
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
 

 26 July 2021 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
You are hereby invited to attend a meeting of the Planning Committee of the Ards 
and North Down Borough Council which will be held in the Queen’s Hall, West 
Street, Newtownards on Tuesday, 3 August 2021 commencing at 7.00pm. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Stephen Reid 
Chief Executive 
Ards and North Down Borough Council 

 
 

A G E N D A 
 

1. Apologies 
 
2. Declarations of Interest  

 
3. Matters arising from minutes of Planning Committee Meeting of 6 July 2021 

(Copy attached) 
 

4. Planning Applications (Reports attached) 
 

4.1 LA06/2019/0316/F 

Demolition of existing Co-Op building and erection of 
2No semi-detached 2.5 storey dwellings and 2No. 
semi-detached 2 storey dwellings - with private 
cobbled parking, gated access and landscaped 
gardens to rear 
 
72 Groomsport Road, Bangor (former Co-Op site) 
 

4.2 LA06/2020/1103/RM 

Erection of a dwelling in compliance with outline 
planning permission LA06/2019/0366/O 
 
Immediately West of 85a Mountain Road, 
Newtownards 
 
 Person(s) speaking in support of the application: 
 

1. Orla Crothers - Applicant 
 



4.3 LA06/2019/1007/F 

Retention of a fence and gate surrounding an 
existing pumping station (Retrospective) 
 
Seacourt WWPS 
Lands 20m North of 1 Seacourt Lane, Bangor 
 
Person(s) speaking in opposition to the 
application:   
 

1. Pat Carvill 
2. Councillor Jennifer Gilmour 

 

4.4 LA06/2019/0544/F 

Proposed 1.26km Greenway linking the flood wall at 
the South of Ulster Flying Club to Georges Street 
Newtownards via Portaferry Road and Londonderry 
Park 
 
Lands to the South and East of Ulster Flying Club 
along Southern side of A20 Portaferry Road, along 
existing pathways to the South and West of the all-
weather pitches at Londonderry Park and along the 
Southern bank of the canal towards Georges Street, 
Newtownards 
 

4.5 LA06/2021/0560/A 

Static Village Entrance Signage 

 

36m SW of 20 Bridge Road South (Gate Lodge), 

Helen's Bay 

 
5. Update on Planning Appeals (Report attached) 

 
***IN CONFIDENCE*** 

6. Tender for the provision of Landscape Character Assessment review – proposed 
award of contract (Report attached) 
 

7. Quarterly Update on Enforcement Matters (Report attached) 
 

MEMBERSHIP OF PLANNING COMMITTEE (16 MEMBERS) 
 

Alderman Gibson Councillor Cooper  

Alderman Keery Councillor McAlpine 

Alderman McDowell Councillor McClean  

Alderman McIlveen  Councillor McKee (Vice Chair) 

Councillor Adair Councillor McRandal 

Councillor Brooks Councillor P Smith 

Councillor Cathcart (Chair) Councillor Thompson 

Councillor Kennedy  Councillor Walker 

 



  

ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
A meeting of the Planning Committee was held on Tuesday, 6 July 2021 at 7.00 pm 
at Queen’s Hall, Newtownards   
 
PRESENT: 
  
In the Chair:  Councillor Cathcart  
  
Aldermen:  Gibson  Keery  
   McDowell  McIlveen  
 
Councillors:  Adair    McKee 

Brooks  McRandal   
McAlpine  Smith, P  

   McClean  Walker  
   

Officers: Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning (S McCullough), 
Head of Planning (A McCullough), Principal Professional and 
Technical Officer (G Kerr), Senior Professional and Technical Officer 
(C Rodgers) and Democratic Services Officers (J Glasgow and H 
Loebnau) 

 
Also in   
Attendance: Laura McCausland, Robert Gilmore, Adam Larkin, Dermot O’Hagan 

and Rachel Woods   
 
 

WELCOME 
 
The Chairman welcomed everyone to the meeting and began by paying tribute to his 
predecessor, Councillor McClean, who had done very well to Chair the Planning 
Committee virtually through Zoom.  He also offered his thanks to the Planning 
Officers who had also risen to the challenges of remote working.   
  

1. APOLOGIES 
 
Apologies for inability to attend were received from Councillors Cooper and 
Thompson.  
 
NOTED.  
 

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
Councillor Adair declared an interest in Item 4.5 (declared during the item).  
 
NOTED. 
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3. MATTERS ARISING FROM MINUTES OF PLANNING 
COMMITTEE MEETING OF 4 MAY 2021 

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

4. PLANNING APPLICATIONS 
 
4.1 LA06/2021/0142/F – DEMOLITION OF EXISITNG CONSERVATORY AND 

PROVISION OF NEW SINGLE STOREY REAR EXTENSION TO EXISTING 
DAY NURSERY - 50 BELFAST ROAD, HOLYWOOD  

 (Appendix I) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report and Addendum.   
 
DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye  
Committee Interest: Call in by Councillor Adair  
Proposal: Demolition of existing conservatory and provision of new single storey 
rear extension to existing day nursery 
Site Location: 50 Belfast Road, Holywood  
Recommendation: Refusal 
 
The Head of Planning explained that she had had the opportunity to review the item 
whilst preparing for her presentation to the Planning Committee and had carried out 
a number of site visits and reviewed other cases in the Borough.  She went on to 
state that whilst there was no legal agreement in place between the nursery and the 
Baptist Church there was confirmation of a mutual reciprocal arrangement in place, 
and as such she was satisfied there would be no demonstrable harm caused by the 
proposed extension to the existing day nursery.  As such she had written an 
addendum setting out that rationale, and Members would have noted that the revised 
recommendation for approval was on the delegated list as distributed earlier in the 
day.     
 
RESOLVED, that the information be noted.  
 
Due to the above item being withdrawn, and the attendance of speakers, the Head of 
Planning advised that the order of the planning items had been changed.  
 
4.5 LA06/2019/0892/F – 14 NO. DWELLINGS (INCLUDES CHANGE OF 

HOUSE TYPE FROM THAT PREVIOUSLY APPROVED UNDER 
LA06/2015/0550F) WITH ASSOCIATED CAR PARKING AND 
LANDSCAPING – LANDS TO THE SOUTH AND EAST OF 4-26 GOWLAND 
HOLLOW, PORTAVOGIE  
(Appendix II)   

 
DEA: Ards Peninsula  
Committee Interest: A local development application attracting six or more separate 
individual objections which are contrary to the officer’s recommendation.  
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Proposal: 14 No. dwellings (includes change of house type from that previously 
approved under LA06/2015/0550/F) with associated car parking and landscaping  
Site Location: Lands to the South and East of 4-26 Gowland Hollow, Portavogie 
Recommendation: Approval 
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (C Rodgers) outlined the detail of the 
application and noted that the site was within the settlement of Portavogie and was 
not zoned for any particular use in the Ards and Down Area Plan.   
 
The western part of the site had extant planning permission for 17 dwellings, two of 
those dwellings had been constructed, a further two were under construction and 
were subject to a further planning application to amend the boundaries. The 
previously approved scheme included the creation of a turning head to the rear of 
Gowland Hollow, however under the current proposal the access would continue to 
serve the development of the additional lands. The proposed development would 
appear as an extension to the wider Gowland development.  
 
The area was predominately characterised by low-medium density semi-detached 
and detached 1 ½ storey dwellings with gardens to the front and rear.  Referring to 
the visuals, the Officer stated that the first photograph showed the entrance to the 
site and the second showed a view from within the site looking north towards 
Gowland Hollow.   
 
The scale and design of the proposed dwellings was in keeping with the existing 
development in the surrounding area. The dwellings would be 1 ½ storey detached 
dwellings finished in brick with white PVC windows. Small dormer and velux windows 
were proposed at first floor level. 
 
The impact of the proposal on existing residential amenity had been carefully 
considered in the Case Officer’s report. Given the design of the dwellings and 
separation distances there would be no unacceptable adverse impact on existing 
residential amenity in terms of overlooking, overshadowing, loss of light or other 
disturbance. Separation distances were in excess of Creating Places standards. 
 
House Type A was proposed for Sites 1 and 2 which backed onto 20-22 Gowland 
Hollow. The rear elevation contained only velux windows at first floor level and there 
was no potential for adverse overlooking.  Site 14 was adjacent to the rear elevation 
of No. 60 Springfield Road.  House type A2 was proposed on this site. There were 
no windows located on the eastern gable and therefore over-looking was not a 
concern.  House Type A1 on Sites 8, 9 & 10 had been amended so that the dormer 
window was now on the rear elevation and therefore only ground floor windows 
faced towards existing properties to the north of the site.   
 
The boundary with No. 64 Springfield Road was currently defined by mature planting 
and a number of trees which would further minimise any potential for overlooking 
towards this property. A 1.8m high fence was proposed to the rear of 4 – 14 
Gowland Hollow along with an area of buffer tree and shrub planting.  This planting 
would help protect the residential amenity of the existing properties and would also 
enhance visual amenity and safeguard the character of the area. 
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A minimum of 70sqm was provided for private amenity space which met the 
guidelines set out in Creating Places.  Adequate car parking had been provided. DfI 
Roads was consulted and provided no objection to the proposal. 
 
The site was inspected by an ecologist and a biodiversity checklist was completed. 
The area was dominated by species-poor habitats and was of low ecological value.  
The Ecologist recommended native species planting as preferred landscaping due to 
it being highly beneficial to wildlife and the landscaping plan was amended 
accordingly.  
 
(Councillor Adair withdrew from the meeting – 7.11 pm) 
 
12 objections had been received from seven addresses, matters raised included 
noise and disturbance from the proposed road and during the period of construction, 
overlooking and impact on the character of the area. Objections had been 
considered in detail in the Case Officer’s report and the scheme had been amended 
where considered appropriate to protect the residential amenity of existing residents. 
The issue of construction noise could be dealt with by Environmental Health 
enforcement powers outside the planning regime.  Environmental Health considered 
that there would be minimal impact to existing residents from vehicular noise. The 
proposed roadway was not a through road; rather a cul de sac arrangement serving 
only a small number of dwellings.  
 
There was concern that ground levels on the site had been raised. Earth mounds 
currently existed to the east of the site. However, as with any development, levels 
must be in accordance with the approved plans. The plan showed that the proposed 
ground and finished floor levels respect that of the surrounding area. Other issues 
raised such as perceived lack of demand for additional properties, loss of a view and 
impact on house values were not material to the determination of the application and 
no evidence had been submitted to substantiate any of those concerns. 
 
In finishing, the Planning Officer stated that the proposed scheme met planning 
policy and no objections had been received from consultees. Having considered all 
material planning matters it was recommended that the application was approved. 
 
The Chairman advised that Councillor Adair had declared an interest during the 
presentation of the application and had withdrawn from the meeting.  
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Councillor P 
Smith, that the recommendation be adopted, and that planning permission be 
granted.  
 
(Councillor Adair re-entered the meeting) 
 
4.6 LA06/2021/0414/F – TEMPORARY SITING AND OPERATION OF TWO 

AMUSEMENT ATTRACTIONS BETWEEN JUNE 2021 AND SEPTEMBER 
2021 – OPEN SPACE APPROXIMATELY 33M NORTH WEST OF MCKEE 
CLOCK, BANGOR IMMEDIATELY SOUTH OF NO5 QUAY STREET, 
BANGOR   

 (Appendix III) 
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DEA: Bangor Central 
Committee Interest: Application relating to land in which the council has an estate 
Proposal: Temporary siting and operation of two amusement attractions between 
June 2021 and September 2021.  These attractions have illumination.   
Site Location: Open Space approximately 33M northwest of McKee Clock, and 
immediately south of No 5 Quay Street, Bangor 
Recommendation: Approval  
 
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer (C Rodgers) spoke to the application 
detailing that the proposal was for the temporary siting and operation of two 
amusement attractions between June 2021 and September 2021. The attractions 
were a dodgem track and pirate ship and would be illuminated. 
 
The application site was located on land designated as: 
 

➢ Wilsons Point Local Landscape Policy Area  
➢ Bangor Town Centre 
➢ Bangor Urban Waterfront 

 
Referring to the visuals the Officer displayed the proposed layout plan indicating the 
position of the fairground attractions. The dodgem track would be in the area marked 1 
and the pirate ship in the area marked 2. 
 

The proposal benefits from permitted development rights for the first 28 days of 
operation. 
 

There was precedent for approval of temporary attractions at this location. 
(LA06/2020/0134/F, LA06/2019/0192/F, LA06/2018/0377/F and LA06/2016/0684/F).  
 
Consultees had no objections to this proposal.  
  
Given the town centre waterfront location and the proximity to Pickie Fun Park, the 
proposal was considered compatible with the surrounding land uses and would not 
detract from the landscape quality or character of the area. The proposal would not 
adversely impact upon the listed McKee Clock Tower.  The proposal offered an 
attraction that would reinvigorate the area by attracting people into this space.  
  
With appropriate conditions, it was recommended that the proposal was granted 
temporary planning permission. 
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Adair, seconded by Councillor 
McClean, that the recommendation be adopted and that temporary planning 
permission be granted.  
 
4.2 LA06/2019/1013/O – PROPOSED 2 INFILL DWELLINGS AND GARAGES – 

LANDS BETWEEN 10 & 12 LOUGHRIES ROAD, NEWTOWNARDS  
 (Appendix IV) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report and Addendum.   
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DEA: Ards Peninsula  
Committee Interest: Call in by Alderman McIlveen  
Proposal: 2No. infill dwellings and garages  
Site Location: Lands between 10 and 12 Loughries Road, Newtownards  
Recommendation: Refusal  
 
The Head of Planning showed the location of the proposal in relation to Loughries 
and Newtownards along with the site location map and an ortho of the site showing 
the fields and the buildings in the locale.  
  
The main issues in relation to the proposal were  

1. whether the site represented ribbon development or an infill opportunity; 
2. if it would lead to detrimental change in rural character; and 
3. whether it would integrate into its surroundings 

 
The site was in a rural area wherein Policy CTY 1 of PPS 21 stated that permission 
would be granted for an individual dwelling comprising the development of a small 
gap site within an otherwise substantial and continuously built up frontage in 
accordance with Policy CTY 8. 
 
Policy CTY8 of PPS21 was entitled Ribbon Development. It stated that planning 
permission would be refused for a building which created or added to a ribbon of 
development.  Paragraph 5.32 stated that ribbon development was detrimental to the 
character, appearance and amenity of the countryside. Even though this type of 
development had been consistently opposed, the policy went on to say that an 
exception would be permitted. 
  
Policy CTY 8 defined a substantial and continuously built up frontage as one that 
included a line of 3 or more buildings along a road frontage without accompanying 
development to the rear. 
 
It also defined a small gap site as one sufficient to accommodate a maximum of two 
houses, provided the existing road frontage development pattern was respected in 
terms of size, siting and plot size and other planning and environmental criteria were 
met. 
 
The Committee was shown the proposed layout of the two dwellings between 
existing buildings and showed a photo of the small agricultural building to the north 
of the proposed site.  It was clear from the photo the farm cluster at 10 Loughries 
Road, a large shed which did not benefit from planning permission, immediately to 
the north of the buildings associated with no. 10 Loughries Road, and the third 
building for the purposes of the frontage being a recently constructed small 
agricultural building to the immediate north of the application site (lying south of and 
immediately outside the large garden of no. 12 Loughries Road). 
 
In the addendum to the Case Officer Report, the Planning Department took issue 
with that small building fulfilling the conditions of the permitted development 
legislation.  Planning would require the applicant to confirm how that building fulfilled 
the requirement of being ‘reasonably necessary for the purposes of agriculture within 
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that unit’.  If that could not be proven, then the building could not be considered as 
forming part of the substantial and continuously built up frontage.   
 
If confirmed, the next issue was then with the policy requirement that the gap site be 
“small”.  In accordance with Paragraph 5.34 of the justification and amplification to 
the Policy, it was the gap between buildings rather than the application site that 
should be considered.  In addition, the gap site must be sufficient only to 
accommodate up to a maximum of two dwellings.  It must also be able to do so in a 
manner that respected the existing development pattern and met other planning and 
environmental requirements. 
 
As detailed within the Case Officer’s Report, each of the properties to the north and 
south were farm complexes, or commercial complexes in the case of many of the 
buildings associated with no. 10 Loughries Road.  The proposal was for 2 dwellings 
with a plot frontage of c70m each.  That was considered excessive for a single 
dwelling despite the frontages of c120m and 110m for the adjacent complexes. 
It was considered that the gap site could accommodate more than two dwellings 
whilst still respecting the existing development pattern along the frontage in terms of 
size, scale, siting and plot size. 
 
Whether or not a gap site was suitable for infill development in accordance with the 
policy was a matter of planning judgement taking into account what one ascertained 
on the ground and was not merely a mathematical exercise.  In this case it had been 
based the planning consideration of the gap.   
 
Additionally, Policy CTY 13 stated that permission would be granted for a building in 
the countryside where it could be visually integrated into the surrounding landscape.  
It was considered that there was insufficient enclosure for integration without near 
total reliance on new landscaping – therefore contrary to CTY 13.  Further 
photographs were shown, one from the other end of the site, and one from the 
laneway to the fishery looking towards the back of the application site, which 
planning considered demonstrated that the proposal relied primarily on the use of 
new landscaping for integration, and that it failed to blend with the landform, and 
there were no existing trees, slopes or other natural features which provided a 
natural backdrop in line with CTY 13. 
 
Policy CTY 14 on Rural Character set out circumstances whereby a new building 
would not be acceptable.  Planning considered that the proposal would be unduly 
prominent, resulting in a suburban build-up of development when viewed with the 
existing buildings, and would result in the creation of a ribbon of development and as 
such result in a detrimental change to the rural character of the countryside. 
 
As a result of those considerations the Planning Department therefore respectfully 
recommended REFUSAL of planning permission.   
 
The Chairman invited questions from Members.  
 
Alderman McIlveen referred to the addendum that had been circulated to the 
Committee and he asked when the addendum had been prepared. The Head of 
Planning advised that in line with the Protocol for the Operation of the Planning 
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Committee, the addendum had been prepared the previous day, uploaded to the 
Planning Portal and had been uploaded to DecisionTime earlier that day.  
 
Alderman McIlveen noted that the addendum had not been available on Decision 
Time at the time he had downloaded the meeting pack. He felt there was some 
aspects within the addendum that should be dealt with in the case officers report 
particularly whether or not the buildings on site should be taken into consideration. 
He noted that the application was dated from October 2019 and questioned why 
those aspects had not been covered in the Case Officer’s report.  
 
The Head of Planning noted that the Case Officer did raise that the larger of the two 
buildings did not benefit from planning permission and did not have a certificate of 
lawfulness. However, considering the facts the building would likely gain a Certificate 
of Lawfulness regarding its development and use, being immune from enforcement 
action. The Case Officer also noted from the orthography it had been established 
that the use would also be immune, and the Head of Planning advised that she  had 
sought clarity in that regard when assessing the application as it was not possible to 
determine use of a building from orthophotography. In terms of the smaller building 
further to review and site visits whilst preparing for presentation, the Head of 
Planning considered it necessary to investigate in terms of reliance upon it to form 
part of the ‘frontage’ for the purposes of the policy. She questioned how that building 
would be deemed necessary under the permitted development rights as there was 
no evidence of livestock on the land, just existence of herd numbers.  
 
In relation to the larger building (shed), Alderman McIlveen noted that there was 
evidence that that had been in site for approximately 10 years and he questioned if 
that could be taken into consideration. The Head of Planning explained that whilst 
the larger of the buildings did not have a certificate of lawfulness it had been 
recognised in the Case Officer’s report that it would be immune from planning 
enforcement action. Normally a certificate would be requested however the Planning 
Department was content with that building given that there was evidence that would 
likely get a certificate if applied for. The other shed presented a finely balanced issue 
and whether the Committee wished to accept that it was required and granted as 
such under the conditions of permitted development.  
 
Alderman McIlveen asked if the smaller agricultural unit could be taken into 
consideration. The Head of Planning further explained that from a planning 
perspective there would be issues in relation to the smaller shed as it had not been 
clarified as to how that shed met the requirements of permitted development. She 
recognised that the Case Officer should have gone into more depth in the 
investigation of that. She noted that the policy was very difficult in terms of its 
implementation and it was a matter of planning judgement whether the gap site was 
too big.  
 
In response to question from Alderman Gibson, the Head of Planning reiterated that 
that in respect of permitted development rights the building must be reasonably 
necessary for the functioning of that agriculture unit.  
 
Alderman Gibson asked how long the shed had been there, he imagined that it had a 
purpose and suggested that it could be used a store.  The Head of Planning stated 
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that the small shed was erected around 2019 and she was of the view that it had 
been built in order to shorten the gap for the purpose of the application.    
 
Councillor P Smith referred to the plot size, he asked if there was case law of what 
was acceptable and how that was defined. The Head of Planning explained that the 
farm was used as a commercial business. The site had a dwelling with some 
surrounding outbuildings, and it could be argued if that approach was taken in the 
countryside then every gap between farm complexes could be infilled. The 
application was at outline stage, so no details of the dwellings submitted other than 
indicative, and it was set out in the refusal reasons that the gap was considered too 
large.  
 
Councillor P Smith questioned if non-residential/agriculture barns were erected were 
those considered part of the development.  The Head of Planning confirmed that was 
correct. In terms of the policy definition a substantial and built-up frontage included a 
line of three or more ‘buildings’, not ‘dwellings’. It was readily accepted by the PAC 
that could cover any form of building.  
 
Councillor McAlpine referred to the smaller shed and asked if there was any 
evidence of an access lane or passage of animals. The Head of Planning explained 
the positioning and advised that the smaller shed was three-sided facing into a 
relatively small fenced-off field. On the site visits carried out there was no evidence 
of animals in the field or using it. In terms of the outbuildings associated with No 10 
those appeared to be used for storage and there were two small stables. The 
Planning Department did not consider that the horses required that degree of shelter.   
 
Councillor Walker sought clarity if the smaller building was not included were there 
three buildings on the frontage. The Head of Planning confirmed that to be correct, 
she referred to the visuals highlighting the buildings associated with the dwellings.  
If the smaller building was not in situ, then at least four dwellings could be placed in 
the gap. 
 
As this stage, the Chairman invited Laura McCausland – Agent forward.  
 
Laura McCausland (Agent) addressed the meeting and thanked the Committee for 
the opportunity to speak and the planning officers for putting together such a detailed 
report.   
 
She believed that the reason given for refusal by the Planning Officer needed to be 
reconsidered on the basis that the proposal complied fully with PPS21 CTY8 and the 
size of the gap site was in keeping with the existing development pattern along the 
part of the lane.  Should the Committee Members share that same judgement with 
regards to the size of the gap then, each refusal reason would fall.  There were no 
objections to the proposal from any neighbours or statutory consultees. The 
proposed new planting would have added advantage of improving the overall 
biodiversity value of the site. PPS21 CTY8 stated “An exception will be permitted for 
the development of a small gap site sufficient only to accommodate up a maximum 
of two houses within an otherwise substantial and continuously built-up frontage and 
provided this, respects the existing development pattern along the frontage in terms 
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of size, scale, siting and plot size”. Ms McCausland referred to caw law, Tesco’s 
stores vs Dundee (2012) UKSC 13 the Supreme Court ruled that  
 “…it is of course for the Court to determine as a matter of law, what the words are 
capable of meaning. If the decision maker attaches a meaning to the words, they are 
not properly capable of bearing, then it will have made an error of law, and it will 
have failed properly to understand the policy.” The policy wording in CTY8 did not 
differentiate between what types of plots that may be used together to form a gap 
site on a continuously built-up frontage i.e. differentiate between farm plots or single 
dwelling plots. Plots are to be considered plots. But that ‘plots’ must respect the 
existing development pattern along the frontage, in this case the lane. She noted that 
was not a significant difference between 140,120 and 110m. The Planning Officer on 
Page 7 of the report was in agreement with this, and that the gap site albeit covering 
a significant distance, fully complied with the first part of the CTY8 Policy but 
believed that between two farm plots, this proposal for two single dwellings with plot 
frontages of approximately 70m each would appear vast, excessive and would not 
reflect the character of both the lane and rural area.  
 
Ms McCausland disagreed with that and explained that if consideration was given to 
the lane and rural area at this location then the proposed plot frontages of 
approximately 70m each were actually in keeping with numbers 10a&b which were 
two single dwelling plots opposite the proposal site, both with plot frontages of 80m 
and 69m. Although they were set back and did not share a frontage with the lane, 
when you transcend along this point of the lane those plots were very clearly read 
together with the proposal site, lane and rural location. That could be clearly 
identified as two single dwellings and not farm plots. Therefore, the addition of two 
single dwellings with similar plot frontages at this location would not change the 
overall character at this location of the lane or rural area but mirror the existing 
development pattern. When considering each garden amenity space of all other 
developments at this location it would not be unreasonable to propose sizable side 
gardens to respect all existing garden amenity patterns at this location on both sides 
of the lane. Due to the existing topography and current lack of enclosure and 
integration of all existing development plots along the proposal side of the lane, the 
addition of 2 single dwellings would have no greater prominence or impact when 
viewed from all critical viewpoints than any of the other existing buildings and plots 
considered to make up the gap site opportunity at this location, therefore the 
proposed new planting will greatly improve integration, supporting the overall rural 
character not damage it. The rural character would remain unchanged by the 
proposal at this location complying with CTY13 and 14.  
 
Should approval be granted, there was more than sufficient adjoining land either side 
of 10 and 12 to provide greater visual breaks than the site.  Other decisions made by 
this Council demonstrate that decision makers could and do apply varied weight 
when making judgment of these types of proposals; On balance more determining 
weight should be attached to the size of the gap actually being similar to the existing 
development pattern, lane and rural area at this locality and the proposal fully 
complied with both parts of policy resulting in compliance with SPPS and PPS21 
CTY 1, 8, 13 and 14. Given the points raised, Ms McCausland asked the Committee 
to disagree with this recommendation and approve the application.  
 
The Chairman invited questions from Members.  
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Councillor Walker referred to CTY13 and he felt that the two plots were set on the 
landscape rather that into the landscape. He asked how Ms McCausland to explain 
how she felt that the site did not lack long established natural boundaries and how it 
blended with the existing landform.   
 
Ms McCausland explained that currently behind Nos 10, 12 and the larger 
commercial shed there was no planting or screening. There was a lack of vegetation 
and a lack of natural boundaries however the proposal would benefit the rural area 
and would not create two dwellings that would be of greater significance or 
prominence. She recognised that the proposal would bring new boundaries but those 
would be in keeping with the existing form.  
 
Alderman Gibson asked how long the sheds had been there. Ms McCausland 
confirmed that the larger commercial shed had been erected for 10+ years. The 
applicant at No 12 kept young horses at the smaller shed. The applicant had a herd 
number and there were no cattle kept on the site. The shed was erected as a health 
and safety issue, the laneway travelled down to the road and as the horses were 
young and sprightly the shed provided an alternative for travelling those horses down 
to the lane to the field. In terms of the smaller shed, Ms McCausland confirmed that 
was erected in 2019 at the time the application had been submitted. When she had 
been aware that there was no planning permission for the shed, she highlighted that 
she had raised that with the Case Officer and the applicant had been willing to apply 
for certificates of lawfulness. The smaller shed was within 75m of the farm at No 12 
and it was an active farm. If the Case Officer had insisted on the certificates there 
would have been the time available to gain the necessary approvals. 
 
As there were no more questions for Ms McCausland, the Chairman asked Ms 
McCausland to return to the public gallery.  
 
The Chairman invited questions from Members.  
 
Councillor P Smith asked for clarity on the size of the gap. The Head of Planning 
referred to the visuals and that each of the two plots had 70m frontage. She wished 
to make it clear that the basis of the report was dealing with the size of the gap not 
the size of the shed and it was considered that the gap would facilitate more than 
two dwellings. In terms of the policy, it states that the exception is a small gap site 
sufficient only to accommodate up to a maximum of two houses within the built-up 
frontage and the frontage was to include three or more buildings.  
 
Proposed by Alderman McDowell, seconded by Councillor Walker, that the 
recommendation be adopted, and that planning permission be refused.   
 
Alderman McDowell felt there were a number of issues that had arisen, he did not 
feel the proposal was an infill but an addition to ribbon development. He was of the 
view that the proposal would result in a detrimental change to the rural character of 
the area and would not integrate into its surroundings. Furthermore, he stated that 
he had not heard any argument in relation to need.  
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Councillor Walker voiced his concern in respect of the definition of the gap. If 
permission was granted there would be a number of locations across the Borough 
where the same could occur. The gap was major in size which would be fairly 
standard in the countryside. He had concerns in relation to CTY13 and that there 
was no natural boundary with a complete development of boundary required to help 
the dwellings integrate. Councillor Walker felt the proposal was contrary to CTY14 
and the proposal was more a sub-development and he had concerns in that regard.  
  
Alderman McIlveen expressed concerns the grounds of the proposal and in 
response to Alderman McDowell’s comments he highlighted that need was not a 
matter that should be taken into consideration. He also had concerns regarding 
Councillor Walker’s comments in respect of the definition of a gap and as the Head 
of Planning had explained the Committee needed to look if the proposal was in 
keeping with the development pattern and the surroundings.  Alderman McIlveen felt 
there was a degree of confusion around the sheds and despite the large shed not 
having the benefit of planning permission it could be taken into account as it was 
immune from enforcement action. In terms of the reasoning for the small shed that 
should not be taken into consideration as that was only speculation and there was no 
evidence to the contrary. In that regard he felt the Committee had been unfair in its 
consideration of the application. As town dwellers the sites could be considered large 
however those needed to be considered as per the development pattern within the 
area. The plots either side of the site were larger than the plots in question and he 
therefore felt the proposal fell within the policy requirements.   
 
Alderman Gibson stated that the three buildings were there and in his view the 
proposal complied with policy.  
 
On reflection, Councillor P Smith stated that he supported the Officer’s 
recommendation. The main issue was the size of the gap and whether it was 
deemed to a small gap site. He agreed that the proposal could set a precedent with 
many rural areas having similar size gaps. His interpretation of the proposal was that 
the gap was too large to be defined as a small gap site.  
 
On being put to the meeting with 9 voting FOR, 3 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING 
and 2 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED. The recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
 
FOR (9) AGAINST (3) ABSTAINED (1) ABSENT (2) 
Aldermen Aldermen Councillor  
McDowell McIlveen  Cathcart  
Keery Gibson    
    
Councillors  Councillor  Councillors 
Brooks  Adair   Cooper  
McAlpine    Thompson  
McClean    
McKee     
McRandal    
Smith, P    
Walker     
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RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McDowell, seconded by Councillor 
Walker, that the recommendation be adopted, and that planning permission be 
refused. 
 
4.3 LA06/2020/0284/F – STOREY AND A HALF DWELLING – LANDS TO THE 

REAR OF 15 AND 17 BALLYMACONNELL ROAD, BANGOR, INCLUDING 
LANDS TO THE WEST OF 1 PORTVIEW 

 (Appendix V) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report and Addendum.   
 
DEA: Bangor Central  
Committee Interest: A local development application attracting six or more separate 
individual objections which are contrary to the officer’s recommendations.    
Proposal: Storey and a half dwelling  
Site Location: Lands to the rear of 15-17 Ballymaconnell Road, Bangor, including 
lands to the west of 1 Portview 
Recommendation: Approval 
 
The Principal Professional and Technical Officer provided the detail for the 
application which was for a storey and a half dwelling to include the demolition of a 
garage.  The site was located at lands to the rear of 15 and 17 Ballymaconnell Road, 
Bangor, including lands to the west of 1 Portview.  There were 27 letters of objection 
in total from 15 separate addresses. 
 
Members should note that when the original proposal was neighbour notified and 
advertised in the local press, 17 letters of objection were received. The design of the 
proposed dwelling was amended and following re-notification and advertisement in 
the local press 10 further letters of objection were received. 
 
All material concerns raised had been detailed and assessed in the case officer 
report.  All consultees were content with the proposal with some recommending the 
inclusion of certain conditions.  There was no planning history associated with the 
site. 
 
The area was within the settlement limit of Bangor as designated in the North Down 
and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 and Draft BMAP, with no zonings on the site. As the 
site was located in a residential area there were no conflicts with the area plans. 
 
The recommendation was to grant planning permission. 
 

The Planner showed the wider area which was residential with a mix of house types 
and was well established with housing.  The site was bound on all sides by dwellings 
apart from the southern boundary which abutted the public road of Portview.  The 
site was an extended garden area and a detached garage associated with 15 
Ballymaconnell Road which was to be demolished to accommodate the proposed 
dwelling.  The site was currently accessed via the driveway for 15 Ballymaconnell 
Road. 
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The topography within the site was relatively flat throughout, however, the 
surrounding topography rose from the east up towards the west, resulting in the 
adjacent property of 1 Portview sitting on a lower level of ground than the site. 
 
The boundaries of the site were defined by a wall and mature hedging and planting 
along the roadside, a wall, fencing and hedging along the eastern side, a wall and 
timber fencing along the rear boundary and a fence along the boundary with 17 
Ballymaconnell Road.  
 
To provide some context, the initial proposal submitted for the application was 
considered not to be policy compliant with Policy QD1 (H) of Planning Policy 
Statement 7 - Quality Residential Environments, in that it would result in 
unacceptable impacts caused to the residential amenity of adjacent dwellings at 
numbers 13 and 17 Ballymaconnell Road due to unacceptable overlooking and a 
loss of privacy. 
 
An amended scheme was submitted and was now before the Committee.   
 
The proposed dwelling had a simple design.  External finishes included smooth 
rendered walls with painted timber features, non-profile concrete tiles and PVC 
windows.  Although the proposed materials were different to those existing in the 
immediate area of Portview, there were a wide range of finishes apparent in the 
wider area of Ballymaconnell Road.  There was no design guide for the area and the 
site was not located within an Area of Townscape Character so it was considered 
that the proposed finishes did not have to be reflective of those in Portview. 
 
There were elements of floor to ceiling glazing. The proposed dwelling was 
orientated in a similar way to the adjacent dwelling at 1 Portview in that it had a front 
gable roof with the roof ridge in line with the dwelling’s front elevation. The design 
was suitable for the rectangular shape of the site and complimented the street 
scene. 
 
The proposed dwelling had an adequate area of private amenity space 
(approximately 115sqm) which exceeded the guidance as set out in the Creating 
Places document that required a minimum of 70sqm of private amenity area for a 
new dwelling. 
 
The proposal included an access onto Portview with two in-curtilage parking spaces.  
The site was part of an extended domestic garden area and was not considered to 
be public open space that was to be protected or retained as such.  Existing 
vegetation along the roadside boundary on Portview would be removed to facilitate 
the access onto the site, however that had been left to become overgrown and was 
not considered to be worthy of retention. 
 
The dwelling would respect the existing building line between 1 Portview and 17 
Ballymaconnell Road.  In terms of scale and massing, the proposed dwelling was in 
keeping with that of the adjacent dwelling at 1 Portview and nearby dwellings in the 
area. The slide showed the highest point of the dwelling would only exceed that of 
the adjacent dwelling at 1 Portview by 0.5m. 
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In addition, to integrate the proposed dwelling into the site the finished floor level on 
the site sections drawing showed that it was being reduced from 19.13 metres to 
18.00 metres as shown on the slide. 
 
The proposal had been fully assessed in regard to potential amenity issues to 
surrounding properties and it was considered that there would be no adverse effect 
caused. 
 
In summary, all the material considerations such as the development plan, policies 
and comments from consultees and third parties had been assessed regarding the 
proposal. The case officer had set out a detailed assessment of the proposal in the 
case officer report and the recommendation was to grant planning permission. 
 
The Chairman invited questions from Members.  
 
Councillor McAlpine referred to the photograph of the proposal which had been 
shown and noted that there was a velux window on the side roof at 1 Portview and 
wondered if there was the potential to overlook adjacent properties.  In response the 
Officer stated that full consideration of that matter had been carried out with each of 
the surrounding properties in respect of amenity and overlooking.  The side elevation 
of the proposed dwelling had an ensuite and door on the ground floor which served a 
utility room and the finished floor level of the proposal was approximately 1 metre 
above the level of the surrounding homes.  There was currently a thick line of 
vegetation along the boundary which would be removed and replaced with a fence 
which would remove overlooking and there were no issues with light or shadowing.  
She pointed out that that was the only velux on that side of the building and the roof 
itself was also quite steep which helped to protect privacy.  For those reasons the 
planners were satisfied that the proposal met the requirements for development.     
 
Councillor McClean asked about the differences made between the original and 
second proposal and the footprint of that proposal on what was a relatively smaller 
site than those in the surrounding area.  He asked for the background on how that 
decision had been made.    
 
The Officer acknowledged that the plot size was slightly smaller than others in the 
immediate area, but she was mindful of the wider area where some of the plot sizes 
in Portview in particular were quite tight.  The site of the application was exceptional 
with an L shaped garden and the opportunity to open out into Portview so planners 
considered it could not be refused in the context of the wider area.  The site met the 
Creating Places criteria and was well in excess of planning guidance for space.  She 
pointed out that one window at first floor level would require obscure glazing to aid 
privacy.     
 
There were no further questions for the Principal Planning Officer.      
 
The Chair informed Members that there was a speaker in support of the application 
and introduced Robert Gilmour who would speak to the committee and answer 
questions about the proposal.   
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Robert Gilmour explained that he was representing the Agent and thanked the 
planning officers for processing the application and he agreed with the decision to 
approve the proposal.   
   
The Chair, Councillor Cathcart, appreciated that the site was not situated in an Area 
of Townscape Character but asked how the development would be integrated into 
the local neighbourhood.  The Agent referred to the existing built form at Portview 
where gables faced the road and it was not a traditional Northern Ireland style home.  
He did not believe that the proposal needed to be a copy of the existing homes, but 
neither would it look out of place in its surroundings.   
 
There were no further questions for the Agent, and it was proposed by Alderman 
McIlveen, seconded by Councillor Adair, that the recommendation be adopted and 
that planning permission be granted. 
 
On being put to the meeting with 11 voting FOR, 1 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING 
and 2 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED. The recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
 

FOR (11) AGAINST (1) ABSTAINED (1) ABSENT (2) 
Aldermen  
Gibson 
Keery 
McDowell  
McIlveen  
 
Councillors  
Adair  
Brooks  
McAlpine  
McRandal  
McKee 
Smith, P  
Walker  

Councillors  
McClean  
 

Councillors 
Cathcart  
 

Councillors 
Cooper  
Thompson 

 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Councillor 
Adair, that the recommendation be adopted, and that planning permission be 
granted.  
 
(Councillor Adair left the meeting at 8.26 pm) 
 
4.4 LA06/2020/0865/F – THREE STOREY APARTMENT BLOCK CONTAINING 

21 NO. APARTMENTS (6 NO. 1 BEDROOM AND 15 NO. 2 BEDROOM), 
ASSOCIATED LANDSCAPING, ACCESS, CAR AND CYCLE PARKING 
AREAS (INCLUDING DEMOLITION OF DOWNSHIRE ROAD CHURCH 
HALL AND ADJACENT OFFICE BUILDINGS) – 10-20 DOWNSHIRE ROAD, 
HOLYWOOD (CORNER OF DOWNSHIRE ROAD AND CHURCH VIEW)    
(Appendix VI) 

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s Report and Addendum.   
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DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye  
Committee Interest: A local development application attracting six or more separate 
individual objections which are contrary to the officer’s recommendation  
Proposal: Three storey apartment block containing 21 No. apartments (6 No. 1 
bedroom and 15 No. 2 bedroom), associated landscaping, access, car and cycle 
parking areas (including demolition of Downshire Road Church Hall and adjacent 
office buildings  
Site Location: 10-20 Downshire Road, Holywood (corner of Downshire Road and 
Church View  
Recommendation: Approval   
 
The Principal Professional and Technical Officer provided the detail of the 
application. As detailed the application was before Committee as it was a local 
application attracting six or more separate individual objections which were contrary 
to the officer’s recommendation - 23 objections had been received from 17 separate 
addresses with an additional objection from a previous objector being received after 
publication of the planning schedule. Consultees including NI Water and DFI Roads 
were consulted and none raised objections, with some recommending conditions.  
 
The site was currently occupied by the former Downshire Road Church Hall and 
adjoining office buildings with a large parking area to the rear. The surrounding area 
was high-density mixed-use development reflecting an edge of town centre location. 
Downshire Road was predominantly residential, with two storey terraces to the south 
east of the junction with Church View and some taller three to four storey buildings to 
the north west of the junction. Church View was characterised by a mix of offices, 
terraced housing, apartments and other commercial buildings ranging from two to 
three storeys in height.  
 
The most recent planning history on the site was under application W/2005/0705/F 
which granted planning permission in 2006 for demolition of existing buildings at 14-
20 Downshire Rd and construction of new build offices.  
 
The North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 (NDAAP) was now the statutory 
development plan for the area with draft BMAP remaining a material consideration. 
In the NDAAP, the site was located within the settlement limit of Holywood just 
outside of the town centre boundary and was not zoned for any particular use. 
Within draft BMAP, the site was located within the proposed Holywood South Area of 
Townscape Character (ATC).  The plan did not identify any of the buildings within the 
site or any immediately adjacent buildings as making a significant contribution to the 
proposed ATC. There was a presumption in favour of development as the site was 
within the settlement limit of Holywood.  The principle of residential development was 
acceptable at this location given the existing residential context subject to 
compliance with the relevant policies. 
 
Members should be aware that the original scheme submitted with the application 
was for a total of 25 apartments. After reviewing this proposal, the Planning 
Department advised the applicant’s agent of its concerns regarding the height and 
scale of the building and its dominant impact on the streetscape within this part of 
the ATC as shown on the slide. 
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The site sat at a transitional location between the commercial town centre and the 
residential area therefore the height and scale of the scheme should respect that. 
The agent was advised that the height of the building should make more of an 
attempt to reflect the residential side of Church View where the buildings are no 
more than 2 storeys. It was also advised that the roof terraces with glass enclosures 
fronting onto both Downshire Road and Church View Road should be removed as 
they would be out of keeping with the more traditional character of the residential 
terraces. The Planning Department did, however, consider that a higher element at 
the corner of the site would be acceptable as a book end feature at the junction of 
Church View and Downshire Road. It was also considered that the introduction of 
some rendered elements would help to break up the overall scale and massing of 
the building. 
 
The revised amended scheme submitted was reduced from 25 to 21 units reducing 
the overall height and scale of the building as shown on a slide. Along the frontage of 
Downshire Road the height had been reduced from a range of 8.5m – 11.8m to a 
range of 5.8m – 10m the highest part of the building being located on the lowest part 
of the site at the corner of Downshire Road and Church View.  On the elevation 
fronting onto Church View, the height of the building had reduced from a range of 9m 
– 11.8m to 6m – 10m.  The height of the building was now more in keeping with the 
adjacent two storey terraces on Downshire Road and Church View. The building had 
been re-designed so that it would step up gradually in height from the two storey 
buildings with a slightly taller element forming a third floor at the corner of the 
building facing the junction of Downshire Road and Church View. However, it was 
set well back from the building’s frontages (being between approximately 3-3.5m) 
and would therefore not be visible as a prominent feature in the streetscape.  
 
The Officer displayed a slide showing the proposed layout with the accommodation 
being focused to the corner with the carparking similar to the existing arrangement 
on site.  For Member’s convenience a number of 3d photomontages were submitted 
by the agent to demonstrate how the proposed building would sit in its context within 
the ATC.  It was considered that the proposed materials and finishes would be 
respectful of the site’s context.  Red facing brick and coloured render were proposed 
for the walls of the building along with double glazed coloured aluminium framed 
windows and glazed curtain walling system.  As no detailed specifications of the type 
of brick or colour of render or aluminium frames had been provided, any approval 
would be subject to a condition requiring those details to be submitted to and 
approved by the Council prior to commencement of development. With the 
amendments made to the proposal it was considered that the proposal would cause 
no harm to the proposed ATC.  
 
The site benefitted from a high level of accessibility being immediately adjacent to 
Holywood town centre. Due to its location, there was accessibility to public transport 
by train and bus within walking distance.  Pedestrian and cycle movements were 
also likely to be more popular modes of transport due to the position of the site. The 
proposal included provision for cycle storage within the site. The Framework Travel 
Plan submitted with the application would be developed into a Full Travel Plan and 
updated as necessary by an appointed Travel Plan Co-Ordinator.  Any planning 
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approval would be subject to a condition requiring the development to be 
implemented in accordance with the Travel Plan. 
 
The existing uses on the site and their associated parking provision and traffic 
generation are also material considerations in the assessment of this proposal as 
those represent a ‘fallback’ position.  At present the church hall had no in curtilage 
parking provision therefore any visitors would have to avail of on street parking or 
existing public car parks. The offices did have in curtilage parking for around 24 to 25 
vehicles which had the potential to attract a similar number of cars compared to the 
proposed residential development. Taking this fallback into account, it was not 
considered that the shortage in car parking provision of 5 spaces would be 
significantly greater than the current situation on site.  
 
The proposed development complied with the relevant policy and guidance relating 
to residential developments and would not result in any unacceptable adverse 
impact on the residential amenity of any of the existing properties adjacent to the site 
in terms of separation distances, overlooking, overshadowing or loss of light.  A full 
consideration of the proposal in relation to the surroundings had been fully assessed 
in the case officer’s report. 
 
Having considered all material planning considerations including the development 
plan context, the planning history of the site, prevailing policy context, responses 
from consultees and public representations, it was recommended that the application 
be approved. 
 
Councillor McRandal had a question in relation to car parking at the proposed 
development and the notion that it was acceptable to only have 25 spaces allocated 
to the apartment development when planning guidelines would suggest 30 spaces 
should be provided.  He also asked about the travel plan which was hoped to in 
some part address that issue and he thought that just because people did not need a 
car did not necessarily mean that they did not have one.   
 
The Officer explained that she had visited the site the previous week and that while it 
was busy there were spaces to park mid-week on Spencer Road.  She did not 
consider that it could be assumed that everyone who bought an apartment at this 
site would have a car.  Indeed, some objectors had thought that the provision for car 
parking on site was too great.  She did recognise however than many letters of 
objection did relate to car parking stress in that area but noted that the role of 
planners was to provide balanced decision making.  The Agent would undertake a 
Traffic Framework Plan for three months and the situation would be assessed to 
form a full travel plan later in the process.    
 
Councillor McRandal referred to the sewage infrastructure and the fact that NI Water 
had had concerns initially about the development.  The meeting was informed that NI 
Water stated that in that area there was stress on the capacity and that Kinnegar 
was currently at its limit and no further connections were recommended.  There was 
also no public storm sewer so an alternative drainage system for the site was 
suggested.  Upon further consultation and submission of additional information the 
Agent had been able to prove that the development would contribute to betterment 



PC.06.07.21 

20 
 

and that was to do with discharge rates.  The Rivers Agency mapping showed no 
history of flooding in the area and did not object to the application.   
 
Councillor Walker had also been concerned about the arrangements for car parking 
and it struck him that the planning system was not being terribly consistent in its 
considerations stating that some applications were refused for lack of available car 
parking and others were being approved.  He also wondered if the Planning 
Department was now in a position to require property developers to put in the 
infrastructure to charge electric cars.   
 
The Planning Officer informed the Committee that the planning guidance stated that 
1.5 spaces were required for a two-bedroom apartment and 1.25 spaces for one 
bedroom apartments.  Following that rule would necessitate 30 spaces for the 
apartment development but planners were mindful of the location close to the main 
street of Holywood with every amenity necessary within walking distance.  The 
location was extremely accessible and so residents located there may be happy not 
to have a car at all.  If parking was extremely limited, then the planning application 
would be unacceptable but the evidence in this application came down to a 
judgement call for planners.  The Agent had been prepared to work with the Travel 
Framework Plan and that had also been taken in to account.   She concluded that 
the provision of electric charging points was not yet a planning matter.   
 
Following a further question from Councillor McClean about car parking the Officer 
stated that the offices and church hall would be demolished so those who had used 
that space would no longer require parking provision and the apartments would be 
provided with private spaces within the development.      
 
The Officer provided information about the external appearance of the development 
which had yet to be agreed but the fact that it was close to an ATC would be borne in 
mind.  A flat red brick profile did not add to the area and might actually harm the 
ATC, but Planners would consider the appearance of the building.  It had been 
considered that there was too much glazing on the top floor and there was a desire 
to have the facades broken up with a mix of red brick, render and curtain glazing 
which would help it to blend with the existing neighbourhood.  Agents often were 
required to provide samples of materials to the Planning Department before final 
approval was given/conditions discharged.   
 
Councillor McAlpine asked if consideration had been given to a reduced height 
development with fewer apartments which would have matched the car parking 
requirement more closely.  The Officer explained that with all developments such as 
this one there was an element of negotiation as to what was acceptable.  She did not 
consider that the building would work as well if it was two storey.  A statement was 
necessary to give the building presence in the area and to allow the building to be 
broken up better and provide access to the car park within.  She pointed out that the 
corner provided for three storeys and that was worked down to two storeys as the 
building moved away from the corner.  For that design to be provided a couple of 
apartments had been removed from the plan.  With that reduction the loss of five 
spaces was more acceptable when considered against planning policy.   
 
The Chair invited Rachel Woods who wished to speak against the proposal. 
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Rachel Woods thanked Members for the opportunity to speak and began by stating 
that she had a personal interest in the development since she resided in the 
surrounding area.   She and other objecting neighbours believed that they would be 
detrimentally affected by the development particularly in respect of car parking and 
intensification of the area.  She believed that if the development was allowed to 
proceed it would detrimentally affect the character of the area.  She stated that 
intensification should only be permitted in exceptional circumstances and that was 
not the case in question before the planning system.   
 
She considered that the intensification provided by the apartment development was 
not in keeping with the area which had a mix of terraces and semi-detached 
properties.  The topography of the area and the slope of the site would mean that the 
building would visually dominate the area and potentially block light and cause 
overlooking and overshadowing to neighbouring properties.  In her opinion no. 22 
Downshire was already overshadowed and a further building would only increase 
that.  She called for a full site assessment to be carried out in this area of parking 
constraint.  She insisted that in an ideal world people would not need to rely so 
heavily on the private car but that was not the current reality.  She referred to 
Councillor Walker’s previous remarks that the planning system should be consistent 
in its decision making and thought carrying out a survey of the local area during a 
pandemic should not be used as a true reflection and it should rather be disregarded 
since it was based on incorrect assumptions.   
 
There were no questions from Members and the Chair called the Agent in support of 
the application, Adam Larkin and the Project Architect, Dermot O’Hagan to speak 
about the development.   
 
Adam Larkin outlined the application explaining that it had been revised to fit with the 
requirements of the planners.  He stated that the proposal was of a strong design 
and that the junction of the building would be an important urban corner being three 
storeys high, that would fall to two storeys to align with the surrounding residential 
development.  Brick render and glazing was already present in the area and he 
agreed with the planners that there would be no adverse harm to the nearby 
proposed ATC.   
 
He countered the suggestion of Rachel Woods who had spoken against the 
development and remarked that exceptional circumstances in urban areas only 
applied to medium to low density settings of which this was not one.  He reported 
that the building had been carefully designed to avoid overlooking and distancing 
requirements were well respected and in keeping with the area.  The building line 
along Downshire Road was also in keeping with the character of the area.  The 
design had worked to avoid overshadowing and hoped to address that with 
increased levels of sunlight to nearby properties.   
 
He considered that the impact of the car parking had been deemed acceptable by 
both DfI Roads and planning officers with consideration given to the town centre 
location close to all amenities and bus and rail links.  The requirements for on street 
parking by the existing office building and church hall was considered to be greater 
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in planning terms.  He also referred to the bonus of a Translink travel plan for the first 
12 months to new residents.   
 
Referring to water and drainage requirements it was noted that the government 
agencies involved did not have an issue with the development and now viewed it as 
less intensive than the existing development at the site.   
 
Dermot O’Hagan, Project Architect, spoke as designer of the scheme and explained 
that it was a low carbon design with lower emissions, a high level of insulation, low 
cold bridge provision and was strongly airtight using heat pump technologies.  There 
would also be solar panels on the roof of the building which would provide the 
communal lighting and energy needs.  Charging points for cars and bicycles would 
also be provided.   
 
Alderman McDowell asked about the parking spaces and how those were allocated 
and if the parking area was gated.  In response Members were informed that the 
parking at the development would be non-dedicated and the reason for that was that 
experience had shown that it was impossible to predict where the need lay and 
therefore it was more efficient if it was non-dedicated for each individual apartment.  
The reality was that not everyone in the development would own a car and that for 
them was part of the attraction of living in a town centre.  There would be an access 
control to the car park under the archway to the building off Downshire Road for 
residents and visitors. 
 
Councillor McRandal referred to the existing use requiring more parking that the 
current proposal and it was explained that taking account of floor areas of the current 
buildings the requirements for parking would be greater.  Conservative estimates for 
parking had been used when considering the needs of the church hall particularly 
and it was believed that the proposed residential use would provide some relief to 
the car parking in that area.   
 
The Creating Spaces Travel Framework Plan was discussed and its purpose to 
encourage alternatives to the private car with bus and rail readily accessible in that 
area.  The Translink card would provide a year’s free public transport.  In communal 
areas of the property information would be provided on public transport along with 
timetables and pricing details and details of a car sharing scheme which was 
common in dense areas.  The effectiveness of that would be monitored by an 
appointed travel plan coordinator who would work with the management company 
and that role would be enforced legally as part of the approval being given.    
 
RECESS  
 
The meeting went into recess (9.15 pm – 9.25 pm) 
 
Councillor McKee referred to transport assessment forms and the concerns raised 
by objectors.  That had been carried out during the Covid-19 pandemic so was not a 
relevant ‘on the ground’ survey.  He thought that a parking survey should not relate 
to how close accessibility to public transport was.  The Agent countered that by 
stating that the claim was not relevant and in fact the requirement for parking on 
street was less with what was being proposed and so that was an improvement.   
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Councillor P Smith asked about the environmental initiatives that were being 
proposed and asked for further information on the building’s carbon footprint against 
other forms of more traditional development.  The Project Architect stated that he 
had had experience of designing buildings with higher standards in energy efficiency 
in both Northern Ireland and in the South where higher standards in energy 
efficiency were required.  There was a drive to improve in Northern Ireland as well 
with high levels of insulation, less heat transfer junctions and cold bridging to allow 
heat transfer and airtightness along with the use of solar panels.  Heat pump 
technology would be used to extract heat from the air and convert it for heat and 
water.  All of that resulted in approximately 40% improvement in energy 
requirements and further environmental benefits resulted through low flow taps 
within the building itself.   
 
Councillor Walker further queried car parking concerns and the Agent explained that 
it had been shown that if car parking provision was reduced it did encourage the use 
of more environmentally friendly forms of transport.  He believed that the standards 
in place currently were 15 years old and did not reflect the current position to reduce 
car usage, so planners were given flexibility to make a more balanced decision.   
 
Councillor McAlpine referred to the church hall and its impact on parking which 
would be restricted to certain times of the day and week.  It was acknowledged that 
the church hall was currently unused but that did not prevent another group being 
able to put it to use and that was taken into consideration when planners were 
making decisions.   
 
Councillor McClean recognised that there was a push to move people away from the 
car into public transport but this was a high end development and he thought it 
simply wasn’t feasible for occupants not to need a car at all.  He was however 
impressed by the technology being used to help to create a more environmentally 
friendly proposal.  He hoped that the same lengths of consideration were being given 
to how the building appeared visually.   
 
The Project Architect explained that at least one space was being provided for every 
apartment but it was also good not to oversupply but it should be stressed that the 
location required less reliance on car ownership.  The finished building would be of a 
strong simple design reflecting its surroundings which were characterised by 
different styles and use of materials.  He considered that it had been important to 
provide a visual strength on the corner of the building, but the building was also of its 
time and would not be overly embellished and neither would it dominate on the site.   
 
Proposed by Councillor P Smith, seconded by Alderman McIlveen that the 
recommendation be adopted, and that approval be granted.     
 
Councillor P Smith appreciated the concerns raised but accepted the 
recommendation and the aim to promote greener living in town centres.  He believed 
that the design of the building had gone further than what was required and if there 
was an aspiration to greener living the Council needed to give it support.  Seconding 
the recommendation Alderman McIlveen stated that he was generally not in favour of 
apartment developments but accepted that planners often had to make a judgement 
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based on a unique set of circumstances in different locations and Holywood did have 
good linkages for transport.   
 
On being put to the meeting with 6 voting FOR, 2 voting AGAINST, 4 ABSTAINING 
and 3 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared CARRIED. The recorded vote 
resulted as follows: 
 

FOR (6) AGAINST (2) ABSTAINED (4) ABSENT (3) 
Aldermen  
Gibson 
McDowell  
McIlveen  
Councillors  
McAlpine  
P Smith  
Walker  
 

Councillors  
McClean  
McKee 

Alderman  
Keery  
Councillors 
Brooks  
Cathcart  
McRandal 

Councillors 
Adair  
Cooper  
Thompson 

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor P Smith, seconded by Alderman 
McIlveen, that the recommendation be adopted, and that planning permission 
be granted.    
 
(Councillor McClean left the meeting at 9.53 pm)  
 

5. UPDATE ON PLANNING APPEALS  
        (Appendix VII) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, 
Development and Planning attaching PAC Decision 2020/A0032.   
 
Decisions 
 
1. The following appeal was upheld on 14 May 2021. 

 

Appeal reference:  2020/A0032 

Application Reference: LA06/2019/0056/F 

Appeal by: DECJ Property Rentals Ltd. 

Subject of Appeal: Change of use from 2no. storage units to 2 no. non-retail 
units, including new shop fronts, new render finish to 
external walls and increased height to front and side wall 

Location: Storage units to rear of 51-53 High Street, Bangor 

 
The Council refused this application on 19 June 2020 for the following reason: 
 

• The proposal is contrary to paragraph 6.280 of the Strategic Planning Policy 
Statement for Northern Ireland in that it proposes development on a less 
sequentially preferred site outside of the Primary Retail Core.  
 

The Commissioner considered that although not fully compliant with the retail 
provisions of the SPPS, the compliance of the proposed development with the 
statutory local development plans in this case outweighed that.  Each case was 



PC.06.07.21 

25 
 

assessed on its own merits and any further proposal would have to sit on all fours 
with the circumstances of the current proposal.  A condition restricting the gross 
retail footage of the units was included in the conditions to prevent any further 
expansion. 
 
The decision was attached to the report. 

 

2. The following appeals were lodged on the 29 May and 16 June 2021 respectively 
 

Appeal reference:  2021/A0040 

Application Reference: LA06/2015/0490/F 

Appeal by: Mr. David Bryce 

Subject of Appeal: Installation of a 150kw wind turbine on a tubular tower with a 
hub height of 24m and blades with a rotor diameter of 24m 
and associated site works and equipment 

Location: Lands 151m North of 24 Lisbane Road, Comber 

 
 

Appeal reference:  2021/A0053 

Application Reference: LA06/2020/0709/F 

Appeal by: Mr. Michael Clelland 

Subject of Appeal: Application for the increase in domestic curtilage and 
retention of store 

Location: 39 Florida Road, Ballymacashen, Killinchy 

 
Details of appeal decisions, new appeals and scheduled hearings could be viewed at 
www.pacni.gov.uk. 
 
RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report. 
 
Proposed by Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Alderman Keery that the 
recommendation be adopted.   
 
Alderman McIlveen referred to appeals which had been successful and the guidance 
that would later be given to the Council’s own planners.  The Head of Planning 
stated that PAC decisions were a material consideration and decisions were 
discussed with staff, and where a proposal was on all fours determinative weight 
would be applied as appropriate to such decisions.  
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Alderman 
Keery, that the recommendation be adopted.  

 

6. NOTICES OF OPINION RE ENLER VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT 
(Appendix VIII) 

 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from the Head of Planning detailing Notices 
of Opinion re Enler Village Development.   
 
Background 

http://www.pacni.gov.uk/
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Lands at Riverside, south of Comber bypass stage 2, were zoned for housing in the 
Ards and Down Area Plan 2015, adopted in March 2009.  The then Department 
considered a planning application under X/2009/0858/O for the following proposal: 
Mixed use development involving residential, retail, nursing home, sheltered 
accommodation, creche, business park (A1, B1, B2 and B4) and extension to salt 
marsh. 
 
The then Department considered that the development for which planning 
permission was sought would, if permitted, affect the whole of a neighbourhood and 
as such applied Article 31 of The Planning (Northern Ireland) Order 1991, and 
determined the application as an approval on 22 December 2016.  In line with The 
Planning (2011 Act) (Commencement No. 3) and (Transitional Provisions) Order (NI) 
2015 the Department was responsible for determining any associated consents for 
the reserved matters as conditioned on the 2016 Outline approval. 
Detail 
A number of applications relating to reserved matters had been submitted to the 
Department as follows: 
 

Phase 1 – Little Enler Way comprises of 17no. dwellings approved under 
X/2011/0343/F constructed just off the Newtownards Road roundabout  
 
Phase 2 – Course Hill 
LA06/2017/0778/RM – 168no. dwellings, open space, access roads, pumping 
station and other associated works – Notice of Opinion to grant consent  
 
Phase 3 – Course Hill 
LA06/2018/0997/RM – 167no. dwellings 
 
Phase 4 – Dinah Island 
LA06/2019/0568/RM – 80no. dwellings 
 
Phase 5 – Enler Quay – proposals under consideration 
LA06/2019/1265/RM – Play area and attenuation basis – Notice of Opinion to 
grant consent 
 
Phase 6 – Village Core & Local Centre – proposals under consideration 
 
Phase 7 – Business Park – further proposals under consideration 
LA06/2018/1295/RM – 2no. commercial units 
 

1. The Department at the time of sending the Notices of Opinion proposed to 
approve each of the consents under LA06/2017/0778/RM and 
LA06/2019/1265/RM.  The associated letters set out the Notice of Opinion for 
each and the proposed conditions.  Were the Council to wish to appear before 
and be heard by the Planning Appeals Commission in relation to either of the 
proposed grant of consent it was required to request such an opportunity within 
28 days of the letter.  Given that those were not technically planning 
applications, rather confirmation of the details of those matters set out in the 
conditions attached to the Outline planning permission, it was not considered 
appropriate to seek a hearing(s). 
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2. The Planning Department wrote to the Department to draw attention to the fact 

that the Notice of Opinion should have referred to the Department’s powers 
under Section 26(11) of The Planning Act (NI) 2011 rather than to its powers 
under Section 29(7) of the Act, as the outline application had been an 
application to which Article 31 of The Planning (Northern Ireland) Order 1991 
had been applied. 

 
3. It also drew attention to the erroneous references to superseded legislation in 

proposed conditions relating to LA06/2017/0778/RM and the fact that the 
Department had referred the applicant to submit information to the Council for 
discharge of various conditions, despite the Council not dealing with the 
application.  Regardless of an acknowledgement issuing from the Department 
stating that a response would issue shortly in response to the issue raised, the 
Department issued the decision notices for each on 17 June 2021. 

 
4. The Head of Planning was seeking legal advice in relation to the Council’s 

responsibilities regarding the discharge of conditions accordingly. 
 

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the content of this report and attached 
Notice of Opinions. 
 
The Head of Planning spoke to report highlighting the salient points.   
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor P Smith, seconded by Alderman 
Gibson, that the recommendation be adopted.    
 

7. DEPARTMENTAL RESPONSES REGARDING CONSULTEE 
RESPONSE TIMEFRAMES 
(Appendices X, XI) 

 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from the Head of Planning attaching Notice 
of Motion, Response from DfC and Response from DFI. The report detailed that 
Members would recall the Notice of Motion proposed by Alderman McIlveen and 
Councillor Cathcart at the Committee meeting of 02 March 2021, in respect of 
concerns relating to statutory consultee response times.   

Further to approval of the Committee and the Council, the Head of Planning wrote to 
the Minister for Infrastructure and the Director for Communities in respect of the 
concerns raised and the responses were attached to the report.  
 
RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report and attached responses. 
 
The Head of Planning outlined the detail of the report.  
 
Alderman McIlveen was not surprised by the response and he thanked the Planning 
team for the efforts that had been made.  
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Councillor 
McKee, that the recommendation be adopted.    
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TERMINATION OF MEETING 
 
The meeting terminated at 10.02 pm. 
 



          ITEM 4.1 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref LA06/2019/0316/F 

Proposal 

 
Demolition of existing Co-Op building and erection of 2No 
semi-detached 2.5 storey dwellings and 2No. semi-detached 2 
storey dwellings - with private cobbled parking, gated access 
and landscaped gardens to rear 
 

Location 

 
72 Groomsport Road, Bangor (former Co-Op site) 
 
DEA: Bangor Central 
 

Committee 
Interest 

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

Validated 02/04/2019 

Summary 

• Site located within development limit of Bangor in 
Ballyholme area  

• Site located with proposed Bangor East Area of Townscape 
Character. It is considered that the scheme will enhance 
the appearance of the area 

• All consultees content with the proposal 

• 25 objections received from 11 separate addresses - full 
consideration of material objections detailed within case 
officer report 

• Scheme was reduced in scale from 5 dwellings to 4 and 
various amendments made to the design to address 
concerns initially raised by Planning Department with 
regard to the impact of the development on the character of 
the area 

• Density of development is not significantly higher than that 
already found in the area 

• The development will not result in an unacceptable impact 
on the amenity of adjacent dwellings.  

• Planning conditions set out in Case Officer Report will 
provide further mitigation measures are implemented to 
protect amenity. 

• The level of parking proposed is sufficient to serve the 
proposed development at this location  
 

Recommendation Approval 

 
Attachment 
 

Item 4.1a – Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref: LA06/2019/0316/F 
 

DEA:  Bangor Central 

Proposal:   Demolition of existing Co-Op building and erection of 2 No. semi-
detached 2.5 storey dwellings and 2 No. semi-detached 2 storey dwellings - with 
private cobbled parking, gated access and landscaped gardens to rear  
 

Location:   72 Groomsport Road, Bangor (former Co-Op site) 
 

Applicant:  Bluebird (NI) Ltd Agent:  Gerry Hamill Chartered Architect 

 
Date Valid: 02/04/2019 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 20/05/2021 

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 13/05/2021 

 
Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: Yes 

Letters of 
Support 

0 Letters of 
Objection 

25 (from 11 separate 
addresses)  

Petitions 0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• Compliance with the local development plan; 

• Principle of development; 

• Design, scale, layout and massing of proposed development; 

• Access, movement and parking; 

• Impact on residential and visual amenity; 

• Objections to be considered; 

• Impact on setting of listed building; 

• Impact on proposed ATC; 

• Other environmental factors.  
 

Case Officer: Victoria Waugh  

 
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 

Full details of this application, including the application forms, relevant drawings, 
consultation responses and any representations received are available to view at the 
Planning Portal https://epicpublic.planningni.gov.uk/publicaccess/ 
 

https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fepicpublic.planningni.gov.uk%2Fpublicaccess%2F&data=04%7C01%7Cvictoria.waugh%40ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk%7C97933e70390840107bbc08d8fd964c8c%7C39416dee5c8e4f5cb59d05c4bd0dd472%7C0%7C0%7C637538169256846196%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=%2BXIFyPOnfr9Ja5vJqL6pI2SKnJYJ3iWEeNLPTMlUtTs%3D&reserved=0
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1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

The site is located at 72 Groomsport Road, Bangor, and consists of a detached single 
storey, vacant retail unit. There is a small off-street parking area directly in front of the 
unit and an overgrown yard area at the rear of the site. The topography of the site is 
such that the land rises up from the road towards the rear of the site with vegetated 
banks located along the rear boundaries of the site enclosing the tarmac area at the 
rear of the building. The existing properties located beyond the rear boundaries of the 
site sit at a higher level with finished floor levels approximately 3 – 3.5m higher than 
the finished floor level of the existing building on the site. The south western boundary 
of the site with the church is defined by a wall and fence while the north eastern 
boundary is defined by existing hedgerows. 
 
The site is adjacent to St Columbanus Church, a listed building. The site is within a 
mixed-use area which includes dwellings, the church and its halls, a number of retail 
properties and restaurants/cafes and hot food takeaways. Residential properties are 
primarily two storey detached and semi detached dwellings. 
 
The site is located within the settlement limit of Bangor and within the proposed Bangor 
East Area of Townscape Character, as designated in the draft BMAP. 
 

 
Figure 1 – Existing building on site 

 

 
 

Figure 2 – Site viewed from junction with Bellevue 
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2.   Site Location Plan 

 

 
Figure 3 – Site Location 

 

 
Figure 4 – Aerial View of Site 
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3. Relevant Planning History 

 
LA06/2015/0722/F Erection of 3 bedroom detached dwelling with associated 

landscaping and car parking  
Site to the rear of 74-76 Groomsport Road and adjacent to 2 
Bellevue, Bangor 
Approval Feb 2016 

 
W/2010/0583/O        Demolition of dwellings and replacement with 3 high quality Village 

shops and 4 high quality apartments above 
74-76 Groomsport Road, Ballyholme, Bangor 
Approval March 2011 

 
W/2014/0117/RM     Demolition of dwellings and replacement with 3 high quality Village 

shops and 4 high quality apartments above  
74-76 Groomsport Road, Ballyholme, Bangor 
Approval September 2014  

 

 

4.   Planning Policy Framework  

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

• North Down & Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 

• Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 

• Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement & Parking 

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

• Planning Policy Statement 6: Addendum – Areas of Townscape Character 

• 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: 
 
Living Places 
Creating Places 
Development Control Advice Note 8 – Housing in Existing Areas 
 

 

6.   Consultations  

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

Consultee Response 

DFI Roads No objections 

Historic Environment Division No objections 
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Environmental Health No objections 

NIEA - Regulation Unit (RU) Land and Groundwater Team No objections 

NI Water No objections 

 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Local Development Plan 
 
Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had to 
the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other material 
considerations. Section 6(4) states that where regard is to be had to the Development 
Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. 
 
North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995: sets out a planning framework and 
provides guidance on the broad planning issues likely to influence the development of 
the districts.  
 
Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 
 
The adopted Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (BMAP) has been quashed as a 
result of a judgment in the Court of Appeal delivered on 18 May 2017. As a 
consequence of this, the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 (NDAAP) is now 
the statutory development plan for the area. A further consequence of the judgment is 
that draft BMAP published in 2004, is a material consideration relevant to this 
application. Pursuant to the Ministerial Statement of June 2012, which accompanied 
the release of the Planning Appeals Commission’s Report on the BMAP Public Inquiry, 
a decision on a development proposal can be based on draft plan provisions that will 
not be changed as a result of the Commission’s recommendations.  
 
The application site is located within the Settlement Development Limit of Bangor in 
both the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 and the Draft Belfast Metropolitan 
Area Plan 2015 and within the proposed Bangor East Area of Townscape Character 
(ATC) as identified in Draft BMAP. The Planning Appeals Commission considered 
objections to the proposed ATC designation within its report on the BMAP Public Inquiry 
and recommended no change to the proposed ATC with the exception of the inclusion 
of a small area of land off Bellevue that contains a windmill, now converted to a dwelling, 
together with adjacent cottages. Therefore, it is likely, that if and when BMAP is lawfully 
adopted, a Bangor East Area of Townscape Character designation will be included. 
Consequently, the proposed ATC designation in draft BMAP is a material consideration 
relevant to this application. 
 
The Commission also considered objections to the general policy (UE3) for the control 
of development in ATCs which is contained in draft BMAP. It was recommended that 
policy UE3 be deleted and that a detailed character analysis be undertaken and a 
design guide produced for each individual ATC. As yet, these design guides have not 
been published. 
 

It would therefore be wrong to make any assumptions as to whether these 
recommendations will be reflected in any lawfully adopted BMAP or as to whether the 
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text relating to the key features of Bangor East ATC will be repeated.  As of now, it is 
unclear how the area will be characterised in any lawfully adopted BMAP. However, 
the impact of the proposal on the proposed ATC remains a material consideration and 
can be objectively assessed.  The impact of development on the appearance of the 
proposed ATC will be considered in detail under PPS 6 Addendum below. 
 
Strategic Planning Policy Statement   
 
Under the SPPS, the guiding principle for planning authorities in determining planning 
applications is that sustainable development should be permitted, having regard to the 
development plan and all other material considerations, unless the proposed 
development will cause demonstrable harm to interests of acknowledged importance. 
 
There is a presumption in favour of development as the site is within the settlement limit 
of Bangor. As required by legislation, given the site’s location within a proposed ATC, 
a Design and Access Statement has been submitted in accordance with Article 6 of 
The Planning (General Development Procedure) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015. This 
document explains the design principles and concepts applied to the development, the 
steps taken to appraise the context of the site and how the design takes the context 
into account as well as the access to the site and environmental sustainability.  
 
The principle of residential development is acceptable at this location given the existing 
residential context subject to compliance with the relevant policies pertaining to 
residential development and development within ATCs contained within PPS6 
Addendum and PPS7. 

 
 

Planning Policy Statement 2 - Natural Heritage  

 

This sets out the policies for conservation, protection and enhancement of our natural 
heritage.  
 
Policy NH 1 - 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 could not have any 
conceivable effect on the features, conservation objectives or status of any European 
site. 
Policy NH2 – Species Protected by Law 

This relates to protected species and habitats, species or features of natural heritage 

importance. Planning permission will only be granted where a development proposal is 

not likely to harm a protected species or result in the unacceptable adverse impact or 

damage to priority species, habitats or features of natural heritage importance. To this 

end, Part 2 of the NI Biodiversity Checklist was completed and did not identify a 

scenario where survey information may reasonably be required.  I therefore consider 

there to be little risk to priority or protected species. 
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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.  

 
Policy AMP 2 - Access to Public Roads 
Planning permission will only be granted for a development proposal involving direct 
access, or the intensification of the use of an existing access, onto a public road where 
such access will not prejudice road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of 
traffic. 
 
Vehicular access to the site is to be taken directly from the Groomsport Road. DFI 
Roads was consulted and has no objections to the proposal. The proposal does not 
prejudice road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic. 
 
Policy AMP 7 - Car Parking and Servicing Arrangements  
Development proposals will be required to provide adequate provision for car parking 
and appropriate servicing arrangements. The precise amount of car parking will be 
determined according to the specific characteristics of the development and its location 
having regard to the published standards or any reduction provided for in an area of 
parking restraint designated in a development plan. Proposals should not prejudice 
road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic. 
 
The proposal is for the erection of four dwellings. A total of seven spaces would be 
provided which include five in-curtilage parking spaces to the front of the site and two 
spaces within the integrated garages of the proposed dwellings at the front of the site. 
According to Creating places this is two spaces below the required level for this type of 
development. However, given the availability of on street parking in the immediate area, 
I am content that the additional two spaces required can be accommodated. The 
current parking arrangements for the established retail use on the site is also a material 
consideration. It is noted that only a very small area of hardstanding is available for off 
street parking to the front of the existing unit with insufficient room for reversing or 
turning, meaning that if the unit was to be brought back into operation, many vehicles 
visiting the premises throughout the day would be forced to park on street. It is therefore 
not considered that the shortfall of two parking spaces for the proposed development 
would have a significantly greater impact on on-street parking in the area. The site is 
also located on a bus route and is within walking distance of services and retail facilities.  
Therefore, given the factors outlined above and the general shift in policy towards more 
sustainable modes of transport and reduced reliance on the private car, it is considered 
that the shortfall of 2 parking spaces is acceptable at this location. DFI Roads has also 
raised no objections in relation to the parking provision.  
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Figure 5 – Limited parking area to front of existing building 

 

Planning Policy Statement 6 – Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage 
 
This sets out the planning policies for the protection and conservation of archaeological 
remains and features of built heritage. 
 

Policy BH 11 - Development affecting the Setting of a Listed Building 
The Council will not normally permit development which would adversely affect the 
setting of a listed building. Development proposals will normally only be considered 
appropriate where all the following criteria are met:  
 
(a) the detailed design respects the listed building in terms of scale, height, massing 
           and alignment;  
(b) the works proposed make use of traditional or sympathetic building materials 
           and techniques which respect those found on the building; and  
(c) the nature of the use proposed respects the character of the setting of the 
           building. 

 
The site is in close proximity to St Columbanus Parish Church (HB24/02/002) Which is a 
Grade B2 listed building. The proposed works are considered to be acceptable and will 
not detract from the overall setting of the listed building. HED was consulted and offered 
no objections to the proposal advising that the proposal would result in no greater 
demonstrable harm to the setting of the listed building. 
 
 
Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 6: Areas of Townscape Character  
 
As outlined above, the Bangor East ATC (BR14) is now only considered to be a 
proposed ATC rather than a designated ATC as BMAP is no longer an adopted plan. 
Nevertheless, it has been established by the Planning Appeals Commission in a 
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number of appeal decisions (for example 2018/A0093 – dwelling and garage at 1 
Farnham Park, Bangor) that the impact on the appearance of the proposed ATC 
remains a material consideration if it is likely that the ATC would be included in any 
future adopted plan. 
 
Policy ATC 1 – Demolition Control in an Area of Townscape Character 
There will be a presumption in favour of retaining any building which makes a positive 
contribution to the character of an Area of Townscape Character. The demolition of an 
unlisted building in an Area of Townscape Character will only be permitted where the 
building makes no material contribution to the distinctive character of the area.  Where 
permission for demolition is granted this will normally be conditional on prior agreement 
for the redevelopment of the site.  
 
The existing building makes no material contribution to the character or appearance of 
the area. In fact, it is considered that the building actually harms the character of the 
area being incongruous with the established built form. The building as a whole has no 
design merit and makes no contribution to the character or appearance of the ATC. As 
such, it is my opinion that the demolition of the building will cause no harm to the 
character or appearance of the proposed ATC. 
 
Policy ATC 2 – New Development in an Area of Townscape Character 
Development proposals in an Area of Townscape Character will only be permitted 
where the development maintains or enhances its overall character and respects the 
built form of the area.  As it is not known how any lawfully adopted BMAP will describe 
the overall character of the area to be designated, it is not possible to assess the impact 
of the proposed development on that character.  However, recent decisions by the PAC 
have clarified that the impact of an application on a proposed ATC remains a material 
consideration and can be objectively assessed.   
 
Case law (South Lakeland District Council –v- Secretary of State for the Environment 
(1992)) is also of relevance to the assessment of the impact of proposals on an ATC 
as it established that it is the effect on the character/appearance of the Conservation 
Area/Area of Townscape Character (ATC) as a whole to which attention must be 
directed and that preserving the character or appearance of a Conservation Area or 
ATC can be achieved by a development which leaves this unharmed (the ‘no harm’ 
test).  
 
The proposed Bangor East ATC covers a large area of the town adjacent to Ballyholme 
Bay. Within this area there is a wide variety of built form. The site is located at the 
southern edge of the proposed designation as indicated on the map below. Draft BMAP 
does not divide the proposed ATC into separate character areas, therefore it is the 
impact on the ATC as a whole which must be considered.   
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Figure 6 - Extract from Draft BMAP Map 3i Bangor East ATC 
 

Draft BMAP does however highlight certain key features of the ATC, one of which 
relates to good quality housing on Groomsport Road (See extract from Draft BMAP in 
Figure 7 below) 
 

 
 

Figure 7 – Extract from Draft BMAP listing key features of Bangor East ATC 

 
There are several examples of good quality detached and semi-detached houses within 
the vicinity of the application site, therefore the proposal should be considered in the 
context of these along with other more recent built development in the immediate 
vicinity. Examples of both the traditional buildings and more modern buildings within 
the immediate vicinity of the site are shown in Figures 8 and 9 below. 
 



 

11 

 

      
Semi-detached dwellings to adjacent to site                  Semi-detached dwellings opposite site                

 

    
Semi-detached dwellings opposite site                      Two and a half storey building 

 

Figure 8 – Examples of good quality designs within the immediate vicinity of 

the site.  

      
New dwelling at 2a Bellevue to NE of site       Residential units adjacent to listed church 

 
                                                   Commercial building at junction of Sheridan Drive 

Figure 9 – Examples of more recent development in immediate vicinity 
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The original scheme submitted with the application was for a total of five dwellings. 
After reviewing this proposal, the Planning Department advised the applicant’s agent 
of its concerns regarding overdevelopment of the site and the adverse impact of the 
design on this part of the ATC, taking account of the above established built form of the 
more traditional good quality residential development within the area. The original 
proposal is shown in figure 10 below. The narrow two and a half storey detached 
dwellings proposed to the front of the site were considered to be an incongruous form 
of development within the context of the site. Residential development in the area as 
outlined above is primarily characterised by detached and semi-detached dwellings 
with larger footprints and wider frontages which would not have been respected in the 
original design. Concerns were also raised in relation to the cantilevered design of the 
large first floor windows which again would not have been characteristic of the built 
form or architectural features found on the better quality buildings in the area. 
 

 
 

 
 

Figure 10 – Original proposal for five dwellings 
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Following consideration of the Planning Department’s comments, the agent submitted 
a revised scheme which included a reduction to four dwellings, a pair of semi-detached 
dwellings at the front of the site instead of two narrow detached dwellings and 
amendments to the design of the buildings involving the removal of the large, projecting 
windows at the front of the dwellings and replacement with two smaller windows much 
more reflective of the existing dwellings (see Figure 11 below). While the garage doors 
incorporated into the ground floor elevation of the dwelling are not strictly characteristic 
of the more traditional dwellings in the area, they have been carefully designed to be 
respectful of the more traditional dwellings utilising a painted timber folding door.  
 

 

       
 

Figure 11 – Amended proposal for four dwellings 
 
As can be seen from the contextual elevation above, the height of the building will sit 
comfortably within its context with a ridge height which will sit below the adjacent church 
and the development on higher ground to the rear and only slightly above (0.6m) Nos. 
74-76. This slight increase in ridge height is not considered to be harmful to the 
appearance of the area, particularly in the context of the taller church adjacent and the 
buildings on higher ground to the rear. The proposed materials and finishes will consist 
of render to the walls, Tegral Riven slate to the roofs, hardwood window frames and 
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Velux conservation roof lights, all of which are considered to be of a high quality and 
sympathetic to the overall appearance of the proposed ATC. 
 
No trees or landscape features of any significance will be negatively affected as part of 
this proposal. No important views within, into and out of the area will be harmed. Having 
carefully considered the submitted proposals, I am satisfied that the development will 
cause no harm to the overall appearance of the proposed ATC and will in fact enhance 
its appearance, providing a much more sympathetic form of development for the ATC 
than the unattractive commercial building which currently occupies the site. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 7: Quality Residential Environments  
 
Policy QD1 – Quality in New Residential Development 
Policy QD1 of PPS7 provides policy for achieving quality in new residential 
development. The site is located within an established residential area (ERA). For such 
areas, policy QD1 states that ‘proposals for housing development will not be permitted 
where they would result in unacceptable damage to the local character, environmental 
quality or residential amenity of these areas.’ The policy sets out criteria which 
proposals should meet.  
 
The Addendum to PPS7 titled ‘Safeguarding the Character of Established Residential 
Areas (PPS7 Addendum) was published in August 2010 and this document is also a 
material consideration for the proposal as it contains planning policies which must be 
read in conjunction with PPS7. Both PPS7 and PPS7 Addendum also specifically direct 
that the planning policies of the statements must be read together and in conjunction 
with all relevant contents of the development plan and other planning policy 
publications.  
 
Paragraph 3 of Policy QD1 states that in Areas of Townscape Character (ATC) housing 
proposals will be required to maintain or enhance their distinctive character and 
appearance. It also states that in the primarily residential parts of these designated 
areas proposals involving intensification of site usage or site coverage will only be 
permitted in exceptional circumstances.  However, the policy text states that this test 
only applies to designated ATCs and therefore the exceptional circumstances test 
would not be given determining weight in this instance given the draft status of BMAP. 
In this instance, when the previous commercial use of the site and the size and footprint 
of the existing building are considered, the proposal would not result in any 
unacceptable intensification of site usage or coverage. 
 
All proposals for residential development will be expected to conform to all of the 
following criteria:  
 

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

 
The impact of the development on the immediate area has already been considered in 
detail above under policy ATC2 of PPS6 Addendum.  
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The height, form, scale, layout and massing of the buildings all respect the surrounding 
context. The proposed dwellings will sit at a lower ground level than neighbouring 
dwellings, namely No. 2 Bellevue, No. 2a Bellevue and Nos. 74 and 76 Groomsport 
Road, as Bellevue has a steep incline. Given the topography of Bellevue, the existing 
houses back onto the site and provide a backdrop for the proposed dwellings. The 
image below shows the development on Bellevue at a higher level than the application 
site. 
 

 
Figure 12 – Site viewed from Groomsport Road with Bellevue development to 

rear 
 
The proposed dwellings to the front of the site are set behind the building line of Nos. 
74 and 76 Groomsport Road by approximately 2.4m and also approximately 3m in front 
of the building line of the church to the other side of the site, therefore providing a 
gradual transition between the two adjacent building lines which will be entirely 
respectful of the context. It is important to note that the existing unit on the site already 
sits in front of the church building line. When travelling north east along the Groomsport 
Road views will be obscured by the trees located within the front grounds of the church. 
Given that the proposed dwellings will be set behind the building line of Nos 74 and 76 
and given the topography of Bellevue which rises behind the site, the proposed 
dwellings will not appear as an obtrusive feature in the streetscape.  

 
 

Figure 13 – View on approach along Groomsport Road from the west 
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When travelling west along Groomsport Road, there will be no significant long-distance 
views, given the dwellings will sit behind Nos. 74 and 76 Groomsport Road. Views of 
the church will also not be obscured when travelling in this direction. 
 
In terms of the character of the area, the area is of mixed use and is mainly 
characterised by two storey buildings with the exception of the neighbouring church 
and its halls. The proposed ridge height of the front dwellings is 9.4m, this is 0.6m above 
the ridge height of Nos. 74 and 76 but significantly lower than the height of the church 
and 0.6m lower than the ridge height of 78-80 Groomsport Road. The height and 
massing of the apartment development on the opposite side of the church, 
Sandringham Court, should also be taken into consideration when looking at the 
immediate streetscape.  
 
 

 
Figure 14 – Existing apartment development adjacent to church 

 
 
As outlined above under PPS6 Addendum, several amendments were made to the 
proposal following discussions with the agent, one of which was changing the front two 
dwellings from detached to semi-detached, which reduced the overall frontage width 
by 1m. Box bay windows at first floor were also proposed but were replaced with 
traditional windows flush with the wall. These amendments help to integrate the 
dwellings into the streetscape. The proposed dwellings will sit comfortably within the 
street between the dwellings at No.74 and 76 and the church and the wider area. As 
previously stated, this is a mixed-use area with a variety of house designs and 
frontages. There will only be very limited views of the proposed dwellings to the rear of 
the site therefore they will have minimal impact on the character of the area. 
 
The proposed cobble stone hard surfacing to the front of the site will replace the existing 
tarmac parking area along with some landscaping at the frontage of the site which will 
improve the overall appearance of the site frontage facing onto Groomsport Road. Hard 
surfacing to the front of properties is a common feature in the area, so the proposal is 
not out of keeping with the character of the area.  
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Figure 15 – Examples of existing hard standing to the front of buildings 

 
For the reasons set out above and given the mixed use of the area and the variety of 
house types and design in the area, I am satisfied that the proposal will not harm the 
character or appearance of the area and will not set a negative precedent. 
 

(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;  

 
HED has raised no objections to the proposal and is satisfied it will not result in any 
adverse impact on the setting of the adjacent listed church. There are no other built 
heritage or landscape features which require integration into the site. 
 

(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;  

 
In terms of the allocated private amenity space, each dwelling meets the required 
minimum standard, 40sqm, as set out in Creating places: 
 
Mews 1 – 55.45 sqm 
Mews 2 – 66.67 sqm 
Mews 3 – 65.15 sqm 
Mews 4 – 131.35 sqm 
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This equates to an average private amenity space area of 79.65sqm for the 
development which would exceed the Creating Places recommended average of 
70sqm for new residential developments.  
 
Landscaping is proposed along all boundaries of the site. The front of the site which is 
currently a hard standing parking area, will be used for parking, however planting is 
proposed on either side of the site and to the front boundary which will soften the visual 
impact of the proposed development. As no detailed landscaping scheme has been 
submitted, any approval would be subject to a condition requiring submission of these 
details for approval prior to the commencement of development. The existing bank at 
the rear of the site is to be retained and landscaped along with the provision of retaining 
walls as shown in Figure 16 below. Any approval would also be subject to a condition 
requiring the submission of details of retaining structures for approval prior to the 
commencement of development. 
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Figure 16 – Site layout and sections showing proposed landscaping and 

retaining structures 

 

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

The site is located within a mixed-use area including a number of retail and service 
facilities. 
 

(e) a movement pattern is provided that supports walking and cycling, meets 
the needs of people whose mobility is impaired, respects existing public 
rights of way, provides adequate and convenient access to public transport 
and incorporates traffic calming measures;  
 

I am satisfied that this is the case. 
 

(f) Adequate and appropriate provision is made for parking;  
 
Parking provision has been considered in detail above under PPS3. 
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(g) the design of the development draws upon the best local traditions of form, 
materials and detailing;  

 
The design of the development has been considered in detail above under PPS6 
Addendum. 
 

(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 degree of overlooking towards Nos. 74 
and 76 from the proposed dwelling at the front of the site as the only windows proposed 
on the first floor and second floor side elevation are for landings and a cloakroom/toilet 
which would be conditioned to be finished with obscure glazing to be retained in 
perpetuity. One first floor bedroom window on the building to the rear of the site will 
have an oblique view towards the rear of Nos. 74-76 however the window will be 
situated beyond the boundary of No. 74, positioned 5m away at its closest point and 
14m from the main two storey rear elevation of 74 which given the reduction in ground 
levels of the site and the provision of a new boundary fence which will screen any views 
from the window, I consider to be an appropriate separation distance to ensure that 
there will be no unacceptable level of overlooking towards the rear of Nos. 74 and 76. 
Any planning approval would be subject to a condition requiring the new fence to be 
erected prior to the occupation of the dwellings and to be permanently retained 
thereafter. 
 
With regard to the potential impact on No.2 Bellevue, it should be noted that the 
proposed first floor bathroom windows facing the rear of No. 2 will be conditioned to 
have obscure glazing, therefore there would only be the potential for overlooking from 
one bedroom window. However, this window will be situated to the side of No. 2 and 
will not have any direct views towards the rear of the property. Any views would be very 
oblique. Given the reduction in the ground levels of the site which will result in a 
difference of 4m between the finished floor level of the new dwellings and No. 2 and 
given the proposed boundary fence, I am satisfied that there will be no unacceptable 
degree of overlooking towards No. 2.  
 

 
Figure 17 – Section showing relationship pf proposed dwellings with No. 2 

Bellevue 
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With regard to the potential impact on No. 2a Bellevue, there is a separation distance 
of approximately 11m from the proposed rear of the dwellings and No.2a Bellevue. The 
proposed reduction in the ground levels of the site will mean that the proposed semi 
detached dwellings at the rear of the site will sit approximately 2.6m below the finished 
floor level of No.2a. As already outlined above, to provide additional screening, a new 
boundary fence is proposed which will prevent any views from the first floor windows of 
the proposed dwellings towards the rear of No. 2a. Therefore, as demonstrated in 
Figure 18 below, when standing, head height at the first-floor bedroom windows of the 
proposed dwellings, views will face onto the boundary fence. As also outlined above, 
any approval would be subject to a condition requiring the submission and approval by 
the Council of the final specification and dimensions of the fence prior to the 
commencement of any development, erection of the fence prior to occupation of any 
dwelling and its retention in perpetuity thereafter. I am therefore content that the 
proposed development would not cause any unacceptable impact on No. 2a by way of 
loss of privacy. 
 

 
 

Figure 18 – Section showing relationship of proposed dwellings with No. 2A 
 
In terms of overshadowing and potential loss of light to the adjacent properties, I have 
also carried out the required assessments. The 25 degree light test as recommended 
by the Building Research Establishment Guidelines, has been applied to the ground 
floor windows at the rear of No. 2a. This involves taking a 25 degree angle from the 
standard 2m reference line at the rear windows (2m is the assumed position of the top 
of the ground floor windows), which given the significantly lower level of the proposed 
dwellings, demonstrates that the proposal would comply with the test and that there will 
therefore not be any unacceptable loss of light from the proposal. Given the significantly 
lower finished floor level of the proposed dwellings, I am also satisfied that there will be 
no overbearing impact to the rear of 2a. 
 
The 25 degree light test was also completed for No.74 Groomsport Road to assess the 
potential impact of the development on the existing windows on the gable of No. 74. 
There are two ground floor windows serving a hallway and a toilet/bathroom and one 
first floor window which serves a bedroom. As shown in Figure 19 below the light test 
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would be breached when applied to the two ground floor windows. However, given that 
these are not main habitable rooms, the breach is considered to be acceptable. 
 

 
Figure 19 – 25 degree light test applied to gable windows of No. 74 

 
 
Overall, I am satisfied that the proposed dwelling will not create any adverse impacts 
on the residential amenity of neighbouring dwellings. 
 

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

  

The site will be secure, enclosed by fencing and with gates through to the rear. 
 
 
Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 7 - Safeguarding the Character of 
Established Residential Areas  
 
The primary purpose of the addendum to PPS 7 is to reinforce existing planning policy 
on housing within urban areas by introducing additional provisions to protect areas of 
established residential character, environmental quality and local amenity.  
 

Policy LC1 – Protecting local character, environmental quality and residential 

amenity  

Policy LC1 states that 'in established residential areas planning permission will only be 
granted for the redevelopment of existing buildings, or the infilling of vacant sites 
(including extended garden areas) to accommodate new housing, where all the criteria 
set out in Policy QD 1 of PPS 7, and all the additional criteria set out in Policy LC1 are 
met. 
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(a) The proposed density is not significantly higher than that found in the locality. 

There is a variety of existing densities of development within the immediate area. While 
there are many medium to low density detached and semi-detached dwellings in the 
area, there are also pockets of higher density developments as shown outlined in red 
on the map below. The proposed development equates to a density of 57 dwellings per 
hectare. As demonstrated below, this would not be significantly higher than other 
comparable densities found within the area. Furthermore, the former commercial use 
of the site is also a material consideration when assessing density. The development 
will be built on the site of a former retail unit and does not involve development of a 
vacant site or subdivision of an existing residential plot which would have the potential 
to adversely impact the character of the area. It is therefore considered that a slightly 
higher density of development is acceptable on this site given the previous commercial 
use and extent of development on the site. 
 

 
 

Figure 20 – Densities of existing development in area 
 
 
(b) Pattern of development is in keeping with overall character and 

environmental quality. 

85dph 
67dph 

43dph 

33dph 

100dph 
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As outlined above, the existing built development on the site must be a material factor 
when assessing the pattern of development and this must be the starting point 
considered in the context of the case law which has established that a proposal should 
not cause harm to the character or appearance of the area. The existing building on 
the site is not in keeping with the established built form of the area. The single storey 
flat roof design and large commercial frontage with shutters appears incongruous with 
the other attractive good quality buildings within the area. It is considered that the 
proposed development will greatly improve the appearance of the site and the built form 
will be much more in keeping with the established built form in the area.  
 
When assessing the impact of the pattern of development it is also often useful to carry 
out an assessment of plot size to built form ratios for both the existing and proposed 
built development on a site. The existing building has a footprint of 258sqm with the 
remainder of the site area also covered in hard surfacing, therefore having a very ‘built 
up’ appearance. In comparison, the proposed buildings will have a combined footprint 
of only 198sqm and only the parking area to the front and pathways to the rear will be 
hard-surfaced with the remainder of the site area being landscaped garden areas. It is 
my opinion that this considerable reduction in built form footprint on the site offers a 
betterment for the site and the wider area. 
 

           
 

Figure 21 – Comparison of existing and proposed site layouts 
 
The built form to plot size ratio of the proposed development equates to a building 
footprint which occupies approximately 28% of the overall site area. As a comparison, 
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the built form to plot size ratio of 2a Bellevue, a recently constructed dwelling adjacent 
to the site is, is very similar to the proposed development with the footprint of the 
dwelling occupying 25% of its overall site area. 
The building line of the proposed development will sit slightly further back (2.4m) than 
the existing building on the site allowing for more of a gradual transition between 74-76 
and the listed church which sits further back from the road. This is also considered to 
offer a betterment, opening up slightly better views of the listed building on approach 
from the east. 
 
c) all dwelling units are built to a size not less than those set out in Annex A. 

The dwellings will be built to a size not less than those set out in Annex A. For a two 
storey 2-Bedroom dwelling the standard varies from 70 to 80 sqm depending on the 
number of people living in the dwelling and for a three storey 3-Bedroom dwelling the 
standard varies from 95 to 105 sqm (three dwelling figures used although the proposal 
is for two, two and a half storey dwellings, as there are essentially three floors). The 
dwellings measure approximately 77sqm for the 2 storey dwellings and 127sqm for the 
two and a half storey dwellings, therefore meeting the required standard. 
 
 

Planning Policy Statement 12 - Housing in Settlements  
The proposal complies with relevant policy and guidance in PPS12. The proposal 
allows for an increase in density of housing without town cramming.  
 
Planning Control Principle 1 – Increased housing density without town cramming 
The policy states that when considering an increase in housing density in established 
residential areas, great care should be taken to ensure that the local character, 
environmental quality and amenity are not significantly eroded and that the proposed 
density, together with the form, scale, massing and layout of the new development will 
respect that of adjacent housing and safeguard the privacy of existing residents. To 
prevent town cramming the overriding objective is to avoid any significant erosion of 
the environmental quality, amenity and privacy enjoyed by existing residents. I am 
satisfied that the proposed development has obtained this objective. The ‘Mews style’ 
development provides a quality environment of good design for the reasons outline din 
the above report. 
 

 

8.   Consideration of Representations 

  
25 letters of objection from 11 separate addresses have been received.  The main 
issues raised are summarised and considered as follows: 
 
Proposal will result in the overdevelopment of the site 
The proposal will not result in overdevelopment of the site. As demonstrated above 
under policy LC1, the footprint of built development on the site ill actually be less than 
existing. The proposal also provides adequate amenity space and parking for this 
context. 
 
Proposal will harm the character of the area. It will fail to respect the established 
building line and 2.5 storey height is out of keeping. 
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As demonstrated in the above report taking account of the submitted contextual 
elevations, the height of the building will sit comfortable within the streetscape and will 
not be significantly higher than the surrounding buildings. The building line also 
respects the established built form providing a transition between the existing building 
lines of the church and Nos. 74-76. 
 
Proposal will result in overshadowing of 2a Bellevue 
As demonstrated in the above report under policy QDI, the proposal will not result in 
any unacceptable loss of light or overshadowing to this property. 
 
Proposal will result in loss of privacy to 2a Bellevue 
As demonstrated in the above report under policy QDI, the proposal will not result in 
any unacceptable loss of privacy to this property. 
 
Proposal will have an adverse impact on road safety 
DFI Roads has been consulted and has advised it has no objections to the proposed 
development on road safety grounds. 
 
Impact on parking in area  
An assessment of parking is set out under PPS3 in the above report. Given the location 
of the site within a mixed-use area, I am satisfied that the level of parking proposed is 
sufficient to serve the development.  
 
Impact on sewerage system 
NI Water has been consulted and has advised it has no objections and that the 
receiving wastewater treatment works has available capacity to serve the development. 
 
Loss of privacy to rear amenity space of 76 Groomsport Rd 
The impact on the privacy of No. 76 has been considered in detail under policy QD1 of 
the above report. 
 
Overbearing impact of 2.5 storey dwelling on No. 74 Groomsport Rd and potential 
overlooking into rear garden. 
The impact on No. 74 by way of potential loss of light and privacy has been considered 
in detail under policy QD1 of the above report. 
 

 

9.   Conclusion  

 
I have assessed all material planning considerations in the context of the relevant 
planning policies and the development plan and have considered all representations 
and consultee comments received. In conclusion, I am satisfied that the proposal 
complies fully with Policy.  The proposal will not detract from the character of the 
established residential area and will not unduly affect the privacy or amenity of 
neighbouring residents. 

 

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 03C date stamped 28 
September 2020, prior to the commencement of any other development hereby 
permitted. 
 
Reason: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of 
road safety and the convenience of road users. 
 

3. The area within the visibility splays and any forward sight line shall be cleared 
prior to the commencement of the construction of the development hereby 
approved to provide a level surface no higher than 250mm above the level of 
the adjoining carriageway. 
 
Reason: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of 
road safety and the convenience of road users. 

 
4. The access gradients to the dwellings 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. 
 

5. The windows shaded GREEN on Drawing Nos. 07B and 08B, date stamped 16 
April 2020, and on Drawing Nos. 05A and 06B, date stamped 28 September 
2020, shall be finished with obscure glass. These windows shall be installed 
prior to the occupation of the dwellings and permanently retained thereafter. 
 
Reason: In the interest of privacy and amenity. 

 
6. No development shall commence until detailed drawings showing the height, 

position and materials of the proposed privacy fence to be erected along the 
north eastern boundary of the site as highlighted in YELLOW on Drawing Nos. 
03C, 10C and 12, date stamped 28 September 2020, have been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Council. The fence shall be erected in accordance 
with the approved details prior to the occupation of any dwelling and shall be 
permanently retained thereafter.  
 
Reason: In the interest of privacy and amenity. 

 
7. The finished floor levels and proposed ground levels for the dwellings hereby 

approved shall be in accordance with the details set out on Drawing Nos. 09C 
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and 10C, date stamped 28 September 2020. 
 
Reason: In the interest of privacy and visual amenity.   
 

8. Prior to the commencement of development, a detailed landscaping scheme 
shall be submitted to the Council for approval in writing. The scheme shall 
include planting plans, written planting specifications, schedules of plants and 
trees indicating site preparation, planting methods, planting medium and 
additives together with  the species, size at time of planting, the location, spacing 
and numbers and an implementation programme.  All hard and soft landscape 
works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and the 
appropriate British Standard or other recognised Codes of Practice. The works 
shall be completed during the first available planting season following the 
occupation of the first dwelling hereby approved. 

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

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

10. Prior to the commencement of development, detailed drawings and 
specifications of all proposed retaining walls and structures within the 
development shall be submitted to the Council for approval in writing. The works 
shall be completed in accordance with the approved details prior to the 
occupation of the first dwelling hereby approved. 
 
Reason: To ensure the provision of appropriate retaining structures within the 
site. 

 
11. If during the development works, new contamination or risks to the water 

environment are encountered which have not previously been identified, works 
should cease, and the Council shall be notified immediately. This new 
contamination shall be fully investigated in accordance with the Model 
Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination (CLR11) and/or as 
described in the Land Contamination: Risk Management (LCRM) guidance 
available at https://www.gov.uk/guidance/landcontamination-how-to-manage-
the-risks, as applicable. In the event of unacceptable risks being identified, a 
remediation strategy shall be agreed with the Council in writing, and 
subsequently implemented and verified to its satisfaction. 

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

 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/landcontamination-how-to-manage-the-risks
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/landcontamination-how-to-manage-the-risks
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12. After completing all remediation works under Condition 11 and prior to 
occupation of the development, a verification report needs to be submitted in 
writing and agreed with the Council. This report should be completed by 
competent persons in accordance with the Model Procedures for the 
Management of Land Contamination (CLR11) and/or as described in the Land 
Contamination: Risk Management (LCRM) guidance available at 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/land-contamination-how-to-managethe-risks, as 
applicable. The verification report should present all the remediation and 
monitoring works undertaken and demonstrate the effectiveness of the works in 
managing all the risks and achieving the remedial objectives. 

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

 

13. All window frames, doors and garage doors shall be painted hardwood, and be 
retained as such thereafter. 
 
Reason: To ensure the works proposed respect the setting of the adjacent listed 
building. 

 
14. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Planning (General Permitted 

Development) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015, or any Order revoking and/or re-
enacting that Order, no extension or enlargement (including alteration to roofs) 
shall be made to the dwellings hereby permitted without the grant of a separate 
planning permission from the Council. 
 
Reason: The further extension of these dwellings requires detailed consideration 
to safeguard the amenities of the surrounding area. 
 

15. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Planning (General Development) Order 
(NI) 1993, or any Order revoking and re-enacting that Order, no buildings, walls, 
gate pillars, fences or other structures shall be erected within the curtilage of any 
dwelling hereby permitted without the grant of a separate planning permission 
from the Council. 
 
Reason: To preserve the open plan nature of the estate. 

 
16. No dwelling shall be occupied until provision has been made within the curtilage 

of the site for the parking of private cars in accordance with Drawing No.04B, 
date stamped 16th April 2020. 

 
           Reason: To ensure adequate (in-curtilage) parking in the interests of road safety 
           and the convenience of road users.  
 
 
Informatives 

This Notice relates solely to a planning decision and does not purport to convey 
any other approval or consent which may be required under the Building 
Regulations or any other statutory purpose. 
 
 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/land-contamination-how-to-managethe-risks
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Site Location Plan 

 

Site Layout plan 



 

31 

 

 

 

 

 

Semi detached dwellings to front of site 
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Semi-detached dwellings to rear of site 
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Contextual elevation from Groomsport Road 

 

 

Section through site - north west to south east 

 

 

Section through rear of site – north east to south west 
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Section through site – north west to south east 



ITEM 4.2 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref LA06/2020/1103/RM 

Proposal 

 
Erection of a dwelling in compliance with outline planning 
permission LA06/2019/0366/O 
 

Location 

 
Immediately West of 85a Mountain Road, Newtownards 
 
DEA: Newtownards 
 

Committee 
Interest 

Further to request by Members, the Head of Planning 
confirmed at Planning Committee meeting of 07 July 2020 that 
the RM proposal would be presented to Members    

Validated 17/11/2020 

Summary 

 

• Outline permission granted by Members at meeting of 07 
July 2020 for dwelling in the countryside under Policy CTY 
6 of PPS 21 – Personal and Domestic Circumstances 

• This application details design and location of dwelling 
previously approved 

• Case Officer Report assesses compliance with conditions 
attached to outline LA06/2019/0366/O 

• No objections received 

• Related application for variation of condition relating to 
timeframe discussed within Case Officer Report 
 

Recommendation Approval 

Attachment 

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

Application Ref: LA06/2020/1103/RM 
 

DEA:  Newtownards 

Proposal: Erection of a dwelling in compliance with outline planning permission 
LA06/2019/0366/O 
 

Location: Immediately West of 85a Mountain Road, Newtownards 
 

Applicant: Mr and Mrs Crothers 
 

Agent: G.T. Design 

 
Date Valid: 03/12/2020 

 
Env Statement Requested: No  

 
Date last Advertised: 17/12/2020 

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 21/06/2021 

 
Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: No 
 

Letters of Support    0 Letters of Objection    0 Petitions    0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• Compliance with conditions attached to outline LA06/2019/0366/O 

• Previous planning history associated with the site  

• Vehicular access to the site  

• Design and Visual Impact  

• Integration into countryside environment  

• Impact on residential amenity  
 

Case Officer: Nicole Keizer  

Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 

Full details of this application, including the application forms, relevant drawings, 
consultation responses and any representations received are available to view at the 
Planning Portal https://epicpublic.planningni.gov.uk/publicaccess/ 

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

 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The site is located on the eastern side of the Mountain Road. It 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 to 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. The wall is associated with scattered 
growth of hawthorne 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 in the countryside, just outside of the Newtownards settlement limit. 
Whitespots County Park is located to the east of the site.  
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3. Relevant Planning History 

 
Site History 
 
LA06/2019/0366/O: Erection of new dwelling  

Immediately West of 85a Mountain Road Newtownards BT23 4UL  
Permission Granted: 10.07.2020 

 
LA06/2021/0373/F: Dwelling 

Immediately West of 85a Mountain Road Newtownards BT23 4UL; 
Dwelling - Variation of Condition No. 3 of planning approval 
LA06/2019/0366/O from, "The dwelling hereby permitted shall be 
occupied by Mrs Catherine McGreevy and any partner or 
dependants residing with her." to read, "The dwelling hereby 
permitted shall be occupied by Mrs Catherine McGreevy and any 
partner or dependants residing with her for at least 5 years from 
occupation" 
Permission Granted: 21.06.21 

 
Development in surrounding area 
 
LA06/2020/0071/F:  2 Two-storey dwellings each with garage 

Lands 50m NW of 83a Mountain Road, Newtownards 
Current application 

 
LA06/2019/0407/F: Two-storey dwelling and double garage  

12M north of 83 Mountain Road, Newtownards 
Permission Granted: 27.02.2020  

 
LA06/2017/1301/F: Two-storey dwelling and double garage  

Site 30m South of 89 Mountain Road, Newtownards 
Permission Granted: 6/09/2018  

 

4.   Planning Policy Framework  

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

• Ards & Down Area Plan 2015 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 

• Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement & Parking 

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

• Planning Policy Statement 21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside 

• A Planning Strategy for Rural Northern Ireland 
 

 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 
Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 
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• Building on Tradition: 6.78: Supplementary planning guidance contained within 
‘Building on Tradition: A Sustainable Design Guide for the Northern Ireland 
Countryside’ must be taken into account in assessing all development 
proposals in the countryside. 

• A Design Guide for Rural Northern Ireland  
 

 

6.   Consultations  

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

Consultee Response 

DFI Roads  No objections   

NIEA  Advice  

NI Water  Standing Advice   

 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Ards and Down Area Plan 2015   
 
Section 6 (4) of the Planning Act 2011 states that determination under this Act must be 
made in accordance with the plan, unless material considerations dictate otherwise. 
The site described above is in the countryside as designated in the Ards and Down 
Area Plan 2015. The site falls within the Whitespots, Lead Mines and Golden Glen 
Local Landscape Policy Area (NS38/LLPA3). 
 
SPPS 
 
The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) is material to all 
decisions on individual planning applications.  Its guiding principle for planning 
authorities in determining planning applications is that sustainable development should 
be permitted having regard to the development plan and all other material 
considerations, unless the proposed development will cause demonstrable harm to 
interests of acknowledged importance.  
 
Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 
 
The potential impact of this proposal on Special Areas of Conservation, Special Areas 
of Conservation, Special Protection Areas and Ramsar sites has been assessed in 
accordance with the requirements of Regulation 43(1) of the Conservation (Natural 
Habitats, etc.) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended).  
 
The proposal would not be likely to have a significant effect on the features, 
conservation objectives or status of any of these sites.  
 
The previous case officer assessing the outline application under ref. 
LA06/2019/0366/O carried out an assessment of the proposal’s potential impact on 
local natural heritage using the NI Biodiversity Checklist. The proposal involves the 
removal of vegetation and is within 25m of scrub.  
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NIEA: Natural Environment Division was consulted on the Outline application and was 
content with the information/documents submitted with that application and clarification 
received.  No conditions were recommended that have to be complied with through the 
RM consideration. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement & Parking 
 
Policy AMP 2 - Access to Public Roads 
 
Planning permission will only be granted for a development proposal involving direct 
access, or the intensification of the use of an existing access, onto a public road where: 
 

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

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

 
DFI Roads has been consulted and considers that the safety of road users will not be 
prejudiced. In light of the lack of intensification in use of the laneway and the very low 
speeds of the traffic on the Mountain Road, DFI Roads would offer no objections to this 
proposal. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage 
 
Local Landscape Policy Areas (LLPAs) 
 
The site lies within Local Landscape Policy Area designated within the Ards and Down 
Plan as NS38/LLPA3 - Whitespots, Lead Mines and Golden Glen Local Landscape 
Policy Area. As detailed in the Case Officer Report for the outline application, 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 
 
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. 
 
The outline approval was previously determined under Policies CTY1 and CTY6 of 
PPS21 and is a material consideration for this application. As there is extant outline 
permission for this site, this application relates to the consideration of those matters 
reserved by the outline approval.  
 
Having reviewed the outline permission and the associated conditions, I can verify that 
the proposed Reserved Matters submitted are in compliance with the conditions 
attached to the outline approval.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
 
Policy CTY 13: Integration and design of buildings in the Countryside  
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Planning permission will be granted for a building in the countryside where it can be 
visually integrated into the surrounding landscape and it is of an appropriate design. A 
new building will be unacceptable where:  
 
(a) it is a prominent feature in the landscape;                                                                                            
 
The proposed scheme includes a large two-storey detached dwelling and a single-
storey garage. The site is located down a private laneway, with the dwelling to be set-
back over 90m from Mountain Road. The site sits at a higher elevation that Mountain 
Road therefore there are likely to be several points along the main road where the 
dwelling could be viewed. It is important to note that the surrounding area is relatively 
built-up and is located just outside of the Newtownards Settlement Limit. The aerial 
image in figure 1 indicates that several existing dwellings along Mountain Road will help 
with screening any public views of the dwelling. Figure 2 shows an image of a possible 
viewpoint which was taken at the site inspection stage.  

 
The existing and proposed boundary treatments and planting will provide screening 
and allow integration. The eastern boundary is formed by a line of mature deciduous 
and non-deciduous trees associated with the property of No. 85a, which will provide a 
backdrop to the development and hence make it appear less prominent. Given these 
factors, I am satisfied that the dwelling will not be a prominent feature within the 
landscape.                                 
 
(b) the site lacks long established natural boundaries or is unable to provide a 
suitable degree of enclosure for the building to integrate into the landscape; 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
I am content that the existing vegetation, together with the proposed planting to the new 
site boundaries would provide a suitable degree of enclosure for the buildings to 
sufficiently integrate into the landscape. The proposed site layout indicates that 
additional planting in the form of Mountain Ash, Beech and Willow trees will be planted 
along the boundaries to assist integration into the surrounding countryside.  
 
(c) it relies primarily on the use of new landscaping for integration:    
 

Figure 1: Aerial Image with yellow highlight indicating 

dwellings which will help screen development 

Figure 2: Possible viewpoint of dwelling along Mountain 

Road 
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I am satisfied that the proposal would not rely solely on the use of new landscaping for 
integration. The mature line of trees located along the eastern boundary will provide a 
backdrop for the dwelling. The existing stone wall along the western, northern and 
southern boundaries will be refurbished to help provide further integration.  
 
(d) ancillary works do not integrate with their surroundings;  
 
The proposed ancillary works would integrate well with the local countryside. A new 
native hedgerow will be planted along both sides of the access laneway to allow 
integration in the surrounding landscape. There is an acceptable ratio of hard standing 
and garden area proposed. The planting to the western boundary of the site will help 
screen views of the proposed driveway and parking area which will surround the 
dwelling.  
 
(e) the design of the building is inappropriate for the site and its locality;  
 
The proposed two-storey dwelling will have an ‘L-shape’ form, with the main house 
linking with a single-storey element to the rear accommodating the ‘separate’ living 
accommodation of kitchen, bedroom, bathroom and living, for Mrs McGreevy. The 
dwelling will have a pitched roof, with a maximum ridge height of 7.5m and an eaves 
height of 4.8m. The details of the design are considered appropriate to the location and 
reflect the traditional style and finishes of dwellings in the surrounding area. The 
finishes of the dwelling consist of rendered walls, Scrabo stone cladding, concrete tile 
(blue/grey) roofing and aluminium windows. Two chimneys will be located at each gable 
end of the main two-storey section. The dwelling will be well accommodated within the 
site, and I am satisfied that the design of the building is appropriate for the locality.  
 
The proposed garage will be single storey in nature with a pitched roof design, with the 
ridge height measuring 3.7m. It will be located to the rear of the dwelling. I am satisfied 
that it will be well incorporated into the site and the finishes will match those of the 
proposed dwelling.  
 
 
(f) it fails to blend with the landform, existing trees, buildings, slopes and other 
natural features which provide a backdrop;  
 
I am satisfied that this proposal would blend with the existing landform, with the existing 
mature vegetation along the eastern boundary providing a good backdrop for the 
development. The proposed hedging and vegetation to the boundaries will additionally 
restrict public views.  
 
 
Policy CTY 14: Rural Character  
 
Planning permission will be granted for a building in the countryside where it does not 
cause a detrimental change to or erode local character. A new building will be 
unacceptable where:  
 
a) it is unduly prominent in the landscape; or 
b) it results in a suburban style build-up of development when viewed with 

existing and approved buildings; or 
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c) it does not respect the traditional pattern of settlement exhibited in that area; 
or 

d) it creates or adds to a ribbon of development (see Policy CTY 8); or 
e) the impact of ancillary works (with the exception of necessary visibility 

splays) would damage rural character. 
 
As Policy CTY 13 has previously established, the proposal would not be unduly 
prominent within the landscape. The detached dwelling is considered to be of an 
appropriate scale, design and finish on a site that utilises the relief of the land and 
existing boundary vegetation to ensure that the proposed dwelling is not a prominent 
feature within the surrounding landscape.  
 
It is important to note that the surrounding area has significantly changed 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 and would therefore cause no 
demonstrable harm. The plot size and siting of the dwelling respects the traditional 
pattern of settlement. As per the assessment of Policy CTY 13, the ancillary works 
proposed are considered sympathetic to, and respectful of, the countryside 
environment and are deemed to maintain rather than damage rural character. 
 
Residential Amenity  
 
It is not expected that there will be any negative impacts on the residential amenity of 
any existing dwellings as a result of this proposed dwelling. The nearest dwelling at No. 
80A Mountain Road is situated over 20m from the proposed dwelling. The angle at 
which the proposed dwelling sits in relation to No. 80a will ensure there are no 
overlooking opportunities of No. 80a’s rear garden area. The existing eastern boundary 
treatment of mature trees will screen the new dwelling from view. There will be no 
issues in relation to loss of light or dominance.   
 

Policy CTY 16: Development Relying on Non-Mains Sewerage 
 
Planning permission will only be granted for development relying on non-mains 
sewerage, where the applicant can demonstrate that this will not create or add to 
a pollution problem. 
 
Applicants will be required to submit sufficient information on the means of 
sewerage to allow a proper assessment of such proposals to be made. 
 
In those areas identified as having a pollution risk development relying on non-
mains sewerage will only be permitted in exceptional circumstances. 
 
A soakaway is proposed to deal with the disposal of surface water while a treatment 
system is proposed to meet sewerage needs.  Following consultation with NIEA: Water 
Management Unit it has no objection to the proposal.  The proposal therefore complies 
with Policy CTY 16.  Consent to Discharge will need to be obtained from NIEA WMU 
as a separate matter. 
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8.   Consideration of Representations 

 
No representations were received.  
 

 

9.   Conclusion  

 
After careful consideration of the relevant plan, polices, consultation responses and 
other material considerations as outlined above I recommend approval. 
 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission 
 

 

11.    Conditions & Informatives  

 
Conditions  
 

1. The development to which this approval relates must be begun by whichever is 
the later of the following dates: - 

 
i. The expiration of a period of 5 years from the grant of outline planning 

permission; or 
ii. The expiration of a period of 2 years from the date hereof. 

 
Reason: As required by Section 62 of the Planning Act (Northern 
Ireland) 2011. 

 
2. The hard and soft landscape works shall be carried out in accordance with 

Drawing No. 02A, bearing the date stamp, 8th February 2021, with any soft 
landscaping being planted during the first available planting season after the 
occupation of the dwelling. 
 
Reason: To ensure the development integrates into the countryside and the 
ensure maintenance of screening of the site. 

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

hedge, that tree, shrub or hedge is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies, or 
becomes, in the opinion of the Council, seriously damaged or defective, 
another tree, shrub or hedge of the same species and size as that originally 
planted shall be planted at the same place, unless the Council gives its written 
consent to any variation. 
 
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high 
standard of landscape. 
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4. The dwelling hereby permitted shall be occupied by Mrs Catherine McGreevy, 
and any partner or dependants residing with her, for at least 5 years from 
occupation. 
 
Reason: The dwelling is granted under Policy CTY 6: Personal and domestic 
circumstances of Planning Policy Statement 21.  
 

5. The dry-stone walling forming the north, south and west boundary shall be 
retained in perpetuity at a minimum height of 0.5m. 
 
Reason: To protect traditional features of this area. 
 

 
Informatives  
 

1. This Notice relates solely to a planning decision and does not purport to 
convey any other approval or consent which may be required under the 
Building Regulations or any other statutory purpose. 
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Site Location Plan 

 
Proposed Site Plan 
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Proposed Floor Plans & Elevations 
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Site Photos 
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ITEM 4.3 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref LA06/2019/1007/F 

Proposal 
 
Retention of a fence and gate surrounding an existing 
pumping station (Retrospective). 

Location 

 
Seacourt WWPS 
Lands 20m North of 1 Seacourt Lane 
Bangor 
 
DEA: Bangor Central  

Committee 
Interest 

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

Validated 10/10/2019 

Summary 

 

• 51 Objections received 

• Impact on visual amenity 

• Requirement of fence for health and safety reasons 
 

Recommendation Approval 

Attachment 

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

Application Ref: LA06/2019/1007/F DEA:  Holywood & Clandeboye 

Proposal: Retention of a fence and gate to surround an existing pumping station 
(Retrospective). 

Location: Seacourt WWPS, Lands 20m North of No.1 Seacourt Lane, Bangor. 

Applicant:          NI Water 
 

Agent:       N/A 

 
Date Valid: 02/10/2019 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 16/10/2019 

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 24/10/2019 

 
Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: Yes 
 

Letters of Support 0 Letters of Objection 51 Petitions 0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• Principle of development on North Down Coastal Path 

• Design and Appearance 

• Impact on the character and appearance of the area 

• Impact on landscape features and environmental quality 

• Impact on biodiversity 
 
Case Officer: Michael Creighton 

Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 

Full details of this application, including the application forms, relevant drawings, 
consultation responses and any representations received are available to view at the 
Planning Portal https://epicpublic.planningni.gov.uk/publicaccess/ 
 

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

 
 

3. Relevant Planning History 

 
There is no planning history on this site, nor within the immediate area which would 
need consideration in the assessment of this application. 
 
 

 
 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
Characteristics of Site and Area 
The site is located at lands 20m North of no.1 Seacourt Lane.  The site consists of a 
pumping station on the north-side of the existing coastal path.  A small stone wall 
surrounds the southern part of the equipment located within the site and there is a metal 
wire mesh fence enclosing the site.  The site is open to views to the public using the 
path and dwellings close to the site may have an oblique view of the pumping station. 
 
The site is located inside the settlement limit of Bangor, within an area designated as 
recreation and open space, near to the Outer Ards Ramsar site, Special Protection 
Area, Coastal Policy Area and Area of Special Scientific Interest.  
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4.   Planning Policy Framework  

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

• North Down & Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 

• Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (DRAFT) 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 

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

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

 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: N/A 

 

6.   Consultations  

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

Consultee Response 

SES No objection 

NIEA No objection 

 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 

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 Considerations: 

 

Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (dBMAP) 

 

The adopted Belfast 

Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 

(BMAP) has been quashed as a 

result of a judgment in the Court 

of Appeal delivered on 18 May 

2017. As a consequence of this, 

the North Down and Ards Area 

Plan 1984-1995 (NDAAP) is 

now the statutory development 

plan for the area with draft 

BMAP remaining a material 

consideration. 
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The site described is located within the development limit of Bangor as defined in the 
extant Plan and Draft BMAP. 

 
As detailed within the draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan (Part 4 Volume 7), the site 

is located within/or in close proximity to the following designations:  

• within an area of recreation and open space,  

• near to the Outer Ards Ramsar site,  

• Outer Ards Special Protection Area,  

• Coastal Policy Area,  

• Outer Ards Area of Special Scientific Interest,  

• Wilson’s Point Local Landscape Policy Area, and 

• Area of Constraint on Mineral development 

 

Those designations of relevance to the development proposal are those associated 

with Outer Ards, the Coastal Policy Area and LLPA.   

 

Policy ENV 3 BMAP Draft – Local Landscape Policy Areas 

 

Planning Policy Statement 6 - Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage states 
that development plans will, where appropriate, designate local landscape policy 
areas (LLPAs), and include local policies and guidance to maintain the intrinsic 
environmental value and character of these areas. 
  
LLPAs contain those features and areas within and adjoining settlements considered 
to be of greatest amenity value, landscape quality or local significance and which are 
therefore worthy of protection from undesirable or damaging development. Specific to 
consideration of this proposal is Wilson’s Point LLPA, which is noted as an area of 
local amenity importance with nature conservation interest – incorporating the North 
Down Coastal Path as far as Strickland’s Glen to the west and the Marina car park 
and associated structure planting to the east. 
 
Policy ENV 3 states that planning permission will not be granted for development that 
would be liable to adversely affect those features, or combination of features, that 
contribute to environmental quality, character or integrity of the LLPA. 
 
I am satisfied that the proposed development takes these features into account. The 
impacts on natural heritage and built heritage features have been considered through 
the consultation process, and the proposed development is not considered to 
adversely affect the features of the LLPA.  
 
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 
 
The SPPS document sets out the guiding principle relating to the grant/refusal of 
development which is contained within Paragraph 3.8.  
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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. 
 
Paragraph 4.12 of the SPPS states that:  
‘Other amenity considerations arising from development, that may have potential 
health and well-being implications, include design considerations, impacts relating to 
visual intrusion, general nuisance, loss of light and overshadowing. Adverse 
environmental impacts associated with development can also include sewerage, 
drainage, waste management and water quality. However, the above-mentioned 
considerations are not exhaustive and planning authorities will be best placed to 
identify and consider, in consultation with stakeholders, all relevant environment and 
amenity considerations for their areas.’  
 
With regard to the area of open space the site is located within, the SPPS states 
within Paragraphs 6.199 – 6.213, it is acknowledged that open space, sport and 
outdoor recreation has an important societal role to play, supporting many cultural, 
economic, health and environmental benefits. 
 
The planning system has a contributing role to play in securing high quality and 
sustainable development schemes which do not damage the environmental features 
and qualities which are of acknowledged public importance and local amenity. It is 
noted that the fencing is more visually prominent than the existing low-level wall, 
however it is my planning judgement that the requirement of the fencing for health 
and safety and anti-social behaviour reasons outweighs the minimal visual impact the 
fencing has.   
 
The site is located on a bend at the top of a small hill along the coastal path and 
visitors enjoying the path will pass within a few metres of the site.  The fencing is 
translucent and as the photographs below show, within close proximity the landscape 
beyond the site is seen through the structure, so creating minimal visual prominence.  
It is estimated that there is approximately 180m of the path where the fencing will be 
seen by the public.  The applicant has outlined that sites of this nature owned by NIW 
throughout Northern Ireland now require secure fencing. There is a high wall on the 
south side of the coastal path and it is my planning judgement that the dwellings 
beyond the wall are screened from any direct views from their properties of the 
structure because of the well-established high stone wall and the topography of the 
land.  It is therefore only a close proximity view along the path which will have any 
impact on visual amenity.  As detailed above I consider there is minimal visual impact 
and that the fence is required for health and safety reasons. 
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View from mouth of Bangor Harbour 
 
The fencing only surrounds the area required and there will only be short passing 
views when in close proximity to the site, and it is my planning judgment that the 
fencing is not detrimental visually from adjacent dwellings, nor is the visual impact so 
significant that it is detrimental to the public when enjoying the existing open space 
area when walking along the path.  Distant views are not disrupted towards the site 
and the translucent structure blends into the landscape when viewed from a distance 
at an angle without a backdrop and then with the backdrop of the wall when viewed 
from the harbour in Bangor Marina.  
 
Coastal Development (SPPS) 
 
6.31 Northern Ireland is valued for its beautiful and relatively unspoilt coast including 
well known features such as the Giant’s Causeway and Causeway Coast, Benone 
Strand, Antrim Coast Road, Strangford Lough and the Mournes Coast. The coastline 
– which is some 650 kilometres in length – is a unique part of our natural heritage. It 
includes a wide variety of landscapes many of which are of high scenic quality. It is 
also of great importance in terms of its scientific interest, nature conservation value 
and its wildlife habitats. Much of the coast is designated within Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, Areas of Special Scientific Interest, or as Marine Conservation Zones.  
 
The proposal is required in order to secure the site and the minimum amount of 
fencing has been constructed while being cognisant of its visual impact upon the 
coastal area it is set within.  The minimal visual impact caused by the fencing is 
outweighed by the health and safety issues outlined by the applicant. 
 
Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 2 Natural Heritage 
 
PPS 2 sets out the planning policies for the conservation, protection and 
enhancement of our natural heritage. In safeguarding Biodiversity and protected 
Habitats, the Council recognises its role in enhancing and conserving our natural 
heritage and should ensure that appropriate weight is attached to designated sites of 
international, national and local importance; priority and protected species and to 
biodiversity and geological interests with the wider environment. 
 
Policy NH 1 relates to European and Ramsar Sites and states that planning 
permission will only be granted for a development proposal that, either individually or 
in combination with existing and/or proposed plans or projects, is not likely to have a 
significant effect on European and Ramsar sites.   
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In safeguarding Biodiversity and protected Habitats, the Council recognises its role in 
enhancing and conserving our natural heritage and should ensure that appropriate 
weight is attached to designated sites of international, national and local importance; 
priority and protected species and to biodiversity and geological interests with the 
wider environment. 
 
The Shared Environmental Service (SES) concluded that, having considered the 
nature, scale and location of the project, it could be 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 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 of any European site. 
 
Policy NH 2 states that planning permission will only be granted for a development 
proposal that is not likely to harm a species protected by law.  It is deemed that the 
proposal will not be detrimental to the species protected by law. 
 
Policy NH 5 states that planning permission will only be granted for a development 
proposal which is not likely to result in the unacceptable adverse impact on, or 
damage to known:  
 

• priority habitats;  

• priority species;  

• active peatland;  

• ancient and long-established woodland;  

• features of earth science conservation importance;  

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

• rare or threatened native species;  

• wetlands (includes river corridors); or  

• other natural heritage features worthy of protection.  
 
As discussed above I have carried out a site inspection after which I was not 
convinced of any potential roosting areas or foraging areas, and as such I consider 
that there are no adverse impacts or damage to the features above.  All relevant 
consultees have been consulted and have no objections to the proposal. 
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 8: Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 
 
PPS 8 contains policies relating to the protection of open space.  Whilst the area in 
which the proposal is situated is designated as existing amenity open space, it is 
occupied by the pumping station, and the proposal relates to fencing which has been 
erected around the station within the ownership of NIW.  As such I do not consider 
that PPS 8 is engaged.   
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Looking east towards site                             Looking west towards site 
 
 

 

8.   Consideration of Representations 

 
The proposal has been advertised in the local press and the neighbours have been 
notified as per Section 8 of The Planning (General Development Procedure) Order 
(Northern Ireland) 2015.  51 letters of objection have been received.  
 
Issues Raised – in bold 
 
Visually intrusive / Eyesore / ruins the appearance of one of the prime portions 
of coastal path / inappropriate in the location and requires a bespoke design 
solution / hideous structure 
 
The main content of the objections received are in relation to the visual impact the 
fencing has on the immediate and wider area.  In terms of the visual impact the 
retention of the fencing will have has been considered within this report. 
 
No evidence of risk to which the fence is required 
 
Objections have been received which relate to the requirement of the fence.  The 
applicant advised that further to contact from third parties, including elected members, 
complaints regarding antisocial behaviour were raised, including those concerning 
public drinking at the site whilst sitting on the low stone wall.  Given the drop in levels 
between the coastal path and concrete area directly below the wall, and associated 
public liability claims arising from incidents such as this across NIW properties,  it was 
considered a necessary response to fence off the area in the interests of health and 
safety, 
 
The site has been secured in response to health and safety issues and concerns of 
local residents, and elected members.  Consideration of the design and impact is 
detailed earlier in this report.  
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Contrary to Area Plan designations including within the outer Ards Ramsar site, 
LLPA, Special Protection Area, Coastal Policy Area and Area of Special 
Scientific Interest 
 
All the sites referred to have been considered within the report. 
 
Telementor Column reposition 
 
The telementor column referred to is not a part of this planning application. 
It is my planning judgment that all the issues raised within letters of objection have 
been considered.  I have also considered the fact that the fencing is a requirement to 
secure the site to prevent any risk to the public in terms of anti-social behaviour and 
health and safety, also the fact that issues were raised by a local councillor after 
receiving complaints by local residents.  The issues raised have been discussed and 
considered and it is my planning judgment that, in terms of the planning balance, the 
retention of the fencing for the reasons outlined outweighs any of the arguments 
against the fencing. 
 

 

9.   Conclusion  

 
The development has been considered with regards to the relevant Area Plan, 
Planning Policy, supplementary planning guidance and any other planning material 
considerations.  The fencing is required to restrict public access to a well-established 
pumping station along the coastal path in the Bangor Area.  The site is located within 
an area open to public views and while its design has been objected to by the local 
community, its requirement to restrict public access in the context of the location and 
arrangement of the site out-weighs the minimal visual impact it will have within the 
local area.   

 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission 
 

 

11.    Planning Conditions 

 
1. This decision notice is issued under Section 55 of The Planning Act (Northern 

Ireland) 2011. 
 

Reason: This is a retrospective application. 
 

Informative 
 
1. This notice relates solely to a planning decision and does not purport to convey 

any other approval or consent which may be required under the Building 
Regulations or any other statutory purpose. 
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ITEM 4.4 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Ref LA06/2019/0544/F 

Proposal 

 
Proposed 1.26km Greenway linking the flood wall at the South 
of Ulster Flying Club to Georges Street Newtownards via 
Portaferry Road and Londonderry Park. To incorporate new 
3m wide asphalt paths, widening of existing paths, a puffin 
controlled crossing, a bridge at the entrance to Londonderry 
Park, fencing and associated site and access works 

Location 

On lands to the South and East of Ulster Flying Club 
 along the Southern side of the A20 Portaferry Road 
 along existing pathways to the South and West of the all-
weather pitches at Londonderry Park and along the Southern 
bank of the canal towards Georges Street 
 Newtownards. 
 
DEA: Newtownards 

Committee 
Interest 

Application made by the Council 

Validated 11/06/2019 

Summary 

 

• There will be no Impact on visual amenity 

• There will be no adverse impact on surrounding residents 

• Complies with Local Development Plan and Planning 
Policy 

• Addresses issues raised as part of larger greenway 
application LA06/2019/0308/F 
 

Recommendation Approval 

Attachment 

 
Item 4.4a – Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref:  LA06/2019/0544/F 
 

DEA:  Newtownards 

Proposal:  Proposed 1.26km Greenway linking the flood wall at the South of Ulster 
Flying Club to Georges Street, Newtownards, via Portaferry Road and Londonderry 
Park. To incorporate new 3m wide asphalt paths, widening of existing paths, a puffin 
controlled crossing, a bridge at the entrance to Londonderry Park, fencing and 
associated site and access works 
 

Location:   On lands to the South and East of Ulster Flying Club, along the Southern 
side of the A20 Portaferry Road, along existing pathways to the South and West of 
the all-weather pitches at Londonderry Park and along the Southern bank of the canal 
towards Georges Street, Newtownards 

Applicant:   
Ards & North Down Borough Council 
 

Agent:   Aecom 

 
Date Valid: 11/06/2019 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 20/06/2019 

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 20/08/2019 

 
Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: No 
 

Letters of Support 0 Letters of Objection 0 Petitions 0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• Principle of Development  

• Impact of Nature Conservation   

• Visual Impact  
 

Case Officer: Paula Kerr 

Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 

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

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

 
 
 
 

3. Relevant Planning History 

  
Due to the extensive reach of the site there is a significant amount of planning history 
in and around the site, however the majority of it is not material to this application. The 
following planning history is the most relevant: 
 
 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

The site is located between Georges Street and the flood embankment in 

Newtownards. The site is narrow ranging from 3m to 12m in width. All of the site lies 

within the settlement limit of Newtownards. This site is part of a larger greenway 

scheme and will connect Newtownards with the existing Comber greenway. The site 

largely follows the route of existing roads and pathways. It also passes through 

Londonderry Park and the banks of Strangford Lough. The site runs through a built- 

up area and as well as existing paths and roads comprises areas of hardstanding, 

grassland and an existing bridge. 
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LA06/2017/1350/PAD - Extension of existing Comber Greenway from Belfast Road, 
Comber to St Georges Street/Upper Greenwell Street-
Proposal relates to extension of Comber Greenway for 
approximately 12km's to Comber and Newtownards. 

 
LA06/2018/0219/PAN  Extension of existing Comber Greenway from Belfast Road 

Comber to George's Street/Upper Greenwell Street, 
Newtownards; Proposed construction of a greenway approx. 
12km long and 3m wide incorporating street furniture, 
pedestrian railings, river crossings directional signage, 
appropriate planting and fencing. Associated controlled 
pedestrian crossings at bridge street comber and Portaferry 
Road, Newtownards, street lighting at Comber and 
Newtownards, a car park/picnic area at Belfast Road, Comber, 
and Ballyrickard (approx. 35 spaces each) and associated site 
works 

 
LA06/2019/0308/F -    Extension of existing Comber Greenway from Belfast Road, 

Comber to Georges Street/Upper Greenwell Street, 
Newtownards; Extension of existing Comber Greenway for 
12km from Belfast Road, Comber, to Georges Street/Upper 
Greenwell Street, Newtownards. Includes 2no. car parks, 3no. 
pedestrian bridges, a controlled and uncontrolled pedestrian 
crossing, lighting, fencing and associated site and access 
works. 
Under consideration 

 
It should be noted that this current application LA06/2019/0544/F has been submitted 
as an alternative to that particular stretch previously consulted upon and detailed in 
major application LA06/2019/0308/F above.  It has been considered necessary as a 
result of feedback from dog users and park users who utilised the path along the canal 
(as shown in application LA06/2019/0308/F) who considered that there would be too 
much conflict and lack of room, and as such this application proposed a different route 
utilising other Council-owned land along the edge of the Flying Club land and includes 
creation of a signalised crossing at Portaferry Road, which is also considered to 
increase road safety given the number of people currently crossing from Londonderry 
Park to the petrol filling station/shop opposite.  The existing major application remains 
under consideration. 
 

 

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 & Parking 

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

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

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



 

4 

 

 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

N/a 

 

6.   Consultations  

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

Consultee Response 

DFI Rivers Content with Drainage assessment  

DFI Roads No objections 

Ulster Flying Club No planning issues 

DAERA – Water Management Unit Content 

DAERA – Natural Environment Division No concerns 

Shared Environmental Service No adverse effect, condition recommended 

DfC Historic Environment Division Content 

 
 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 

Description of Proposal 

The proposal is for Proposed 1.26km Greenway linking the flood wall at the South of 
Ulster Flying Club to Georges Street, Newtownards, via Portaferry Road and 
Londonderry Park, to incorporate new 3m wide asphalt paths, widening of existing 
paths, a puffin controlled crossing, a bridge at the entrance to Londonderry Park, 
fencing and associated site and access works. 
 

The first part of the proposal involves retention of existing pathway perpendicular to 

New Road and then a replacement bridge which leads on to a new 3m dark grey asphalt 

path. The next section is a continuation of a new 3m wide asphalt path on the Portaferry 

Road linking on to existing 2m path that will be widened to 3m, also dark grey asphalt. 

The widening of the pathway will be between the car park and the grass verge. This 

widened path will then run to the entrance of Londonderry Park. Existing paths and 

fences south of the all weather pitches at Londonderry Park are to be retained and will 

not be impacted upon by the proposal.  

The path will then lead to a new puffin controlled crossing with tactile paving leading to 

the entrance of Ulster Flying Club where there is to be tactile paving linking it to a 3m 

wide path to be constructed in existing footway/grass verge. The path then goes past 

the pedestrian access to Ulster Flying Club car park and continues across scrub land. 

The path then will head south towards the existing floodwall. At this point there will be 

fill to transition the path from the flood wall to the surrounding land.  At the section that 

leads to the floodwall, there is c1.2m high d-rail timber fencing proposed.  

 

 

 

 



 

5 

 

Area Plan Considerations: 

 

Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 

 
The site is located within the settlement limit, and partially within an area of existing 
amenity open space and recreation. The site is adjacent to the Strangford and Lecale 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and due to the nature of the proposed 
development will not have any adverse impact upon this designation. 
 
The site is also within an airport height restriction zone.   There are no particular policy 
or environmental designations which are relevant to the proposal. 
 
Until the Council adopts its new Local Development Plan then, planning applications 

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

Environment’s Developments Plans and Planning Policy Statements (PPSs) which 

contains the main operational planning policies for the consideration of development 

proposals. 

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 
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. 
 
No policy conflict exists between the SPPS and Planning Policy Statements relevant to 
the subject proposal, namely PPS 2: Natural Heritage, PPS 3: Access, Movement and 
Parking, PPS 6: Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage, PPS 8: Open Space, 
Sport and Outdoor Recreation, and PPS 15: Planning and Flood Risk. 
 
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 
 
The SPPS document sets out the guiding principle 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 paragraphs 6.199 – 6.213, it is acknowledged that open space, sport and 
outdoor recreation has an important societal role to play, supporting many cultural, 
economic, health and environmental benefits. 
 
Ease of access to open space and contact with nature for everyone is recognised within 
the Regional Development Strategy 2035 alongside a commitment to safeguard and 
enhance existing outdoor recreational space within the countryside in keeping with the 
principles of environmental conservation and the protection of biodiversity. 
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In direct response to this, the planning system has a contributing role to play in securing 
high quality and sustainable development schemes which do not damage the 
environmental features and qualities which are of acknowledged public importance and 
local amenity.  
 
The area is mixed use and the only residential properties in close proximity to the 
proposal are at nos. 2- 24 Portaferry Road at which point none of the properties directly 
abuts the red line of the application. It is also important to note that the portion of the 
proposal that runs behind nos. 2-22 Portaferry Road to the north is an existing path 
which is to be retained, and travelling east to the north east of no. 22 the bridge is to 
be replaced. To the north of no. 24 Portaferry Road there is to be a new 3m wide asphalt 
path and then to the south east the existing path will widen from 2m to 3m.  None of 
this will result in a loss of amenity for surrounding residents due to the nature of the 
proposal.  As such it is considered that the proposal is consistent with the SPPS. 
 
 
Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 2 - Natural Heritage 
 
PPS 2 sets out the planning policies for the conservation, protection and enhancement 
of our natural heritage.  
 
In safeguarding Biodiversity and protected Habitats, the Council recognises its role in 
enhancing and conserving our natural heritage and should ensure that appropriate 
weight is attached to designated sites of international, national and local importance; 
priority and protected species and to biodiversity and geological interests with the wider 
environment. 
 
A biodiversity checklist was submitted resulting in further investigation through the 
submission of a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) which is discussed below. 
 
With regard to Policy NH1: European and Ramsar Sites:  the proposal is directly 
adjacent to Strangford Lough Ramsar, Special Protection Area (SPA) and Special Area 
of Conservation (SAC) along the southern boundary of the proposal and hydrologically 
connected to the lough along the northern proposal boundary via the Newtownards 
Canal.  
 
This planning application was considered in light of the assessment requirements of 
Regulation 43 (1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) Regulations (Northern 
Ireland) 1995 (as amended) by the Shared Environmental Service (SES) on behalf of 
the Council which is the competent authority responsible for authorising the project and 
any assessment of it required by the Regulations.  
 
The Stage 1 Test of Likely Significance concluded that significant effects on the 
designated sites and their qualifying interest features could not be ruled out when 
considered without mitigation and without further examination in detail of the issues in 
question.  This assessment identified that elements of the proposed greenway, in 
particular, the risks during the construction phase, may result in disturbance to seals 
associated with Strangford Lough SAC, The Maidens SAC and Murlough SAC. 
Furthermore,  it was also considered that there is a slight risk of pollution and 
sedimentation incidents from plant working near the designated sites during the 
construction period.  The assessment proceeded to a Stage 2 assessment and 
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specific mitigation in relation to the proposed greenway at the site includes 
consideration of timing of works to protect seals, and pollution control measures.   
 
The HRA as submitted was assessed by SES and conditions recommended in respect 
of mitigation to ensure the designated sites were not adversely affected.  It is 
considered that this should be managed through submission of a Construction 
Environmental Management Plan to outline how the construction project will avoid, 
minimise or mitigate effects on the environment and surrounding area, and adherence 
to that Plan. 
 
With regard to Policy NH 2: Species protected by law - Natural Environment Division 
had no concerns in relation to this proposal. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 3 - Access, Movement and Parking 
 
Policy AMP 1: Creating an Accessible Environment 
 
An environment made accessible to everyone is an integral part of the planning system 
and under the provisions of this policy, developers are encouraged to take account of 
the specific needs of people with disabilities and mobility issues. 
Where appropriate, the external layout of a development should incorporate a variety 
of measures which facilitates pedestrian movement between land uses, encourage the 
avoidance of unnecessary physical obstructions and facilitate ease of access to 
dedicated car parking and public transport links. 
 
 This proposal gives pedestrian priority to facilitate pedestrian movement between land 
uses. It will provide walking and family friendly cycling which will suit the ability of a wide 
range of user groups.  
 
In conclusion, I am satisfied that the scheme is compliant with the requirements of 
Policy AMP 1.  
 
 
Policy AMP 2: Access to Public Roads 
 
Planning permission will only be granted for a development proposal involving direct 
access, or the intensification of the use of an existing access, onto a public road where: 
 

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

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

DFI Roads has been consulted and offered no objections to the proposal and on this 
basis, I am content that the safety of road users will not be prejudiced.  
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 6 - Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage 
 
HED Historic Monuments has assessed the application and is content that the proposal 
is satisfactory to both the SPPS and PPS 6 archaeological requirements. 
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Planning Policy Statement 8 - Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 
 
Policy OS 1: Protection of Open Space 
 
The Department will not permit development that would result in the loss of existing 
open space or land zoned for the provision of open space. As part of the site is zoned 
as existing amenity open space and recreation this policy applies. As the proposal is 
for an open space use in the form of a greenway the proposal complies with this policy.  

 
Planning Policy Statement 15: Planning and Flood Risk  
 
Policy FLD1: Development in Fluvial (River) and Coastal Flood Plains 
 
The flood Hazard Map Ni indicates that the site lies within the defended floodplain of 
the ‘Newtownards Canal’ and ‘Strangford Lough’ and as such Policy FLD1 defended 
area applies. DFI Rivers confirmed that the flood defences present provide the 
minimum standard of 1 in 100 year Fluvial and 1 in 200 year coastal protection. 
 
 
Policy FLD3:  Development and surface water (pluvial) Flood Risk Outside Flood 
Plains 
 
DFI Rivers accepts the logic of the Drainage Assessments and has no reason to 
disagree with its conclusions. 

 

8.   Consideration of Representations 

 
No third party representations have been received to date. 

 

9.   Conclusion  

 
All material considerations have been assessed and the proposal complies with 
regional planning policy and is considered a good quality design which is sensitive to 
its location.  
 
The proposal would not adversely affect residential amenity or biodiversity and will 
ensure the viability, accessibility and sustainability of outdoor recreation  in this location.  
 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission 
 

 

11.    Conditions 

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

from the date of this permission. 
 
    Reason: As required by Section 61 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 
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2. A Construction Environmental Management Plan shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Counci..  The mitigation measures outlined in the 
approved Construction Environmental Management Plan shall be fully 
implemented during the construction phase of the development to the satisfaction 
of the Council.  

 
Reason: To protect designated sites and to ensure effective avoidance and 
mitigation measures have been planned for the protection of the water 
environment and water mammals 

 
Informative 
 

1. This Notice relates solely to a planning decision and does not purport to 
convey any other approval or consent which may be required under the 
Building Regulations or any other statutory purpose. 
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Existing Path at Londonderry Park 
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Land to the rear of 22-24 Portaferry Road where path runs along. 
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Scrub land where path crosses towards flood wall 
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Existing bridge to be replaced 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



                                                      ITEM 4.5 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

 
Application Ref 
 

LA06/2021/0560/A 

  

Proposal 
Static Village Entrance Signage 
 

Location 

  

36m SW of 20 Bridge Road South (Gate Lodge), Helen's Bay 

DEA: Holywood & Clandeboye 

 

Committee 
Interest 

Application made by the Council 
 

Validated 29/04/2021 

Summary 

 

• The Council has submitted a series of applications seeking 
advertisement consent for village welcome signs 

• Sign is 2.5m tall and 1m wide and non-illuminated 

• Sign will respect amenity and will have no detrimental impact 
on the character and appearance of the area 

• No objections raised by DFI Roads 
 

Recommendation 
  
Grant Advertising Consent 
 

Attachment Item 4.5a Case Officer Report 

 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref:   LA06/2021/0560/A 
 

DEA:   Holywood & Clandeboye 

Proposal:  Static Village Entrance Signage 
 

Location:  36m SW of 20 Bridge Road South (Gate Lodge), Helen's Bay 
 

Applicant: 
Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Agent: 
HD Design 
 

Date Valid: 29/04/2021 Env. Statement Requested: No. 

Date last Advertised: N/A 

Date last Neighbour Notified: N/A 

Consultations: Yes 

Representations: No 

Letters of Support 0 Letters of Objection 0 Petitions 0 

Summary of Main Issues: 
 
The main issues to consider in the determination of this application are: 

• Amenity, 

• Design and Appearance, 

• Public Safety, 

• Local Landscape Policy Area, Site of Local Nature Conservation Importance, 
Historic Park, Garden and Demesne and Rural Landscape Wedge. 
   

Case Officer: Keith Henry 

Recommendation: Grant Consent 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 

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

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

 
The site is located 36m SW of No. 20 Bridge Road South, approx. 200m south of the 
settlement limit of Helen’s Bay and approx. 400m north of the settlement limit of 
Crawfordsburn, in the countryside, as designated by the North Down and Ards Area 
Plan. The application site is located on western side of Bridge Road South. 
 
The application site is a grass verge, south of the entrance to Crawfordsburn Country 
Park and shall be easily visible when approaching Helen’s Bay from the south, from the 
Crawfordsburn direction.  
 

 
 

There is an existing Helen’s Bay village sign located north of the access to 
Crawfordsburn Country Park, with signage pertaining to Crawfordsburn Country Park 
within close proximity to the application site. 
 

  
 
The application site is located within a Rural Landscape Wedge (ND 04), a Local 
Landscape Policy Area (LLPA) and Site of Local Nature Conservation Importance 
(SLNCI) and is in close proximity to Crawfordsburn House Historic Park, Garden and 
Demesne, as designated within the draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan.  
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3. Relevant Planning History 

 
There is no planning history that is considered pertinent to the assessment of this 
application.  
 

 

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 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 

• PPS 17: Control of Outdoor Advertisements 
 

 

5. Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 
There is no relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application. 
 

 

6.  Consultation 

 
Consultation was only carried out DFI Roads which returned no objection to the 
proposal. 

 
 

2. Site Location Plan 
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7. Consideration and Assessment 

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, in making an determination under the 
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. 
 
The extant Plan is the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 with the draft Belfast 
Metropolitan Area Plan remaining a material consideration following the quashing of its 
adoption by the Court in May 2017. 
 
 
The site lies within the countryside as designated by NDAAP with no other designations 
pertinent to the proposal. 
 
Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 
 

 
The site is located 36m SW of No. 20 Bridge Road South, approx. 200m south of the 
settlement limit of Helen’s Bay and approx. 400m north of the settlement limit of 
Crawfordsburn as designated by the Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015. The 
application site is located within a Rural Landscape Wedge (ND 04), a Local Landscape 
Policy Area (LLPA) and Site of Local Nature Conservation Importance (SLNCI) and is 
in close proximity to the Historic Park, Garden and Demesne of Crawfordsburn Country 
Park.  
 
Given the small nature of the proposed sign and the fact it is replacing an existing sign, 
there will be no adverse impact on the Landscape Wedge. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Proposed location of the sign                                         Existing signage to be removed 

 
The replacement sign will not impact on any of the other designations as identified for 
the location. 
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Crawfordsburn Country Park signage located within close proximity of the application site 

 

Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 
This policy statement sets out the guiding principle relating to the granting/refusal of 
development contained within Paragraph 3.8. This states that sustainable development 
should be permitted, having regard to the development plan and all other material 
considerations, unless the proposed development will cause demonstrable harm to 
interest of acknowledged importance. 

 
At a strategic level, objectives for the control of advertisements are to ensure they 
respect amenity and do not prejudice public safety (including road safety), and second, 
help everyone involved in the display of adverts contribute positively to the appearance 
of a well-cared-for and attractive environment, with advertising a familiar feature of our 
environment that can contribute to a vibrant and competitive economy. 
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Until the Council has adopted the complete Plan Strategy existing planning policies 
along with SPPS are to be applied. The provisions of PPS 17: Control of Outdoor 
Advertisements are retained and are therefore material to this assessment. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 

 
Policy NH 2 of PPS 2 states that planning permission will only be granted for a 
development proposal that is not likely to harm a species protected by law. To this end, 
the NI Biodiversity Checklist has been used to identify whether the proposal is likely to 
adversely affect certain aspects of biodiversity including protected species, with it noted 
that the signage does not include any illumination, nor shall it have a greater detrimental 
impact than the existing sign demarcating the settlement of Helens Bay (which is to be 
removed). In this instance it has indicated that there is not a reasonable likelihood of 
there being protected species present for an application of this nature and therefore 
further investigation is not considered necessary. 
 
The proposed signage is considered to be acceptable within the local context in which 
it is to be located and is deemed to be of an appropriate scale so as to preserve the 
character of the surrounding area.  
 
Planning Policy Statement 17: Control of Outdoor Advertisements 

This document sets out the planning policy and guidance for the control of outdoor 
advertisements. It complements the Government’s commitment to securing a 
competitive economy whilst affording appropriate protection to amenity and public 
safety including road safety. 
 
Policy AD 1: Amenity and Public Safety 
Planning Policy Statement 17: Control of Outdoor Advertisements stipulates the policy 
relating to the control of advertisements, with the main issues to consider in the 
determination of the application’s compliance with Policy AD1 being: 

• Principle of Signage 
• Amenity, Design and Appearance 
• Public Safety. 

 
Principle of Signage 
The principle of signage at this location is considered acceptable. Whilst the application 
site is located beyond the designated development limit of Helen’s Bay the proposed 
signage is considered acceptable as it is located to mark the entrance to the settlement 
at the closest location to the settlement limit that will not prejudice road safety, with the 
proposed signage consistent in terms of markings, colour and branding of Ards and 
North Down Borough Council.  
 
There is an existing sign that demarcates Helen’s Bay north of the proposed application 
site. With the proposed signage replacing the existing sign that demarcates the 
settlement of Helen’s Bay and a number of existing signs that pertain to Crawfordsburn 
Country Park within close proximity of the application site the principle of signage is 
considered acceptable.  
 

• Amenity, Design and Appearance 
Policy AD1 states that consent will be given for the display of an advertisement where 
it respects the amenity of the area when assessed in the context of the general 
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characteristics of the locality. In relation to an advertisement this is usually understood 
to mean a number of matters are taken into account: 
 

1) The effect on the general characteristics of the area 
2) The scale and size of the proposed signage in relation to the building 
3) Cumulative impact 
4) The size, scale and dominance in relation to the surrounding area 
5) Design and materials 
6) In the case of a free standing sign, the design and materials of the structure and 

its impact on the appearance and character of the area where it is to be located 
7) The impact on the amenities of people living nearby and the potential for light 

pollution. 
 

The proposed signage marks the settlement of Helen’s Bay. The non-
illuminated aluminium sign on aluminium tubes shall be 2.5m tall and 
1m wide. The sign shall state ‘Welcome to Helen’s Bay’ and be 
finished in the branding and marketing colours of Ards and North 
Down Borough Council. 
 
There is no additional proliferation of advertising signage within 
close proximity of the application signage, with the proposed sign 
acknowledged as replacing the existing sign that demarcates the 
settlement limit of Helen’s Bay. Furthermore, the proposed 
aesthetics of the sign are considered to be acceptable as part of the 
settlement branding that is prevalent throughout the Ards and North 
Down Borough. The signage shall have no detrimental impact upon 
the character and appearance of the surrounding area and shall not result in cluttering 
of signage or signage that will be overly dominant within the street scene, with the 
only signage within close proximity of the application site associated with 
Crawfordsburn Country Park – of which the proposed signage will be visually read 
with. 
 
Residential Amenity 
The fixed sign has no illumination, and the closest neighbouring property of No. 20 
Bridge Road South is located in excess of 36m south west of the proposed signage. 
Consequently, it is deemed that there shall be no detrimental impact upon residential 
amenity as a consequence of this application. 
 
Scale and Design 
The design and scale of the signage is considered appropriate, with no detrimental 
impact upon the location site or surrounding area.  
 
Road Safety 
As part of the assessment DFI Roads was consulted and has no objections to the 
proposal.  
 

 

8. Consideration of Representations 

 
No letters of representation pertaining to the proposed development have been 
received. 
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9.  Conclusion  

 
The proposal has been assessed against the development plan, relevant prevailing 
planning policy and other material considerations.   
No issues have been raised by any neighbouring property and the proposal is 
considered to comply fully with policy.  
It is subsequently recommended that this application is granted advertisement consent. 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Consent 

 

11.    Conditions  

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

plans Drawing No. 01 date stamped 29th April 2021. 
 

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

Informative 
 
    This notice relates solely to a planning decision and does not purport to convey any 

other approval or consent which may be required under the Building Regulations or 
any other statutory purpose. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
View of the application site from the north (Helen’s Bay direction) 
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Submitted Drawing: 
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Site photos: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Crawfordsburn Country Park signage in close 
 proximity to application site 

 
 
 

Existing village signage 
that is to be removed 
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ITEM 5  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 03 August 2021 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 20 July 2021 

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 N/A 

 
Decisions 
 
1. No decisions have been received since the date of the last report to Committee. 
 
New Appeals Lodged 
 
2. The following appeal was lodged on the 05 July 2021 

 

Appeal reference:  2021/E0026 

Application Reference: LA06/2017/0337/CA      

Appeal by: Mr J Hair 

Subject of Appeal: Alleged unauthorised change of use from yard to car sales 

Location: Land behind Dickson’s Garden Centre, 79 Cootehall Road, 
Crawfordsburn 

 
The above appeal is in response to service of an Enforcement Notice detailing the 
alleged breach of planning control.  
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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/

