
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
 

24 April 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, 1 May 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 10 April 2018 

 
3.1. Time Limit for Planning Committee Verbal Update (referred at Council 

meeting held on 25 April 2018) 
 

4. Planning Applications 
 

4.1 LA06/2016/1049/F Demolition of existing house and erection of a 
replacement dwelling consisting of a detached two 
storey house and associated site works 
40 Cultra Avenue, Holywood 
 

4.2 LA06/2018/0137/F 
 

Extension of temporary permission for 6 urban art 
pods by a further 2 years 
Project 24 – Queen’s Parade, Bangor 
 

4.3 LA06/2018/0110/F Development of 351 residential units and road 
improvements - Variation of a particular condition 
relating to when necessary road works should be 
completed by 
 

 



5. Update on Planning Appeals (Report attached) 
 

6. Update on Planning Monitoring Framework Report (Copy attached) 
 

7. LDP Steering Group (Report attached) 
 
***COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE*** 
 
8. Employment Land Review Tender – Award of Contract (Report attached) 

 
 
 

 
MEMBERSHIP OF PLANNING COMMITTEE (15 MEMBERS) 

 
Alderman Fletcher (Chair)  Councillor Cathcart 
Councillor Hunter (Vice Chair) Councillor Dunne 
Alderman Carson Councillor Henry 
Alderman Gibson Councillor McIlveen 
Alderman Girvan Councillor Smart 
Alderman Graham Councillor Thompson 
Alderman Keery Councillor Walker 
Alderman McDowell  

 



  Item 7.2 

ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
A meeting of the Planning Committee was held in the Council Chamber, 2 Church 
Street, Newtownards on Tuesday, 10 April 2018 at 7.00pm. 
 
PRESENT: 
  
In the Chair:  Alderman Fletcher   
  
Aldermen:  Carson Keery  
   Graham Henry 
   Gibson McDowell 
   Girvan   
         
Councillors:  Cathcart   Smart  

Dunne   Thompson  
   Hunter   Walker  
   McIlveen    

     
Officers: Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning (S McCullough), 

Head of Planning (A McCullough), Principal Planning and Technical 
Officers (G Kerr and L Maginn), Senior Professional and Technical 
Officers (C Rodgers, A Todd and P Kerr), Democratic Services 
Manager (J Wilson) and Democratic Services Officer (J Glasgow).  

 
WELCOME 
 
The Chairman welcomed members and officers to the meeting and made a special 
mention of those persons with speaking rights and members of the public seated in the 
public gallery.   
 
1. APOLOGIES  
 
No apologies were received.  
 
NOTED.   
 
2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
Councillor Walker declared an interest in Item 4.2 – 225 Millisle Road, Donaghadee.  
 
Councillor Hunter declared an interest in Item 4.4 – Lands 67m NE of the rear of 
No.10 Estate Road and 100m NE of Clandeboye Estate Diary Farm.  
 
3. MATTERS ARISING FROM MINUTES PLANNING COMMITTEE 

MEETING OF 6 MARCH 2018  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above.  
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The Chairman (Alderman Fletcher) recalled that at the last meeting of the Committee 
it had been agreed to respond to the Department detailing the Committee’s concerns 
in respect of the DfI’s proposed Planning Monitoring Framework. The Chairman 
advised that letter had been sent and a detailed response was awaited however a 
meeting of the related working group had been postponed whilst Council responses 
were considered.  
 
The Chairman also highlighted to members the lengthy meeting that had occurred 
the previous month. To facilitate a shorter meeting, he asked Members to keep their 
questions concise and strictly to the point.  
 
The revisions made at the last meeting to the Protocol for the Operation of the 
Planning Committee had come into effect, and the Chairman reminded Members the 
quorum for the Committee was now six Members.  
 
The Chairman referred Members to an item of correspondence within the agenda 
which alluded to the perception that the Committee and Planning Officers might have 
been unduly influenced by legal threats. He wished to state that the integrity of the 
Committee and that of the Officers was intact and all those concerned acted in 
accordance with planning policy and the Councillors’ Code of Conduct. The 
Committee did not fear any intimidation.  
 
NOTED.  
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, that the minutes be noted.  
 
4. PLANNING APPLICATIONS  
 
4.1 LA06/2015/0848/F – 48 Glen Road, Craigavad  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy documentation and addendums (Appendix I).  
 
DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye  
Committee Interest: Called in by Member of Planning Committee   
Proposal: New detached dwelling with double garage and boundary wall with all 
associated site work 
Site Location: 48 Glen Road, Craigavad  
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission  
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (C Rodgers) advised that the 
application was previously presented to the Planning Committee on 5th September 
2017.  At that meeting the members voted to approve the application in line with the 
officer’s recommendation. Following the September meeting and prior to the issue of 
the decision, additional letters were submitted on behalf of the objector.  A 
Biodiversity checklist and bat roost potential survey was also submitted to address 
those third party concerns raised after the September meeting.  An addendum 
detailing those issues, and indeed a further addendum had been prepared following 
late items raised by the objector regarding drainage after the schedule was 
published and the application was now being brought back to the Planning 
Committee for determination. 
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Slides were shown detailing the location of the site within the proposed Marino, 
Cultra and Craigavad ATC (dBMAP), an aerial view of the site and surrounding area. 
The site comprised an existing tennis court covered in astroturf and was surrounded 
by mesh wire fencing and floodlighting poles. The area consisted of a number of 
large 1 ½ to 3 storey detached dwellings. The proposed dwelling was two storey. A 
further slide showed the site layout and elevations.  The proposed design and 
redbrick material respects the historic character of properties immediately adjacent to 
the site. 
 
The Officer drew Members to photographs taken from the western boundary of the 
site and from the eastern boundary. Also photographs showing a view towards the 
site from the access point at Glen Road and the recently constructed 3 storey 
dwelling opposite.  
 
The proposed dwelling had a plot which in similar in size and in some cases larger 
than those dwellings immediately to the west and the approved dwelling immediately 
to the north-west. Therefore, the proposed density was not significantly higher than 
that found within the established residential area. Whilst the existing dwellings to the 
south present a similar building line to Glen Road there was no set building line along 
the northern part of Glen Road where the proposed site was located.  
 
Regard had been had to the key features of the Marino, Cultra and Craigavad ATC 
identified in draft BMAP and it was considered that the proposed development would 
not harm any of the features listed. Mature roadside trees which are a key feature of 
this ATC are to be retained. Those trees help restrict public views of the new dwelling 
from the wider area.  Conditions would be added to any potential approval of the 
application to retain trees and to ensure their protection during construction.  
 
PPS 7 Policy QD1 stated that in the primarily residential parts of designated ATCs 
proposals involving intensification of site usage or site coverage will only be 
permitted in exceptional circumstances. One of those was the development of a 
significant gap site within an otherwise substantial and continuously built up frontage 
provided this would be of a density and character prevailing in the area. 
Notwithstanding third party concerns regarding the presence of buildings to the rear 
of the site, the professional planning judgement was that this site visually reads as a 
gap site on the ground and that the density and character of the proposal is in 
keeping with the area. 
 
Due to the separation distances provided, and the orientation and position of 
proposed windows, the proposal would not result in an unacceptable adverse impact 
on the existing residential amenity of adjacent properties. That was also the case for 
the adjacent building with extant planning permission for conversion to a dwelling.   
 
The proposal provided four in-curtilage parking spaces as well as a large area 
(250sqm) of private amenity space. 
 
A Biodiversity Checklist and Bat Roost Potential Survey had been completed for the 
proposed site. Shared Environmental Service, DAERA’s Natural Environment 
Division and DAERA’s Marine Division had been consulted and provide no objection 
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to the proposal. Therefore, it was considered that the proposal was not likely to have 
a significant effect on designated sites; or harm protected and priority species or 
other natural heritage interests within the wider environment. In addition to the 
conditions listed in the first addendum it was also propose an additional condition to 
state that all construction activity shall be confined within site boundaries, and the 
boundary of designated areas shall not be disturbed in any way. 
 
To conclude, having weighed all material planning considerations and fully 
considered third party concerns it was considered that that the application should 
proceed by way of an approval of planning permission.   
 
Councillor Cathcart sought clarity that those that had been absent at the last meeting 
were able to vote on the application. The Head of Planning advised that as new 
material had been raised post that meeting, the application was being heard afresh, 
meaning all members could take part.  
 
The Chairman invited Mr Andrew Ryan (TLT Solictors) to come forward to speak 
against the recommendation to grant planning permission on behalf of the objector.  
Mr Ryan explained that he was a partner at TLT solicitors, specialising in planning 
law.  He was speaking on behalf of Mr and Mrs Lester, objectors to the proposal and 
residents of the adjacent property directly facing the application site at 42 Glen 
Road.  
 
Mr Ryan wished to highlight that following earlier submissions he was of the opinion 
that the application had not been properly or lawfully considered under the Habitats 
Regulations which implement the strict requirements of the EU Habitats Directive. 
Those required the Council to be satisfied on the basis of clear, accurate information 
that the application would not have any adverse impact on the EU protected site of 
Belfast Lough Special Protection Area. In order to make this assessment, the 
Council must fully understand the potential risks that may arise from site drainage 
both during and after construction and in combination with other development. The 
applicant had provided extremely limited information on how or where the site would 
connect to mains sewers and Shared Environmental Service's assessment that there 
was no risk was based on assumptions rather than any detail. Given the site's 
proximity to Belfast Lough it was remarkable that the assessment had not been 
approached with more rigour. The key legal issue was not whether ultimately the site 
would have an impact, but that a clear and rigorous process must be undertaken to 
reach that decision. Without properly understanding of the potential for any adverse 
effects as a result of site drainage or whether the site could connect to a mains 
sewer, the Council's assessment was legally flawed and open to challenge.  
 
Mr Ryan also noted that there had been no assessment of Japanese Knotweed - 
which it was unlawful to plant or grow – despite there being growth of the invasive 
species on nearby land. Those two further issues, recently identified show that the 
application had not been fully considered with the necessary rigour.  
 
In earlier correspondence, Mr Ryan had raised a number of issues which the Case 
Officer had sought to address in the revised report to the Committee. The Case 
Officer had emphasised in particular that the acceptability of the proposal in relation 
to its surroundings with reference to the relevant policy was a matter of planning 
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judgment. He did not disagree with that approach in principle, but felt the Committee 
must bear in mind that if that was a matter of judgment as to how the application 
complied with policy, then it was open to the Committee Members to reach an 
alternative view based upon the actual proposal on the ground. That was a complex 
case, borne out by the substantial objections that had been lodged and the detailed 
consideration that had been required. It was a finely balanced judgment. Mr Ryan 
asked the Committee to consider the degree of overlooking on the objector's 
property – the new property faced the Lester's house directly and would hugely 
impact on privacy; that had simply not been considered. Mr Ryan requested that the 
application was deferred for a site visit to properly understand the proposal and its 
context. 
 
Furthermore, critical to the issue was the legal point that had been raised regarding 
the consideration of the application under draft BMAP. The Case Officer had gone to 
some length to attempt to deal with the matter, however Mr Ryan felt that the key 
issue had been entirely missed. Whilst there was much discussion over the status of 
the plan and what may happen in the future, the fundamental point for the Members 
to consider was at that time was that the most up to date and relevant policy was 
contained in the draft BMAP - and under the Planning Act that must be given 
material weight.  
 
The policy was set out in Designation HD12 for the Marino, Cultra and Craigavad 
Area of Townscape Character. That listed a number of key features which must be 
taken into account along with specific Key Design Criteria listed under Policy UE3 on 
Areas of Townscape Character. Those had not been referenced at all in either the 
latest Case Officer's report or the main Professional Development management 
report.  
 
In particular, the designation notes that "the historic character and appearance of 
Marino, Cultra and Craigavad was vulnerable to the demand for still more 
development". It required the following key design criteria to be considered that were 
directly relevant; 
 

- The size, plot ratio and ratio of footprint to open space in new 
developments shall be compatible with those of the historic character and 
appearance in the immediate neighbourhood; and 

- All new or replacement structures on a site shall be located so that the 
relationship between the existing buildings and the site boundary was 
retained.  

- Development shall not include removal of front garden areas and/or 
traditional front boundaries. 
 

The failure to reference those design criteria and properly apply draft BMAP policy 
was a significant flaw and the application must be reconsidered in light of that.  
 
Mr Ryan re-emphasised the proposal was incompatible with the character of the 
surrounding area and properties. He felt the application should be refused or at the 
very least deferred to allow members to visit the site.  
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The Chairman questioned the proximity of the Japanese Knotweed to the 
development. In response Mr Ryan highlighted that he believed it to be on the area 
of rough ground beside the coastal path however no-one had explored the matter.  
 
The Chairman then invited Mr Donaldson (Agent – Donaldson Planning) to come 
forward. Mr Donaldson was speaking for the recommendation to approve.  
 
Mr Donaldson highlighted that the application had been in the system since 
November 2015 and considered by Committee in September 2017. Since that 
meeting a new objection had been forthcoming in respect of bats, in that the 
application failed to properly consider the impact the proposal had on bats. Mr 
Donaldson advised that objection had been followed up with a solicitors letter, the 
matter highlighted had been investigated and there was no impact identified. The 
proposal had been signed off by the NIEA and Shared Environmental Service.  
Furthermore, late concerns had been lodged in respect of Japanese Knotweed and 
drainage. In terms of the knotweed, that was next to the coastal path and there was 
no suggestion that the weed was present on the development site.  In terms of the 
drainage, Mr Donaldson stated that the proposal was for a single dwelling and the 
water could be adequately serviced by the existing mains. He highlighted that the 
objectors had recently converted their garage to a dwelling which was also serviced 
by existing mains. The storm arrangements had been considered by NI Water who 
were satisfied. Mr Donaldson expressed his disappointment that an application for a 
single house had been in the planning system for 30 months and all matters 
addressed and therefore requested endorsement of the application.   
 
Alderman Girvan sought assurances that the concerns in respect of overlooking and 
privacy had been considered. In response Mr Donaldson stated that the dwelling 
would be 1 ½ storeys and had been carefully designed with no overlooking windows.  
The separation distances were adequate and he did not believe there was a privacy 
issue as there were other houses nearby. Mr Donaldson stated that the concerns 
expressed had been thoroughly considered by Officers. The area was developed 
and was not uniformed with dwellings sitting at different angles. The proposed 
dwelling had been designed thoroughly by an experienced architect.  
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer confirmed that the issues and 
concerns had been given careful consideration. The proposal would provide 
adequate separation distances in-line with Creating Places guidance.  The design, 
orientation and positioning of the proposed dwelling would not result in an 
unacceptable level of overlooking or have a negative impact.   
 
Councillor McIlveen raised questions regarding the habitats issue at Belfast Lough.  
The Officer advised that the objection had been sent to the Shared Environmental 
Service (SES) and NI Water for their assessment.  SES had considered that the 
proposal could not have any conceivable effect on the selection features, 
conservation objectives or status of any European site i.e. Belfast Lough, as a 
sufficient buffer existed between the proposal and the designated sites therefore any 
impacts during construction were considered unlikely. NI Water had confirmed 
availability to a foul sewer to serve the proposal. The surface water (rainwater) runoff 
from the domestic property was considered to be ‘clean’ water and its disposal to the 
watercourse would not likely have a significant effect on the designated sites. The 
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Senior Professional and Technical Officer stated that the matter had been fully 
considered.  
 
Councillor McIlveen also raised questions regarding the Japanese Knotweed.  The 
Officer stated that it was alleged that the plant was found in rough ground north of 
the application site. Therefore, the plant was not on the application site.  Councillor 
McIlveen questioned if a condition could be placed on the application to ensure steps 
were taken to address the knotweed. The Senior Professional and Technical Officer 
explained that there was no existence of a form of alien species on the development 
site and therefore was not a material planning consideration.  
 
The Head of Planning stated that it was not in fact an offence to grow Japanese 
Knotweed, however if was an offence for a developer to knowingly allow its spread 
or not to dispose of it to a regulated waste facility.  A condition could not be placed 
on the application as there was no evidence to show the knotweed was there and 
the suggested location was not on the development site.  
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Walker, seconded by Alderman 
Graham, that planning approval be granted.  
 
4.2 LA06/2017/0993/F - 225 Millisle Road, Ballyvester, Donaghadee  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy documentation (Appendix II).  
 
DEA: Bangor East and Donaghadee  
Committee Interest: Called in by Member of Planning Committee  
Proposal: Proposed new dwelling with raised front patio to include balustrade and 
access steps  
Site Location: 225 Millisle Road, Ballyvester  
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission  
 
(Having previously declared an interest in the item, Councillor Walker withdrew from 
the meeting – 7.28 pm) 
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer advised that Members would recall that 
at the Planning Committee meeting in March 2018 the application was deferred to 
allow the submission of additional information for clarification to be brought back to 
the next meeting. 
 
The Officer advised that the addendum provided comment on the additional 
information received by the objector (Mr McKimm), the agent acting for the applicant 
and information supplied by Council’s Building Control Department.   
 
The objector submitted five boards with pictures and comments   As some 
comments made in the submission related to the process of how the application was 
determined, she stated that she would only address the material planning issues 
raised. The first slide showed number 225 Millisle Road (the application site) before 
development commenced on site. The footprint of the proposal was remaining the 
same and the internal layout was considered to be acceptable. The appearance of 
the original dwelling was not a consideration in this case.  
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The Officer referred to the slide displaying a photograph taken from the objector’s 
rear garden. The objector believed that window 03 would have a direct, domineering 
and uninterrupted view over the objector’s rear garden. It was her professional 
planning judgement that the window would not have a direct, domineering and 
uninterrupted view into the rear garden of number 227 Millisle Road. The photograph 
had been taken from an angle therefore it was not a direct view. The window was to 
serve a small third bedroom and was not considered to be large therefore it was not 
domineering. The view from bedroom number 03 was not uninterrupted into the rear 
garden of 227, rather the angled view from the window of bedroom number 03 
encompassed a fence, the frosted roof of the attached sunroom/conservatory and 
some of the rear garden. As that was the only view from a third bedroom it was not 
considered to cause demonstrable harm.  
 
The Officer referred to the slide which displayed comments relating to the both 
applications for 225 Millisle Road (LA06/2016/0722/F) granted planning approval for 
extension to dwelling and the current application. The planning policy quoted as A28 
and A30 referred to domestic extensions contained in the addendum to PP7 
Residential Extensions and as explained at the Planning Committee meeting on 6 
March was not relevant planning policy for a replacement dwelling located in the 
countryside which was contained within PPS 21 Sustainable Development in the 
Countryside. However, the matter was dealt with in detail in the case officer report. 

 
The Officer referred to the slide number 4 dealt with direct and oblique views from 
the proposed bedroom number 03. It should be noted by members that the drawing 
submitted by the objector was not to scale. The information provided on the slide 
stated that the diagram illustrated the view when looking straight out the window. 
However, the diagram showed a view when taken at an angle from bedroom no 03 – 
it was not direct. It remained the professional planning judgement that the direct, 
uninterrupted view from bedroom number 03 was straight onto the gable wall of no. 
227. The Officer displayed photographs which demonstrated that only when standing 
right up against window 03 and looking at an angle, there would be limited views of 
the rear garden at number 227. The series of photos started with a view from the 
gables of the two properties and then photographs taken from the first floor of the 
application site with views looking directly from and then at an angle from the third 
bedroom window. The views were not uninterrupted as stated in the information by 
the objector. The direct view looked onto a gable wall as demonstrated.  The angled 
view was broken by the garden fence, the rear elevation of the objector’s home and 
the attached sun room/conservatory.  The Officer also displayed photos taken by the 
case officer from the objector’s garden in September 2017. 
 
The Officer drew Members attention to a slide which in the objector’s opinion a 
simple solution. It had already been debated at the Planning Committee meeting on 
6 March that the proposed windows on the first floor rear elevation were originally 
amended to reduce potential overlooking. The submitted drawings by the applicant 
and agent are what members have to consider in the overall determination of the 
proposal. The Planning Committee could not seek to approve the application with an 
alternative remedy. A decision must be made on the application as submitted, i.e. 
approve or refuse. 
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The applicant submitted an open letter to members of the Planning Committee. In 
summary, comment was made on the legal stance of the case and requested that, 
prior to the next planning committee meeting on 10 April 2018, members go to 
various viewpoints from their homes in order to establish if they feel their human 
rights were being compromised by views from adjacent properties.  

 
The agent submitted a notice from Council’s Building Control dated 8 September 
2017 stating that in its current form, the submitted drawings could be approved and 
had requested additional details. Members would note that the underlined E33 on 
the notice (attachment 4.2f) requested a side hung egress sash with suitable sill level 
to bedroom 3. That clarified the point raised by the agent at the last Planning 
Committee meeting that the type of window was required in order to satisfy building 
regulations. 

 
Following the Planning Committee meeting on 6 March, planning officer’s requested 
clarification from the Council’s Building Control Department to confirm current 
standards in relation to the third bedroom window, and in particular any requirement 
for that bedroom to be served by a fire escape window. Building Control had 
supplied the following for clarification: 

 
The requirement of the Building Regulations was that:- 
A building shall be so designed and constructed that in the event of a fire there is – 

(c) adequate means of escape, which can be safely and effectively     
used at all material times. 

The guidance given in the technical booklet E to the Building Regulations, and 
standard practice is to provide an Emergency Egress Window to every habitable 
room on an upper story not more than 4.5m above ground level.  The egress window 
is to provide access for escape/rescue should the hallway/stairs/landing become 
compromised. 
An emergency egress window should have a clear opening of not less than 0.33 sq. 
metres, and have a clear opening of at least 450mm high and at least 450mm wide. 
The lower edge of the opening should be not less than 800mm and not more than 
1100mm above the floor. Other conditions relating to roof windows allow the 
minimum height to be not less than 600mm above floor level. 
In the situation as shown on the drawings bedroom three would be required to have 
an adequate means of escape, and an emergency egress window would provide 
that. 
We would be required to consider any other proposal put to us in relation to the 
provision of an adequate means of escape which we would have to consider as 
achieving a level of escape a standard as high as that given by the emergency 
egress window. 
The plans given would preclude the use of a pass door to another bedroom 
containing an egress window due to the layout which has been accepted in the past. 
 
As previously commented on, Members had to consider the submitted drawings as 
presented at the Planning Committee meeting of 6 March 2018. The agent had 
indicated that the drawings had already been amended and the applicant was not 
prepared to propose further changes. 
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The proposal had been reassessed in light of the additional information submitted 
following the deferral of the application at the Planning Committee meeting on 6 
March 2018. It remained the Officer’s professional planning judgement that the 
proposal complied with relevant planning policy and there would no demonstrable 
harm caused to the adjacent property in approval of the application. The planning 
history was a material consideration in this case. Members would recall that 
permission had already been granted for an extension to the property with the same 
rear elevation as that now proposed. That application appeared on the delegated 
planning applications list and was not called in by a member of the Planning 
Committee. If members were of the opinion to overturn the recommendation to grant 
planning permission, there existed the right of appeal by the applicant and an awards 
of costs against the Council on grounds of unreasonable behaviour, in respect of the 
planning history. It was recommended that this application proceed by way of an 
approval of planning permission subject to conditions. 
 
Councillor Cathcart felt the additional information and the photos had been useful to 
allow the Committee to make a decision. He asked the Officer to remind him 
regarding the overlooking window. The Principal Planning and Technical Officer 
explained that the objector believed that bedroom 3’s window would have an impact 
in respect of overlooking. She stated that she was satisfied that there would be no 
direct overlooking.   
 
In response to a question from Alderman Gibson, the Officer stated that the proposal 
included adequate separate distances between the two side gables. There would be 
no negative impact in terms of light.  
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Keery, seconded by Councillor 
Smart, that planning approval be granted.  
 
(Councillor Walker returned to the meeting – 7.44 pm)  
 
4.3 LA/06/2015/0337/F - 28 Lord Warden’s Parade, Bangor  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy documentation (Appendix III)  
 
DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye  
Committee Interest: Called in by Member of Planning Committee and then deferred  
Proposal:  Erection of a 12m high short amateur radio telescopic mast to rear.  
Retrospective retention of existing antennas and support poles.  Proposal also 
includes the removal of three existing antennas and the alteration of two existing 
antennas 
Site Location: 28 Lord Warden’s Parade, Bangor  
Recommendation: Refuse Planning Permission  
 
The Director noted that Alderman Carson, Councillor Dunne and Councillor Hunter 
were unable to vote on the application as they were absent when the application had 
previously been considered.  
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (P Kerr) explained that the application 
was previously presented at Committee on 2 May 2017 where it was deferred to 
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allow the applicant the opportunity to amend the description of the proposal for 
further assessment. 
 
Amended plans were received on 30 August 2017 clarifying what antenna were to be 
removed, retained and proposed. An amended application form was received on 29 
September 2017 which amended the description of the proposal to include removal 
of three existing antennas and the alteration of two. The application was re-
advertised and re neighbour notified.  
 
Since the last committee there was one letter of support and letters of three 
objections/concern (wow from the same address). The letter of concern raised the 
issue of noise and health and safety. Planning was content that the issues had been 
addressed through consultation with Environmental Health who had no objection 
after an acoustic report was submitted.  
 
The site was located within the settlement limit of Bangor within an exclusively 
residential area. The proposal was for the erection of a 12m high telescopic radio 
mast to the rear of the dwelling, the removal of three antenna and also for the 
retention of the existing, remaining antennae and support poles. The existing 
antenna were immune from enforcement action as they have existed for more than 
five years. There was no enforcement action or case recorded against this property.  
 
The mast that was of most concern at the last committee meeting remained the 
same. That mast, when fully extended was almost 12 metres in height. 5 metres of 
the mast would be visible above the ridge of the dwelling from the public road.  
 
It would be difficult to condition the raising and lowering of the mast. When the mast 
was lowered it was approximately 8 metres in height and was visually dominant for 
neighbouring dwellings at 25 and 23 Lord Warden’s Hollow. In that respect putting 
time conditions for the extension of the mast, however unenforceable they were, 
would not nullify the impact on the adjacent dwellings.  
 
It should be noted, that assessment of the impact on adjacent neighbours was 
carried out regardless of whether or not they had objected, as those occupiers may 
not always reside there.  
 
The proposal would be visually obtrusive and detrimental to the character and 
amenity of the area. That assessment had been made in the public interest as the 
current residents may not always be living in the adjacent dwellings.  
 
As well as the visual dominance of the proposed mast, there was also an issue with 
the cumulative impact of the mast alongside those antennae that were proposed to 
be retained. 
 
The structures were incongruous with a residential area. The largest mast would 
impact upon the character of the area in both its raised position and its lowered 
position as well as cumulatively with the other existing antenna. 
 
With regard to policy both TEL1 of Planning Policy Statement 10 
Telecommunications and EXT1 of the First Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 
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7 (Quality Residential Environments) the proposal remained as a recommendation 
for refusal, as policy requires that development should not result in unacceptable 
damage to visual amenity or detract from the appearance or character of the area.  
 
It was accepted that the existing antennas were immune from enforcement action 
and would remain. However, as those antennas do not benefit from planning 
permission, Officers felt that the removal of some of them was not considered 
planning gain in place of the erection of the large mast.  
 
It was considered that the remaining antennas already had a detrimental impact on 
the visual amenity and character of the area without further adding to it.  
 
In summary, it was considered that the large scale mast and antenna was contrary to 
policy as stated in the refusal reasons as it was not of a domestic scale and was 
inappropriate in an established residential area. It was both unsympathetic to the 
build form of the host property and to the character of the surrounding area. The 
adjacent dwellings to the rear would suffer an over dominant effect from the 
proposal. It was recommended that the previous position of a recommendation for 
refusal was retained.  
 
Councillor McIlveen noted the exiting masts did not require planning permission to 
be submitted and questioned if the proposal could be seen as a betterment given 
that three of the antennas were to be removed as part of the application. Councillor 
McIlveen also noted that the proposal was for a domestic use and therefore 
domestic in scale to allow the applicant to continue with his hobby. In response the 
Officer stated that the affected neighbouring properties would not view the proposal 
as domestic use. The scale and height of the proposed antennas and their 
cumulative impact were unsympathetic with the built form and appearance of the 
existing property and would detract from the appearance and character of the 
surrounding residential area.  
 
Councillor Cathcart questioned the impact when the antenna was lowered. In 
response the Officer stated that could be lowered to 8m however would result in a 
loss of amenity to the adjacent properties at Nos 23 and 25. The masts were not 
visible from the road.  
 
Alderman Girvan questioned if the antennas affected the neighbours wifi 
connections. In response the Officer advised that OFCOM had been consulted and 
clarity sought on the matter, the proposal had no impact on broadband and wifi.  
 
Alderman Graham felt that benefit could be seen from the proposal given now the 
proposed antenna would be below ridge height.  
 
In response to a question from Councillor Smart, the Officer stated that there was a 
relevant planning policy to assess the application against in respect of tele 
communications – Policy TEL 1 of Planning Policy Statement 10. That stated that the 
Council could permit proposals for telecommunications which were sited and 
designed to minimise visual and environmental impact with masts blended into the 
background. The proposal was at odds with the residential area and would detract 
from the character of the area.  
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The Chairman suggested that the antenna be erected at night. In response the 
Officer stated that such a condition would be difficult to enforce.  
 
The Chairman invited Mr White (Applicant) to come forward, he had been awarded 
speaking rights speaking against the recommendation to refuse planning permission.  
 
Mr White expressed his disappointment that his application was unable to be 
accepted. He stated that the view taken by the planning department was at odds with 
what had been accepted by other Planning Authorities.  Mr White noted that since 
the submission of his application, the details had been advertised and neighbours 
notified three times.  In terms of the objections, Mr White advised that the residents 
of No 23 had moved into their property in the Spring 2015 and at that time the 
existing antennas were in place. The objections from No 25 related to noise and 
health and safety and did not express concerns regarding the visual appearance. Mr 
White advised that he kept radio records and on average used the radio 45 minutes 
per day and it was not in his interest to keep the masts erected for long periods 
which would allow for potential damage with them being subjected to the elements. 
Furthermore, the new antenna would not continual move and would be shielded by 
the existing foliage. Mr White stated that in summary the proposal was minimal, was 
well within planning guidelines and he asked the Committee to judge the proposal for 
what it was.  
 
In response to a question from Councillor Cathcart, Mr White explained that he had 
become fully proficient in morse code to minimise noise and interference.  He stated 
that he had provided examples of proposals that had been accepted in other Council 
areas and believed his proposal to be small in scale in comparison to what had been 
accepted in other areas.  
 
Alderman Keery noted that the maximum height was 12m, that could be reduced to 
8m and he questioned if movement down could occur further, by some form of 
telescopic method. In response Mr White advised that he had looked at a three stage 
mast as an option however the location would be unsuitable as clearance of the 
house was required. Mr White noted that the pictures displayed the masts as a 
maximum and there was foliage which minimised the visibility. 
 
In response to a question from the Chairman, Mr White stated that he catalogued his 
usage. As an average he had used the antennas 45 minutes per day and there were 
days that he was on air most of the day and into the night and some days when he 
was not using the radio at all.  
 
Councillor Walker was sympathetic with Mr White however on the other hand noted 
the obligation to conform to the planning requirements. He questioned if the antenna 
could be moved to the rear of the property and lowered further. Mr White stated that 
he had given those options consideration however that would mean greater visibility 
for neighbouring properties.  
 
Alderman Graham stated that from the point of view of wear and tear of the mast it 
was not in the interests of the applicant to keep that erected for long periods. He 
noted that at amateur radio events, a temporary antenna was erected.  
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In response to a question from Alderman Graham, Mr White stated that the mast sat 
approximately 1-2m above ridge height. For amateur radio events the temporary 
antenna was up to 15m. 
 
The Officer stated that the proposed mast would also extend out from the pole by 
some 3m when erected and reiterated that even with the antenna in the down 
position that still would have an impact on the affected neighbouring properties (Nos 
23 & 25).  
 
Proposed by Alderman Girvan, seconded by Councillor Walker, that the 
recommendation to refuse planning permission be adopted.  
 
The proposal was put to the meeting with 6 voting FOR, 3 AGAINST and 3 
ABSTENTIONS.  
 
FOR (6) AGAINST (3) ABSTENTION (3) ABSENT (0) 
Aldermen Aldermen  Aldermen   
Girvan  Graham  Gibson   
McDowell  Keery  Henry   
 Fletcher   
Councillors   Councillor   
Cathcart   Smart   
Thompson     
McIlveen     
Walker     
 
RESOLVED, that the recommendation to refuse planning permission be 
adopted.  
 
4.4 LA/06/2016/0854/F – Lands 67m NE of the rear of No.10 Estate Road and 

100m NE of Clandeboye Estate Diary Farm, Bangor  
 
(Having previously declared an interest in the item, Councillor Hunter withdrew from 
the meeting – 8.22 pm) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy documentation and addendums (Appendix IV) 
 
DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye 
Committee Interest: Called into Committee by Head of Planning    
Proposal: Diary yoghurt production facility, with associated accommodation and 
production testing lab 
Site Location: Lands 67m NE of the rear of No.10 Estate Road and 100m NE of 
Clandeboye Estate Diary Farm, Bangor  
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission  
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer (G Kerr) provided an overview of the 
application.  Since the preparation of the case officer report two objections were 
received, one from MLA Gordon Dunne and additional objection from Mr Stephens, 
the agent acting on behalf of the application. It was not considered anything new 
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materially had been raised and therefore there was no reason to remove the 
application from the planning schedule. 
 
The site was located in the countryside within Clandeboye Estate, a Historic Park, 
Garden and Demesne. The site was accessed from the Estate Road via a laneway 
that ran between the Clandeboye Lodge Hotel and the Clandeboye Estate 
dairy/milking parlour complex and a lodge/dwelling known as No. 11 Estate Road. 
 
The estate was enclosed with a boundary wall and had belts of mature woodland 
planting along its edge adjoining the public road. There was a set of entrance gates 
in the internal access road which continued past the second separate 
restaurant/accommodation block of the hotel and then past a belt of trees. 
At present the site was an agricultural field which contained chicken coops and runs 
with a small single storey unoccupied vernacular building in SE corner of the field. 
To the west was the remaining portion of the field and there was a belt of mature 
trees along the boundary with the hotel site.  The hotel was approx. 100m away from 
the nearest part of the proposed building.   
 
The dairy complex belonging to Clandeboye Estate was 150m to the south west of 
the proposed site.  The milking parlour was incorporated within a complex consisting 
of a number of sheds, associated tanks and silos, with an anaerobic digester and 
yard area. 
 
Across the internal access lane was the site of the Clandeboye Lodge Hotel.  The 
hotel consisted of two separate buildings, one within which the main function rooms 
were located and the other building accommodates the bedrooms and restaurant 
which sat to the rear of the function room building adjacent to the rear boundary of 
the hotel site.  The car park area was to the north and west.   
 
While there was no planning history associated with the actual application site, 
Committee should note that planning permission was granted for planning reference   
W/2006/0923/F which was for a dairy production facility to be located between the 
dairy complex and the hotel. At the time, there were no objections to the application. 
It was her understanding that approval was not implemented at that time as the 
yoghurt product was still developing its market.   
 
A previous application was submitted prior to the current application for a site 
immediately to the west of the previously approved site in the small area to the west 
of the dairy complex (LA06/2015/0095/F) and to the south of the hotel.   
 
However, following objections from the hotel, in particular to the proposed location in 
close proximity to the main function rooms of the hotel, the applicant was requested 
to consider an alternative location.  The now proposed site was located approx. 
100m to the east of the hotel complex and was the subject of the current application 
under consideration. 
 
There also existed outline planning permission for a spa and well- being facility at 
Clandeboye Lodge Hotel granted on 18 May 2016, to be located in the North East 
corner of the existing hotel car park. 
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The proposal was for a dairy yoghurt production facility with associated 
accommodation and product testing lab. The production facility was to be located in 
a block and portal frame building orientated on an east west axis. An existing shed in 
the east corner of the site was to be upgraded and utilised as a product development 
and testing unit. It was intended that all of the milk produced from the dairy herd 
would be utilised and converted into yoghurt  
 
The proposed building was 47m long by 15m wide (with a section at the eastern end 
29m by 11m).  It would have a concrete block base with a portal frame clad in sheet 
metal.  Given that there were other sheds in the area and that the proposed building 
was enclosed along both its southern and western boundaries by mature trees and 
planting, it was considered appropriate in scale to the location.  The proposed 
building was of a similar design and materials to those other sheds existing on the 
farm holding and immediate vicinity. 
   
The building would sit in the overall context of existing buildings including the 
Clandeboye Lodge Hotel, the dairy complex, anaerobic digester, the Farm 
Manager’s dwelling (No. 11), the dwelling at No. 13 Estate Road and the other small 
derelict dwelling and numerous chicken coops/runs and the existing shed on the 
proposed site.     
 
The Officer outlined the consultees who had expressed no objection, including  
Environmental Health Department which had no concerns in terms of noise, smell 
and pollution.  The site was located approx. 100m away from the hotel and 70m from 
a dwelling within the Estate and 140m from the Farm Manager’s dwelling.  The 
production of the yoghurt would be fully enclosed within the proposed building.  
Environmental Health had stipulated that the operating hours including deliveries to 
and dispatch from the facility should be restricted to 9.00 – 18.00 and that all fixed 
plant/extraction systems shall be suitably specified, designed and located to prevent 
adverse impact to nearby residents.  Members should note that those proposed 
restrictions associated with the application differ from what currently existed on any 
operational farm such as that as a farm could operate 24 hours a day if so required 
generating noise and typical odours.  When assessing the proposal members should 
be mindful that under agricultural permitted development, a farm building up to 
500square metres in size could be constructed within 75 metres of a group of farm 
buildings which effectively would have the potential to be closer to the hotel and with 
no restriction on hours of operation. 
 
In terms of relevant planning policy considerations in the assessment of the proposal 
the site was located in the Belfast Urban Area Green Belt in the North Down and 
Ards Area Plan.   
 
Draft BMAP 2015 - The site was located within the countryside and within the 
Clandeboye Estate Historic Park, Garden and Demesne (Designation ND 01/01 draft 
Plan).  It is also within the Clandeboye Estate Local Landscape Policy Area (LLPA) 
BR 24.  The Clandeboye Estate was also designated as a Site of Local Nature 
Conservation Importance (SLNCI) BR 17/02.   It was considered that, given that the 
proposed development was for farm diversification and was related to the farming 
activities currently operating within the Clandeboye Estate, it was in conformity with 
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the draft Plan and there would be no adverse impacts on any designated areas 
within the draft Plan.  
  
Policy ENV 1 Local Landscape Policy Areas - A number of archaeological sites and 
monuments, locally significant buildings and areas of amenity and nature 
conservation importance contribute to the combination of features that contributed to 
the environmental quality, integrity and character of the area.  None of those 
recognised features were associated with the particular site and following 
consultation with the Historic Environment Division and the Natural Environment 
Division no objections to the proposed development were raised.   
 
SPPS - Principle of Development, Good Design and Place Making - It was not 
considered that the proposed development would have an adverse impact on 
interests of acknowledged importance. It was not anticipated that there would be any 
adverse impact on amenity of nearby residents.   
 
The Clandeboye Lodge Hotel was located to the west of the site approx. 100m away 
and also separated by a mature belt of planting.  It was not considered that the 
proposed development would create any adverse impact on that property given the 
separation distance 
 
The site was not readily visible from public viewpoints due to the belts of mature 
trees along the western side of the field in which the proposed development is to be 
located and also those along the public road.  
 
Paragraph 6.73 of the SPPS outlined the strategic policy for non-residential 
development in the countryside.  In relation to Farm Diversification it stated that 
provision should be made for farm diversification schemes where the farm business 
was currently active and established and where proposals shall be run in conjunction 
with the agricultural operations of the farm.  Proposals must involve the reuse or 
adaption of existing buildings and new buildings shall only be acceptable in 
exceptional circumstances.  
 
The proposal also complied with planning policies contained within PPS 2 Natural 
Heritage, PPS 3 Access movement and parking, PPS 4 Planning and Economic 
Development which for farm diversification proposals directed the reader to policies 
contained with CTY 11 of PPS 21 relating to farm diversification. PPS 21 stated that 
permission would be granted for farm diversification where it was to be run in 
conjunction with the agricultural operations on the farm. While existing buildings 
were preferable, additional buildings were permitted where it could be demonstrated 
it was required. Policies contained within PPS 6 Planning Archaeology and the built 
heritage PPS 8 Open Space Sport and outdoor Recreation were also considered.  
 
In respect of representations, during the processing of the application two letters of 
support were received from a MLA and Councillor Muir. In relation to objections, a 
number of representations were submitted on behalf of the Clandeboye Lodge Hotel.  
Various issues had been raised which have been considered in detail as part of the 
assessment of the case officer available which members would have read in the 
case officer report. In some cases, the issues raised resulted in further requests for 
information or clarification from the applicant, and consultation with statutory bodies.   
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In summary the main issues dealt with in the objections included: 
 
Issue with the previously submitted application LA06/2015/0095/F which was still live 
should be withdrawn or refused on lack of information. In response it was the 
discretion of the agent whether it should be withdrawn. If not would be assessed on 
available information 
 
Traffic details included the belief that there would be an intensification of use of the 
access as a result of the proposal and that information submitted was flawed 
 
For clarification, TNI had been consulted on a number of occasions throughout the 
process and has visited the site and reviewed the submitted objections and ensuing 
rebuttals and had stated no objection to the proposal. 
 
The existing weekly vehicle movements total 615. Given that the milk 
collection/deliveries would cease and the Estate farm vehicles and farm shop 
customers would use the other existing dairy entry/access the use of the access for 
the proposed facility would result in an overall net reduction of 59% of vehicle 
movements utilising the access below current levels.   
 
It was also material to note, as previously stated, that there were no planning 
conditions in place to restrict vehicular movements in relation to the servicing of the 
hotel, or serving the wider estate in respect of agricultural or other vehicles.  
 
It should also be noted that when approval was granted for the previous application 
W/2006/0923/F the figures on the P1 Form stated 8 staff with 6 vehicle movements 
and that the visibility splays should be altered to provide 2.4 x 70m sight lines. If 
those sight lines were not currently in place it could negatively conditioned for 
submission of drawing showing upgraded access and had to be developed prior to 
commencement of development.  
 
Land ownership certificate was inaccurate as it stated that the visibility splays are in 
the ownership of the Clandeboye Lodge Hotel. In response, issues pertaining to land 
ownership were a civil matter and the objector was not prejudiced by not having 
notice served (as he contends is required) as the objector was fully aware of the 
proposal through neighbour notification and advertisements.  

There was an issue regarding the Biodiversity Checklist that had since been 
completed and placed on the file.  

It has not been successfully demonstrated that the proposed development is an 
exceptional case and that a new building is required for this farm diversification 
activity.   In response, Clandeboye Estate was an active and established farm 
business and this has been confirmed through consultation with DAERA and a 
number of site visits.  The proposal involved utilising milk from the herd belonging to 
Clandeboye Estate which was collected in the adjacent dairy complex and milking 
parlour for the production of yoghurt. 

It was stated that the site is not grouped with existing farm buildings and is separate 
from the dairy - In response, a small existing shed located in the same field was 
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proposed to be used as part of the proposed development as a product development 
and testing unit.  A new building was proposed as all other existing buildings on the 
Estate were being utilised for other purposes or were not fit for purpose so a new 
building which would meet the strict requirements of food safety was required. 

Policy stated that new buildings were permitted where no existing building was 
available to accommodate the proposed use.  While it was proposed to utilise a 
small existing shed on site as a product development and testing facility as part of 
the application a new building was proposed to house the yoghurt production 
activities.  Such a building was required to be airtight to minimise the risk of 
contamination from external sources in the context of food safety and biosecurity.  
Information was submitted as part of the application that considered the 
suitability/availability of other buildings on the Estate.  It concluded that there were 
no unutilised buildings suitable for use as the production facility.   
 
It was considered in the context of the historic park, garden and demesne, which 
impacts the positioning of the proposal in many alternative locations, the practical 
purpose of being located in close proximity to the milking parlour, being cognisant of 
agricultural permitted development rights, the lack of other appropriate buildings 
existing on site, the farm diversification nature of the proposal, and integration 
assisted by existing and proposed vegetation/landscaping, that the proposal when 
considered in the balance, complies accordingly with policy. The policy requirements 
differ from the requirements prescribed in the context of CTY 10 (dwellings on farms) 
which required a visual linkage or grouping beside existing farm buildings.  The 
policy required satisfactory integration with an existing group of buildings, not 
specifically farm buildings, nor specifically buildings in the ownership of the applicant, 
or associated with the proposal. 
 
Given the separation distance, the existing planting and the lower level that the 
proposed building was to be located in there would be no loss of light, or overbearing 
impact on the hotel nor adverse views and there was no legal right to view.  

It was stated that consideration should have been given to Paragraph 6.88 of the 
SPPS, PPS 4 and reference was given to Judicial Review and Appeal Cases.  It was 
also asserted that the application should be classified as B3 – General Industrial Use 
not Farm Diversification.  
 
The Officer clarified for members that 

• Paragraph 6.88 of the SPPS dealt with other economic development in the 
countryside and as such was not applicable in this instance as the proposed 
development related to farm diversification and therefore only 6.87 applies.   
 

• PPS 4 directs that farm diversification should be determined in accordance 
with PPS 21 which has also been extensively outlined in the case officer 
report The general test of economic development in the countryside under 
PED 9 has also been detailed in the CO report and the proposed 
development is considered to comply with the criteria listed within it. 
 

A further objection point stated that a drainage assessment was required as part of 
the application given the size of the building and the area surrounding it. 890 square 
meters and site under 1 hectare. it could be conditioned that the external areas be 
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surfaced in permeable materials such as stone/gravel. Rivers Agency was informally 
consulted in this regard and had no concerns.     
 
The proposed development was considered to be farm diversification as it would 
utilise milk produced by Clandeboye Estate’s dairy herd to produce dairy yoghurt as 
part of an active farm.  
 
The proposed facility would be purpose-built to fulfil the production requirements and 
logistical issues shall be removed due to relocation to a site on the farm within the 
estate negating the need for the milk to be transported off site.  As had been outlined 
previously, the availability of locations within the Estate upon which that facility could 
be situated was restricted due to the need to reduce contamination and ensure 
biosecurity.  It also had to be acknowledged that the Estate was a designated 
Historic Park, Garden and Demesne and that further encroachment into the historic 
setting was not considered to be appropriate by Historic Environment Division.    It 
was therefore considered that the current proposed location was appropriate in this 
context for the proposed development when all issues were considered.   
 
After careful consideration of the relevant plan, polices, consultation responses and 
other material considerations outlined above grant of planning approval was 
recommended.       
 
Councillor Smart referred to the farm buildings that were currently on the site and 
questioned if those were grouped together. In response the Officer stated that the 
existing buildings were grouped and integrated well into the surroundings. The 
proposal was in compliance with CTY11 in that the farm was active and established. 
The site was well screened and the Officer was cognisant of the fact that the land 
was an estate and the open views would be retained. Also, the proposal had taken 
into consideration the bio-security element and that the production facility would not 
be close to the digester.  
 
The Head of Planning drew Members attention to the addendums. The first 
addendum addressed the additional objections raised by Andy Stephens on behalf of 
Clandeboye Lodge Hotel. The second addendum addressed the additional 
objections raised by Gordon Dunne MLA outlining similar points made on behalf of 
the hotel.  After further consideration and assessment of those representations, the 
Planning Department was content to recommend the addition of a condition to 
ensure adequate sights splays were in place pre-commencement of the 
development. 
 
Alderman Girvan raised questions regarding the sight splays and the condition that 
would be attached to the application.  The Principal Planning and Technical Officer 
explained that Officers had viewed the current sight splays as adequate. However, 
following the representations it was agreed that a condition would be placed on the 
application that 2.4 m x 70 m sight splays be provided. The sight lines would need to 
be provided prior to the commencement of development.  The applicant was content 
with that condition.  
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The Chairman invited Mr Andy Stephens to come forward who was speaking against 
the recommendation to approve the application. Also in attendance was Mr Dalm 
and Mr Warke.  
 
Mr Stephens outlined his concerns which had been highlighted in the report and the 
addendum. He referred to the size of the facility and believed that to be just under 
the threshold for a major development. He contested that the application was farm 
diversification and felt it was an application for industrial use. Mr Stephens felt that 
the proposal should have been assessed under PPS4 and did not feel it that was in 
compliance with CTY11.  In terms of SPPS, Mr Stephens stated that no exceptional 
circumstance had been demonstrated. Mr Stephens outlined concerns that existed in 
respect of the views of the development from the hotel bedrooms. He welcomed the 
addition of the condition in respect of sight splays as he viewed the current 
arrangement as sub-standard. Mr Stephens stated that the success of one business 
should not be to the detriment of another.  Any alleged benefits from the proposal 
could be gained at an alternative site in Bangor or Newtownards. Mr Stephens stated 
that he had highlighted the areas of concern and asked for the Committee to defer or 
refuse the application.  
 
Councillor Cathcart noted that it had been hoped that the Hotel and the Estate would 
reach an agreement and then all the objections would be withdrawn. Councillor 
Cathcart questioned the nature of the objections and basis for them and under what 
circumstance would that mean Mr Dalm would withdraw his concerns.   
 
Mr Stephens advised that those discussions were not a material planning 
consideration. He expressed his disappointment that the dialogue had not occurred 
sooner in the process and despite discussions having taken place between the 
objector and the applicant a compromise had not been reached. 
 
Councillor Cathcart questioned the sincerity of the objections if those could be 
withdrawn. Mr Stephens stated that it was not uncommon for parties to reach 
agreement and for objections to be withdrawn.  
 
Mr Dalm explained that his key concern was an industrial development occurring in 
the countryside and the impact that would have on his hotel and the loss of revenue 
that would occur. The fact that the hotel was based in the rural and countryside 
environment was a major influencing factor for visitors when booking. Engagement 
had occurred with Clandeboye Estate in attempt to find a solution.  
 
Councillor Cathcart questioned how the objector felt the application could be 
amended to allow it to proceed. In response Mr Stephens felt the proposal could be 
accommodated at the existing facility on the Jubilee Road. He was of the view that 
there were also alternative sites available however no alternative sites had been 
given consideration.  
 
Alderman McDowell stated that there was not the available industrial land. He felt the 
production facility had the potential to be a tourism facility which would bring benefit 
to both parties.   
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Mr Stephens stated that no assessment on the availability of alternative sites had 
taken place. He noted the significant contribution that the hotel which was a well 
established business made to the local economy in particular in terms of tourism and 
rates to the Council. The proposed facility would not provide the same economic 
benefits and there were no plans for job creation. Mr Stephens stated that the 
proposal was for an independent facility for the production of yoghurts and he did not 
see how that was a tourism facility. Mr Stephens reiterated that engagement with the 
hotel should have occurred before submission of the application and he stated that 
the objector was disappointed that it had come to this stage.  
 
In response to questions from Alderman Graham, Mr Stephens responded stating 
that the facility was an industrial process and PPS4 was the appropriate policy.   
There was no reason why the applicant could not expand at its current premises on 
the Jubilee Road and voiced his opposition to Clandeboye Estate as a suitable 
location for the production.  The current proposal compromised the hotel and its 
business when there were alternative available.  
 
Alderman Gibson questioned the changes that the proposal would bring in terms of 
scale and visual impact. In response Mr Dalm stated that the existing diary 
production unit was concealed by a stone wall. He explained that his concerns 
related to the impact the proposal would have on the hotel and the location as a 
wedding venue. He also had concerns in respect of the additional traffic. Mr Dalm 
noted that the Council had recently launched its Integrated Tourism and 
Development Strategy and quoted from that strategy. He had plans to add a spa to 
the hotel however stated that was dependant of the detrimental impacts the proposal 
would have.  
 
Councillor Walker questioned the effect the proposal had on the hotel highlighting 
that on the website of the hotel there was no mention that the hotel was based in the 
countryside. In response Mr Dalm stated that the website outlined the views that 
could be experienced from the hotel and was an important feature for those people 
booking. He outlined the large number of weddings that were held at the hotel and 
the economic benefits those brought to the Borough. The hotel aimed to use local 
produce were possible, the flowers and wedding outfits were often also procured 
from within the Borough.  Mr Dalm expressed concerns in respect of the application 
and stated that he would like to see the facility housed at an alternative location.  
The facility did not create additional jobs and the contribution was minor in 
comparison to his hotel.   
 
The Chairman was of the understanding that the hotel used the lane within the 
estate for the unloading of material. In response Mr Dalm confirmed that was the 
case however the hotel sought to restrict the timings of those deliveries to ensure 
there was no disturbance during weddings. He stated that he was disappointed the 
Estate did not exercise the same restrictions.  
 
Alderman Girvan raised a question regarding the increased traffic at the site when 
the report indicated that the proposal would mean a reduction in traffic. In response 
Mr Warke stated that his view there were errors in the assessment of the application 
in terms of traffic impact. He viewed the proposal as intensification and noted there 
had already been one serious accident on the main road.  
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COMFORT BREAK  
 
The meeting adjourned at 9.21 pm and reconvened 9.39 pm.  
 
The Chairman invited Mr Donaldson to come forward who was speaking in support 
of the application. Also in attendance was Mr John Hutcheson (Project Architect) and 
Mr John Witchell (Clandeboye Estate). 
 
Mr Donaldson outlined that the farm had been producing yoghurt since 2007 and 
they were the only yoghurt manufacturer in Northern Ireland. The farm housed a 
small herd of cows at the proposal site and supplied yoghurt to across Great Britain. 
Currently the production of yoghurt took place at the site on the Jubilee Road 
however that they were limited on their production at that site.  The yoghurt was 
produced using low carbon energy and with zero waste.  In terms of policy context, 
there was no requirement to engage PPS4. The relevant planning policy was 
PPS21.  
 
Alderman McDowell raised questions regarding the screening for noise, industry 
zoning and the sight lines and splays. Mr Donaldson explained that the entire 
production process was contained within the production facility therefore there would 
be no impact on noise.  The hotel was approximately 100m away from the nearest 
part of the proposed building. He highlighted that the cattle and the digester were 
already on the facility and closer. Noise was not an issue and Environmental Health 
had been consulted and expressed no concerns. In terms of sight splays, Transport 
NI had been consulted and were content that a satisfactory access existed.   
 
In response to questions from Alderman Graham, Mr Donaldson stated that the 
proposal would not be overbearing and sat at the same level as the hotel. Mr 
Donaldson referred Members to the aerial view which displayed the footprint of the 
site.  
 
Mr Hutcheson advised that the narrow gable end of the building which was a single 
storey block would present onto the hotel. The vertical height was 2.8m with the 
ridge height rising to 4m.   
 
Alderman Graham noted that the band of trees would act as a screen and sought 
assurance that those would be maintained and enhanced if necessary. In response 
Mr Witchell advised that he had planted approximately one thousand trees over the 
past number of weeks.  
 
In respect of CTY11, Alderman Girvan was confused as there were differing views 
as to whether or not the proposal was farm diversification. Mr Donaldson stated that 
Mr Stephens had himself held differing views in that regard and the associated 
planning policies. Mr Donaldson stated that the business was an active farm which 
produced high quality milk which it made into yoghurt. Mr Stephens argued that the 
proposal was not farm diversification and would argue that it should be assessed 
against PPS4.  
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Alderman Henry referred to the concerns in respect of traffic movement. Mr 
Donaldson explained that currently the milk had to be transported to the Jubilee 
Road in milk tankers. With the new facility that transportation was not required 
therefore there would be a reduction in traffic flow. Also a condition would be 
imposed closing the existing gated entrance adjacent to the farm shop, redirecting 
the farm shop traffic to the main diary access and resulting in a decrease of traffic 
using the existing access. The processing facility would involve 8 employees, 
therefore it was a relatively low key process involving a low volume of staff.  
 
Mr Witchell outlined the roads that would be used to transport the cattle and the 
silage. There was a requirement for those not to be close to the factory to ensure a 
positive air pressure.  
 
The Chairman questioned if the trees were proposed on the boundary with the hotel. 
Mr Witchell confirmed that Oak trees and Scotch Pine had been planted to aid 
screening. He noted that it would take a number of years for the trees to mature 
however there was already screening in place and the planted trees would be an 
improvement to that. 
 
The Officer stated that the proposal was set within a quiet countryside location. 
Following earlier concerns expressed by the hotel regarding the original application, 
the positioning of the proposal had been amended through the submission of the 
current application.  There was nowhere within CTY11 to say the land could not be 
used for industrial use, the proposal satisfied the criteria of the policy. 
 
Alderman McDowell asked if the inclusion of sight splays was necessary. The Officer 
stated that there was a difference of opinion in respect of between the applicant and 
the objector. The conditioning of the amended sight splays was proposed.   
 
The Head of Planning clarified that the specific sight splays were proposed as a 
result of correspondence received from the objector. The Council would not 
determine or have powers to address issues of private land ownership to the 
detriment of an objector or an applicant, as that was a civil matter. If the applicant 
could not comply with the condition in respect of sight splays they would be unable to 
implement the development.  
 
Councillor Walker requested clarity that the suggested condition in respect of sight 
splays would not create a problem for the applicant in respect of land ownership 
issues.  In response the Head of Planning was content with the condition given that it 
was a matter of disagreement between parties. She sought delegated powers to 
address the conditioning of the application, in association with advice from Legal.  
 
Proposed by Councillor Walker, seconded by Councillor Thompson, that the 
recommendation to grant planning permission be adopted, and delegation as 
requested.  
 
The proposal was put to the meeting with 8 voting FOR, 4 AGAINST, 2 
ABSTENTIONS and 1 ABSENT.  
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FOR (8) AGAINST (4) ABSTAINED (2) ABSENT (1) 
Aldermen Aldermen  Alderman   
Fletcher  Carson  Gibson   
Girvan  Keery    
Graham     
Henry    
McDowell     
Councillors  Councillors  Councillor  Councillor  
Cathcart  Dunne  Smart  Hunter  
Thompson  McIlveen    
Walker     
 
RESOLVED, that the recommendation be adopted, that planning permission be 
granted and that the Head of Planning be granted delegated powers to address 
the conditioning of the application.  
 
4.5 LA06/2016/0092/F – Lands incorporating nos.26-62 Central Avenue and 

2-8 Central Street, Bangor  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy documentation (Appendix V) 
 
DEA: Bangor Central  
Committee Interest: >6 objections  
Proposal: Change of use from office/financial to retail and residential (17 no. 
apartments) and associated car parking. Works to include demolition of fuel store at 
the rear, site works and minor elevational change to include new roof dormer 
Site Location: Lands incorporating nos.26-62 Central Avenue and 2-8 Central 
Street, Bangor  
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission  
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (A Todd) detailed that this was an 
application for full planning permission seeking a change of use from offices to 4 
retail units and 17 apartments and associated car parking at 26-32 Central Avenue 
and 2-8 Central Street, Bangor. The application had been brought before Planning 
Committee as 6 or more representations contrary to the officer’s recommendation 
had been received. 
 
The site was located at the junction of Central Avenue and Central Street in Bangor. 
The site was located in Bangor town centre as designated in both the North Down 
and Ards Area Plan and Draft BMAP. The site was also located within the primary 
retail core and Bangor Central Area of Townscape Character as proposed in Draft 
BMAP.  The site was occupied by an existing 2-3 storey building which was currently 
vacant but was previously used as offices. The immediate area was mixed use in 
nature containing both residential and commercial properties. Terraced residential 
properties were situated to the north and east of the site on Central Street. A church 
and commercial properties were situated to the east of the site along Central Avenue 
and more dwellings were located to the south and west along Central Avenue. 
 
The existing building viewed from the junction of Central Avenue and Central Street. 
The proposal would involve the change of use of the building from offices to 17 1 & 2 



  PC.10.04.18 PM 

26 
 

bed apartments and also 4 small retail units at ground floor which would be 
positioned to front onto Central Avenue. The street was very residential in nature 
despite being located within the primary retail core of the town centre and therefore 
the proposed residential use would be very much in keeping with the existing use 
and character of the street. 
 
The proposed alterations and extensions to the building were minor. Those involve 
the installation of new shop fronts at ground floor and new balconies at first floor 
fronting onto Central Avenue, additional window and door openings and a new 
dormer window extension on the eastern elevation facing the adjacent church. 
 
Access to the apartments would be from Central Street and 13 in curtilage parking 
spaces would be provided for the apartments, to the front of the site at Central 
Avenue, to the rear of the site accessed off Central street and within the existing 
garage also accessed off Central Street. 
 
In terms of the policy, the principle of the mixed retail and residential use was 
considered to be acceptable in the town centre location. The new retail units at 
ground floor fronting onto Central Avenue would comply with BMAP and the SPPS 
retail policies which required a town centre first approach for new retail 
developments. As already outlined, the residential use would also complement the 
residential nature of Central Street and would result in no loss of existing retail floor 
space within the Primary Retail Core. There would also be no adverse impact on the 
character or appearance of the proposed Bangor Central ATC as the development 
would improve the overall appearance of the immediate area as a result of the works 
to the exterior of the building.  
 
The residential element of the proposal will fully meet the requirements of PPS 7 
policy QD1 which required all developments to create a quality residential 
environment. The original scheme submitted with the application proposed a total of 
24 apartments however that was considered to constitute overdevelopment and did 
not meet a number of policy requirements in relation to privacy, amenity space and 
parking provision. Following discussions with the agent and applicant, the proposal 
was significantly reduced to the current scheme for 17 apartments, providing 
adequate privacy, amenity space and parking provision for a residential development 
within a town centre setting. 
 
A number of objections were received from a total of 13 separate addresses within 
the locality throughout the processing of the application. The main concern raised 
was the impact of the proposal on parking in the area. Correspondence was also 
received from Stephen Agnew MLA on behalf of a constituent in relation to the lack 
of parking provision. 
 
Given the site’s town centre location, it was also within an Area of Parking Restraint 
as proposed in Draft BMAP. Within the area, parking standards were applied at a 
rate of 1 space per dwelling. The development would provide a total of 13 in curtilage 
spaces for the 17 apartments. While that represented a shortfall of 4 spaces when 
the standards were applied, parking surveys submitted during the processing of the 
application had demonstrated that adequate on street capacity for parking existed 
within the immediate area at peak demand times to meet the shortfall. The applicant 
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also proposed to issue the occupants of the 4 apartments without a dedicated 
parking space with a Translink Commuter Travel Card for the first year to encourage 
the use of public transport. Given the highly accessible location with the bus station 
and train station within easy walking distance, that was considered to be an 
appropriate compensatory measure.  
 
In addition, the previous office use of the building was also a material consideration 
when considering parking provision. No dedicated parking was provided for those 
offices and if the parking standards for non-residential development were applied for 
office accommodation of that size, a total of 36 spaces would be required. The 
proposed mixed use development therefore represented an improvement in terms of 
parking at the site by providing 13 new in curtilage spaces. If the recommendation to 
approve was agreed, the development would be subject to conditions requiring the 
provision of the various parking spaces prior to the occupation of the units. It was 
also proposed to include a condition requiring the collapsible bollards at spaces 1-4 
on Central Avenue to be installed prior to occupation to ensure that those spaces 
were retained exclusively for the development. 
 
In summary, it was considered that the proposed development represented a 
suitable proposal for the reuse of this existing building within the town centre. The 
new retail units fronting onto Central Avenue would be in line with both the SPPS 
and dBMAP policies requiring new retailing to be directed to primary retail cores 
within town centres and the remaining residential use to the rear and upper floors of 
the building would complement the existing residential nature of Central Street. 
Given the accessible town centre location of the site, it was considered that the 
proposed parking provision was adequate and would actually be an improvement 
when compared to the lack of parking for the previous office use. All of the statutory 
bodies consulted were content with the proposal and had raised no objections. 
Therefore, taking all of those material considerations into account, it was 
recommended that full planning permission should be granted. 
 
Alderman Carson welcomed the proposal however expressed concerns in respect of 
the parking. The Officer explained that the standards applied were 1 space per 
dwelling. Reductions in the standards would be considered appropriate where 
evidence of alternative transport arrangements would be clearly demonstrated.  Two 
parking surveys had been undertaken which displayed adequate on street capacity. 
Due to its location, the development was within walking distance of Bangor Bus and 
Rail Station with the commuter card as an added incentive.  
 
In response to questions from Councillor Cathcart, the Officer detailed that she had 
seen the concession scheme used for an apartment development in Holywood and 
the scheme was more widely used in Belfast. It was anticipated that the development 
would attract a low rate of car ownership.  
 
Alderman Keery expressed concerns regarding parking in Bangor town centre 
highlighting the difficulties finding a car parking space in the area.  
 
Alderman Henry stated that he would have concerns regarding parking in the area.  
There were apartments already on Central Avenue and felt that at times the area 
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could become congested. However, he stated that he would not want to hold back 
the application based on those concerns and he felt it was a good application.  
 
The Chairman questioned if the parking arrangement would be an improvement. The 
Officer reiterated that the site was previously occupied by offices with no parking 
provision.  The development would provide a total of 13 spaces. The parking 
standards differed with residential and non-residential developments.  
 
The Chairman invited Sarah McDowell (Agent) forward who was speaking on behalf 
of the applicant in support of the application.  
 
Ms McDowell advised that she was speaking on behalf of Bangor Rentals LLP. She 
stated that the application and the concerns had been given careful consideration. 
The application was compliant with the relevant planning policies and was a much 
needed development for the regeneration of the town centre.   
 
Councillor Cathcart questioned if the travel concession had proven successful in 
other areas. In response Ms McDowell confirmed that such incentive schemes 
operated in other areas including Belfast and had proven successful.   
 
In terms of the current site, Councillor Cathcart asked if that was office space. The 
Officer referred to the visuals of the current site and confirmed.  
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor 
Dunne, that the recommendation to grant planning permission be adopted.  
 
4.6 W/2013/0025/F – Crawfordsburn Country Club and Nos.10 and 12 Main 

Street, Crawfordsburn 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy documentation (Appendix VII) 
 
DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye  
Committee Interest: Called into Committee by Head of Planning   
Proposal: Change of use from office/financial to retail and residential (17 no. 
apartments) and associated car parking. Works to include demolition of fuel store at 
the rear, site works and minor elevational change to include new roof dormer 
Site Location: Crawfordsburn Country Club and Nos.10 and 12 Main Street, 
Crawfordsburn  
Recommendation: Approve the amended conditions.  
 
(Alderman Gibson withdrew from the meeting – 10.29 pm)  
 
The Head of Planning detailed that further to consideration and approval of this 
proposal by the Planning Committee at its meeting of 5th December 2017, authority 
was delegated to her in respect of drawing up the associated Legal Agreement 
(section 76 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011).   As a consequence of preparation of the 
Legal Agreement some of the conditions previously recommended required to be 
amended, or were rendered void.  The revised conditions were coming before the 
Planning Committee for approval prior to sign-off of the associated Legal Agreement. 
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(Councillor Dunne withdrew from the meeting – 10.30 pm) 
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Alderman 
Keery, that the recommendation to approve the amended conditions be 
adopted.  
 
4.7 LA06/2016/0249/F – Crawfordsburn Country Club, Main Street, 

Crawfordsburn  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy documentation (Appendix VIII) 
 
DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye  
Committee Interest: Called into Committee by the Head of Planning  
Proposal: Soft landscaped area with paths linking the Village to the Glen and public 
park with play area for community benefit 
Site Location: Crawfordsburn Country Club, Main Street, Crawfordsburn 
Recommendation: Approve amended conditions 
 
The Head of Planning detailed that further to consideration and approval of this 
proposal by the Planning Committee at its meeting of 5th December 2017, authority 
was delegated to her in respect of drawing up the associated Legal Agreement 
(section 76 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011).  As a consequence of preparation of the 
Legal Agreement some of the conditions previously recommended required to be 
amended or were rendered void.  The revised conditions were coming before the 
Planning Committee for approval prior to sign-off of the associated Legal Agreement. 
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor 
Smart, that the amended conditions be adopted.  

 
5. UPDATE ON PLANNING APPEALS  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning detailing that there had been no new appeal decisions 
since the previous report.  
 
New Appeals Lodged 
 
1. The following appeal was lodged with the Planning Appeals Commission on 22 

February 2018. 
 

Appeal reference:  2017/A0231 
Application Reference: LA06/2015/0448/F 
Appeal by:   Mrs Alison Mayne 
Subject of Appeal: Refusal of permission for dwelling and garage 
Location: 60m NE of 10 Greengraves Road, Newtownards 

 
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. 

http://www.pacni.gov.uk/
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AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Girvan, seconded by 
Alderman Keery, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 
6. LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN  
 
6.1 UPDATE FROM LDP ELECTED MEMBER WORKSHOPS 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning detailing the undernoted:-  
 
1.0 Background 
 
1.1 Members shall be aware of the presentation of position papers and 

associated capacity engagement workshops in respect of the Local 
Development Plan (LDP).  The purpose of that report was to provide feedback 
on issues emerging from the workshops. 

 
2.0 Update from workshops 
 
2.1 Further to the update report presented at February Committee, the report was 

in relation to the latter part of the series and the workshops held January, 
February and March 2018.  The workshops provided opportunity to enhance 
capacity of members and other council officials in relation to the topic areas 
which are being examined as an evidence base for the Local Development 
Plan.  The participation of Members was regarded as a vital initial means of 
gathering views on the range of LDP themes and reflecting the nuance of 
issues faced across the DEAs of the borough. 

 
2.3 The workshops had active participation from elected members across the 

council spectrum, council officers and the LDP team.  The workshops (of 
which that particular series was now closed) provided for opportunity for 
engagement, open discussion and questioning.  They serve to inform direction 
for preparation of the Ards and North Down LDP and in particular the 
Preferred Options Paper (POP) - of which it was intended to consult on this 
year. 

 
2.4 General outcomes from the workshops include: 

• Acknowledgement by members of the supporting evidence and preparatory 
position papers. 

• Constructive participation from members.  The workshops had allowed 
members to discuss their understanding of the theme and progressed to 
discussion on how the new LDP could potentially seek to do things differently.  

• Members were aware that participation enabled consideration of issues ahead 
of production of the POP. 

• Members understand that options emerging shall be tested through the 
parallel process of Sustainability Appraisal (SA) incorporating Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) 



  PC.10.04.18 PM 

31 
 

• Attendance at the series of workshops was cross council and not limited to 
Planning Committee. 

 
3.0 Summary of Workshop Feedback 
3.1 Synopsis of points raised for each workshop: 
 
3.2 Public Services (Education, Community Facilities) (23 Jan) 

• Support for balanced, health-conscious planning  
• Locate developments near good amenities 
• Seek good design standards. 
• Need to target provision of health care –locations and interagency working.  
• In favour of key site requirements. To further promote health & wellbeing eg. 

Cycle route provision 
• Development Contributions, ask developers to cater to the needs of the 

community  
• Planning Conditions 
• Open Space – designed in well-lit, safe places. Designing out crime – 

surveillance of public open spaces; Green spaces – are they available? Need 
good lighting. Safe play areas that are maintained. Can Planning increase 
‘supervised’ green space? Learn from past mistakes; Connections between 
outdoor spaces - Manned walk; sign posting. Cycle paths; Green ways. 

• Built in support – dementia/mobility/disability access/parking. 
• Should we have a policy for shared facilities? 
• Schools need to cover costs. Community grants for schools? 
• Increase facilities in rural areas to tackle social isolation. Better transport links 

 
Health and wellbeing.  

• Should be more fold type housing and assisted living/aging pop and gender 
basis; Older people need secure accommodation and suitable 
accommodation; Need to accommodate people with Dementia & Alzheimer’s 

• Autism friendly places – quiet, no crowds.  
• Design houses that are fit for a lifetime. Wide doors for wheelchairs, 

downstairs toilet/bedroom, etc.  
• Develop greenways & walks, light them up at night. 
• There should be a threshold for developer contributions – this is a good way 

to get community facilities. Needs to be a balance.  
• Concerns that Planning could become like social engineering; Moral 

judgement to address these issues? 
• Obesity in deprived areas is a huge issue that needs to be addressed; Hot 

food buffer zones – good idea but can’t retrospectively address the hot food 
outlets already there. 

• It would be difficult to exclude pawn/gambling/sunbeds as they fall within the 
same class as a shop. 

 
3.2 Open Space, Sport & Recreation (24 Jan) 

• Quality open space was required 
• Good design required; requires buy in from range of bodies 
• Important to manage the use better  
• Needs to be inter departmental consultation 
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• Developers could/should make a contribution  
 

The overall consensus of the evening was that open space should be good quality, 
well maintained and have a purpose.  

3.3 Settlement, Placemaking and Landscape Character Assessment (20 Feb) 
 
Officers expanded on the concept of Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) 
outlined in the workshop preparatory paper and the need for future evidence review 
for LCA.    
 
A range of comments were made in relation to settlement hierarchy. 
While no change to the extant hierarchy was suggested the following comments 
were made in respect of change: 
 

• Ballygowan and Portaferry should be designated as intermediate towns  
• Whiterock should be a small settlement as opposed to a village 
• Conlig should have its own settlement limit. 
• Some smaller settlements could handle some expansion.  
• Craigantlet? 
• Separate limits for Cultra/Craigavad. 
• Helen’s Bay has no room for expansion.  
• Ballydrain had no nucleus 

 
In respect of Placemaking members indicated that the LDP could seek to promote: 

• Good design 
• Involvement of communities 
• People focused approach 
• Principles for developers.  
• Pedestrian zones 
• More open space 
• Put onus on developers 

 
3.4 Population, Growth and Housing (21 Feb) 

• Over all comment - identify where land should be zoned for housing; avoid 
urban sprawl; should be limitation to where people build 

• Concerns raised regarding development in the countryside; Balancing act 
between the need for rural housing and preserving rural areas; Housing to 
meet the genuine rural needs; Expansion of small settlements to some 
degree; Increasing the size of a settlement was preferable to new single 
houses in the countryside; Concern villages would lose village feel if more 
housing allowed; Stricter policy would help rural settlements to develop 

• Encourage conversion of existing buildings 
• Consider affordability 
• Community consultation 
• Protection of landscape 
• Farm diversification 
• Design - is subjective and energy efficiency should be encouraged. Create 

design guides; encourage designing out of crime; Good design – more 
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important dependent on area; Some houses in the countryside don’t belong 
there; Should be appropriate design in terms of character of areas 

• In town centres existing built heritage should be retained but this is maybe not 
the case in suburbs. 

• Open space and mixed use. 
• Wow factor houses in the right place.  
• Job creation to support. 

 
3.5 Public Utilities, Minerals (20 Mar) 

• Specify areas/ zone for wind energy 
• Storage of energy 
• How far to go? E.g. minimum of energy generated on site 
• Especially important for social housing; Social housing often leads the way 
• Low carbon homes/energy efficient target – led lighting, reduce heat loss, 

natural light and ventilation, insulation (EPCs) 
• Need better education 
• Submission of energy statements to prove this 
• Policy could be tougher, active promotion and encouragement 
• Provide for renewable energy development – turbines, solar 
• Grid saturation but turbines keep working? 
• Offshore turbines 
• Need flexibility for the future to respond to changing technology e.g. change 

thresholds with new advances/affordability 
• Just because it’s not happening now doesn’t mean it shouldn’t be done… 
• Support for electric charge points for EVs 
• Care needed that not overly onerous for developers to avoid them simply 

going elsewhere (e.g. to another Borough) 
 
Minerals 

• Cautious approach; need Minerals Policy in LDP 
• Balance visual amenity with economic and environmental impacts 
• Safeguarding zones – need information on deposits 
• Hold what we have and look after it 
• Restoration of quarries – Castle Espie and Leadmines 
• Controlled planning – careful consideration of environmental impacts; Healthy 

housing exclusion zone required 
• Extend existing quarries; resist new quarries; ‘Sensitive’ approach to new 

applications; Treat applications for new quarries on own merits; Not in AONB 
• Potential impacts on towns; Mitigate negative impacts; Landscaping 
• Should be away from residential areas; Areas easy to access 
• Careful consideration of viability of existing quarries – less emphasis on 

economic as it could become more viable at later date 
• Balance interests 

 
3.6 Flooding and Drainage, the Coast and Environmental Resilience (21 Mar) 
 
Members agreed with the approach set out in the existing policy PPS15. However, 
there were some suggestions that the thresholds for drainage assessment 
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submission should be reduced from 10 dwellings to lower and possibility for every 
application received.  

• Limit development on flood plains 
• Work with partners to mitigate against risk 
• Drainage assessments (possibility to lower threshold from 10 plus dwellings) 
• Encourage and promote designing out flood risk including sustainable 

drainage.  
• Tighten and apply current guidelines and follow through on conditions and 

commitments.  
• Statutory bodies need to provide more detailed responses supported by 

evidence to help to improve confidence. Eg not just ‘no objections’  
• Encourage Sustainable buildings and design, support Electric vehicles 
• Support Solar panels and reduce energy  
• Seek to encourage SuDs  
• Insulation 
• Limit development in areas at risk 
 

Members in attendance were agreed that data was necessary to help to inform a 
robust evidence base prior to the creation of policy in respect of Coastal erosion.  

• Shoreline Management Policy required for erosion; 
need to consider the development of a Coastal Management plan; managed 
shoreline defences. 

 
4.0 Next steps 
 
4.1 It was recommended that all of the relevant planning issues raised by 

Members would be appropriately addressed within the Preferred Options 
Paper.   

4.2 Members were aware that proposals were subject to a Sustainability Appraisal 
and Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), of which assistance on that 
specialist area was being provided by the Shared Environmental Service. 

 
RECOMMENDED that Members note the content of this report. 
 

The Principal Planning and Technical Officer (L Maginn) presented the report for the 
benefit of Members.  
 
Proposed by Alderman Keery, seconded by Councillor McIlveen, that the 
recommendation be adopted.  
 
Councillor McIlveen raised questions regarding the members’ contribution to the 
POP and asked if that would be limited to Members or would practice be investigated 
elsewhere.  
 
(Alderman Gibson re-entered the meeting – 10.41 pm) 
 
The Officer advised that Officers would be reviewing the content and it would include 
evidence based information. Further consideration would be given of the various 
themes, would encompass Officers recommendations and be cognisant of the 
Preferred Options Paper.  



  PC.10.04.18 PM 

35 
 

 
Alderman Girvan wished to record her thanks to the Planning Officers for the 
workshops which she felt had included good engagement and she had found the 
sessions enlighting. She noted the amount of work that had been involved in 
organising the workshops with a range of props and maps having been set-up.  
 
On a point of observation, Councillor Walker felt it should be assumed that Members 
had read the reports rather than asking the Officer to read through the report.   
 
In response to a question from the Chairman, the Officer stated that engagement on 
the plan would occur with the statutory consultees and ahead of that a public 
consultation exercise would be undertaken on the POP. 
 
Alderman McDowell stated that the workshops had proven useful and welcomed the 
involvement of all Members. He hoped that would not be the end of the process and 
Members could still contribute into the plan as it developed and there would be an 
opportunity available going forward to increase understanding. 
 
The Officer stated that Officers would review the information and it would be the 
intention to hold a further workshop(s).  
 
(Councillor Smart withdrew from the meeting – 10.47 pm) 
 
Proposed by Alderman McDowell, seconded by Alderman Carson, that full cross 
Council workshops occur through the development of the POP.  
 
AGREED, that the recommendation be adopted and that full cross Council 
workshops occur through the development of the POP.  
 
6.2 LDP STEERING GROUP MEETING  
 (Appendix IX) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning attaching Terms of Reference. The report detailed the 
undernoted:-  
 
1.0 Background 
 
Members would be aware that governance arrangements were presented to 
Committee for the Local Development Plan in November 2017.  To ensure strategic 
overview and input on behalf of the whole community, in addition to planning 
professionals of the LDP team, a high-level co-ordinating body needs to be 
established.  The group would be known as the ‘LDP Steering Group’. 

 
1.2 The group would play a key role in agreeing the content and publication of the 

following documents: 
 

• Preferred Options Paper (POP); 
• Plan Strategy; and 
• Local Policies Plan 



  PC.10.04.18 PM 

36 
 

 
2.0  Detail 
 
2.1 It was envisaged that the group would meet quarterly (or otherwise as may be 

required) to ensure that the deadlines set out in Council’s LDP timetable were 
met.   

 
2.2 It was proposed to hold inaugural meeting of the LDP Steering Group on 1 May 

2018.  Members shall be aware of the ToR set out in the meeting of 7 
November 2017.  Those had been slighted amended, updated copy attached in 
6.2a. 

 
2.3 An invite would also be issued to Heads of Service within Council, in respect of 

their relevant responsibilities which would be cross-cutting in respect of the 
LDP. 

 
2.4 Further notification of future meetings shall be in line with the ToR - with an e-

mail issuing 2 weeks in advance to attendees. 
 
2.5    All reports and recommendations would be brought to Planning Committee.  
 
RECOMMENDED the LDP cuts across all Council Departments/Committees and as 
such it is recommended that members from across Council Committees are 
represented on the Steering Group.  It is recommended that 7 members of Planning 
Committee (including the Chair and Vice Chair) and 7 members across the various 
Council Committees sit on the group.   
 
FURTHER RECOMMENDED that Members: 

• Agree 5 representatives (plus the Chair and Vice Chair) of Planning Committee 
• Request Council to nominate 7 members across the various Council 

Committees 
• note the inaugural meeting to be held on 1 May and the invitation to issue to 

the Council’s Heads of Service. 
 
The Principal Planning and Technical Officer (L Maginn) outlined the content of the 
report and the recommendation to Members.  
 
Alderman McDowell highlighted the importance of the Local Development Plan and 
questioned why the steering group would not consist of all Members of the 
Committee.   
 
The Director explained that the Chief Executive, Head of Planning, Planning Officer 
and herself had discussed the issue and it was felt that 14 was an appropriate 
number for a working committee.  That the principle of representation across Council 
was a key consideration and updates on the local development plan would still come 
through the Planning Committee.  
 
Proposed by Alderman McDowell, seconded by Councillor Walker, that the LDP 
Steering Group consists of all Members of the Planning Committee.  
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Councillor McIlveen felt that was too big of steering group, there was a need to 
ensure that movement was made, and the plan was scrutinised. He urged Members 
to give thought to reducing the numbers.  Councillor McIlveen suggested that the 
membership of the group be sent to the Group Party Leaders meeting for discussion 
and then referred to the Council meeting.  
 
Alderman McDowell was content with that suggestion and withdrew his proposal.  
 
AGREED, that the report be deferred for discussion at the Group Party 
Leaders’ meeting and a decision be made at the April Council meeting.  
 
6.3 UPDATE FROM METROPOLITAN AREA SPATIAL WORKING 

GROUP 
 (Appendices X) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning attaching letter from DFI in response to MASWG, 
MASWG Agenda 26 January 2018 and letter from MASWG to DFI. The report 
detailed the undernoted:-  
 
Background 
 
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.  Alderman Robert Gibson and Alderman Alan McDowell were nominated to 
serve on the working group. 
 
2.0 Update from correspondence issued 21 November 2017 
 
2.1 Members shall be aware from the update in December that a letter issued to 

DfI on 21 November 2017 seeking clarity on the implications on soundness of 
Plan Strategies coming forward in the absence of a Metropolitan Transport or 
Infrastructure Strategy.  A copy of the letter issued by DFI in response to the 
working group was attached to the report. 

 
3.0 Update from meeting held 26 January 2018 

 
3.1 The third meeting of the working group was held on 26 January 2018 in the 

offices of Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council (LCCC).   
 
3.2 The agenda was attached to the report. The items for discussion at the 

meeting were Countryside, Retailing, Employment/Economy, Housing, and 
Transport.  

 
3.3 Attendees included Belfast City Council, Antrim and Newtownabbey Borough 

Council, Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council (hosts) and Mid and East 
Antrim Borough Council. 

 
3.4 The meeting was also attended by the Department for Infrastructure (DfI) 

Strategic Planning section and DFI Transportation and Modelling unit; Shared 
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Environmental Services, Department of Agriculture Rural Environment and 
Invest NI, Department for the Economy, Department for Communities and 
Translink.   

 
3.5 The meeting was primarily focused on the update and response from DFI to 

LDP guidance and Transportation issues – namely the Transport Strategy 
Work Programme. 

 
3.6  Agenda items as set out below were discussed: 
 

• Transport: Draft Plan Strategy and linkages to emerging DfI Transport 
Strategy. (BMTP and BRT)  

• Countryside: Strategic countryside proposals, AoHSV, SCAs, review of 
Landscape Character Assessments – the officers from the Councils 
represented queried the DfI comments regarding guidance in relation to 
same. 

• Housing: HGI figure/growth figure, implications for neighbouring 
Councils and regional impact  

• Employment: Invest NI representative commented on INI employment 
strategy and linkages to Council’s approach  

• Studies -  
Retailing: Studies and approaches identified (updating on individual 
studies and timescales)  

• Legal issues:  
In relation to Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan (BMAP) and Strategic 
Planning Policy Statement (SPPS)  

• PAC guidance on soundness (independent examination of the Plan 
process) 

 
3.7 A main outcome from the meeting held on 26 January, was the agreement by 

Councils to write to DFI in respect of clarification of the DFI Development Plan 
Practice note and comments made in respect of requirements/expectation for 
Plan Strategy stage.   

 
3.8 A copy of the meeting minutes would be presented to Members once they 

were agreed. 
 
4.0 Next Meeting  

 
4.1 A further meeting was arranged for 13 April 2018, to be hosted by the Council.  

The meeting shall be chaired by an elected member in line with the ToR for 
the group.  Updates on subsequent meetings of the Working Group shall be 
reported in due course. 

 
RECOMMENDED that Members note the content of the report and the attachments.  

 

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Carson, seconded by 
Alderman Henry, that the recommendation be adopted.  
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6.4     CHARTED INSTITUTE OF HOUSING ‘INVITATION TO  
  RETHINKING SOCIAL HOUSING NI ROUNDTABLE’ 
  (Appendix XI) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning attaching e-mail invite from CIH. The report detailed the 
undernoted:-  
 
Background 
 
Officers had been invited to take part in Rethinking Social Housing – a roundtable 
event organised by the Chartered Institute of Housing (CIH) and sponsored by the 
Department for Communities (DfC). 
 
Detail  
 
CIH Northern Ireland was running a new research project, principally sponsored by 
the Department for Communities, which seeks to help shape the future of social 
housing. The project would combine original research and engagement with tenants, 
the general public, the Housing Executive, housing associations and political parties 
to explore fundamental questions about the future of social housing.  As part of the 
project, CIH was holding a series of roundtable discussions where it sought to hear 
people’s views on social housing and what it should look like. 
 
The e-mail invite at item 6.4a sets out detail of available workshop dates and 
venues.  The nearest geographically was in Belfast.   
Tuesday 17 April, 1pm - 3:30pm at the Skainos Centre (auditorium), 241 
Newtownards Road, Belfast BT4 1AF. 
 
While the invitation to the event was aimed at officers, it was not limited and maybe 
considered by Members. 
 
RECOMMENDED that Members note the content of this report and consider 
appointing a number of members to attend. 

 

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Thompson, 
seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that the content of the report is noted and 
that Aldermen Carson, Fletcher, Keery and Gibson attend the event.  
 
7. BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT – FEBRUARY 2018 (FILE 

FIN45) 
 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning detailing that the Planning Budgetary Control Report 
covered the 11-month period 1 April 2017 to 28 February 2018 and was set out on 
page 2. The net cost of the service was showing an over spend of £22,352 (3.2%). 
 
Explanation of Variance 
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A Budgetary Control Report by Income and Expenditure for Planning was, also, 
shown which analysed the overall adverse variance (£22,352) by expenditure 
(£144,613 favourable) and income (£166,965 adverse).  
  
PLANNING 
 
Expenditure - £144.6k (8.4%) better than budget to date. The favourable 
variance was mainly made up of the following: - 
  

a. Payroll £132.2k favourable due to vacancies. The 2017/18 budget 
included an allowance for 9 new posts but delays in recruitment 
meant that the final 5 posts were only filled in December. 

b. Legal fees were £37.8k over budget to date. There were a number of 
ongoing complex enforcement cases which had required specialist 
legal advice.  

c. There were underspends to date on hired services (£13.2k) due to a 
delay in commencing tree work, rent (£18.0k) and consultancy for 
Local Development Plan (£20.0k).     
 

Income - £167.0k (16.3%) worse than budget to date. The adverse variance was 
mainly made up of the following:  
 

d. Planning application income was £143.6k worse than budget to date. 
There had been a downturn in applications submitted plus the 
2017/18 income budget anticipated significant planning application 
fees in respect of the Queens Parade project which would not be 
realised in this financial year. 

e. The 2017/18 income budget included an amount for pre-application 
discussion income but that would not be realised in this financial 
year. The adverse variance to date for that was £22.4k. 

 

Note Year to Date 
Actual

Year to Date 
Budget

Variance Annual 
Budget

Variance

£ £ £ £ %

Planning

330 Planning 718,052 695,700 22,352 777,700 3.2 

Totals 718,052 695,700 22,352 777,700 3.2 

BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT
By Directorate and Service

Period 11 - February 2018
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Note Actual Budget Variance Actual Budget Variance
£ £ £

Planning

330 Planning 1,576,387 1,721,000 (144,613) (858,335) (1,025,300) 166,965 

Totals 1,576,387 1,721,000 (144,613) (858,335) (1,025,300) 166,965 

BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT
By Income and Expenditure

Period 11 - February 2018

Expenditure Income

 
 
RECOMMENDED that the Committee notes this report. 
 
Proposed by Alderman Gibson, seconded by Alderman Keery, that the 
recommendation be adopted.  
 
Councillor Walker noted that there had been a downturn in the number of planning 
applications and asked about the future forecast and implications that would have for 
the Department. In response the Head of Planning stated that it was difficult to 
forecast however applications would be forthcoming for those large areas of land 
zoned for housing.  
 
(Alderman Carson withdrew from the meeting – 11.04 pm) 
 
AGREED that the recommendation be adopted.  

 
8. PLANNING STATISTICS QUARTER 3 2018/19  

(Appendix XII)  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning attaching Northern Ireland Infographic. The report 
detailed that the report was 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 Quarter 3 of the 2018/19 year and published by 
the Department for Infrastructure on 22 March 2018. 

 
The number of applications received and decided referred only to planning 
applications for which a fee was usually attracted.  Other applications/work, such as 
Certificates of Lawfulness of Existing or Proposed Use, Tree Preservation 
Orders/Consents, Discharge of Conditions, Non-Material Changes, and Pre-
Application Discussions contributed to the case load of the Service Unit. 

 
The tables give a breakdown of the number of planning applications submitted and 
decided, other activity and enforcement cases. 
 
Legacy Applications 
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Having transferred from DOE with 577 live planning applications, the remaining 
legacy applications total 23, with continuing work to bring those applications to 
withdrawal or determination as soon as possible. 
 
Planning Applications 1 October 2017 – 31 December 2017 
 

 Applications 
Received 

Applications 
Decided 

Statutory 
Performance 
Indicator (average 
no. of weeks) 

Processing 
time (average 
no. of weeks) 

 

Major 
applications 

0 
(6 YTD) 

1 
(4 YTD) 

30 63.2 
(80.5 YTD) 

 

Local 
applications 

230 
(731 YTD) 

225 
(749 YTD) 

15 18.1 
(17.2 YTD) 

 

 
Of the local applications, 90 in total were householder applications, referring to rural 
and urban domestic extensions, of which 28 were issued in less than 8 weeks and 
24 were issued in 15 weeks or less. 
 
Additional activity 

 
 Received Decided 
Discharge of conditions 6 0 
Certificates of Lawfulness 13 10 
Tree Preservation Orders/Consents 16 12 
Non Material Changes 6 11 
Pre Application Discussions 21 21 (conducted) 
 

Enforcement 1 October 2017 – December 2017 
 

New cases 
opened 

Cases 
closed 

Statutory 
Performance 
Indicator  

Processing 
time (average 
no. of weeks) 

 

87 
(290 YTD) 

118 
(307 YTD) 

70% concluded* 
within 39 weeks 

75.4% 
(74.8% YTD) 

 

 
 
*An enforcement case was concluded when one of the following occurs: a notice is 
issued; legal proceedings commence; a planning application was received; or the 
case was closed.   
 

Of total cases closed No. 
Remedied/resolved 59 
Planning permission granted 8 
Not expedient 8 
No breach 34 
Immune 8 
Appeal allowed/Enforcement Notice 
Quashed 

1 
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RECOMMENDED that members note the content of this report. 
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Gibson, seconded by 
Councillor McIlveen, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 
9. PERFORMANCE REPORT QUARTER 3 2018/19  
 (Appendix XIII) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning attaching report for third quarter. The report detailed that  
Members would be aware that Council was required, under the Local Government 
Act 2014, to have in place arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the 
exercise of its functions.  To fulfil the requirement Council approved the Performance 
Management Policy and Handbook in October 2015.  The Performance 
Management Handbook outlines the approach to Performance Planning and 
Management process as: 
 

• Community Plan – published every 10-15 years  
• Corporate Plan – published every 4 years (2015-2019 plan in operation) 
• Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) – published annually (2017/18 plan 

published 15 June 2017) 
• Service Plan – developed annually (approved April 2017) 

 
The Corporate Plan 2015-19 set out 17 objectives for the plan period based on 
themes of People, Place, Prosperity and Performance. The Council’s 16 Service 
Plans outline how each respective Service would contribute to the achievement of 
the corporate objectives including, but not limited to, any relevant actions identified in 
the PIP. 
 
Reporting approach 
 
The Service Plans would be reported to relevant Committees on a quarterly basis as 
undernoted: 
 
Reference Period Reporting Month 
Quarter 1 (Q1) April – June September 
Q2 July – September December 
Q3 October – December March 
Q4 January - March June 
 
Key points to note: 
 

• A staff member was appointed in January to carry out a compliance role 
within Planning enforcement to cross check all Building Control applications 
against planning approvals, where required.  A formal protocol and monitoring 
process was being developed, and it was proposed to start formal monitoring 
from April 2018. 
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Key achievements: 
 

• An appointment based reception service was formalised and commenced in 
November 2018 and had proven successful to date. 

 
Emerging issues: 
 

• Whilst budget was on course for this quarter, backfilling by agency staff had 
been required to deal with long term sick which would affect future budget.  In 
addition, significantly complex enforcement cases and particular planning 
applications had required detailed legal advices which would affect next 
quarter’s budget. 

 
Action to be taken: 
 

• Review of existing agency staffing, and cases requiring legal fees. 
 
RECOMMENDED that the Committee notes this report. 
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Gibson, seconded by 
Councillor Thompson, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 
10. UPDATE ON NEW PLANNING IT SYSTEM  

(Appendix XIV)  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning attaching update from DFI on new Planning IT System. 
The report detailed that Members were last updated at the Planning Committee 
meeting of 6 February 2018 regarding progress on the replacement of the current 
Planning Portal. 
 
The update was received from Peter Rice, Project Manager within the Planning 
Policy Division, Department for Infrastructure. The update had been issued to 
SOLACE in preparation for their meeting on 2nd March.  Unfortunately, the meeting 
was cancelled due to the poor weather and had been re-scheduled for 13th April.  

 
A further meeting of the Planning Portal Governance Board was due to take place on 
22 March but was postponed as the Department had received a draft copy of the 
business case and was currently considering potential funding models to deliver the 
preferred option.  As that was a key component of the business case DFI felt it was 
better to have that included before submission to the Governance Board. 
 
The Board would now meet on 16 April 2018.  A report on the outcomes would be 
provided at next month’s Committee. 

 
RECOMMENDED that Members note the update from DFI. 
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor McIlveen, seconded 
by Alderman Keery, that the recommendation be adopted.  
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10.1 DISCONTINUANCE OF NI DIRECT TELEPHONE SYSTEM  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning detailing that since Planning powers transferred to the 
Council in April 2015, the Planning Department had continued to utilise the Lagan 
(NI Direct) call centre service.  That provided a service answering calls for Ards and 
North Down in relation to Planning queries, in line with specialised scripts to assist 
the public in general enquiries and forwarding calls when appropriate to the admin 
section of the Department.  A call recording system was operated which provided 
details of calls to specific officers. 
 
In March the system operated c170 calls to the Department.  At present there were 
seven external lines available into the Planning department, but following a 
rationalisation of external lines across other service areas, external lines were now 
available for relevant planning staff. 
 
Given the fact that there was a convoluted system for each telephone caller to go 
through in order to get to a member of staff, it was considered appropriate to 
discontinue that service and manage calls into the Planning Department internally. 
General calls should be answered by the Administration Team and Case Officers 
should have their own direct numbers with personalised voicemails to respond to 
case-specific and complex queries. 
 
The reason for the action was to provide improved customer service and 
communication with direct access to the case officers.  
 
It was anticipated that would have limited resources implications for Officer time 
because calls will be dealt with promptly so there would be fewer follow up calls and 
less administration surrounding records. 
 
The use of answerphones / voicemail and clear communication would also help 
manage customer expectation. 
 
There was a three-month notice period for ceasing use of the service and during that 
period actions would be put in place to prepare staff and to ensure that there was a 
seamless transition for the service.   
  
The Lagan system costs the Planning Department c£10k per year; this budget could 
be used by Council’s Planning Department in the future from ceasing the use of the 
NI Direct service. 
 
RECOMMENDED that Members note the content of the report and approve 
issuance of notice to terminate the use of the NI Direct Service for Planning.   
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Girvan, seconded by 
Councillor Thompson, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 
(Alderman Carson re-turned to the meeting and then withdrew from the meeting – 
11.06 pm) 
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10.2 TIME LIMIT FOR PLANNING COMMITTEE  
 

PLEASE SEE AMENDMENT AT COUNCIL MEETING DATED 25.04.18 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning detailing that Members would be aware that the March 
Planning Committee lasted nearly six hours, finishing at 00.45.  Members on the 
evening questioned the ability to effectively consider reports and the latest also had 
significant implications for staff welfare.  Particularly as staff had already worked 
from 8.30/9am that morning.  
 
Standing Orders currently stipulated that Council and Committee meetings were 
scheduled to last a maximum of two hours.  If a meeting lasted more than two hours 
there would be an adjournment of up to 15 minutes at the discretion of the 
Chairperson who would take account of the remaining business to be considered by 
the Committee/Council.   
 
Any changes to Standing Orders needed to be agreed by Council.  However, as 
Planning Committee tended to last longer than the other Committees and had 
delegated powers, the Committee was asked to consider if Standing Orders should 
be changed to have a maximum duration of 4 hours.   
 
Standing Orders allowed for the ‘Suspension of Standing Orders’ by qualified 
majority vote, should the Planning Committee require the discretion to consider an 
application/report after the 4 hours stop time.   
 
RECOMMENDED that consideration be given to asking Council to update the 
Standing Order to include a Committee maximum duration of 4 hours.   
 
Councillor Cathcart stated that he was of the understanding that the Chairman could 
use his discretion to continue on past 11pm and make a decision based on the 
number of items remaining on the agenda at that time. He also stated that the 
Council Chamber became warm at times and suggested that water be provided for 
those people waiting in the public gallery.   
 
The Director confirmed that standing orders would allow the Chairman to use his 
discretion and increase the time of the meeting beyond 11pm.  
 
Councillor McIlveen felt it was the Chairman’s responsibility in conjunction with the 
Planning Officers to set the agendas to an appropriate length. He felt difficulties 
arose when a number of people had been afforded speaking rights.  
 
The Chairman felt it was hard to predict the length of time the meeting would last 
based on the agenda.  
 
Councillor McIlveen felt that when there were applications with people speaking for 
and against, it could be assumed that the consideration of application was going to 
be of length. He stated there were often members of the public and planning 
consultants waiting in the public gallery for their applications to be heard and the wait 
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was not a good use of their time. Councillor McIlveen felt there was a need to set an 
appropriate length of agenda that could be dealt within an appropriate time frame.  
 
The Head of Planning reminded the Committee that during shadow period the 
decision had been made not to fix the number of applications that could be heard.   
She stated that it was important that applications were not delayed unnecessarily 
and those applications that were ready for Committee should be presented and not 
held back.  Notification of those applying for speaking rights were not received until 
after the schedule had been published and therefore, at the time of issuing the 
agenda the number of speakers were not known.  The Head of Planning highlighted 
the need to achieve an administrative balance.  
 
Councillor McIlveen stated that the operation of the Committee was a learning 
process. The Committee were presented with a huge amount of information 
including technical information to comprehend. Also, there were often applicants and 
objectors presenting conflicting information which needed to be given careful 
consideration. Councillor McIlveen stated that there was a need to find some form of 
balance.  
 
The Head of Planning advised that some Councils had moved their Planning 
Committee to commence earlier in the day, some in the morning. She stated that she 
would be concerned that Members were tired and there could be questioning raised 
over decision making late at night, and also that important reports outside of 
applications could be rushed through.  
 
Alderman McDowell felt that commencing the meetings at 5 pm or 6 pm might be 
something which needed to be given consideration.  He stated that Alderman Carson 
had highlighted with him, that one of the Case Officer’s presentations on an 
application had lasted 35 minutes. Furthermore, he felt that Members were 
presented with information overload, with reports and further addendums and that 
amount of information was difficult to get through. Alderman McDowell recognised 
the need to look at the way the Committee were dealing with applications. In recent 
times the Planning Committee meetings had run into the late evening and felt that re-
organising adjourning meetings could be difficult.  He questioned if the presentation 
of the applications was required and could an executive summary be provided.  
 
The Chairman was supportive of the planning reports that Members received. He 
stated that there often astute agents sitting in the public gallery carefully digesting 
the information that was being presented.  
 
The Director took the comments on board and stated that amendments had been 
made with the introduction of a covering report. She noted that the legal team had 
commended the Case Officers reports and the minutes of the Planning Committee 
meetings.  Council needed to ensure the appropriate and adequate information was 
being provided and scrutinised by Planning Committee.  The Director confirmed she 
and the Head of Planning would take all of the comments on board in terms of the 
presentation of material.   
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Alderman Keery expressed reservations regarding the time restriction. He 
highlighted that the Democratic Services Officers were writing the duration of the 
meeting and there was a need to come to a solution.  
 
Alderman Graham highlighted that there was no legal obligation to afford speaking 
rights to people and he believed that aspect to be unpredictable.   
 
Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Thompson, that the 
recommendation be adopted.  
 
The proposal was put to the meeting and declared carried with 5 voting FOR, 3 
AGAINST and 3 ABSTENTIONS.   
 
AGREED, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 
EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS  
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor McIlveen, seconded 
by Councillor Cathcart, that the public/press be excluded from the meeting 
during the discussion of the undernoted item of confidential business.  
 
11. UPDATE ON ENFORCEMENT PROCEEDINGS  
 
***IN CONFIDENCE*** 
 
Schedule 6 – Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular 
person (including the Council holding that information). 
 
RE-ADMITTANCE OF THE PUBLIC/PRESS  
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor McIlveen, seconded 
by Alderman Keery, that the public/press be re-admitted to the meeting.  
 
TERMINATION OF MEETING  
 
The meeting terminated at 11.25 pm.  
 
 
 



          ITEM 4.1 
Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2016/1049/F 

Proposal 

 
Demolition of existing house and erection of a 
replacement dwelling; consisting of a detached two 
storey house and associated site works  
 

Location 

 
40 Cultra Avenue, Holywood 
(Holywood & Clandeboye DEA) 
 

Committee Interest 
 
> 6 representations contrary to Officer’s recommendation 
 

Validated October 2016 

Summary 

 Replacement of existing single storey dwelling with 
two storey dwelling on similar footprint, located within 
draft Area of Townscape Character inside settlement 
limit of Holywood. 

 
 Main issues: - Design, impact on residential amenity; 

impact on character of the area 
 
 18 objections from 9 separate addresses; 
 
 Consultees have No Objections; 
 
 Proposal has been amended a number of times to 

address concerns; 
 
 Amendments re-advertised and neighbours notified on 

number of occasions; 
 

 Considered that there will be: 
 No conflict with adjacent dwellings; 
 No unacceptable adverse effects on residential 

amenity of existing/proposed dwellings in terms of 
overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, noise or 
disturbance; 

 
 Conditions include installation of opaque glazing to 

address overlooking concerns. 
 

 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment 4.1 a -  Case Officer Report 



 



 

Development Management Case Officer Report 
 
Committee Meeting Date: 
1st May 2018 

Item No: 
4.1 

Application Ref: LA06/2016/1049/F DEA:  Holywood & Clandeboye 
Proposal: Demolition of existing house and erection of a replacement dwelling; 
consisting of a detached two storey house and associated site works  
 
Location: 40 Cultra Avenue 
                 Holywood 
 
Applicant: Molly Kerr Agent: Des Ewing Residential Architects  
Date Valid: 21/10/2016 ES Requested: No 
Date last Advertised: 05/04/2018 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 28/03/2018 
Consultations: Yes 
Consultee Response 
DFI Roads No objection 
NI Water No objection 
NIEA No objection  
SES No objection 
Representations: Yes 
Letters of Support: 0 
Letters of Objection: 18 objections, 9 from separate addresses. Following the last 

re-neighbour notifications / re-advertisements there has 
been no further objections. 

Petitions: 0 
Summary of Main Issues: 

 Design 
 Impact on residential amenity 
 Impact on character of the area  

 

Case Officer: Gillian Corbett 

Email: Gillian.corbett@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 at 40 Cultra Avenue, Holywood. The site contains a single storey 
dwelling which is finished in painted render with a hipped roof. There is a paved area 
at the front of the dwelling with parking for one vehicle. Along the front boundary of 
the site is a stepped painted wall. At the rear of the dwelling is a raised overgrown 
garden. Along the rear and north boundaries of the site is mature hedging. Along the 
south boundary of the site are mature trees and planting. Cultra Avenue slopes 
downwards from the south-east towards the coast at the end of the road.  
 
The site is located within the settlement limit of Holywood as shown in the North 
Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 and draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 
(BMAP). The site is also located within Marino, Cultra and Craigavad Area of 
Townscape Character (HD 09) as designated within draft BMAP. The immediate area 
is predominantly characterised by large dwellings set within generous plot sizes. The 
coast is located to the north of the site. 
 

 
2.   Site Location Plan 
 

 
This is Crown Copyright and is reproduced with the permission of Land & Property Services under delegated authority from the 
Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, ©Crown copyright and database right 2016 CS&LA156 

 
3.   Planning History 
No relevant site history. 

 
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 (Draft) 
 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 Areas  
 

 
6.   Consultations  
Consultation was carried out with the following statutory and non-statutory consultees 
and a synopsis of responses is listed 
Consultee Response 
DFI Roads No objection 
NIEA - Marine Content with proposal 
NIEA – Natural 
Environment Division  

Proposal will have a negligible impact upon local bat 
populations. 
 

NI Water  No objection 
Shared Environmental 
Services 

No effect on the features of any European Site 

 
7.   Consideration and Assessment 
 
North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984 – 1995/ Draft BMAP 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 adopted Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (BMAP) has been quashed as a 
result of a judgment in the Court of Appeal delivered on 18 May 2017.  As a 
consequence of this, the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 (NDAAP) is now 
the statutory development plan for the area.  
 
Within the NDAAP (1984–1995) the site is located in the settlement limit of Holywood 
in the Cultra/Craigavad Policy Zone where the minimum plot size in this area is to be 
0.1ha.  The site area of the proposal is 0.05ha. Although this is below the threshold 
set out in the plan, the designation relates to proposed sites and as the proposal will 
sit within an existing residential plot this designation is not relevant and the proposal 
can be considered as being in conformity with the plan.  



 

The Joint Ministerial Statement of 31 January 2005 Development Plans and 
Implementation of the Regional Development Strategy contains guidance on the 
weight to be afforded to emerging draft plans. Following the Ministerial Statement of 
June 2012, accompanying the release of the Commission’s Report on the BMAP 
Public Inquiry, a decision on a development proposal can be based on draft plan 
provisions that will not be changed as a result of the Commission’s recommendations. 
  
Within draft BMAP the site is located within the settlement limit of Holywood and is 
within the designated Marino, Cultra and Craigavad Area of Townscape Character 
(HD 09). 
 
The Planning Appeals Commission’s (PAC), Public Inquiry Report stated that each 
ATC should have its own design guide.  To date these have not been 
prepared/published.  While amendments to the extent of the proposed ATC were 
made following receipt of objections to the draft plan, following the public inquiry the 
area designated as Marino, Cultra and Craigavad ATC under the plan that was 
initially adopted included this site.  Therefore, the proposed ATC designation remains 
a material consideration in this instance.  Given that it is unclear as to how the area 
will be characterised, determining weight cannot be given to the potential impact on 
the ‘character’ of the ATC, however, its appearance is still a material consideration.  
As such it is considered that the proposed development is in conformity with dBMAP 
as the proposal is for a dwelling, the design is compatible with the surrounding area 
and it will not have an adverse impact on the appearance of the proposed ATC.       
 
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for NI (SPPS) 
The SPPS retains the policy provisions of PPS 2, PPS 3, Addendum to PPS6, PPS 7 
and addendum and PPS 12 until they are replaced by a Local Development Plan for 
Ards and North Down Borough. The SPPS also refers to the continued materiality of 
Creating Places and Paragraph 6.21 refers to new development should only be 
permitted within ATCs where this will maintain or enhance the overall character of the 
area and respect its built form.  
 
Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 6 - Areas of Townscape Character 
Policy ATC 1 relates to demolition control in an ATC. The proposal includes the 
demolition of an existing dwelling. It is considered that demolition is acceptable as the 
building makes no material contribution to the distinctive character of the area as it 
lacks any traditional design features and public viewpoints on Cultra Avenue and 
Seafront Road are limited. It is therefore considered that demolition of the existing 
dwelling will not affect the character of the ATC as a whole. 

 
Policy ATC 2 relates to new development in an ATC and states that development 
proposals will only be permitted where the development maintains or enhances the 
overall character and respects the built form of the area. The design, height and 
materials of the proposed dwelling will respect the character of the ATC and the 
existing mature hedging along the boundaries of the site will be retained which will 
ensure the character of the ATC is maintained. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 7 - Quality Residential Environments 
The proposal will not damage the quality of the local area. The site is within the 
settlement limit of Holywood where housing is promoted and the proposal will replace 
an existing dwelling. As the site is within an ATC the existing character and quality of 



 

the area should be protected. For the reasons discussed above the proposal will 
maintain the character of the ATC and the quality of the area will be protected. 
 
The layout, scale and massing of the proposed dwelling will respect the character and 
topography of the site. The proposal is for replacement of an existing dwelling. The 
levels of the site will remain relatively the same and the proposed dwelling will occupy 
a similar footprint to the existing dwelling with an approximately 2m increase to the 
ridge height.  
 
The proposed dwelling will be two storeys with a hipped roof which will reduce the 
massing of the dwelling. The dwelling will be finished in render and timber cladding 
with a natural slate roof which is considered to respect the character of the area.  
 
As the proposed dwelling will have a similar footprint to the dwelling it is replacing, 
sufficient private amenity space will be provided in a rear garden and two car parking 
spaces will remain at the front of the site. The existing natural screenings along the 
boundaries of the site will also be retained to soften the visual impact of the 
development and assist in its integration with the surrounding area. 
 
The design and layout of the proposed dwelling will not create conflict with adjacent 
residential properties and there will be no unacceptable adverse effects on the 
residential amenity of existing or proposed properties in terms of overlooking, loss of 
light, overshadowing, noise or other disturbance. As discussed above the proposed 
dwelling will occupy a similar footprint to the existing dwelling on site. The height of 
the proposed dwelling will be approximately 2m higher and it will introduce new 
window positions along the gable and rear elevations, however these will not have an 
adverse impact on the residential amenity of adjacent residential properties.  
 
The proposed dwelling will be at a higher level and gable on to the rear of an existing 
dwelling at No. 5 Seafront Road. There are windows proposed on the gable elevation 
of the proposed dwelling at ground and first floor facing towards No. 05. The 
proposed windows on the ground floor gable elevation will be in a similar position to 
the existing windows on the dwelling to be replaced and therefore it is considered that 
the proposed ground floor windows will cause no unacceptable overlooking on No. 
05. The proposed dwelling will add a bedroom and en-suite window into the gable 
elevation at first floor level facing towards No. 05. Due to the proposed dwelling being 
on higher ground than No. 05, it is considered that there will be no adverse 
overlooking from this bedroom window as it will look above No. 05 towards the coast. 
The en-suite window will be obscure glazing to prevent any adverse impacts from 
overlooking on No. 05.  
 
The proposed dwelling will back onto the rear amenity space of No. 03 and No. 01 
Seafront Road. As the proposed dwelling will occupy a similar footprint to the dwelling 
to be replaced and the existing hedging along the rear boundary will be retained the 
ground floor rear windows of the proposed dwelling will cause no unacceptable 
overlooking on No. 03 or No. 01 Seafront Road.  Three windows will be added to the 
rear elevation at first floor level that will look towards the rear amenity space of No. 03 
and No. 01 Seafront Road.  The windows will serve a bedroom, hall and study. The 
bedroom window will be obscure glazing to ensure there is no adverse impacts in 
terms of overlooking on No. 03 and No. 01 Seafront Road. The hall and study 
windows will not cause any unacceptable overlooking as there will be 9m separation 



 

distance to the rear adjoining boundary and they will not directly overlook the first 3-4 
metres of private rear amenity space of No. 03 or No. 01 (as set out in the addendum 
to PPS7 – Residential extensions and alterations). 
 
The proposed dwelling will have no adverse impact on the residential amenity of the 
adjacent dwelling at No. 38 Cultra Avenue as there will be a sufficient separation 
distance of approximately 30m between the proposed dwelling and No. 38 and the 
existing natural screenings along the adjoining boundary will be retained which will 
ensure the site is well screened.  
 
There are no archaeological, built heritage or landscape features to protect or 
integrate into the overall design and layout of the development. Due to the proposal 
only being for one dwelling there is no need for local neighbourhood facilities to be 
provided as an integral part of the development. The layout has been designed to 
deter crime as the site will front on to the public road and the rear will be enclosed by 
hedging.  
 
Paragraph 4.10 within the justification and amplification of Policy QD1 refers to ATCs, 
the protection of the existing character and distinctive qualities of the area and the 
need to prevent intensification of site usage or site coverage. The proposal is not 
considered as intensification of the site as it involves the replacement of an existing 
dwelling with one dwelling on a relatively similar footprint and as such the character of 
the ATC will be maintained without causing harm to the overall quality of the area. 
 
Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 7 - Safeguarding the Character of 
Established Residential Areas 
Policy LC 1 is applicable which states that 'in established residential areas planning 
permission will only be granted for the redevelopment of existing buildings, or the 
infilling of vacant sites (including extended garden areas) to accommodate new 
housing, where all the criteria set out in Policy QD 1 of PPS 7, and all the additional 
criteria set out in Policy LC1 are met.’ 
 
The proposal is for a replacement dwelling in an established residential area. The 
proposal complies with Policy QD1 of PPS7. In relation to Policy LC 1 the proposed 
density is not significantly higher than that found in the area as the footprint is similar 
to the existing dwelling, the pattern of development is in keeping with the overall 
character and environmental quality of the area and the dwelling will be built in excess 
of the space standards set out in Annex A. 
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 3 - Access, Movement and Parking 
Policy AMP2 relates to access to public roads and Policy AMP7 relates car parking.  
The existing access to the site will remain and the access will not be onto a Protected 
Route.  Sufficient car parking of two spaces will be provided which is more than exists 
on site at present. TNI offers no objections to the proposal therefore it will not 
prejudice road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 2 - Natural Heritage 
As the site is in close proximity to designated sites and the proposal will involve the 
demolition of a dwelling, the impact on biodiversity was assessed as there may be the 
potential to impact on designated sites and protected species. 



 

 
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 NH2 relates to protected species and states that planning permission will only 
be granted for a development proposal that is not likely to harm a protected species. 
 
A Bat Roost Potential Survey was submitted as part of the proposal. NIEA Natural 
Environment Division was consulted and commented that on the basis of the survey, 
it is content that the survey shows that the site is negligible in terms of suitability for 
roosting bats and any works on the structure will have a negligible impact upon local 
bat populations. 
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 12 – Housing in Settlements 
The proposal complies with relevant policy and guidance in PPS12. The proposal will 
not result in an increase of density on the site and it will not cause town cramming. 
The proposal has a good design and will respect the character of the area. It will not 
have a detrimental impact on the surrounding area. 
 
 
Creating Places 
The proposal complies with guidance in Creating Places as the design and layout are 
in keeping with the character of the area, sufficient private amenity space and car 
parking will be provided and there is a sufficient separation distance between the 
proposed and existing properties. 
 
Development Control Advice Note 8 
Proposals should seek to ensure that the form, density and character of any new 
development is in harmony with adjacent housing and does not detract from the 
environmental quality, residential amenity and established character of the 
surrounding area.  As discussed above this would be the case for this proposal. 

 
 
8.   Consideration of Representations 
18 letters of objection have been received including residents of Nos. 38 Cultra 
Avenue and 3 Seafront Road, and the Cultra Residents’ Association.  
 
The proposal has been amended, re-neighbour notified and re-advertised in the local 
press four times following the original advertisement process on 16th November 2016. 
Following the re-advertisement and re-neighbour notification on 4th January 2018 
there are have been no further objections to date received by the Council. In the last 



 

letter received the neighbour at No. 3 Seafront Road comments that the recent 
amendments have addressed some of the concerns which they previously highlighted 
and their only remaining concerns relate to the hedging along the boundary with the 
laneway behind the properties in Seafront Road.  
 
The main issues raised in relation to the proposal are:  

 New dwelling will be twice the height, two storeys high – scale and massing not 
appropriate to local character. 

 Obtrusive, impinge prominently on street views, dominate adjacent dwellings at 
Seafront Road 

 Out of context / character with the setting and area. Visually disruptive impact 
on the setting and townscape.  

 Inaccuracies with Ace Map and actual boundary of the site – plan relies on 
land it doesn’t own to provide a car port which would also require extensive 
excavation into hillside, shed and oil tank should straddle historical boundary 
line.  

 Overdevelopment – site too small for house of this size, large house on a very 
small site. Larger footprint will create less amenity space. 

 Subsidence and collapse of wall into path along the rear of properties at 
Seafront Road and impact on existing hedging and drainage.  

 Old well in garden of No. 3 Seafront Road that should be shown on plans. 
 Reduced light into adjacent properties. 
 Impact on privacy, overlooking – balcony and full height patio doors on rear 

elevation looking directly towards No. 3 Seafront Road, new dwelling 2m closer 
to adjoining boundary which leaves only 6m to adjoining boundary and it will be 
on elevated land. Obtrusive overlooking into Seafront Road properties. 

 Contrary to DCAN8 paragraph 2 – ‘the drive to encourage additional housing in 
existing urban areas must not result in town cramming and a situation where 
unsympathetic development is forced into established residential areas. The 
overriding concern in such areas needs to be the maintenance of 
environmental quality, local character and the privacy of existing residents.’ 

 Contrary to PPS 7 paragraph 1.4 – ‘the promotion of more housing in urban 
areas should not be allowed to result in town cramming or damage to areas of 
distinctive townscape character. In established residential areas the overriding 
objective will be to avoid any significant erosion of the local character and the 
environmental quality, amenity and privacy enjoyed by existing residents.’ 

 Contrary to PPS 7 Policy QD1 and paragraph 4.10 which relates to 
intensification within an Area of Townscape Character and should only be 
permitted in exceptional circumstances. 

 Elevations fail to show levels of the site. 
 Large (six foot) retaining wall along southern boundary will damage vegetation. 
 No details of front boundary.  Condition should be added to prohibit erection of 

walls, gates or fences without overhanging the carriageway when open. Steps 
and hedging abutting boundary of Cultra Avenue will conflict with visibility 
splays. 

 Contrary to the SPPS due to impact on the character of the ATC and 
unacceptably affect amenities of nearby properties. New development should 
only be permitted where it maintains or enhances overall character of the area 
and respects built form. 



 

 Contrary to the addendum to PPS 7 as design is inappropriate in the context of 
adjacent properties.  

 Contrary to the addendum to PPS 6 as the proposal will detract from the 
distinctive townscape displayed within the ATC.  

 Drawing 05 is misleading. It does not accurately represent the height of the 
land or the gradient of the road and seems to be based on a guesstimate 
rather than survey data. Claimed alignment of rooftops is highly contrived. It 
shows lack of sensitivity to the position of neighbours at Seafront Road and 
emphasises the extravagant proportions relative to the size and character of 
the site.  

 
 
Consideration 
The Council had many similar concerns to the original proposal as those raised by 
objectors. The scale and massing of the original dwelling proposed was too large for 
the site resulting in an obtrusive impact on the townscape, ATC and the surrounding 
residential properties. The proposal represented overdevelopment of the site with 
insufficient private amenity space being provided.  
 
The proposed dwelling was also deemed to have an unacceptable impact on the 
residential amenity of adjacent dwellings at Seafront Road due to being built closer to 
adjoining boundaries, the increase in height and additional windows and balcony at 
first floor level looking into their rear amenity space.  
 
The proposal was contrary to the SPPS due to the adverse impact on the character of 
the ATC and unacceptable effect on the amenities of nearby properties, PPS 7 in 
relation to Policy QD1 and intensification of the ATC, addendum to PPS 7 as the 
design was inappropriate to the area and adjacent properties, addendum to PPS 6 as 
it would detract from the character of the ATC and DCAN 8 as the proposal would be 
unsympathetic and have an adverse impact on environmental quality, local character 
and the privacy of existing residents. 
 
As discussed above, based on the concerns raised by objectors and the Council, the 
proposal was amended to reduce the overall height, scale and massing of the 
dwelling and to move it away from the existing residential properties along Seafront 
Road. The position and amount of windows and glazing was also reduced to ensure 
there is no adverse overlooking on adjacent properties. 
 
It is considered that the proposal now complies with the relevant planning policies and 
guidance for the reasons discussed in the assessment above. The design and layout 
of the proposal will respect the character of the area. The footprint of the proposed 
dwelling will be similar to the existing dwelling to ensure adequate amenity space is 
still provided for future residents and to ensure there are sufficient separation 
distances from the boundaries of the site to prevent any adverse impacts on 
residential amenity.  
 
In relation to the inaccuracies raised regarding the Ace Map and actual boundary of 
the site, the Agent was contacted and made aware of the issues. An amended site 
location plan was submitted and the agent confirmed in writing that the amended plan 



 

is now accurate and the correct Certificate on the P1 form has been completed to 
demonstrate that the applicant owns and controls all the land outlined in red. 
 
In relation to the concerns raised regarding the hedging and wall along the laneway 
between the site and the properties at Seafront Road, the existing and proposed 
plans show that the levels will remain the same along this boundary, the proposed 
dwelling will have a similar footprint to the existing dwelling and the existing hedge will 
be retained, therefore there will be no greater impact on the existing hedging and wall 
along this boundary.  
 
Another concern was raised regarding the inclusion of a six foot retaining wall along 
the southern boundary of the site and the impact on the vegetation along this 
boundary. The plans indicate that the retaining wall along the south boundary will 
measure 1.5 metres at its highest point, there will be a sufficient separation distance 
between the wall and the boundary to prevent any adverse impact on the vegetation 
and the existing planting along this boundary will be retained.   
 
One objector raised that there is an old well in the garden of No. 3 Seafront Road that 
should be included on the plans. It is considered that this is not relevant to the 
proposal and is outside the application boundary.   
 
It was also raised that the plans did not show the levels of the site. This information 
was requested from the agent and plans were submitted to show existing and 
proposed site levels and a contextual elevation of the street scene to show the 
proposed dwelling and its relationship with adjacent properties.  
 
In relation to the plans not detailing the front boundary, the plans show hedging and a 
grass verge along the front boundary which is acceptable. It is not necessary to add a 
condition prohibiting the erection of walls, gates or fences along the front boundary as 
Transport NI was consulted and has no objections to the proposal in relation to road 
safety.  
 
An objection was received in relation to Drawing No. 05, its inaccuracies and how it is 
based on guess work rather than survey data. This plan is used to demonstrate how 
the proposal will sit within the street context. The plans have been drawn by an 
architect and I have no reason to distrust the finished floor levels and ridge heights 
which demonstrate how the proposal relates to the existing properties at Seafront 
Road.  
 

 
9.   Conclusion  
The proposal has been considered having regard to all the material considerations, 
the relevant planning policies and comments from objectors and consultees. I am 
content that the proposal complies with planning policy as the character of the ATC 
will be maintained and there will be no adverse impacts on residential amenity. I 
therefore recommend that planning permission is granted. 

 
10.    Recommendation 

Grant Planning Permission 
 



 

 
11.    Conditions  
 

1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 5 
years from the date of this permission. 

 
           Reason: As required by Section 61 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 
           2011. 
 

2. Prior to the occupation of the dwelling hereby approved, the windows 
highlighted in green on Drawing Nos.03B and 04B bearing the date stamp 1st 
November 2017, shall comprise of obscure glazing.  The obscure glazing shall 
be retained in perpetuity thereafter.   
 
Reason:  To protect residential amenity. 
 

      3.   The existing hedges, as shown on the approved plan 02 date stamped 20th       
March 2017, shall be retained at a minimum height of 1.5metres and shall be 
augmented where necessary. 

 
         Reason: To ensure the maintenance of screening to the site. 
 

4.    All hard and soft landscape works shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved plan Drawing No. 07 bearing the date stamp 20th March 2018 and 
the appropriate British Standard or other recognised Codes of Practise. The 
works shall be carried out during the first available planting season following 
occupation of the dwelling.  
 
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high 
standard of landscape. 
 

5.   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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          ITEM 4.2 
Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2018/0137/F 

Proposal 

 
Extension to the previous approval for Project 24 – to 
extend temporary approval by further two years to 24 
April 2019 
 

Location 

 
Lands between 12 and 35 Queen’s Parade Bangor  
(Bangor Central DEA) 
 

Committee Interest 
 
Council Application 
 

Validated March 2018 

Summary 

 Further extension to previous 2-year approval to retain 
pods in place until April 2019 
 

 No objections; 
 
 No consultation required; 
 
 Complies with planning policy 

 
 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment Item 4.2a -  Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 
Application Ref: LA06/2018/0137/F DEA:  Bangor Central 
Proposal: 
 
24 month temporary permission to erect 6 Urban Art Pods with associated community 
gardens and landscape features  - Variation of Condition No. 1 of planning approval 
W/2015/0007/F (Variation of Condition 1 of permission W/2012/0423/F to extend temporary 
permission for 6 urban art pods by a further 2 years) from ‘The Development, hereby 
permitted, shall be removed and the land restored to its former condition on or before 24th 
April 2017’, to ‘The Development, hereby permitted, shall be removed and the land restored 
to its former condition on or before 24th April 2019’. 
 
Location: 
‘Project 24’ - Lands between 12 and 35 Queen’s Parade Bangor 
 
Applicant:  
Ards and North Down Borough Council 
 

Agent: 

Date Valid: 01/03/2018 ES Requested: No 
Date last Advertised: 15/03/2018 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 05/03/2018 
Consultations: No 
Representations: No 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 

The main issues to consider in the determination of this application are the design of 
the proposal and the impact on the draft Area of Townscape Character.  
 
 
 
 
Case Officer: Clare Davey 

Email: clare.davey@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 on the southern side of Queens Parade Bangor. The previous 
gravelled car park area has been transformed through the introduction of 6 Art Pods, 
and landscaping into an event space and a community garden, known as Project 24 
and The Hub. The site is open along its frontage with Queens Parade that runs along 
the northern side of the site.  There is a car park on opposite site of road at Marine 
Gardens abutting the Marina. 
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The buildings to the east of the application site are vacant and in disrepair. They form 
part of a terrace 2.5 storey in height with 2 storey rear returns. To the west of the site 
there is another terrace of buildings 3 storey in height with 2 storey rear returns. The 
rear of the site has no delineated boundary apart from a few large boulders separating 
the site from a car park area to the rear. 
 
The pods are arranged around landscaped amenity areas. The 6 pods are arranged in 
2 sets of 3 in a semi-circular pattern.  A 20 x 10m canopied event space (the Hub) is 
also located within the site in a central position to the rear (south).  To the western side 
of the hub is a grassed area with picnic tables and to the east is a small community 
garden space with a central area of grass surrounded with landscaped borders.   
 

 
2.   Site Location Plan 
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3.   Planning History 
 
W/2012/0423/F - 24 month temporary permission to erect 6 Urban Art Pods with 
associated community gardens and landscape features.  Permission Granted 
25.04.2013 
 
W/2015/0007/F – Variation of Condition 1 of permission W/2012/0423/F to extend 
temporary permission for 6 urban art pods by a further 2 years.  Permission Granted 
19.05.2015 
 
W/2014/0199/F – Aluminium framed structure with PVC roof to be erected over an 
event space at the centre of ‘Project 24’, a public space used for community 
engagement through art. The Structure is intended to provide shelter for events held 
by and on behalf of the Council.  Permission Granted 23.06.2014 
 
LA06/2016/0885/F – Variation of Condition No. 01 of planning approval W/2014/0199/F 
(Aluminium framed structure with PVC roof to be erected over an event space at the 
centre of ‘Project 24’, a public space used for community engagement through art. The 
Structure is intended to provide shelter for events held by and on behalf of the Council) 
from ‘The permission hereby granted shall be for limited period of 2 years only and shall 
expire on 30th June 2016. The land shall be restored to its former condition within 5 
weeks from the date the structure is removed.’ To ‘The permission hereby granted shall 
be for a limited period of 5 years only and the structure hereby approved shall be 
removed from the site on or before 30th June 2019’.  Permission Granted 04.10.2016 
 

 
4.   Planning Policy Framework  
 

 North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 
 Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 
 Strategic Planning Policy Statement 
 PPS 2 Natural Heritage 
 PPS 6 (Addendum) Areas of Townscape Character  
 PPS 8 Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 

 
5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 
N/A 

 
6.   Consultations  
No consultations required 

 
7.   Consideration and Assessment 
 
Decisions must be taken in accordance with the provisions of the Local Development 
Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  However, until the Council 
adopts its new Local Development Plan, most planning applications will continue to be 
assessed against the provisions of the Department of the Environment’s Development 
Plans, the SPSS and Planning Policy Statements (PPSs) which contain the main 
operational planning policies for the consideration of development proposals. 
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North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995  
 
Site located within settlement limit of Bangor. 
 

Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (dBMAP) 
 

 Site is located within the settlement limit of Bangor; 
 Site within Bangor Town Centre (BR 36) and Primary Retail Core (BR37); 
 Site within Bangor Central Area of Townscape Character (BR 42).  

 
BR 36 Bangor Town Centre and BR 37 Primary Retail Core 37 
 
Policy for the control of development in the Town Centre and Primary Retail Core is 
outlined in Policy R1 of the draft plan.  
 
Policy R1 Retailing in Town Centres states that planning permission will be granted 
for retail development in all town and city centres. 
 
This is existing development which attracts people into the town centre and 
encompasses a retailing element as the artisans in residence sell their product to the 
general public direct from the pods.  It is therefore considered that the proposed 
retention of the pods complies with the designations in the draft plan.    
 
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 
 
Town Centres and Retailing 

The SPPS directs that a town centre first approach be adopted in relation to retail 
development.    

The principle of development is established as the artists’ pods have the benefit of 
previous temporary planning approvals and this application seeks to continue this use.  
The site is operated by Ards and North Down Borough Council and has brought a 
previously vacant plot in a premier position within Bangor town centre back into an 
attractive use.  The pods are occupied by artists who then sell their work to the public 
direct from them.  It is therefore considered that the use already established complies 
with the principle of retailing in the town centre along with a cultural element which 
fosters a sense of community and place as it is also associated with an events space 
and community garden.   

PPS2 Natural Heritage  

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 is not likely to have 
a significant effect on the features, conservation objectives or status of any of these 
sites. 

Planning Policy Statement 6 (Addendum), Areas of Townscape Character 
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Policy ATC2 - New Development in an Area of Townscape Character 
 
This application is for the retention of an already approved use of land providing for 
accommodation in the form of pods (modular type buildings) for artisans to work in and 
then sell their product to the public.  It is not therefore considered that the continued 
retention of this existing development for a period of another year shall have an adverse 
impact on the appearance of the ATC.  The existing development has brought a 
previously vacant site into an attractive community and public use.  There is not 
considered to be any harm to trees, archaeological or other landscape features as a 
result of this proposal. 
  
Planning Policy Statement 8: Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation  
 
Policy OS 1 - Protection of Open Space 
 
The pods are part of a wider scheme known as Project 24 which is a community arts 
and events scheme.  The project supports local artists within the borough and also 
provides a useable area of open space within the town centre to host events for the 
local community and tourists etc.  It is considered that the retention of the pods for 
another year is compatible with the open space policies as the area of open space shall 
be retained. 
 

 
8.   Consideration of Representations 
 
No representations were received.   
 

 
9.   Conclusion  
 
The proposal has been considered having regard to the relevant development plans, 
all material planning considerations and the relevant planning policies.  The proposal 
will not cause any harm to the appearance of the Area of Townscape Character and is 
deemed acceptable in terms of scale, nature and form appropriate to its location.  As 
the structures are temporary and that this approval seeks to vary the period of time, 
another time limit condition will be applied to the approval. 
 
Having weighed all the considerations, it is recommended that this application proceeds 
by way of an approval of planning permission subject to the condition outlined below.    
 

 
10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission 
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11.    Conditions 
 

Conditions  

1. The development, hereby permitted, shall be removed and the land restored to 
its former condition on or before 24th April 2019.   

           Reason: Time Limit. 

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. 

 

 



          ITEM 4.3 
Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2018/0110/F 

Proposal 

 
Development of 351 residential units and road 
improvements - Variation of a particular condition relating 
to when necessary road works should be completed by 
 

Location 

Former Juvenile Justice Services Centre site (169 
Rathgael Road) and surrounding lands which lie to N of 
Rathgael Road and W of Rathgael Road/Balloo 
Road/Newtownards Road roundabout junction, Bangor 
 
(Holywood & Clandeboye DEA) 
 

Committee Interest 
 
Planning Committee approved previous application 
 

Validated February 2018 

Summary 

 Original approval attached condition requiring delivery 
of road improvement works prior to commencement of 
development of the dwellings; 

 
 Variation sought to enable road improvement works to 

be completed prior to occupation of the dwellings; 
 

 Required to deal with other road diversion in place 
whilst Phoenix Gas undertakes work – otherwise 
development stalled until mid-August and knock-on 
economic impact on building company/jobs; 

 
 Transport NI has no objections and considers: 

 acceptable to vary the condition to ‘’shall be 
occupied’’ as it is anticipated that the actual house-
building process will mostly involve construction 
vehicle movements within the site itself; 

 impact upon the public road in the vicinity, which is 
currently being improved in terms of the widening 
of Rathgael Road, should be mostly confined to 
delivery traffic and worker’s transport; 

 
 One objection received – dealt with by reasoning for 

proposal as advised by Transport NI 
 

 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment Item 4.3a -  Case Officer Report 
 



 

Development Management Case Officer Report 
 
Application Ref: LA06/2018/0110/F DEA:  Holywood & Clandeboye 
Proposal 
Development of 351 residential units (321 dwellings and 30 apartments), landscaping, 
car parking, access arrangements and highway infrastructure improvements 
comprising widening of the Rathgael Road along the site frontage, construction of a 
right-hand turn lane into the site, capacity improving works to the 
Newtownards/Rathgael Road roundabout and all associated site works. (Reduction in 
density from the 690 units approved under W/2008/0749/O)  
 
 
Variation of Condition 17 relating to Application ref LA06/2016/0596/F for 351 
residential units from:  
 
'The Private Streets (Northern Ireland) Order 1980 as amended by the Private Streets 
(Amendment) (Northern Ireland) Order 1992. No other development hereby permitted 
shall be commenced until the following works necessary for the improvement of a 
public road have been completed in accordance with the details outlined in blue on 
Drawing Nos. LA06/2016/0596/160B, 161B and 162 bearing the date stamp 18th May 
2017: Provision of right turning lanes to each of the proposed development access 
points onto Rathgael Road as shown on Drawing Nos. LA06/2016/0596/160B and 
161B bearing the date stamp 18th May 2017. Widening of the Rathgael Road along 
the site frontage, to provide an additional traffic lane on the approach to the 
Newtownards Road/Rathgael Road/Balloo Road roundabout and a 2.0 metre wide 
footway as indicated on Drawing No. LA06/2016/0596/160B bearing the date stamp 
18th May 2017. Extension of the existing right turn lane from Belfast Road into 
Rathgael Road as indicated on Drawing No. LA06/2016/0596/162 bearing the date 
stamp 18th May 2017. The Council 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)"  
 
so that Sentence 2 now reads: 
 
‘No dwelling shall be occupied until the following works necessary for the 
improvement of a public road have been completed in accordance with the details 
outlined in blue on Drawing Nos. LA06/2016/0596/160B, 161B and 162 bearing the 
date stamp 18th May 2017: Provision of right turning lanes to each of the proposed 
development access points onto Rathgael Road as shown on Drawing Nos. 
LA06/2016/0596/160B and 161B bearing the date stamp 18th May 2017.’ 
 
Location 
Former Juvenile Justice Services Centre site (169 Rathgael Road) and surrounding 
lands which lie to the north of the Rathgael Road and west of the Rathgael 
Road/Balloo Road/Newtownards Road roundabout junction, Bangor 
 
 
 
 



 

Applicant: Lagan Homes (Rathgael) 
Ltd 

Agent: TSA Planning, 20 May Street, 
 Belfast 

Date Valid: 14/02/2018 ES Requested: No 
Date last Advertised: 01/03/2018 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 15/02/2018 
Consultations: Yes 
Consultee Response 
DFI TransportNI - Downpatrick Office No objections to this proposal 
Representations: Yes 
Letters of Support: 0 
Letters of Objection: One letter of objection received 
Petitions: 0 
 
Summary of Main Issues: 

 
 This application must be determined by the Planning Committee in line with the 

Scheme of Delegation as it is associated with a major application that has been 
previously determined by the Planning Committee under Ref LA06/2016/0596/F.  
 

 The application is seeking a variation of Condition 17 of LA06/2016/0596/F from 
requiring delivery of road improvement works to be completed ‘prior to 
commencement’ of development to ‘prior to occupation’ of any dwellings. 
 

 Transport NI has been consulted and has offered no objections. 
 

 One letter of objection received regarding the traffic disruption which will be caused 
by developing such a large number of dwellings prior to the road improvement 
works being completed. 

 

The above issues will be considered in this report. 
 

Case Officer: Christine Hamilton 

Email: Christine.hamilton@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 on the northern side of Rathgael Road and on the western side of 
Newtownards Road in Bangor. 
 
The south western portion of the site previously housed the Juvenile Justice Centre. 
The site is presently being cleared in preparation for construction. 
 

 The site is whiteland within the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995; 
 Within settlement development limit for Bangor (Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area 

Plan 2015 (BMAP); 
 Majority of site zoned for housing - Zoning BR 04/05 (draft BMAP); 
 Remaining areas in the SE and NW corners of site designated as a Site of 

Local Nature Conservation Importance (BR 17/04) and Area of Constraint on 
Mineral Developments and a Local Landscape Policy Area (BR 28).  

 

 

 
2.   Site Location Plan 
 

 
 



 

3.   Planning History 
Any relevant planning history is detailed at back of report 

 
4.   Planning Policy Framework  
Relevant planning policy framework as follows: 
 
 North Down & Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 
 Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 

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

 
 Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 
 Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement & Parking 
 

 
5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 
Relevant supplementary planning guidance: DCAN 15: Vehicular Access Standards  
 

 
6.   Consultations  
Consultee Response 
DFI Transport NI No objection to this proposal 

 
7.   Consideration and Assessment 
The proposal is seeking full planning permission for the variation of Condition 17 
relating to Application ref LA06/2016/0596/F for 351 residential units from:  
 
'….No other development hereby permitted shall be commenced..’ to  
 
‘No dwelling shall be occupied…’ in respect of when necessary works to the public 
road have been completed. 
 
The original planning approval is for full planning permission for 351no.residential units 
(LA06/2016/0596/F). 
 
The SPPS sets out the guiding principle relating to the grant / refusal of development 
which is contained within paragraph 3.8. This states that sustainable development 
should be permitted, having regard to the development plan and all other material 
considerations unless the proposed development will cause demonstrable harm to 
interests of acknowledged importance. I am satisfied that the proposal complies with 
the key design considerations and is therefore in conformity with the Plan. 
 
Submitted reasoning for the application has been submitted and confirmed by 
Transport NI which has advised that no traffic management can take place on the 
Rathgael Road between March and mid-August 2018 as it is being used as an 
approved diversion route for Phoenix Gas which is undertaking works to the 
Ballysallagh Road. On this basis the developer is unable to begin construction of the 



 

development until mid-August 2018 when traffic management is permitted on the 
Rathgael Road.  
 
The agent states that delaying the build programme for this length of time would have 
serious ramifications and cost implications for the building company. In order to 
overcome this and ensure no potential breach of planning control occurs, the applicant 
requires the wording of Condition 17 to be amended to allow development to begin on 
site without pre-commencement of the road improvements to the public road. 
 
Transport NI (TNI) was consulted and offers no objection to varying the condition.  
TNI considers it is: 

 acceptable to vary the condition to ‘’shall be occupied’’ as it is anticipated that 
the actual house-building process will mostly involve construction vehicle 
movements within the site itself; 

 impact upon the public road in the vicinity, which is currently being improved in 
terms of the widening of Rathgael Road, should be mostly confined to delivery 
traffic and worker’s transport.  

 

Therefore, TNI considers on balance there is no present justification for any restriction 
on commencing construction of dwellings. The proposal will therefore not prejudice 
road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic and therefore complies with 
all policy criteria.  
 

 
8.   Consideration of Representations 
One letter of objection has been received raising concerns as follows: 

 traffic disruption and associated risks to road safety will be caused by developing 
such a large number of dwellings prior to the road improvement works being 
completed; 

 Original condition clear and instituted due to impact of the development on 
existing road structure; 

 No new evidence has been submitted for this amendment. 
 
TNI is the statutory body responsible for assessing road safety and the efficient and 
safe movement of traffic and following detailed explanation for the reasoning, has 
offered no objection to the proposed amended condition. 

 
 
9.   Conclusion  

 
Full planning permission recommended as variation of condition will not prejudice road 
safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic or impact on the previous 
approval for housing.  

 
 

10.    Recommendation 
 
Grant Planning Permission 
 

 



 

11.    Conditions 
 

If granted, all the original conditions attached to the previous approval, granted by 
Planning Committee at its meeting of 5 September 2017 will be attached, with the 
variation of condition 17 as specified. 

 



 

Annex 1 
 
Relevant Planning History 
Reference LA06/2016/0596/O 
Location Former Juvenile Justice Services Centre site (169 Rathgael Road) and 

surrounding lands which lie to the north of the Rathgael Road and west of the 
Rathgael Road/Balloo Road/Newtownards Road roundabout junction, Bangor 

Proposal Development of 351 residential units (321 dwellings and 30 apartments), 
landscaping, car parking, access arrangements and highway infrastructure 
improvements comprising widening of the Rathgael Road along the site 
frontage, construction of a right-hand turn lane into the site, capacity improving 
works to the Newtownards/Rathgael Road roundabout and all associated site 
works. (Reduction in density from the 690 units approved under 
W/2008/0749/O) 

Decision Outline permission granted – 23/10/2017 
 
Reference W/2003/1077/O 
Location Former Juvenile Justice Services Centre site 
Proposal Residential development, day nursery and associated site works 
Decision Outline permission granted – 20/01/2005 
 
Reference W/2008/0749/O 
Location Former Juvenile Justice Services Centre site 
Proposal Site for new residential neighbourhood, incorporating mixed dwelling units, local 

retailing, community building, public open space, play areas, habitat restoration, 
underground and surface car parking, private communal open space, 
pedestrian and cycle paths, access and improvements to Rathgael Road and 
associated site works 

Decision Outline permission granted – 27/05/2010 
 
Reference LA06/2016/0182/F 
Location Lands at 182 Rathgael Road, Bangor  
Proposal Housing development incorporating open space, landscaping and ancillary site 

works.  
Variation of Condition 6 of planning approval W/2005/0608/O from  
"The development hereby approved shall not be occupied until the following 
roadworks to the public road have been fully completed in accordance with 
details to be submitted to and approved by the Department: Widening of the 
Rathgael Rd on the opposite side from the site frontage from a point approx 150 
metres west of the proposed access to the Rathgael Rd / Newtownards Rd / 
Balloo Rd Roundabout to give an additional traffic lane, new 2.0m footway and 
right turn pocket at access point to the site. (As generally indicated on drg 5488-
SK11 bearing date stamp 30 August 2006). A scheme for the comprehensive 
signalisation of the Rathgael Rd / Newtownards Rd / Balloo Rd Roundabout as 
generally indicated on sketch SK C012 bearing the date stamp 30 August 
2006."  
to "No more than 50 dwellings shall be occupied until the following road works 
have been fully completed in accordance with details to be submitted to and 
approved by the Council: Improvements to the site access along the Rathgael 
Road. A scheme for the improvement of the Newtownards Road/Rathgael Road 
roundabout". 

Decision Full permission granted – 06/04/2017 
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ITEM 5  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 01 May 2018 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 18 April 2018 

File Reference Planning Committee 

Legislation Planning Act (NI) 2011 

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☒             No     ☐        Not Applicable  ☐ 

Subject Update on Planning Appeals 

Attachments none 
 
Decisions 
 
1. There have been no new appeal decisions since the previous report. 
 
New Appeals Lodged 
 
2. The following 2 appeals were lodged with the Planning Appeals Commission on 3 

April  2018, and 6 April respectively: 
 
 

Appeal reference:  2018/A0001 
Application Reference: LA06/2016/0207/F 
Appeal by:   Mr C S Pearson 
Subject of Appeal: 180m north west of 108 Ballybarnes Road, 

Newtownards 
Location: Retrospective application for retention of 

agricultural shed 
 
 
Appeal reference:  2018/A0004  
Application Reference: LA06/2017/0227/F 
Appeal by:   Barry & Margaret MacDonald  
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Subject of Appeal: Amended proposals for that previously approved 
under LA06/2016/0189/F for a new dwelling with 
attached garage 

Location: 31a Old Quay Road, Holywood (formerly known as 
site 28m south of 33 Old Quay Road, Holywood)  

 
 

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

 
 
Recommendation:  That members note the content of this report. 

http://www.pacni.gov.uk/
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ITEM 6  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 01 May 2018 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 18 April 2018 

File Reference RDP27 

Legislation       

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☐         No     ☐        Other  ☐ 

If other, please add comment below:  
      

Subject Update on the Planning Monitoring Framework 

Attachments Item 6a - Response from CE to Peter May 
Item 6b - Response from Solace to Peter May 
Item 6c - Response from Ald Fletcher to Peter May 
Item 6d - Response from Peter May to Solace 
Item 6e - Response from Peter May to Chief Executive 
Item 6f - Response from Peter May to Chair 

 
Council will be aware of the report on the Planning Monitoring Framework, previously 
brought to Planning Committee February 2018.  It was agreed the Chair of Planning 
Committee and Chief Executive would write to the Permanent Secretary of the 
Department of Infrastructure detailing Council’s thoughts and concerns on the 
proposed new Planning Monitoring Framework the Department proposes to 
introduce.  Solace also wrote a letter to the Department (copies of these are 
enclosed).   
 
The Chair and Chief Executive have received responses, these are attached.  The 
Permanent Secretary has also written back to Solace, outlining that the Department 
feels it is important to keep the momentum going on the project and has commenced 
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the gathering of data.  Solace has requested the Department not to implement the 
collating of data and for an urgent meeting with the Chief Planner in the Department. 
A further report will be provided post this meeting. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the Committee notes the content of this report 



























Newry Mourne & Down.  

The key issues:-  

1. General Comment - The Council welcomes the proposed framework as a 
mechanism to support continuous improvement in Planning. The Council also 
considers the framework as being essential for assisting in embedding a 
performance improvement culture as a key requirement of the Council's Duty 
of Performance (Local Government Act 2014)  

2. The Council previously submitted a response to an early version of the draft 
framework in June 2017 and although some of its concerns appear to be have 
been addressed, there are a number of issues the Council would wish to 
raise. These are set-out below:  

3. The framework does not make reference to the General Duty of Performance. 
This constitutes an overarching and strategic responsibility for LG and 
operational based framework should therefore be aligned accordingly.  

4. The Council would question the meaningfulness of Indicators 1 & 2 given that 
different timetables have been agreed across each of the 11 District Councils 
for the preparation of their respective LDPs. For example, some District 
Councils have launched their LDP before the Community Plan, others have 
jointly launched them, whereas others have done this after the launch of the 
Community Plan. The net result is that there is no definition of what good 
performance is therefore comparisons would not be appropriate.  

5. The Council would question the robustness of Indicator 3 as the processing of 
Major applications is often dependent upon the input of key statutory partners 
therefore processing times are not exclusively within the control of LG. 
Volumes of Major applications also tend to be very low when compared to 
Local applications therefore this can skew overall performance. The Council 
would welcome a differentiation between legacy cases (where LG has had no 
impact upon performance) and those which have been receipted since the 1 
April 2015.  

6. The Council would welcome Indicators 4 & 5.  
7. The Council would question the meaningfulness of Indicator 6 as different 

District Councils will operate different levels of delegated authority as per their 
respective Schemes of Delegation. Therefore, performance comparisons are 
not appropriate and question the need to collect this performance information.  

8. The Council would question the requirement for Indicator 7 as Elected 
Members hold primacy in respect of Council policy and decision-making. This 
may (at times) involve not accepting the recommendations of Council 
Officials.  

9. The Council would question the need to collect performance information 
relating to Indicators 8 & 9 as it is not clear what decisions (if any) this 
performance information would support. This information could easily be 
obtained via Freedom of Information requests therefore it is not necessary to 
include as a routine Indicator.  

10. The Council would question the appropriateness of Indicators 10 & 11 as 
these are solely dependent upon local priorities and arrangements as 
established by each individual Council. Therefore, performance comparisons 
across Councils are not suitable.  

11. The Council would be concerned with Indicator 12 in relation to the prescribed 
outcomes. Many of the outcomes are subject to external influences which are 
beyond the control of LG.  



Newry Mourne & Down.  

12. The Council welcomes the proposal to produce a Chief Planner's Report. It is 
critical that data is presented in such a format so as to assist key 
stakeholders, including the public, in understanding overall performance.  

13. General comment - The Council would be concerned with the potential 
resource implications of collecting these additional indicators and in particular 
would seek clarification regarding the additional functionality that may be 
required of the replacement Planning Portal system to support this. The 
Council would also welcome the proposed publication date of September 
which correlates with the legislative timescale to publish the annual self-
assessment of performance (Duty of Performance).  
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Comments re Planning Monitoring Framework 
  
Background: 
 
In June 2017, Members of Fermanagh and Omagh District Council agreed a response to the 
Department for Infrastructure’s (DfI) draft Planning Performance Framework.  The framework 
set out a number of proposals for a planning performance management framework for 
Northern Ireland, including suggested indicators and definitions, timescales and other matters 
for consideration.  
 
In its response to the performance framework, the Council raised a number of concerns and 
in particular, that the performance indicators did not measure performance and did not reflect 
the indicator it was intended to measure.  Concern was also expressed that different 
performance measures were applied to applications to be processed by the Department and 
those processed by Councils.   
 
A continuous improvement working group, which included officials from the 11 Councils was 
set up, to consider and agree a framework. The current Planning Monitoring Framework 
follows the consideration of the responses received to the consultation and the work of the 
continuous improvement working group. 
 
Current Draft: 
 
Disappointingly, it is noted that there is very little change from the current framework and that 
published back in May 2017.   
There is also a mix between indicators on what we understand to be requirements (e.g. if the 
Council has published a Statement of Community Involvement or allow the public to speak at 
Planning Committee) and what could genuinely be described as performance measures (e.g. 
processing times).  There surely should be scope for this to be revisited to make it as relevant 
as possible. 
 
The framework has been renamed from a planning performance framework to planning 
monitoring framework.  This seems to be as a result of concerns raised by the Council and 
members of the working group that the indicators, such as the number of planning 
applications determined under delegated powers, did not measure actual performance but 
provided information on how applications were processed within Council.  

 
The general consensus across Councils remains that the Framework as proposed does little 
to drive improvement, and the benefits of many of the indicators are unclear. 
 
Indicators 1 and 2  
These are Local Development Plan indicators – but are typically Yes/No answers.   
We would query the relevance of this being monitored in this way. 
 
Indicators 3.1 and 3.2 
 
Indicator 3.1 considers the average processing time for major applications, excluding those 
requiring an environmental statement.   
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The Council had previously raised concerns in its previous response that the target applied to 
Councils was less favourable than that applied to the Department as it did not take account of 
applications subject to an environmental statement.  

 
Indicator 3.2 measures the average time taken to determine major applications requiring an 
environmental statement. However, this is not in accordance with the indicator set for the 
Department where the processing target is only applied to applications which have been 
subject to pre-application discussion.  Any request for further environmental information will 
extend the target by 30 weeks on receipt of the information.   
We would again request that indicators 3, 3.1 and 3.2 should therefore be amended to reflect 
Indicator 13 and that the Councils and Department are treated in the same way. 
 
Indicator 3.5 
Indicator 3.5 includes the number of major legacy applications. As Fermanagh and Omagh 
District Council has successfully processed all its major legacy application, this indicator in 
not relevant.  

Indicator 7 

Indicator 7 which previously related to the number of Committee decisions made against 
officer recommendation, now includes the number of applications taken to Committee and will 
be expressed as a percentage.   

The Council had previously expressed concern that the overturning of officer decisions did not 
reflect quality but was Council exercising its planning powers and taking responsibility for 
making planning decisions.  

Indicator 10  

This relates to whether or not speaking rights are permitted at the Planning Committee – it is 
understood this is a requirement of the legislation, so why is it being monitored? 

Indicator 12 and Timescales etc. 

With the exception of indicator 12, data on the indicators will be collected from the 1 April this 
year on a quarterly basis but will not be published.  Publication of the new indicators will not 
take place until July 2019, the aim being to fine tune the collection and reporting of data 
through the working group.  A draft visualisation of the framework reporting format has been 
attached to provide Council with an idea of how the indicators will be presented.  Each 
Council will receive its own report.   Again, the relevance of some of these sub-categories is 
questionable.   

Information on Indicator 12, will not be reported upon, or published during 2018-19. Council 
had previously requested in its June 2017 response that these indicators be removed as 
much of the information was not readily or easily available and would need to be extracted 
manually.  The intention is that Councils will have this year to establish the monitoring 
systems necessary to capture this information with a view to reporting from April 2019.  
Council recognises that much of this information is needed to progress the local development 
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plan and for monitoring purposes but is still concerned that this information is not easily 
captured and will require significant manual collection of data. 

The Department will continue to publish information on the official statistics on a quarterly and 
yearly basis. This includes our performance against the 3 statutory performance targets – 
processing time for major and local applications and enforcement.   

 



Antrim & Newtownabbey Borough Council 

Indicator 4 
We note the suggestion in indicator 4 that a “householder application” category of 
development be incorporated into targets. Whilst we have no particular issue with 
this suggestion we would ask that the suggested target be amended to “circa 8-10 
weeks”.  This would provide some scope for further discussion should the Department 
agree with this suggestion.  
 
Indicator 12 
As with all other Councils we consider this indicator is premature.  There are detailed 
matters that need to resolved per the comments in particular as regards affordable 
housing.  In addition we would suggest text along the following lines is also included. 
 
The collation of the information suggested will cause resource difficulties at a time 
when many Councils are seeking to progress their new LDPs. Ultimately the need for 
much of this information in the form suggested is premature and it is should not be 
required until there has been more detailed discussion as to what is actually required 
and how it can reasonably and efficiently be collated.  This may need to await the 
delivery of new Council Plans and the introduction of a new Planning IT system. 
 
With specific reference to data collection suggested on retail/office and industrial 
floorspace this information on its own may be meaningless. What may actually be 
needed is a system that considers the amount and location of new floorspace built 
combined with an analysis of what has been lost.  This would entail significantly more 
work than simple data collection with consequent resource 
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ITEM 7  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committeel 

Date of Meeting 01 May 2018 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 23 April 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 LDP Steering Group and Consultation Group  

Attachments       
 
As members will recall, the governance arrangements for the Local Development 
Plan were presented and approved by Council in November 2017.  An update on the 
Terms of Reference for a high-level co-ordinating body, a group known as the ‘LDP 
Steering Group’ was discussed at Planning Committee in April 2018.   
 
Planning Committee agreed to defer the decision for discussion at the Group Party 
Leaders’ meeting, and a paper then to be brought to April Council.  The discussion 
has subsequently taken place and considering this, officers have reviewed the 
governance arrangements. 
 
In order to ensure appropriate governance arrangements are in place, as well as 
suitable cross council consultation arrangements regarding input to the LDP, it is 
proposed to put in place two groups as follows: 
 
(i) LPD steering group (as agreed by Council November 2017).  
Membership:   Planning Committee 
Purpose:         The group shall provide overall steering governance with regard to 
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progress, timetabling and actions to address any policy and resource gaps.  
Determining proposed changes to planning policy based on detailed considerations 
from the Consultation Group (as detailed below). 
 
(ii) LDP Consultation Group 
Membership:  shall consist of 11 elected members (10 via d’hondt and one 
independent) and relevant Heads of Service.   
The group shall take place in a workshop type format so that informal discussion can 
take place. 
Purpose:     The group shall allow for cross council engagement in discussions, 
getting input and buy-in into the stages of the LDP process and content of 
associated plan documents.   
 
Members are aware that the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) incorporating strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) shall test alternative options and shall be 
presented in parallel to the LDP.  
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that Members agree to the LDP Steering and Consultation Group 
as detailed above.   
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