
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
 

29 June 2020 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
You are hereby invited to attend a virtual meeting of the Planning Committee of the 
Ards and North Down Borough Council on Tuesday 07 July 2020 commencing at 
6.00pm. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Stephen Reid 
Chief Executive 
Ards and North Down Borough Council 
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ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 
A virtual meeting of the Planning Committee was held on Tuesday, 16 June 2020 at 
6.00pm. 
 
PRESENT: 
  
In the Chair:  Councillor McClean   
  
Aldermen:  Gibson Keery 
   McDowell McIlveen 
             
Councillors:  Adair  McKee 
   Brooks  McRandal  
   Cathcart P Smith 
   Kennedy Thompson  
   McAlpine  
    
          
Officers: Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning (S 

McCullough), Head of Planning (A McCullough), Principal 
Professional and Technical Officers (G Kerr, L Maginn and C 
Barker), Business Technology Manager (C White), Democratic 
Services Manager (J Wilson) and Democratic Services Officers 
(M McElveen and R King) 

 

1. APOLOGIES 
 
Apologies were received from the Vice Chair, Councillor Cooper. 
 
NOTED. 
 

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
The Chairman sought Declarations of Interest at this stage. There were no 
Declarations of Interest at this stage. 
 
NOTED.  
 

3. PLANNING APPLICATIONS   
 
3.1 LA06/2019/0056/F – Change of use from 2 storage units to 2 non – food 
retail units including new shop fronts, new render finish to external walls and 
increased height to front and side parapet walls, rear of 51-53 High Street, 
Bangor 
(Appendix I)  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report.  
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DEA: Bangor Central 
Committee Interest: Called-in by Councillor Cathcart 
Proposal: Change of Use from 2 storage units to 2 non-food retail units including 
new shopfronts, new render finish to external walls and increased height to front and 
side parapet walls 
Site Location: To the rear of 51-53 High Street, Bangor 
Recommendation: Refuse Planning Permission  
 
The Principal Professional and Technical Officer outlined the above planning 
application advising the Committee that the proposal was for a change of use from 2 
storage units to 2 non-food retail units including new shopfronts, new render finish to 
external walls and increased height to front and side parapet walls.  
  
No letters of objection had been received in relation to the proposal. The Officer 
showed the Committee a slide of the site location. 
 

The site was located at the rear of 51-53 High Street, Bangor, lying directly adjacent 
to Holborn Road carpark. It was sited to the rear of the commercial shopping area in 
High Street which accessed existing retail units and public house along High Street. 
The character of the surrounding area was mixed with commercial/retail fronting onto 
High Street with predominantly residential in the streets behind. The majority 
of commercial uses within the area fronted on to the main streets within the town 
centre.  
  

A further slide showed that the units fronted onto an existing car park at Holborn 
Avenue. They did not have frontage onto the street. There was no internal 
connection between the units and the building at 51-53 High Street which fronted 
onto the street which housed a guitar shop and take-out pizza restaurant. The site 
was accessed via pedestrian links through an arcade building on High Street, an 
alley way alongside Jenny Watts pub and access off the car park.     
 
It was advised that the first two photographs were taken at the time of the case 
officer’s visit. 
 
At a more recent visit last week, it was noted that development had commenced on 
an adjoining unit. There was no record of this unit having had the benefit of any 
recent planning permission and enforcement officers were investigating the matter. It 
should therefore not be assumed that as this development was ongoing on this unit 
that this was an endorsement of this type of development at this location and that a 
precedent had been set. 
 
The following slides showed the proposed works to the building requiring works to 
make them more suitable for retailing. Members should note that existing units along 
the frontage of High Street had rear spaces for unsightly bins etc. hidden from street 
view. With the proposed blocking off of the rear access to the existing rear yard one 
would question where such refuse bins etc. would be located – possibly in front of 
the units thereby creating an even less favourable appearance to the area. 
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The site was within the town centre and shopping core within North Down and Ards 
Area Plan (NDAAP) 1984 – 1995, the shopping core within Bangor Town Centre 
Plan (BTCP) and Bangor town centre.  
  
A further slide showed the site’s location in relation to draft BMAP. The site was 
within Bangor town centre and an area of parking restraint but outside the Primary 
Retail Core. No objections were received in respect of the proposed Town Centre, or 
the Primary Retail Core and it seemed likely that if and, when BMAP was lawfully 
adopted, a Bangor Town Centre designation including a Primary Retail Core would 
be included and accordingly significant weight was being placed on those 
designations.  
  
The SPPS which was introduced in September 2015 and was a more recent policy 
that the older area plans, operates a town centres first approach for the location of 
future retailing and other main town centre uses.  
  

Paragraph 6.280 states that a sequential test should be applied to planning 
applications for main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre and are not 
in accordance with an up-to-date LDP. Applications must be considered in the 
following order of preference - Primary Retail Core, Town Centres, edge of centre 
and out of centre locations and the proposal’s whole catchment must be considered.  
 
The officer showed further slides highlighting an application in Bingham Street, 
Bangor, which dated back to June 2018. It was an application for retrospective 
temporary change of use to Class A1 retail for temporary accommodation and was 
previously presented at Planning Committee recommending refusal of planning 
permission and endorsed by the Planning Committee. This was subsequently 
supported by the PAC when the application was dismissed at appeal.  This appeal 
was considered to be a significant material consideration in the determination of the 
application in question. 
  
Although the appeal site was outside of the shopping core within NDAAP and 
BTCP, it was also outside of the Primary Retail Core within draft BMAP.  The Officer 
felt that the appeal decision clearly set out how significant weight was attached to the 
designations within draft BMAP as it seemed likely that if and, when BMAP was 
lawfully adopted, a Primary Retail core would be included.   
  
It was important to note that the appeal decision also explained that NDAAP, BTCP 
and dBMAP could not be considered as up to date local development plans (LDP) in 
line with paragraph 6.280 of the SPPS and therefore a sequential test should be 
applied to planning applications for main town centre uses.  
  
Paragraph 6.282 of the SPPS stated that in the absence of a current and up-to-
date LDP, councils should require applicants to prepare an assessment of need 
which was proportionate to support their application.  This was requested and a 
supporting statement was submitted on behalf of the applicant. This statement did 
not provide a quantitative and qualitative assessment of need as set out in the SPPS 
or justify why this was a sequentially preferred site. The supporting statement did not 
detail that there were many vacant units within Bangor Primary Retail Core. Any 
potential occupiers for the retail units could rent existing vacant properties within the 



  PC.16.6.2020 PM
  
   

4 
 

PRC to improve and strengthen its existing retail function. Other vacant units would 
represent sequentially preferable sites.   
  
The units in question did not have frontage onto the main shopping street but were 
the rear of buildings which required alterations and the addition of shop fronts to 
make them suitable for retail. It was considered that this demonstrated that the units 
were not sequentially preferable for change of use to retail when there were vacant 
units within the PRC already suitable for retail use with no or minimal alterations 
required. Allowing retail units at this location would take shoppers away from the 
PRC.   
  
As set out in paragraph 6.280, where it was established that an alternative 
sequentially preferable site or sites exist within a proposal’s whole catchment, an 
application which proposed development on a less sequentially preferred site should 
be refused. It was considered that it had not been demonstrated that this was a 
sequentially preferred site for two retail units and therefore the proposal failed to 
comply with the SPPS.  
 
In summary, it was felt that by approving this proposal, it was the professional 
planning judgement that harm would be caused. A precedent could be set and it had 
already been shown that piecemeal development was taking place around this area 
with conversion of old garages which could be replicated in other areas outside a 
primary retail core. Development should be directed to existing units readily available 
for retail use with frontage onto existing shopping areas such as High Street which 
had the potential to become vibrant retail areas readily visible by pedestrians along a 
main road in the town centre. 
 
Temporary retail use had previously been refused and upheld by the PAC due to the 
harm it potentially would have caused to the PRC. It would therefore be inconsistent 
to then approve a permanent retail use for 2 units having the potential to cause long 
term harm to the Primary Retail Core (PRC) in Bangor. The recommendation was 
therefore to refuse planning permission.  
 
Members were invited to ask questions to the Officer. 
 
Alderman McIlveen noted that BMAP was only in draft format and felt it was unlikely 
to be adopted and questioned how much weight could continue to be applied to it. 
He also queried whether there could be a Primary Retail Core if there was no valid 
plan in place to signify that one existed. 
 
The Officer advised that it was only speculation that draft BMAP might not be 
adopted and as planning officers they had to be mindful of the guidance and 
direction given by the Chief Planning Officer for Northern Ireland in November 2019 
that despite speculation, draft BMAP was a material consideration and should be 
adhered to. That direction had been followed in the assessment of this proposal.  
 
The Officer added that the assessment of the application in question was justified by 
a recent appeal of the Bingham Street proposal. The PRC was mapped in draft 
BMAP and that had been taken into account in this assessment as a material 
consideration. She also pointed out that there had been no objections to the 
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designation of the PRC in draft BMAP when it went out for public consultation and 
that was also why determining weight had been placed on draft BMAP. 
 
Alderman McIlveen queried a sign for Holborn Tires that was pictured in one of the 
slides in the officer’s presentation. He asked if it could be assumed that the unit was 
used for commercial purposes previously. 
 
The officer advised that a search of the site showed that there was no planning 
history for the unit for commercial use and therefore the Planning Service had never 
approved any commercial activity from that unit. The photos in the previous slide 
indicated that the site had been abandoned for considerable time. 
 
Alderman McIlveen argued that the proposed site opening up on to a car park, which 
he felt were generally ‘dead zones’ that posed potential security risks, could 
therefore be of betterment to the area. He asked if that had been considered in the 
assessment of the application. 
 
The officer confirmed that it had been considered and it was felt that this 
development would not add to the vibrancy of the area. It was also not served by 
footpaths and opened directly on to a car park posing road safety concerns. 
 
Alderman McIllveen asked if there were other suitable buildings of a similar size in 
High Street. 
 
The officer advised that High Street was characterised by old terrace buildings and 
generally retailers felt they were too small with narrow frontage. The officer felt this 
was an opportunity to attract a quirky and diverse retail element to High Street. 
There was already evidence of this. 
 
The Chair, Councillor McClean, asked for further clarification on the similarities of the 
application in question and the previous failed application at Bingham Street. 
 
The officer explained that both were outside of the PRC. The Bingham Street 
applicant had already begun using the site for its intended commercial purpose as a 
barber shop, however it had only made an application in retrospect following 
enforcement. It was similar in that it was associated with the back streets of the main 
shopping area of Bangor and it was not a readily available unit for retail, but a 
portacabin that was placed on site. While that application was for an initial three year 
temporary use, the existing application at High Street was for permanent use and it 
therefore felt that could be even more harmful to the PRC. 
 
In response to a follow up question from the Chair, the officer advised that the PAC 
decision was decisive and confirmed the officer’s assessment of it. 
 
Councillor Cathcart felt that BMAP would never be adopted and that the officers 
were ignoring the existing statutory zoning that had this site placed in the town 
centre. The appeal decision for Bingham Street he felt was different in that it was 
only a temporary structure and therefore different to the commercial buildings that 
were already in place. 
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The officer explained that under direction from the Chief Planner, BMAP was a 
material consideration and that the publication of SPSS marked retail policy and 
defined PRCs which was followed in this application. She added that planners took a 
pragmatic view to retail policy and it was important to remember that these were not 
existing retail units that were ready for conversion, but the back end of buildings 
fronting on to a car park with no pavements. Applications could only be assessed on 
merit and it was impossible to compare the application with one that might come in 
for a different area sited near High Street. The application in question, it was felt, 
was contributing to piece-meal development. 
 
Councillor Cathcart felt that any rational person looking at the application would 
consider it to be in the town centre and asked if the officer felt it would be to the 
betterment of the area. 
 
The officer advised that this site did not direct anyone into the PRC and it was felt 
that it would take away from the vibrancy of High Street. 
 
Councillor Smith asked how the officer would outline the impact on the PRC in the 
town centre. The officer explained that there was a danger of a precedent being set. 
It was appreciated that there was a need for retail development in Bangor but it was 
important that any retail development linked in to the existing PRC in the first 
instance. 
 
Councillor Smith asked if it had been a factor that there were no secondary exits. 
The officer advised that it was observed in the overall assessment of the application. 
 
Alderman Keery pointed out that the tire business was operating four or five years 
ago and advised that on the opposite side of the car park there was a large 
department store that used the back along with a restaurant that used the area that 
backed on to the car park. He argued that there had been commercial use there for 
many years. 
 
The officer advised that there was no planning permission ever granted for the tire 
business and that that the restaurant had not used any part of the location which 
backed on to the car park.  
 
Speaking for the application, Mr David Donaldson was given five minutes to speak. 
Before commencing he wished to record his thanks for the introduction of virtual 
meetings and said it gave an opportunity for planning applications to progress and 
this was appreciated by the development community. 
 
Mr Donaldson pointed to the planning officer’s basis for refusal that the site was 
outside of the PRC in draft BMAP. He argued that the proposal provided an 
opportunity to remove dead frontage, improve vitality and regenerate the area. He 
felt it was an important gateway to town centre activity. The area was defined for 
retail use in the Bangor Town Centre Plan and questioned what was more 
appropriate than an application for retail use in a defined town centre. He pointed to 
the officer’s report which accepted that the application was compliant to current 
statutory plans. He added that a sequential test was not appropriate for the 
application and argued that it did not fail on two of the necessary requirements, 
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pointing out that the site was in the town centre as defined by relevant statutory 
plans. He pointed out that while preference was to be given to the PRC and 
acknowledged that there were vacant units within it, but this proposal was site 
specific and could not be accommodated anywhere else in the town centre. The 
vacant units were therefore of no practical relevance to this development. 
 
He pointed out that while the planning officers were following the template of the 
failed application at Bingham Street but felt that the Planning Committee was not 
bound by that appeal, pointing to another appeal at Bangor seafront where the PAC 
concluded that enough time had passed and it was therefore increasingly likely that 
BMAP would not be adopted. While draft BMAP was a material consideration it was 
felt that it did not hold weight in this particular application. 
 
The SPPS policy directed a positive approach to growth generating activities and it 
was felt that a small scale retail development such as this one, at a gateway town 
centre site, was a development that the Council should be supporting. 
 
Members were invited to ask questions for clarification. 
 
Councillor Cathcart asked for more detail on how the use of the site would be 
specific to this location. 
 
Mr Donaldson advised that the applicant was not a chain retailer and in which case it 
would be more appropriate to direct them to the main shopping streets of the town, 
however this development could only proceed at the site in question and if it didn’t 
then the two units would remain in their current condition. He felt that in their current 
state they were no asset to the town. 
 
Responding to a further query from Councillor Cathcart, Mr Donaldson added that 
the SPPS policy directed that retail assessments should be carried out on proposals 
with floor space larger than 1000 square meters however this development was only 
90 square metres. He felt it would therefore have no impact on the rest of the town 
centre and could only provide a positive impact on Holborn Square. 
 
Councillor Smith asked if any safety plans had been considered in relation to the car 
park and the lack of pavements. 
 
Mr Donaldson pointed to Asda and Tesco and the rear access to the car parks of 
those buildings. He felt that the large glass frontages of the proposed buildings on 
this application would provide good visibility for safe access out into what he 
described as ‘a slow car park’. 
 
In response to a further query, Mr Donaldson added that like many other town centre 
retailers the bins would brought out in to the car park for collection and this was not 
an uncommon arrangement for a building of the proposed size. Mr Donaldson also 
felt that the businesses would not generate a large amount of waste. 
 
Councillor Smith asked if he felt that the location of the proposed development would 
set a precedent and be detrimental to the existing gateways in to the main shopping 
streets and in effect ‘turn the town centre inside out’. 
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Mr Donaldson did not perceive this development as a risk and did not see any 
difficulty with two small retail units within what on some plans was clearly defined as 
the town centre. He felt it was different to the Bingham Street application and there 
was an opportunity to improve the area and create a more positive entrance into the 
shopping core. 
 
The Chair thanked the speaker and opened up the meeting to full debate of the 
planning application. 
 
Responding to a query from Councillor Cathcart, the planning officer confirmed that 
officers had applied weight using the SPPS direction which was the most up to date 
guidance and used draft BMAP as a material consideration, in that the application 
was outside the PRC. 
 
Councillor Cathcart queried the potential precedent. The officer said this was the first 
type of development and had the potential to create a precendent. They had to 
consider the cumulative impact and the possibility that other units could be divided in 
the same way. This was considered the back end of an existing building and there 
was no requirement for them to be attractive. She did not consider them to provide a 
gateway to the town centre. 
 
Councillor Smith felt that there was a precedent and the retail core needed to be 
protected. He also had concerns that while other retailers had back entrances from 
car parks, they were protected by bollards. 
 
Proposed by Councillor Smith, seconded by Councillor Brooks, that the 
recommendation be adopted, and planning permission be refused.  
 
On being put to the meeting with 8 voting FOR, 5 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING 
and 2 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED. A recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
 
FOR (8) AGAINST (5) ABSTAINING (1) ABSENT (0) 
Alderman Aldermen  Councillor Councillors 
McDowell Gibson McClean Cooper 
Councillors  Keery  Walker 
Brooks McIlveen    
Kennedy Councillor    
McAlpine Adair    
McKee Cathcart   
McRandal    
Smith, P    
Thompson    

 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor P Smith, seconded by Councillor 
Brooks that the recommendation be adopted, and planning permission be 
refused.  
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4. UPDATE ON PLANNING APPEALS  
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning detailing the following: 
 
1. The following appeal was upheld on 16 March 2020, subject to condition. 
 

Appeal reference:  2019/A0153 
Application Reference: LA06/2018/1236/A 
Appeal by: Richard Dorrian Cars 
Subject of Appeal: Free standing digital sign 
Location: 16B Belfast Road Bangor 

 

The above application was refused by the Council on 12 September 2019 for the 

following reasons: 

• The proposal was contrary to Policy ATC3 of the Addendum to PPS 6: Areas 
of Townscape Character, in that it would, if permitted, fail to maintain the 
overall appearance of the area by reason of its size, scale and location.  The 
signage would, if permitted, detract from and fail to respect the appearance of 
the area 

• The proposal was contrary to Policy AD1 – Amenity and Public Safety of PPS 
17: Control of Outdoor Advertisements, in that it did not respect the amenity of 
the area in that it would cause harm to the appearance and character of the 
area, and would, if permitted, be detrimental to the living conditions of nearby 
residents 

 
The Commissioner considered that the sign was not out of keeping within the 
context of the surrounding areas of the proposed ATC taking account of other 
existing signage in the immediate area, and that the area around to the west of 
the appeal site is commercial in nature. 
 
The Council raised concerns that the illuminated nature of the sign could have 
an adverse impact on the occupiers of the adjacent apartment development.  
The Commissioner considered it appropriate to include a condition requiring that 
the eastern side of the sign be turned off at night to ensure that there would be 
no adverse impact on the occupiers of the adjacent apartment development.   
Conditions were included as follows: 
 
i. The approved sign should display static images only  
 

ii. The display in the approved sign advertisement should not change at 
intervals of less than 2 minutes  

 
iii. The luminance levels and control arrangements for those luminance levels 

should be agreed in writing with the council within 3 months from the date 
of this decision 

 
2. The following appeal was upheld on 16 March 2020, subject to condition. 
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Appeal reference:  2019/A0024 
Application Reference: LA06/2018/0004/O 
Appeal by: Mr John Burgess 
Subject of Appeal: Site for dwelling 
Location: Approximately 25m south of 31a, Ballygowan Road, Comber 

 
The above application was refused by the Council on 6 February 2019 after 
determination by the Planning Committee for the following reasons: 
 

• The proposal was contrary to the SPPS, Paragraph 6.73, as it did not meet 
the criteria for sustainable development in the countryside 

• The proposal was contrary to Policy CTY 1 of PPS 21: Sustainable 
Development in the Countryside, in that there were no overriding reasons why 
this development was essential in this rural location and could not be located 
within a settlement 

• The proposal was contrary to Policy CTY 2a of PPS 21: New Dwellings in 
Existing Clusters in that the proposed dwelling was not located within an 
existing cluster of development consisting of four or more buildings of which at 
least three were dwellings; the cluster does not appear as a visual entity in the 
local landscape; the cluster was not associated with a focal point and was not 
located at a crossroads; the dwelling would if permitted significantly alter the 
existing character of the cluster 

• The proposal was contrary to Policy CTY 8 of PPS 21 as the site did not 
represent a small gap site in a substantially built up frontage and the proposal 
would result in the creation of ribbon development along the private lane 

• The proposal was contrary to Policy CTY 14 of PPS 21 in that the building 
would, if permitted create or add to a ribbon of development and would 
therefore result in a detrimental change to the rural character of the 
countryside 
 

The Commissioner considered that there was a cluster and that it appeared as a 
visual entity and complied with the other criteria contained within Policy CTY 2a and 
upheld the appeal subject to conditions restricting the dwelling to a particular area 
and ridge height. 
 
This appeal was also accompanied by an Application for Cost Award against the 
Council in the context that the Council had acted unreasonably in causing an 
unnecessary appeal.  The Commissioner found that a number of the issues raised 
by the appellant fell outside the remit of the cost claim.  The Commissioner 
dismissed the appellant’s reliance on planning history which he contended allowed 
for retention of the dwelling at no. 31 Ballygowan Road.  The Commissioner also 
referenced contradictions in the appellant’s arguments regarding the actions of the 
Council, but again highlighted that these matters referred to the processing of the 
planning application and not the appeal. 
 
The Commissioner referred to having given determining weight to new arguments 
introduced by the appellant during the appeal which underlined the fact that this was 
not an unnecessary appeal.  The Commissioner referenced the Council’s objections 
which were based on a number of arguments under Policy CTY 2a and stated that 



  PC.16.6.2020 PM
  
   

11 
 

these were matters of subjective judgement which the Council was entitled to hold 
and were worthy of consideration, despite not agreeing with the arguments 
presented in the final PAC decision.  
 
The Commissioner concluded that whilst the Council and the appellant disagreed 

about the interpretation of Policy CTY 2a and the relevance of Policy CTY 8 at 
appeal stage, this this did not lead her to determine that the Council acted 
unreasonably.  Disagreement is an expected feature of the appeal process and is 
not inherently unreasonable.  
 
Commissioner Boomer was not persuaded that the Council displayed unreasonable 
behaviour or that an unnecessary appeal had been caused.  In reaching that 
conclusion, she considered that no unnecessary expenses were incurred by the 
appellant, and as such no award of costs were made. 
 

3. The following appeal was upheld on 06 April 2020. 
 
Appeal reference:  2019/A0149 
Application Reference: LA06/2018/0589/F 
Appeal by: Will Hollinger 
Subject of Appeal: Appeal against Condition 3 attached to Planning Permission 

for Development of 20 no single storey retirement living 
dwellings with associated landscaping and site works. 
Relocation of car park approved as part of adjacent care 
home permission 

Location: 

 

Land to west of Kiltonga Estate access south of Old Belfast 
Road and south and east of Milecross Road, Newtownards 

 
The above application was approved by the Council after determination by the 
Planning Committee at its September 2019 meeting. 
 
Condition 3 was attached as follows: 
 
‘None of the approved dwellings shall be occupied until the adjacent Residential 
Nursing Home, approved under X/2011/0347/F has been constructed and is 
operational.’ 
 
The Commissioner did not consider that the dwellings proposed were reliant upon 
services provided by the Nursing Home, despite being referred to as such within the 
Supporting Statement provided with the planning application.  Accordingly, she 
removed the condition. 
 
The Commissioner did not award costs in favour of the Council as she considered 
that the reason given for the condition was based on a misconception in the 
Council’s interpretation of The Planning (Use Classes) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015 
in relation to the appeal development.  That being the case, the condition was not 
necessary and there had been no unreasonable behaviour leading to wasted 
expense.  
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New Appeals Lodged 
4. The following appeal was lodged on 26 February 2020. 

 
Appeal reference:  2019/A0235 
Application Reference: LA06/2019/0092/O 
Appeal by: Mr M Higginson 
Subject of Appeal: Site for dwelling 
Location: Land within garden of no. 89 Warren Road (area adjacent to 

Warren Road between nos. 87 and 91 Warren Road and 
approximately 80m southwest of existing dwelling at no. 89 
Warren Road), Donaghadee 

 
5. The following appeal was lodged on 26 February 2020. 

 
Appeal reference:  2019/A234 
Application Reference: LA06/2018/0417/F 
Appeal by: J & W Wightman 
Subject of Appeal: Erection of farm shed, cattle house and general purpose shed 

with underground slurry tank and hardstanding area 
Location: Agricultural fields 415m SW of no. 4 Drumhirk Way, 

Newtownards 

 
6. The following appeal was lodged on 29 April 2020. 

 
Appeal reference:  2020/E0007 
Application Reference: LA06/2019/0916/LDP 
Appeal by: Mr Ian Agar 
Subject of Appeal: Lawful commencement of farm dwelling granted under 

X/2014/0191/F (through the implementation of the approved 
new vehicular access and foundations) 

Location: Lands approximately 60m south west of 21 The Burn Road, 
Comber 

 
7. The following appeal was lodged on 11 May 2020. 

 
Appeal reference:  2020/A0018 
Application Reference: LA06/2019/1000/F 
Appeal by: Mr Tim Hilary 
Subject of Appeal: Provision of a new private access lane to new dwelling 
Location: 130m NE of 9 Ballynichol Road, Comber 

 
Planning Appeals Commission Update 
The PAC had kept the planning authorities updated on its situation amid the COVID-
19 crisis and had information hosted on its website for appellants. 
The Commission had advised that it would be in contact with parties in due course 
and would generally be addressing cases in sequential order subject to their stage of 
processing.  
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At times of office closure, the Commission would continue to issue decisions as and 
when it could, normally by email. 
 
Details of appeal decisions, new appeals and scheduled hearings can be viewed at 
www.pacni.gov.uk. 
 
RECOMMENDED that Council notes this report. 
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded 
by Councillor Adair, that the recommendation be adopted. 
 

5. UPDATE ON PLANNING PORTAL REPLACEMENT PROJECT 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning detailing the following: 
 
1. A report was presented to the Planning Committee in March 2020 advising 

Members that extensive work has been undertaken over the last 24 months in 
relation to procuring a replacement Planning IT System for Northern Ireland.  
 

2. In March 2020 the Council agreed to the splitting of operating costs of the 
replacement Planning IT system by fee income, which can be reviewed on a 3-
yearly basis, rather than by user numbers, as had been suggested by Belfast 
City Council. 
 

3. Julie Thompson, Deputy Secretary, wrote to all 11 Councils on 19 March 2020 
and again on 8 April 2020 to advise that the procurement process for the 
replacement system had been completed and to indicate that TerraQuest had 
been identified as the preferred supplier for the new system.  The DfI letter also 
advised that a Full Business Case (FBC) had been prepared which outlined the 
project costs (including contract costs) and the timeframe for delivery. 

 
4. The FBC outlines that the preferred option for a new Planning IT system as 

being: 
 

• A single regional IT system shared between the 11 Councils and the 
Department for Infrastructure and 

• An off the shelf IT system tailored to meet the business needs outlined in 
the contract specification agreed by all Councils and the Department 

 
5. The letters of 19 March and 08 April 2020 sought formal agreement by the 

Council for the new Regional Planning IT System (as detailed in the FBC) 
including the Council’s financial contribution.  The Council agreed to support 
the preferred option in the Full Business Case and contribute up to £1.55m (to 
cover the situation should one Council drop out) over 20 years towards the new 
IT System.  Details are provided in the attached report approved by the Chief 
Executive, under delegated powers, on 28 April 2020. 
 

http://www.pacni.gov.uk/
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6. The Deputy Secretary has now written to the Council on 29 May 2020 (letter 
attached) to advise that Mid Ulster will not be engaging in the Portal 
Replacement going forward.  The Council will therefore be proceeding on a 10 
Council model, based on the contribution previously agreed for such an 
outcome. 

 
RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report. 
 
The Head of Planning informed Members that the report provided a further update 
on the agreement of the Council to split by fees for the operating costs of the new 
planning portal.  She reiterated that the Council had given support to proceed to a 
full business case as approved with delegated authority by the Chief Executive.  
However, a key point to be noted was that Mid Ulster Council had recently confirmed 
that it would no longer be participanting in the joint regional planning replacement 
portal project, which left a 10 Council model going forward.  
 
Alderman McIlveen highlighted the resultant increase in our own costs due to the 
departure of Mid Ulster Council.  He questioned if at a later date that particular 
Council regretted its decision and wished to re-engage, at what stage would it be 
judged to be too late.  Furthermore, was there any likelihood that if money had been 
extended could that be recouped from Mid Ulster and redistributed along the original 
11 Council & departmental lines. 
 
Taking account of the reduction to 10 Councils, the Head of Planning confirmed that 
in financial terms it meant an overall increase from £1.43m to £1.55m.  She was of 
the understanding that the DFI could allow for the return of Mid Ulster Council up 
until appoint, but were mindful that support for the current system was only extended 
to the end of 2021. 
 
The Head of Planning further detailed that Mid Ulster Council would miss out on the 
£2m contribution from DFI and receive no support going forward once the rolling out 
of the new portal commenced.  Procurement had taken place with an appointment 
secured and they were moving ahead with the project team.  She was of the belief 
that all remaining 10 Councils would be adamant that Mid Ulster should be 
contributing to the workload for that particular period of time but she was unsure if 
that would indeed be the case. 
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded 
by Councillor Thompson, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 

6. MEMBER ENGAGEMENT IN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning detailing that Members would recall an update to the 
LDP Steering Committee last provided on 04 February 2020.  At the meeting 
Members were reminded of the then ongoing presentation of LDP Planning Policy 
scoping papers and the associated capacity engagement and policy scoping 
workshops in respect of the Local Development Plan (LDP).  A further steering 
meeting would be arranged for August. 
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Engagement Workshops 
Due to the COVID-19 crisis, workshops with Members were suspended, with the last 
workshop having taken place on 18 and 19 February 2020 covering the topics of 
‘Economic Development’ and ‘Retailing and Town Centres’ respectively. 
The following topic areas remain outstanding: 
 

• Housing Allocation and Settlement Hierarchy (postponed in March) 

• Countryside 

• Tourism 

• The Coast  

• Historic Environment 
 

In light of the ability to hold virtual Council and Committee meetings, it was proposed 
that Member workshops for the LDP are recommenced in order to finalise this phase 
of engagement in respect of the Planning Policy review required to assist formulation 
of the draft Plan Strategy.  Invitations and briefing on the new engagement format 
using Microsoft Teams would be issued in due course to all Members and relevant 
officers.   
 
It is intended to recommence in July via the Microsoft Teams platform or Zoom.  An 
Executive Summary statement for topics would be issued in advance.   
Preliminary dates for those workshops were as follows: 
 

• 27 July – Housing Allocation and Settlement 

• 28 July – Urban Housing Policy 

• 10 August – either Countryside or Tourism 

• 13 August – either Countryside or Tourism 

• 18 August – either Coast or Historic Environment  

• 19 August – either Coast or Historic Environment 
 
Timetable and Budget 
The Council was required by the 2011 Planning Act to publish a Timetable for the 
preparation of the new LDP for the Borough.  The Timetable was a public statement 
to provide indicative dates for key stages of the plan process, including the 
accompanying Sustainability Appraisal, and must be submitted to the Department for 
Infrastructure for consideration. 
 
Members would recall that a revised timetable was presented at the March Planning 
Committee meeting with an accompanying report which set out that further issues 
had arisen during the process by which the Department had provided comment to 
other councils on their published Preferred Options Papers and draft Plan Strategies.  
In light of that, a number of steps were therefore built into the Timetable document.  
Members’ attention was drawn to those issues which were out of control of the 
Council and that may have an impact on the indicative timescale involved in the 
overall LDP programme. 
 
Members approved that timetable and the Chief Executive ratified that decision 
under delegated powers.  However, it was important to note that in the context of the 
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COVID-19 crisis, there would likely be further knock-on effects to the timetable.  
Obvious impacts would be the financial situation in respect of budgets for the LDP.  
The Council was preparing to procure consultants to carry out specific studies 
required by the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for LDPs in respect of Town 
Centres and Retailing, Landscape Character Assessment and Open Space.  Two of 
these, Town Centres and Retailing, and Open Space, depended on monies provided 
from other Directorates as well as Planning budget.  As the Council looks to 
recovery, the Planning budget would be revisited and a decision made on how best 
to proceed to acquire the evidence.   
 
The Chief Planner in his update to Heads of Planning of 1 May 2020 (copy attached) 
advised that in light of the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, Councils should 
consider how best to progress their LDPs.   Additionally, he advised that Council 
should continue with any further technical work required to update or enhance the 
evidence base accordingly.  This would obviously be impacted by the budget 
available. 
 

In respect of the LPD timetables, the Chief Planner acknowledged that councils may 
be unable to adhere to agreed timetables and as such, when the situation changed 
there would be a need to review those timetables with adjusted timings to reflect the 
impacts. 
 
Spatial Planning post COVID crisis and LDP 
It should further be noted by Members that in recent Legal Webinars provided by 
various legal chambers, and in meetings with DFI, there may be a need to revisit 
Council’s growth aspirations and evidence base in light of the pandemic and the 
resultant impacts it has already had or could have on transportation/public 
transport/cycling/walking.  
  
Metropolitan Spatial Working Group 
The Council participated in the above group which was made up of the councils in 
the Metropolitan area, including Belfast City Council, Antrim & Newtownabbey, 
Lisburn & Castlereagh and Mid and East Antrim.  The last meeting was held, hosted 
by Belfast City Council, on 11 March 2020.  A copy of the agenda and draft minutes 
of that meeting was attached at Item 6a & 6b respectively.  Salient points raised 
included: 
 

• the need to revisit the Terms of Reference for the Working Group 

• acknowledgement of different stages of each Council in the LDP process 

• the opportunity to address thematic areas in a more coherent way.  Those 
areas nominated for specific attention were Housing and Overspill, 
Resilience Strategy and Delivery, Climate Change, Transport Plans, and 
Inclusive Growth 

• An update was provided by DFI Transportation and Modelling Unit regarding 
revised transport evidence prepared.  Officials from DFI indicated that 
Ministerial clearance is now required in respect of delivering the transport 
evidence (Members will recall in the absence of a Minister, DFI had supplied 
evidence in the form of ‘studies’ rather than a Transport Strategy).  Officials 
from DFI are now seeking clearance on continuing with this approach and 
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noted that the revised transport study information will not be supplied to the 
Council until Ministerial sign off is attained 

• Belfast City Council provided an overview of the intention to issue a suite of 
Supplementary Planning Guidance that will be produced separately to the 
draft Plan Strategy policies (Item 6c) 

• Northern Ireland Housing Executive provided a briefing note (attached at Item 
6d) which highlights the Strategic Housing Market Analysis commissioned by 
NIHE 

 
It was agreed at that meeting that ANDBC would host the next meeting in June.  The 
topic for this meeting would be Housing and Transport, with the approach as to how 
the other topics will be facilitated in future meetings to be determined.  It was 
proposed to liaise with Aldermen McDowell and Alderman Gibson in that regard to 
discuss a suitable date for the virtual meeting and extend an invitation to the 
participants once agreed.  Members would be provided with an update at a future 
meeting. 
 
RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the update. 
 
The Principal Professional and Technical Officer (Leona Maginn) explained to 
Members that the Planning Officers within the Local Development Plan team had 
been working remotely on material for the draft plan strategy formulation.  There had 
also been consideration of the feedback obtained from the LDP Member 
Engagement Workshops for Planning Policy.  Continuing, she advised that the report 
set out the arrangements for a recommencement of the series to deal with the 
remaining topic areas and listed a schedule of preliminary dates for those 
workshops.  Diary invitations would be issued as usual one month in advance and 
the Executive Summary forwarded two weeks in advance. 
 
In terms of the timetable and evidence base, the Officer drew attention to the 
potential implications to LDP preparation including consideration of timetables within 
the new context of the Covid-19 pandemic.  The report indicated the need to revisit 
budgets in respect of technical work in support of draft plan strategy.  She was 
mindful of the update provided by the Chief Planning Officer on 1 May on how 
Councils could progress their LDPs and although impacted by the available budget, 
they should continue furthering technical work as required to update and enhance 
that evidence accordingly.  With regard to spatial planning post pandemic, there was 
a requirement to examine growth aspiration and subsequent effects of the Covid-19 
crisis on transportation, cycling, walking and infrastructure. 
 
Lastly, the Officer made reference to the Metropolitan Spatial Working Group of 
which this Council was a member.  The previous meeting had been hosted by 
Belfast City Council in March and the salient points raised at that time were included 
within the report.  It was now the turn of ANDBC to host a meeting and contact would 
be made with Alderman Gibson and Alderman McDowell, as the members on that 
group, to discuss a suitable date for that virtual meeting. 
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded 
by Councillor Thompson, that the recommendation be adopted.  
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7. AMENDMENT TO PLANNING SCHEME OF DELEGATION 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning detailing the following: 
 
Schemes of Delegation  
 
1. Schemes of delegation were where decision-making for local applications were 

delegated to an appointed officer rather than the council, thereby enabling 
speedier decisions and improved efficiency.  

 
Legislative Requirement 
 
2. Section 31 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 (the 2011 Act) 

required a council to produce a Scheme of Delegation for operation within its 
area. 

 
Current Scheme of Delegation 
 
3. The Chief Executive approved, under delegated powers (report attached), a 

temporary amendment (for a period of three months) to the Scheme of 
Delegation in light of the COVID-19 crisis (attached) to provide more delegation 
to officers to enable applications to be streamlined through the system without 
the mandatory need for such proposals to appear before Planning Committee.  
Instead they were included on the weekly delegated list, with text to highlight to 
Planning Committee the reason for them appearing on the list.  These 
amendments were made in the context of the inability to host physical meetings 
of the Committee and prior to arrangements having been made in the context of 
then forthcoming regulations to enable virtual meetings of the Council. 

 
4. In light of the progress to date and the scheduling of three meetings of the 

Planning Committee in June (and continuing monthly thereafter) using virtual 
technology, it was considered appropriate to seek to revert back to the original 
Scheme of Delegation with some minor amendments. 

 
5. The original scheme prior to the aforementioned amendment was attached with 

proposed changes highlighted in yellow.  These amendments had been 
reviewed in the context of other Schemes of Delegation across the 11 Councils. 

 
6. Should approval be forthcoming, prior to adoption, the Scheme of Delegation 

required to be submitted to the Department for Infrastructure for approval, in 
line with Regulation 9 of The Planning (Development Management) 
Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015.   

 
7. Regulation 10 of The Planning (Development Management) Regulations 

(Northern Ireland) 2015 required, on adoption, the Council to publish the new 
Scheme on its website and provide a hard copy in the Council office for public 
viewing.  Given the current closure of Council buildings to the public, it was 
therefore considered appropriate at this time to place an advertisement in the 
local press to draw attention to this change. 
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RECOMMENDED that Council approves this amendment to the Scheme of 
Delegation. 
 
The Head of Planning conveyed to Members that before virtual meetings were 
considered a possibility under the regulations, the DFI’s Chief Planner had 
encouraged Officers to look at further ways of streamlining.  Hence a temporary 
change was made to the scheme of delegation to remove those applications with six 
or more objections from going before Committee.  However, Officers were now 
proposing to revert back to the original scheme of delegation but with some slight 
amendments.  One of those was the insertion of the word ‘material’ in relation to 
objections and she asked Members to recall the application for the Amy Carmichael 
statue.  That application had only been presented to the Committee because over 
200 objections were received in respect of wishing the statue to be erected in Millisle 
rather than in Bangor but that aspect was not material to the proposal itself.  Another 
amendment would be the addition of the word ‘significant’ with regard to the Local 
Development Plan and she sought Members’ approval for the report.  
 
Alderman McIlveen expressed the view that whenever you inserted the word 
‘material’ you made a judgement call.  He enquired if that judgement was to rest 
solely with the Planners or would there be consultation with the Chair to decide if it 
was a ‘material’ objection.   
 
The Head of Planning said that it would be her intention to oversee the quality of 
objections submitted.  She emphasised numerous occasions when objectors utilised 
the online planning portal to log their concerns regarding certain applications.  They 
would merely record ‘I object’, whereby they did not raise a pertinent material 
consideration in terms of the proposal that could be dealt with and sometimes just 
mentioned the location as being a problem.  Whist no actual legal definition was 
given as to what was deemed to be a material planning consideration, guidance was 
provided in the Council’s guidance document ‘Commenting on a planning 
application’ available on the planning pages of the Councils’ website.  Those listed 
as not being material such as the potential devaluing of a property or the loss of a 
sea view would not be counted.  She maintained that the majority of objections did 
involve at least one material consideration and therefore, did not envisage too many 
applications being hindered.  It was anticipated that the proposed amendments 
would prevent valuable time being spent needlessly on similar applications as the 
Amy Carmichael statue.   
 
The Chair queried if such instances would at least be flagged up in the future. 
 
In response, the Head of Planning underlined the continuance of the delegated list 
with the number, alongside an additional explanation.  That would allow Members to 
review those objections on the planning portal and call in if desired.  
 
Councillor Cathcart acknowledged the usefulness of that added information.  Should 
a similar situation arise with 200 objections as with the Amy Carmichael statue, he 
would like to know about it.  A footnote would certainly be helpful and he would be 
happy for the amendments to proceed if that were to be the case. 
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AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Smith, seconded by 
Councillor Cathcart, that the recommendation be adopted.  
 

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS 
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded 
by Councillor Thompson, that the public/press be excluded from the meeting.  
 

8. ENFORCEMENT REPORT 
 
***IN CONFIDENCE*** 
 
SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION REALING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS 
AFFAIRS OF ANY PARITCULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL 
HOLIDNG THAT INFORMATION). 
 

RE-ADMITTANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS 
 
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded 
by Councillor Cathcart, that the public/press be re-admitted to the meeting.   
 

ANY OTHER BUSINESS 
 
Alderman McIlveen took the opportunity to congratulate Councillor McClean on his 
new role as Chair of the Planning Committee.  It had been his first official meeting 
and given the remote working remarked that it had gone smoothly. 
 
Councillor Cathcart endorsed those comments adding that the Chair had managed 
well given the particular challenges presented by a virtual meeting.  
 
The Chair extended his thanks for those gracious comments.   
 
Councillor Cathcart raised concerns as although he had been able to record his 
opposition to a recommendation, he had wanted to speak against it but had not been 
seen by the Chair. 
 
The Chairman appreciated the Member’s feedback and advised that he had detected 
a lull during the debate and had he noticed the Member’s hand, would certainly have 
invited him to speak.  
 
The Chairman thanked the Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning, 
Head of Planning and ICT Officers for their support. 
 
NOTED. 
 

TERMINATION OF MEETING  

 
The meeting terminated at 7.30 pm. 



ITEM 4.1 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref LA06/2019/0366/O 

Proposal Erection of a new dwelling  

Location 

 
Immediately west of 85a Mountain Road, Newtownards  
 

Committee 
Interest 

 

Called in from delegated list of 18 May by Alderman McDowell: 

Reason:  

Planning Policy Statement 21, Relevant section is Policy CTY 

6 – Personal and Domestic Circumstances.  The Personal 

Health and Domestic circumstances require further 

consideration by the Planning Committee. 

Validated 09/04/2019  
 

Summary 

 

• Site located outside settlement limit of Newtownards as 
designated in the Ards and Down Area Plan 

• Proposed site located in the countryside therefore PPS21 - 
CTY 6 – Personal and Domestic Circumstances is relevant 
consideration 

• No objections received in respect of proposal 

• Numerous letters of support 

• Detailed consideration of Policy CTY 6 required 
- Consider financial reasoning not material 
- No evidence of alternative solutions having been 

exhausted 
- Consider would set precedent 

 

Recommendation 
  
Refusal 
 

Attachment 
Item 4.1a – Case Officer Report 
Item 4.1b – Addendum to Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 
Application Ref: LA06/2019/0366/O DEA:  Newtownards 

Proposal: Erection of a new dwelling. 

 

Location: Immediately West of 85a Mountain Road Newtownards 

Applicant: Catherine McGreevy 

 

Agent:  

 

Date Valid: 09/04/2019 Env Statement Requested: No 

 

Date last Advertised: 25/04/2019 

 

Date last Neighbour Notified: 24/04/2020 

 

Consultations: Yes  

 

 

Representations: No 

 

Letters of Support 0 Letters of Objection 0 Petitions 0 

 

Summary of Main Issues: 

 

• Principle of development 

• Rural Character 

• Visual Impact 

• Residential impact 

• Sewerage 

• Biodiversity 

 

Case Officer: Caroline Herron  

Recommendation: Refuse Planning Permission 

 

Agreed by Authorised Officer 

Full details of this application, including the application forms, relevant drawings, 

consultation responses and any representations received are available to view at the 

Planning Portal www.planningni.gov.uk 

 

 

 

 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

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


 

 

2 
 

 

The site is located on the eastern side of the Mountain Road.  The site is accessed 

from the Mountain Road via an existing laneway which serves 5 No. houses.  As the 

site does not have a frontage to the laneway, the access is shared with No. 85A and 

then branches off the north-west.  The application site area comprises an area of 

scattered scrub with scattered semi-mature trees located centrally and a drystone wall 

forming the northern, southern and western boundary.  This wall is associated with 

scattered growth of hawthorn bushes, bramble and nettle.  The eastern boundary is 

formed by a line of mature deciduous and non-deciduous trees associated with the 

property of No. 85a.   

 

The site is located outwith the Newtownards 

settlement limit as designated in the Ards and 

Down Area Plan 2015. The proposal falls within 

the Whitespots, Lead Mines and Golden Glen 

Local Landscape Policy Area (NS38/LLPA3).   

 

 

2.   Site Location Plan 

 
 

3.   Planning History 

 

Site 
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No relevant history on application site. 

 

Lands immediately south-west of the site 

 

LA06/2020/0071/F - Lands 50m NW of 83a Mountain Road - 2 No. two-storey dwellings 

each with garage – Current application 

 

Lands south-west of site at junction of Mountain Road and laneway 

 

LA06/2017/1301/F - Site 30m South of 89 Mountain Road - Two-storey dwelling and 

double garage – Permission granted 6/09/2018 

 

Lands immediately west of the site 

 

LA06/2019/0407/F - 12m north of 83 Mountain Road - Two-storey dwelling and double 

garage (infill development) – Permission granted 27/02/2020 

 

 

4.   Planning Policy Framework  

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

 

• Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage  

• Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement and Parking 

• Planning Policy Statement 21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside 

 

 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 

 

• A Design Guide for Rural Northern Ireland 

• Building on Tradition 

 

 

6.   Consultations  

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

a synopsis of responses is listed 

Consultee Response 

DfI Roads No objection 

NI Water No objection 

NIEA – Water Management Unit No specific comment on this development, refer 

to standing advice 
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NIEA – Natural Environment Division No objection 

 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 

Section 6 (4) of The Planning Act (NI) 2011 establishes that the planning system within 

the Councils will be plan-led and advises that ‘Where, in making any determination 

under this Act, regard is to be had to the local development plan, the determination 

must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise.’ Until the Council adopts its new Local Development Plan, planning 

applications will continue to be assessed against the provisions of the Department of 

the Environment’s development plans and Planning Policy Statements (PPSs) which 

contains the main operational planning policies for the consideration of development 

proposals. 

 

Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had to 

the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other material 

considerations. Section 6 (4) states that where regard is to be had to the Development 

Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Plan unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise.  

 

 

Area Plan 

 

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

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

has been made in accordance with the plan.  Given the site’s location within the 

countryside and as the existing development plan refers assessment to prevailing 

regional policy PPS 21 Sustainable Development in the Countryside is the relevant 

planning policy. 

 

The proposal also falls within the Whitespots, Lead Mines and Golden Glen Local 

Landscape Policy Area (NS38/LLPA3).   

 

 

Strategic Planning Policy Statement for NI (SPPS) 

 

This statement 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. 

 

Within the SPPS it states that ‘a transitional period will operate until such times as a 

Plan Strategy for the whole of the council area has been adopted. During the 
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transitional period planning authorities will apply existing policy together with the SPPS. 

Any conflict between the SPPS and any policy retained under the transitional 

arrangements must be resolved in the favour of the provisions of the SPPS. However, 

where the SPPS is silent or less prescriptive on a particular planning policy matter than 

retained policy this should not be judged to lessen the weight afforded to the retained 

policy.’ 

 

The proposal is for the erection of a new dwelling in the countryside for personal and 

domestic circumstances.  The SPPS does not conflict with the policy guidance 

contained within Policy CTY 6: Personal and Domestic Circumstances as detailed in 

Planning Policy Statement 21. 

 

 

Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 

 

This sets out the policies for conservation, protection and enhancement of our natural 

heritage. Within this, natural heritage is defined as the diversity of our habitats, species, 

landscapes and earth science features. In taking decisions, the planning authority 

should ensure that appropriate weight is attached to designated sites of international, 

national and local importance; priority and protected species and to biodiversity and 

geological interests with the wider environment.  

 

Policy NH 1 relates to European and Ramsar Sites. The potential impact of this 

proposal on Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas and Ramsar sites 

has been assessed in accordance with the requirements of Regulation 43 (1) of the 

Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as 

amended). The proposal would not be likely to have a significant effect on the features, 

conservation objectives or status of any of these sites. 

 

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

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

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

adversely affect certain aspects of biodiversity including protected species. The 

proposal involves the removal of vegetation and is within 25m of scrub.  Ayre 

Environmental Consulting Ltd completed the NI Biodiversity Checklist which involved a 

site walkover on 7 November 2019. 
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The application site area comprises an area of scattered scrub/tall ruderal habitat 

dominated by bracken and bramble with scattered semi-mature trees located 

centrally and a drystone wall forming the north, south and west boundary.  This wall 

is associated with scattered growth of hawthorn bushes, bramble and nettle.  The 

east boundary is formed by a line of mature deciduous and non-deciduous trees 

associated with the property of No. 85a.  An area of scrub is located adjacent to the 

north boundary characterised by encroaching blackthorn and tall bracken growth with 

gorse and bramble.  Development proposals will see the existing drystone wall 

retained and augmented with additional native species planting.  The additional 

planting to the northern boundary will also include willow as this area is to 

accommodate the proposed waste-water treatment system soak-away.  

 

Four existing juvenile/semi-mature trees located within the site area are proposed for 

removal to facilitate the development.  These trees were visually inspected for their 

suitability to support roosting bats.  Due to the age of these trees, no Potential Roost 

Features (PRFs) were recorded while they are also absent of dense ivy growth.  

These trees have therefore been assessed as holding negligible roosting suitability.  

 

The trees associated with the boundary of No. 85a were also inspected. The existing 

conifer trees were all assessed as holding negligible suitability while the deciduous 

specimens were also assessed as holding negligible suitability due to an absence of 

PRFs.  

 

The application site boundaries and a 25 m buffer to these including the area of scrub 

to the north were inspected for the presence of potential ecological constraints such 

as sites of refuge. No such field evidence was recorded, the boundaries and 25 m 

buffer zone are void of any potential refuge sites that would require further site 

investigations/assessments.  

 

Due to the presence of habitats suitable for supporting breeding birds – juvenile/semi-

mature trees and tall ruderal/scrub – the following advice is provided.  Site vegetation 

clearance works should not be undertaken inside the bird breeding season. Should 

such works be required inside this period; 1st March – 31st August; all vegetation to 

be removed must be inspected by a suitably qualified ecologist prior for the presence 

of active and in-use nests.  Any nests identified as such must be fully retained in 

addition to the associated concealing vegetation until such times that it becomes 

disused and vacant.  

 

Site investigations have noted that the application site is currently used as part of a 

thoroughfare for a local herd of Fallow deer (Dama dama) which roam the area. A 

well-worn track leads into the site from the south boundary and crosses the north and 

northwest boundary.  The herd was visually observed by the surveyor passing 

through the site during their site investigation.  Due to the presence of a herd of wild 

deer passing through the site the following advice is also given. Should the 
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development work require the creation of deep trenches or pits, adequate and 

suitable means of escape must be placed into these outside of construction hours 

such as planks of wood with cross batons to provide footing to a hooved animal.  

Construction materials particularly those which could become entangled around 

hooves/legs or antlers must be safely and securely stored away along with any 

chemicals, fuels or other potentially hazardous liquids inside the like of a shipping 

container.  Alternatively the site boundary may be secured using a suitable barrier 

such as a Harris fence with either opaque sheeting or high visibility material to make 

the boundary fencing visible even during the hours of darkness and prevent access 

into the construction site area. 

 

NED was consulted on the Biodiversity Checklist.  It noted that the site contains 

grassland, hedgerows and trees which have the potential to be used by badgers, bats 

and birds.  Clarification was requested to ensure that the site survey had included a 

full badger survey. 

 

Richard Ayre of Ayre Environmental Consulting Ltd confirmed that a badger survey 

had been completed and NED is content with the information as supplied and advise 

that no further consultation is required in relation to badgers. 

 

 

Planning Policy Statement 3 – Access, Movement and Parking 

 

This policy seeks to promote road safety and an accessible environment, promote more 

sustainable modes of transport and reduce reliance on the private car.  

 

An existing access onto Mountain Road will be utilized. DfI Roads was consulted and 

offers no objections. The access is not considered to prejudice road safety or 

significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic. 

 

 

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

 

Local Landscape Policy Areas  

 

Policy CON 2 of the Ards and Down Area Plan relates to Local Landscape Character 

Areas. Policy CON 2 states that planning permission will not be granted to development 

proposals which would be liable to adversely affect the environmental quality, integrity 

or character of LLPAs.  

 

LLPAs consist of those features and areas within and adjoining settlements considered 

to be of greatest amenity value, landscape quality or local significance and therefore 

worthy of protection from undesirable or damaging development.  
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The site lies within Local Landscape Policy Area designated within the Plan as 

NS38/LLPA3 - Whitespots, Lead Mines and Golden Glen Local Landscape Policy Area. 

The LLPA consists of a landform punctuated by chimneys, a distinctive landscape 

setting to the town and is important in long and short range vistas.  There are 3 

scheduled monuments, a windmill, an engine house chimney and lead mines (bog shaft 

complex) as well as numerous other abandoned mine shafts.  The Glen is located on 

the opposite side of Mountain Road to the application site and the stone wall field 

boundaries referred to will not be compromised by this proposal.   

 

It is considered that this development proposal will not impact adversely on the features 

of the LLPA.  

  

 

Planning Policy Statement 21 - Sustainable Development in the Countryside 

 

CTY 1 Development in the Countryside 

 

Policy CTY 1 of PPS 21 sets out a range of types of development which in principle are 

considered to be acceptable in the countryside and that will contribute to the aims of 

sustainable development.  One type of acceptable development is the erection of a 

dwelling to serve personal and domestic circumstances in accordance with Policy CTY 

6. 

 

Policy CTY 6 states that planning permission will be granted for a dwelling in the 

countryside for the long term needs of the applicant, where there are compelling, and 

site specific reasons for this related to the applicant’s personal or domestic 

circumstances and provided the following criteria are met: 

 

(a) the applicant can provide satisfactory evidence that a new dwelling is a 

necessary response to the particular circumstances of the case and that genuine 

hardship would be caused if planning permission were refused; and 

(b) there are no alternative solutions to meet the particular circumstances of the 

case, such as: an extension or annex attached to the existing dwelling; the 

conversion or reuse of another building within the curtilage of the property; or 

the use of a temporary mobile home for a limited period to deal with immediate 

short term circumstances. 

 

The policy recognises that there may be cases where special personal or domestic 

circumstances require a new house in the countryside. As can be seen from the 

wording of the policy, its requirements are quite stringent and thus set a fairly high 

hurdle to overcome. In the context of this application it is proposed that the new dwelling 

will be occupied by the applicant, her spouse, their daughter and husband and 3 No. 

grandchildren. 
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A statement detailing the special personal circumstances of the applicant has been 

provided and is supported by medical evidence from a medical or health professionals.  

Medical evidence has been provided from the following professionals:- 

• South Eastern Health and Social Care Trust Occupational Therapy Services – 

Applicant requires a ground floor bedroom, shower room, level access shower, 

widening of doors, ramped access and car hardstanding. 

• Independent Occupational Therapist, Corinna Keaney – She notes that the 

applicant’s dwelling has been adapted to accommodate her needs.  It has a 

downstairs bedroom and bathroom built on to the rear of the property and doors 

have been widened accordingly.  The applicant has had a number of falls in the 

past and as the supplicant and her spouse live on their own they are socially 

isolated.  The OT acknowledges that the applicant’s function is deteriorating, 

and her needs will increase.  The siting, adjacent to the in-laws of the applicant’s 

daughter will ensure that someone is always available when her daughter and 

son-in-law are at work.  It is felt that this will offer a long-term solution to the 

applicant’s deteriorating health ensuring that she does not have to be admitted 

to a care home setting. 

• Dr C Bodel, Old Mill Surgery – Bespoke dwelling required for the deteriorating 

health of both the applicant and her spouse.  Both have mobility problems and 

require a purpose-built space. 

 

The main carer at present is the applicant’s spouse, Mr McGreevy and they reside at 8 

Penrhyn Gardens, Newtownards.  Evidence has been provided advising that Mr 

McGreevy’s health is also deteriorating and they are both becoming more dependent 

on their daughter and son-in-law (Orla and David Crothers).  The Independent 

Occupational Therapist has advised that Mr McGreevy’s daily routine is solely focused 

around his wife’s needs.  He is unable to leave her alone for long and has no avenue 

to pursue his own interests or hobbies.  The applicant has rung him on occasions 

looking for his assistance whilst he is away from home.  She has also taken a number 

of falls and Mr McGreevy is no longer able to assist his wife off the floor alone.  Mr 

McGreevy’s caring role for his wife is not dependant on a new dwelling. 

 

It is argued that the proposal would enable the daughter to provide onsite care when 

she finishes her employment. The applicant’s daughter resides at 11 Wyndell Heights, 

Newtownards which is 0.9 miles and a 4 minute drive from her parent’s house.  The 

daughter does not live in a remote location so could be on hand in reasonable time to 

assist if a medical emergency arose.  The applicant’s daughter provides assistance 

when required and on occasions she had to leave her family and stay with her parents. 

Neither the Applicant’s daughter nor her husband has had to curtail their working 

arrangements to provide care since the applicant took ill 16 years ago. There is no 

evidence that her daughter would have to leave her current employment to provide full 

time care.  I acknowledge the pressure on the applicant’s daughter in juggling full time 

employment, a family and caring for her mother and that it would be more convenient 
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to reside nearby, but there is no compelling evidence that the current circumstances 

are so unacceptable that genuine hardship would result without a new dwelling. 

 

In addition to the above, there are alternative solutions that could be explored in 

accordance with criteria (b).  For instance, the applicant receives additional care and 

support once a day from professional carers, but no evidence has been provided 

regarding the consideration of increasing the use of private care packages or if alarm 

call systems have been considered.  The applicant has suffered with these conditions 

since 2004 and it would appear that the family’s caring arrangements have continued 

to operate effectively from around this time until now.   

 

The applicant resides at 8 Penrhyn Gardens, Newtownards and her daughter resides 

at.  As per Google Maps, the 2 dwellings are 0.9 miles apart and a 4 minute drive.   

 

The applicant’s family has advised that the site has been chosen adjacent to 85A 

Mountain Road as it is immediately adjacent to their daughters in-laws.  The owner of 

85A Mountain Road, Mr Jim Crothers has supported the application stating that this 

location will ensure that someone is always at hand to assist the applicant and her 

spouse in the event of an emergency or when their son David and daughter-in-law Orla 

are at work during the day.  Whilst no evidence has been provided in relation to Mr and 

Mrs Crothers, I can only assume that they are of good health and are a similar age to 

the applicant.   

 

I have considered the distance between the applicant’s current residence and Mr 

Crother’s home if he is willing to assist the family in a time of need.  The distance is 2.3 

miles which is approximately an 8 minute drive.  

 

The family has already implemented an alternative solution by extending the applicant’s 

home to provide ground floor accommodation suitable for the applicant’s needs 

however they have stated that if they were to all move into this dwelling, there would 

still be no one on site whilst David and Orla are at work.  The site adjacent to 85A 

Mountain Road benefits from having David’s parents living on-site who will be able to 

cover those working hours.   
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The dwelling at 8 Penrhyn Gardens is a 2 storey detached dwelling.  There are 

3 bedrooms on the first floor and a single storey rear extension providing a 

bedroom and en-suite.  As advised in the office meeting with the family, this 

extension currently facilitates both the applicant and her spouse.  The 

requirements of the South Eastern Health and Social Care Trust Occupational 

Therapy Services are currently satisfied - ground floor bedroom, shower room, 

level access shower, widening of doors, ramped access and car hardstanding.  

It has not been demonstrated why this dwelling 

could not facilitate the family’s requirements or 

that it could not be altered appropriately.   

 

Considering the justification for the move to 

Mountain Road is to ensure that Mr and Mrs 

Crothers are available to attend to the applicant 

when Orla and David are at work, it is my 

professional opinion that an 8 minute drive from 

Mountain Road to Penrhyn Gardens is not 

unreasonable and it would not cause genuine 

hardship.  No evidence has been provided to 

suggest the arrangements if Mr and Mrs Crothers 

were on holiday or are unwell themselves.   

 

Information was submitted identifying dwellings 

for sale within a 5 mile radius.  I am unsure where 

this 5 mile radius is taken from so I must assume that it is taken from Mr and Mrs 

Crother’s home on Mountain Road.  The properties considered have a minimum of 5-

beds and there was a maximum house value set.  They said that no other property, 

regardless of its suitability, can meet the fundamental needs of the family and be 

located in close proximity to other family members. The property at Mountain Road is 

located just outwith the settlement limit of Newtownards and therefore other potential 

alternative housing solutions, including building sites could be explored. 

 

I therefore conclude that there are indeed alternative solutions available to meet the 

particular circumstances and in that respect genuine hardship will not be caused by 

refusing the application at this particular site.  The proposal fails criteria (a) and (b) of 

Policy CTY 6. 

 

There is no evidence to suggest that the proposal falls into any of the other types of 

development that are acceptable in principle in the countryside under Policy CTY1 and 

no overriding reasons were presented as to why the proposal is essential at this 

location.  
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CTY 13 Integration and Design of Buildings in the Countryside 

 

Planning permission will be granted for a building in the countryside where it can be 

visually integrated into the surrounding landscape and if it is of appropriate design.  

 

If planning permission were to be granted, a dwelling with a maximum ridge height of 

7.5m could integrate with the surrounding vegetation and topography of the land.  The 

site is enclosed by mature boundary planting and is set some 90m from Mountain Road.  

The shared access would also be screened from public view due to that existing 

vegetation.  I acknowledge that two storey dwellings have been approved south-west 

of the application site however they are on lower ground in comparison to the 

application site. 

 

Levels and landscaping details have not been submitted as part of this outline planning 

application. 

 

CTY 14 Rural Character 

 

Policy CTY 14 relates to rural character and states that planning permission will be 

granted for a building in the countryside where it does not cause a detrimental change 

to or erode local character. 

 

Whilst a sensitively designed dwelling could be accommodated on this site, the 

application is located within the countryside, just outside the development limits for 

Newtownards.  I consider the area to have changed significantly over the past number 

of years due to further development opportunities.  Whilst cumulatively, a dwelling on 

this site would add further to this urban style build-up, it would be relatively well 

screened by existing development and vegetation.  The site will not create ribbon 

development but it is also not considered to be an infill opportunity as the application 

site does not front the laneway. 

 

 

CTY 16 DEVELOPMENT RELYING ON NON-MAINS SEWERAGE 

 

Planning permission will only be granted for development relying upon a non-mains 

sewerage system where it can be demonstrated that this will not create or add to a 

pollution problem.  Applicants will be required to submit information on the means of 

sewerage.   

 

The location of the septic tank has not yet been identified on the plans, however there 

may be an opportunity to share such facilities with No. 85A Mountain Road if there are 

not sufficient lands available to facilitate non-mains sewerage facilities. 
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8.   Consideration of Representations 
 

No representations received. 
 

 
9.   Conclusion  
 

The proposal has been considered in relation to the relevant planning policies as 

discussed in the detailed assessment section.  Having given careful consideration to 

the personal circumstances of this case and undertaken a site visit, it is my professional 

planning judgement that for the reasons set out in this report that the proposal does not 

meet the requirements of Policies CTY 1 and CTY 6 of Planning Policy Statement 21. 

 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 

Refuse Planning Permission 

 

 

11.    Reasons for Refusal 

 

1. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY1 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 

Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that there are no overriding 

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

located within a settlement. 

2.  

2. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY6 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 

Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that  the applicant has not 

provided satisfactory long term evidence that a new dwelling is a necessary 

response to the particular circumstances of the case and that genuine hardship 

would be caused if planning permission were refused and it has not been 

demonstrated that there are no alternative solutions to meet the particular 

circumstances of this case. 
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Addendum to LA06/2019/0366/O 

 

Proposal: Erection of a new dwelling 

 

Location: Immediately West of 85a Mountain Road, Newtownards 

 

The application for the above proposal was presented on a delegated list on 18th May 

2020 with a recommendation to refuse.  The planning application has been called-in 

to Planning Committee to be heard at its meeting of 07 July 2020.  Since the planning 

report was published on the Planning Portal nine letters of support have subsequently 

been received by friends and family of the applicant and political representatives.  This 

addendum addresses the matters raised within those representations for the benefit 

of the Planning Committee. 

 

1. Paragraph 4.1 of the Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) has been 

referred to however the phrases quoted appear to be from paragraph 4.3 of the 

SPPS. “The planning system has an active role to play in helping to better the lives 

of people and communities in Northern Ireland and in supporting the Executive’s 

key priority of improving health and well-being. For the purpose of the SPPS the 

Department supports the World Health Organisation’s definition of health as ‘a 

state of complete physical, mental and social well-being and not merely the 

absence of disease or infirmity’.” 

 

There is no doubt that health and well-being are a consideration when planning 

future development.  Paragraph 4.4 continues with examples such as well 

designed buildings, the way in which places and buildings are configured, patterns 

of movement in the space around us and the level of access to quality open space 

which are all factors that can make us feel good.  It is not considered that the 

above paragraphs relate directly to the subject planning application which is 

assessed against the criteria expressed within regional planning policy.  To 

choose a site beyond the settlement limits and erect a dwelling contrary to the 

provisions of regional policy would set an undesirable precedent within the 

Borough.  

 

2. Paragraph 6.65 of the SPPS states that its aim with regard to the countryside is to 

manage development in a manner which strikes a balance between protection of 

the environment from inappropriate development, while supporting and sustaining 

rural communities consistent with the Regional Development Strategy (RDS).  I 

acknowledge that there is not an embargo on development in the countryside; 

however, PPS 21 sets out in Policy CTY 1 the range of types of development 

which in principle are considered to be acceptable in the countryside and that will 
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contribute to the aims of sustainable development.  It further states that “other 

types of development will only be permitted where there are overriding reasons 

why that development is essential and could not be located in a settlement.”.  One 

of those types of development is a dwelling based on special personal or domestic 

circumstances in accordance with Policy CTY 6.  The application has been 

assessed against this policy and it has been considered that the circumstances 

presented are not compelling with site specific reasons related to the person’s 

personal or domestic circumstances. 

 

3. Sections of the Council’s Community Plan have also been quoted.  It should be 

noted that whilst Ards and North Down Borough Council facilitates the 

development of the Big Plan (Community Plan), it is NOT a Council plan. All 

community planning partners share an equal responsibility for the implementation 

of the plan.  The Local Government Act introduces a statutory link between the 

Community Plan and a council’s local development plan (LDP), in that the 

preparation of the LDP must take account of the community plan.  It is intended 

that the LDP will be the spatial reflection of the community plan and that the two 

should work together in tandem towards the same vision for a council area and its 

communities and set the long term social, economic, and environmental objectives 

for an area.  The Council is in the process of preparing its LDP and until such time 

as the Plan Strategy is adopted, the current regional planning policies as set out 

in the PPSs and the SPPS will continue to apply.  The Community Plan is not 

planning policy and therefore no weight can be attributed to it in the determination 

of individual planning applications. 

 

4. The first criterion of Policy CTY 6 of Planning Policy Statement 21 is that a new 

dwelling is a necessary response to the particular circumstances.  Whilst the 

health professionals support the application to build a bespoke dwelling, they do 

not state that it is a necessary response or the only response available to the 

applicant.  The South Eastern Health and Social Care Trust Occupational Therapy 

Services wrote to the applicant on 5th April 2019 advising that her disability 

required a ground floor bedroom, ground floor shower room, level access shower, 

widening of doors suitable for a wheelchair, ramped access to the property and 

car hardstanding.  The applicant has previously been granted planning permission 

to satisfy these specifications at their dwelling in Penrhyn Gardens.  There is no 

evidence presented that another existing property within a settlement limit could 

be suitably adapted. 

 

5. The friends and family members state that they have watched with sadness as the 

health of both the applicant and her spouse has deteriorated over the past 16 

years.  The applicant requires full assistance and the level of care required is 

increasing.  It is typical as people get older that their mobility and health deteriorate 
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but it cannot be the necessary response to provide a new dwelling in the 

countryside on every occasion. The Planning Service is not introducing hurdles 

but considering a planning application on its merits in the context of prevailing 

planning policy and appeal decisions accordingly.  One letter of support refers to 

‘compassionate grounds’ being accepted as a determining factor.  It would be 

unsustainable to endorse the erection of new houses in the countryside for 

everyone who considers it to be the solution to caring for dependent relatives.  

Granting approval in this instance would also set an undesirable precedent for 

future proposals within the Borough. 

 

6. It is considered by the writers that the applicant and her spouse are isolated and 

that the family members providing the care at this present time need the proposed 

dwelling on the chosen site so that they can benefit from emotional and social 

support.   Concerns have been raised regarding the pressure on the applicant’s 

daughter to be able to meet the needs of the applicant and her own dependent 

children.  One states that the existing dwelling at 8 Penrhyn Gardens would not 

allow each family a degree or independence and privacy.  Additionally, another 

letter refers to the preference for the dwelling in order to provide for the applicant’s 

husband to pursue his own interests, safe in the knowledge that the daughter and 

her husband would be able to look after his wife in his absence.  This sits at odds 

with the other evidence that both the daughter and her husband work fulltime.  

Policy CTY 6 deals with the long term needs of the applicant and not the needs of 

two families attempting to live together. 

 

7. I have considered DSD’s Housing Association Guide 2009: Design Standards and 

the minimum size for a 7-person 4-bed single storey dwelling is 105/110 sq. 

metres.  Considering that the letters of support state that the existing dwelling at 

8 Penrhyn Gardens would not allow the 

two families to live independently and 

that space would be required for hoists, I 

would assume that a much larger 

dwelling would be required by the 

families.  I estimate the floorspace of the 

existing dwelling at 85A Mountain Road 

to be approximately 300sq. metres.   

 

The applicant and her husband will require ground floor accommodation.  In order 

to provide an entirely separate living arrangement for the applicant’s daughter and 

her family (assuming 5 members) more floorspace will be required compared to a 

normal proposal for a single dwellinghouse.  No evidence has been provided to 

demonstrate how a suitably scaled dwelling could be facilitated on this site which 

will not compromise the existing boundary vegetation.  Replacement planting may 
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be required to retain some degree of privacy and separation from 85A Mountain 

Road.  It is considered that a site of appropriate scale could be provided within the 

settlement limit to provide the custom purpose-built accommodation.   

 

8. It is acknowledged that over the past 16 years that the situation has changed for 

all involved; however, one letter refers to a planned response for the future and 

not a reactionary response in one or two years’ time when the existing 

arrangements are not suitable.  The planning policy refers to genuine hardship if 

planning permission is refused.  It relates to the present time and not in one or two 

years’ time.  In this timeframe, there is an opportunity to relocate to a suitable site 

within the settlement limit or a dwelling elsewhere which is suitable for their needs.   

 

9. References have been made to the existing mortgage on the applicant’s home 

and that a shared home for the applicant and her daughter’s family would reduce 

costs.  It has also been suggested that the site is being gifted to the family and 

that they are not in a position to purchase land.  Financial constraints were raised 

in Appeal Ref: 2019/A0098 by the Planning Appeals Commission (copy attached); 

however, these were not considered to be determining factors to establish 

compelling or site specific reasons why that dwelling was a necessary and singular 

response to the appellant’s situation or that genuine hardship would have been 

caused if planning permission were withheld.  The financial and social arguments 

against finding alternative accommodation are outside the planning system and 

are not considered to be material factor in the assessment of the application. 

 

10. There is no requirement for families to live together or provide medical care / 

support for relatives; however, where an application is made for a dwelling based 

on personal circumstances, Policy CTY 6 requires details of what alternatives to 

a new dwelling in the countryside have been considered and why such alternatives 

are not considered practical to meet the site specific need.  As the assessment of 

alternatives is required by policy, it is not unreasonable and nor does policy limit 

the consideration of alternatives to the applicant’s existing dwelling / curtilage. 

 

Reference has been made to the fact that no dwellings or sites are available within 

the means of the applicant/her husband, or daughter and family, however no 

evidence has been provided in respect of alternative sites within a settlement limit 

for a building site, a dwelling that could be extended, or a dwelling with potential 

to provide ancillary accommodation within the curtilage to meet the needs of the 

applicant. 

 

11. The Planning Department accepts that there is compelling medical evidence that 

purpose-built accommodation, as per the GP’s recommendation in respect of Mrs 

McGreevy, is desirable. It also accepts the applicant’s argument, that the purpose-
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built accommodation to also incorporate independent living for the daughter and 

her family would enable them to maintain a significant degree of independence 

while being located close to family members.  However, there is no persuasive 

evidence that Mrs McGreevy’s care needs are being prejudiced by the current 

arrangements or that genuine hardship would result if the application were 

refused. 

 

12. It is acknowledged that the set of circumstances that the applicant has been faced 

with over the past 16 years has been devastating for all the family but the objective 

of the planning system, is to secure the orderly and consistent development of 

land.  It is the view of the Planning Department that granting approval in this 

instance would set an undesirable precedent for the Borough.  The letters from 

neighbours and friends and cross-party support of the political representatives, as 

well as the lack of objections, does not outweigh the tests of the planning policy 

when alternative solutions can be further explored. 

 

Conclusion 

 

The letters of support have been considered; however, no new information has been 

provided to warrant a change in opinion.  The proposal is not such a unique one to 

justify the erection of a dwelling in the countryside.  The personal care of ill or elderly 

family members is a common situation and one that many would wish to be able to 

provide themselves.  I am not convinced that this particular set of circumstances is 

compelling when there are alternative options to be explored by the applicant’s family.  

The policy refers to the applicant and their circumstances, not the circumstances of 

two families.  The approval of this application would set an undesirable precedent in 

the Borough for future development in the countryside on the basis of a preference for 

families to live together on a plot but independently of each other. 

 

On the basis of the information above I consider that the opinion to refuse the 

application should remain unchanged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

6 
 

Appendix 1 

 
Appeal Reference: 2019/A0098 

Appeal by: Mrs Lorraine Nelson. 

Appeal against: The refusal of outline planning permission. 

Proposed Development: Erection of a detached dwelling. 

Location: Land approximately 40m east of 32 Rocky Road, Belfast. 

Planning Authority: Belfast City Council. 

Application Reference: LA04/2019/0179/O 

Procedure: Written representations and accompanied site visit on 3rd December 
2019. 

Decision by: Commissioner Damien Hannon, dated 15th May 2020. 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Reasons 

2.  Matters relating to access provision could appropriately be dealt with by 
negative planning condition. Furthermore, whether the planning authority dealt 
with the planning application in an appropriate manner is not a matter germane 
to this appeal and any remedy in this regard should be sought through the office 
of the Local Government Ombudsman. The main issue raised by this appeal is 
whether the proposed development is acceptable in principle in the countryside. 

3.  The Court of Appeal declared the adoption of the Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 
2015 (BMAP) unlawful on 18th May 2017 and consequently, while the draft 
Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan (dBMAP), published in 2004, remains material 
to consideration of development proposals, the Belfast Urban Area Plan 
(BUAP), regardless of its vintage, now operates as the relevant statutory Local 
Development Plan. Neither of these documents however, contain policies 
specific to proposals for residential development in the countryside. 
Furthermore, there is no conflict between the provisions of the Strategic 
Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland - Planning for Sustainable 
Development - September 2015 (SPPS) and retained policy regarding issues 
raised by this appeal. Consequently, Planning Policy Statement 21 - 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside (PPS21), provides the relevant 
policy context. 

4.  Policy CTY 1 of PPS 21 sets out a range of types of development which in 
principle are considered to be acceptable in the countryside. The appellant 
argued that the proposal was acceptable in principle under Policy CTY 1 as a 
dwelling based on personal or domestic circumstances in accordance with 
Policy CTY 6 of PPS 21. Policy CTY 6 states that planning permission will be 
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granted for a dwelling in the countryside where there are compelling and site 
specific reasons for this related to the applicant’s personal or domestic 
circumstances. The policy also requires the applicant to provide satisfactory 
evidence to establish the following-: 

• that a new dwelling is a necessary response to the particular circumstances 
of the case; 

• that genuine hardship would be caused if planning permission were refused 
and; 

• that there are no alternative solutions to meet the particular circumstances 
of the case. 

5.  The appellant has a chronic ailment that severely restricts her mobility and 
necessitates professional care for 35 hours per week. This professional care is 
supplemented by that provided by family members living either with her of 
nearby. She currently resides in a property some 300m from the appeal site 
which is unable to accommodate her medical needs and which, due to physical 
and architectural constraints, cannot realistically be adapted to meet them. It is 
clear that the appellant requires suitable, preferably single storey, 
accommodation. Pursuant to this, she was, in October 2018, classified by the 
Housing Executive as unintentionally homeless/threatened with homelessness 
and in priority need. 

6.  It is proposed to construct a bespoke, 2 bed, open plan bungalow on land within 
her husband’s ownership at the appeal site. I accept that this would constitute 
an acceptable solution. However, I am not persuaded by the submitted 
evidence that suitable, possibly adapted alternative accommodation, which is 
reasonably accessible to family members and carers, is not available to the 
appellant. Indeed, the evidence verifies that the major barrier to the appropriate 
rehousing of the appellant is financial. I am also mindful that the appellant’s 
situation is such that appropriate social housing is an avenue that remains 
open. In these circumstances, the evidence does not establish compelling or 
site specific reasons why a dwelling is a necessary and singular response to 
the appellant’s situation or that genuine hardship would be caused if planning 
permission were withheld. I conclude that the proposal does not constitute 
development considered to be acceptable in the countryside in accordance with 
Policy CTY 6. 

7.  Policy CTY 1 goes on to state that other types of development in the countryside 
will only be permitted where there are overriding reasons why that development 
is essential and could not be located in a settlement. No such case however, 
was advanced and the council’s objection in principle is upheld and its reason 
for refusal based on policies CTY 1 and CTY 6 of PPS 21 is sustained and is 
determining in this case. 



ITEM 4.2 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

 
Application Ref 
  

 
LA06/2019/0502/F 

Proposal Demolition of existing dwelling replaced with 6 apartments 

Location 114 Princetown Road, Bangor 

Committee 
Interest 

Called in from delegated list of 02 June by Cllr McClean 

Reason – on the basis of PPS7 4.10 (to assess whether it 
reflects the character of the area) and PPS7, QD1/a, to assess 
whether it is appropriate to the character of the site and 
surrounding area. 

Validated 13/05/2019  
 

Summary 

• In conformity with Draft BMAP 

• Lies within ATC 

• Adjacent to but not within LLPA 

• In line with SPPS-increased density without cramming. 

• Complies with PPS7 and Addendum to PPS7 

• No significant impact on Natural Heritage 

• Scale and Design appropriate for area 

• Maintains overall character of ATC 

• Adequate parking 

• Adequate open space/amenity space 

• No impact on neighbouring properties 

• Three objections received and addressed in COR. 
 

Recommendation 
  
Approval 
 

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

Application Ref:  
LA06/2019/0502/F 

DEA:  Bangor Central 

Proposal:  Demolition of existing dwelling replaced with 6 apartments 

Location:  114 Princetown Road, Bangor BT20 3TG 

Applicant:    Myrtlefield 
Construction Ltd 

Agent:    David Wilson Chartered Architect 

 
Date Valid: 13/05/2019 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 13/06/2019 

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 12/03/2020 

 
Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: Yes 

Letters of Support 0 Letters of Objection 2 objections 
1 non-commital 

Petitions 0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• Principle of development and conformity with the Development Plan 

• Planning history of the site and surrounding area 

• Natural heritage impacts and bat roost potential within existing building to be 
demolished 

• Access and parking requirements 

• Impact on the character and appearance of the area and the proposed ATC 

designation 

• Impacts on residential amenity 

Case Officer: Christine Hamilton 

Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 

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

http://www.planningni.gov.uk/
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1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The application site is located within the settlement limit of Bangor and consists of a 
large 3 storey detached dwelling set within a spacious plot measuring approximately 
0.2ha. It also has a large detached garage and garden room. The site is accessed off 
the Princetown Road. The North Down Coastal path runs along the north eastern 
boundary which is defined by a mature hedgerow and shrubbery. The boundary 
treatment for the south eastern boundary also has a mature hedgerow which helps to 
provide screening between the site and 112 Princetown Road. The north western 
boundary adjoining 116 Princetown Road has mature planting and a 2m high stepped 
wall. The boundary against the Princetown Road has a small wall with a closed timber 
fence on top and 4m high planting behind which provide good screening to the front of 
the site. The topography within the site steeply falls away from the road towards the 
coast. 
 

 
 

Image 1 – View of existing buildings along Princetown Road 
 

 

 
 

Image 2 – View of existing buildings along Princetown Road from the Marina 
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Image 3 – View of the front elevation of the dwelling from Princetown Road 

 

 
Image 4 – View of the rear elevation of the dwelling facing the coast 

 
 

 
Image 5 – View of the NW side elevation facing No.116 Princetown Road 

 



 

4 
 

 
 

2.   Site Location Plan 

 

 
 

Image 7 - Application site outlined in red 
 

  
 
 

  
Image 6 – View of the SE side elevation facing No.112 Princetown Road. 
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4.   Planning Policy Framework  

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

• North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 

• Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 

• Planning Policy Statement 2 - Natural Heritage 

• Planning Policy Statement 3 - Access, Movement and Parking 

• Planning Policy Statement 6 – Addendum – Areas of Townscape Characters 

• 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  

• DCAN 8 - Housing in Existing Urban Areas  

• DCAN 15 - Vehicular Access Standards 
 

3. Relevant Planning History 

 
Application site 
 
LA06/2019/0157/PAD - 6No.two-bed apartments. 
 
W/2010/0384/F - Demolition of existing dwelling and replaced with four, three-bed 
apartments. Full permission granted on 02.12.2010. 
 
W/2009/0394/F - Demolition of existing dwelling and replacement with four, three-bed 
apartments and one, five bedroom apartment. Refusal was recommended and the 
application was withdrawn. 
Refusal reason: The proposal is contrary to Policy QD1 of the Department's Planning 
Policy Statement 7: 'Quality Residential Environments' in that it has not been 
demonstrated that the development would, if permitted, create a quality and sustainable 
residential environment. The proposed development fails to meet the requirements of 
QD1 in that it has not been shown:  
(a) that the development respects the surrounding context and is appropriate to the 
character and topography of the site in terms of layout, scale, proportions, massing and 
appearance of buildings, structures and landscaped and hard surfaced areas. 
 
W/1992/0218 - Change of use from dwelling house to guest house. Full permission 
granted on 15.10.1992. 
 
W/1983/0582 Conversion of existing dwelling into 3no.apartments. Full permission 
granted on 15.12.1983. 
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6.   Consultations  

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

Consultee Response 

Environmental Health No objections. 
 

NI Water Available capacity. 
 

DFI Roads - Downpatrick Office No objections subject to conditions 
 

SES The proposal is not likely to have a 
significant effect on the features of any 
European site. 

DAERA – Coastal Development No objections as the site is separated from 
the marine environment by an existing 
amenity area and coastal path. 

DAERA – Water Management Unit No objections. 

DAERA - Natural Environment Division The Biodiversity Checklist includes 
comments from an ecologist that the 
buildings on site may have bat roost 
potential and that a separate Bat Roost 
Assessment is being carried out. 
 
A Bat Roost Assessment has been 
conducted by Kerry Leonard of Sterna 
Environmental Ltd and concludes that the 
bat roost potential in the buildings on site 
are assessed as being negligible and the 
proposed development complies with the 
Habitats Directive, PPS2 and the SPPS. No 
further survey work is therefore required. 
 

 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Development Plan 
 
The application site is located within the settlement limits of Bangor under both the 
North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 (NDAAP) and Draft Belfast Metropolitan 
Area Plan 2015 (dBMAP). The site is located within the proposed Bangor West Area of 
Townscape Character (BR15) as per dBMAP. The site is adjacent to but not within a 
proposed Local Landscape Policy (BR31) under dBMAP. 
 
Planning Policy 
 
Strategic Planning Policy Statement   
 
Under the SPPS, the guiding principle for planning authorities in determining planning 
applications is that sustainable development should be permitted, having regard to the 
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development plan and all other material considerations, unless the proposed 
development will cause demonstrable harm to interests of acknowledged importance. 
In practice this means that development that accords with an up-to-date development 
plan should be approved and proposed development that conflicts with an up-to-date 
development plan should be refused, unless other material considerations indicate 
otherwise.  
 
The SPPS advocates an increased housing density without town cramming. Higher 
density housing developments should be promoted in town and city centres and in other 
locations that benefit from high accessibility to public transport facilities. The proposed 
redevelopment represents a sustainable form of development through the use of 
previously developed land to accommodate residential development in an accessible 
location. The proposed development will provide residential units where occupants can 
access a range of town centre facilities within walking distance of the application site. 
 

PPS 2 Natural Heritage 
 
Policy NH 2 
 
Planning permission will only be granted for a development proposal that is not likely 
to harm a European or National protected species.  
 
SES was consulted regarding this application and was considered in light of the 
assessment requirements of Regulation 43 (1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, 
etc.) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended). Having considered the nature, 
scale, timing, duration and location of the project it is concluded that it is eliminated 
from further assessment because it could not have any conceivable effect on the 
selection features, conservation objectives or status of any European site. 
 
The potential impact of this proposal on Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of 
Conservation and Ramsar sites has been assessed in accordance with the 
requirements of Regulations 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 of any European site. 
 
Policy NH 5  
 
Planning permission will only be granted for a development proposal which is not likely 
to result in the unacceptable adverse impact on, Habitats, Species or Features of 
Natural Heritage Importance. 
 
A Biodiversity Checklist and a Bat Roost Assessment (carried out by Kerry Leonard of 
Sterna Environmental Ltd) were submitted with the application. The report concludes 
that the bat roost potential in the buildings on site is negligible and the proposed 
development complies with the Habitats Directive, PPS2 and the SPPS and no further 
survey work is required. The Coastal Development Team of DAERA is content with the 
proposal as the site is separated from the marine environment by an existing amenity 
area and coastal path. I am satisfied that the proposed development will not impact on 
habitats, species or features of natural heritage importance.  
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PPS 3 Access, Movement and Parking 
 
Policy AMP 2 
 
Planning permission will only be granted for a development proposal involving direct 
access, or the intensification of the use of an existing access, onto a public road where 
such access will not prejudice road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of 
traffic. 
 

The proposed access will be an alteration to the existing access onto Princetown Road. 
It will be widened to be 6m with dropped kerbs across the entrance. Following 
consultation with DFI Roads, DFI Roads has no objections to the proposed access 
arrangements subject to conditions.  
 

Policy AMP 7 
 

Development proposals will be required to provide adequate provision for car parking 
and appropriate servicing arrangements. The precise amount of car parking will be 
determined according to the specific characteristics of the development and its location 
having regard to the published standards or any reduction provided for in an area of 
parking restraint designated in a development plan. Proposals should not prejudice 
road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic. 
 
The application site is accessed from Princetown Road and provides 11no.incurtilage 
parking spaces. Cycle parking is also proposed within the application site. Given the 
application site’s location, many services in the town are available within walking 
distance. Public transport is also within walking distance of the application site.  
 
Parking standards within the supplementary planning guidance document Creating 
Places requires parking based on the range of apartments proposed as follows – 
 
6 x 2 bed apartments @ 1.5 spaces per unit = 9 spaces 
 
A total of 9 spaces are required for the proposed development and as 11 spaces have 
been provided, I am satisfied that adequate parking has been provided.  
 
PPS 6 – Addendum – Areas of Townscape Character  
 
The Addendum to PPS6 applies to designated Areas of Townscape Character (ATC). 
Whilst the NDAAP is the adopted Local Development Plan for the area dBMAP is a 
material consideration. Within dBMAP the area where the site is located is designated 
as a proposed Area of Townscape Character (ATC) (BR15). As there were no 
objections to that draft designation it is likely that it would be made were dBMAP ever 
adopted. The ATC (BR15) is a material consideration relevant to this application. 
 
Policy ATC1 of the Addendum to PPS6 Demolition Control in an Area of Townscape 
Character states that there will be a presumption in favour of retaining any building 
which makes a positive contribution to the character of an ATC. It is considered that 
the existing dwelling does not exhibit any elements that make a positive contribution to 



 

9 
 

the ATC and has no specific detailing of character to contribute to the character of the 
ATC.  
 
Policy ATC 2 of the Addendum to PPS 6 indicates that permission will be granted for 
development in an ATC only where it would maintain or enhance the overall character 
and appearance of the area. It is considered that the proposed building will maintain 
the character and appearance of the ATC. The existing character of the area 
surrounding the site is that of large dwellings situated within spacious plots. The 
dwellings range from detached, semi-detached and terraced dwellings and include a 
mix of single, 2 storey and 3 storey properties. The proposal is to replace a large 
previously extended 3 storey detached dwelling with a 3 storey building consisting of 6 
individual apartments. The proposed building is positioned on the central part of the 
site with good separation distances to all site boundaries.  The ground level of the site 
falls quite considerably from the Princetown Road towards the rear boundary. The 3 
storey building will be constructed on ground level which is 2m below that of the road 
and for this reason it will not be prominent in the landscape and will be in keeping with 
the general roof line level of adjacent properties on the Princetown Road. I am satisfied 
that the proposal will maintain if not enhance the overall character and appearance of 
the ATC. The proposed building will be an improvement to the existing building on site 
and will be in keeping with the large 2 and 3 storey buildings with similar finishes, scale 
and massing that already exist in the area. 
 
PPS 7 - Quality Residential Environments 
 
Policy QD 1 Quality in New Residential Development 
 
All proposals for residential development will be expected to conform to all of the 
following criteria: 
 
a) the development respects the surrounding context and is appropriate to 
the character and topography of the site in terms of layout, scale, proportions, 
massing and appearance of buildings, structures and landscaped and hard 
surfaced areas. 
 
I am satisfied that the proposed development takes account of the application site’s 
surrounding context. The properties in this area of Bangor include large detached 
properties set within large spacious plots. Some of the properties have been converted 
into apartments. There are a number of terraced properties existing in the area that 
have large bay windows fronting towards the coast. The photo below shows properties 
just along from the site near Grays Hill in Bangor.  
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Image 8 -View of 3 storey terraced properties near Grays Hill, near to the site. 
 
The building fronts onto Princetown Road and also has a symmetrical sympathetic 
elevation facing towards the coast. Due to the lower ground level of the site from 
Princetown Road, the proposed building will not be prominent from views from the road, 
however will be subject to long distant views from the Marina and adjacent areas. The 
building will be of a similar size and scale than existing properties and when viewed 
from the Marina side, it will have a backdrop of properties beyond the site which are on 
higher ground. I am satisfied that the scale and proportions of the proposal are 
acceptable when viewed from both Princetown Road and the Marina. 
 
   
b) features of the archaeological and built heritage, and landscape features 
are identified and, where appropriate, protected and integrated in a suitable 
manner into the overall design and layout of the development; 
 
I am satisfied that this is the case. There are no significant landscape features on the 
application site. The site plan indicates that the existing boundaries are to remain as 
existing and the boundary planting is to be retained and augmented. 
 
c) adequate provision is made for public and private open space and 
landscaped areas as an integral part of the development. Where appropriate, 
planted areas or discrete groups of trees will be required along site boundaries 
in order to soften the visual impact of the development and assist in its 
integration with the surrounding area; 
 
The proposed development is for 6 apartments therefore there is no requirement for 
public open space as part of the proposed development. Amenity space will be provided 
for the units by private patio areas on the ground floor and private balconies on the first 
and second floors. An area of communal open space is also provided to the rear of the 
building. There is adequate amenity space provided within the property grounds and in 
addition, there is a pedestrian access onto the adjacent coastal path. 
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d) adequate provision is made for necessary local neighbourhood facilities, 
to be provided by the developer as an integral part of the development;  
 
Local facilities are not required to be provided. The application site is in close proximity 
to many local facilities within the town centre. 
 
e) a movement pattern is provided that supports walking and cycling, meets 
the needs of people whose mobility is impaired, respects existing public rights 
of way, provides adequate and convenient access to public transport and 
incorporates traffic calming measures; 
 
The application site is adjacent to the coastal path and public transport is readily 
available within Bangor town centre.  
 
f) adequate and appropriate provision is made for parking;  
 
The parking provision has been discussed in more detail in the previous section of this 
report under the heading PPS3. A total of 9 spaces are required for the proposed 
development and as 11 spaces have been provided, I am satisfied that adequate 
parking has been provided.  
 
g) the design of the development draws upon the best local traditions of form, 
materials and detailing; 
 
I am satisfied that the proposed design is appropriate for the locality. The proposed 
design uses a mixture of both painted render and traditional red brick which is reflective 
of surrounding buildings. Many properties in the area have large bay windows which is 
a common feature for properties located in traditional seaside towns and villages. The 
proposed building has incorporated bay windows in the side and rear elevations. 
 

h) the design and layout will not create conflict with adjacent land uses and 
there is no unacceptable adverse effect on existing or proposed properties in 
terms of overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, noise or other disturbance; 
 
I am satisfied that there will be no unacceptable adverse impact on neighbouring 
properties through overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, noise or other 
disturbance. Sufficient separation distances to site boundaries and existing dwellings 
are provided.  
In terms of potential overlooking, the initial scheme included first and second floor bay 
windows on the north-western gable elevation of the building. The owners of the 
adjacent property at No.116 Princetown Road relayed concerns of potential overlooking 
caused by these windows, particularly as they have a private patio area located to the 
front of their dwelling which would be directly in line with the proposed large bay 
windows. The applicant was asked to address this issue and an amended scheme was 
received on 10 March 2020. The amended scheme removed the central bay window 
on both the first and second floors on this elevation. No further letters of representation 
have been received from the owners of No.116 following re- neighbour notification. The 
balconies on the first and second floor on the rear elevation facing the marina will not 
cause any unacceptable overlooking as they have bay windows on either side of the 
balconies and I do not consider any unacceptable overlooking being caused by the bay 
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windows due to their position on the rear elevation and the adequate separation 
distances to the side boundaries of the site and adjacent properties beyond. I am 
satisfied that the amended proposal will not conflict with any neighbouring residential 
properties.  
 
 

i) the development is designed to deter crime and promote personal safety. 
 
I am satisfied that this is the case. Windows at the front overlook Princetown Road and 
windows to the rear overlook the area of amenity space and the coastal path. 
 
PPS 7 Addendum – Safeguarding the Character of Established Residential Areas 
 
Policy LC1 of the Addendum to PPS7 states that in established residential areas 
planning permission will only be granted for the redevelopment of existing buildings, or 
the infilling of vacant sites to accommodate new housing where: 

(a) the proposed density is not significantly higher than that found in the locality;  
(b) the pattern of development is in keeping with the overall character of the 

neighbourhood 
(c) all dwelling units are built to a size not less to those set out in Annex A of the 

policy document.  
 
The proposal is for the redevelopment of a site that has an existing building which is to 
be demolished and replaced with one building which will accommodate 6 apartments.  
The surrounding area is characterised by a wide range of residential properties 
including apartment buildings, detached, semi-detached and terraced properties. A 
nearby building at Seacourt has been converted into apartments. The plot size of the 
application site is 0.2ha and proposes 6 apartments. Given the wide range of densities 
in the locality, I do not consider the increase in density of this site to be significant. 
 
As discussed previously in this report, it is considered that the proposal is in keeping 
with the existing pattern of development in the area and will not have an unacceptable 
impact on the surrounding character and appearance of the area.  

I am satisfied that the proposed dwellings are of a size not less than those set out in 
Annex A. 
 
PPS 12 Housing in Settlements 
 
The proposal complies with relevant policy and guidance in PPS12. The proposal has 
a good design and respects the character of the area.  
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8.   Consideration of Representations 

 
Three representations have been received in total.  One letter of non-commital and one 

letter of objection were received in response to the initial proposal. One letter of 
objection has been received in relation to the amended proposal.   

 
Issues raised include the following – 
 

• Potential loss of privacy caused to private amenity area of 116 Princetown 
Road 

 

The initial scheme included first and second floor bay windows on the gable 
elevation adjacent to 116 Princetown Road. The applicant was asked to address 
the potential overlooking issue. Amended plans were received which removed the 
central window in the first and second floor bay windows on the NW elevation 
adjacent to No.116. Following re-neighbour notification, the owners of No.116 did 
not submit any further letters of representation. I am satisfied that there will be no 
unacceptable loss of privacy caused to 116 Princetown Road or any other adjacent 
property. 
 

• This application is contrary to planning guidelines in character mass and 
height and should be rejected Roof height is above existing properties and  
has a mass which is not in keeping with the townscape character. 
 

These concerns are from Bangor West Conservation Group. As discussed 
previously in this report, I am satisfied that the scale, massing and height of the 
proposed building will be in keeping with the existing character of the area. The are 
is characterised by a wide range of properties including detached, semi-detached 
and terraced properties of single, two storey and three storey, all set within spacious 
plots. This proposed building is of a similar scale, massing and height similar to the 
built form of properties nearby and is centrally positioned within the site to provide 
a good setting with adequate separation distances from all the site boundaries. I am 
satisfied that the proposal is in line with planning policy and guidance. 

 

 

9.   Conclusion  

 
All material planning considerations have been assessed fully, comments from 
consultees and third party representations have been considered. On this basis, I am 
satisfied that the proposed development would meet all the relevant prevailing 
planning policies and guidance and it is my opinion that planning permission should 
be approved. 
 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission 
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11.    Conditions 

 
1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 5 

years from the date of this permission. 
 

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

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

shall be provided in accordance with Drawing No 04B bearing the date stamped 

10 March 2020 prior to the commencement of any other development hereby 

permitted. The area within the visibility splays and any forward sight line shall 

be cleared to provide a level surface no higher than 250mm above the level of 

the adjoining carriageway and such splays shall be retained and kept clear 

thereafter. 

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

safety and the convenience of road users. 

3. The access gradient to the building hereby permitted shall not exceed 4% (1 in 

25) over the first 10.0 m outside the road boundary.  Where the vehicular access 

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

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

change of slope along the footway. 

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

safety and the convenience of road users. 

4. 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. 

 
 

12.   Signatures 

Case Officer Signature:  

Date:  

 
 

Countersigning Officer 
Signature: 

 

Date:  

 
 

Appointed Officer 
Signature: 

Paula Kerr 

Date: 1/06/2020 
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Comments:  
I agree with case officers recommendation for approval 
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ITEM 5  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 07 July 2020 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 24 June 2020 

File Reference       

Legislation The Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☒         No     ☐        Other  ☐ 

If other, please add comment below:  

      

Subject Update on Planning Appeals  

Attachments       

 
 
 
Decisions 
 
1. No new decisions have issued since the date of the last report to Committee. 

 
New Appeals Lodged 
 
2. The following appeal was lodged on 08 June 2020. 

 
Appeal reference:  2020/A0026 
Application Reference: LA06/2018/0673/O 
Appeal by: Laburnumhill Properties Ltd 
Subject of Appeal: Refusal of Proposed dwelling and garage 
Location: 70m South West of 1 Cardy Road East, Greyabbey  
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3. The following appeal was lodged on 02 June 2020. 
 

Appeal reference:  2020/E0011 
Application Reference: LA06/2017/0134/CA 
Appeal by: Mr Ryan Thompson 
Subject of Appeal: Appeal against Enforcement Notice: 

1. Alleged unauthorised construction of a new building for the 
purposes of furniture manufacturing.  

2. Alleged unauthorised creation of a new access and hard 
standing for the purpose of parking   

3. Alleged unauthorised siting of storage containers.  
4. Alleged unauthorised siting of mobile caravan used as a 

staff rest area 
Location: 27 Ballymorran Road, Killinchy 

 
 

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

 
RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that Council notes this report. 

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

