaining wall.  She again reiterated this 

concern.   This issue was addressed in the case officer’s report. 

 

 

Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission  
 

 

 

 

 



          ITEM 5.6 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2018/0112/F 

Proposal 

Development of fixed fenders to harbour wall, steel 
treads to existing steps and vertical ladder, for the 
purposes of providing improved boarding arrangements 
for RNLI craft allowing safer boarding and casualty 
transfer. 
 

Location 
Donaghadee Harbour, Donaghadee 
 
DEA: Bangor East and Donaghadee 

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

Validated 05 February 2018 

Summary 

 
Main considerations: 
 

• Application submitted to afford RNLI additional 
safety when boarding and for casualties, therefore 
a benefit if approved 

• Assessment of the proposed works on the 
Conservation Area in Donaghadee 

• Assessment of the proposed works on listed 
buildings in Donaghadee 

• No objections from consultees 
 
 

 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment Item 5.6a -  Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref: LA06/2018/0112/F 
 

DEA:  Bangor East & Donaghadee 

Proposal: Development of fixed fenders to harbour wall, steel treads to existing steps 
and vertical ladder, for the purposes of providing improved boarding arrangements for 
RNLI craft allowing safer boarding and casualty transfer. 
 

Location: Donaghadee Harbour, Donaghadee, County Down, BT21 0HF 
 

Applicant: RNLI Agent: RPS 
 

Date Valid: 05/02/2018 ES Requested: No 

Date last Advertised: 22/02/2018 

Date last Neighbour Notified: No neighbours 

Consultations: Yes 
Consultee Response 

Historic Environment Division No objection, subject to conditions 

Representations: Yes 
Letters of Support: 1 
Letters of Objection: 0 
Petitions:  
Summary of Main Issues: 

 

• Impact on Listed Building 

• Impact on Conservation Area 
 

Case Officer: Caroline Herron  

Email: caroline.herron@ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk 

Recommendation: Grant Consent 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 

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

 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The application site is located at Donaghadee Harbour, in close proximity to the 
Lighthouse.  This area is the present mooring location for the RNLI Saxon Lifeboat.  
The entire harbour is grade B+ listed and has been a fully functional harbour dating 
back to the 17th century. The existing harbour was re-built in the early 19th century 
and it runs from the shore at the north end of the Parade in a broad arc, bent against 
the open sea, towards the southern end of the present north pier.  Donaghadee’s 
famous lighthouse is protected via a separate B1 listing. The outer slopes of both 
piers were constructed using rock blasted from the sea bed of the immediate area, 

mailto:caroline.herron@ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk
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whilst the inner faces were built of Anglesea Limestone.  The site is located in the 
settlement of Donaghadee and is on the north-eastern edge of Donaghadee’s 
Conservation Area. 
 
There are steps running alongside the harbour wall leading down to the water and 
metal railings alongside this portion of the western edge of the harbour.   
 
 

 

2.   Site Location Plan 

 
 

3.   Planning History 

Any relevant planning history is detailed at back of report 

 

4.   Planning Policy Framework  

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

• Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 (ADAP) 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 

• Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage 
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5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 

• Donaghadee Conservation Area guide (January 1994) 
 

 

6.   Consultations  

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

Consultee Response 

NIEA Marine No objection subject to informatives  

NIEA Water Management Unit No objection, subject to standing advice 

Shared Environmental 
Services 

No objection, subject to conditions 

Council’s Conservation Officer No objection to proposal. 

 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 
 

Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had to 
the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other material 
considerations. Section 6(4) states that where regard is to be had to the Development 
Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise 
 
The site is located within the Donaghadee settlement limit as shown in the Ards and 
Down Area Plan 2015. The application site also lies within the boundaries of 
Donaghadee Conservation Area, designated by reason of its special architectural and 
historic interest on 13 January 1994.  Section 104 (11) of the Planning Act (NI) 2011 
states that in designated Conservation Areas, special regard must be given to:  
 
(a) preserving the character or appearance of that area where an opportunity for 

enhancing its character or appearance does not arise  
(b) enhancing the character and appearance of that area in cases where the 

opportunity to do so does arise. 
 

The proposal is in conformity with the plan provided it complies with relevant regional 
planning policies. 
 
 
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 
 
Under the SPPS, the guiding principle for planning authorities in determining planning 
applications is that sustainable development should be permitted, having regard to the 
development plan and all other material considerations unless the proposed 
development will cause demonstrable harm to interest of acknowledged importance.  
 
The Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) contains a policy direction reflecting 
Section 104 of the 2011 Act and echoes the criteria listed above. 



 

4 

 

 

 
 
Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning Archaeology and the Built Heritage 
 
Policy BH 12 (New Development in a Conservation Area) of PPS 6 states that 
proposals for the alteration or extension of properties in a conservation area will 
normally be acceptable where they are sensitive to the existing building, in keeping 
with the character and appearance of the particular area and will not prejudice the 
amenities of adjacent properties. 
 
The proposal involves the erection of timber fenders to the harbour wall for use by the 
RLNI lifeboat.  The fenders will be 1m above the harbour ground level which is a similar 
height to the existing railings alongside the steps and will be 5.5m below the ground 
level.  The fenders will be faced with a black rubber finish to ensure no damage to the 
lifeboat and will be fixed to the harbour wall by brackets.   
 
A new galvanized ladder extending 5.6m below ground level is proposed between the 
front two fenders, adjacent to the existing steps.   
 
A services box of 1m high will be located adjacent to the front fender and will be set 
back 250mm from the edge of the harbour.  The services box will be finished in stainless 
steel to match an adjacent box on the harbour.  
 
3 No. stainless steel jackstays will be attached to the harbour wall to maintain a fixed 
location when the lifeboat is moored.  The jackstay has a bracket top and bottom with 
a 15mm stainless steel cable located in-between.  The front and rear jackstays will be 
3.5m and the middle one, under the steps will be 2.1m. 
 
The existing steps will be covered in a Lionweld Safetread to protect them from wear 
and tear, for safety from algae and to widen them beyond the harbour wall for access 
to the lifeboat.  The Lionweld Safetread will be finished in black colour and will be fixed 
to the harbour wall by galvanized fixtures. 
 
The Council’s Conservation Officer advised that the harbour is of great historical 
significance to the town as reflected by the B1 listing.  One of the striking features of 
the harbour is that it is relatively uncluttered in terms of street furniture and signage 
and has not been subject to extensions and modifications like other harbours of the 
era.  The only adornments to the harbour wall and pier are associated with its 
maritime function such as large limestone bollards, cranes, stone steps and the 
harbour masters building.  Any new additions to the harbour should be minimal in 
scale in order to ensure that this unique character is maintained.  Obviously this has 
to be balanced against the operational needs of the RNLI and the vital service that 
they provide. 
 
The supporting documentation submitted on behalf of the Applicant explains that 
other solutions such as the use of a pontoon structure were considered but the wave 
and water depth conditions at Donaghadee rendered them unsuitable.  Furthermore, 
the solution that has now been developed incorporates elements of reversibility e.g. 
drill holes are to be cored rather than drilled so that the stone plug can be retained 
and replaced if the structures become obsolete in the future.  This is to be welcomed. 
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The materials to be used include timber for the fenders and steel for the steps which 
are sympathetic building materials in the context of the harbour. 
 
The proposed solution represents a balance between visual impact upon the listed 
pier and lighthouse whilst meeting the operational requirements of the RNLI.  
Obviously the structures will alter the appearance of the harbour but not to such an 
extent that they would have a detrimental impact upon the character of the 
conservation area.   
 
A Design and Access Statement was provided in accordance with Article 6 of The 
Planning (General Development Procedure) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015. 
 
 
PPS 2: Natural Heritage 
 
This policy sets out planning policies for the conservation, protection and enhancement 
of our natural heritage.  Policy NH 2 of PPS 2 states that planning permission will only 
be granted for a development proposal that is not likely to harm a species protected by 
law. To this end, the NI Biodiversity Checklist has been used to identify whether the 
proposal is likely to adversely affect certain aspects of biodiversity including protected 
species. In this instance it has indicated that there is not a reasonable likelihood of there 
being protected species present and therefore further investigation is not considered 
necessary. 
 
The potential impact of this proposal on Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of 
Conservation and Ramsar sites has been assessed in accordance with the 
requirements of Regulation 43 (1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) 
Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended).  The proposal would not be likely 
to have a significant effect on the conservation objectives/features of Strangford 
Lough SAC/SPA/Ramsar or any other European site. 
 
 

 

8.   Consideration of Representations 

One online representation of support was received from a Donaghadee resident. No 
comments were made.  
 

 

9.   Conclusion  

The proposal has been considered having regard to the Area Plan, all material planning 
considerations, the relevant regional planning policies, consultee comments, planning 
history and representations.   It is considered that the proposal respects the 
Conservation Area through the use of traditional materials, the simple design of the 
fenders and the scale being no higher above the harbour than the existing railings. 
There is no adverse impact on the visual amenity of the area nor the residential amenity 
of any nearby dwellings. 

 

 

10.    Recommendation 
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Grant Consent 
 

 

11.    Conditions / Reasons for Refusal 

 
CONDITIONS 
 

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

  
Reason: Time Limit. 
 
 

2. All construction activity, must be contained within the red line boundary as 
shown on drawing No. 01 bearing date stamp 5 February 2018.  

 
Reason: To ensure that the development does not result in any significant effect on the 
features of Outer Ards Ramsar Site and SPA, North Channel cSAC and East Coast 
(Northern Ireland) Marine Proposed SPA.  
 

3. The finishes of the proposed works shall be in accordance with Drawing No. 
03B bearing date stamp 29 June 2018. . No struts or fixings of the fenders to 
the harbour walls shall cantilever over the steps.  Harbour wall material (cores) 
removed for fixings, shall be set aside for reversibility purposes. 

 
Reason: to ensure that “the essential character of the building and its setting are 
retained’’ in compliance with criterion (a), BH8 of PPS6 and that ‘‘the works proposed 
make use of traditional and/or sympathetic building materials and techniques which 
match or are in keeping with those found on the building’’ in compliance with criterion 
(b), BH8 of PPS6. 
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Annex 1 
 

Relevant Planning History 

Reference X/2002/0798/CD 

Location The South Pier, Donaghadee Harbour, Donaghadee 

Proposal Replacement of existing & the installation of new safety railings to the 
edge of the pier at the location of steps to the sea bed, installation of 
vehicular & pedestrian barrier at pier entrance. 

Decision Permission granted 

Date 04.09.2002 

 

Reference X/2002/0845/LB 

Location The South Pier, Donaghadee Harbour, Donaghadee 

Proposal Replacement of existing and the installation of new safety railings to the 
edge of the pier at the location of steps to the sea bed; installation of 
vehicular and pedestrian barrier at pier entrance. 

Decision Permission granted 

Date 03.09.2002 

 

Reference LA06/2015/0435/PAD 

Location Donaghadee Harbour, Donaghadee 

Proposal Proposed new boarding arrangement for the existing lifeboat berthing 
facility 

Decision  

Date  

 

Reference LA06/2018/0111/LBC 

Location Donaghadee Harbour, Donaghadee 

Proposal Development of fixed fenders to harbour wall, steel treads to existing 
steps and vertical ladder, for the purposes of providing improved 
boarding arrangements for RNLI craft allowing safer boarding and 
casualty transfer. 

Decision Current application 

Date  
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Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 

Donaghadee Settlement Map and Conservation Area 

  

 

Photographs of site 
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Proposed site plan 
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          ITEM 5.7 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2018/0111/LBC 

Proposal 

Development of fixed fenders to harbour wall, steel 
treads to existing steps and vertical ladder, for the 
purposes of providing improved boarding arrangements 
for RNLI craft allowing safer boarding and casualty 
transfer 
 

Location 
Donaghadee Harbour, Donaghadee 
 
DEA: Bangor East and Donaghadee 

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

Validated 05 February 2018 

Summary 

 
Main considerations: 
 

• Separate Listed Building Consent required 

required as Donaghadee Harbour is a listed 

structure 

• Application submitted to afford RNLI additional 

safety when boarding and for casualties, therefore 

a benefit if approved 

• Assessment of the proposed works on the 

Conservation Area in Donaghadee 

• Assessment of the proposed works on listed 

buildings in Donaghadee 

• No objections from consultees 

 
 

 
Recommendation 
 

Consent 

Attachment Item 5.7a -  Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 
Application Ref: 
LA06/2018/0111/LBC 
 

DEA:  Bangor East & Donaghadee 

Proposal: Development of fixed fenders to harbour wall, steel treads to existing steps 
and vertical ladder, for the purposes of providing improved boarding arrangements for 
RNLI craft allowing safer boarding and casualty transfer. 
 

Location: Donaghadee Harbour, Donaghadee, County Down, BT21 0HF 
 

Applicant: RNLI Agent: RPS 
 

Date Valid: 05/02/2018 ES Requested: No 

Date last Advertised: 22/02/2018 

Date last Neighbour Notified: No neighbours 

Consultations: Yes 
Consultee Response 

Historic Environment Division No objection, subject to conditions 

Representations: Yes 
Letters of Support: 1 
Letters of Objection: 0 
Petitions:  
Summary of Main Issues: 

 

• Impact on Listed Building 

• Impact on Conservation Area 
 

Case Officer: Caroline Herron  

Email: caroline.herron@ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk 

Recommendation: Grant Consent 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 

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

 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The application site is located at Donaghadee Harbour, in close proximity to the 
Lighthouse.  This area is the present mooring location for the RNLI Saxon Lifeboat.  
The entire harbour is grade B+ listed and has been a fully functional harbour dating 
back to the 17th century. The existing harbour was re-built in the early 19th century 
and it runs from the shore at the north end of the Parade in a broad arc, bent against 
the open sea, towards the southern end of the present north pier.  Donaghadee’s 
famous lighthouse is protected via a separate B1 listing. The outer slopes of both 

mailto:caroline.herron@ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk
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piers were constructed using rock blasted from the sea bed of the immediate area, 
whilst the inner faces were built of Anglesea Limestone.  The site is located in the 
settlement of Donaghadee and is on the north-eastern edge of Donaghadee’s 
Conservation Area. 
 
There are steps running alongside the harbour wall leading down to the water and 
metal railings alongside this portion of the western edge of the harbour.   
 
 

 

2.   Site Location Plan 

 
 

3.   Planning History 

Any relevant planning history is detailed at back of report 

 

4.   Planning Policy Framework  

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

• Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 (ADAP) 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 

• Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage 
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5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 

• Donaghadee Conservation Area guide (January 1994) 
 

 

6.   Consultations  

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

Consultee Response 

Historic Environment 
Division 

No objection subject to conditions relating to the finishes.  

 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 
 

Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had to 
the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other material 
considerations. Section 6(4) states that where regard is to be had to the Development 
Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise 
 
The site is located within the Donaghadee settlement limit and Conservation Area as 
shown in the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015.  The proposal is in conformity with the 
plan provided it complies with relevant regional planning policies. 
 
 
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 
 
Under the SPPS, the guiding principle for planning authorities in determining planning 
applications is that sustainable development should be permitted, having regard to the 
development plan and all other material considerations unless the proposed 
development will cause demonstrable harm to interest of acknowledged importance.  
 
The harbour and lighthouse are both listed structures which are of special architectural 
and historic importance and are protected by Section 80 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011.  
Paragraphs 6.12 and 6.13 of the SPPS advise that listed structures are key elements 
of our built heritage and it is important that development respects the essential 
character and architectural or historic interest of the building and its setting, and that 
features of special interest remain intact and unimpaired.  
 

 
 
Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning Archaeology and the Built Heritage 
 
Policy BH 8 (Extension and Alteration of a Listed Building) of PPS 6 states that consent 
will be granted to proposals for the extension or alteration of a listed building if the 
essential character of the building and its setting are retained and its features of special 
interest remain intact and unimpaired, the works proposed make use of traditional 
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and/or sympathetic building materials and techniques which match or are in keeping 
with those found on the building; and the architectural details (e.g. doors, gutters, 
windows) match or are in keeping with the building.    
 
BH 11 (Development affecting the Setting of a Listed Building) advises that 
development proposals will only be acceptable if the design (Including scale, height, 
massing and alignment), materials and nature of the use respect the setting of the listed 
building.   
 
The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 2015 (SPPS) does not 
conflict with the extant Policies BH 8 and BH 11 as it does not introduce a change to 
nor clarification of those policies. 
 
The proposal involves the erection of timber fenders to the harbour wall for use by the 
RLNI lifeboat.  The fenders will be 1m above the harbour ground level which is a similar 
height to the existing railings alongside the steps and will be 5.5m below the ground 
level.  The fenders will be faced with a black rubber finish to ensure no damage to the 
lifeboat and will be fixed to the harbour wall by brackets.   
 
A new galvanized ladder extending 5.6m below ground level is proposed between the 
front two fenders, adjacent to the existing steps.   
 
A services box of 1m high will be located adjacent to the front fender and will be set 
back 250mm from the edge of the harbour.  The services box will be finished in stainless 
steel to match an adjacent box on the harbour. 
 
3 No. stainless steel jackstays will be attached to the harbour wall to maintain a fixed 
location when the lifeboat is moored.  The jackstay has a bracket top and bottom with 
a 15mm stainless steel cable located in-between.  The front and rear jackstays will be 
3.5m and the middle one, under the steps will be 2.1m. 
 
The existing steps will be covered in a Lionweld Safetread to protect them from wear 
and tear, for safety from algae and to widen them beyond the harbour wall for access 
to the lifeboat.  The Lionweld Safetread will be finished in black colour and will be fixed 
to the harbour wall by galvanized fixtures. 
 
Historic Environment Division, Historic Buildings (HED: HB) considered the application 
and it advised that the proposal satisfies paragraphs 6.12 and 6.13 of Strategic Policy 
Planning Statement for Northern Ireland; and policies BH 8 (Extension or Alteration of 
a Listed Building) and BH 11 (Development affecting the Setting of a Listed Building) 
of the Department's Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning, Archaeology and the Built 
Heritage, subject to the condition detailed below. 

 
1. No struts or fixings of the fenders to the harbour walls shall cantilever over the 
steps. 
2. New treads fixed over stone steps and new access ladder shall be steel. 
3. Fender structure shall be timber (as council dwg 03A, agent dwg IBS226502 – Rev 
C, date stamped 27 April 2018). 
4. Harbour wall material (cores) removed for fixings, shall be set aside for reversibility 
purposes. 
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Reason: to ensure that “the essential character of the building and its setting are 
retained’’ in compliance with criterion (a), BH8 of PPS6 and that ‘‘the works proposed 
make use of traditional and/or sympathetic building materials and techniques which 
match or are in keeping with those found on the building’’ in compliance with criterion 
(b), BH8 of PPS6. 
 
The finishes have all been added to Drawing No. 03B bearing date stamp 29 June 
2018. 
 
A Design and Access Statement was provided in accordance with Article 6 of The 
Planning (General Development Procedure) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015. 
 

 

 

8.   Consideration of Representations 

One online representation of support was received from a Donaghadee resident. No 
comments were actually made on the submission.  
 

 

9.   Conclusion  

The proposal has been considered having regard to the Area Plan, all material planning 
considerations, the relevant regional planning policies, consultee comments, planning 
history and representations.   It is considered that the proposal respects the listed 
structures and their setting through the use of traditional materials, the simple design 
of the fenders and the scale being no higher above the harbour than the existing 
railings.  

 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Consent 
 

 

11.    Conditions / Reasons for Refusal 

 
CONDITIONS 
 

1. The proposed works must be begun not later than the expiration of 5 years 
beginning with the date on which this consent is granted as required by Section 
94 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011. 
 

Reason: Time Limit 
 

2. The finishes of the proposed works shall be in accordance with Drawing No. 
03B bearing date stamp 29 June 2018. . No struts or fixings of the fenders to 
the harbour walls shall cantilever over the steps.  Harbour wall material (cores) 
removed for fixings, shall be set aside for reversibility purposes. 

 
Reason: to ensure that “the essential character of the building and its setting are 
retained’’ in compliance with criterion (a), BH8 of PPS6 and that ‘‘the works proposed 
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make use of traditional and/or sympathetic building materials and techniques which 
match or are in keeping with those found on the building’’ in compliance with criterion 
(b), BH8 of PPS6. 

Annex 1 
 

Relevant Planning History 

Reference X/2002/0798/CD 

Location The South Pier, Donaghadee Harbour, Donaghadee 

Proposal Replacement of existing & the installation of new safety railings to the 
edge of the pier at the location of steps to the sea bed, installation of 
vehicular & pedestrian barrier at pier entrance. 

Decision Permission granted 

Date 04.09.2002 

 

Reference X/2002/0845/LB 

Location The South Pier, Donaghadee Harbour, Donaghadee 

Proposal Replacement of existing and the installation of new safety railings to the 
edge of the pier at the location of steps to the sea bed; installation of 
vehicular and pedestrian barrier at pier entrance. 

Decision Permission granted 

Date 03.09.2002 

 

Reference LA06/2015/0435/PAD 

Location Donaghadee Harbour, Donaghadee 

Proposal Proposed new boarding arrangement for the existing lifeboat berthing 
facility 

Decision  

Date  

 

Reference LA06/2018/0112/F 

Location Donaghadee Harbour, Donaghadee 

Proposal Development of fixed fenders to harbour wall, steel treads to existing 
steps and vertical ladder, for the purposes of providing improved 
boarding arrangements for RNLI craft allowing safer boarding and 
casualty transfer. 

Decision Current application 

Date  
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Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 

Donaghadee Settlement Map and Conservation Area 

  

 

Photographs of site 
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Proposed site plan 
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ITEM 6  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Commitee 

Date of Meeting 07 August 2018 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 24 July 2018 

File Reference       

Legislation The Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☒         No     ☐        Other  ☐ 

If other, please add comment below:  

      

Subject Update on Planning Appeals 

Attachments       

 
 
Decisions 
 

 
1. The following appeal was dismissed on 16 July 2018. 
 

Appeal reference:  2017/A0183 
Application Reference: LA06/2017/0309/O  
Appeal by: Mrs B, Miss J & Mr J Robertson  
Subject of Appeal: Refusal of Outline Planning Permission for new 

dwelling and garage with proposed entrance 
paired with the access of no. 30 Ballyrogan Road  

Location: Lands contained between 30 and 32 Ballyrogan 
Road, Newtownards 

 
The Council refused this decision on 15 September 2017 for the following reasons: 

 

• The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY8 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the proposed site is not 
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considered to be a gap site within an otherwise substantial and 
continuously built up frontage 

• 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 

• The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY13 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the proposed site lacks 
long established natural boundaries and is unable to provide a suitable 
degree of enclosure for the building to integrate into the landscape and the 
building relies primarily on the use of new landscaping for integration 

• The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY 14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the building would, if 
permitted result in a suburban style build- up of development when viewed 
with existing and approved buildings  
 

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

 
The appeal decision is appended to this report. 

 
 
New Appeals Lodged 
 

2. The following 2 appeals were lodged with the Planning Appeals Commission 
on 03, 05 and 16 July 2018 respectively 

 
 

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 front 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, 
Newtownards 

 
 
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 
temporary accommodation (single storey, 
temporary 'Change of Use' for 3 years. 

Location:    2a Bingham Street East, Bangor 
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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 
 
 
Additional matter 
 
3. Last month's report included an appeal decision (2017/A0222) which allowed a 

dwelling in a 'cluster' on Craigdarragh Road, Helen's Bay, which the Planning 
Department had taken issue with.  The Head of Planning has written to the 
Chief Commission to set out the Council's grave concerns in respect of its view 
that the policy interpretation is entirely flawed and inconsistent in respect of 
similar appeal decisions relating to the specific policy.  Once a response has 
been received, the Head of Planning will update the Planning Committee, and 
provide indication of next steps. 
 

 
 

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

RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the Committee note the content of this report. 

http://www.pacni.gov.uk/
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ITEM 7  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning 

Date of Meeting 07 August 2018 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Finance 

Date of Report 25 July 2018 

File Reference FIN45 

Legislation Section 5 Local Government Finance Act (NI) 2011 

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☐             No     ☐        Not Applicable  ☒ 

Subject Planning Budgetary Control Report – June 2018   

Attachments - 

 
 
This Planning Budgetary Control Report covers the 3-month period 1 April to 30 June 
2018 and is set out on page 2. The net cost of the service is showing an under spend 
of £23,583 (10.2%). 
 
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 (£23,583) by expenditure 
(£36,640 favourable) and income (£13,057 adverse).  
  

Planning 
 
Expenditure - £36.6k (7.3%) better than budget to date. This favourable variance 
is mainly made up of the following: - 
  

a. Payroll £32.7k favourable due to vacancies. Vacant HPTO, PTO and 
administration posts are in the process of being filled. It is hoped they 
will be filled by July / August. 
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Income - £13.1k (4.9%) worse than budget to date. This adverse variance is mainly 
made up of the following: - 
 

b. Planning application income is £13.1k worse than budget to date 
(though this is an improvement on last month when planning 
application income was £30.2k behind budget). There has been a 
downturn in applications submitted in recent months. 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the Committee notes this report. 

Note Year to Date 

Actual

Year to Date 

Budget

Variance Annual 

Budget

Variance

£ £ £ £ %

Planning

330 Planning 208,717 232,300 (23,583) 1,065,900 10.2 

Totals 208,717 232,300 (23,583) 1,065,900 10.2 

BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

By Directorate and Service

Period 3 - June 2018

Note Actual Budget Variance Actual Budget Variance

£ £ £

Planning

330 Planning 461,960 498,600 (36,640) (253,243) (266,300) 13,057 

Totals 461,960 498,600 (36,640) (253,243) (266,300) 13,057 

BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

By Income and Expenditure

Period 3 - June 2018

Expenditure Income
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ITEM 8  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 07 August 2018 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 16 July 2018 

File Reference       

Legislation       

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☐             No     ☐        Not Applicable  ☒ 

Subject Annual Final Results - Report on Planning Statistics 
2017/2018 

Attachments Northern Ireland Infographic 

 
Background 

 
1. The following report is to provide members with an overview of the performance 

of the Planning Service against statutory performance indicators as set out in the 
Local Government (NI) Act 2014 for the 2018/19 year, and published as the 
‘Annual Final Results’ by the Department for Infrastructure on 21 June 2018. 
 

2. The number of applications received and decided refers only to planning 
applications for which a fee is usually attracted.   

 
3. The Service Unit undertakes a considerable amount of other work for which no 

fee is attracted.  This works comprises Certificates of Lawfulness of Existing or 
Proposed Use, Tree Preservation Orders/Consents, Discharge of Conditions, 
Non-Material Changes, and Pre-Application Discussions. 

 
4. Discharge of Conditions and applications for Non-Material Changes can be time 

dependent and have to managed accordingly where possible alongside the 
planning application work which does attract fees. 

 
5. Given the amount of time involved in the above, the Council, along with other 

Councils, has lobbied the Department for Infrastructure to introduce fee charges 
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for this work, which would assist in off-setting resource costs involved and 
enable this work to be given the same priority.  The Department has indicated 
that it will be investigating an inflationary uplift in planning application fees, given 
that there has been no increase in planning fees since the transfer of planning 
powers; however, such an uplift requires a change to subordinate legislation 
which cannot take place without a Minister in post. 

 
6. The Department has agreed to consider introduction of further charges for the 

additional activity undertaken by Councils which currently does not attract a fee. 
 

7. The tables overleaf give a breakdown of the number of planning applications 
submitted and decided, other activity and enforcement cases. 

 
Legacy Applications 
 
8. Having transferred from DOE with 577 live planning applications, the remaining 

legacy applications total 20 at March 2018, with continuing work to bring these 
applications to withdrawal or determination as soon as possible.  The actual 
number remaining in the system is currently 11. 
 

9. Those outstanding applications relate to proposals for which consultees have 
requested further detailed information in order to deem the applications 
acceptable, including contaminated lands report, bat surveys, and construction 
method statements.  Officers are progressing these alongside current caseloads 
as expediently as possible. 

 
 
 
Planning Applications 1 April 2017 – 31 March 2018 

 
10. Details of planning application received and decided, and contrasted with the 

previous year are provided below. 
 

 Applications 
Received 

Applications 
Decided 

Statutory 
Performance 
Indicator 
(average no. of 
weeks) 

Processing 
time 
(average no. 
of weeks) 

 

Major  
 

8 
 

6 30 53.0  

2016/2017 10 12  37.6  

Local  
 

961 
 

979 15 17.2  

2016/2017 1012   20.2  

 
11. Of the major applications above decided, the number of weeks ranged from 31.4 

weeks (for a residential development of 75 dwellings) through to 313 weeks (for 
a Tesco store).  The number of weeks processing time were affected by a range 
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of factors, including amendments sought by Planning and other consultees, 
further rounds of consultations, advertising and neighbour notification.  Also 
affecting processing times was a requirement to seek independent validation of a 
retail impact assessment, and also legal advice in respect of a major infilling 
development adjacent to an existing infilling site. 
 

12. The breakdown of local applications received in 2017/18 is as follows:  
 

Development Type No. of applications 

Agricultural 9 

Commercial 33 

Government & Civic 54 

Industrial 1 

Mixed Use 23 

Residential 656 

Change of Use 49 

Other* 144 

Total  969 

 
*The majority of ‘Other’ are made up of works to facilitate disabled persons,  
signs/advertisements and listed buildings. 

 

Renewable energy applications 
 
13. Ards and North Down only received two applications for renewable energy 

(single wind turbines) compared to four in the previous 2016/2017 year. 
 
 
Additional activity 
 
14. Other activity outside of planning application processing was undertaken as 

follows, with explanation of each activity provided thereafter: 
 

 Received Decided 

Discharge of conditions 11 6 

Certificates of 
Lawfulness  
(proposed and existing) 

49 45 

Tree Preservation 
Orders/Consents 

63 33 

Non-Material Changes 34 37 

Pre Application 
Discussions 

57 n/a 

Total 214  

 
15. Discharge of conditions - It will be necessary to seek to discharge a condition 

where planning approval has been granted and a condition has been attached to 
the decision which requires the further consent, agreement or approval of the 
Council.  This often requires further consultation with statutory bodies. 
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16. Certificates of Lawfulness – Certificates of Lawful Use or Development 
(CLUDs), either proposed or existing, have not been included in the Official 
Statistics bulletin since 2012/13.  These are not actually applications for planning 
permission.  The Council will issue a CLUD if it is satisfied that a particular 
development is lawful within the provisions of planning legislation.  Examples 
include proposed extensions, which fall within the provisions of the Planning 
(General Permitted Development) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015 for permitted 
development and do not require planning permission, or uses that have become 
lawful due to the length of time they have been in existence. 

 
17. Tree Preservation Orders - It should be noted that Ards and North Down had 

the second highest number of requests after Belfast City Council in respect of 
Tree Preservation Order (TPO) related requests for consent or new TPOs.  If 
your land is subject of a TPO, you must seek permission from the Council for 
any works to protected trees. 

 
18. Non-Material Changes - Following the grant of planning permission 

amendments are often required to address unexpected changes in 
circumstances or site conditions.  An application for a non-material change 
removes the need for an entirely new planning application to be submitted where 
only a very small change is 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 will continue to exist and should 
be read in conjunction with the non-material change decision letter. 

 
19. Pre Application Discussions - By facilitating effective and meaningful pre-

application discussions the Council can ensure that opportunities to work 
collaboratively with applicants and to improve the quality of developments are 
maximised.  PADs normally involve formal meetings with Planning and a range 
of statutory consultees exchanging information or discussing plans during the 
critical period when proposals are being developed. 
 
 

Enforcement cases 1 April 2017 – 31 March 2018 
 

Ards and North Down had the second highest number of enforcement cases 
opened over the year after Belfast City Council.  The increase in cases opened 
can be partly attributed to planning officers reporting possible breaches noted 
whilst out on site for planning applications. 

 

New cases 
opened 

Cases 
closed 

Statutory 
Performance 
Indicator  

Processing 
time 
(average no. 
of weeks) 

 

410 
(383 

previous 
year) 

413 
(280 

previous 
year) 

70% concluded* 
within 39 weeks 

73.4% 
(77.7% 

previous 
year) 
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*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.   
 

 
20. Enforcement cases opened, closed, concluded and 70% conclusion times 

 

Of total cases closed No. 

Remedied/resolved 189 

Planning permission granted 38 

Not expedient 41 

No breach 126 

Immune 18 

Appeal allowed/Enforcement Notice 
Quashed 

1 

Total 413 

 
21. Live enforcement cases 
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1
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2
0

1
8
 

<=1 yr 202 

1-2 yrs 95 

2-3 yrs 28 

3-5 yrs 25 

5+ yrs 13 

Total Cases 363 

 
 
Staffing 
 

22. It should be noted that, despite additional resource being attributed to the 
salary budget, the Planning Department is still not at full complement.  This 
can be attributed to maternity leave and sick leave, and resultant backfilling 
and the associated knock-on effects, in addition to a resignation during the 
year, which is due to be filled shortly. 
 

23. Due to additional resources within the Development Management team, the 
internal performance improvement indictor was introduced from April 2018 in 
respect of processing of householder/minor development applications to 
recommendation within 8 weeks.   The current figure achieved over the first 
quarter has been encouraging. 

 
24. Further training has been undertaken with staff in respect of planning appeals 

decisions and case law outcomes.  Senior staff also attend relevant working 
groups across the 11 councils to share best practice and continuous 
improvements, which is then disseminated to staff. 
 

25. Relationship building with statutory consultees is taking place to better 
manage the process between Planning and consultees and to mitigate 
against need for further consultation on the basis of standing guidance/advice 
produced by consultees. 
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26. Officer continue to work to negotiate with applicants where possible to affect a 
positive outcome to applications, in the interests of place making and good 
design, rather than proceed to recommend refusal on basis of information 
submitted initially.  Production of a Good Practice Guide to consult with 
agents on will further assist on trying to ensure that planning applications are 
front-loaded appropriately to cut down on the need for amendments, requests 
for further supporting information/studies/assessments, and also reducing 
need to readvertise and neighbour notify, which is a further burden on 
resources. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that members note the content of this report. 
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Key Points  

 

 There were 12,933 planning applications received in Northern Ireland (NI) during 2017/18, a decrease of nearly 1% over the previous financial year.   
This comprised 12,770 local, 161 major and 2 regionally significant development applications.  
 

 In total, 12,314 planning applications were decided, a decrease of 5% over the previous year. This is less than half the peak level of 30,161 decisions 
recorded in 2005/06 before the economic downturn.  The number of planning applications decided has remained fairly stable since 2012/13.  
 

 The average processing time for major applications was just over 50 weeks across all councils; down significantly from the 69 weeks reported for the 
previous year but still well over the statutory processing time target of 30 weeks.  Only one council, Mid and East Antrim, met the processing time 
target during 2017/18. Processing times decreased from 2016/17 in seven of the eleven councils.   
 

 The number of local planning applications received was 12,770, a decrease of 1% on last year.  Four of the eleven councils received more local 
applications compared to the previous year with Belfast City (1,788), Newry, Mourne and Down (1,562) and Mid Ulster (1,397) receiving most.   

 

 Across councils it took on average just over 15 weeks to process local applications to decision or withdrawal, just missing the target but an 
improvement of 1 week on the previous year. The shortest average processing time for local applications was less than 10 weeks in Mid and East 
Antrim, whilst the longest was nearly 22 weeks in Lisburn and Castlereagh. In all, five of the 11 councils achieved the 15 week target. 
 

 The number of enforcement cases opened was 3,304, a decrease of over 3% on the same period last year. Across the councils Belfast City (427), Ards 
and North Down (410) and Antrim and Newtownabbey (408) opened the largest number of cases during the year.     

 

 Across NI, nearly four in every five (77%) enforcement cases were concluded within 39 weeks, 7 percentage points above the statutory 70% target but 
a decline of almost 4 percentage points on 2016/17 performance.  Ten of the eleven councils met the target with a high of 94% concluded within 39 
weeks in Antrim and Newtownabbey. Newry, Mourne and Down concluded 60% of cases within the target time. 
 

 The NI approval rate for all planning applications was 94%, similar to the rate a year earlier.  Approval rates varied across councils in 2017/18 from 
highs of 98% in Mid Ulster and 97% in Derry City and Strabane to a low of 88% in Newry, Mourne and Down.  
 

 The 58 renewable energy applications received was by far the lowest annual figure since 2003/04, representing a 28% decrease in received 
applications compared with a year earlier. At the end of March 2018 there were 101 live renewable energy applications and nearly three fifths (58%) 
of these have been in the planning system for over a year.  
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Introduction  

This statistical bulletin presents a summary of Northern Ireland (NI) 
planning volumes and processing performance for district councils, and the 
Department for Infrastructure, for 2017/18.  Note that from the 8th May 
2016, Ministerial responsibility for planning transferred from the former 
Department of Environment to the new Department for Infrastructure (the 
‘Department’) following departmental reorganisation.  
 
Whilst the bulletin and accompanying tables report data for 2017/18, the 
detailed tables also include comparable data from previous years.   
Commentary will be mainly focussed on changes over the year.  Please 
note that quarterly figures for the 2017/18 year are now final and will not 
be subject to further scheduled revision. 

Background 

The Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 (the ‘2011 Act’) sets out the 
legislative framework for development management in NI and provides 
that, from 1 April 2015, councils now largely have responsibility for this 
planning function. Planning applications for development categorised as 
being either major development or local development are determined by 
the councils. Responsibility for planning applications for regionally 
significant development rests with the Department. In addition, the 
Department retains responsibility for legacy ‘Article 31’ applications (i.e. 
Article 31 of the Planning (Northern Ireland) Order 1991).  
 
Furthermore, the Department has the power to ‘call in’ both major and 
local development applications from councils, where it so directs, and 
determine them (see ‘User Guidance’ for a fuller description of the 
different planning application types). Responsibility for planning 
legislation, and for formulating and co-ordinating policy for securing the 
orderly and consistent development of land, remains with the Department. 
Consequently, the responsibility for development management is shared 

between the 11 councils and the Department.  
 
The Department will continue to have responsibility for the provision and 
publication of Official Statistics relating to the overall development 
management function, including enforcement.  The quarterly and annual 
reports provide the NI headline results split by district council (and the 
Department where relevant).  These data will also provide councils with 
information on their performance in order to meet their own reporting 
obligations under the Local Government Act (Northern Ireland) 2014.   
 
Note that whilst pre-transfer activity volumes can be mapped historically 
to the new organisational areas from which the demands arise, it would 
not be valid to do the same with performance data as the newly 
established district councils did not exist, nor do they neatly overlap with 
the old area planning office jurisdictions.  
 
The first year of data under the new organisational areas was 2015/16. 
Therefore 2015/16 is regarded as the base year for reporting of 
performance-related data at council level with comparative trend data 
building from that point onwards. Whilst historic comparisons of 
performance at NI level can still be made, it is important to be aware that 
there have been a number of significant recent changes to the Planning 
system which will have had an impact. Where relevant these have been 
highlighted throughout the report.   

Statistics included in this report 

This bulletin provides an overall view of planning activity across NI. It 
provides summary statistical information on council progress across the 3 
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 provides information relating to Departmental performance against 
quantitative Corporate Business Plan targets.  
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All of the information underlying the charts and graphs featured in this 
bulletin are included in accompanying Excel tables (see Appendix 1 for 
additional ‘Definitions’ used in these tables). This summary bulletin 
provides an overview and high level commentary with more details and 
further analyses available in the Excel tables. Where relevant, some of the 
more detailed findings may be referred to in the commentary. 

Revisions and changes since Quarter 1 2015/16 

(i) Major versus local classification - following the publication of the first 
quarter provisional bulletin in November 2015, a number of planning 
application classification issues were identified which required further 
investigation. This led to a number of revisions to the first quarter 2015/16 
provisional figures which are reflected in later quarterly bulletins. The 
validation exercise additionally highlighted some inconsistencies in major 
and local development classification between the 2015/16 and 2014/15 
when the new classification hierarchy was first administratively 
implemented. It was decided, therefore, that 2015/16, when the 
classification hierarchy was given full legal effect, would be the base year 
for future comparisons of major and local development activity. As such, 
back-comparisons at council level for these application types are not 
possible.   
 
(ii) ‘Discharge of conditions’ - whilst forming part of a council’s workload, 
these are not planning applications per se and hence should be excluded 
from the assessment of target processing performance. This led to some 
further revisions from the previously released first quarter 2015/16 results. 
However, whilst there were some small changes to activity volumes, their 
exclusion did not materially affect average processing times across the vast 
majority of councils. See ‘User Guidance’ for further detail on excluded 
planning activity. Table 9.1, in the accompanying bulletin tables, provides 
volumes and processing times for all such ‘non-application’ workload. 
 
(iii) Legacy versus new council activity – in order to provide additional 

context around council performance, two additional analyses have been 
included in the companion tables. Table 8.1 shows the volume of legacy 
work which each council inherited on 1st April 2015 and to what extent it 
has since been reducing, while Table 8.2 splits out processing performance 
for major and local development into legacy versus new council 
applications. These tables will be retained until the legacy applications 
become a negligible part of overall council workload. 

Future Releases 

The next quarterly release is due in September 2018. This will contain 
planning data up to 30th June 2018 and will commence the quarterly 
reporting cycle for 2018/19. 
 
The next annual report covering 2018/19 is planned for release in late June 
2019. Development of a planning monitoring framework is ongoing and 
progress on that framework will be published in July 2019. 
 
See Gov.UK Release Calendar for release dates of future publications.  

 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/announcements?utf8=%E2%9C%93&topics%5B%5D=planning-and-building&organisations%5B%5D=department-for-infrastructure-northern-ireland
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1. Overall NI Planning Activity 

Applications Received  

The number of planning applications received annually has generally been 
on the decline from its peak in 2004/05 up until 2013/14 when it reached 
its lowest level of the series.  The series shows that the number of 
applications received has been fairly stable for the last seven years with 
small changes year on year.  During 2017/18, 12,933 planning applications 
were received, a decrease of 0.8% on the previous financial year (13,037).  
 
Three quarters of the planning applications received in 2017/18 were for 
full planning permission (75.9%), similar to the position last year (75.3%).   
 
 

Fig 1.1 NI planning applications, annually from 2002/03 – 2017/18 

 
 
In 2017/18, Belfast City (1,808) received the most planning applications, 
followed by Newry, Mourne and Down (1,570), Mid Ulster (1,415) and 
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon (1,331); between them accounting 

for nearly half (47.4%) of all applications received across NI, which was 
similar to the position a year earlier.  The councils receiving the least 
applications were Antrim and Newtownabbey (730), Derry City and 
Strabane (866) and Mid and East Antrim (891). 
 
The volume of planning applications received in 2017/18 declined in six of 
the eleven councils over the year with the largest decrease, in percentage 
terms, occurring in Antrim and Newtownabbey (-8.5%) and Ards and North 
Down (-5.2%). Newry, Mourne and Down showed the greatest percentage 
increase (5.3%). 
 
Fig 1.2 Applications received by council, 2016/17 & 2017/18 

 
 
 

 

 

 

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

25,000

30,000

35,000

40,000

Applications Received

Applications Decided

0 200 400 600 800 1,000 1,200 1,400 1,600 1,800 2,000

Antrim & Newtownabbey

Ards & North Down

Armagh City, Banbridge & Craigavon

Belfast City

Causeway Coast & Glens

Derry City & Strabane

Fermanagh & Omagh

Lisburn & Castlereagh

Mid & East Antrim

Mid Ulster

Newry, Mourne & Down

2017/18 2016/17



8 
 

Applications Decided  

During 2017/18 there were 12,314 planning decisions issued, representing 
a decrease of 5.0% over the previous year.  This is less than half the peak 
number of 30,161 decisions issued back in 2005/06. The number of 
planning applications decided has remained fairly stable since 2012/13. 
 
In 2017/18 just over three quarters of planning decisions (76.5%) were for 
full planning permission. 
 
Over the course of the year, 625 applications were withdrawn, down by 
4.9% when compared to the previous year (657). Applications can be 
withdrawn at any stage prior to a decision being made. 

Applications Decided by Council 

The volume of planning decisions issued across councils during 2017/18 
varied.  Belfast City issued the most planning decisions (1,807), followed by 
Newry, Mourne and Down (1,612) and Mid Ulster (1,200). Antrim and 
Newtownabbey issued the lowest number of decisions (720) during the 
year followed by Mid and East Antrim (870) and Derry City and Strabane 
(951).   
 
Five of the eleven councils issued more decisions in 2017/18 compared to 
the previous year with Derry City and Strabane (951) reporting the largest 
percentage increase in the number of decisions issued (11.9%) followed by 
Ards and North Down (985: 8.7%).  
 
Six councils issued fewer decisions than the previous year with Armagh 
City, Banbridge and Craigavon (-21.1%) and Causeway Coast and Glens  
(-18.6%) reporting the largest percentage decreases. 
 
 
 

Fig 1.3 Applications decided by council, 2016/17 & 2017/18 
 

 
 
Three of the eleven councils issued more decisions than they received 
during 2017/18, these were Derry City and Strabane (+9.8%), Newry, 
Mourne and Down (+2.7%) and Ards and North Down (+1.7%).  
 
Refer to Tables 1.1, 1.2 
 
 

In addition to processing applications, councils deal with a range of other 
planning related work.  For example, during 2017/18 they processed to 
decision or withdrawal 440 certificates of lawfulness, 512 non material 
changes and 669 discharge of conditions.  The number of certificates of 
lawfulness processed decreased by 8.3% while non material changes and 
discharge of conditions processed increased by 6.9% and 47.0% 
respectively.  A further breakdown of these figures is provided in Table 9.1. 
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Approval Rates 

The overall Northern Ireland approval rate for all planning applications for 
2017/18 was 93.8%, which was similar to the rate a year earlier (94.0%).  
The overall approval rate for all planning applications has been fairly stable 
for the last six years ranging from 93.2% to 94.5%.  
 
Fig 1.4 Approval rates by council, 2017/18 

 
 
Planning approval rates varied across councils during 2017/18 from highs 
of 97.8% in Mid Ulster and 97.0% in Derry City and Strabane to a low of 
88.2% in Newry, Mourne and Down.  Five out of the eleven councils had an 
approval rate which was lower than the overall NI approval rate of 93.8%.  
Four councils reported an increased approval rate over the year, the 
largest increases were in Derry City and Strabane and Causeway Coast and 

Glens with approval rates increasing by 3.9 percentage points1 (pp) and 
1.3pp respectively.  Where approvals rates declined the most notable were 
in Belfast City (-2.8pp) and Lisburn and Castlereagh and Mid and East 
Antrim which both had a 1.4pp decrease.  Refer to Tables 1.2 

Live applications 

At the end of March 2018, there were 6,745 live applications in the 
planning system across NI, a decrease of 0.6% over the year from 6,785 at 
the end of March 2017.  Approximately 1 out of every 7 live applications in 
the planning system at the end of March 2018 was over one year old 
(1,036: 15.4%); this was down 2.6 percentage points when compared to 
the end of March 2017 (1,220: 18.0%).  

Refer to Table 1.3 
 
                                                                 
1 Percentage Point change (pp) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/articles/planning-activity-statistics
https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/articles/planning-activity-statistics
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Fig 1.5 Live applications by council at end of Mar 2018 

 
 
The proportion of live applications over one year old at the end of March 
2018 varies across councils as shown in Figure 1.5.  Antrim and 
Newtownabbey had the lowest proportion of cases over one year old 
(4.6%), followed by Mid and East Antrim (5.9%) and Fermanagh and 
Omagh (6.5%). Derry City and Strabane had the largest proportion of 
applications in the system for over a year (23.0%) followed by Newry, 
Mourne and Down (22.6%) and Ards and North Down (20.1%). 
 
Over the last year, eight of the eleven councils reduced the proportion of 
live cases that are in the system for over a year, with the greatest changes 
in Lisburn and Castlereagh (-9.6pp), Belfast City (-4.6pp) and Derry City and 
Strabane and Newry, Mourne and Down (both -4.5pp).  The proportion of 
applications over a year increased in three councils, with the greatest of 
these increases in Ards and North Down (4.3pp) and Causeway Coast and 
Glens (1.9pp).  
 
Refer to Table 1.4 

2.   Departmental Activity 

 
At the end of March 2018, there were 8 ongoing regionally significant 
development (RSD) applications, 9 called-in; 9 retained applications and 6 
other applications2. Almost two-thirds (62.5%) of these applications were 
in the system over a year.  
 
Fig 2.1 Live Departmental applications by development type at end Mar 18 

 
RSD applications are similar to former Article 31 applications in that they 
will be determined by the Department.  These developments have a critical 
contribution to make to the economic and social success of Northern 
Ireland as a whole, or a substantial part of the region.  They also include 
developments which have significant effects beyond Northern Ireland or 
involve a substantial departure from a local development plan.  
Refer to Table 2.2 
                                                                 
2 ‘Other’ applications include Conservation Area Consents, Variation of Conditions and 

Reserved Matters. 
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In 2017/18, the Department received 13 new applications; 2 regionally 
significant, 5 were called in and 6 other applications.   This is 8 less than 
the previous year (21).  
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

At the 31 March 2018, of the 8 RSD applications that were live in the 
planning system, four were not subject to Pre-Application Discussions and 
therefore will not fall under the remit of the target.  Of the remaining four 
applications, one was received during Q3 2017/18 and is still being 
processed while another had a recommendation during Q4 2017/18 to go 
to public inquiry. Two of the applications required further environmental 
information (FEI) which resulted in their targets being extended, one into 
2018/19 and the other to Q4 2017/18, of which the target has been 
missed. Those ongoing will be assessed in future reports once they have 
been decided or withdrawn, alongside any new applications which may 
come into scope.  

The Department reached decisions on 17 applications during 2017/18, 
four less than a year earlier (21).  Five decisions were on Retained Section 
26 (former article 31) applications, five on other, three each on called-in 
and Retained Section 29 (former Non-Article 31) and one on Regionally 
Significant. Although the regionally significant application had a decision 
issued during 2017/18, it was processed to Ministerial Recommendation 
during the previous financial year, within a period of 19 weeks. 

There were no applications withdrawn during the year. This compared to 
five applications withdrawn in the previous year, four retained and one 
other. 

Overall, the average processing time in 2017/18 for those applications 
processed by the Department to a decision or withdrawal was 64.6 weeks, 
an improvement of almost half from the 125.9 weeks in the previous year.   
The average processing times for called-in applications during the year 
increased from 11.0 weeks in the previous year to 38.0 weeks in 2017/18.  
The processing times for all other applications decreased over the year. 

Full details of the average processing times during the year for all of the 
different application types that were processed by the Department to a 
decision or withdrawal are reported in Table 2.1.  Some processing times 
are not highlighted in this commentary due to the very small numbers of 
applications on which the times are based.  

NOTE: In Section 2, processing times for ‘Called-In’ applications are 
calculated from the date the application was called in by the Department.  
This method is only used in Section 2 of the report in order to show 
Departmental processing performance. All other processing times reported 
in the publication are based on the date the application is made valid. 

  

It is a target for the Department to contribute to sustainable economic 
growth by processing 50% of Regionally Significant Planning 
Applications to a Ministerial Recommendation within 30 weeks, 
subject to pre-application discussions having taken place and meeting 
the requirements of relevant Environmental Legislation. 

https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/articles/planning-activity-statistics
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3.  Major Development Planning Applications 

Major Developments have important economic, social and environmental 
implications. The majority of major applications are multiple housing, 
commercial and government and civic types of development. The number 
of major planning applications received in NI during 2017/18 was 161 
which was up slightly from the number received in the previous year (142).  
 
Fig 3.1 Major Development applications, 2015/16 - 2017/18   

              
From 1st July 2015, pre-application community consultation became a pre-
requisite to a major application. All major applications now go through a 
minimum 12 week consultation process before being accepted. The impact 
of this when considering annual levels appears to be minimal. 
 

Of the 161 major applications received in 2017/18, Belfast City (20) 
received the most followed by Causeway Coast and Glens and Mid Ulster 
with 18 each.  Causeway Coast and Glens reported the largest increase in 
major applications received compared to the previous year, up from 10 to 
18.  Belfast City, while still receiving the most in 2017/18, reported the 
largest decrease, down from 27 in the previous year. 

Over the year, 176 major planning applications were decided and 13 
withdrawn. For the third year running the numbers of planning decisions 
issued for major applications have exceeded the numbers being received. 
However, the number of decisions issued overall continues to decline, 
down by 8.3% over the year. 
 
At council level, Belfast City (28), Derry City and Strabane (23) and Lisburn 
and Castlereagh (18) issued most decisions on major applications. Seven of 
the eleven councils issued fewer decisions for major applications in 
2017/18 when compared to the previous year.   
 
Refer to Table 3.1 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.2 provides annual processing times for major applications.  During 
2017/18 the average processing time to process major applications to a 
decision or withdrawal was 50.2 weeks across all councils, down from the 
68.6 weeks reported last year. This is still well over statutory processing 
time target of 30 weeks.   
 
One council met the processing time target during 2017/18, Mid and East 
Antrim (29.0 weeks: 10 applications). This was followed by Fermanagh and 
Omagh (30.6 weeks: 15 applications) and Armagh City, Banbridge and 
Craigavon (36.4 weeks: 15 applications). Processing times for major 
applications decreased over the year in seven of the eleven councils.  
Across councils, Derry City and Strabane reported an improved processing 
time over the year from 304.8 weeks (where the majority, 73.7%, were 
legacy) in 2016/17 to 63.2 weeks in 2017/18.  
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It is a statutory target for each council that their major development 
planning applications will be processed from the date valid to decision 
issued or withdrawal date within an average of 30 weeks. 

https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/articles/planning-activity-statistics
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Fig 3.2 Major processing times by council, 2016/17 & 2017/18 

 
 
 
Newry, Mourne and Down had the highest processing time of 127.6 weeks 
for the 15 applications processed followed by Lisburn and Castlereagh 
(94.4 weeks: 21 applications).  During the year over half (53.3%) of the 
major applications processed by Newry, Mourne and Down were legacy 
cases (those applications received prior to transition of planning powers) 
that had been in the system for a considerable amount of time.  This 
council processed the highest proportion of legacy cases during this time 
and this has resulted in the lengthy average processing time reported.  
Major legacy applications processed were also a large proportion of 
applications dealt with in Derry City and Strabane (40.7%), Lisburn and 
Castlereagh (38.1%) and Causeway Coast and Glens (30.0%), with overall 
processing times of 63.2 weeks, 94.4 weeks and 58.4 weeks respectively. 
 

Refer to Table 3.2 
 

A further breakdown of these figures by legacy cases and council received 
cases is provided in Table 8.2.   
 
The average processing time for major applications in 2017/18 which were 
processed entirely by councils (i.e. received post-April 2015) is significantly 
shorter (39.8 weeks) than for those which had already been partially 
processed by the Department (200.8 weeks).   
 
Across Northern Ireland 92.6% of major planning applications decided 
were approved in 2017/18.  This represented an increase over the last year 
of 1.5pp.  In five of the eleven councils 100% of major applications that 
were decided upon were approved.  Causeway Coast and Glens (66.7%) 
and Fermanagh and Omagh (80.0%) had the lowest approval rates for 
major applications. 
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4. Local Development Planning Applications 

Local Development planning applications are mostly residential and minor 
commercial applications received and determined by a council. The 
number of local planning applications received in NI in 2017/18 was 
12,770 representing a decrease of 1.0% from the 12,893 applications 
received in 2016/17.  On average around 3,200 applications were received 
per quarter during 2017/18. 
 
Across councils, Belfast City (1,788), Newry, Mourne and Down (1,562) and 
Mid Ulster (1,397) received the highest number of local planning 
applications during 2017/18.  These councils also received the highest 
number of applications in the previous year.   
 
Four of the eleven councils received more local applications in 2017/18 
compared to the previous year, with Newry, Mourne and Down showing 
the greatest increase (+79 applications). The largest decreases over the 
year were in Antrim and Newtownabbey (-67 applications), Ards and North 
Down (-51) and Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon (-50). 
 
The number of local applications decided in 2017/18 was 12,137, a 
decrease of 4.9% when compared to a year earlier.   
 
In 2015/16 the number of planning applications received was higher than 
the number being decided.  This was very apparent during the first quarter 
of 2015/16, immediately following the transition of planning functions to 
councils.  Moving through 2015/16, the number of applications decided 
each year increased considerably narrowing the gap significantly between 
the numbers received and the numbers decided with a very small 
difference existing in 2016/17.  In 2017/18 the gap has re-emerged.  
See Fig 4.1.   
 
 
    

Fig 4.1 Local applications, annually, 2015/16 – 2017/18   

 
During 2017/18, Belfast City (1,779), Newry, Mourne and Down (1,597) 
and Mid Ulster (1,189) issued the most local decisions across councils, 
partly reflecting the high volumes of such applications received in those 
councils.  
 
Five of the eleven councils issued more decisions on local applications than 
they did a year earlier.  Of these five, Derry City and Strabane increased 
the proportion of decisions issued on local applications by 11.4% (from 833 
to 928 decisions) followed by Ards and North Down increasing by 9.5% 
(from 894 to 979 decisions). The greatest percentage decreases were 
shown in Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon with a fall of 21.2% (1,406 
to 1,108 decisions) and Causeway Coast and Glens (-18.6%: 1,290 to 
1,050). 
 
Over the year, there were 612 local applications withdrawn across NI. This 
represents a decrease of 3.9% on the 637 applications withdrawn in the 
previous year.  The number of applications withdrawn during the year 
ranged from 89 in Causeway Coast and Glens to 25 in Mid and East Antrim. 
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Over the year the number of applications withdrawn increased in four of 
the eleven councils with the greatest increases recorded in Antrim and 
Newtownabbey (+17), Lisburn and Castlereagh (+16) and Belfast City (+15).  
 
Refer to Table 4.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
During 2017/18, the average processing time to bring local applications to 
decision or withdrawal was 15.2 weeks across all councils, an 
improvement of 1.0 week on the average time taken last year (16.2 
weeks). 
 

The shortest average processing time for local applications during 2017/18 
was 9.6 weeks in Mid and East Antrim (based on 861 local applications 
decided and 25 withdrawn) followed by 12.1 weeks in Antrim and 
Newtownabbey (based on 705 local applications decided and 39 
withdrawn).  The longest processing times were 21.6 weeks in Lisburn and 
Castlereagh (based on 939 local applications decided and 52 withdrawn) 
and 20.4 weeks in Causeway Coast and Glens (based on 1,050 local 
applications decided and 89 withdrawn).  
 
Five of the 11 councils, namely Mid and East Antrim (9.6), Antrim and 
Newtownabbey (12.1), Fermanagh and Omagh (12.4), Armagh City, 
Banbridge and Craigavon (14.0) and Mid Ulster (14.4) were within the 15 
week statutory target at the end of March 2018.  
 
Six of the eleven councils improved their processing times for local 
applications during the year when compared with the previous year with 
no change for two councils.  The councils reporting the greatest level of 

improvement were Newry, Mourne and Down reducing processing times 
by 6.0 weeks over the year and Ards and North Down by 3.0 weeks.  
 
Refer to Table 4.2 

 

Fig 4.2 Local processing times by council, 2016/17 & 2017/18 

 
A further breakdown of these figures by legacy cases (those applications 
received prior to transition of planning powers) and council received cases 
is provided in Table 8.2.   
 
During 2017/18 it is interesting to note that processing time for local 
applications which were processed entirely by councils (i.e. received post-
April 2015) is over 10 times shorter (15.0 weeks) than for those which had 
already been partially processed by the Department (155.5 weeks). 
 
Across Northern Ireland 93.8% of local planning applications decided upon 
were approved in 2017/18, similar to the rate in 2016/17 (94.0%).  
Approval rates increased over the year in four of the eleven councils.  
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It is a statutory target for each council that their local development 
planning applications will be processed from the date valid to 
decision issued or withdrawal date within an average of 15 weeks.  
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5. Development Type  

Generally the majority of planning applications received are for residential 
development. During 2017/18, residential applications made up 60.2% of 
all Northern Ireland planning applications received, up by 0.4pp over the 
year from 59.8%.  Fig. 5.1 illustrates the profile of development happening 
across councils and at the regional level.  
 
Fig 5.1 Applications received - development type & council, 2017/18 

 
During 2017/18, in Lisburn and Castlereagh, Ards and North Down and 
Newry, Mourne and Down nearly seven out of every ten applications 
received (67.9%, 67.7% and 66.4% respectively) were for residential 
development, compared to just over four in every ten in Belfast City 
(41.6%).  
 
Belfast City (32.6%) and Derry City and Strabane (25.3%) receive a much 
higher proportion of applications in the ’Other’ category.  See Appendix 1 – 

‘Definitions’ for a description of the types of applications included in these 
categories. 
 
At NI level, the overall number of planning applications decreased by 0.8% 
over the last year.  This decrease was driven by falls in the number of 
‘Other’ applications, down 4.5% (2,117 to 2021), ‘Government and Civic’ 
down 8.0% (1,046 to 962) and ‘Agricultural’ applications down 16.8% (286 
to 238).  This decrease was slightly offset by a rise of 17.6% in ‘Change of 
Use’ applications which rose over the year from 527 to 620.   
 
Refer to Table 5.1, 5.2 
 
Residential applications 
 
The number of residential planning applications decided in 2017/18 was 
7,382, a decrease of 4.7% over the year. 
 
Fig 5.2 NI Residential applications, annually from 2002/03 to 2017/18   

 
Refer to Table 5.3 
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Fig 5.3 Residential approval rates by council, 2017/18  

 
 
The Northern Ireland approval rate for residential planning applications in 
2017/18 was 94.1%, which was similar to the rate in 2016/17 (94.3%).  Six 
of the eleven councils had an approval rate that was higher than the 
Northern Ireland rate in 2017/18.   
 
Approval rates for residential planning applications varied across councils 
with highs of 97.8% in Mid Ulster and 97.5% in Derry City and Strabane, 
down to 89.3% in Newry, Mourne and Down. 
 
Approval rates for residential planning applications increased in five of the 
eleven councils over the year with Newry, Mourne and Down and 
Causeway Coast and Glens both reporting the greatest increase of 1.5pp 
(from 87.8% to 89.3% and 93.0% to 94.5% respectively). 

Over the year, there were 325 residential applications withdrawn, eleven 
more than the previous year (314).  This represented an increase of 3.5% 
over the year.   
 
Refer to Table 5.4  
 
Across urban areas (in settlements greater than 5,000 population), the 
number of residential applications received in 2017/18 remained similar to 
the previous year, increasing slightly from 2,641 to 2,657. 
 
In rural areas within settlements of less than 5,000 population, there was a 
decrease in such applications of 6.5% over the year with the majority of 
the decrease accounting for applications to carry out domestic alterations 
and extensions.  
 
In the open countryside, the increase was small at 1.0% over the year.  
Applications for housing developments increased over the year in the open 
countryside by 12.6% followed by other applications (11.8%) and domestic 
alterations and extensions (7.0%).  
 
Fig 5.4 shows a breakdown of the type of residential applications received.  
Urban is based on areas with settlements greater than 5,000 population 
while rural is a combination of settlements below 5,000 population and 
open countryside.   
 
New single dwellings in rural areas and alterations/extensions in urban 
areas continue to dominate, together making up around half (49.7%) of all 
residential applications received during 2017/18, similar to the position a 
year earlier (50.9%). 
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Fig 5.4 NI Residential applications received by urban/rural, 2016/17 & 
2017/18 

 
 
Overall decisions on residential applications decreased over the year by 
4.7% (from 7,744 to 7,382), with the greatest decreases in the number of 
new single dwellings (down 14.4% from 2,407 to 2,061) and other 
applications (down 5.6% from 558 to 527).   
 
Slight increases were shown in the overall number of housing development 
and replacement single dwelling decided applications, increasing by 2.6% 
and 0.7% respectively.  
 
Approval rates varied across urban and rural areas with housing 
developments in the open countryside having the lowest approval rates at 
81.9%. Domestic alterations and extensions had the highest approval rates 
in each of the urban, rural and countryside areas with 97.8%, 97.9% and 
98.6% respectively.  
 

Processing times were also shortest for domestic alterations and 
extensions with applications in the open countryside being processed 
fastest, in 11.2 weeks. 
 
Fig 5.5 NI Residential applications decided by urban/rural, 2016/17 & 
2017/18 

 
Refer to Table 5.5 
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6. Compliance and Enforcement Activity  

The number of enforcement cases opened in Northern Ireland during 
2017/18 was 3,304, a decrease of 3.5% compared to a year earlier.  This is 
the first decline in the number of enforcement cases opened in any year 
since 2014/15. The decrease over the year is largely attributable to the 
decreases in Causeway Coast and Glens (-77 cases), Antrim and 
Newtownabbey (-32) and Derry City and Strabane (-32).   
 
Across the councils, Belfast City (427), Ards and North Down (410) and 
Antrim and Newtownabbey (408) opened the largest number of cases in 
2017/18, whilst Mid Ulster (175) and Derry City and Strabane (181) opened 
the least.   
 
 Fig. 6.1 Enforcement cases opened & closed, annually 2009/10 to 2017/18 

 
 
The number of enforcement cases closed during 2017/18 was 3,257, a 
10.7% increase on the number of cases closed in the previous year. This 
increase is largely the result of increases in Belfast City (+138 cases) and 

Ards and North Down (+133). Lisburn and Castlereagh (-60) showed the 
largest decrease in cases closed. 
 
For the majority of the reported series, the general trend has been for 
more cases to be closed than opened in a year.  However, in 2015/16 the 
number of cases closed was lower than the number opened for the first 
time in the series and this continued. However the gap has narrowed in 
2017/18 with 1.4% more cases opened than closed.   
 
Belfast City (553), Ards and North Down (413) and Antrim and 
Newtownabbey (401) closed the highest number of cases in 2017/18 
whilst Derry City and Strabane (180) and Mid Ulster (193) closed the least 
number of cases.  
 
Of the 3,257 closed cases in 2017/18, the main reason in a third of cases 
(33.8%) was that no breach had actually occurred while over a quarter 
(27.7%) cases had been remedied or resolved.  
 

Refer to Table 6.1  
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
Across Northern Ireland, just over three in every four (77.0%) 
enforcement cases were concluded within 39 weeks, 7 percentage points 
better than the statutory target but 3.7 percentage points lower than the 
previous year.   
 
Ten of the eleven councils met the target with highs of 94.2% concluded 
within 39 weeks in Antrim and Newtownabbey followed by Mid and East 
Antrim (86.0%). Causeway Coast and Glens showed a 19.0pp drop from 
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It is a statutory target that 70% of all enforcement cases dealt with by 
councils are progressed to target conclusion within 39 weeks of receipt 
of complaint. 
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89.5% in 2016/17 to 70.5% in 2017/18. Newry, Mourne and Down were 
the only council not to meet the target, bringing to conclusion 59.9% of 
enforcement cases within 39 weeks, up from 56.1% on the previous year. 
 
Fig. 6.2 Percentage of cases concluded within 39 weeks by council,  
2016/17 & 2017/18 

 
 
Refer to Table 6.2  
 
During 2017/18, there were 50 prosecutions initiated, an increase of 
almost one quarter (22.0%) from the previous year.  Prosecutions dropped 
significantly between 2012/13 (145) and 2015/16 (23), the lowest point in 
the series, and while the 2017/18 figure of 50 prosecutions is still 
considerably lower than the 145 recorded in 2012/13 it is a marked 
increase on recent annual figures.   
  
During 2017/18 six of the eleven councils initiated prosecutions, with    
Fermanagh and Omagh (19) initiating the most, followed by Causeway 
Coast and Glens (9).  These two councils accounted for over half (56.0%) of 
prosecutions initiated during the year. 
 

There were 15 convictions during 2017/18, a decrease of half on the same 
period a year earlier (30). This year’s count is over four-fifths lower (82.8%) 
than the series high of 87 convictions recorded in 2009/10.  
 
In 2017/18 Mid Ulster (6) recorded the most convictions, followed by 
Lisburn and Castlereagh (4). 
 
Refer to Table 6.3  
  
The number of live enforcement cases at the end of March 2018 was 
3,373, 1.5% more than at the same time last year. The number of cases 
over two years old stood at 879, accounting for just over a quarter (26.1%) 
of all live cases.  The proportion of live enforcement cases in the planning 
system for more than two years has remained relatively static since 
2014/15.  
 

Refer to Table 6.4   
 
Across the councils, Newry, Mourne and Down had the largest number of 
live cases at the end of March 2018 (877) and also the largest proportion 
of cases in the system for over 2 years (41.5%).  Mid and East Antrim had 
the smallest number of cases (122) with 8.2% of them being in the system 
for over 2 years. The number of live enforcement cases increased over the 
year in seven of the eleven councils, with the greatest percentage 
increases in Newry, Mourne and Down (20.8%) and Fermanagh and Omagh 
(11.8%). Belfast City (-29.3%) had the greatest percentage decrease in the 
number of live enforcement cases over the year. 
 
Refer to Table 6.5
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7. Renewable Energy (RE) Activity 
 
The overall number of renewable energy applications received in 2017/18 
was 58, the lowest annual figure in the series since 2003/04.  This 
represented a 28.4% decrease in received applications from the same 
period a year earlier. The number of applications received annually peaked 
in 2011/12 with 820 applications received in that year.  It is likely that the 
high levels at this time were driven by the NI Executive’s targets for 
electricity consumption from renewable sources, with a target of 20% to 
be achieved by 2015, and 40% by 2020.  This continuing sharp decline in 
recent years (a 92.9% decrease from peak of 820 to 58 applications in 
2017/18) may be partly due to a reduction in government funding 
available, as well as a lack of capacity on the power grid to allow for new 
connections. 
 
Fig 7.1 Renewable Energy applications, annually from 2002/03–2017/18 

 
 
The number of applications decided was 69, a decrease of 76.5% when 
compared to the previous year and down by over nine tenths (90.9%) 

when compared to the series peak of 762 applications decided in 2012/13. 
During 2017/18, the average processing time for these applications was 
94.4 weeks across NI, an increase of over 32 weeks on last year. 
 
In 2017/18, over half (51.7%) of renewable energy applications were for 
single wind turbines (30 of 58).  In addition, biomass/anaerobic digesters 
made up 17.2% and wind farms 10.3% of the 58 applications. Although 
single wind turbines still make up the majority of renewable energy 
applications, it is a much reduced proportion compared with previous 
years.   
 
Refer to Table 7.1, 7.2 
 
Fig 7.2 RE applications received by authority, 2016/17 & 2017/18 

 
 
Figure 7.2 shows the spread across councils with Fermanagh and Omagh 
receiving the most renewable applications (16) followed by Armagh City, 
Banbridge and Craigavon (7).  Fermanagh and Omagh was the only council 
to receive an increased number of renewable applications compared to 
2016/17. 
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Of the 69 decisions issued in 2017/18, almost three-fifths (41) were for 
single wind turbines.   Derry City and Strabane issued the most decisions 
(13), followed by Newry, Mourne and Down (11) and Fermanagh and 
Omagh (10) – see Figure 7.3 for the full breakdown. 
 
Fig 7.3 RE applications decided by authority, 2016/17 & 2017/18 

 
 
Thirty renewable energy applications were withdrawn during 2017/18, 68 
fewer than the same period last year, with Derry City and Strabane (7) 
recording the most across councils.   
 
At the end of March 2018, there were 101 live renewable energy 
applications, with 58.4% being in the planning system for over a year.  
These largely comprised of 47 single wind turbines, 20 biomass/anaerobic 
digesters, 17 wind farms, and 10 for hydroelectricity.  The number of live 
renewable energy applications was down by almost three tenths (28.4%) 
when compared with end of March 2017, with the proportion of 
applications in the system for over a year also declining by just over 16 
percentage points over the same period. 
 

The overall NI approval rate for renewable energy was 62.3% in 2017/18, 
the lowest annual approval rate of the series.  Over the last year the 
approval rate decreased by 1.5 percentage points from 63.8%. 
 
Fig 7.4 Location of approved wind energy applications, 2017/18 

 
 

Refer to Table 7.3, 7.4 
 
Interactive maps have been developed for renewable energy planning 

applications by the Northern Ireland Neighbourhood Information Sharing 

(NINIS) team. These maps are held on the (NINIS) website and direct links 

can be found below:  
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User Guidance  

Notes on Data Source and Quality 

The records of all planning applications from 1st April 2017 to 31st March 
2018 were transferred in April 2018 from a live database. This included all 
live planning applications in the Planning Portal. The data were validated 
by Analysis, Statistics and Research Branch (ASRB) which involved quality 
checks and inspection of coding of classifications in the Planning Portal.  
Local councils were provided with their own headline planning statistics 
before the release of this publication as part of the quality assurance 
process.  On completion of ASRB and council validation, a final extract was 
taken at the end of May 2018.  Quarterly data for 2017/18 are now 
finalised and will not be subject to further scheduled revision. 
 
Users should be aware that quite a number of structural changes have 
been made to the Planning Portal and associated processes, in order to 
comply with new planning legislation and it will inevitably take time for 
these to become properly embedded.  
 
Regionally Significant / Major / Local Development Applications after 1st 
April 2014 
 
Note that a new classification hierarchy of development for planning 
application came into effect on 1st April 2014, on an administrative basis, 
with the introduction of the following new categories – regionally 
significant, major and local development.  The hierarchy was subsequently 
placed on a statutory basis in line with the transfer of planning functions to 
the new district councils on 1st April 2015. It should be noted that there 
are some differences between the initial administrative hierarchy 
classifications in place from 1st April 2014 and the final classifications set 
out in the Planning (Development Management) Regulations (Northern 
Ireland) 2015 (S.R.2015 No.71).   

Regionally significant developments (RSD) are similar to former Article 31 
applications in that they will be determined by the Department.  These 
developments have a critical contribution to make to the economic and 
social success of Northern Ireland as a whole, or a substantial part of the 
region.  They also include developments which have significant effects 
beyond Northern Ireland or involve a substantial departure from a local 
development plan.  Applications for these development proposals will be 
submitted to and determined by the Department.  However, the 
thresholds for RSD may mean that applications which may have previously 
been dealt with by the Department will now be classified as major 
development and thus determined by the relevant council. Like major 
applications, RSD proposals will be subject to pre-application consultation 
with the community.   
 
Major developments have important economic, social and environmental 
implications for a council area.  The majority of applications for major 
developments will be dealt with by councils under the new planning 
system and will be subject to pre-application consultation with the 
community.   
 
From 1st July 2015, pre-application community consultation became a pre-
requisite to a major application. This means that major applications will 
not be accepted until they have gone through the minimum 12 week 
consultation process and notice has been submitted to the council or the 
Department. The impact of this requirement initially distorted the 
quarterly activity pattern in 2015/16, where numbers received were high 
in Q1 which could have been a push to get applications into the system 
ahead of the requirement, followed by then reduced numbers in Q2 and, 
to a lesser extent, in Q3 and Q4. 
 
Local developments will comprise of all other developments (other than 
permitted development) that do not fall within the classes described for 
major or for regionally significant developments.  They comprise of the 
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vast majority of residential and minor commercial applications to be 
received and determined by a council.   
 
Departmental activity 
 
Retained Section 26 (former Article 31) applications are Major applications 
being processed by the Department as Article 31 (under the Planning (NI) 
Order 1991) and, where a decision had not issued before 1 April 2015, 
which will now be determined under Section 26 of the Planning Act (NI) 
2011. 

Retained Section 29 (former non Article 31) applications are those being 
dealt with by the Department’s Strategic Planning Division which were 
close to determination at 1 April 2015 and which were retained for 
determination as if the Department had called them in under Section 29 of 
the Planning Act (NI) 2015. 

Called-in applications are those initially made to councils where the 
Minister/Department directs that these should fall to the Department for 
determination. 

It should be noted that in Section 2 of this report, processing times for 
‘Called-In’ applications are calculated from the date the application was 
called in by the Department.  This method is only used in Section 2 of the 
report in order to show Departmental processing performance. All other 
processing times reported in the publication are based on the date the 
application is made valid. 

Appeals 

All applicants of a planning application have the right to appeal a decision 
or the conditions attached to a decision. The statistics reflected in this 
publication only reflect the original decision and not any subsequent 
decision on appeal.  
 

Enforcement Activity 
 
Compliance and enforcement are important functions of the planning 
system.  The summary data presented in this report and accompanying 
Excel tables covers enforcement cases opened, enforcement cases closed, 
court action taken and the live caseload as at the end of the quarter. Cases 
may be closed for a variety of reasons: 

 case has been remedied or resolved (the breach may have been 
removed or amended accordingly);  

 planning permission has been granted (so no breach has occurred); 
it would not be expedient to take further action;  

 no breach has actually occurred; the breach may be immune from 
enforcement action (it may be outside the time limit in which to 
initiate action);  

 Or an application has been allowed on appeal or indeed the notice 
has been quashed. 

The time taken to conclude an enforcement case is calculated from the 
date the complaint is received to the earliest date of the following:  

 

 a notice is issued;  

 legal proceedings commence;  

 a planning application is received; 

  the case is closed. 
 
Please note that the number of cases closed is not a sub-set of the number 
of cases concluded in that period - cases that are concluded in any given 
period may not be closed until subsequent periods, and cases that are 
closed in any given period may have been concluded in previous quarters. 
 
The value at 70% is determined by sorting data from its lowest to highest 
values and then taking the data point at the 70th percentile of the 
sequence. 
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Processing Times 
 
The time taken to process a decision/withdrawal is calculated from the 
date on which an application is deemed valid to the date on which the 
decision is issued or the application is withdrawn.  The average processing 
time is the median.  The median is determined by sorting data from its 
lowest to highest values and then taking the data point in the middle of 
the sequence.  The median is used because some planning applications can 
take several years to reach a decision.  As a consequence, these extreme 
cases (outliers) inflate the mean and the result is that the mean may not 
be considered as ‘typical’.  Therefore the median may be taken to better 
represent the ‘average’ or ‘typical’ processing time. 
 
Geographical Classification 
 
The method of classifying the urban and rural marker has been updated to 
reflect the latest NISRA guidance using the 2015 Settlement limits: 
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/publications/settlement-2015-documentation 
This method is preferred to the previous method as it more accurately 
considers which of the 8 Settlement bands fall into mainly urban or rural 
areas.  The limitation of the previous method was that all settlement bands 
were classified as urban.  Under the new method it is recognised that 
smaller settlements are more rural than urban in character and should be 
distinguished as such.  Presently the mid-point of the application polygon 
is used to assign urban and rural bandings. 
 
From Q2 2016/17, an additional split has been provided reporting 
separately rural settlements with populations of less than 5,000 people. In 
addition to that ‘housing developments’ and ‘other’ residential 
applications have been included within the urban and rural breakdowns.   
 
If users want to compare this information with information published 
before 2015/16 the ‘housing developments’ and ‘other’ residential 
applications should be excluded first; the next step to obtain a 

comparative figure would be to add ‘Urban settlements’ (>=5,000 people) 
and ‘Rural settlements’ (<5,000 people) together. 
 
From 2015/16 the Urban/Rural data reported in this bulletin is based on 
the recommended NISRA definition.  To obtain rural figures in line with the 
NISRA definition users should add ‘Rural Settlements’ and ‘Countryside’ 
together. 
 
The method of classifying the Parliamentary Constituencies is based on the 
x and y co-ordinates as recorded on the planning application in conjunction 
with Westminster Parliamentary Constituency boundaries (2008). 

Note on Exclusions: 

Certificates of Lawful Use or Development (CLUDs) 
 
Certificates of Lawful Use or Development (CLUDs), either proposed or 
existing, have not been included in the Official Statistics bulletin since 
2012/13.  These are not actually applications for planning permission.  A 
council will issue a CLUD if it is satisfied that a particular development is 
lawful within the provisions of planning legislation.  Examples include 
proposed extensions, which fall within the provisions of the Planning 
(General Permitted Development) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015 for 
permitted development and do not require planning permission, or uses 
that have become lawful due to the length of time they have been in 
existence. 

Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs) 

While applications for planning permission and other consents were 
included in the operational statistics produced prior to transfer, Tree 
Preservation Orders (TPOs) were excluded. In the interests of consistency 
TPOs will also be excluded from the new operational statistics.  

 

https://www.nisra.gov.uk/publications/settlement-2015-documentation
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Non Material Changes (NMCs) 

Applications for a Non Material Change (NMCs) to an existing planning 
permission are provided for under the 2011 Act, but they are not planning 
applications.  There is no requirement to advertise or consult on NMCs.   

Pre-Application Discussions (PADs)  

Pre-Application Discussions (PADs) are not provided for in planning 
legislation and councils may adopt different approaches in relation to 
these, as may the Department.   

Proposal of Application Notices (PANs) 

Proposal of Application Notices (PANs) are provided for under Section 27 
of the 2011 Act, but they are not planning applications. They are 
essentially advance notices of major/RSD planning applications and detail 
how a developer proposes to engage with the community.  A major/RSD 
development planning application cannot be submitted without a PAN 
having been issued, community consultation undertaken and a report 
prepared and submitted with the application by a developer.  

Discharge of Conditions (DCs) 

It will be necessary to seek to discharge a condition where planning 
approval has been granted and a condition has been attached to the 
decision which requires the further consent, agreement or approval of the 
council (or the Department). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Further Information 

Information and statistics for the other devolved administrations and 

Republic of Ireland can be found at the following links.  

England:  

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-applications-

statistics 

Scotland:  

http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Statistics/Browse/Planning 

Wales:  

http://gov.wales/topics/planning/planningstats/development-

management-quarterly-survey/?lang=en 

Republic of Ireland: 

http://www.cso.ie/en/statistics/construction/ 

Building Control (LPS Starts and completions): 

https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/topics/statistics-and-research/new-

dwelling-statistics 

Housing bulletin DfC: 

https://www.communities-ni.gov.uk/topics/housing-statistics 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-applications-statistics
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-applications-statistics
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Statistics/Browse/Planning
http://gov.wales/topics/planning/planningstats/development-management-quarterly-survey/?lang=en
http://gov.wales/topics/planning/planningstats/development-management-quarterly-survey/?lang=en
http://www.cso.ie/en/statistics/construction/
https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/topics/statistics-and-research/new-dwelling-statistics
https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/topics/statistics-and-research/new-dwelling-statistics
https://www.communities-ni.gov.uk/topics/housing-statistics
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Appendix 1 – Definitions 

The Statistical Categories referred to in Section 5 and Excel Table 5.1 are 
defined below. 
 
Agricultural  
 
These include agricultural buildings or structures for the storage of slurry 
and/or manure, agricultural glasshouses, stables and livery yards and 
infilling of land for agricultural purposes. 
 
Commercial  
 
These include food supermarkets and superstores, non food retailing, 
major retail developments exceeding 1000 sq m, alterations, extensions 
and improvements to buildings used for retailing, retail warehouses, clubs, 
post offices, factory outlets, petrol stations, offices, purpose built office 
developments, restaurants, car parking, and motor vehicle display, hire, 
repair or sale.  
 
Government and Civic 
These include police stations, coastguard stations, civic amenity sites, 
recycling centres, schools and colleges, hospitals, clinics, other medical 
establishments including surgeries and dental practices, ‘Hard 
infrastructure’ facilities such as roads, water mains, water treatment 
works, trunk sewers, waste water treatment works and natural gas 
pipelines. Also includes recreational facilities, including indoor and outdoor 
sports facilities, and swimming pools and renewable energy applications, 
including wind turbines, wind farms, solar panels, biomass burners, 
hydroelectric schemes etc. Note that this category also includes non public 
sector applications related to the above topics. 
 
 
 

Industrial and Manufacturing   
 
These include factories, warehousing, light and general industrial floor 
space, quarries, sand and gravel extraction and fuel depots.   
  
Mixed Development  
 
These include applications for mixed development incorporating a number 
of development types such as residential, retailing, offices, community and 
leisure. 
 
Residential   
 
These include housing developments (incorporating a mixture of house 
types and apartments), purpose built apartment developments, sheltered 
housing schemes, single dwellings including dwellings on farms, holiday 
chalets, caravans and mobile homes, alteration, extension or improvement 
of existing dwellings, residential homes or nursing homes, hotels or 
motels.  
 
Change of Use  
 
These include applications for a change in the use of land or buildings 
including changes to residential, retailing, offices, community or leisure 
uses.   
 
Other types of application 
 
All other types of applications not mentioned above are put into the 
‘Other’ category but mainly comprise ‘Works to Facilitate Persons Who 
Are Disabled’, ‘Advertisements’, and ‘Listed Buildings’. 
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The application types referred to in Excel Table 5.6 are defined below. 
 
Outline permission 
 
An application for outline planning permission can be used to ascertain 
whether a proposed development is acceptable in principle.  This usually 
means that detailed drawings are not needed.  However, the council or, as 
the case may be, the Department, may, in certain circumstances, require 
the submission of additional information or insist that an application for 
full planning permission be submitted.  
 
Full permission 
 
An application for full planning permission requires the submission of all 
details of the proposal.  This type of application would be appropriate, for 
example, if the erection of new buildings is proposed and / or if a change 
of use of land or buildings is proposed. 
 
Approval of Reserved Matters 
 
If outline planning permission is granted, then a subsequent application 
and  approval relating to the siting, design, external appearance, means of 
access and landscaping details, known as ‘reserved matters’, will be 
required before building work can commence.  The reserved matters 
application must be consistent with the outline planning permission and 
take into account any conditions that have been attached to it. If the 
development proposal changes, then it may be necessary to submit a new 
planning application. 
 
Consent to Display an Advertisement 
 
Advertisement consent is normally required to display an advertisement, 
particularly large signs and illuminated adverts.  
 

Listed Building Consent  
 
Works that would affect the character of a listed building need listed 
building consent.  This includes work to the internal or external fabric of 
the building or any demolition.  It should be noted that the requirement 
for Listed Building Consent is in addition to any requirement for planning 
permission for works to a listed building.  
 

Conservation Area Consent  
 

Works that would entail the full or partial demolition of a non-listed 
building in a conservation area need conservation area consent.  It should 
be noted that the requirement for Conservation Area Consent may be in 
addition to any requirement for planning permission.   

 

Hazardous Substances Consent 
 

The Planning (Hazardous Substances) (No2) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 
2015 are concerned with the storage and use of hazardous substances 
which could, in quantities at or above specified limits, present a risk.  
Hazardous Substances Consent ensures that hazardous substances can be 
kept or used in significant amounts only after the council or, as the case 
may be, the Department has had the opportunity to assess the degree of 
risk arising to persons in the surrounding area and to the environment. 
  

Reader Information  

This document may be made available in alternative formats, please 
contact us to discuss your requirements.  
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ITEM 9   
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 07 August 2018 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 11 July 2018 

File Reference       

Legislation       

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☒         No     ☐        Other  ☐ 

If other, please add comment below:  

      

Subject  Legal Workshop on Conflicts of Interest 

Attachments       

 
1. Members will recall that during the two workshops held in October 2017 and 

January 2018 there was discussion regarding a proposed presentation by the 

Council’s Planning lawyers in respect of the Code of Conduct in so far as it relates 

to planning matters, and direction regarding conflicts of interest, in respect of 

achieving quorum for meetings. 

 

2. Carson McDowell Solicitors propose to provide this training event in the form of a 

workshop to take place immediately prior to the Planning Committee meeting of 4 

September at 5.30pm to last just over an hour. 

 
3. This workshop is also required to satisfy an outstanding internal audit 

recommendation. 

 
Recommendation: That Members approve the date and time of the proposed 

workshop with Planning lawyers. 
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ITEM 10  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committee  

Date of Meeting 07 August 2018 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 24 July 2018 

File Reference       

Legislation The Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011; The Planning 
(Local Development Plan) Regulations (Northern 
Ireland) 2015  

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☒         No     ☐        Other  ☐ 

If other, please add comment below:  

      

Subject Update from Metropolitan Area Spatial Working Group 
MASWG (Local Development Plan) 

Attachments 10a - MASWG minutes agreed minutes 26 January 
2018 

10b Response from Department for Infrastructure (DfI) 
to MASWG 

10c Agenda MASWG April 2018  

 
 
1.0 Background 
 
1.1 Members shall be aware that the Council participates in a joint working group 

linked to the preparation of LDPs comprising the planning authorities in the 
Metropolitan area (Belfast City Council, Antrim and Newtownabbey Borough 
Council, Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council and Mid and East Antrim 
Borough Council and Ards and North Down Borough Council).  Alderman 
Robert Gibson and Alderman Alan McDowell were nominated t o  serve on the 
working group. 
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2.0 Correspondence between MASWG and DFI 
2.1 Members shall be aware from the update provided in April, that the Councils 

involved in the Group had agreed to write to the Department for Infrastructure 
(DfI) seeking urgent clarification on those matters which DfI now considered 
needed to be addressed at the Plan Strategy Stage.  (item 6.3c April 2018) 
These included specific detail regarding designations/boundary lines that 
should be brought forward and mapped at Plan Strategy beyond those details 
set out in Departmental ‘Development Plan Practice Notes’ 7 and 8.  

 
2.2 A copy of the response received from DfI is attached at Item 10a. 

DfI indicate that it ‘is a matter for Councils to consider in applying considerable 
discretion available to include maps containing proposals or designations as is 
considered necessary in order to provide the required clarity on strategic 
policies at Plan Strategy stage’. 

 
3.0 Update from meeting held April 2018 
 
3.1 The fourth meeting of the working group was hosted by Ards and North Down 

in Londonderry Park, Newtownards on 13 April 2018.  Minutes from the 
previous meeting held in January were agreed (attached at item 10b). 

 
3.2 The meeting was also attended by the Department for Infrastructure (DfI) 

Strategic Planning section and Transportation Planning; the Northern Ireland 
Housing Executive (NIHE), Translink and Invest NI. 

 
3.3 The agenda for April 2018 meeting is attached at Item 10c.  Agenda items set 

out below were fully discussed.  
Housing: update from NIHE re Housing Market Analysis and clarity on NIHE 
need, housing methodology and different approaches being deployed by 
Councils  
Employment land: update on approach being considered by each Council. 
Transport: update from DFI regarding their programme for Transport Strategy 
and local Transport Plans. 

 
 
3.4 Main outcomes of the meeting – 

DfI welcomed the engagement of the Councils at the meeting.  
Queries were raised regarding the appointment of Independent Examiners for 
the LDPs. 
Delay indicated in the Transportation Strategy being progressed by DfI – until 
governance arrangements were in place. 
Discussion on appropriateness of the guidance produced by DfI and 
consideration of future planning policy. 

 
3.5 A copy of the meeting minutes will be presented to Members once they are 

agreed. 
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4.0 Next meeting. 
4.1 A further meeting is to be arranged for a date in early September 2018, to be 

hosted by Mid and East Antrim Borough Council.  (County Hall, Ballymena) 
 
 

Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that Members note the content of this report and the agreed 
minutes from January 2018, correspondence from DfI to the MASWG and agenda 
from April’s meeting; attached as Items 10a, b and c respectively. 

 











Metropolitan Area Spatial Working Group 

26th January 2018 

Lagan Valley Island 

Lisburn 

 

MINUTES 

Present 
 

Apologies 

Cllr Uel Mackin (LCCC) (Chair) 
Donal Rogan (LCCC) 
Lois Jackson (LCCC) 
Peter McFadden (LCCC) 
Simon Thompson (ANBC) 
Leonna Maginn (ANDBC) 
Ald Robert Gibson (ANDBC) 
Stephen Martin (DfC) 
Dermot O’Kane (BCC) 
Michael Francey (MEABC) 
Cllr Donal Lyons (BCCC) 
 

Danielle Rush (DfI) 
Susan Wilkin (DfI) 
Steven Wood (DfI) 
Sharon Mossman (ANBC) 
Cllr Billy Webb (ANBC) 
Mark Hammond (NIEA) 
Deirdre Watson (Translink) 
Graham Cardwell (INI) 
Keith Forster (DfE) 
Iain Joannides (INI) 

 

Cllr Philip Brett (ANBC) 
Ald Alan McDowell (ANDBC) 

 

Item  Minutes Actions 

1.0 Introductions / Apologies 

• The Chair, Cllr Uel Mackin welcomed everyone, noted apologies and 

provided an overview of the afternoon’s agenda. 

 

2.0 Minutes / Actions 

• Minutes of the previous meeting on the 1st November 2017 were noted and 

agreed. 

• Stephen Martin (DfC) advised he had been attributed to the wrong 

organisation 

• Group was advised of letter sent to DfI 21st Nov 2017 on behalf of MASWG 

and the subsequent response from DfI received on 3rd Jan 2018 (copies 

provided). Transport was noted on the agenda at item 7 however discussion 

took place at this point around the DfI response and other transport matters. 

• Apologies received from NIHE and agreed to invite them to speak on 

housing matters raised in the Agenda at the next meeting. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANDBC 

 



 

Transport Strategy 

• DfI reiterated that the Transport Strategy is an integral part of the LDP 

process. Consultants have been appointed and are working to the timetable 

which had been supplied at the previous meeting. Key dates were Draft 

Transport Strategy by March 18 which would then be adopted by end of 

2018. DfI advised land use and employment data had been requested from 

each Council and this will be used within the agreed methodology of the 

Transport Strategy. Councils may revise this information as they progress 

their evidence base but the initial data needs to be forwarded ASAP. 

• BCC advised they are bringing forward a revised timetable, which was 

agreed at Committee and submitted to the Department indicating that they 

intend to publish a draft Plan Strategy in April / May 2018. The Plan 

Strategy must be compatible with the Transport Strategy – BCC queried if 

their Plan Strategy will be found unsound if it was published ahead of the 

Transport Strategy. 

• DfI advised that they are not the body who determines soundness. Advised 

there was a risk but could not clarify any further. The linkages between land 

use and transport are evident but they can only advise there is a potential 

risk of publishing in advance of the Transport Strategy. 

• LCCC queried do we all proceed at our own risk. Also an indication of the 

consultation period for the draft Transport Strategy and an indicative 

timeline for this. The matching/merging of Draft Plan Strategies and the 

Draft Transport Strategy was raised going forward.  

• DfI confirmed the draft Transport Strategy is due to be completed in March 

2018. This will be put out for consultation and therefore will be open to 

challenge. The Transport Strategy will allow integration as far as possible 

within each Council’s Plan Strategy. When both are adopted, the Transport 

Strategy and Plan Strategy will then move forward together with more 

specifics firmed up. The draft Transport Strategy will indicate the direction of 

travel but will not refer to individual schemes. Therefore if the Councils Plan 

Strategy is not in general alignment it runs the risk of being unsound.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



• LCCC raised concerns that the Transport Strategy would not have enough 

specific information to make the Plan Strategy sound. 

• DfI advised the Councils that DfI are working through this new process in 

tandem seeking information from them but again it will not detail individual 

schemes which will need to be considered alongside their potential zonings. 

• ANBC advised they are currently revising their timetable and hence their 

draft Plan Strategy would not proceed in parallel with the Draft Transport 

Strategy and queried if this was a potential issue. Queried how could the 

Transport strategy take account of the Plan Strategy and how would any 

consultation process proceed. 

• DfI responded that the consultation of the draft Transport Strategy could 

possibly align with a Plan Strategy consultation. 

• ANBC advised each council has a different timeline and will therefore be 

consulting at different times. If a Plan Strategy is to take account of the 

Transport Strategy and be considered sound, they therefore cannot run in 

tandem. 

• BCC indicated there was an extant plan in relation to transport (BMTP) and 

hence could be used to move forward in the absence of any other current 

plan. 

• At this point is was agreed to cover the other issues under agenda item 7. 

 

BMTP Programme 

• DfI again advised that the Transport Strategy is working to the timeline 

shared at the previous meeting. DfI intend to align the programme with the 

Council that is proceeding at the greatest pace at this stage. 

• LCCC queried if there was one overarching Transport Strategy. If BCC 

consult on it first (as they are most likely to publish their Plan Strategy first) 

then what position does this leave the remaining 4 Councils in regarding 

consulting on this same Strategy?  Are they expected to consult on the 

same Strategy when they publish their own Plan Strategies? 

• LCCC, BCC & ANBC queried the ramifications for consulting five times on 

the same Strategy at five different times and considering differing sets of 

representations / objections.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



• DfI confirmed that they hope to have a Draft Transport Strategy for another 

spatial area signed off soon and could possibly use this as an exemplar for 

the other Councils. It was emphasised that there will be no specific schemes 

or lines on maps and no schemes included that would require ministerial 

sign-off.  

• DfI acknowledged that all Councils are at different stages with their Plan 

Strategies and they are meeting individually with each Council on a wide 

variety of issues. Consideration of how this will all inter-relate to the 

Transport Strategy during public consultation is via key milestones but it is 

not the intention of DfI to hold any Council back from publishing a draft Plan 

Strategy. 

 

Accessibility Analysis 

• LCCC raised concerns that differences in approach are emerging and 

issues around the use of TRACC are now on the DPWG agenda.  

• BCC queried how critical it is for the Councils to use the TRACC software. 

• DfI advised they are receiving a lot of queries from Councils in relation to 

specific sites but DfI would at a minimum expect Councils to make use of 

the accessibility maps and toolkit (it would be up to Councils to purchase 

software package). 

• Guidance from DfI is expected to be available in February 2018. 

• It was agreed that these matters to be discussed at the wider 

Development Plan Principal’s Working Group. 

3.0 Countryside 
 

• DfI again advised any assessment must be robust and Councils must 

satisfy themselves that they have robust evidence which can be defended 

at IE. 

• NIEA advised it would only be logical to update any information, 

especially if it has not been updated since 1999. Any previous 

designations, amendments or new designations that are to be included 

within the Plan Strategy will require some sort of review. A case in point is   

wind farms / turbines were not in place when the Landscape Character 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Assessment 2000 Series was being prepared. Evidence for Plan 

designations would be required in order to include lines on maps, as this 

could be challenged.  

• LCCC stated this had the potential to create a new area of work at Plan 

Strategy stage which could lead to delays in timetables. 

• NIEA advised the SPPS sets out what Special Countryside Areas (SCA), 

Landscape Character Areas (LCA) and Areas of High Scenic Value 

(AoHSV) are and that is the Council’s principal guidance. However the 

Council must decide on the methodology and tools they are going to use 

to identify these areas if shown at Plan Strategy stage. It is not the role of 

NIEA to dictate the methodology to be used. 

• MEABC advised it was not looking at specific designations until Local 

Policies Plan stage but had concerns in relation to the higher 

designations which it considered may need to be in the Plan Strategy 

(including AoHSV and SCAs) 

• Wider discussion took place around the necessity to include lines on 

maps at the Plan Strategy stage. Queries were raised over Local 

Landscape Policy Areas (LLPAs) which NIEA advised should be included 

in the Local Policies Plan. However if a change is proposed do they need 

to be included at Plan Strategy stage?  This will submerge both stages of 

the Plan into one. 

• LCCC added that if they introduced a new policy which would affect 

AoHSVs (to restrict wind turbines) that there was concern that all AoHSVs 

would need to be re-assessed. This was not their understanding of the 

original intention of the Plan Strategy.  

• DfI responded that it was important that a Council when considering to 

make changes to existing designations or amending current policy, that 

this must be included within the Plan Strategy. Transitional arrangements 

mean that the PPSs will fall away once the Plan Strategy is adopted and 

the onus is on Councils to ensure that any decision making is not 

compromised. It is up to the Councils to decide on the level of detail for 

the Plan Strategy. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



• BCC fundamentally disagreed with this stance and stated having 

considered other Plan Strategies that their view is the Plan Strategy has a 

clear role which is set out in guidance and this does not include the level 

of detail required as part of the Local Policies Plan including drawing lines 

on a map. 

• BCC and ANBC were of the view (as was the wider view of Councils 

expressed) that the Plan Strategy was a strategic document with 

potentially one high level map. It was suggested that further clarification is 

urgently required identifying the level of detail required for each Plan 

stage. Clarification was also required regarding the introduction of new 

information at the Local Policies Plan stage if it is not included/introduced 

within the Plan Strategy. DfI suggested it would be useful if the issues 

discussed could be collated in order for them to consider the options. 

ANBC agreed to collate the queries and forward on to DfI on behalf of the 

Group. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ANBC 

4.0 Retailing 

• BCC advised they are focusing on a combined retail and leisure survey 

which recognises the changing role of the town/city centres, urban 

shrinkage of retail and accommodating the growth of other uses in the 

district centres. 

• LCCC advised they have commissioned a Retail Consultant to carry out a 

retail capacity study (including town centre heath checks) and collate an 

evidence base.   

• ANBC advised they are still in preliminary discussions. However in the 

absence of clarity between the two stages of the LDP, they have 

concerns whether evidence could be out of date by the LPP stage.  

• ANDBC are working with in-house material and have nothing further to 

report at this stage.  

• MEABC advised they have appointed a Retail Consultant to carry out 

town centre checks and retail capacity studies for the towns of Ballymena, 

Carrickfergus and Larne. 

• All Councils are content to report any further progress at the next 

meeting. 

 



5.0 Employment / Economy 

• DfE outlined the draft Industrial Strategy for NI which was published for 

public consultation prior to the collapse of the Executive. This document 

did not receive Ministerial sign off and as such has no formal standing. It 

is however reflective of the Programme for Government. It sets out a 

strategy to build a globally competitive economy based around five pillars 

of growth. However it was acknowledged that in the absence of a Minister 

the plans will potentially stall. 

• INI advised their clients only invest where there is a clear market demand. 

Any information provided to the Councils by INI is based on the 

understanding of the client’s needs and requirements – INI do not buy 

land but ensure as a statutory consultee that the Councils meet the RDS 

requirements as the economy grows. 

• General political consensus is that local politicians via NILGA are 

attempting to get more involved due to the current political situation.  

• Regional briefing papers provide the most up to date data and thinking for 

each area to inform an economic strategy. 

• LCCC noted this was an area which needed attention as it was of 

relevance to the LDP, Community Plan, and the council’s wider growth 

ambitions. 

 

6.0 Housing 

• As noted, NIHE are to be invited to the next meeting. 

• DfC advised that the NIHE commissioned consultants to provide a 

Housing Market Analysis back in 2008 and have recently appointed 

consultants to update this. Any update would be fed back to the group. 

• LCCC raised concerns over different approaches being taken by different 

Councils regarding the HGI allocation. LCCC are seeking to appoint an 

independent consultant to examine this area in the absence of any 

specific clarification from the Department. 

• BCC advised that Belfast have gathered an evidence base to support 

their figures which are published. Their intention is to revitalise and grow 

the city to bring it in line with other European cities. The evidence is 

primarily based on economic projections.  

 
 
 
 
DfC 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



• DfC advised it has looked at revising the methodology for the HGI. It was 

content with the current methodology and the recent review would 

support this stance. A backlog has built up over this last few years due to 

houses not being built therefore the HGI should potentially be more 

flexible. A pre-publication copy of this document will be circulated to the 

group in confidence. 

UPDATE: This has now been published and is available at:- 

https://www.communities-ni.gov.uk/publications/housing-market-

symposium-report   

• MEABC raised concerns over how the NIHE project their five year figures 

over the Plan period. It appears a simple multiplying by three of the five 

year figure, resulting in 38% of MEABC’s HGI being required for social 

housing which is untenable. Clarification to be sought from NIHE. 

• DfI indicated MASWG should discuss and come to an agreement on HGI 

methodologies. 

• It was queried how these issues should/could be resolved. LCCC was of 

the opinion each council had to defend its own HGI figure or other 

projection if differing methodology used. This was identified as a risk to 

the overall plan. 

• DfI responded that they are attending IE training in the coming weeks and 

will come back to the group with any findings. 

• LCCC noted the interdependencies in this whole area and the potential 

impact to neighbouring Councils. It was stated several Councils at Chief 

Executive’s level where actively seeking mitigation around areas of 

concern to avoid litigation. This view was generally welcomed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
DfC 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DfC / 
NIHE 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8.0 BMAP 

• DfI are considering the best way to move forward in the absence of a 

Minister. DSO advice has been sought as to what the Permanent 

Secretary can issue. They have uploaded extant plans on to the internet – 

the Chief Executives / Head of Planning from each of the affected 

Councils are to reconvene to discuss the way forward. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.communities-ni.gov.uk/publications/housing-market-symposium-report
https://www.communities-ni.gov.uk/publications/housing-market-symposium-report


PAC – Soundness 
 

• A draft of the new guidance re: Soundness is expected before the next 
Development Plan Principal Working Group. 

 
SPPS 

• DfI advised that the legal challenge to the SPPS is to be withdrawn. 
 
Project Management Team Role – Clarification 

• Clarification from DSO will be provided before the next MASWG 
 

DfI 

9.0 Action Points 

• Letter to DFI seeking clarity on the plan process and what each stage 

encompasses. All Councils to express provide input. 

• NIHE to be invited to next meeting 

• Feed-back on Housing Market Analysis 

• Clarity on NIHE needs and how figure is extrapolated over the plan 

period. 

• Feed-back from Housing Symposium: Please see web site for update 

• Soundness checklist / guidelines to be provided by DfI in advance of 

DPWG. 

 
 
ANBC 
 
ANDBC 
 
NIHE/DfC 
 
NIHE 
 
 
DfC 
 
DfI 

10.0 Next Meeting 

Next meeting is to be hosted by Ards & North Down Borough Council on Friday 

13th April 2018 

 
ANDBC 

 



METROPOLITAN AREA SPATIAL WORKING GROUP 

 

A G E N D A 

 

10AM – Friday 13 April 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

 Venue: Londonderry Park, Portaferry Road, Newtownards  

 

No. Agenda Item  

 

1.0 

 

Introductions / Apologies 

 

 

 

2.0 

 

Minutes/Actions arising 

 

 

 

3.0 

 

Housing  

 Population & Housing Growth  

 Housing Needs  

 Urban Capacity Study 

 Overspill/de-zoning  

 Affordable housing 

 Design  

 

 

 

4.0 

 

Transport  

 Belfast Metropolitan Transport Plan   

 Regional/Belfast Infrastructure Plan 

 Accessibility analysis  

 BRT 

 Belfast Bicycle Network Plan  

 

 

 

5.0 

 

Action Points  

 

 

 

6.0 

 

AOB / Next meeting 

 

 

 

 
 




