		ITEM 7.3
		PC.01.07.25
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL

A hybrid meeting (in person and via Zoom) of the Planning Committee was held in the Council Chamber, Church Street, Newtownards on Tuesday 1 July 2025 at 7.00 pm. 
	
PRESENT:

In the Chair: 	Councillor McClean 

Aldermen: 		Graham 
			McAlpine
McDowell 	 
			McIlveen 
			Smith
			
Councillors:		Cathcart 			McKee (Zoom) 	
Harbinson 			Morgan (Zoom) 	
			Kerr (7.09 pm) 		Smart  
			Hennessy (7.10pm Zoom) 	Wray 
	  		
  
Officers:	Director of Place (B Dorrian), Head of Planning (G Kerr) and Democratic Services Officer (H Loebnau)  

1.	Apologies

Apologies for inability to attend were received from the Mayor (Councillor McCollum) who was on Council business, Councillor Kendall and the Director of Prosperity.  Apologies for lateness were received from Councillor Kerr and Councillor Hennessy.      

NOTED.  

2.	Declarations of Interest

Alderman McAlpine and Councillor Smart declared an interest in Item 6 - BT Group – Decommissioning/Removal of Telephone Kiosks.

NOTED. 

3.	Matters arising from the Planning Committee minutes dated 10 June 2025 
	(Appendix I) 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above. 

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Alderman Smith, that the minutes be noted.  

4.	Planning Applications 

4.1	ITEM WITHDRAWN  

The Head of Planning advised the Committee that the item had been withdrawn due to the late submission of information which needed further consideration.    

NOTED.    
	
4.2	LA06/2024/0532/F - Lands located approximately 120m east of 284 east of 284 Bangor Road, Newtownards	
	(Appendices II & III)

DEA: Newtownards 
Committee Interest: Council Interest
Proposal: Proposed extension to the Ark Open Farm consisting of indoor play barn, including ancillary café, kitchen, party rooms, retail/reception area, toilets, offices, and storage. New access/egress to Bangor Road, internal roadway, car parking, attenuation pond, landscaping, and all associated site works (Farm Diversification)
Site Location: Lands located approx. 120m east of 284 Bangor Road, Newtownards
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 

The Head of Planning (G Kerr) outlined the detail of the application. It was for a proposed extension to the well-known Ark Open Farm.  The proposal consisted of an indoor play barn, including ancillary café, kitchen, party rooms, retail/reception area, toilets, offices, and storage. 

There would also be a new access/egress to Bangor Road, internal roadway, car parking, attenuation pond, landscaping, and all associated site works.
 
The applicants were also active farmers and the proposal was also a farm diversification project.

All consultees were content and there were no objections from third parties to the proposed extension of this established business.

A slide was shown showing the site layout which was 0.9hectares and was part of a larger agricultural holding including the Ark Open Farm.  It was located on the eastern side of Bangor Road approximately 170m back from the public road.  The site was located in the open countryside beyond the development limit of Newtownards.

The wider area was predominately rural in nature with a number of rural dwellings, farm groups and commercial properties located in the wider countryside.

As this was already a popular tourism destination it was welcome that the proposal also included a car park for 102 car parking spaces including 5 disabled spaces, cycle parking and a layby for buses.  The proposed parking would be a significant improvement to the current parking arrangements and would greatly benefit both the visitors and the nearby residents on Bangor Road. 

Proposals for farm diversification had certain criteria to comply with as set out in policy CTY 11 of PPS21 including:
 
a) The farm business is currently active and established;
b) In terms of scale and character, it is appropriate to its location; 
c) It will not have an adverse impact on the natural or built heritage; 
d) It will not result in detrimental impact on the amenity of nearby residential dwellings including potential problems arising from noise, smell and pollution. 

The proposal fulfilled all the criteria set out within the policy.

A further slide showed the elevations and those were considered to be acceptable, the proposed building was to be set approximately 170m back from the public road and to the rear of the existing ribbon of development consisting of residential dwellings. 

The building had a footprint of 1,000sqm and a ridge height of 8.5m (6.6m eaves).  The materials included dark green profiled metal cladding and rendered blockwork at the lower levels of the walls.  The materials and finishes were consistent with the rural locality, surroundings, and character and commonly used in agricultural/commercial buildings in the countryside. 

The proposal would not harm the amenity of nearby residents with the nearest dwellings approximately 145m away from the application site.  The main entrance into the building and the outdoor seating associated with the café were at the eastern gable end which was furthest away from the dwellings, which would reduce noise levels travelling towards the dwellings.

The proposed access lane would pass alongside the boundary of No.284 which was in the ownership or control of the applicant. 

With regard to Tourism, the proposal fulfilled criteria set out in policies in PPS16 which dealt with tourism development in the countryside.

With regard to ecology a Biodiversity Checklist was completed by Sterna Environmental Ltd.  The report included an Ecological Statement which concluded that no protected sites were present and no impact on protected sites was predicted. No priority habitats or priority species were present and therefore no impact on priority species was predicted.

In summary the proposal would improve and ensure the continuity of one of the Borough’s main tourist attractions, linking in with the adjacent Greenway and in close proximity to Whitespots Regional Park, all part of the overall development of the tourism offer of the Council.  The proposal was policy compliant with all consultees content and no third party objections.  

The recommendation was to grant planning permission.

The Chair invited questions from the Committee and Councillor Cathcart had noticed that the application had a Council interest and he asked what that was.  The Head of Planning explained that the Council had transferred a portion of land over to the farm.   

There were no further questions and the Chair invited those speaking in support of the application to take their place to address Members.  Those included Andy Stephens, Matrix Planning, and Lyndy and Stuart Birse who were the applicants.   

(Councillor Kerr entered the meeting at 7.09 pm) 

Speaking on behalf of the applicant, Andy Stephens thanked Members for giving him the opportunity to speak in support of the application and the officer’s recommendation to grant planning permission.    

He welcomed the officer’s report and recommendation to grant permission, for this significant investment project to expand and enhance the tourist offer at the Ark Farm.  The Ark Farm was a great example of a family-owned indigenous business. It was originally founded 34 years ago, by Stewart and Lorraine Donaldson when it first opened to visitors on 14 August 1990.  Since then, the Ark Farm had grown organically to become one of County Down’s favourite family attractions with approximately 85,000 visitors per annum.  One of those had included Her Royal Highness (HRH) the Duchess of Cambridge in 2020 to commemorate the 30 year anniversary of the Ark Farm.

(Councillor Hennessy entered the meeting at 7.10 pm) 

This planning permission sought a new indoor hard play barn including a new café, toilets, party rooms (for birthday parties/educational visits etc) ancillary shop/reception area, offices, and 102 car parking spaces, coach parking, and cycle parking. The proposal would enhance the Ark Farm’s offering by providing improved access and linkages to the existing attractions and animal pens whilst enabling increased capacity particularly during the popular seasonal events.  

Critically the Ark Farm would have the ability to retain visitor numbers dwell time on wet days to achieve the target of 100,000 visitors per annum.  The proposal would  also secure The Ark Farm’s existing workforce of 28 local employees, and see it increase by 4-6 additional employees.  That would ensure the Ark Farm continued as one of the Borough’s top destinations and would link with the Council’s Greenway project and Whitespots Regional Park, assisting in the delivery of the overall integrated blue/green tourism strategy for the District. 

The planning application was front loaded and supported by a significant volume of environmental, drainage and traffic reports with additional information provided during the processing and in response to the statutory agency’s comments.  That had resulted in a timely determination with no objections from any of the statutory consultees to the proposal on traffic, environmental impact, flooding or residential amenity grounds. 

There had been no third party objections to the proposal, and that was resultant from neighbouring properties seeing the clear benefits of the additional parking, and reconfiguration of the entrance along with new access/egress. That would alleviate the existing parking pressure, which the Ark Farm had experienced during season events and peak holiday periods, and result in operational efficiencies. 

The 23 page Committee Report before Members was comprehensive and robust.  It engaged with all the relevant matters, considered them with balance and against the correct evidential context.  It confirmed the proposal was compliant with all aspects of the local development plan, prevailing regional planning policy and that there were no sustainable objections from any of the statutory consultees to the proposal on traffic, biodiversity, drainage, or residential amenity grounds. Planning decisions could only be taken in an evidential context and all the evidence including the responses from the statutory agencies would indicate that there was a lack of sustainable objections, or demonstrable harm and that planning permission should be granted. 

He fully supported the recommendation to grant permission and would asked that the Committee resolve to endorse the conditional grant of planning permission for the expansion of this local business. 

The Chair thanked Andy Stephens for his presentation and invited Members to ask questions.   

Councillor Cathcart referred to the slide which showed the proposed new site layout and welcomed the increased parking of 102 spaces included in the proposal.   It was confirmed that that would make a total of 162 parking spaces when included with those existing.  He also referred to the improvement of an additional entrance point from the other side of the site which would permit the swift and efficient movement of traffic.      

Councillor Hennessy explained that he had taken many school trips there over the past 20 years and asked Andy Stephens if he thought the farm would be able to be run during the development period and would schools still be able to access the existing facilities.  In response it was confirmed that the farm would continue to operate since the proposed building would be situated away from the working farm so could be constructed easily and allow the farm business to continue to generate revenue.   

Alderman McDowell welcomed the proposal and thought that it was exciting for the area.  He asked if cycle parking was forward planning from a business point of view.  Mr Stephens agreed that it was and plans showed a coffee hatch to serve cyclists who would be using the Greenway and was a further diversification of the farm’s customer base.  The Alderman considered this to be a win / win position for the Ark Farm and the Greenway and would enhance the overall tourism package and it also tied in with the Council’s aspiration for that area with Whitespots and The Somme Centre.   

The Chair thanked Mr Stephens and the applicants for their presentation and they returned to the public gallery.      

Proposed by Alderman McDowell, seconded by Alderman McIlveen, that planning permission be granted.   

Alderman McDowell was delighted with the proposal and thought it a fantastic example of improvement in the area’s tourism offering.   It would work very well with the extended Greenway and the additional facilities at the farm would allow for more visitors.      

As seconder Alderman McIlveen was happy to endorse what Alderman McDowell had said agreeing that it would serve as a real enhancement to the area.  The proposal for the farm was well thought out and would address the parking issues that had existed there for many years.   

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman McDowell, seconded by Alderman McIlveen, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be granted. 

4.3	LA06/2025/0336/A - Land 38m NE of Ballycrochan Baptist Church (Appendix IV)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Bangor East and Donaghadee 
Committee Interest: Council Application
Proposal: Council City Entrance Sign
Site Location: Land 38m NE of Ballycrochan Baptist Church, Donaghadee Road,
Recommendation:  Grant Planning Permission

The Head of Planning (G Kerr) outlined the detail of the application, the site was located on land 38m North East of Ballycrochan Baptist Church, Donaghadee Road, Bangor.  The location of the site was shown on the site location plan.  It occupied a small plot of land adjacent to Ballycrochan Baptist Church, on the Donaghadee Road (a protected route), marking the settlement limit of Bangor. The site was undeveloped, consisting of grassland to the side of the road.  The images showed the area of where the sign was to be located.

The following slide showed the proposed signage and photograph of the site.  The proposal consisted of 1 No. freestanding sign (non-illuminated), measuring approximately 2m in height, with a width of approximately 1.5m.  The sign was to be set 1m from the edge of the road, and was finished in perspex and acrylic, with a powder coated metal frame.

The relevant policy context was provided by Planning Policy Statement 17 Control of Outdoor Advertisements.  As detailed in the Case Officer’s Report, it was considered that the signage respected the character and appearance of the site and surrounding area, would not result in cluttering of signage and would not be overly dominant in the street scene.   DfI Roads had been consulted and returned no objection on the grounds of road safety.

It was therefore recommended that consent be granted.

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

Councillor Cathcart said people were always welcome to the City of Bangor but noted that signs were missing from other routes leading into the city.    

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the recommendation be adopted, that planning permission be granted.   

5. 	Update on Planning appeals 
	(Appendices V & VI)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Prosperity detailing; 

Appeal Decisions

1. The following appeal was withdrawn on 10 June 2025.

	[bookmark: _Hlk189933508]PAC Ref
	2024/E0055

	Council Ref
	LA06/2022/0246/CA

	Appellant
	Mr John Curell

	Subject of Appeal
	Alleged i. Unauthorised change of use of the land and change of use of agricultural buildings to facilitate a Dog Kennelling Business; ii. Unauthorised erection of metal dog's kennels

	Location
	Land and buildings adjacent to 16 Ballie Road, Bangor



2. The following appeal was dismissed on 30 May 2025:

	[bookmark: _Hlk200721240]PAC Ref
	2024/A0115

	Council Ref
	LA06/2019/0996/F

	Appellant
	Abdeljaouad, Tarik

	Subject of Appeal
	Non-compliance with Condition 2 of approval LA06/2019/0996/F - Hot food take away, which states, "The business shall not remain open for business outside the following hours: Monday - Sunday 16:00hrs - 23:00hrs."

	Location
	26 New Street, Donaghadee



Retrospective planning permission (ref: LA06/2019/0996/F) for a hot food takeaway at No. 26 New Street, Donaghadee, was granted on 20 May 2021. Condition No. 2 of the planning permission restricted the business hours as follows: 

“The business shall not remain open for business outside the following hours. Monday – Sunday 16:00hrs – 23:00hrs. Reason: to ensure there is no impact upon residential amenity”.

An application was made pursuant to Section 54 of the Act seeking to extend the business hours from 23:00hrs to 01:00hrs (11pm to 1am) on Fridays and Saturdays. 
The main issue was whether the appeal development would adversely impact the amenity of existing residents.

Paragraph 2.3 of the SPPS advised that the planning system operated in the public interest of local communities and the region as a whole and encompassed the present as well as future needs of society.  It did not exist to protect the private interests of one person against the activities of another, although private interests may coincide with public interest in some cases.  It continued that the basic question was not whether owners and occupiers of neighbouring properties would experience financial or other loss from a particular development, but whether the proposal would unacceptably affect amenities and the existing use of land and buildings that ought to be protected in the public interest.

DCAN 4 advised that whilst residential areas were likely to be sensitive to noise disturbance, it could also be a serious problem in town centres and in areas where commercial activities dominated but were there may be residential accommodation beside or over the proposed use.  Noise associated with restaurants, cafés and fast-food outlets could emanate from a variety of sources, the main ones being vehicles, people and use of equipment associated with catering establishments.  The guidance continued that those sources of noise were especially noticeable in the later evening when residents had a legitimate expectation that surrounding background noise levels would remain low.  In that respect, take-away uses, which often generated frequent vehicle and pedestrian movements, could be particularly annoying and unacceptable.

The Commissioner recognised that after 11pm, with other commercial businesses closing there would be a reduction in the background noise levels within the environs of the appeal premises. Therefore they must consider the noise from activities from vehicles movements together with pedestrian movements during the proposed period for extended business hours on Fridays and Saturdays.

Whilst commercial businesses were dominant throughout much of New Street, and given its town centre location, most of those were closed between the hours of 11pm and 1am.  The Commissioner was not persuaded that noise associated with kitchen activities would cause demonstrable harm to residential properties or have an adverse impact on amenity during the hours of operation as conditioned.  However an 80% increase in delivery orders after 11pm at night would correspond to an increase in vehicular activities associated with the premises.  Indeed, in the evidential context of this appeal, the increase of the delivery service activities during 11pm and 1am would be the dominate business taking place at the appeal premises during a period of time when residents had a legitimate expectation that surrounding background noise levels would remain low.

Whilst acknowledging that the appellant was not responsible for the noise that patrons coming and going from other premises caused the Commissioner was not provided with any cogent evidence that customers calling on his commercial operations and vehicles used for deliveries associated with the business would not unacceptably affect amenities of local residential buildings and that the extended hours from 11pm to 1am on a Fridays and Saturdays would cause harm to residents through impact from noise associated with the business. 

Whilst the economic benefits provided by the appellant carried some weight, they did  not outweigh the objections to the appeal proposal pursuant to the provisions of the SPPS and thus were not determining in this case.  The Council’s reason for refusal was sustained, so far as stated, and the proposal was contrary to the provisions of the SPPS.  Thus, the Council’s reason for refusal, so far as stated, was sustained and was determining in this appeal. Consequently, the appeal must fail.

3. The following appeal was dismissed on 29 May 2025:

	PAC Ref
	2024/AO114

	Council Ref
	LA06/2023/2149/O

	Appellant
	Alexis Clarke

	Subject of Appeal
	2 No. in-fill dwellings with domestic garages

	Location
	Lands between 40a and 42 Deer Park Road, Newtownards



The main issues related to whether the development was acceptable in principle in the countryside and would adversely impact on rural character.

The appeal site was located on agricultural lands between Nos. 40a, adjacent to its southern boundary, and 42 Deer Park Road, next to its northern border.  The appellant contended that there was a substantial and continuous built-up frontage of three of more buildings consisting of the dwelling at No 40a, the dwelling and associated garage at No. 42 and the dwelling and associated/outbuilding at No. 44 Deer Park Road.  There was no disagreement between the parties that the above referenced dwellings had frontage onto the Deer Park Road.  However, the Council contended that there was not a substantial and continuous built-up frontage of three of more buildings because the Abbacy Road dissected the frontage between Nos. 42 and 44 and the garage within the curtilage of No. 42 had frontage with Abbacy Road rather than Deer Park Road.

Policy CTY8 defined a substantial and continuously built-up frontage as including a line of three or more buildings along a road frontage without accompanying development to the rear.  Whilst the Commissioner acknowledged that each of the properties outlined above had frontage onto the Deer Park Road, they sided with the Council that there was a definitive discontinuity provided by the public road between the properties at Nos. 42 and 44.  As a consequence of the break in the road frontage development, provided by the Abbacy Road, those buildings to the north of Abbacy Road, from No. 44 Deer Park Road, were not qualifying buildings in line with the policy.  Consequently, for the reasons outlined above, there was a break in the frontage of the development along the Deer Park Road.

No. 42 Deer Park Road, and its associated garage, was located at the junction Deer Park Road and Abbacy Road. The frontage of that property was angled so that it fronted onto both roads, with its access taken from the more minor Abbacy Road. The garage, which was set back from the dwelling, was located next to the north-westerly gable wall of the house.  In transit, in both directions along the Deer Park Road, due to its position and boundary treatments associated with No. 42, the garage was unseen, only becoming partially visible once one arrived at the junction of the Abbacy and Deer Park Roads.  Furthermore, whilst the dwelling at No. 42 had frontage onto the Deer Park Road, given its orientation, the garage faced onto, and its frontage ran along that of the Abbacy Road.  Hence, for the above reasons, the garage building was not a qualifying building for the purposes of the policy. 

Thus, for the reasons outlined above the appeal site did not lie within a substantially and continuously built-up frontage which included a line of three or more buildings along a road frontage without accompanying development to the rear.

Numbers 42, 44 and 46 were all visually linked and a ribbon of development existed at that location.  The appeal proposal would develop the gap between No. 42 and 40a thereby visually linking Nos 46 through to 40a and extending the existing ribbon of development.  Thus the appeal proposal would add to a ribbon of development along this section of the Deer Park Road.

The Council advised the Commissioner that the gap between buildings measured some 96m and the appeal site could accommodate three dwellings with garages.  The Appellant advised that provision had been made for an agricultural lane, running adjacent to the northern boundary of No. 40a to provide access to the land behind the appeal site.  Considering the provision of that laneway, the Council advised that the gap would still measure some 80m and that the average plot width (frontage), considering Nos 40a through to 50 Deer Park Road, measured some 31.8m. Therefore, even allowing for the agricultural lane, the two frontage widths of 40m would not reflect the existing pattern of development.

The Commissioner concurred with the Council that two dwellings with an average frontage of 40m each would appear larger than those plot widths found along that stretch of the Deer Park Road and would not respect the existing development pattern along the frontage in terms of plot size.  The Commissioner determined that the proposed site did not represent a small gap as referred to within the policy and accordingly there was no exception to Policy CTY8.

The Commissioner determined that the introduction of two additional dwellings would remove the important visual break in the developed appearance of that section of the Deer Park Road.  Subsequently, the proposal would be contrary to Policy CTY8 of PPS21 and the Council’s second reason for refusal was sustained.

Given that the Commissioner found that the appeal development would add to a ribbon of development because the two sites would have common frontage with No. 40a and 42 Deer Park Road, and would be visually linked with those properties, together with Nos. 44 and 46 the Commissioner reasoned that the proposal would lead to a suburban style build-up of development.  The Commissioner stated that the proposal did not meet with criteria b) and d) of Policy CTY14.  The Council’s third reason for refusal was therefore sustained. 

Given the development did not meet with Policy CTY8, the principle of development in the countryside had not been established.  No overriding reasons had been presented as to why the development was essential and could not be located in a settlement.  Therefore, the proposal was contrary to Policy CTY1 of PPS21.  Thus, the Council’s first reason for refusal was sustained.

The appeal proposal was contrary to Policies CTY1, CTY8 and CTY14 of PPS21. Thus, the appeal must fail.

Appeals Lodged

1. The following appeal was lodged on 29 May 2025

	PAC Ref
	2025/A0023

	Council Ref
	LA06/2024/0438/O

	Appellant
	Ryan Doherty

	Subject of Appeal
	Erection of shed for the storage and maintenance of agricultural machinery, yard and relocation of access

	Location
	Lands between 40a and 42 Deer Park Road, Newtownards



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

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the report and attachments.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor Smart, that the recommendation be adopted. 

(Having declared an interest in Item 6, Councillor Smart and Alderman McAlpine left the meeting at 7.23 pm) 

[bookmark: _Hlk202358922]6.	BT Group – decommissioning/removal of telephone kiosks 
	(Appendices VII & VIII)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Prosperity detailing that the purpose of the report was to inform Members on BT Group notification of future decommissioning/removal of telephone kiosks within the Borough. 

The Chief Executive and Planning Department were contacted in relation to the planned decommissioning (and in most cases, removal) of 23 public telephone kiosks throughout the Borough and was attached.   
 
The Planning Department was leading on the response to which it should advise that planning consent was not required for the removal of a non-listed telephone box.

However, a telephone kiosk in Main Street, Greyabbey was B2 Listed as being of special architectural or historic interest and therefore a Listed Building Consent application would be required for any alterations to it, including the removal of the telephony inside. 

This application would be processed by the Council’s Planning Service, with expert input from DfC Historic Environment Division (HED).  An informal preliminary discussion with HED suggested that its preference would be for the preservation of the telephone unit (albeit disconnected from the network) as it positively contributed to the understanding of the listed structure.

RECOMMENDED that the Council note the content of this report and attachments.

Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Wray, that the recommendation be adopted.    

Councillor Cathcart referred to many of these kiosks which had been long abandoned and he would support their removal.  Asking about community adoption of the telephone boxes it was noted that that was for the older red ones.  He asked the Head of Planning to send Members the link so that the information could be circulated within the different communities.   

Councillor Harbinson spoke of the modern glass telephone boxes housing defibrillators and Councillor McKee referred to a telephone box in Bangor West which he had been trying to have removed since 2022 so he cautioned Members not to hope that this work would be undertaken soon.  Some of those telephone boxes had been long abandoned and took away from the streetscape in many places.   

Councillor Wray explained that he had been working with Greyabbey Community Association over preservation of the telephone unit.  He asked if there was any flexibility in the terms and the expected timescales.  The Head of Planning stated that that would be for BT to explain and it had put out a consultation which would close on 17 August.  Planners were taking the lead in that.   

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Wray, that the recommendation be adopted.    

TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 7.29 pm.      
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