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[bookmark: _Hlk170115949]ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL

A meeting of the Planning Committee was held in the Council Chamber, Church Street, Newtownards on Tuesday 3rd September 2024 at 7.00 pm. 
	
PRESENT:

In the Chair: 	Alderman McIlveen

Aldermen: 		Graham 
			McDowell 
			
Councillors:		Cathcart			McKee (zoom)
Creighton 			McLaren
Harbinson			Morgan
Kendall			Rossiter
Kerr (19:12, zoom)		Wray			 			McCollum							  		 
[bookmark: _Hlk160713322][bookmark: _Hlk161061012]Officers:	Director of Prosperity (A McCullough), Head of Planning (G Kerr), Principal Planners (C Blair (in person) and C Barker (via zoom) and Democratic Services Officer (S McCrea)  

1. 	Apologies

Apologies for inability to attend were received from Alderman P Smith and Councillor Rossiter.

2.	Declarations of Interest

No declarations of interest were made, but Members were reminded that they could declare at any time throughout the meeting. 

3.	Matters arising from minutes of Planning Committee meeting of 06 august 2024 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Copy of the above minutes. 

NOTED.

4.	Planning Applications 

4.1	LA06/2022/0827/F - LANDS APPROXIMATELY 250M SW OF 240 SCRABO ROAD, NEWTOWNARDS. STABLE BUILDING AND ASSOCIATED HAYSHED/TACK ROOM AND EQUIPMENT STORE

Following the late submission of additional information, Item 4.1 was deferred to a future Planning Committee meeting.

4.2	LA06/2023/1739/F - 5 MARIAN WAY, PORTAFERRY. SINGLE DWELLING WITH NEW ACCESS & ASSOCIATED SITE WORKS

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s report. 

[bookmark: _Hlk173226542]DEA: Ards Peninsula
Committee Interest: A local development application attracting six or more separate individual objections contrary to case officer’s recommendation.
Proposal: Single dwelling with new access & associated site works
Site Location: 5 Marian Way, Portaferry
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 

The Principal Planning Officer explained that the application was before members this evening as it was a local development application attracting six or more separate individual objections, which were contrary to the case officer’s report. On this occasion there were 22 objections from nine separate addresses. 

Members were asked to note that the objections had been fully assessed in the case officer’s report against the planning policy and taking account of consultee responses which offered no objections subject to a number of conditions including by DfI Roads. 

There were a pair of two storey semi-detached dwellings on either side of the site. The site itself descended gradually from roadside ground level towards the rear boundary. A wall with timber fence on top and timber fencing defined the boundary adjoining No.5 Marian Way to the southwest with hedging and bushes marking the boundary with No.3 to the northeast. 

In the next slide, Policy QD1 of PPS 7 for Quality Residential Environments was shown to Members. The site was located within the settlement limit of Portaferry with no specific zoning or designation in the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 and the surrounding character was of a residential nature. The site comprised of a former garden area and did not consist of the loss of any public open space.

There were two other recent approvals along Marian Way, which were provided in the case officer’s report which showed the granting of permission for two pairs of two-storey semi-detached dwellings on wider plots of land, both accommodating in-curtilage parking to the front of the dwellings meaning the proposed buildings lay slightly behind the existing building line. It had not appeared out of keeping with the surrounding area. 

Whilst this current application was for a single two-storey dwelling on a narrower site, it too had been designed to include in-curtilage parking for two cars to the front, and with the proposed house slightly positioned behind the adjacent building line. Although this site could only accommodate a single dwelling, it was within the urban area where proposed development was looked on favourably and street uniformity was not critical in this area with different types of accommodation welcomed. The overall design of the dwelling respected the neighbouring dwellings and was of a high quality, as was shown to Members in a slide.

A further slide showed the proposed site layout and proposed elevations. The proposed dwelling, which measured 7.66m high, respected the neighbouring properties in terms of size, scale, density and did not dominate the street scene.
The dwelling sat slightly behind the building line of neighbouring dwellings however this was due to the proposed in-curtilage parking, which had also been previously granted for other recent approvals. 

In terms of private amenity space, the proposed dwelling was provided with over 150 square metres which far exceeded the minimum required for an urban area. 
In terms of neighbouring residential amenity, the first-floor gable windows serving bathrooms and landing would be obscure glazed. 

The separate distance from gable to gable was 3.9m with No.5 and 4.26 metres with No.3. The proposal met the light tests and did not result in an adverse impact due to overshadowing. 

The proposed raised terrace at the rear of the new dwelling would only overlook the rear portions of the adjacent long back gardens and would not result in unacceptable overlooking or loss of privacy including into habitable rooms. 

Another slide showed cross-sections and photos of the site. 

Concerns were raised in objection letters regarding parking. A parking survey was submitted and DfI Roads noted that it had considered the parking survey, objections and proposed site layout which included two in-curtilage spaces. It advised that the application as it stood was acceptable, offering no objection subject to conditions, which were set out in the case officer report. 

With regard to representations made in respect of the planning application, there were 22 objections from nine separate address received. The main thrust related to the parking and access, design, residential amenity and impact on natural heritage including removal of hedging and landscaping, and bat roost potential. On the back of these points raised in relation to the bat roost potential and landscaping concerns, a consultation was carried out with NED who offered no objections or conditions to be included.  

Members were asked in further slide to note the Orthophotography dated 2003 showing the gardens/spaces, which had since been developed/approved over time. The spaces had been ‘filled in’ and the site formed a logical infill site consistent with and maintaining the character and appearance of development along Marian Way and did not represent overdevelopment of the site or ‘town cramming’.

In conclusion, the Officer explained that it had been considered the proposal would not cause any significant adverse impact on the character of the area, nor would it result in any significant loss of amenity for surrounding residents and as such, he recommended approval of the application.

Other slides provided Members with relevant Planning History

As there were no questions to the Officer, Mr Ballard, speaking in support of the application, was invited to join the Chamber and advised that he had five minutes to present his case. Mr Ballard explained that he was from Reality Architects and present at the committee on behalf of the applicant. He thanked Officers for their efforts and reports and that he could answer any queries or questions. 

Councillor McCollum in regard to some representations from objectors that focused on in-curtilage parking which had been previously approved for houses that were under construction on the street, asked if it had alleviated the issue of parking to which Mr Ballard advised an in-depth parking report had been completed and the situation dealt with. Two parking spaces had been provided.

With no other questions, Mr Ballard returned to the gallery at 19:13.

Proposed by Councillor Wray, seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that the recommendation be adopted, and that planning approval be granted.

Councillor Wray had agreed with Mr Ballard’s comments on an in-depth analysis and that objections had been investigated and dealt with. Councillor Cathcart welcomed the approval explaining that with the history of the street, there appeared to be no reasons why planning should go forward.

RESOLVED on the proposal of Councillor Wray, seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that planning permission be granted.    

[bookmark: _Hlk103006379]4.3	LA06/2024/0398/F - Grass Sports pitches adjacent to Ward Arras Pavilion, Ward Park, approximately 55m north of 2a Gransha Road, Bangor. Installation of a ball backstop fence at the western tip of the softball field
	
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Bangor Central
Committee Interest: Application made by the Council
Proposal: Installation of a ball backstop fence at the western tip of the softball field.
Site Location: Grass Sports pitches adjacent to Ward Arras Pavilion
Ward Park, approximately 55m north of 2a Gransha Road, Bangor
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission

The Officer (C Blair) explained that the application was before members as it was a Council planning application.

Slide 1 showed an aerial image of the site – The application site was located within the existing Ward Park playing fields area and had a backdrop of mature trees to the south and southwest. The site, which was in the urban area, did not conflict with the area plan or any planning policy. 

Members were asked to note that no letters of representation had been submitted. 

Slide 2 showed details of the ball back-stop fence and a site photo.

The fencing was to be a green coloured metal mesh and be vibration and tamper resistant. It would not have any impact on existing trees and would have no impact on residential amenity with the closest dwelling approximately 55m to the south with a road in between. The application had no adverse impact on any priority species or habitat.

In conclusion, the Principal Planner recommended that full planning permission be granted.

Councillor Cathcart asked what the requirement for planning permission was in this scenario given it was of such small scale. The Principal Planner explained that as the fence would be over two metres in height, it would require planning permission whilst the Head of Planning added that the application was required to be presented at Planning Committee due to there being Council interest in the land. 

Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Harbinson, that the recommendation be adopted, and that planning approval be granted.

Councillor Harbinson was happy with the decision, adding that facilities such as this helped promote sport and that he was happy to second.

RESOLVED on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Harbinson, that planning permission be granted.    

4.4	LA06/2024/0603/LBC - Market House, The Square, Portaferry 1.1m pedestrian railing at entrance to match existing railings to the SW

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Ards Peninsula
Committee Interest: Application made by the Council
Proposal: 1.1m pedestrian railing at entrance to match existing railings to the SW.
Site Location: Market House, The Square, Portaferry
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission

The Principal Planner (C Blair) advised that the application was before members as it was a Council Planning application for Listed Building Consent. No objections or other representations had been received.

Slide 1 showed the Site Location Plan 

[bookmark: _Int_bAt7Qtb9]The application site was within the settlement limits of Portaferry and was in the Strangford and Lecale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Portaferry Conservation Area.

Market House was a Grade B+ Listed Building. 

Slide 2 showed the proposed railing

The proposed entrance railing as designed to match existing railings located at the site. HED considered the proposed works to be sympathetic in nature with use of appropriate materials and details, which was policy compliant.

The Council Conservation Officer offered no objection given this minor nature of development which had no impact on either the immediate surroundings or wider context of the conservation area.

In conclusion, the Principal Planner recommended that listed building consent was granted. 
 
Proposed by Councillor Wray seconded by Councillor Kendall, that the recommendation be adopted, and that planning consent is granted.

Councillor Wray had been at the site (in relation to a non- planning matter) on Saturday and was happy with the approval. 
	
	



RESOLVED on the proposal of Councillor Wray, seconded by Councillor Kendall, that listed building consent be granted.    

[bookmark: _Hlk173226794]5.	Update on Planning Appeals 
	(FILE REF: 160051)

[bookmark: _Hlk173227020]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from Director of Prosperity attaching information about the Appeal decisions, as below.

Appeal Decisions

1. The following appeal was dismissed on 9 August 2024.

	PAC Ref
	2023/L0012

	Council Ref
	LA06/2022/0521/LDP

	Appellant
	Greenbay Apartments Ltd

	Subject of Appeal
	Refusal of a Certificate of Lawfulness of Proposed Use or Development – 
Commencement of development in the form of construction of foundations and the establishment of sight lines to satisfy conditions 1 and 2 on planning permission X/2008/1064/F.

	Location
	84 Warren Road, Donaghadee



The main issue of this appeal against the Certificate of Lawfulness for a Proposed Development (CLOPUD) was whether the development had commenced in accordance with planning permission X/2008/1064/F prior to its expiration.
Full planning permission X/2008/1064/F was granted on 21st July 2010 for the demolition of a former care home and the development of 26 2-bedroom apartments in three blocks with associated landscaping and car parking.

The Council accepted that foundations were laid prior to the expiration of the above permission however there was one pre-commencement condition (condition 2) applied to the planning permission. 

Condition 2 of planning permission X/2008/1064/F stated that the vehicular access, including visibility splays and any forward sight line, would be provided in accordance with the approved plans, prior to the commencement of any works or other development hereby permitted. The reason stated was to ensure that there would be a satisfactory means of access in the interests of road safety and the convenience of road users.

Until the pre-commencement conditions had been satisfied, the Council argued that a decision cannot be lawful. 

There was also a speed sign and electricity pole, which were considered to obstruct visibility as it was located within the area for the visibility splays.

The Commissioner considered whether the condition went to the heart of the planning permission, as was set out in case law (The Whitley Principle). She did not accept the presence of the 11m long pavement surfacing as a significant betterment for pedestrians as there was no distinction in the surfacing materials (apart from a dropped kerb) giving little awareness of the presence of a vehicular access leading to serious concerns of road safety. 

The Commissioner agreed with DfI Roads position that the location of the speed sign could require a vehicle to drive around it into oncoming traffic exiting the site, compromising road safety. 

Finally, the Commissioner did not agree or accept that the Whitley principle had been applied in an ‘over-rigid, overly literal’ manner by the Council. She concluded that the pre-commencement condition 2 had not been discharged as required, and therefore the planning permission had not lawfully commenced.

The Commissioner’s detailed report is found under Item 5A. 

New Appeals Lodged

1. The following appeal was lodged against the refusal of planning permission on 16 August 2024.

	PAC Ref
	2024/A0055

	Council Ref
	LA06/2022/0267/F

	Appellant
	Mr James Overton-White

	Subject of Appeal
	Dry storage unit (Use Class B4) (Retrospective) & replacement of entrance gate at existing builder’s storage yard as per confirmed lawful use of land under ref LA06/2021/1233/LDE (Re-determination of planning application).

	Location
	7 Glenburn Park, Bangor



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

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the report and attachment.

The Head of Planning summarised the report to Members.

Councillor Cathcart, in relation to the subject of Warren Road and foundations having been built, said that he hadn’t been aware of the principle of preconditions for visibility. The Head of Planning explained that the pre-commencement condition had to be complied with before works. An argument was made at the hearing that Council had been too stringent on their interpretation of policy which Officers disagreed with due to road safety issues. A similar issue had arisen in another appeal raised during this case on The Burn Road where a telegraph pole existed in the splays, but this had a different context.

RESOLVED on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor Kendall, that the recommendation be adopted.    

6.	Budgetary Control Report – July 2024 
	(FILE REF: FIN45)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from Director of Prosperity detailing that the Planning Service’s Budgetary Control Report covered the 4-month period 1 April to 31 July 2024. The net cost of the Service was showing an underspend of £2k (0.4%) – box A on page 2.  

Explanation of Variance

The Planning Service’s budget performance was further analysed on page 2 into 3 key areas: 

	Report
	Type
	Variance
	Page

	Report 2
	Payroll Expenditure
	£82k favourable
	2

	Report 3
	Goods & Services Expenditure
	£0.3k favourable
	2

	Report 4
	Income
	£80k adverse
	2



Explanation of Variance
The Planning Service’s overall variance could be summarised by the following table:

	Type
	Variance
£’000
	Comment

	Payroll 
	(82)
	Vacant posts include HPTO, PTO and SPTO. The HPTO & PTO expected to be filled in August with the SPTO post to be recruited.

	Income
	80
	Mainly Planning application fees. No major applications received yet this year.




[image: ]

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report.

The Head of Planning summarised the report to Members, stating that it ran from 1st April to 31st July with net cost underspend of £2k and £80k adverse in terms of income and salaries. 

Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Kendall, that the recommendation be adopted and that the report be noted.

Councillor Cathcart, in relation to the £80k adverse figure thought it could be argued that the figure was not favourable due to vacancies which ideally should be filled. He asked for outline reasons behind the adverse income and for an update on staffing. The Head of Planning advised that no major applications had been submitted to attract a larger fee, but some majors were anticipated. A meeting with a major investor could happen but nothing had been submitted recently. With staffing, they were looking at filling posts with the SPTO to be recruited for. Some staff were on secondments whilst a confirmation had been received for retirement, thus the team were looking at the overall structure of the Planning Department to have gaps filled.

Councillor McCollum asked if there was any reason why no major applications had been made during the reporting period. The Head of Planning explained that the same issue was being experienced through all eleven Councils with a trend of general downtown. During the pandemic, there had been a high proportion of household development that had tailed off while some projects were in the pipeline. However, construction costs had increased by one quarter with many developers deciding to hold back due to costs. Change-of-house applications had been made potentially due to costs as well.

Councillor McCollum queried if the NI Water issues were still relevant to which the Head of Planning advised that legal advice had been sought as applications could not be left sitting which in turn would have an adverse effect on statistics. From that, a step was taken to attach a negative condition of development not commencing until connections were secured. Just because a developer may receive a green form would not mean that everything would fall into place for construction to begin but with planning permission, they could at least outsource other issues. The Council encouraged developers to talk to NI water first before submitting any application as it could be the case that they’d have to put an element of the funding toward infrastructure.

Alderman Graham, regarding construction costs rising coupled with infrastructure costs all being incumbent on developers of large schemes, asked if it was fair for additional pressures to be added to the industry, and if costs of land would continue to rise. The Head of Planning could not answer the question on land prices but did say that Council did not force developers to pay money to NI Water. There were many factors that needed to be considered by all parties. In very large developments, there has been a willingness to foot the additional charges on infrastructure connections. If it was unaffordable for a developer, they would not do so. Alderman Graham recalled a deputation from the Housing Association who had been very clear that there had been a lack of provision for social housing, and it too tied in with infrastructure requirements. He believed it was a problem that needed addressing from all parties involved. 

RESOLVED on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Kendall, that the recommendation be adopted.    

7.	Planning Statistics April 2023 – March 2024
	(FILE REF: 160051)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from Director of Prosperity which provided an update to Members on the publication by DFI of the annual finalised results of Northern Ireland planning statistics April 2023 – March 2024 issued on 01 August. 

The bulletin had been attached, and 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-2023-march-2024

The report advised that the transfer to the new planning portals would have impacted on planning activity and processing performance; this should be borne in mind when making comparisons with other time periods. The reporting of data relating to the number of enforcements concluded and processing times had recommenced in this report. 

	Applications in the Major category of development



The following table detailed 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
	1
	1
	1
	0
	93.2

	Quarter 2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	-

	Quarter 3
	3
	2
	2
	0
	78.7

	Quarter 4
	2
	3
	3
	0
	96

	Total
	7
	6
	6
	0
	84.7



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 is issued, or the application was withdrawn. The median was used for the average processing time as any extreme values had the potential to inflate the mean, leading to a result that may not be considered as "typical".

Majors - Quarter 1

LA06/2021/0917/F was decided for 58no dwellings at Ardara in Comber.
The application, on land zoned for housing within the Ards and Down Area Plan, was submitted 28 June 2021.

All of the consultees required submission of additional information and amended designs, which required re-advertising and re- neighbour notification and the carrying out of further consultation and all subsequent further objections assessed.

There were NI Water issues which required a separate legal agreement required to be drafted by the Council’s Planning lawyers and then executed between the Council and the applicant and sealed by the Council.

The last information submitted by the applicant was November 2022 and the application was presented to Planning Committee on 06 December 2022 with a recommendation of approval, subject to execution of the legal agreement referred to above.  The legal agreement was given approval to be signed and sealed at the Council meeting on 26 April 2023.  The agreement was then signed and sealed once the call-in period had expired, and the decision notice was issued dated 17 May 2023 (processing time 93.2 weeks)

Majors - Quarter 3

[bookmark: _Hlk174974957]LA06/2021/0061/F for proposed residential development for 188 dwellings, open space (including NS 43), landscaping, children's play area, next phase of the distributor road, internal road network, SuDS Pond, and all associated site and access works and proposed amendment of the section 76 planning agreement for the Rivenwood housing development in Newtownards was approved at Planning Committee meeting in October and decision issued on 03 November. This application was for the development of phases 3a and 3b of the NS20 zoning.

LA06/2023/1959/F was decided for the erection of new arrival and welcome building
(Culture Hub), collection & exhibition building (Industry Zone), staff and volunteer hub and other extensive works at Cultra Folk Museum. The application was submitted on 23 June 2023 and was approved at Planning committee meeting on 05 December 2023 subject to NIEA responses (processing time 20 weeks).

Majors – Quarter 4 

LA06/2021/0118/F was decided for a housing development of 98 units and detached garages and extension to footpath on Shore Road at St Andrews housing development in Ballyhalbert.

The application was presented at planning committee meeting on 07 November 2023. The motion to grant permission, subject to conditions, was carried by members of the Committee following which negotiations were required for the inclusion of a playpark which the developer agreed to and required re-neighbour notification and re-advertising. 

The application was brought back to the Planning committee meeting in February 2024 and the decision notice issued on 13 February (processing time 144 weeks).

[bookmark: _Hlk174972703]LA06/2022/0873/F was decided for the relocation and redevelopment of Bangor Central Integrated Primary School on vacant site North of Balloo Road, Bangor, to provide a new 22 class primary school building and recreational areas. The application also included a new vehicular access with right turn lane off Balloo Road, internal vehicular configuration and site layout to include car parking, car and bus pick up/drop off areas and pedestrian crossing points. 

This application was subject to a significant number of objections in relation to intensification of traffic in the area. There were also NI Water capacity issues on site which required an off-site solution to be found by the developer in liaison with NI Water which required a legal agreement to be drawn up (processing time of 62 weeks).

LA06/2023/2434/F - Proposed residential development of 95 dwellings (reduction in density from 108 dwellings approved under LA06/2019/0603/F) to include roads, parking, infrastructure, landscaping and retention of Bawn Wall.  Vehicular access to the site would be from Castlebawn Drive.

The above application for social housing which was subject to funding deadlines was presented at the Special Planning committee meeting on 21 March 2024 with a processing time of 16.3 weeks.

	Applications in the Local category of development



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

	Quarter 1
	201
	248
	225
	51.0

	Quarter 2
	184
	190
	175
	14.6

	Quarter 3
	180
	187
	176
	17.2

	Quarter 4
	217
	186
	156
	17.1

	Total
	782
	838
	732
(97% approval rate)
	16.0



Of the application received during this time period, the development types were as follows:
[image: ]
Householder Development

Of the local applications determined above, 333 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 operates an internal target of 65% of householder development proposals being processed within 8 weeks.

In 2023-2024, 223 applications were determined within 8 weeks (67%) whilst of the 353, 290 were determined within the statutory target of 15 weeks (87%).  

Additional Activity

In addition to the above planning applications, it was important to drawn 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.
[bookmark: _Hlk174972976]
	Type
	Received
01/04/23 – 31/03/2024
	Determined - by 31/03/2024

	Discharge of Condition
	78
	65

	Certificate of Lawfulness
	46
	30

	Non-Material Change
	46
	39

	Pre-Application Discussion 
	37
	

	Proposal of Application Notice
	5
	

	TPO
	55
	27



For PADs and PANS, only the received cases are 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.

The Head of Planning summarised the report to Members. The yearly report explained transfer to the planning portal would affect planning activity and the majors that required work to be carried in relation to stats. Detail was provided of previous applications that had come through majors and decided ones with detail provided on progress in terms of weeks; where delays occurred and why. Local figures were more positive with 16-week averages for the year and from the pie chart, as expected, the type of applications submitted were mainly residential. Household development continued to perform well. Additional activity alongside planning permissions did not attract fees with pre-application discussions, material changes, TPOs etc., all of which stats had been provided for. 

Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Harbinson, that the recommendation be adopted, and the report be noted.

Councillor Cathcart was pleased to see a decrease in the average number of weeks as well as more household developments, believing it encouraging given the staffing levels still required for the department.

Councillor McCollum wished to convey support to the Planning Department given the impressive figures and the current working conditions.

Councillor Morgan noted that statistics on major applications were not as good and though she appreciated the amount, the Council were low on the scale, and she wanted assurance that everyone was happy that nothing more could have been done to process applications more quickly.

The Director of Prosperity explained that there was no facility on the planning portal to record an approval at Committee before finalisation of likes of legal agreements. The Head of Planning was providing a report on statutory consultee performance. Though other Councils may have looked better on paper, they weren’t served by the same consultee divisions. Other factors compounded completion times such as requests for more information from consultees or other major factors such as the Department for Infrastructure Roads or Rivers. The Planning Department had to accept amendments provided due to legislation whilst some were subject to environmental criteria that could only be worked on by Senior Planners of which only two existed in the department who had many other responsibilities to manage. 

The Head of Planning agreed that a 30-week target for majors could only occur if a perfect application had been received with all information without further re-consultations. Once additional information was requested, the 30-week target could not be met. Front-loading was encouraged on applications as the department wanted to provide Members with as full a picture as possible on any decision. An example was given of Bangor Central Integrated Primary School; a case with majors listed with the legal agreement to address a water issue but the solution lay beyond land ownership of the school and Education Authority. As such, a legal agreement was required which took months even after finalisation at the Committee. It was only when a decision notice was issued that it would show on stats.

Councillor Kendall recalled a conversation of lobbying in terms of target vs waiting period and wondered if it had yet taken place. The Director of Prosperity explained that she had attended the Planning Statutory Consultee Forum that was chaired by the Deputy Permanent Secretary of the Department of Infrastructure.  It examined ways to look at provision of standing advice from consultees to assist. Additionally, more major applications required consultations in which nothing could be rushed to ensure collaborative and productive work to ensure a quality design. The Council had been criticised for the time spent on Premier Inn, Bangor, but the wait had been worth the result. It was hoped that legislation would allow the Council to set their own validation checklist in order to not accept applications that did not meet a particular standard. 
	
	



RESOLVED on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Harbinson that the recommendation be adopted.    

8.	Update on Tree Preservation Orders & applications for consent works
	(FILE REF: 160051)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from Director of Prosperity which represented 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. This update provided information from 17 May 2024 (date of previous report) to 16 August 2024.

Detail

The table below provided out the figures from the date of the last report to Committee.

Table 1 Tree Preservation Orders Served
	TPO (Full or Provisional)
	Date Served
	Address

	0
	
	



Table 2 Consent for Works Decisions
	TPO or Conservation Area
	Consent Granted /
Notification Accepted*
	Consent Refused

	Tree Preservation Orders
	7
	0

	Address
	1) 44 St Annes Wood, Donaghadee
	

	
	2) 17b Kathleen Avenue, Helens Bay
	

	
	3) High Trees, Donaghadee
	

	
	4) 160 High Street, Holywood
	

	
	5) 27a Bridge Road, Helens Bay
	

	
	6) Lands to the rear of the Walled Garden, 47 Craigdarragh Road, Helens Bay
	

	
	7) Lands to the rear of Beechlands Park, Helens Bay
	

	
	

	Conservation Area
	1
	0

	
	1) 65 Victoria Road, Holywood
	

	
	
	


* Notification referred to when the Council received notification of proposed works to trees within a conservation area.  If the Council did not accept the proposed works, it would have to serve a TPO within the 6-week period from the date of notification.  ‘Notification Accepted’ meant that the Council did not consider it necessary to serve a TPO and thus there was no objection to the proposed works.

Detail

Works to Trees - Tree Preservation Order Protection

1. 44 St Annes Wood, Donaghadee – felling of one tree - the tree had significant decay at the base and suspected internal decay and therefore removal was required for safety reasons. Replacement planting was not considered necessary given the limited scope within the property to replant.

2. 17b Kathleen Avenue, Helens Bay – felling of one tree and carrying out of works to one tree – the tree to be felled had poor form and showed a loss of vigour, given its close proximity to the dwelling, removal was required for safety reasons. Works to the second tree was for management and maintenance reasons. Replanting was conditioned with 1 no. standard native tree at a height of 3-3.5m within the curtilage of the property.

3. High Trees Donaghadee – felling of one tree – the tree showed a significant loss of vigour and was suffering from extensive ash dieback; therefore, removal was required for safety reasons. Replacement planting was not considered necessary given the limited scope to replant within the area of removal. The High Trees development has an extensive landscaping scheme approved which will more than compensate for removal.
 
4. 160 High Street, Holywood – felling of two trees and carrying out of works to 86 trees – one of the trees to be felled had significant decay at the base and the second tree showed a significant loss of vigour as the tree was suffering from extensive ash dieback, therefore removal of both trees was required for safety reasons. Works to 86 trees was required for management and maintenance reasons. Replacement planting was conditioned with 2 no. standard native trees at a height of 3-3.5m to be planted within the curtilage of the site.

5. 27a Bridge Road, Helens Bay – felling of one tree – the tree was located immediately adjacent to the gable of the dwelling and the crown overhung the roof significantly. Given the stature of this tree and its location adjacent to the dwelling, it had outgrown this position and therefore there was no objection to removal. Replacement planting was conditioned with 1 no. standard native tree at a height of 3-3.5m within the curtilage of the property.

6. Lands to the rear of the Walled Garden, 47 Craigdarragh Road, Helen’s Bay – felling of one tree and carrying out of works to 11 trees – the tree to be felled showed a significant loss of vigour and had decaying cavities throughout, therefore removal was required for safety reasons. Works to 11 trees was required for management and maintenance reasons. Replacement planting was conditioned with 1 no. standard Oak tree at a height of 3-3.5m to be planted in as close a position as possible to the tree to be removed.

7. Lands to the rear of Beechlands Park, Helens Bay – felling of three trees and carrying out of works to five trees – one of the trees to be removed had a large decaying cavity on the main stem and internal decay was evident. The second tree to be felled had a poor crown and a significant loss of vigour. It was suffering from extensive dieback. The root structure of the third tree had partially failed and the tree was leaning significantly and was hung up on an adjacent tree. Removal of all three trees was therefore required for safety reasons. The carrying out of works to five trees was required for management and maintenance reasons. Replacement planting was conditioned with 3 no. heavy standard native trees at a height of 3.5-4m within the area of tree removal.

Conservation Area Protection

1. 65 Victoria Road, Holywood – felling of four trees – three of the trees were maintained in ornamental form and had no public visual amenity given their location and limited stature. The fourth tree, although larger in stature, had limited visual amenity and was located immediately adjacent to the gable of the garage. For these reasons, there was no objection to removal. Replacement planting cannot be conditioned in this case.

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the content of this report.

Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the recommendation be adopted, and the report be noted

Councillor Cathcart referred to a TPO issue on a site where a tree had long since been removed which was subject of enforcement action and asked for a general view from Officers. The Principal Planning Officer (C Barker) explained that reviews were ongoing on all TPOs including that which the Councillor had referred to. It was a difficult situation and one that had been picked up by a conveyancing solicitor. It was extremely unlikely that Council would do anything in regard to the site where there was, at present, limited tree cover in regard to the old TPO. The review would assess whether to continue protecting areas based on the situation on the ground and taking account of approvals.
	
	



RESOLVED on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the recommendation be adopted.    

9.	Release of Department for Infrastructure (DFI - Rivers Directorate) ‘Rivers Six Year Strategy’
	(FILE REF: 160051)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from Director of Prosperity outlining that; 

1. A new strategy was circulated by Department for Infrastructure (DFI), Rivers Directorate to its partner organisations (Item 9a) ‘RIVERS SIX YEAR STRATEGY, 2021-2027’ (Item 9b)

2. DFI envisaged that the Strategy would act as a bridge between higher level strategic policy and the day-to-day activity of both Rivers Directorates. It had been developed to coincide with the current cycle of the of the Northern Ireland Flood Risk Management Plan (2021-2027), which identified objectives and measures to manage flood risk across Northern Ireland.

3. A copy of the strategy was attached for information which set out the strategic priorities for both Rivers Directorates for the 2021-2027 period and coincided with the timeframe of the second cycle Flood Risk Management Plan. 

4. DFI intended to develop a subsequent Six Year Strategy to cover the 2027 to 2033 period and recognised the need to continue and enhance an approach to flood management in light of climate change. This would require developing infrastructure, which was adaptable and, DFI states also ‘helping society to learn to ‘live with flooding’ as the construction of infrastructure for the complete prevention of flooding becomes less tenable.’

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the report.

The Head of Planning summarised the report to Members, advising that it was not a policy for Planning but a document to be aware of and be taken into account especially with statutory consultees.

Proposed by Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor Morgan, that the recommendation be adopted the report be noted.

Councillor Morgan referenced an element of the attachments where it had been mentioned about learning to live with increased flooding.  The Director of Prosperity advised that this was in the context of not continually seeking to develop hard protection measures.

RESOLVED on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor Morgan that the recommendation be adopted.    

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

AGREED, on the proposal of Councillor Kendall, seconded by Councillor McCollum, that the public/press be excluded during the discussion of the undernoted items of confidential business at 19:50.

10.	Quarterly Update on Enforcement Matters

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION

This report is presented in confidence to Members under Part 1 of Schedule 6 of the Local Government (Northern Ireland) Act 2014, Exemption 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. 

This report provides updates for Members in respect of the status of live enforcement notices, court proceedings and proposed summons action.

11.	Advance Notice of Consultation re Listing
	(FILE REF: 160051)

NOT FOR PUBLICATION

This report is presented in confidence to Members under Part 1 of Schedule 6 of the Local Government (Northern Ireland) Act 2014, Exemption 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. 

RE-ADMITTANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor McCollum, seconded by Councillor Creighton, that the public/press be re-admitted to the meeting at 20:00.

Termination of meeting 

The meeting terminated at 20:01.
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£ £ £ £ % £

Planning

730Planning 589,244  591,500  (2,256) 1,740,400  (0.4)

Total 589,244  591,500  A (2,256) 1,740,400  (0.4)

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Payroll 

730Planning 758,731  840,800  (82,069) 2,522,500  (9.8)

Total 758,731  840,800  (82,069) 2,522,500  (9.8)

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Goods & Services 

730Planning 70,424  70,700  (276) 367,500  (0.4)

Total 70,424  70,700  (276) 367,500  (0.4)

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Income

730Planning (239,911) (320,000) 80,089  (1,149,600) 25.0 

Totals (239,911) (320,000) 80,089  (1,149,600) 25.0 

REPORT 4                                     INCOME REPORT

REPORT 3            GOODS & SERVICES REPORT

REPORT 1                                            BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT
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