		ITEM 7.1
	PC.02.09.25
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 2 September 2025 at 7.00 pm. 
	
PRESENT:

In the Chair: 	Councillor McClean 

Aldermen: 		Graham 
			McAlpine 
McDowell 	 
			McIlveen 
			Smith
			
Councillors:		Cathcart 		Kerr (zoom)
McCollum 		McKee (zoom)
			Harbinson		Smart
			Hennessy 		Wray 
			Kendall (zoom)			

Officers:	Director of Place and Prosperity (B Dorrian), Head of Planning (G Kerr), Planning Officers (C Barker, A Todd and J Hanna) and Democratic Services Officer (J Glasgow)  

1.	Apologies

An apology for inability to attend was received from Councillor Morgan. 

2.	Declarations of Interest

No declarations of interest were declared at this stage. 

Alderman McIlveen declared an interest (later in the meeting) in respect of Item 4.5 – LA06/2023/1948/F – King House, 37-39 High Street, Holywood. 

3.	Matters arising from the Planning Committee minutes of 5th August 2025 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above. 

Alderman McDowell advised that he had declared an interest at the meeting in respect of Item 4.2 and had left the meeting. However that had not been recorded in the minutes. 

AGREED, on the proposal of Alderman McDowell, seconded by Councillor Wray, that the minutes be noted. 

4.	Planning Applications 

4.1	LA06/2025/0516/F - 81 Cotton Road, Bangor
	(Appendix I)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Bangor East and Donaghadee 
Committee Interest: Called in off the delegated list
Proposal: Change of use from ancillary residential accommodation to dwelling
Site Location: 81 Cotton Road, Bangor 
Recommendation: Refuse Planning Permission 

The Planning Officer (C Barker) outlined the details of the application. The site was accessed via a long private driveway which connected to a shared lane off Cotton Road. Upon reaching the dwelling, the driveway split, leading to the dwelling and stables to the north and the ancillary accommodation to the east. There was a tarmac parking area directly adjacent to the south of the ancillary accommodation, with shared patio areas and the driveway to the main dwelling to the north. 
The surrounding area was rural in character, with dispersed neighbouring dwellings of varied scale and character. The site consisted of a large, detached, single storey dwelling, with detached 1.5 storey ancillary residential accommodation to its direct south. The ancillary accommodation was finished in red brick and natural stone, with a steeply pitched roof and 1no. chimney. Despite its 1.5 storey height, there was no accommodation within the building at first floor level.

The SPPS set out the transitional arrangements that would operate until a Local Development Plan was adopted for the Council area. Paragraph 6.73 of the SPPS stated that provision should be made for the sympathetic conversion and re-use, with adaptation if necessary, of a locally important building as a single dwelling. That went further than Policy CTY 4 of PPS21, which referred only to a ‘suitable building’. 
Paragraph 1.12 of the SPPS stated that where the SPPS introduced a change of policy direction and/or provided a policy clarification that would be in conflict with the retained policy, the SPPS should be afforded greater weight in the assessment of individual planning applications. As such, the term ‘locally important building’ should take precedence over ‘suitable building’ from PPS21 Policy CTY 4. The original barn was approved under reference X/2005/0251/F for refurbishment of existing outbuildings to provide ancillary accommodation for elderly relative as an extension to the existing dwelling house.  The approval provided one bedroom ancillary accommodation for an elderly relative which included an open plan kitchen, living room and shower room.

This application proposed minor alterations to the external gables of the barn but retained the traditional vernacular features of the building.  However, the original barn was converted not in accordance with the approved plans and any traditional vernacular features the building may have had that would have been of merit have been lost.  As a result the building had a new roof and a different overall footprint of the original building.  Whilst it may once have been a small vernacular barn, due to the minor scale of the building, its considerable distance from the public road (and therefore lack of any public views or prominence in the landscape) and the alterations that had been made to it the building would no longer meet the definition of a locally important building.  Subsequently the building failed to meet the specified criteria.    

The proposal involved a different design to that approved under X/2005/0251/F.  It was 1.5 storeys in height with a steeply pitched roof. However, it was noted that the building was constructed in this manner on the back of the above-mentioned approval, and, considering the length of time that had lapsed, it would now be immune from enforcement action. In any event the design was considered appropriate in this rural location, the finishes match the existing dwelling and there were no views of this building from the main road.  It was considered that the alterations would comply with criteria C of CTY4 and that they were appropriate in the location by way of scale and massing.  

It was not considered that criteria D of policy CTY4 was met in terms of unduly impacting the amenity of neighbours as any future residents of the proposed new dwelling would be surrounded on two sides by the current driveways with no private amenity space.  Although acceptable for the original ancillary accommodation the lack of amenity space was not considered acceptable for this application for a dwelling in its own right.  Creating Spaces clearly set out that 40m2 of private amenity space was needed for a new dwelling and that was clearly not provided and in fact no private amenity space was available.  

Plenty of car parking was provided and DfI Roads were consulted and have no objections.  The proposed dwelling would be using a septic tank and NI Water and NIEA Water management unit offered no objections.   

In summary, the Planning Department was satisfied that the proposed dwelling failed to meet the relevant planning policy requirements contained within the SPPS and CTY4 of PPS21. The building failed to meet the definition of a locally important building with no provision of any private amenity space.  Therefore, on this basis it was recommended that full planning should be refused.

The Chair invited questions from Members for the Planning Officer. 

Alderman McIlveen noted that the building was ancillary to the main farm house however had a residential use. He assumed that the application was to sever the ancillary aspect and sought clarity in that regard. 

The Planning Officer explained that it was not a residential dwelling in its own right, it was ancillary accommodation which could be seen essentially as an extension. The application was seeking to sever that and create a separate dwelling entirely. 

Alderman McIlveen was unsure it fitted within the SPPS and quoted an aspect of that. He wished to ensure that the grounds of refusal were correct.  The Planning Officer referred to the 3 refusal reasons and made particular reference to that the proposal was contrary to Paragraph 6.73 of the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland in that the building does not constitute a “locally significant building”. The proposal was for a new building in the countryside. 

Alderman McIlveen remained uncomfortable with refusal reason no 2. 

Councillor Cathcart noted that the dwelling was not conditioned for ancillary use and therefore was residential use. There were objections or issues with views. The Planning Officer stated that if the application was to be approved for a residential dwelling there was no amenity space.  It was ancillary accommodation dependent on the main dwelling.   

Councillor Cathcart asked what the overriding reason was for the demonstrable harm.  The Planning Officer stated that the proposal failed to meet the policy. She repeated that the building was ancillary.  

Proposed by Alderman Smith, seconded by Alderman McAlpine, that the recommendation be adopted, that planning permission be refused. 

Alderman Smith stated that the Officer had outlined the aspects, there was no amenity space and he agreed with the assessment of the application. 

The proposal was put to the meeting and declared CARRIED with 9 voting FOR, 1 AGAINST, 5 ABSTENTIONS and 1 ABSENT. 
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RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Smith, seconded by Alderman McAlpine, that the recommendation be adopted, that Planning Permission be refused.  

4.2	LA06/2023/2012/F - Land between 3 and 4 Sheridan Grove, Helens Bay
	(Appendix II - IV)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report and two subsequent addendums. 

DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye 
Committee Interest: Six or more representations contrary to the officer’s recommendation
Proposal: Dwelling (change of house type from approval W/2011/0015/RM) 
Site Location: Land between 3 and 4 Sheridan Grove, Helen’s Bay
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 

The Planning Officer (A Todd) outlined the detail of the application. As the construction of the dwelling had now been completed on site the description of the proposal had been amended to retrospective. The site was located between the existing dwellings at 3 and 4 Sheridan Grove, Helen’s Bay and was originally the side garden of No. 3. Sheridan Grove was located off the Fort Road and to the immediate west of the public car park. The surrounding area was characterised by low density well-established housing. In terms of the Development Plan context, the site was located within the proposed Helen’s Bay Area of Village character as designated within the draft BMAP.  At the time of the submission of the application, the site already had the benefit of an extant planning permission for a dwelling with development having commenced on site within the timeframe of the reserved matters planning permission. This extant permission therefore represented a fall-back position for the development of this site and was a material consideration in the assessment of the current application for a change of house type. During the processing of the current application, the applicant had proceeded with construction works for the amended house type for which permission was now sought retrospectively. The applicant was advised that all works were being carried out at his own risk. The visual showed the dwelling under construction in April 2024 and  the dwelling nearing completion more recently in August. The Council’s Planning Enforcement Team had a current enforcement case in relation to the ongoing works at the site. This case was opened on 6th November 2023 further to receipt of a complaint in relation to the development.  It was important to note that building without planning permission in most cases was not a criminal act, and that the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 permitted submission of a retrospective planning application under Section 55 to address any breach of planning control. In this particular case, it was not considered expedient to serve an Enforcement Notice, given the live planning application under consideration, the extant approval on the site provided a fall-back position for development and the minor nature of the changes proposed to the design and scale of the building.

The initial change of house type proposal submitted with the application was considered to be unacceptable by the Planning Department due to the significant increase in the scale and massing of the dwelling and its resulting visual dominance  and adverse impact of the amenity of adjacent dwellings. The visual comparison of the approved house type and initial change of house type proposal and the significant difference in scale between the two could be seen. 

An amended proposal was submitted by the agent which much more closely reflected the scale and massing of the original approval. The approved and proposed site layouts were very similar with the general position of the dwelling on the site remaining the same. Only a small increase in the footprint to the front and rear of the building was proposed under the current application as shown highlighted in yellow with the area to the rear extended by 1.3m and the porch area to the front extended forward by approximately 2m. The approved and proposed elevations were very similar. The general design of the dwelling remained the same with some changes to the windows. The proposed house type had a slightly taller ridge height at the front pitched roof section of the dwelling with an increase of 0.5m however that was not considered to be a significant increase in terms of the overall appearance of the building.

The overall design, scale and massing of the dwelling was largely the same with just some changes in the placement of fenestration and also the addition of a small porch and balcony to the front of the dwelling. The height of two flat roof rear returns had also decreased from 8.5m to 8.3m and 6.4m to 6.2m. As the proposal was for a residential development within an urban area, planning policies contained within Planning Policy Statement 7: Quality Residential Environments and the Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 7: Safeguarding the Character of Established Residential Areas, were applicable to the assessment of this application. The overarching aim of these policies was to ensure that new residential development created a quality residential environment which respected the surrounding context. It was important to note that the previous extant planning permission on the site was assessed against those policies and found to be acceptable. This therefore must form the baseline for the consideration and assessment of the current application. As the current proposal was for a change of house type, only the changes between the approved and proposed schemes fell to be considered in the context of the relevant policies. As there had been no change in the policy context and no significant changes to the site context,  the principle of the development of a dwelling on this site could not be revisited.  

As set out in the planning report, the Planning Department had carried out a very detailed consideration of the proposal’s impact on the character of the area. It was considered that the overall height, scale and massing of the dwelling was similar to that previously approved and also similar to the established built form in the area which was characterised predominantly by large detached two and two and a half storey dwellings. 

It was also considered that the dwelling was very much in keeping with the existing dwellings within Sheridan Grove itself. The general design with red tiled hipped roof, render finish and similar styled window openings was in keeping with the existing dwellings. It was also considered that the development would blend sympathetically with its surrounding wider context. The visual showed the views of the dwelling from Fort Road at the entrance to Sheridan Grove and from Fort Road at the entrance to the public car park. From those viewpoints, the dwelling did not appear overly dominant or incongruous in its setting. From the public car park, the dwelling was largely screened by the existing toilet block building and the height of the dwelling did not appear excessive in the context. 

Policy QD1 of PPS7 also required that the design and layout of a development must not result in any unacceptable adverse impact on existing properties in terms of overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, noise or other disturbance. The existing dwellings adjacent to the site which could potentially be impacted by the development include Nos. 2, 3 and 4 Sheridan Grove. With regard to the potential impact on No. 2 which sat opposite the site, the proposed dwelling was located between 20 to 26.5m from the front of this dwelling across a public road, a comparable distance to the existing separation distance between Nos.3 and 2. The occupants of No. 2 had nevertheless raised concerns in relation to overlooking from the proposed balcony of the dwelling towards the front elevation of their dwelling however it was noted that No. 2 itself already had a large front balcony with views towards the existing dwellings at Nos. 3 and 4. It was not considered that the proposed development including the front balcony, would result in any greater impact by way of overlooking than the extant approval. Furthermore, it was noted that the proposed dwelling sat at a lower level than No. 2 and therefore did not result in any unacceptable overbearing impact.

The Planning Department was also satisfied that there would be no unacceptable impact on the amenity of No. 3 Sheridan Grove. A number of windows were located on the side elevation however, only the upper hall and kitchen windows had the potential to overlook the rear private amenity space of No. 3 and it had been recommended that those windows should be installed with obscure glazing. With regard to the impact of the development on No. 4 Sheridan Grove, the proposed dwelling had four windows on the elevation facing No. 4. Those served a hall and bathrooms and were all fitted with obscure glazing preventing any overlooking towards No.4. The occupants of No. 4 had raised concerns regarding overlooking from the rear windows of the dwelling however the Planning Department was satisfied that there was no unacceptable impact. The visual showed the two rear windows in question and showed photographs taken from each of those windows. As could be seen, there was no direct view from those windows towards any habitable rooms within the dwelling at No. 4 or towards its rear private amenity space. The occupants of No. 4 had also raised concerns that the proposed front balcony would result in an unacceptable degree of overlooking towards the front and side of their dwelling. The Planning Department considered that the balcony was located a sufficient distance from No.4 to ensure that no unacceptable degree of overlooking. In addition, as the balcony was located to the front of the dwelling, there were no views towards any windows serving habitable rooms within No. 4 or towards any areas of private amenity space. The visual displayed showed the view from the balcony towards No.4. As could be seen, the only view from here was towards the front garden area of No. 4 and even this view was mostly screened by the existing vegetation. There were no direct views towards any windows or private amenity space belonging to No. 4.

The Planning Department was also content that there would be no unacceptable loss of light to any habitable rooms within No.4. Two living areas were located on the southern side of No.4 facing the proposed dwelling. The living area located towards the front of the dwelling had one window on the southern side elevation of the dwelling and two to the front. When the 25 degree Vertical Sky Component light test was applied to the side window of this room, the tallest pitched roof section of the proposed development exceeded the recommended 25 degrees by 10 degrees. The central flat roof section also marginally exceeded the 25 degrees by approximately. 5 degrees. The lower flat roof section to the rear however met the 25 degree test when applied to the rear living area window. While the light test was exceeded in part in this instance, policy advised that light tests were not to be applied as a rigid standard which must be met in every case. Rather they were intended as a tool to aid assessment in conjunction with other relevant factors including any alternative sources of light serving the room. In this case as outlined, the affected room had two additional windows on the front elevation providing an adequate additional source of light. It was also of note that the dwelling approved under the extant planning permission also marginally failed the light test and this must also be a material consideration.  

New landscaping was also proposed for the development which included new laurel boundary planting along the northern and eastern boundaries of the site. The planting had already been undertaken on site. The choice of laurel species was considered to be appropriate at this location as it would provide a good degree of year round screening and compliments the laurel boundary planting already established at the neighbouring property No.4. A short stretch of Leylandii Cypress hedging and a tree located on the northern boundary of the site were removed during construction. The tree was already proposed for removal under the previous approval. While the hedge was conditioned under the previous approval to be retained to maintain privacy, it was considered that the new fence and planting now in place provided an appropriate alternative means of screening. 

In terms of the biodiversity of the site, an Ecological Statement was prepared by a qualified Ecologist and submitted with the application. The site was found to be of low ecological value with no evidence of any protected or priority species or habitats present. 

Adequate parking was provided by way of a gravelled hardstanding area at the front of the dwelling which provided space for the parking of three cars similar to the previous approval.

In total, 47 letters of objection from 10 separate addresses had been received throughout the processing of this planning application. The main concerns raised included:
· The adverse impact on the character of the area
· Loss of privacy and daylight 
· The continuance of building works prior to the granting of planning permission
· Removal of the existing hedgerow
· Impact on biodiversity
Those issues had all been considered in detail in the main planning report and subsequent addendum. 

In summary, the Planning Department was satisfied that the retrospective change of house type proposal meets all of the relevant policy requirements of PPS7 and PPS7 Addendum. The amendments to the design from that previously approved under the extant Reserved Matters permission were considered to be minor. The overall design and scale of the dwelling was in keeping with the established built form of the area. The dwelling did not cause any unacceptable adverse impact on the amenity of any adjacent properties by way of loss of privacy or light. The dwelling had adequate private amenity space, parking provision and a suitable level of landscaping had been provided. All consultees were also content with the proposal. Therefore, on this basis it was recommended that full planning should be granted.

The Chair invited questions from Members for the Planning Officer.  

The Mayor noted that permitted development rights had been removed going forward. The Planning Officer stated that was to ensure that there was no additional impact on the neighbours. 

In relation to the front balcony, the Mayor questioned if that would have been allowed under permitted development rights.  The Planning Officer stated that would need to be assessed separately under the regulations however given that it was forward of the building line it likely would not meet permitted development.   

The Mayor referred to the balcony which was 20m from No2 and just met the minimum separation distance. The Planning Officer explained that the 20m was what had been recommended in Creating Places guidance in relation to back to back. This was to the front which included the road and was well in excess at 26.5m to the garage and 20m to the projecting window at No2.  The extant permission had the same building line with windows in a similar position.  

The Mayor referred to the overlooking concerns of No 3 and expressed concerns in respect of the light test which failed by 10%. She viewed that as significant and the amount of light into living spaces was important. The Planning Officer agreed and stated that Officers had been transparent,  in this instance the roof affected had two other windows, one of which was quite large. The light test was not a rigid standard and was a tool that assisted Officers in the assessment of an application alongside other factors.   

The Mayor recognised the Officer’s professional opinion however felt the loss of amenity should be acknowledged. The Planning Officer stated that a light coloured finish would be used and that was also a mitigating factor.

Councillor Cathcart sought clarity on the light test from what was previously approved to be able to assess the difference in the impact. The Planning Officer explained that there was an increase in height of 0.5m in relation to the front section with the pitched roof.  She suggested an approximate increase by 5%. Noting that the two sections at the back were lower in height than the extant permission. The Planning Officer highlighted the need to balance the factors with regards the overall impact.   

Alderman McAlpine referred to the condition in respect of the roof terrace and she felt there would be a temptation to use the roof terrace due to the views. She believed the use would be dangerous and a loss of amenity for the neighbouring properties. The Planning Officer highlighted that condition 12 stated that the flat roof area of the building should not be used as a balcony or roof terrace at any time. That combined with the large roof lights, there was no railings for safety and she believed that it would be unlikely that would be used. 

Councillor Kendall questioned what value there was on placing conditions on the application given that the Applicant did what they wished anyway. She asked in percentage terms how much the proposal was overall larger than the extant permission. The Planning Officer stated that the conditions were enforceable.  She did not have a percentage of the overall increase stating that she had outlined the increase in terms of the footprint and height. 

Councillor Kendall noted that the previous conditions were enforceable also. 

The Chair invited Alan McGregor and Brian Kee to come forward who were speaking against the application.   

Mr Kee commenced by stating that if the property approved 14 years ago had been built then “he would not be here tonight”. He found it bizarre and unlawful that the application was being heard while public consultation was still ongoing.  He outlined the concerns in respect of overlooking and loss of privacy. The large overlooking, window on the north elevation was a deviation from the 2011 approval which conditioned against such a window, looked directly towards his living areas and garden. Although obscure glazing had been added, the effect remained one of intrusion. The perception of being overlooked was itself a serious loss of amenity, contrary to Policy QD1 of PPS7. He questioned why a stairwell required so much light. He believed there to be multiple departures from the approved drawings and conditions. Those included a trebled in size sliding window allowing access onto a flat roof where a fixed recessed one was expected, two large roof panels instead of six rooflights, deficiencies found by the Enforcement Team and non-compliances requiring many amended plans to be submitted. Mr Kee stated that such changes demonstrated a pattern of building first and seeking permission later, which undermined confidence in the process. He outlined that the dwelling was significantly larger than the 2011 approval. He viewed it as approximately 10% larger in floor area, taller by half a metre, and longer at the rear. Those increases may sound small in percentage terms, but they had created a building that was overbearing in scale and out of keeping with his lower elevation neighbouring property. Its visual impact upon Grey Point Road, Fort Road and Church Road was stark and detrimental to the area. This development was very different to the properties in Sheridan Grove; it was aligned differently, had no garage and minimal garden space. Mr Kee also outlined concerns regarding procedural issues. The ownership certificate had to be corrected, the application form was inaccurate and neighbour notification dates were misstated. While those had apparently been amended, he felt that illustrated weaknesses in the process. In his view, retrospective approval in this context would set a damaging precedent and be open to judicial review. There had been a loss of amenity and environmental value. The original hedge, tree and screening were removed and the replacement planting was limited and tokenistic. It did not restore what had been lost, either in privacy or biodiversity terms. He strongly believed the development met the ‘significant benefit test’ for a site visit by the Committee. In conclusion, Mr Kee outlined that this development had gone well beyond what was originally approved, it had harmed the residential character and neighbour amenity. Mr Kee asked the Committee to refuse this application, or at least to defer it until compliance with conditions and accurate assessments could be independently confirmed. 

In dispute of a comment made by the Planning Officer, Mr McGregor highlighted that the road referred to was not a public road, it was a narrow road and was the responsibility of the residents. 

Mr McGregor (2 Sheridan Grove) explained that he had objected to the initial plan for a dwelling on the site in 2011 because it would, and now did significantly impact the amenities and character of Sheridan Grove, where originally 4 spaced out dwellings were constructed, giving all residents good privacy. The leases of all the houses in Sheridan Grove stated there was to be no building on the sites to preserve the character of Sheridan Grove. He advised at the Planning Committee meeting in 2011 he was supported in person by MLA , the late Gordon Dunne. However those objections were overruled, so his wife and himself resigned themselves to the fact that a house would be jammed into the strip of garden between 3 and 4 Sheridan Grove. The original plan had an integrated garage, which would have lessened the future parking congestion. During the building of the house now designated 3a, Sheridan Grove, several notable deviations from the plans were noted. Every time those deviations were referred to Planning the reply came back that the builders had been told "they are building at risk".  Mr McGregor outlined that the change impacting him most seriously was the construction of a balcony overlooking his front drive, and looking directly into the main bedroom and living area. Mr McGregor highlighted that significantly impacted his privacy. Why the new owners needed a balcony overlooking his property, when they had an uninterrupted sea view at the back was difficult to understand. Mr McGregor stated that the Planning department had failed to protect the residents and he therefore objected to planning approval for the existing construction. He requested that approval was not granted until at least the balcony to the front of the property, which was built at risk, at least be removed. 

Councillor Cathcart referred to the differences from the extant permission and asked the representatives to outline the differences in terms of impact.  Mr Kee stated that the dwelling was significantly larger than the 2011 approval, there was an increase in 10% of the floor area, with the dwelling being taller and longer.  It was significantly overbearing, out of keeping and dominant.  It looked directly into the two living areas of his property. In terms of the landscaping plan, the biodiversity element was of concern with significant hedging having been removed with birds and bats having been foraging and feeding. There was no compliance with the net gain required under the biodiversity act. 

In respect of the concern regarding the balcony, Alderman Graham asked the representatives to elaborate on that. Mr McGregor explained that it was a point of concern for himself particularly as it pointed towards the main bedroom and living room in his property.   The rear of the property provided an excellent sea view. 

Mr Kee added there was also a sea view from the large window on the north elevation which served the stairwell.  

The Mayor noted that Mr Kee had asked for at least a deferment of the application until compliance with conditions and accurate assessments could be independently confirmed. She asked Mr Kee what conditions and assessments he was referring to. 

Mr Kee stated that the planning report concluded that there was no likely significant effects on nearby designated sites under regulation 43.1 of the habitats regulation. 
It appeared that no appropriate assessment had been published nor was there evidence how that conclusion was reached.  Designated sites in proximity such as the other Ards SPA, SCCI, Belfast Lough and Crawfordsburn were not subject to hydrological or connectivity assessment despite checklist requirement.  Site maps showed both soakaways and sewer connections with pipework leading towards those designated areas. He believed that strongly suggested hydrological links without appropriate assessment and felt it was difficult to verify compliance with the habitat regulations.   

In response to a further question from the Mayor, Mr Kee advised that when the plans for the development were initially submitted there was an indication that there would be a hedge along the boundary between No 4 and the proposal. With the numerous changes, particularly over the past year that had now gone as the room was not available. Mr Kee referred to the large overbearing window and stated that in the 2011 application which the planning department relied on as material consideration had conditioned against a such a window.  

As there were no further questions for the representatives, they returned to the public gallery.  

Councillor Wray referred to the light test which was 5% over from the previous approval and the change in height by ½ m. The Planning department had viewed those as minor changes and he questioned on what guidance such changes were based.  The Planning Officer stated that there were no set measurements, it was a professional judgement that Officers came to taking account all of the considerations.  In terms of the light test, although it failed, the living area affected had two other large windows and policy dedicated that other factors such as that should be taken into account. 

The Chair welcomed David Mills (Agent), Peter Thompson (Applicant) and Joanna Thompson (Applicant) to come forward who were speaking in support of the application. 

David Mills stepped forward into the Chamber. Mr Mills detailed that the application was for modifications to a previously approved dwelling on which construction had previously commenced before his client had purchased the site, and which construction his client continued, albeit with some relatively minor changes.  He advised that during the processing of the application his client on numerous occasions readily agreed to address any concerns or issues raised by the Case Officer and had quickly amended the drawings to suit. Mr Mills stated that it had been a very difficult two years for his elderly client, Mr Thompson and his daughter and therefore on their behalf he was pleased that the application had finally come to Council with a recommendation to approve. He was in agreement with the Case Officer’s report and he hoped the Committee could approve the application to allow the applicants to begin living in their new home.   

In respect of the height of building, Mr Mills stated that it was correct that the ridge height was 0.5m higher however the eaves were 25cm higher. The original application had an enormous chimney that sat 1.5m above the roof and that element had been removed. Mr Mills viewed the difference as negligible. In terms of large window which was referred to, that was of obscure glass and therefore was not overlooking.   

The Chair stated that it had been mentioned the confidence in the planning process and he questioned why the dwelling had been built at risk.  Mr Mills stated that when his client bought the house, there was the previous permission. His client believed that the modifications were minor, Mr Mills or the Planning department did not agree with that and reductions were made in the early stages of the application. Mr Mills  viewed the changes that had now taken place as relatively minor. 

Councillor Hennessy highlighted that Mr Mills had stated that his client on numerous occasions had readily agreed to address any concerns or issues raised by the Planning Officer and asked Mr Mills to elaborate on that. Mr Mills stated that concerns had been raised during the processing of the application regarding the objections. More recently, those related to the boundary treatment, the retaining wall and the roof lights were amended from 6 small lights to 2 large flat roof lights.    

Alderman Graham referred to the site plan and the size of the curtilage.  He asked Mr Mills if he felt increasing the footprint was pushing the boundaries for this site.  Mr Mills disagreed, the main addition was the front porch area and in his view the current proposal was an improvement and an enhancement. 

Councillor Cathcart noted the objectors had outlined the differences from the extant permission and this application as overbearing, dominant, out of keeping and overlooking. He asked for Mr Mills viewpoint in that regard. Mr Mills believed that there was no overlooking and felt the planners report demonstrated that. With the chimney element having been removed, it could be argued that there was a reduction in overshadowing and the rear aspect was lower. Mr Mills believed the elements to be negligible.  

As there were no further questions, Mr Mills returned to the public gallery. 

The Mayor noted the viewpoint that the objectors had been fobbed off while the building was able to continue. She questioned the level of engagement with the objectors and applicant in respect of their concerns particularly in respect of the balcony.   She asked if there any suggestions from planning in respect of the balcony that perhaps had not been taken onboard.  

The Planning Officer stated that they were of the opinion that the balcony did not result in any unacceptable overlooking.  She felt that she had demonstrated well that there was no view on any private amenity space or habitable room windows at No 4.  In respect of No 2 the separation distance was adequate and the site in question sat above the dwelling. 

The Mayor stated that her main concern was the overlooking into the living area at No2. The Planning Officer stated that the impact was considered fully to all of the windows at No 2. She reiterated that was deemed acceptable.  

In response to a question Alderman McIlveen, the Planning Officer clarified that the reference to public road was meant in the sense that it was the main means of access. It made no difference in the determination of the application.  

In response to a question from Alderman Smith, the Planning Officer explained that Planning Officers were looking at the overall footprint on the site, the height and the overall massing. Referring to the proposed and existing visuals, she remarked that the garden was generous in size. The density could be not revisited due to the extant permission. The increase was not considered significant. 

Councillor Cathcart asked the Planning Officer asked if she viewed the proposal as a betterment overall.  The Planning Officer stated that was subjective. She had visited the site recently and she viewed the dwelling as a quality residential development. 

Councillor Smart asked if any consideration was given to limiting the use of the balcony.  The Planning Officer stated that the balcony was considered small, it was off the bedroom and she did not feel a condition could be put on to restrict use. 

The Head of Planning stated that Officers had be mindful of the legal tests when adding conditions and ensure that those conditions were enforceable.  The assessment of the application had been thorough and the balcony was considered acceptable. 

(Councillor Kerr withdrew from the meeting during the consideration of the application) 

Proposed by Councillor Hennessy, seconded by Alderman McAlpine, that the recommendation be adopted, that planning permission be granted. 

Councillor Hennessy agreed with the Officer’s assessment of the application. 

Alderman McAlpine noted that there were 15 conditions associated with the application.  She hoped the use of balcony would not be abused.  

Alderman Graham stated that he was not happy with the decision to approve. He had no issue with the design however was concerned regarding the location of the proposal as the other dwellings had large curtilages. With regard the 2011 application he believed that the house had been ‘shoehorned’ into the site and pushed the boundaries to the limit. 

Councillor Kendall stated that whilst she appreciated that there were fine margins between the two applications, she could not support the proposal. She felt the retrospective nature of application, undermined the planning process, negated neighbour consultation and she had no faith that the conditions would be complied with or enforced. 

The Head of Planning asked Members to be mindful of the reasonings for their arguments, that those should be in relation to the application and not in respect of the process of planning and the undermining of that process. 

The proposal was put to the meeting and was declared LOST, with 4 voting FOR, 6 AGAINST, 4 ABSTENTIONS and 2 ABSENT.

	FOR (4)
	AGAINST (6)
	ABSTAINED (4)
	ABSENT (2)

	Aldermen 
	Aldermen
	Aldermen
	

	McAlpine 
	Graham 
	McIlveen
	

	McDowell 
	Smith 
	McKee 
	

	Councillors 
	Councillors 
	Councillors 
	Councillors 

	Harbinson 
	Cathcart 
	McClean 
	Kerr 

	Hennessy 
	Kendall 
	Smart 
	Morgan 

	
	McCollum 
	
	

	
	Wray 
	
	



The Head of Planning referred to the protocol and the reasoning that was required. 

Alderman Graham had concerns in respect of the application with a combination of various matters. He believed the extant permission was the baseline and any increase within that confined site was detrimental to the residents of the surrounding properties. 

The Head of Planning reminded Members that a robust reasoning was required under planning policy. 

Alderman Graham believed the proposal was detrimental to the surrounding area.

The Mayor noted the option for the Committee to be minded to refuse the application and to provide reasoning in time for next meeting.  

Discussion ensued regarding the options with guidance provided by the Head of Planning and it was; 

Proposed by Councillor McCollum, seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that the Council is minded to refuse the application.  

Councillor Cathcart had concerns regarding the scale, massing and dominance.  

The proposal was put to the meeting and declared CARRIED with 7 voting FOR, 4 AGAINST, 3 abstentions and 2 absent.  

	FOR (7)
	AGAINST (4)
	ABSTAINED (3)
	ABSENT (2)

	Aldermen 
	Aldermen
	Alderman
	

	Graham
	McAlpine
	McIlveen 
	

	Smith 
	McDowell
	
	

	Councillors 
	Councillors 
	Councillors 
	Councillors 

	Cathcart
	Harbinson 
	McClean 
	Kerr

	Kendall
	Hennessy 
	McKee
	Morgan

	McCollum
	
	
	

	Smart
	
	
	

	Wray
	
	
	



RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor McCollum, seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that the Council is minded to refuse the application.  




4.3	LA06/2024/0720/F - The Sir Samuel Kelly Compound, Copeland Marina Carpark, Railway Street, Donaghadee
	(Appendix V)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Bangor East and Donaghadee 
Committee Interest: Land in which the Council had an interest
Proposal: Extension to Existing Temporary Structure to provide additional exhibition space and storage with ramped access. Erection of Project 24 Exhibition Pod. (Temporary Permission)
Site Location: The Sir Samuel Kelly Compound, Copeland Marina Carpark, Railway Street, Donaghadee 
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 

The Planning Officer (J Hanna) outlined the detail of the application. No objections had been received in relation to the application. Consultees were also content and had raised no objection to the proposal.

The site was located within the car park to the northwest of Copelands Marina. It was occupied by Sir Samuel Kelly Lifeboat which was under canopy for restoration purposes. The site was located directly adjacent to and grouped with other boats in the Southeast portion of the car park. There were a variety of uses in the wider area particularly residential dwellings to the west. The site was situated within the settlement limits of Donaghadee as defined by the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015. The path that lay to the northeast of the site was part of the ‘Commons and Coastline’ Local Landscape Policy Area (LLPA8). LLPA 8 states ‘The Commons’ and coastline is understood as an attractive stretch of coastline affording views out to the sea as well as a valuable area of local amenity importance with extensive public walkways and including both passive and active recreational areas.’ 

The planning history on site was a material consideration in particular the approval of LA06/2022/0904/F. This application was for the retention of works on site including the canopy, exhibition space and perimeter fencing for a temporary period. A condition had been attached limiting the time to match this existing permission. As illustrated on the block plans, the application adds and integrated into the footprint of this approved development.

The Officer displayed visuals illustrating the existing elevations and floorplans on site. The development was dominated by the steel framed canopy with an exhibition area finished in timber. There would be an additional 7m x 5m exhibition room in the northwestern corner of the site, with a timber ramp and platform system to facilitate access and the installation of a smaller separate metal “pod” in the northeastern corner of the site.  An objective of PPS16 was to ensure a high standard of design for all tourism development.  

Policy TSM 1 (Tourism Development in Settlements) of PPS16 stated “Planning permission should be granted provided it is of a nature appropriate to the settlement, respects the site context in terms of scale, size and design, and has regard to the specified provisions of a development plan.”   

As already indicated, the component parts of the proposal would be in addition to existing features of the site. Previous assessment had considered the design to be functional and appropriate for the proposed use and coastal setting. The proposed design was in keeping with that already approved. The inclusion of those proposed works within the site would not cause demonstrable harm to the immediately surrounding area and wider coastal environments. Overall, given its temporary nature, the proposal was acceptable in context of visual amenity.

Under the SPPS the guiding principle for the Council in determining planning applications was that sustainable development should be permitted, having regard to the Development Plan and all other material considerations, unless the proposed development would cause demonstrable harm to interests of acknowledged importance. Paragraph 6.34 stated “The aim of the SPPS in relation to the coast is … to support the sensitive enhancement and regeneration of the developed coast largely within coastal settlements”. As this proposal was on a car park within a defined settlement it comprised part of the developed coast in accordance with this.  
Paragraph 6.39 stated state “Within the developed coast, areas of amenity value (such as parks, outdoor sports/play areas and coastal walkways) and areas or features designated for their importance to the archaeological, built, or natural heritage, should be protected from inappropriate development.”  Paragraph 6.44 added “Some developments require a coastal location.” The Sir Samuel Kelly lifeboat has been located within the car park beside other boats for several years. The nature of the proposal (restoring a lifeboat), and associated exhibition room was therefore appropriate to its coastal location and site. 

All elements of the proposal, were confined to a small area of a public car park and would have no undue impact upon designated open spaces, would not obstruct access to the car park or have any negative impact upon enjoyment of the coastal walk along the Local Landscape Policy Area.

The SPPS also aimed to promote a sustainable approach to tourism projects, particularly in the provision of high-quality developments in appropriate locations. 
The Sir Samuel Kelly lifeboat was a Marine Heritage Asset which had tourism potential. PPS16 ‘Tourism’ sought to utilise and develop the tourism potential of settlements by facilitating tourism development of an appropriate nature, location, and scale (para 3.1). Policy TSM 1 (Tourism Development in Settlements) of PPS16 was material and sought to support tourism development appropriate to the settlement where they were to be located. Furthermore, Policy TSM 8 detailed that permission would not be granted for development that would in itself or in combination with the existing and approved development in the locality had an adverse impact on a tourism asset such as to significantly compromise its tourism value. In this instance the development would enable increased interaction with the asset and the proposal was considered to comply with TSM 8.

Proposals for a tourism use were also subject to criteria under TSM 7. There was not considered to be any conflict with the criteria and the proposal was deemed to meet TSM 7 . The application site was in the wider setting of Donaghadee Harbour which was statutorily listed as being of special architectural and historical interest. Historic Environment Division were consulted in respect of the listed harbour and were content that the proposals were sufficiently removed in situation and scale of development as to have no impact.  

The closest residential properties were located at Edward Street, William Street and Railway Street.  The closest point from the application site boundary was approximately 30m away, with the Canopy being over 38m’s. That was in excess of the typical separation distance of 20m recommended in the ‘Creating Places’ guidance. Given this distance and the nature of the proposals it was not considered there would be undue impact on residential amenity, including from overshadowing/loss of light, dominance, and loss of privacy.

The compound had been in situ for several years and would not obstruct access into or out of the car park. The access to the car park was 45m away from the canopy in its North-east corner.  To facilitate the exhibition room and disabled access the area of the compound would extend by approximately 8m into the site retaining the current depth of approximately 20m. It was considered the proposal allowed for ample room to facilitate movement and would not restrict or obstruct manoeuvring vehicles. Also, due to the size of the car park, availability of spaces and footpaths/public transport it was considered that any potential impact from additional staff and visitors would not have any significant adverse effect. DfI Roads had been consulted and had no objection to the proposals.

In summary, the Planning Department was satisfied that the proposal met the relevant planning policy requirements contained within the SPPS and CTY 4 of PPS21. The development would not adversely affect any designated features, nor would it adversely impact on residential amenity or access.  Therefore, on this basis it was recommended that temporary planning permission should be approved.

The Chair invited questions from Members for the Planning Officer. 

Councillor Hennessy noted that the application included the erection of a Project24 pod. He was of the understanding that Donaghadee Heritage Association had been unsuccessful in securing a pod and questioned if a similar structure could be erected without having to gain further approval. The Head of Planning noted that was speculative and Officers would have to provide an assessment for any future structures.  

The Planning Officer stated that the Case Officer was not aware of a different structure and any change would need to assessed. 

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Hennessy, seconded by Councillor Smart, that the recommendation be adopted, that planning permission be granted. 

4.4	LA06/2023/1688/F - Approximately 40 m NE of no 12 Craigavad Park, Holywood, 'Plot 16'
	(Appendix VI)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye 
Committee Interest: Subject to objections from 6 addresses contrary to the recommendation. 
Proposal: 2No. semi-detached dwellings and garages, associated site works and landscaping
Site Location: Approximately 40 m NE of no 12 Craigavad Park, Holywood, 'Plot 16'
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 

The Planning Officer (J Hanna) outlined the detail of the application.  A total of 10 objections had been received in relation to the application. The issues raised included the impact on character, need for protection fence, road safety, reliance on extant permission and piecemeal development. Those issues had been addressed in detail within the committee report. Consultees were also content and had raised no objection to the proposal with the exception of NI Water who had recommended refusal. That was due to lack of network capacity and a negative condition was proposed for a means of disposal to be agreed prior to commencement.

The application site was located at Craigavad Park, Holywood and was within an approved housing development site. It was accessed via an existing access from Station Road. Planning permission was originally granted under W/2006/0314/RM for 26 dwellings which had been commenced and was under construction. The application site was ‘Plot 16’ . The site was located within the development limits of Holywood and was zoning for housing under both the North Down & Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 and the Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015. The site sat within the proposed Area of Townscape Character (ATC) for Marino, Cultra, Craigavad (Designation HD12). The surrounding area was characterised by large houses on mature plots. There was considerable variety in scale, appearance and design, with a mixture of traditional houses and more modern detached dwellings.

The application site was located within the development limits of Holywood under the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984. The proposal lay within Cultra/Craigavad Policy zone which referred to a plot size policy of 0.2 ha in order 'to protect the inherent qualities of this locality'. The plot size in this case measured 0.16ha for the 2 No plots (0.08ha for each plot) which fell just below the 0.2ha plot size. However, paragraph 18.9 recognised that that there would be developments which were acceptable in planning terms although they were not strictly in accordance with the 0.2ha plot size. Those would be generated by the physical or environmental considerations of a particular site or the nature of the development proposed. 
The Planning Appeals Commission considered objections in the Public Inquiry that the Policy Zone should be retained in BMAP, however it did not consider that there was a need for such a policy, given the ATC designation, which was also intended to protect the area’s character. Subsequently, it fell to an assessment on a case-by-case basis as to whether the proposed plot sizes would have an impact on the character of the area and would be a matter of planning judgement. 

The site was within lands that were zoned for housing in Draft BMAP 2015 – Zoning HD 04/03.  The draft BMAP zoning has Key Site Requirements including a minimum gross density of 5 dwellings per hectare. The other requirements of the zoning were addressed in the original planning permission. The density of the proposed development would equate to approximately 12 dwellings per hectare (dph) which was in accordance with the key site   requirements. The site also fell within the proposed Area of Townscape Character (ATC) for Marino, Cultra, Craigavad (Designation HD12). Although the adoption status of the plan had been altered due to the legal judgment the proposed designation of this ATC was likely to be included again in any formal adoption of the plan. The ATC covered a large area north of the Belfast Bangor railway line near Holywood and included a wide range of development types and buildings such as terraces, semi-detached and detached dwellings, a girl guide centre, the Ulster Folk and Transport Museum and the Royal Belfast Golf Club. 

The proposed development was for an increase in the number of approved units on Site 16 from one detached dwelling to two semi-detached dwellings. In terms of the potential impact on the character of the area, the proposed dwellings would sit in a similar position to the dwelling previously approved on the site. The position of the dwellings would respect the established building line and their height would be comparable to the adjacent existing dwellings. The proposed plots would be spacious in size at around 0.08ha each with adequate private amenity space.  The site was not located close to any existing trees that were protected by the TPO. Adequate separation distances were maintained between the recently constructed dwelling on the adjacent site No.17. All other dwellings were located on the opposite side of the road.

It was considered that the proposal would not appear as overdevelopment and would not cause any harm to the development by any cumulative impact. Policy QD1 of PPS7 states that in an ATC intensification of site coverage would only be permitted in exceptional circumstances, however, it went on to say that prevailing consideration must be whether or not the development would have an adverse impact upon overall character. In this case the proposal was for two semi-detached dwellings within an approved residential development site and would not result in an adverse impact on the character of the area and harm to the overall appearance of the proposed ATC. The original site was large enough to accommodate the proposed dwellings which were still large on spacious plots and of low density which was in keeping with the remainder of the development of Craigavad Park.

The dwellings would be two and a half storeys, rendered and painted with hipped slate roof, with sliding sash windows and garages.  PPS7 – Quality Residential Environments and PPS7 (Addendum) – Safeguarding the Character of Established Residential Areas both applied to this development.  Criterion (a) of Policy QD1 of PPS7 required that the development respects the surrounding context and was 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. A similar design located within the development. Criterion (g) required that the design of the development draws upon the best local traditions of form, materials and detailing. The provisions of this policy must also be considered in conjunction with policy LC1 of PPS7 Addendum – Safeguarding the Character of Established Residential Areas. The addendum provided additional planning policies on the protection of local character, environmental quality and residential amenity within established residential areas. The proposed house types and design were considered to be acceptable in the context of the site and the proposed ATC in respect of the materials and finishes and the proposal as a whole was considered to be sympathetic to the appearance of the area. 

As could be seen from the floor plans, the proposed dwelling would be built to a size that provided a generous allotment of space in excess of the minimum standards set out in Annex A of Policy LC1 of the Addendum to PPS7. It was therefore considered that the proposal would not erode the character of this established residential area.

The site was accessed from Station Road. DfI Roads were consulted and had raised no objections to the proposal. Station Road was a private road up to the railway bridge where it then become an adopted public road up to the main A2 Bangor Road protected route. DfI Roads were satisfied that the application did not represent intensification of use from the private road onto the public road adjacent to the railway bridge. This assessment had taken into account the number of existing units and future committed development. Policy AMP3 Access to Protected Routes was not applicable as the proposal did not have direct access onto the A2 Bangor Road protected route. 

DfI Roads were content that the existing junction where Station Road meets the A2 provided a safe means of access onto the Protected Route. Where the private section of Station Road meets the adopted section, DfI Roads had advised there was no evidence of a collision history or record of delays and inconvenience caused to traffic within its vicinity.  

In terms of parking provision, the Parking Standards document advised that for a 5 bed-detached dwelling, 3 in-curtilage spaces were required. The proposed site plan showed a single garage for each dwelling and there was ample room for the parking for another 2 cars within the curtilage and on this basis, it was considered that the parking provision was compatible with policy requirements. It was therefore considered that the proposal complied with Policies AMP 2 and AMP 7 of PPS3, and criteria (f) of Policy QD1 of PPS7. 

In respect of residential amenity, it was considered that the proposal would not have an unacceptable adverse affect on neighbouring properties. The most likely potential impact in terms of a loss of amenity would be on the adjacent dwelling on Site 17 bounding the site on the southern side. This dwelling sat at right angles to the site so only the north facing gable elevation which had two first floor gable windows would face the proposed dwellings. There were eight windows on the proposed elevation that would be visible from Site 17 which serve the landing areas and bedrooms. The two storey elevation of the proposed buildings would not come any closer to the dividing boundary with Site 17 than the original dwelling approved on the site. The separation distance between the proposed two storey elevation and the dividing boundary was 13.5m and 18.5m to the gable elevation of the dwelling on Site 17. 
Due to this substantial separation distance, it was considered that there would be no unacceptable overlooking caused from the proposed first floor and attic bedroom windows. A 1.8m closed timber fence was to be constructed along the dividing boundary with a hedgerow so there would be no unacceptable overlooking caused from the ground floor windows. On this basis it was considered that there would be no unacceptable impacts caused to the dwelling on Site 17 in terms of any unacceptable overlooking overshadowing or overdominance.

The proposed layout had been designed to help safeguard the residential amenity of both the proposed dwellings and the adjacent existing dwelling. It was considered that the separation distances between proposed dwellings, the location and orientation of windows, and the proposed intervening boundary features, would together ensure that there would be no unacceptable adverse impact on the residential amenity of any existing or approved dwellings in terms of overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, or dominance. It was therefore considered that the proposal complied with part (h) of Policy QD 1 of PPS7, and all relevant guidance. 
Policy QD1 of PPS 7 stated that adequate provision should be made for private open space. The indicative layout showed that the proposed dwellings would have adequate areas of private amenity space in the form of private rear gardens and would have more than the minimum requirement of 70sqm as set out in the Creating Places guidance. 

Overall, the development proposed a suitable design which would not appear as overdevelopment and would respect the character of the surrounding area and the Area of Townscape Character. There would not be an unacceptable adverse affect on the amenity of nearby residential receptors and safe access to the site could be provided. For those reasons it was recommended that planning permission was granted.

As there were no questions for Members at this stage, the Chair invited David Donaldson (Agent) to come forward who was speaking in support of the application. 

Mr Donaldson believed the overview from the Planning Officer to be comprehensive, he had previously provided his speaking note and had no matters to add. 

The Chair invited questions from Members for Mr Donaldson.  

The Mayor raised a question in relation to the future intentions of the developer. She noted at present there was permission for 28 houses with 12 detached and 2 semi-detached having been constructed. Mr Donaldson confirmed that as correct. The 2 semi-detached properties were approved by Planning Committee in 2020. 1-2 houses a year were built on the site.  The application related to plot 16 and plot 17 sat adjacent. 

The Mayor asked if the future properties would be mix of detached/semi-detached. She wondered if there was disappointment from the original purchasers of properties within the site who may have envisaged a lower density development. Mr Donaldson stated that one set of semi-detached properties had been built, those were large and very much in keeping with the overall development. The developer had built 5-6 detached houses. The intention was to keep a mix of detached/semi-detached, with a high quality and low density development.   Maintaining the character of the development was an important aspect for the developer. 

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Councillor McCollum, that the recommendation be adopted, that planning permission be granted. 

The Chair wished to be recorded as abstaining. 

RECESS

The meeting went into recess at 8.57 pm and resumed at 9.08 pm. 

Alderman McDowell withdrew from the meeting at this stage. 

4.5	LA06/2023/1984/F - King House, 37-39 High Street, Holywood
	(Appendices VII, VIII)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report and addendum.  

DEA: Holywood and Clandeboye 
Committee Interest: Local application which has received six or more separate objections contrary to the case officer’s recommendation.
Proposal: Demolition of building and erection of 4 storey building comprising ground floor office and 5 apartments above
Site Location: King House, 37-39 High Street, Holywood
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 

Alderman McIlveen declared an interest at this stage and withdrew from the meeting.  

The Planning Officer (C Barker) outlined the detail of the application. The application  site was located on the north-western side of High Street and was occupied by a symmetrical two storey block of former two dwellings with central coachway, dating from the middle part of the 19th Century (named King House).   The rear yard of the building was accessed via Strand Mews, which was a residential development of two storey terraced housing and some larger three and four storey apartment blocks. The yard was enclosed by a part stone, part block boundary wall and was occupied by a large single storey outbuilding with a pitched corrugated metal roof. 

The character of the surrounding area was largely commercial to the south but residential to the north. Strand Avenue was a large housing development which includes terraced properties and substantial apartment blocks. There were also three storey apartment blocks adjacent to Kings House, overlooking High Street. 

The site was within the settlement of Holywood and was located within the Town Centre, Primary Retail Core and Conservation Area in draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015. The proposal was to demolish the detached single storey building to the rear of the site, the boundary wall and also some elements of the rear elevation of King House and then the erection of a link and a four storey block to the rear with the fourth floor recessed back into the roof so it respected the height of the adjacent building and the character of the surrounding area. The existing King House building would remain in situ with its internal provisions. The new extension to the rear would facilitate an office unit of 60sqm and five new apartments provided over the first, second and third floors. The proposed development did extend to the boundary of the site and therefore in-curtilage parking was not provided. 

[bookmark: _Hlk194569366]The SPPS, in paragraph 6.269, stated that ‘It is important that planning supports the role of town centres and contributes to their success’. In relation to relevant policies R1 and R2 the PAC Report in the Adoption Statement recommended that they were replaced by a single policy as follows: “Non-retail development will be restricted in designated Primary Retail Cores (and Primary Retail Frontages) so that no more than 25% of the frontage of the shopping street(s) to which it relates is in non-retail use and no more than three adjacent units are in non-retail use. The Primary Retail Cores will be the preferred location for new comparison and mixed retail development.” 

Given the location of the unit at the rear of the existing building and its small scale (60sqm) it was considered that it would not harm the vitality and viability of the primary retail core. The proposed extension would be located to the rear of the existing King House building. Due to the built-up nature along High Street, there would be very limited views of the proposed extension.  The existing building was visible from the Holywood by-pass however it was approximately. 100m from this road and there were intervening two storey terrace dwellings which screened the majority of the rear elevation and only the roof form could be seen.  

The footprint of the building would replace development already in situ with the height of the development being the most significant alteration. While it did add to the density of this existing plot, it must be considered that it was rising to a similar height of the main Kings House building. The surrounding area was characterised by apartment blocks which were 3-4 storeys in height along High Street and Strand Avenue. The location of the development would appear as a continuation of this existing density along the streetscape of Strand Mews and would not be considered to be inappropriate. The footprint of the proposed extension was similar in scale to the existing main building and the scale of the building was comparative to other development in the locality. It was considered that the design, layout, scale and massing of the proposed development would respect the topography of the land and the character of the area in accordance with PPS7 Policy QD1. 

The visuals showed the proposed floor plans with the balconies shown shaded orange with a mix of studio and two-bedroom apartments. Due to the small number of units provided there was no requirement for the provision of open space within this proposal.  Creating Places recommended that the level of amenity for apartments should range from a minimum of 10 Sq m per unit to around 30 Sq m per unit. In this instance an average of 5.8sqm had been provided per unit in the form of balconies which fell below this provision but it was considered that those were commensurate to the town centre location and to the apartments they serve. Due to the proximity of the proposed development to the waterfront and town centre parks there would be open space available within walking distance which negated the requirement for the full provision of private or communal amenity space under this application. 

In terms of impact on residential amenity, Policy QD1 (h) stated that design and layout should not conflict with adjacent land uses and there should be no unacceptable adverse effect on existing or proposed properties in terms of over-looking, loss of light, overshadowing, noise or other disturbance. The proposed development was compatible with the adjacent residential uses to the northeast and north of the site.  
There were bedroom windows and side balcony windows proposed on the gable elevation at both first and second floor level and a kitchen/dining room window proposed at third floor level on the gable of the proposed extension looking towards the rear amenity of the adjacent flats and the parking area to the rear of the flats. 
There were also windows proposed on the link which were in line with the amenity area of the adjacent apartments. Those windows had been conditioned to be finished in obscure glazing and be non-opening below 1.7m to ensure that direct over-looking did not occur. 

The windows closest to the application site were bathroom windows which were opaque, with the next windows over serving the kitchens. The 45-degree light test had been employed to assist assessment and it was noted that the proposed extension did breach this test. It was important to note that that was intended as guidance only and was not a rigid standard which must be met in every case. Rather it was an assessment tool which would be used in conjunction with other relevant factors in order to gauge the acceptability of proposals in terms of the overshadowing / loss of light impact upon neighbouring properties. The rooms to the rear of the adjacent flats consisted of bathrooms with opaque glazing and a kitchen window with the living rooms and bedrooms facing on to High Street.  In this case the separation distance of 15m between the proposed extension and neighbouring windows would limit any loss of daylight or sunlight to the occupiers.  

The rear of the terrace dwellings 30-36 Strand Mews back onto the application site with approx. 23m between the rear of the proposed extension and the rear boundary of the dwellings. There was approx. 28m between the opposing rear elevations. As stated above, balconies were proposed on the rear elevation along with windows. The balconies were recessed and were of small scale. The adjacent apartments had a full length external balcony to the rear on the second floor which also had an outlook in the same direction as that of the proposal. The dwellings at Strand Mews were front facing to the south-west and looked out onto the existing parking area. The windows proposed on the rear of the extension were orientated to the north-west which meant that over-looking from those windows would only have oblique views towards 1-3 Strand Mews and not direct. Whilst balconies were proposed on this rear elevation, the floor area of them ranges at 3-4sqm at first and second floor level and then there was one larger area at 15sqm on the third floor. The balconies were recessed into the building so views would be directed towards the north-west. It was acknowledged that oblique views could be taken from the balustrades but the relevant area associated with 1-3 Strand Mews serves front gardens which were already open to public views. 

In relation to archaeology and built heritage, the proposal included the demolition of the detached single storey building to the rear of the site and the boundary wall enclosing it, in addition to some elements of the rear elevation of King House. The building to the rear of the site was single storey and constructed in blockwork with a corrugated metal roof and did not display any of the typical characteristics of the buildings in the conservation area listed in the design guide.  The 2m high wall enclosing it was partially constructed in stone, and the rear section was brick. In view of all of those considerations, the rear outbuilding and boundary wall were not considered to make a positive contribution to the conservation area and would be no objection in principle to their demolition.  Some sections of the rear elevation of King House were also proposed to be demolished in order to permit the construction of a glass link to the new apartment building beyond. Most of the glazing on the existing rear elevation was double glazed and there would be no objection to their removal. The majority of the historic fabric of King House was being retained and it was considered that the building made a material contribution to the conservation area and therefore its retention and incorporation into the scheme was welcomed. 

In relation to access, road safety and car parking, the Planning Officer outlined that the proposal did not include in-curtilage parking. The site was located within the town centre close to transport links of both bus and rail and within walking distance of amenities.  A Transport Assessment Form (TAF) was completed and submitted in support of the application. It established that there were several on-street car parking spaces and public car parks located within short walking distance of the site, some of which were free to use after 6pm and before 8am Monday to Saturday. The parking survey demonstrated that on average there were 173 available spaces within a 200m walking distance of the site between the hours of 7pm and 7am. 

Given the town centre location, the availability of parking spaces within walking distance of the site and of alternative modes of transport, it was considered that parking was not critical to serve the proposed development. Following the most recent objection the applicant had offered the use of a travel card for a period of two years for each apartment which would encourage the use of public transport and promote more sustainable living.  If Committee were minded then submission of details for the use of this card could be negatively conditioned.  DfI Roads were consulted and subsequently offered no objections to the proposal. Historic Environment Division (HED) had considered the impacts of the proposal on the nearby Grade B2 Johnny the Jig statute and consider that the listed building was sufficiently removed to remain unaffected by this application. There were no archaeological, built heritage or landscape features to protect or integrate into the overall design and layout of the development. 

At the time of presentation 60 letters of representation, from 8 different addresses, had been received and this number included 2 pro-forma letters.  In accordance with the Scheme of delegation multiple letters of objection from one individual person (or body including any corporate entity) would constitute one objection.
The objections raised varying issues which included:
· Development increasing population density 
· Potential for noise and light pollution on nearby residential receptors 
· Impact on parking 
· Impact on residential character 
· Loss of light and overshadowing 
· Impact on the Conservation area 
All of those matters had been covered in the detailed case officer report and also discussed in this presentation.   
 
In summary the development of the site included the removal of an unattractive outbuilding and its replacement with a high quality residential/office scheme which would enhance the conservation area. The original building fronting High Street would be unaffected so the street scene in this location would not be disrupted. In terms of height, scale and massing of the new rear building the height was set at a level that was below the ridge line of the main building fronting onto High Street and was therefore invisible from High Street. The buildings to the south (43 and 45 High Street) were significantly taller than the proposal meaning that when viewed from Strand Mews the proposal was set against them as a backdrop resulting in minimal visual impact on the area.  It was considered that the proposal was in keeping with the surroundings and the density was no higher than that of the surrounding area.  The apartments would have no adverse impact on adjacent properties and would cause no significant overlooking or overshadowing. There was sufficient separation between the proposed development and the existing two storey dwellings to the rear, as the public road was between, which would reduce any adverse impacts on residential amenity.  Therefore, on this basis it was recommended that planning permission should be granted subject to the stated planning conditions with delegated powers to amend the condition relating to the travel cards.  

The Chair invited questions from Members for the Planning Officer. 

Councillor Cathcart queried the response received from DfI in respect of the survey and did not agree with the idea that residents should use pay and display car parks. 

The Head of Planning clarified that DfI responded with an opinion but were content for the Planning department to assess the parking. She highlighted the considerations including the town centre location, proximity to public transport, availability of car parks in the area and travel cards would be provided to promote sustainable travel. 

Councillor Cathcart questioned if an additional condition was being proposed in respect of the travel cards.  The Planning Officer confirmed that to be case and explained that following the most recent objection, the Agent had contacted the Planning department with the suggestion of the use of travel cards. 

As a Holywood resident, the Mayor spoke of the difficulties faced daily finding a car parking space in Holywood. She disputed that car parking would not be an issue for this application. She encouraged the growth of Holywood, people living in the town centre and more small sustainable units however parking was needed. The Mayor stated that she had grave concerns regarding the parking and the parking survey undertaken. She appreciated the efforts that the developer had made providing travel cards however did not feel they were realistic solution to the problem. The Planning Officer explained that in terms of the assessment of the application, the land was back land development, the building was in need of works and town centre living was to be promoted.  It was a small site with the proposal for studio apartments. She recognised the parking element however a parking survey had been carried out, the apartments were ideal for sustainable living and travel cards would be provided.

The Mayor recognised the transport links however felt that the majority of the residents in the apartments would have a car putting additional pressure on the parking in the area. 

Councillor Hennessy hoped that the apartments would be attractive to those people without cars. He expressed concerns regarding the neighbours at No 27. The current dwelling was one storey and was being replaced by a 4 storey dwelling and he felt that would be overbearing and would overshadow. The Planning Officer explained that the 4 storey was recessed into the roof and set slightly back. 

Referring to the visual, Councillor Hennessy felt the shadow would impact the nearby houses. 

The Planning Officer explained that although it did fail the light test, it would not be deemed unacceptable as there was still plenty of light available with an open aspect. 

The Head of Planning expanded and highlighted the need to balance the material considerations. It was a town centre location and a sustainable location. 

The Chair invited Michael Worthington (Agent) and Morne Strydom (Applicant) to come forward who were speaking in support of the application. 

Mr Worthington stated that the application had been dealt with thoroughly by the Planning department and all consultations had been returned with no objections raised by the consultees. He thanked the Planning department for their work where they had recommended that the application be approved subject to the stated planning conditions. Mr Worthington stated that he was happy to accept those planning conditions.   

The Chair invited questions from Members. 

Councillor Wray noted the concerns around parking and asked the representatives thoughts with regard those concerns.  He asked how many people would be using the office space which would potentially bring additional cars.   Mr Worthington outlined that car parking demand occurred at different times of the day. The peak parking demand for residential uses was overnight (6 pm – 8 am). He advised that he drove through Holywood every day, very early in the morning and there were rarely any cars parked in the High Street stretch of the road at that time. In relation to Strand Mews, that area was owned by the Housing Executive. When the transport assessment was carried out, Strand Mews was specifically excluded. Mr Worthington viewed the legitimate concerns as a matter of lack of policing by the Housing Executive and believed they could do more to prevent the authorised access of Strand Mews by commuters. He emphasised that was not a matter for the Council or himself to solve. He advised that it was likely that the office would accommodate 4-6 people however those people should not be parking in Strand Mews. Morne and his associates were happy to communicate to the new residents of the apartments and the people within the office that parking should not occur at Strand Mews. 

Councillor Hennessy questioned how the building works would take place.  Mr Worthington advised that Morne were exploring methods of construction with a possible pre-fabricated construction. If access was required via Strand Mews that would need to occur with the agreement of the Housing Executive. He accepted that all building works caused some degree of disruption to the nearby residents.    

The Mayor asked if the Agent had any other ideas to mitigate the increase in cars. Mr Worthington stated that he had lots of ideas however he felt it was up to the Housing Executive to take action. As had been detailed travel cards would be provided to the new occupiers. There was no capacity within the site for car parking spaces. 

Councillor Smart stated he had discussed the issue with the Housing Executive on a number of occasions and they had never found a way that was legal or affordable to enforce such parking issues. He did not understand how the building owner could dictate no parking in Strand Mews.

Mr Worthington stated that Strand Mews was private and any access would need to be undertaken with the agreement of the Housing Executive. In relation to the management of the car parking, the only mechanism was to tell the new occupiers not to park at Strand News which was also advised to the tenants of King House. 

As there were no further questions, the representatives returned to the public gallery. 

The Chair invited questions from Members. 

In response to a question from Councillor Cathcart, the Planning Officer stated that the building was in use as a laundrette, therefore a commercial identity already existed without parking provision and was proposed to be replaced with an office.

Proposed by Alderman Smith, seconded by Councillor Wray, that the recommendation be adopted, that planning permission be granted.   

Alderman Smith felt the proposal was an enhancement of the area and in terms of policy having people living in the town centres was a priority.  He recognised the parking issues which was a challenge but believed that should not be to the negation of future developments.  

Councillor Cathcart stated that in terms of making a balanced decision on the proposal there was a need to look at the planning policy. He felt the mixture of commercial and residential was an appropriate use of the town centre.  He recognised parking was an issue and he felt it was a difficult call to make. The proposal was a good design and he hoped travel cards suggested as a mitigation measure would help. He also hoped the developer would work with the new tenants in terms of parking. 

Councillor Kendall could not support the proposal. She appreciated the willingness of the applicant to mitigate the issue with parking however parking within the town was difficult and she felt Strand Mews would undoubtedly suffer as a result of this development. Councillor Kendall stated that she also did not agree on the basis of PPS7 and felt there would be overshadowing, loss of light and noise disturbance. 

Alderman Graham felt the Committee would be naïve to think that the proposal would not affect the car parking for the residents in Strand Mews. He felt provision should be made for car parking. It was a single storey building currently and to raise that to a four storey building would undoubtedly present overshadowing and be overbearing.  

The proposal was put the meeting and on the Chair using their casting vote was declared CARRIED with 5 FOR, 5 AGAINST, 2 ABSTENTIONS and 4 ABSENT. 

	FOR (5)
	AGAINST (5)
	ABSTAINED (2)
	ABSENT (4)

	Aldermen
	Alderman 
	
	Alderman 

	McAlpine 
	Graham 
	
	McDowell 

	Smith 
	
	
	McIlveen 

	
	
	
	

	Councillors 
	Councillors 
	Councillors 
	Councillors 

	Cathcart 
	Hennessy 
	McClean 
	Kerr

	Harbinson 
	Kendall 
	Smart 
	Morgan 

	Wray 
	McCollum 
	
	

	
	McKee
	
	



RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Smith, seconded by Councillor Wray, that the recommendation be adopted, that planning permission be granted and that delegated authority be awarded to the Planning department to impose the negative conditions. 

Alderman McIlveen returned to the meeting. 

5. 	Update to Statement of Community Involvement 
	(Appendix IX)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity attaching updated Statement of Community Involvement. The purpose of the report was to seek approval of a revised Planning Statement of Community Involvement (SCI).  Subject to approval by Council, and once receipt of agreement had been received from the Department for Infrastructure (DfI) in accordance with Section 4(3) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011, the SCI shall be published, thus fulfilling obligations under regulation 7 of the Planning (Statement of Community Involvement) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015 – available at https://www.legislation.gov.uk/nisr/2015/63/contents/made

The purpose of a Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) was to outline how the Council proposed to engage the community and stakeholders in exercising its planning functions.  The SCI sets out a council’s policy as to the involvement, in the exercise of the Council’s functions under the development management and local development plan provisions of the 2011 Act, of persons who appeared to the Council to have an interest in the matters relating to development in its area.

The SCI explained how the community and stakeholders would be involved in the development management process (planning applications) as well as the preparation of the local development plan.  It would also set out the steps that the Council would take to facilitate community involvement.  It allow everyone to know with whom, what, where and when participation would occur in the planning process. In short, it presented a vision and strategy for involving the community and stakeholders at various stages of the planning process.  The SCI sets out the standards to be met by the Council in terms of community involvement, building upon the minimum requirements set out in both the Planning (Local Development Plan) Regulations (NI) 2015 and the Planning (Statement of Community Involvement) Regulations (NI) 2015.

Section 4 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011 required Council to prepare a SCI. The SCI Regulations set out the requirements for the preparation, form and content and publicity for the SCI.

A Council should involve the community at an early stage in the planning process and anyone who wished to get involved was encouraged to do so at the opportunities provided. The following groups of people were most likely to become involved:

· People living within the area / neighbourhood;
· Elected representatives;
· Voluntary groups;
· Community forums / groups / umbrella organisations;
· Environmental and amenity groups;
· Residents’ groups;
· Business community
· Public bodies;
· Developers / landowners;
· Government departments;
· Adjacent councils;
· Groups identified under Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998.

It should be noted that the above list was not intended to be exhaustive and in no way restricted other individuals, groups and organisations from participating in the planning process.

The planning system could be difficult to understand which meant some groups of people may find it difficult to get involved. Those underrepresented groups could include young people, ethnic minorities, people with disabilities and disadvantaged communities. The Council may therefore wish to liaise with community representatives to help identify under-represented groups within its area and develop strategies and specific consultative methods in order to encourage engagement with these groups in the planning process. This may include targeting participation through workshops, focus groups or mapping exercises and ensuring venues for consultation events were as accessible as possible to all groups of the community, and that events were held at locations within the community and at varying times which appeal to a wider range of people.

The SCI was last reviewed and updated to take account the arrangements for community involvement in the planning system post-pandemic and now deals with privacy in respect of data and consultation arrangements. Once approved by Council, would be submitted to the DfI for review seeking to agree terms as per Planning Act (NI) 2011, Part 2 section 4 (3).  

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the content of this report and approves the updated Statement of Community Involvement.

The Head of Planning spoke briefly to the report. 

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

6.	Update on Planning appeals 
	(Appendix X)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity attaching Appeal decision 2024/E0049. The report detailed the undernoted:- 

Appeal Decisions
1. The following appeal was upheld and enforcement notice quashed on 29 July 2025:

	[bookmark: _Hlk200721240]PAC Ref
	2024/E0049

	Council Ref
	LA06/2023/0607/CA

	Appellant
	Ms C Kelly

	Subject of Appeal
	Erection of Pigeon Loft

	Location
	12 Island View, Greyabbey



An appeal against an Enforcement Notice could be brought on any of the following grounds:
1. that, in respect of any breach of planning control which may be constituted by the matters stated in the notice, planning permission ought to be granted or, as the case may be, the condition or limitation concerned ought to be discharged; 
1. that those matters have not occurred; 
1. that those matters (if they occurred) do not constitute a breach of planning control; 
1. that, at the date when the notice was issued, no enforcement action could be taken in respect of any breach of planning control which may be constituted by those matters; 
1. that copies of the enforcement notice were not served as required by the relevant section of the Planning Act; 
1. that the steps required by the notice to be taken, or the activities required by the notice to cease, exceed what is necessary to remedy any breach of planning control which may be constituted by those matters or, as the case may be, to remedy any injury to amenity which has been caused by any such breach; 
1. that any period specified in the notice falls short of what should reasonably be allowed. 

The Council initially received a complaint about an unauthorised pigeon lift in May 2023 and attempted to engage with the owners.  The Council had to serve an enforcement notice on 18 September 2024 which was appealed under grounds (a) (f) and (g). 

In terms of Ground (a), under policy EXT 1 of the Addendum to PPS 7, the Council considered the pigeon loft offended criterion (b) in that insufficient information had been submitted to demonstrate that the proposal will not unduly affect surrounding residential amenity. 

There was no evidence before the Council that showed that proper cleaning and maintenance was being carried out and therefore had the potential to adversely impact neighbouring amenity by noise, odour, flies and vermin. 

The Commissioner found that as the loft was raised above ground level it protects against vermin and provides an ability for easy cleaning. At the time of the Commissioner’s visit all of the pigeons were within the loft and there was no evidence detected of noise from the structure. The Commissioner concluded that given the distance and intervening features and fact that the number of birds could be controlled by a condition, noise does not unduly affect neighbouring amenity. 

The owner outlined at the appeal that the loft was cleaned, disinfected and the floor scraped each day that was done daily to limit any potential odour and the presence of flies. The Commissioner noted that there was no evidence of flies or odours during his visit. 

However, whilst the Commissioner noted that there were no complaints to the Environmental Health Department, who did not attend the appeal on the day, and concluded that the pigeon loft did not offend policy EXT1, he considered it necessary to impose a condition requiring the owner to submit a management plan for the pigeon loft to the Council for approval. This must include measures on the control of noise, odour, vermin, flies and the management of litter and waste as well as set out the maximum number of pigeons that can be housed at any one time. This was welcomed by the Council as this ensured a level of control over the management of the pigeon loft.   

On this basis the appeal was successful and the Enforcement Notice quashed. There was therefore no requirement from the Commissioner to consider the administrative grounds (f) and (g).

Appeals lodged

No new appeals were lodged since the last council meeting.

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 Smith, seconded by Councillor McCollum, that the recommendation be adopted. 

7.	DfI Annual Planning Statistics 2024-25 
	(Appendix XI)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity attaching DfI Statistical Bulletin 2024-25. The report detailed that the purpose of this report was to update Members on the publication by DfI of the annual finalised results of Northern Ireland planning statistics April 2024 – March 2025 issued.

The bulletin, the press release and detailed tables could be viewed on the Department’s website here: https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/publications/northern-ireland-planning-statistics-april-2024-march-2025

The report advised that there had been some key events in recent years that would have impacted on planning activity and processing performance including the coronavirus pandemic with varying restrictions in place up until February 2022; the accessibility of the planning system for some users for a period during January and February 2022, and a significant change in IT planning systems with the development and implementation of two new planning systems in June and December 2022; this should be borne in mind when making comparisons with other time periods. 

	Applications in the Major category of development



The following table details the performance for Ards and North Down against the statutory performance indicators.

	[bookmark: _Hlk174977259]Majors
	Received
	Decided
	Approved
	Withdrawn
	Average Processing Time
(target 30 wks)

	Quarter 1
	2
	1
	1
	0
	80.6

	Quarter 2
	1
	1
	1
	0
	90.5

	Quarter 3
	1
	2
	2
	0
	30.7

	Quarter 4
	0
	1
	1
	0
	304.3

	Total
	4
	5
	5
	0
	107.4



The time taken to process a decision/withdrawal was calculated from the date on which an application was deemed valid to the date on which the decision was issued or the application was withdrawn. The median was used for the average processing time as any extreme values have the potential to inflate the mean, leading to a result that may not be considered as "typical".

Update on major applications
Majors - Quarter 1

Planning ref LA06/2022/1076/F was for 63 dwellings, open space, landscaping, parking and access was approved on 8 May 2024 located at 50 Main Street and lands to the rear of Nos 38-48 Main Street, Carrowdore. The proposal sought approval for Phase 2 at the site. Phase 1 was granted under planning ref LA06/2022/0881/F for 25No. Dwellings open space, landscaping, parking and all other associated site and access works, on 10 November 2023 with the principle of development on the site granted under planning ref: X/2009/0470/F.

Majors - Quarter 2
LA06/2022/1072/F was for a new proposed post primary school, car park, bus drop off area and playing pitches with floodlighting at the former Redburn Primary School site on the Old Holywood Road, Holywood.  

The application, submitted in October 2022 required extensive consultations with many consultees requesting submission of further detailed information in order to be able to provide substantive responses – all which required further re-advertisement neighbour notified in addition to assessing submitted objections to the proposal.

DfI Roads initially had concerns with the proposal which were not resolved until the final consultation response on the application on 20 June 2024. The application was presented to Planning Committee on 02 July 2024 with a recommendation of approval.

Majors - Quarter 3
Recorded in the statistics for Quarter 3 are two applications determined with an average processing time of 30.7 weeks against the statutory performance target of 30 weeks. 

The two applications relate to the Section 54 applications:

LA06/2023/2248/F - variation of condition to accommodate the wildlife corridor associated with the residential development at Beverley Heights on Bangor Road, Newtownards with a processing time of 42 weeks; and

LA06/2024/0559/F – variation of phasing conditions and new drainage solution at Queen’s Parade (planning ref LA06/2024/0559/F) was processed in 19.5 weeks.

Majors - Quarter 4
Planning ref LA06/2019/0308/F was the application for the extension of the existing Comber Greenway approved on 10 Jan 2025. Members would recall that this long running application was affected by the central portion of the original application being affected by restrictions of the dual carriage and concerns by DFI Roads. To progress the application, the proposal was amended to remove the central portion of the lands affected in order to enable the remainder of the lands to be considered for the Greenway with the ‘final’ portion to be submitted for determination under a fresh application once issues had been resolved with the statutory consultee. That was reflected the 304.3 weeks processing time for determination.

	Applications in the Local category of development



	[bookmark: _Hlk174970195]Locals
	Received
	Decided
	Approved
	Average Processing Time
(target 15 wks)

	Quarter 1
	181
	164
	161
	               34.65

	Quarter 2
	173
	210
	203
	               30.05

	Quarter 3
	153
	170
	161
	               37.49

	Quarter 4
	182
	171
	163
	               35.56

	Total
	689
	715
	688
	               34.18



These figures do not include those applications received which were subsequently returned as Invalid. Of the application received during this time period, the development types were as follows:



Householder Development
Of the 715 local applications determined above, 332 applications fell within the ‘householder development’ category of development, i.e. applications for alternations to an existing dwelling such as extensions, conservatories, loft conversions, or outbuildings within the boundary of a dwelling.  Planning Service operated an internal target of 65% of householder development proposals being processed within 8 weeks.

In 2024-2025, 132 of the 332 applications were determined within 8 weeks (39.8%) whilst of the 332 householder applications received from 01Apr ‘24 - 31Mar ‘25 a total of 230 were determined within the statutory target of 15 weeks (69.3%).  

Additional Activity
[bookmark: _Hlk174972976]In addition to the above planning applications, it was important to draw attention to additional work carried out within the Development Management Section which was not reported upon.  Additional activity details the "non-application" workload of the Planning Service, and includes Discharge of conditions, Certificates of Lawfulness (Proposed & Existing), Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs)/ Consents to Fell Trees in Conservation Area, Pre-Application Discussions (PADs), Proposals of Application Notice (PANs) and Non-Material Changes.  Preparation of Statements of Case for appeals and attendance at hearings was not detailed.

	Type
	Received
01/04/24 – 31/03/2025
	Determined - by 31/03/2025

	Discharge of Condition
	98
	59

	Certificate of Lawfulness
	63
	47

	Non-Material Change
	49
	43

	Pre-Application Discussion 
	23
	N/A

	Proposal of Application Notice
	5
	N/A

	TPO
	71
	58



For PADs and PANS, only the received cases were included in the table as it was not considered appropriate to report on decided/withdrawn cases or processing times for these types of activity.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the content of this report and attachment.

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

8.	Update on Trees Preservation Orders and Works 
	(Appendix XII)	

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity attaching the quarterly update to Planning Committee regarding detail relating to Tree Preservation Orders served and applications for consent to carry out works to protected trees. The update provided information from 13 May 2025 (date of previous report) to 13 August 2025. 

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the content of this report.

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

Exclusion of Public/Press 

AGREED, on the proposal of Councillor Smart, seconded by Alderman McIlveen, that the public/press be excluded during the discussion of the undernoted item of confidential business. 

9.	Quarterly update on Enforcement Matters
	(Appendix XIII)

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

Schedule 6:6a – Information which reveals that the council proposes to give under any statutory provision a notice by virtue of which requirements are imposed on a person.   

The report provided an update for Members in respect of the status of live enforcement notices, court proceedings and proposed summons action. 

RE-ADMITTANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

AGREED, on the proposal of Councillor Smart, seconded by Alderman Smith, that the public/press be re-admitted to the meeting.

Termination of meeting 

The meeting terminated at 10.03 pm. 

LOCAL APPS DECIDED IN 2024-25 - BY TYPE	RESIDENTIAL	COMMERCIAL	INDUSTRIAL	AGRICULTURE	MIXED USE	CHANGE OF USE	GOVERNMENT 	&	 CIVIC	OTHER	511	117	11	15	9	27	10	15	
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