ITEM 8.1

		PC.06.09.22 PM
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL

A meeting of the Planning Committee was held virtually on Tuesday, 6 September 2022 at 7.00 pm via Zoom.  
	
PRESENT:
 
In the Chair: 	Alderman Gibson 

Aldermen:		Keery 
			McIlveen 
	 	 
 Councillors:	Adair			McKee   
			Brooks		McRandal 
			Cooper		Moore 
Cathcart		Thompson
Kennedy		Walker
			McAlpine (19:03)		  	
			McClean (19:09)		 
 	
Officers:	Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning (S McCullough), Head of Planning (A McCullough) Senior Professional and Technical Officer (G Kerr) and Democratic Services Officer (S McCrea)

1. Apologies

An apology was received from Councillor P Smith and condolences were presented for his loss. 

An apology was received from Councillor McClean for lateness. 

2.	Declarations of Interest 

No declarations were made. 

3.	MATTERS ARISING FROM MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING HELD ON 2 AUGUST 2022

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Minutes of the meeting held on 2 August 2022.  

RECOMMENDED that the minutes be noted.   

AGREED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Councillor McRandal, that the minutes be noted.    

4.	Planning Applications 

4.1	LA06/2018/0608/O - Housing development for 8 No. detached dwellings, garages, and associated site works at 47 Manse Road, Glastry, Kircubbin
	(Appendix I)
	
[bookmark: _Hlk109823668]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report outlining the planning application.  

DEA:  Ards Peninsula
Committee Interest:  A Local development application attracting six or more separate individual objections which are contrary to the officer’s recommendation
Proposal:  Housing development for 8 No. detached dwellings, garages, and associated site works
Site Location:  47 Manse Road, Glastry, Kircubbin
Recommendation:  Approval 

The Senior Professional and Technical Officer outlined the detail of the application which sought outline planning permission for a housing development for 8 detached dwellings, garages, and associated site works at 47 Manse Road Glastry, Kircubbin. The application was appearing before members as it was an application that had received more than 6 objections contrary to an officer’s recommendation.

As the proposal was for an outline permission, it was the principle of development which was being considered and if found to be acceptable further details would be submitted at reserved matters stage.  

Site and Surroundings
[bookmark: _Hlk112830832]The site was located at 47 Manse Road, Glastry, Kircubbin and was approximately 0.6 hectares in size. 

The settlement of Glastry was small and rural in character with the majority of existing dwellings being of traditional rural design. Glastry was mostly low density with existing buildings and dwellings well-spaced out and within generous plots

The site was located within the development limit of the small settlement of Glastry as defined in the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015. Although within development limits where there was a presumption in favour of development, the settlement and surrounding area was rural in appearance therefore any proposed development needed to reflect and be sensitive to the surroundings. The land on the opposite side of the road from the site was designated as a Local Landscape Policy Area (LLPA) incorporating the Presbyterian Church, Glastry House and surroundings therefore HED had been consulted on the proposal.

Given the material planning history, it was important to set out some context to the proposal and how it had evolved. The original proposal was for 15 dwellings which was found to be unacceptable as a portion of the proposed development lay outside the settlement limit and was within the countryside. The density was too high and was considered to represent overdevelopment of the site which would have been out of keeping with the character and established built form of the small settlement. Historic Environment Division also raised concerns regarding the impact of this original proposal on the setting of the adjacent listed church opposite the site.

Following lengthy negotiations, the proposal was finally reduced to 8 dwellings, all within the development limit.

This amendment also had a positive effect of the number of objections which had 14 objections to the original proposal and with no additional objections being received when the final scheme was re-advertised and neighbour notified.
 
As the application was for outline permission, the details of design would be submitted at a later stage if an approval is forthcoming. 

The indicative layout showed two rows of detached dwellings positioned at a right angle to the Manse Road with a central green area onto which both rows of dwellings front. The two dwellings adjacent to the Manse Road, appeared to have been designed to have a double frontage on to both the Manse Road and the internal access roads. The specific design details of these dwellings could be considered at Reserved Matters stage to ensure that they provided an attractive frontage to both roads. The building line proposed was considered to be acceptable given that the established built form was characterised by buildings with a relatively close frontage to the road.

Each dwelling fronting the Manse Road would have a site frontage of over 50m which would provide a wide plot width between the two, reflecting the existing spacing between buildings and ensuring the low density feel of the area. 

The central green area could also be landscaped and there was an opportunity to provide hedgerows along the road frontage of the site which would further help to soften the impact of the development and integrate it into its context. The application site was relatively level so there would be no issue with topography. 

Contextual elevations of the development had been provided, which gave an indicative impression of the design, size and scale of the buildings and how they would appear within the setting of the listed church.
 
The dwellings were indicated as having a modest one and a half storey design which would be reflective of the rural setting of the small settlement and very much in keeping with existing adjacent dwellings. 

As referred to earlier, 14 letters of objection had been received from 10 separate addresses, but it should be noted that no further objections were received in 2022 following re-advertisement and re-notifying of neighbours on the final amended scheme.  Concerns expressed included areas such as; adverse impact on character and amenity of area and existing dwelling, size of development and excessive density, development outside settlement limit, impact on road safety and parking, inadequate utility infrastructure, development out of keeping with the LLPA, flooding, impact on setting of listed building, biodiversity, and asbestos (from the demolished building) and vermin.

All material issues had been addressed in the case officer report.

In summary, this proposal was considered to be acceptable on this site and would not cause any harm to the character or appearance of the area. The proposal had been significantly amended to be entirely located within development limits and reduced from 15 to 8 dwellings. All of the statutory consultees were content with the proposal and the objections raised had been fully considered in the officer’s report. 

RECOMMENDED that outline planning permission be granted.

Councillor Adair queried the possibility of street lighting given that similar projects elsewhere had resulted in frustrations by residents. The Senior Professional and Technical Officer advised that the application was only at the outline stage which addressed the principle of development but that DfI could provide conditions for street lighting. Alderman Gibson recalled the condition had been for a minimum of five houses in times gone by but could not speak with certainty as to contemporary regulations in that regard.

Councillor Cathcart referenced the privately owned status that the development would have and believed it could lead to issues for future residents with regard to maintenance issues. He asked how many iterations had occurred of the plans to their most recent state and when objections had been received. The Senior Professional and Technical Officer explained that it had gone through three iterations; from fifteen houses to eleven houses, to eight houses. Objections had been received at the first and second iterations but not at the third, however, the original objections still stood which pushed the threshold for referring to the Planning Committee. Councillor Cathcart believed if objections were received at each stage but not for the most recent iteration that it was safe to assume they were satisfied by the amendments. Alderman Gibson agreed that no objections had been received for the most recent plans but that did not mean that there were still not objections.

Councillor McAlpine shared Councillor Adair’s concerns of street lighting and recalled that problems had existed at Glastry College for lighting and footpaths and that such issues would have to be discussed in Reserve Matters. 

The Senior Professional and Technical Officer reminded Members that the application was only of outline in nature and that all an applicant was required to submit was a red-lined site but that more information had been shared to provide clearer indication as to future plans. The Head of Planning agreed, stating that the outlying application was to look at the red-line boundaries, and that access roads were for developments in excess of five dwellings which would normally be determined and adopted providing plans were of an appropriate standard. The Planning Department would contact the DfI at the next stage but The Head of Planning reiterated the need for plans to meet the DfI criteria. 

Alderman McIlveen believed that individuals knew that they would be buying into private land and/or lanes as it was part of the Matter of Title that was explained to purchasers. 

Councillor Thompson proposed, seconded by Alderman McIlveen that the recommendation be adopted, and outlying planning permission be granted.

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

4.2	LA06/2022/0562/F - Change of use (temporary for 3 years) of parking spaces to parklet (consisting of planters and area for public seating) to front of 57-59 High Street Bangor
	(Appendix II)
	
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report outlining the planning application.  

DEA:  Bangor Central 
Committee Interest:  An application made by Council  
Proposal: Change of use (temporary for 3 years) of parking spaces to parklet (consisting of planters and area for public seating)
Site Location:  Front of 57-59 High Street Bangor
Recommendation:  Approval 

The Senior Professional and Technical Officer outlined the detail of the application for a change of use of parking spaces to a parklet (for a temporary period of 3 years) consisting of planters and an area of public seating to the front of 57-59 High Street Bangor. The application was before Planning Committee as it was a Council application and was one of a number of applications for parklets made by the Council across the borough. No letters of objection were received in relation to the proposal. The recommendation was to grant planning permission

The site occupied a location towards the bottom of High Street in the town centre and proposed area of townscape character and consisted of a couple of on-street parking spaces. The site was located on the northern side of High Street approximately 60m east from the rear of the Flagship Centre. As matter of good practice, Environmental Health was consulted, and no objections were raised. The proposal was 11m long and 2m wide open towards the footpath/shops to be enclosed with timber-effect cladding/planters along the roadside.
 
It was of a scale that would not detract from the adjacent buildings within the ATC, and it was not considered it to be a dominant feature on the street.  Overall, it was not considered the proposal will detract from the surrounding character of the area.
            
The impact on road safety and parking had been fully considered in the case officer report. The proposal would result in the loss of 2 existing parking spaces.  Given the temporary nature of the development and the proximity of the site to alternative parking provision (both on-street and in car parks in the vicinity) on balance, it was considered that the loss 2 parking spaces was not of such significance to warrant refusal of the application.  DFI Roads had been consulted and did not consider the proposal to prejudice the safety of road users and pedestrians (subject to a number of conditions).

The parklet was proposed for a temporary period and a condition could be added to ensure the parklet be removed and land restored to its former condition within 3 years.

RECOMMENDED that planning permission be approved.

Councillor Cathcart proposed, seconded by Councillor McKee that the recommendation be adopted, and planning permission be granted. 

Councillor Cathcart was excited to see the parklets being passed for approval given the applications had been placed two years ago. 

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor McKee that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be granted.

4.3 	LA06/2021/1365/F - Change of use (temporary for 3 years) of parking spaces to parklet (consisting of planters and area for public seating) to front of 115-119 High Street, Bangor
	(Appendix III)
	
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report outlining the planning application.  

DEA:  Bangor Central 
Committee Interest:  An application made by Council  
Proposal:  Change of use (temporary for 3 years) of parking spaces to parklet (consisting of planters and area for public seating)
Site Location:  Front of 115-119 High Street, Bangor
Recommendation:  Approval 

The Senior Professional and Technical Officer outlined the detail of the application.  for a change of use of parking spaces to a parklet (for a temporary period of 3 years) that consisted of planters and an area of public seating to the front of 115-119 High Street, Bangor.

The application was before Planning Committee as it was a Council application and was one of a number of applications for parklets made by the Council across the borough. No letters of objection were received in relation to the proposal. The recommendation is to grant planning permission.

The site occupied a location at what would more locally be known as the top of High Street in the town centre. The site was part of a larger parking located between the public footpath and retail units on one side, and the public road on the other.   The area was noted for several eateries and shops. As matter of good practice, Environmental Health was consulted, and no objections were raised

The proposal was 11m long and 2m wide open towards the footpath/shops to be enclosed with timber-effect cladding/planters along the roadside. 
It was of a scale that would not detract from the adjacent buildings and would not be considered to be a dominant feature on the street.  Overall, it was not considered the proposal would detract from the surrounding character of the area.

The impact on road safety and parking had been fully considered in the case officer report. The proposal was to result in the loss of 2 existing parking spaces.  Given the temporary nature of the development and the proximity of the site to alternative parking provision (both on-street and in car parks in the vicinity) on balance, it was considered that the loss 2 parking spaces was not of such significance to warrant refusal of the application.  DFI Roads had been consulted and did not consider the proposal to prejudice the safety of road users and pedestrians (subject to a number of conditions).

The parklet is proposed for a temporary period and a condition could be added to ensure the parklet was removed and land restored to its former condition within 3 years.

RECOMMENDED that Council approve planning permission. 

Councillor Cathcart proposed, seconded by Councillor McClean that the recommendation be adopted, and planning permission be granted.

Councillor Cathcart spoke of the properties surrounding this particular parklet consisting of eateries and that the three year nature would allow for the Council to experiment with parklet success.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor McClean, that the recommendation be adopted, and that planning permission be granted. 

4.4 	LA06/2021/1366/F - Change of use (temporary for 3 years) of parking spaces to parklet (consisting of planters and area for public seating) to front of 78-80 Main Street, Bangor
	(Appendix IV)
	
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report outlining the planning application.  

DEA:  Bangor Central 
Committee Interest:  An application made by Council  
Proposal:  Change of use (temporary for 3 years) of parking spaces to parklet (consisting of planters and area for public seating)
Site Location:  Front of 78-80 Main Street, Bangor
Recommendation:  Approval 

The Senior Professional and Technical Officer outlined the detail of the application for a change of use of land to a parklet for a temporary period of 3 years (consisting of planters and an area for public seating). The site was located to the front of 78-80 Main Street, Bangor. The application was before Planning Committee as it was a Council application. There were no objections to the proposal and the recommendation was to approve planning permission.

The site location was located with retail and business units one side and the public road on the other.  An on-street parking bay was adjacent. The area had a busy town centre character with few residential properties nearby. The Parklet proposal was 7.3m long and 2.5m wide and was located within the town centre and prime retail core. As matter of good practice, Environmental Health was consulted, and no objections were raised. The impact on road safety and parking had been fully considered in the case officer report. Given the temporary nature of the development and the proximity of the site to alternative parking provision (both on-street and in car parks in the vicinity) on balance, it was considered that the loss of parking spaces was not of such significance to warrant refusal of the application.  DFI Roads had been consulted and did not consider the proposal to prejudice the safety of road users and pedestrians (subject to a number of conditions).

The parklet was proposed for a temporary period and a condition could be added to ensure the parklet was removed and land restored to its former condition within 3 years.

RECOMMENDED that Council approve planning permission.  

Councillor Cathcart proposed, seconded by Councillor McClean that the recommendation be adopted, and planning permission be granted.

Councillor Cathcart believed this application had been of an even better nature than others as it did not use car parking spaces.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor McClean that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be granted. 

4.5 	LA06/2021/1370/F - Change of use (temporary for 3 years) of parking spaces to parklet (consisting of planters and area for public seating to front of 31-33 Regent Street, Newtownards
	(Appendix V)
	
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report outlining the planning application.  

DEA:  Newtownards 
Committee Interest:  An application made by Council  
Proposal:  Change of use (temporary for 3 years) of parking spaces to parklet (consisting of planters and area for public seating
Site Location:  Front of 31-33 Regent Street, Newtownards
Recommendation:  Approval 

The Senior Professional and Technical Officer outlined the detail of the application as a change of use of land to a parklet for a temporary period of 3 years (consisting of planters and an area for public seating) located to the front to 31-33 Regent Street Newtownards. The application was before Planning Committee as it was a Council application. There were no objections received in relation to the proposal and the recommendation was to grant planning permission.

The site was located in the town centre of Newtownards within the prime retail core on a wide section of pavement between the roadway and a row of traditional commercial properties.  On-street parking bay was adjacent and west to the site. There was a public payphone and a couple of public benches in the immediate vicinity. The area was, at the time of writing, commercial in character with development for apartments occurring nearby. The proposal was 7.3m long and 3.3m wide. The structure was open towards the shops and enclosed by timber-effect cladding/planters on the two ends and along the roadside. As a matter of good practice, the Council’s Environmental Health Department had been consulted and no objections were raised. The parklet was proposed for a temporary period and a condition could be added to ensure the parklet was removed and land restored to its former condition within 3 years.

RECOMMENDED that Council approve planning permission.

Alderman McIlveen proposed, seconded by Councillor Cathcart that the recommendation be adopted, and planning permission be granted.

Alderman McIlveen explained that this had been one of the first sites identified for a
parklet location and was pleased to see it reach planning approval. 

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

5.	Update on Planning Appeals 
	(Appendix VI)

Councillor Adair left the meeting as he outlined he had a Declaration of Interest in Item 5.  	

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from the Head of Planning detailing the following:

New Appeals Lodged  
No new appeals had been lodged since date of last report. 

Decisions 
The following appeal was upheld on 27 July 2022. 

	PAC Ref
	2021/A0089

	Application ref
	LA06/2016/0105/F

	Appellant
	Mullahead Property Co. Ltd

	Subject to Appeal
	Change of use from external courtyard to function room to include new roof, external doors, ancillary mobile toilet facilities, associated site works and parking

	Location
	Quintin Castle, 3 Kearney Road, Portaferry



The Council had refused planning permission on 15th April 2021 for the above development for the following reasons: 

I. The proposal was contrary to Planning Policy Statement 3, Access, Movement and Parking, Policy AMP 2, in that it would, if permitted, prejudice the safety Page 2 of 3 and convenience of road users since it would lead to an unacceptable level of conflict by reason of the increased number of vehicles attracted to the site. 

II. The proposal was contrary to Planning Policy Statement 3, Access, Movement and Parking, Policy AMP 2, in that it would, if permitted, prejudice the safety and convenience of road users since it would cause an unacceptable increase in traffic movements on the local road network.

III. The proposal was contrary to Planning Policy Statement 3, Access, Movement and Parking, Policy AMP 2, in that it would, if permitted, prejudice the safety and convenience of road users since it would lead to the unacceptable use of the local road network by large vehicles. 

IV. The proposal was contrary to Planning Policy Statement 3, Access, Movement and Parking, Policy AMP 7, in that it has not been demonstrated that there is an adequate provision for car parking for the proposed development.

V. The proposal was contrary to Policy CTY4 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that access to the public road will significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic and therefore the nature and scale of the proposal is not appropriate for this rural location. 

VI. The proposal was contrary to Policy TSM 7 of Planning Policy Statement 16, Tourism, in that access to the public road will significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic and that the existing road network cannot safely handle any extra vehicular traffic that the proposal would generate. 

The Commissioner did not uphold any of the reasons for refusal listed above. It was found that subject to the agreement of a Sustainable Travel Plan and Service Management Plan, the proposal would not result in significant inconvenience to the flow of traffic on the surrounding road network on the basis of one event per day being held at Quintin Castle. 

The Commissioner considered the main issues included whether the proposal would significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic on the surrounding road network and whether there is adequate provision for car parking and servicing of the development. 

The Council’s first refusal reason stated that the proposal would lead to an unacceptable level of conflict by reason of the increased number of vehicles attracted to the site. The Commissioner considered as the existing level of traffic on the local road network is so low, existing traffic would not be significantly inconvenienced by the appeal proposal therefore the first reason for refusal was not sustained. 

The Council’s second reason for refusal, also based on Policy AMP2, states that the proposal would cause an unacceptable increase in traffic movements on the local road network. The Commissioner found that the anticipated increase in peak traffic attending the site (around one extra car per minute over an hour) is within the capacity of the roads and that there were safe places for vehicles to pass if required. 

The Commissioner considered that a planning condition could require a revised Event Management Plan specifying the means of encouraging the use of sustainable transport modes to be submitted to and agreed by the Council before the development comes into use and as he was of the opinion that the local roads could accommodate the projected increase in traffic and that the effects of this could be suitably managed through an Event Management Plan, the Council’s second refusal reason, and related concerns of objectors, had not been sustained. 

The third reason for refusal states that the proposal would lead to unacceptable use of the local road network by large vehicles. As a planning condition could require the agreement of a suitable Service Management Plan with the Council prior to the development coming into use this would ensure that any servicing routes respected the natural and historic environment of the castle grounds the Commissioner considered the concerns raised with regard to the servicing of the development were not determining and did not sustain the third reason for refusal. 

As the Commissioner considered that the proposal complied with Policy AMP2 of PPS 3 due to no significant inconvenience to the flow of traffic it thereby followed that the proposal also complied with criterion (g) of Policy CTY4 and the fifth reason for refusal was therefore not sustained. 

In addition, as there would be no significant inconvenience to the flow of traffic and the local roads could safely handle the increase in traffic, the sixth refusal reason relating to Policy TSM 7 of Planning Policy Statement 16: Tourism was not sustained. 

In relation to car parking, the Commissioner was of the opinion that a total of 59 spaces would be required, a shortfall of five spaces. The Commissioner considered the shortfall of spaces to be within the flexibility envisaged under the fifth criterion of Policy AMP7 and attached weight to the appellant’s willingness to incorporate more use of sustainable transport modes into the Travel Plan to be agreed with the Council before the new function room comes into use therefore the fourth reason for refusal relating to Policy AMP7 was not sustained. 

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

RECOMMENDED that Council notes this report

Councillor Cathcart proposed, seconded by Councillor McKee that the recommendation be adopted, and the report be noted.

Councillor Cathcart asked if any indications existed of sustainable travel plans to the location. The Head of Planning explained that oftentimes, commuters would choose their own cars for travel and that Planning Officers were unsure as to how the Council could enforce any measures that would be outlined in such a travel plan.  She made reference that the application had outlined that although there was two separate functions, the applicant had outlined that two functions would never be hosted at the same time. However this would be difficult to check.  

It was at this time that a correction to the original report was identified, “The Council had refused planning permission on 15th April 2021 for the above development for the following reasons”. The date of 16th April 2020 should have read 15th April 2021 and has since been corrected from the date of this meeting.

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

6. 	QUARTERLY PERFORMANCE REPORT
(Appendix VII)
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from the Head of Planning stating that under the Local Government Act 2014, Council was required to have in place arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the exercise of its functions.  To fulfil this requirement Council approved the Performance Management Policy and Handbook in October 2015.  The Performance Management Handbook outlined the approach to Performance Planning and Management process as:

· Community Plan – published every 10-15 years 
· Corporate Plan – published every 4 years (Corporate Plan Towards 2024 in operation)
· Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) – published annually (for publication 30 September 2022)
· Service Plan – developed annually (approved April/May 2022)

The Council’s 18 Service Plans outlined how each respective Service would contribute to the achievement of the Corporate objectives including, but not limited to, any relevant actions identified in the PIP.

Reporting approach

The Service Plans would be reported to relevant Committees on a quarterly basis as undernoted:

	Reference
	Period
	Reporting Month

	Quarter 1 (Q1)
	April – June
	September

	Q2
	July – September
	December

	Q3
	October – December
	March

	Q4
	January - March
	June



The report for Quarter 1 2022-23 is attached.

Key points to note:

· 70 householder development decisions were issued, of which 67 were processed within the internal 8 week performance target, the other 3 being issued within the 15 week statutory performance indictor target.
· 2 approvals issued on Major Development applications which were for a replacement school in Crawfordsburn and 29no. dwellings at High Street in Holywood, which were processed in 28.8 weeks and 78.4 weeks respectively.  The Holywood proposals was subject to a number of amendments including relating to trees and landscaping within the proposed Area of Townscape Character.
· 255 applications in the local category of development were submitted and 266 decisions issued if which 2 were refusal, which an average processing time of 23.0 weeks.
· Enforcement staff continue to work through the backlog of new cases opened during COVID, and number of alleged breaches of planning control continue to remain high.

RECOMMENDED that Council note this report.

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

7.	RESPONSE FROM DFI REGARDING ROMPS
(Appendix VIII)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning. 

The Head of Planning summarised the below report to members.

Members would have recalled a Notice of Motion which was discussed at Planning Committee in May 2022 (Item 7e attached) and the correspondence which issued from Council to the Department for Infrastructure in relation to that Notice of Motion. At May’s Committee meeting, following review of the initial response from DFI’s Chief Planner (Item 7b attached), it was determined to write further to the Minister for Infrastructure disagreeing with the approach as outlined by the Department. 

A further letter issued dated 19 July 2022 (attached at Item 7c) and the Minister, John O’Dowd, responded of 01 August 2022 (attached at Item 7d). The Minister had attempted to reassure the Council that implementation of ROMPs is still some way off and that there would be opportunity for detailed engagement with the Councils as local planning authorities prior to commencement and implementation. 

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the content of the response from the Minister for Infrastructure in relation to the commencement of ROMPs

Councillor McKee proposed, seconded by Councillor McRandal that the recommendation be adopted, and the report be noted.

Councillor McKee was glad to see a robust letter had been sent to the Minister outlining the Council’s position and was concerned of environmental damage.

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

8.	ACKNOWLEDGEMENT TO BELFAST CITY COUNCIL REGARDING LDP MODIFICATIONS
(Appendix IX)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning. 

Further to the report put before the Planning Committee on 7 June 2022 regarding Belfast City Council’s (BCC) consultation in relation to the proposed modification of the BCC Draft Plan Strategy, it was agreed that a response would be delegated to Planning officers and a copy presented to Council. Officers reviewed the content of the PAC Report and its recommendations in respect of a modification, alongside the Council’s proposed approach. It was considered appropriate to issue an acknowledgement as opposed to any detailed objection. A copy was appended for Members’ information. 

The Head of Planning updated Members on the Steering Group that had occurred earlier in the day for those that may not have been able to attend. The Belfast strategy had been returned from PAC to DfI with instructions to carry out modifications to the strategy to align with the growth aspiration being used with NI Water and other infrastructures. 

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the submission of the attached response by way of acknowledgement to the consultation.

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

9.	ITEM WITHDRAWN

It was noted that this item had been withdrawn. 

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

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

10.	REPORT ON NOTICE OF MOTION
 
***IN CONFIDENCE***

SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL HOLDNG THAT INFORMATION)
11. QUARTERLY ENFORCEMENT REPORT

***IN CONFIDENCE***

SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL HOLDNG THAT INFORMATION)

READMITTANCE OF PUBLIC AND PRESS 

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Alderman Keery, that the public/press be readmitted to the meeting.   

TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 21:00.
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