ITEM 8.1
	
	
	



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 3 March 2026 at 7.00 pm. 
	
[bookmark: _Int_tkoxCQyV]PRESENT:		

In the Chair: 	Councillor McClean

Aldermen: 		Graham			McIlveen
McAlpine 			Smith
McDowell (Zoom, 19:38)

[bookmark: _Int_pZunHGE6]Councillors:		Cathcart			McKee (Zoom)	
Harbinson  			Morgan
Hennessy (20:08)		Smart
Kendall (Zoom, 19:02)	Wray
				
						
[bookmark: _Int_7XjFvxHF]Officers:	Director of Place and Prosperity (B Dorrian), Head of Planning and Building Control (A McCullough), Senior Professional and Technical Officer (C Rodgers) Senior Planner (A Todd) and Democratic Services Officer (S McCrea)  

1.	APOLOGIES

Apologies for lateness had been received from Councillor Hennessy.
An apology for inability to attend had been received from Councillor McCollum.

2.	DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

No Declarations of Interest were made. Members were reminded of their ability to make a declaration at any time during the meeting.

3.	MATTERS ARISING FROM THE PLANNING COMMITTEE MINUTES OF 03 FEBRUARY 2026

[bookmark: _Int_LAaSRGKn]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above. 

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

[Councillor Kendall joined the meeting via Zoom at 19:02]

4.	Planning Applications 

4.1.	LA06/2021/1476/F – Item withdrawn

4.2.	LA06/2024/0104/F – new football stadium for ards football club, 100m east of newtownards airport, 61 portaferry road, newtownards

[bookmark: _Int_lnZwkF68]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Newtownards
Committee Interest: Major Application
Proposal: New football stadium for Ards Football Club with capacity of 2000 spectators. Works include two new spectator stands accommodating supporters, matchday facilities, admin office, function and ancillary spaces. New car parking, vehicular entrances to Portaferry Road, hardstanding, new artificial pitch with floodlighting and boundary treatments.
Site Location: 100m East of Newtownards Airport, 61 Portaferry Road, Newtownards
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission

The Senior Professional and Technical Officer advised that the application sought full planning permission for a new stadium for Ards Football Club at 61 Portaferry Road in Newtownards. The application was before committee as it was a Major application. The recommendation was to grant planning permission.

As shown on the extract from the Development Plan, the site was within the settlement limit of Newtownards, and was zoned as existing amenity open space and recreation. The site location plan identified the site outlined in red. The route of the community Greenway extended through the site to connect to the Floodgates walking path.

Surrounding land uses included Ards Airport; leisure facilities, multiple sports pitches, retail development and a nursing home. Overall the site was located within an established recreational and urban setting.

The stadium had been designed to meet NI Football League Premiership standards, and would provide facilities for players, officials, and spectators. 
The development included:

· Two new spectator stands, 
· Matchday facilities, 
· Offices, 
· Function space, 
· 2X Vehicular entrances 
· Car parking, and
· A 3G Pitch with 24m-high Floodlights.

The stadium would have capacity for up to 2000 spectators. Under the terms of the Club’s lease with the Council, the car park would be made available for general public use when not in use for senior matches. ​
The elevations of the main stand illustrated its overall scale, massing and architectural design. The stand had a contemporary profile with a maximum height of 10.6metres.  Officers were satisfied that the scale and design were appropriate within this established recreational and urban context.

The internal layout included matchday facilities; hospitality and administration areas.
Elevations of the away-stand showed its modest scale, with a height of approximately 4.2metres. A conceptual image had been provided for illustrative purposes, to help Members visualise the completed development. 

In addition, a series of photomontages had been prepared to demonstrate how the stadium would appear within its surrounding context. The first photomontage showed the approach when travelling along Portaferry Road towards the town centre whilst                                                     
the following image illustrated the view of the stadium when travelling south along Portaferry Road. 

Existing roadside vegetation was to be retained, with additional new structural planting to soften views of the development and further integrate it into its surroundings.

Finally, the view from Floodgates public path illustrated how the development would appear from the shore of Strangford Lough. The visual impact of the proposal had been carefully assessed and was considered acceptable. Officers were satisfied that the development would not result in unacceptable visual harm.

Principle of Development

The site was designated as amenity open space and recreation. The proposed stadium aligned with this designation and enhances the existing recreational value of the site. The development complied with Policy OS 4 of PPS 8, which supported intensive sports facilities within settlements, subject to environmental and amenity considerations.​

Residential Amenity

The nearest dwelling was approximately 120m from the site. ​Noise and lighting assessments had been carried out and Environmental Health had raised no objection subject to mitigation being secured by condition. Officers were satisfied that, subject to conditions, the development would not result in unacceptable harm to residential amenity. ​

Nature Conservation

The site was hydrologically linked to designated sites associated with Strangford Lough. ​NIEA Natural Environment Division and Shared Environmental Service had considered the application and raised no objections, subject to mitigation relating to pollution prevention, water quality monitoring, and habitat protection. The proposal was compliant with natural heritage policy subject to planning conditions to secure this mitigation.

Access, Traffic ​and Parking

The site was highly accessible, located close to public transport routes, pedestrian footpaths and the community Greenway. A detailed Transport Assessment had been submitted, including baseline traffic surveys, junction analysis and modelling based on a worst-case scenario.  The assessment concluded that the surrounding road network had sufficient capacity to accommodate traffic generated by the development. 

Right hand turning lanes at both access points would assist traffic flow. A total of 268 car parking spaces with additional coach parking were to be provided. The development would operate in accordance with a Travel Plan to promote sustainable travel.  It included event management mitigation for high attendance fixtures, including additional off-site parking, matchday stewarding and signage. DfI Roads had reviewed the supporting information and had provided no objection to the proposal subject to mitigation being secured by condition. 

The flood risk and drainage assessment had been reviewed by DFI Rivers and no objection had been raised. Drainage measures, including attenuation tanks and filtration systems, were proposed to mitigate flood risk and prevent environmental harm. ​

Representations

One letter of objection was received, raising concerns about visual impact, traffic and parking. These matters had been addressed in detail in the Case Officer Report, with mitigation measures secured through conditions. ​

Conclusion

The proposal represented the delivery of a new, purpose built stadium that would allow the Ards Football Club to return to its hometown. The stadium provided modern, fit for purpose facilities which would encourage wider participation in sport. 

The proposal would deliver meaningful sporting benefits while addressing key planning considerations such as residential amenity, nature conservation, visual impact, access, parking and flood risk. ​

RECOMMENDED that planning permission is granted, subject to the conditions set out in the COR.

Alderman McIlveen noted that the travel plan and parking impacts had been a focus for him when reading the report. He recalled that the plan had been submitted to the Department for Infrastructure, which had raised no concerns. Although the Council had not received the Department’s response before the meeting, confirmation had since been provided that they were content with the proposals. He highlighted that maximum‑capacity parking demand would occur only on certain match days and that the travel plan referred to stewarding arrangements for those busier occasions. He asked for further detail on how traffic would be redirected and where any overflow parking would be located.
The Senior Professional and Technical Officer confirmed that the travel plan included a range of mitigation measures and identified several potential parking sites, including local schools whose principals had agreed in principle to participate. She emphasised that the plan did not rely on a single measure but a combination of approaches and also advised that an enforcement mechanism had been incorporated. If ongoing monitoring showed that the plan’s objectives or targets were not being met, no further events exceeding 800 spectators could proceed until a revised travel plan with additional mitigation had been agreed with the Council. She stated that this provided an important safeguard. Alderman McIlveen added that the club would be motivated to minimise any inconvenience to local residents as they returned to playing within the town, and he indicated his willingness to make the proposal.

Alderman McIlveen proposed, seconded by Councillor Smart, that the Council grant planning permission. 

Alderman McIlveen remarked that the application had been awaited for quite some time and that it was important to ensure it met the relevant policy requirements. He again referenced the key considerations related to its traffic and travel plans, both of which had addressed the concerns previously raised. He expressed his satisfaction that the proposal had reached this stage with a recommendation to grant approval and hoped it would progress to development.

Councillor Smart agreed with Alderman McIlveen’s comments regarding the development and the robustness of the traffic plan. He noted that the area was busy and was likely to become even busier in future. He reflected on the long history of the application and the strong support it had received. He welcomed the opportunity to see the site brought back into use for the benefit of the town, recalling that it had historically been a landfill site and had remained unused for a considerable period. There had been indications that the area might once again be used for household recycling, which several members had felt was not the best use given its scenic setting and the development of the incoming greenway. 

Councillor Smart recalled how both he and Councillor Kennedy had previously proposed a park for the site, and that this proposal had been amended when interest in the current scheme emerged and was glad to see this had been cited. He thanked officers for their work on the application, noting that the proposal blended well with the environment, was limited in scale, and represented a valuable opportunity with several elements coming together.

Councillor Cathcart sought clarification regarding the function room, noting that the addendum referred to concerns about floodlighting and asking what activities were proposed to take place in the room at night. The Senior Professional and Technical Officer explained that the function room was located internally within the main home stand and was of a small scale, with a corporate area included but ancillary to the primary sporting and recreational use. She stated that it was not envisaged that the room would be used outside those purposes and confirmed that the floodlighting related to the pitch, with columns of 24 metres, and that two conditions had been included to control their use: one requiring a verification report demonstrating compliance with the mitigation measures, and another controlling illumination levels throughout the operational period of the development.

Councillor Cathcart sought clarification regarding the proposed function room, noting that the addendum referred to concerns about floodlighting and asking what activities were expected to take place in the room at night. The Senior Professional and Technical Officer explained that the function room was located internally within the main home stand and was of a small scale, with a corporate area included but ancillary to the primary sporting and recreational use. She stated that it was not anticipated that the room would be used beyond those purposes. She confirmed that the floodlighting related solely to the pitch and comprised 24‑metre‑high columns. Two conditions had been attached to control their use: one requiring a verification report demonstrating compliance with the mitigation measures set out in the lighting assessment, and the other regulating illumination levels during operational hours throughout the lifetime of the development.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Councillor Smart, that the recommendation be adopted, that Council grants planning permission.

4.3.	LA06/2024/0945/F – Single storey detached dwelling and associated entrance, site immediately se of no.1 craigantlet road, newtownards

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Holywood & Clandeboye
Committee Interest: Called in by a Member of the Planning Committee	Comment by McCrea, Steven: Seeking clarification this is the correct committee interest.
Proposal: Single storey detached dwelling and associated entrance
Site Location: Site immediately south and east of No. 1 Craigantlet Road, Craigantlet, Newtownards
Recommendation: Refuse Planning Permission

The Senior Planner explained that Item 4.3 was an application that sought full planning permission for a dwelling immediately southeast of 1 Craigantlet Road, Newtownards. The application had been recommended for refusal on the grounds that it was contrary to policies CTY1, 2A, 8 and 14 of PPS21 and insufficient information had been provided to address Environmental Health concerns regarding the site’s proximity to Craigantlet Quarry. The application had been called in by Alderman Graham to allow Committee to further consider the proposal in the context of Policy CTY2a and the issues surrounding the proximity to the quarry.

Site 

The site was located in the countryside between 81 Holywood Road and 1 Craigantlet Road, Newtownards with Craigantlet Quarry located approximately 50m to the south-east.

The site was visible from both the Holywood and Craigantlet Roads with its topography rising up in a southeasterly direction.  The first image showed the site at the time of the officer’s initial inspection and the second image showed the site as of yesterday (2nd March 2026). As could be seen, excavation and ground works had already commenced on site prior to any planning permission.

Slide 04 showed the site layout for the proposal with access taken from Holywood Road. Due to the rising topography, ground works would be required to cut into the site and retaining banks were proposed along the southern and eastern boundaries. 

Slide 05 showed the floor plan and elevations of the proposed dwelling with the extent of excavation required indicated by the red hatched line on the rear elevation.

The application had been assessed against policies CTY8 - Ribbon Development and CTY2A - New Dwellings in Existing Clusters. The proposal failed to meet Policy CTY8 as there was not a substantial built-up frontage of three or more buildings with only the ancillary building at No.1 Craigantlet Road and the shed at 81 Holywood Road having a frontage to the road.

Policy CTY2A allowed for a dwelling at an existing cluster of development provided all six of the listed criteria had been met. The Planning Department was of the opinion that the proposal failed to meet the second criterion which required the cluster to appear as a visual entity in the landscape, the fourth criterion which required the site to have a suitable degree of enclosure and be bound on two sides and the fifth criterion requiring that the development should not alter existing character or visually intrude into the open countryside. 

Slide 08 showed an extract from the guidance document for development in the countryside ‘Building on Tradition’. This showed examples of clusters of development. All of these were made up of tight cohesive collections of buildings with development on both sides of the road. The area around the application site did not exhibit these features, consisting of a ribbon of four dwellings on the south-eastern side of the road. While there was a shed to the south-east and a church to the north-east, these were each physically separated from the ribbon by over 50m and were therefore not considered to form part of a cluster. There was also no other development on the north-western side of the crossroads and for these reasons, the Planning Department did not consider that the existing development appeared as a cluster which was a visual entity in the landscape as required by criterion 2. 

The consideration of whether or not there was a cluster of development that read as a visual entity in the landscape required a visual assessment. The next few slides showed the views towards the crossroads from different approaches. The first view was on approach from the north-east. From here, only the church could be seen with the dwellings at the crossroads partially visible in the distance. Due to the physical separation between the church and the dwellings, there was no sense of a cluster from this viewpoint. Approaching closer to the crossroads, while the dwellings become visible, these represented a single ribbon of development on one side of the road with no development at all on the opposite side of the road which could be said to make up a cluster.

On approach from the south-west at 60 Dunlady Road, there was also no sense of a cluster, again due to the significant physical separation between this dwelling and the ribbon of dwellings at the crossroads.

Closer to the crossroads on Dunlady Road, the existing dwellings were intervisible with the church in the distance, however this appeared as a ribbon of development on one side of the road with the church physically separated over 50m away on the opposite side of the road. From here, the existing buildings did not represent a cohesive visual cluster of development. From the Holywood Road, the Industrial shed was also not directly intervisible with the dwellings at the crossroads due to the topography and intervening vegetation and there was also no impression of a cluster from this viewpoint.

The final views at the crossroads itself showed the ribbon of development on the southern side of the road rather than a cluster of development around the crossroads. As the Planning Department did not recognise there to be a cluster at this location, it was also considered that the proposal failed to meet criterion 4 of the policy in that the proposal could not be said to be bound on two sides by other development in a cluster.

The site’s open field setting, framed by mature trees, also offered a valuable visual relief along the road frontage and within the landscape contributing to the rural character. The site also lay within a Local Landscape Policy Area as proposed in Draft BMAP with the one of the key features being the stand of trees which could be seen in the photographs. These trees were identified in the plan as being locally significant as a feature that contributed to the character of the area. The construction of the proposed dwelling on this site would remove the landscape setting of the trees and obstruct views towards them.

Slide 14 showed an extract from Draft BMAP with the LLPA shaded green.  The site was also located immediately outside the settlement limit of Craigantlet as proposed in Draft BMAP and as also included in the adopted quashed BMAP. During the Public Inquiry into BMAP, the PAC considered an objection to the proposed Craigantlet Settlement Limit seeking the inclusion of the land between the Dunlady Road node and the Holywood Road node within the settlement limit, the area in which the proposed dwelling was located. The PAC considered that this would lead to ribbon development along the Holywood Road, that the site was exposed and prominent and therefore it was not included within the settlement limit. Draft BMAP clearly set out that the reason for the settlement limits being drawn around the separate nodes within Craigantlet was to prevent further encroachment into the countryside. The proposal would definitively be at odds with this, resulting in further encroachment into the countryside and would also fail to meet criterion 5 of CTY2A in this regard

As it was likely that the settlement limit would be included in any future adopted plan, significant weight was attributed to this. Given that the existing dwellings were located within the proposed settlement limit, they could not be considered as part of a cluster of development in the countryside for the purposes of policy CTY2A.

Regarding matters relating to residential amenity, in its response of 6th October 2024, Environmental Health raised significant concerns in relation to the proximity of the proposed dwelling to Craigantlet Quarry. A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Air Quality Impact Assessment and Contaminated Land Impact Assessment were requested, however none of these had been submitted by the applicant. Northstone Quarries had also submitted several representations raising similar concerns with regard to the lack of proper assessment of the potential impact of the established operations of the Quarry on the proposed dwelling. The aerial image on the slide showed the distance of the site from the edge of the Quarry at approximately 50 metres; significantly closer than the other existing dwellings which had separation distances ranging between 82-192 metres. The Health and Safety Executive was also consulted on the application and advised that the site was less than 100 metres from the boundary of an active quarry. The Vibration and Blasting Guidelines (NI) stated that no blasting should take place within 100 metres of any occupied dwelling which was outside the ownership or control of the quarry operator. While the part of the quarry closest to the application site was not currently subject to extraction, there was no evidence to suggest that extraction could not take place again in future within this area. The Planning Department therefore agreed with Environmental Health colleagues that the impact on future occupants must be properly considered prior to any decision being made.

Since the publication of the planning report, a further 28 letters of support had been submitted from acquaintances of the applicant bringing the total number to 41. One letter of objection had also been received from the occupants of No. 1 Craigantlet Road and the concerns raised had been considered in detail in the planning report. 

Summary

In summary, the Planning Department did not consider this site to meet the requirements of either policy CTY8 as an infill site or policy CTY2A as a dwelling within a cluster. The existing development at the crossroads comprised a ribbon of development on one side of the road rather than a cluster of development that reads as a visual entity in the landscape. The existing dwellings were also located within the settlement limit of Craigantlet as defined in draft BMAP and therefore did not constitute a cluster of development in the countryside. The acceptance of a cluster would also be likely to open up further opportunities for development at this location resulting in further encroachment into the countryside. Furthermore, the proposal would result in development outside of the proposed settlement limit, creating urban sprawl and a ribbon of development along this stretch of the Holywood Road. Finally, the applicant had also failed to provide the required assessments to allow proper consideration of the potential impact of the adjacent Quarry operations on the dwelling. 

RECOMMENDED that planning permission is refused.

Alderman Graham referred to points made during the Senior Planner’s presentation and noted that there appeared to have been an approval for planning permission on the opposite side of the road and asked whether any further information could be provided on that matter. The Senior Planner explained that the approval in question was a historical permission dating back to 2011, which had subsequently been renewed, and that the site lay within the proposed settlement limit of Craigantlet.
Alderman Graham observed that although the existing quarry was some distance away, the presence of that approval suggested the quarry could potentially shift. The Senior Planner confirmed that the extent of the historical quarry came within 50 metres of the site, and that without further evidence, additional extraction could not currently be carried out there. However, she noted that the planning authority had to assume that such activity could occur and that future planning applications to the north were also possible.

Alderman Graham asked whether any extension of the quarry would require planning permission and requested that the slide showing the surrounding properties at the crossroads be displayed again. The Senior Planner located the relevant photograph from the report and presented it. Alderman Graham then queried whether, if a quarry extension did not require planning permission, a dwelling on Craigantlet Road would also be placed at risk. The Senior Planner responded that the Committee could only consider the proposal before it and assess its specific impacts.

At 19:33, the applicant, Mr Black, represented by Mr Donaldson, joined the meeting and were reminded by the Chair that they would have five minutes to present.

Mr Donaldson stated that the application had been recommended for refusal on two principal grounds: that the site did not fall within a recognised cluster, and that the proposed dwelling would be unsafe for future occupants. He explained that Mr and Mrs Black were local residents who operated a business, and he argued that the first issue had been incorrectly assessed. He referred to Policy CTY 2A, introduced in 2010, which he said made, good sense and which he believed the proposal fully met. 

He maintained that the site formed part of a cluster of four buildings close to a crossroads and that it would not harm the character of the countryside. He noted that the proposal would be well screened and not visually prominent, and that it sat slightly apart from the core of the cluster, meaning only the tight grouping at the crossroads needed to be considered. He added that the policy did not require buildings to be located on all sides of a crossroads, arguing that the draft BMAP report had been prepared before the construction of the industrial shed, which he described as a key feature contributing to the cluster’s integration. He referred to slide 13, noting that the existing trees would remain.

Turning to the second issue, Mr Donaldson addressed the environmental health concerns. He said the applicant had been asked to provide surveys, but Mr Black was reluctant to incur the associated costs when officers were already recommending refusal on policy grounds. He argued that such surveys were unnecessary in this case. He stated that Mr Black had long worked alongside the quarry, was familiar with its operations, and was content to build beside it. He also pointed out that there were already ten houses in the area, six of which were closer to the quarry than the proposed dwelling. He highlighted that 61 and 69 Holywood Road lay within 180 metres of the plant and advised that it was the responsibility of the quarry operator to ensure its activities did not harm existing properties. He referred to noise and air‑quality information provided by the operator in 2022, which he said confirmed that quarry operations could be carried out without affecting nearby homes. He stated that no exceedances of noise limits were predicted at adjacent properties and that air‑quality concentrations at nearby houses were below the relevant thresholds and considered not significant. He noted that the plant was already subject to conditions, including a 40 dB daytime limit at No. 1 Craigantlet Road, beside the application site.

Mr Donaldson concluded that the proposed dwelling would be of high‑quality materials and design, that Craigantlet was clearly a cluster, and that the adjacent quarry was already required to operate in a way that did not adversely affect existing houses. He argued that the proposal would allow a local business to live beside its place of work and should therefore be supported.

Councillor Cathcart referred to the PAC’s decision on the draft BMAP and, noting the visual test for identifying a cluster, highlighted the contention around whether development needed to exist on both sides of the crossroads. He asked for a response to that point and acknowledged that while Mr Black might be content with the proposal, once a house was built it would remain long after the applicant, raising a longer‑term concern for planners that stretched beyond the lifetimes of those present.

Mr Donaldson addressed the cluster issue first, stating that the relevant development comprised four houses and the shed on the southern side of the crossroads, with no development immediately opposite on the northern side. He said it was a matter of judgement whether the church was included, but the policy required only that a cluster contain four or more buildings and be associated with a focal point such as a social building and be located at a crossroads. He maintained that Craigantlet clearly met that definition. He added that the policy did not require development on all sides of the crossroads.

Mr Donaldson then turned to the draft BMAP, noting that the examination had taken place in 2008–09 and that at that time, the PAC had not recommended any expansion of the settlement limit. However, he pointed out that the shed had been erected four or five years ago and now formed a strong physical feature adjacent to the group. He suggested that had it existed during the BMAP process, the PAC and others might have considered it as helping to frame the cluster. He also observed that BMAP remained unadopted and was unlikely to progress, with the expectation that the matter would instead be revisited through the Council’s own Local Development Plan.

On the issue of safeguards, Mr Donaldson said that Mr Black had long experience of working alongside the quarry and understood its operations. While acknowledging that Mr Black would not be there indefinitely, he stressed that the proposal did not involve building a house in isolation beside a quarry. He noted that there were already ten houses in the vicinity, six of which were closer to the asphalt plant than the proposed dwelling, and that the plant generated the greatest activity. He emphasised that the quarry operator was already required to comply with conditions protecting residential amenity, including those attached to a 2023 permission covering noise limits for nearby properties such as No. 1 Craigantlet Road. He also addressed the suggestion that the quarry might excavate closer to the site, arguing that significant investment had been made in the plant, which lay some 600 metres away, and that it was unlikely the operator would move extraction closer to existing houses. He concluded that the proposal needed to be considered in its full context.

[Alderman McDowell joined the meeting via Zoom at 19:38]

Alderman Graham referred to a point in the report noting that, should permission be granted, a condition would require the design and finishes to remain as submitted. He asked whether this would present any difficulty. Mr Donaldson confirmed that it would not, explaining that the application was a full submission with all details before the Council, and that the proposal was for a modest, well‑designed bungalow positioned behind 1 Craigantlet Road. He added that they were content with the proposed landscaping and the retention of trees on the higher ground.

Alderman Graham then asked, for the benefit of those less familiar with the location, how the Holywood Road should be described when travelling from the crossroads towards the quarry, noting that policy sought to protect open countryside and querying how the terrain on the left‑hand side should be characterised. Mr Donaldson responded that, for the purposes of the cluster policy, all that was required was the presence of four houses at the crossroads and the applicant’s shed. He noted that Craigantlet not only contained this grouping but also included the church, the Orange Hall, six cottages further along, the quarry access, and development on the opposite side of the Holywood Road. He described the area as one with substantial dispersed development focused around a busy crossroads, and said the proposed dwelling would sit within that context, positioned lower than the shed and adjacent to 1 Craigantlet Road.

Alderman McAlpine asked about the septic tank, noting that it appeared to be on higher ground than the proposed dwelling. Mr Black confirmed that he had already paid for the necessary water services and that the property was fully connected.

Mr Black and Mr Donaldson returned to the public gallery at 19:48. The Chair, Councillor McClean invited questions from members to the officer.

Alderman Graham referenced the issue of ribbon development, noting that the report identified this as a concern. He assumed it related to development along the Holywood Road and asked whether the presence of the large industrial shed effectively acted as a bookend, making further ribbon development unlikely. On that assumption, he queried how the application site could be considered as contributing to ribboning. The Senior Planner explained that the application site provided a visual break between 1 Craigantlet Road and the shed. The PAC had previously expressed concern that if this land were developed, it would extend ribbon development, as the three buildings would then be visually read together. She added that the shed had been approved on the basis of an earlier Certificate of Lawful Use for a builder’s yard, which placed no restriction on the amount or height of stored materials, and this had informed the decision on the shed.

Councillor Morgan asked for clarification on the distance between the proposed dwelling and the quarry, noting that a chart in the report appeared to show approximately 50 metres. The Senior Planner confirmed that the site lay 50 metres from the boundary of the established quarry.

Alderman McIlveen raised the issue of visual break, noting that although the area plan identified one, the shed had since been constructed. He said that, looking at the maps, the break no longer appeared evident and asked to see the photographs of the area again, commenting that the definition of a cluster was a more important consideration. Following these images being shown to members, Alderman McIlveen asked whether anything in policy required development to be present on both sides of a crossroads, noting that the policy referred only to a cluster being located at a crossroads or associated with a focal point. The Senior Planner advised that while the policy did not explicitly require development on both sides, the test was a visual one; the cluster had to read as a single visual entity when approached from different directions. She stated that, in planning judgement, the pattern of development in this location, if the proposed build was granted, would clearly be ribbon in nature, and that this assessment guided the recommendation.

Councillor Morgan proposed, seconded by Councillor Harbinson, that the Council refuse planning permission.

Councillor Morgan observed that, while Members could debate whether the site constituted a cluster, she did not consider the example sufficiently met the criteria of a cluster. Her principal concern was the site’s proximity to the quarry, noting it lay only 50 metres away. She highlighted that Environmental Health had requested further information, which had not been provided, and she considered this a reasonable requirement given the distance involved. Without that information, she felt the Committee could not make an informed decision.

Councillor Harbinson stated that he had nothing further to add other than to share Councillor Morgan’s concerns, noting that the proposal failed Policy CTY 2A under criterion 4.

Alderman Graham regarded general opinions that the site was, “not enough of a cluster but a bit of a cluster,” as an erroneous position. He considered the proximity to the quarry to be largely irrelevant, explaining that the actual excavation area was significantly further away, closer to 300 metres, and that the asphalt plant sat between the quarry and the application site. He agreed with Mr Donaldson’s earlier comments that the scale of investment in the plant made further excavation towards the site unlikely. He disagreed with the officer recommendation, arguing that the area could be treated as a cluster, with the required number of buildings, a crossroads, and a planning approval on the opposite side of the road. He described Craigantlet as more than a simple crossroads, noting its community features such as the church and Orange Hall, and even referencing its local history. In his view, the area met the criteria for a cluster.

Councillor Cathcart referred to the PAC determination and noted that the shed, which had been built after that decision, materially changed the visual context of the site. He was confused how further information had been requested while the stance already had been for refusal. He felt that the visual test was important and that the shed significantly altered the appearance of the area, making it read more as a cluster. Councillor Cathcart added that drone images taken from height were not reflective of the actual visual experience on the ground. Based on the images from road level, he believed the proposal would be relatively well integrated and advised that he would be against the officer recommendation.

Alderman McIlveen agreed, stating that without the shed, the Committee would not even be discussing a cluster. He felt the shed fundamentally changed the dynamic and that the proposal would not contribute to ribbon development, as the site was effectively bookended by No. 1 Craigantlet Road and at the other end, the shed. He said the key question was the potential impact of the quarry. While initially persuaded by the officer’s explanation, he found Mr Donaldson’s presentation compelling, particularly the practical points and the existing reports on noise and air quality. He noted that the quarry’s impact on existing houses in the area was already understood and managed. On balance, he was more inclined to support the application than oppose it, though he acknowledged the finely balanced nature of the decision, concluding that he would vote against the officer recommendation.

Alderman Smith also agreed with Councillor Cathcart and Alderman McIlveen. He felt the shed created a clear boundary for the cluster and noted that planning permission had been granted for a dwelling opposite the site, which further contributed to the cluster effect. While acknowledging the distance between the shed and the proposed dwelling, he considered it a matter of judgement whether the development read as a cluster. Regarding the quarry, photographs and maps clearly showed the true proximity and that the area adjacent to the cluster functioned more as a transport and parking area than an active excavation zone. Given that some existing houses were as close or closer to the quarry than the proposed dwelling, he stated that, in context, he would be minded to support the planning application.

In summing up, Councillor Morgan explained that she was surprised colleagues were overlooking the fact that Environmental Health had requested additional information. She reiterated that the quarry boundary lay 50 metres from the site and that excavation could theoretically occur at that point. She stressed that the necessary information simply needed to be provided so that an informed decision could be made. As it had not been submitted, she believed the Committee had no option but to refuse the application.

The Chair, Councillor McClean asked Members to vote on the proposal to refuse planning permission.

On being put to the meeting, with 7 voting FOR, 4 voting AGAINST, 2 ABSTAINING and 3 ABSENT, the proposal was CARRIED.

The voting was as follows:

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

	Aldermen
	Aldermen
	Aldermen
	Aldermen

	McAlpine
	Graham
	 McDowell
	 

	
	McIlveen
	 
	 

	 
	Smith
	 
	

	 


	 
	 
	 

	Councillors 
	Councillor 
	Councillors 
	Councillor

	Harbinson
	Cathcart
	McClean
	 Hennessy

	Kendall
	
	 
	 Kerr

	McKee
	
	 
	 McCollum

	Morgan
	 
	 
	 

	Smart
Wray
	 
	 
	



RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Morgan, seconded by Councillor Harbinson, with 7 voting FOR, 4 voting AGAINST, 2 ABSTAINED and 3 ABSENT, that the Council refuses planning permission.
[Councillor Hennessy joined the meeting at 20:08]
5.	NIW Closed Catchments 

Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity advising that;
1. Subordinate Planning legislation required the Council to consult with Northern Ireland Water (NIW) where a development proposal was likely to significantly impact upon the availability of suitable water and sewerage infrastructure to service development proposals.

2. Members would have been aware of current issues with sewerage infrastructure as described by NIW across Northern Ireland caused by decades of under investment.

3. NIW provided a ‘Wastewater Impact Assessment’ service to assist developers in identifying any possible constraints that may be associated with servicing a development site in terms of wastewater infrastructure. The Impact Assessment could assist developers in understanding the potential costs and timescales involved in servicing a site prior to land acquisition or in advance of the submission of a planning application.

4. Planning Committee would have been aware of the use of negative conditions on grants of planning permission as follows:
“No development shall take place on site until the method of sewage disposal has been agreed in writing with Northern Ireland Water or a Consent to discharge has been granted under the terms of the Water (Northern Ireland) Order 1999 by the relevant authority”

5. The Council’s recent Empty to Energised Pilot Grant scheme was directed at providing financial assistance to property owners who want to renovate vacant properties and introduce new commercial uses within Bangor’s city centre and Newtownards’ town centre.  By bringing vacant spaces back into use, the scheme sought to boost town centre vibrancy, attract new tenants, increase footfall, create local employment opportunities, and promote sustainability in redevelopment projects. 
 
6. Via a recent NIW response to a consultation request on a planning application for a change of use of a vacant retail unit to a hot food carryout in Newtownards town centre, it had come to the attention of the Planning Service, and also via correspondence forwarded by Kellie Armstrong MLA, that there were a number of ‘closed catchments’ in the Borough for which no new connections could be permitted (see attached letter from NIW).

7. In relation to the particular property, NIW had advised that there was ‘simply not enough capacity in the existing public wastewater system to facilitate new connection, without increased risk of adverse environmental effects such as out-of-sewer flooding’.

8. Members’ attention was drawn to the other attached document which was a download from the NIW’s webpage entitled “Waste-water System Capacity Information – Council Areas (October 2025).  It should be noted that any information relating to Waste-water Treatments Works (WwTWs) in other council areas had been omitted from the download. 

9. Members were asked to note that neither Cloughey WwTW nor Killinchy WwTW ad any available capacity.

10. Regards information on Closed Catchments, Members were asked to note the information on UIDs.  A UID referred to an Unsatisfactory Discharge.  This occurred when the discharge from a sewage treatment works did not meet the required standards set by regulations.  The Northern Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA) and the Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs (DAERA) were responsible for enforcing compliance with these standards, and any failure to meet them could lead to enforcement actions.

11. In addition to the WwTW capacity issues, NI Water had also identified areas of the sewage network in Comber, Donaghadee and Newtownards where developer-funded solutions were no longer possible to achieve a connection to the sewer network. This meant that the Wastewater Impact Assessment process in these areas was no longer able to provide a solution that a developer could implement.

12. NIW had confirmed that the ‘closed areas’ did not cover all of the towns referenced above, and that it would continue to support developments in these areas where it could be proven that: -
· The site had extant planning with no conditions relating to capacity constraints or
· The site was a redevelopment and there as no intensification of foul sewage discharge post development compared to the sewage discharge from the site within the last 5 years.

Key Issues
13. Newtownards was one of the town centres identified in the Empty to Energised pilot grant scheme, with a significant number of vacant properties that the Council was seeking to encourage to be brought back into active use in the context of the Corporate Plan’s priority regarding increasing economic growth by attracting more businesses and more jobs, and in turn increasing our non-domestic rate base.

14. The Council had just published its draft Plan Strategy within which was set out the Council’s Social, Economic and Environmental Objectives alongside the Spatial Growth Strategy for the Borough.  Without the requisite infrastructure being in place, or a commitment within NIW’s next Price Control period (i.e. beyond 2027) the Council would not likely meet its growth aspirations.

15. The following was an extract from NIW’s 2021-2046 Strategy:
Tipping point
“We are therefore facing a tipping point a we approach the next business plan period PC21 (2021-27), which will require an investment of around £2.5bn, including the Living with Water Programme. The NI Water Board and Executives continue to work with stakeholders to identify a means to fund this vital investment. However, a solution has not been identified. Our shareholder, DfI, needs to commit to fund this vital investment but faces competing pressures from transport infrastructure. Unlike in the rest off the UK, the risk of shareholder sanction from the Utility Regulator is much diminished due to our Government ownership. A solution must be identified to avert a funding cris for this vital infrastructure. 
16. Members would have recalled previous letters written from Council to DFI Permanent Secretary and Secretary of State, and then DFI Minister (once Executive restored) regarding the ongoing funding crisis.  Additionally, NIW representatives had attended as a deputation to Corporate Services Committee in previous years setting out its position in respect of underfunding.  A copy of its presentation of February 2025 to Corporate Services was attached for Members’ information.
Summary
17. In light of the ongoing, if not worsening, situation with NIW and NIEA, and the inevitable impact on the Council’s growth plans and attempts to grow the non-domestic rates base, Members may have wanted to consider initiating further correspondence with NIW/DFI or inviting NIW representatives to present to Planning Committee on the matter.
RECOMMENDED that Council Considers its approach in light of the information within the report.

The Head of Planning and Building Control explained that she wished to draw members’ attention to issues arising from the recently launched Empty to Energise initiative, which had been prompted by an application brought to the Council’s attention through Kellie Armstrong MLA’s office. She reminded members that the Council had previously written to the former Minister, and subsequently to the Secretary of State and Permanent Secretary, regarding the position in which NI Water now found itself. Through further investigation, it had become clear that in closed catchments, NI Water would not renew previous connections unless there had been like‑for‑like use within the past five years or an extant planning permission within that period. She advised members to be mindful of this constraint. NI Water was scheduled to present to members on 5 May at 6pm. Although such presentations were normally made to the Corporate Committee, the matter had significant implications for planning. She noted that the issue related to historic price‑control periods and the level of investment required. Members were asked if they would prefer to write again to NI Water or await the forthcoming presentation.

Councillor Smart stressed the importance of the matter, particularly as the Council sought to revitalise town and city centres only to encounter obstacles of this nature. He argued that a delegation should be made to meet the Minister, noting that the situation, combined with what seemed like a lack of awareness around the Local Development Plan and the restrictions on derelict properties, ran contrary to the aims of both central and local government. He suggested that a cross‑party delegation would be appropriate.

Councillor Cathcart sought clarification on whether NI Water would refuse a like‑for‑like replacement where a shop had been vacant for some time, particularly in cases involving a change of use. The Head of Planning and Building Control explained that if a unit had been vacant and the proposed use differed from the previous one, for example, a retail unit changing to a hot‑food takeaway, NI Water considered this a different use. If the previous connection had not been active within the past five years, they regarded it as lost. She noted that NI Water assessed whether the proposed use would discharge the same volume to the system, and if calculations showed an increase, the connection would not be permitted. Where no evidence of use within the past five years existed, NI Water were not issuing reconnections.

Councillor Cathcart asked whether a map was available. The Head of Planning and Building Control said a link was included in the report, though it did not allow for detailed zooming. She explained that the Council was discovering the extent of the issue on an ad hoc basis, dependent on the location of each application, and that it appeared to relate to discharges via South Street.

Councillor Cathcart referred to a case on North Street where permission had been granted for apartments on one side of the road, but when the applicant moved to the opposite side, no capacity remained. He noted that options were being explored for a neighbouring barber shop and emphasised the timing pressures involved, particularly for regeneration areas such as Bangor Main Street, where changes of use and subdivision of units would be essential. He asked whether the Head of Planning and Building Control was suggesting that the Council write again to NI Water and invite them to Committee.

The Head of Planning and Building Control clarified that NI Water’s visit formed part of NIW's annual engagement, during which it normally presented an overview of the year to the Corporate Committee. It had requested to attend on 5 May. She also noted that Bangor was not within the affected catchment area.

The Chair confirmed that Councillor Smart had made a proposal. The Head of Planning and Building Control indicated she was content to agree the relevant subject matter for any correspondence or engagement.

Councillor Smart proposed, seconded by Councillor Morgan, that the Council notes the report and requests the Minister of Department for Infrastructure to accept a deputation of cross-party Members to discuss ongoing concerns.
Councillor Morgan described the situation as appalling, noting that while the Director was working to address derelict buildings and improve the appearance of Newtownards and Comber, NI Water’s position meant such regeneration efforts could not progress. She said the situation was hopeless and urged the need for a meeting with the Minister.

Alderman McIlveen referred to an announcement made earlier that day by Andrew Muir regarding SORPI (Statement of Regulatory Principles and Intent) and NI Water, asking whether this would worsen the issue. He noted that although Bangor was not currently in an affected catchment, part of the announcement related to Belfast Lough, which could place Bangor in a similar position. He suggested writing to NI Water for clarification, particularly given the number of permissions already granted subject to NI Water agreement and those still in the system, and asked whether further difficulties were anticipated.

The Head of Planning and Building Control advised that she had read the press release that afternoon and suggested members might wish to refer back to previous papers on the Living With Water Programme and the situation in Belfast Lough. She explained that the scale of discharge entering the lough from the opposite side was significant, and that the lack of funding for upgrades at Kinnegar was a major factor. She noted that NI Water would proceed with connections where extant permissions met the necessary requirements and where developers could provide their own solutions, but some town centre sites could not do this. She was unsure whether the announcement was intended to prompt Executive action, but acknowledged that the issue appeared to be coming to a head.

Alderman Smith supported the proposal to seek a meeting with the Minister. He referred to the report’s comments on development funding restrictions and expressed concern that the current Minister did not appear to have a clear plan for addressing the issue. He suggested that developer-funded solutions might be the only option being considered and it was essential to meet the Minister. He noted that NI Water would likely reiterate the scale of investment required and that no funding was currently being offered. He warned that the situation was preventing new housing and undermining efforts to support businesses seeking to rejuvenate local areas.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Smart, seconded by Councillor Morgan, that the Council notes the report and requests the Minister of Department of Infrastructure to accept a deputation of cross-party Members to discuss ongoing concerns.
6.	Workshop on Renewables

Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity advising that Members should note the attached letter which set out that as part of the Planning Improvement Programme, the Department, in conjunction with local councils and Renewables NI, was proposing to host a workshop on Renewable Energy on 11 March 2026 as part of capacity building and knowledge development.

Nominations were sought in respect of circa three attendees per council, consisting of planning officers and Planning Committee members.

It was proposed that two planning officers attend and as such, the Committee was asked if it wished to propose a Member to attend.  In the absence of any Member expressing a desire to attend, a further planning officer would be proposed.  

RECOMMENDED that Council Considers the attached letter seeking nominations to the proposed Renewable Energy Workshop on 11 March 2026 and determines whether any Member wishes to be nominated.

Councillor Harbinson proposed, seconded by Alderman McAlpine, that Council notes the letter and nominates Councillor Morgan to attend the Renewable Energy Workshop alongside Council Officers.
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Harbinson, seconded by Alderman McAlpine, that Council notes the letter and nominates Councillor Morgan to attend the Renewable Energy Workshop alongside Council Officers.
[Councillor Wray left the meeting at 20:21]
7.	Planning and Building Control Service Unit Plan 2026-2027

Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity explaining that Members will have been aware that Council was required, under the Local Government Act 2014, to have in place arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the exercise of its functions.  To fulfil this requirement, Council had in place a Performance Management Policy and Handbook.  The Performance Management Handbook outlined the approach to the Performance Planning and Management process as:
Community Plan – published every 10-15 years
Corporate Plan – published every 4 years (Corporate Plan 2024 - 2028 in operation)
Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) – published annually 
Service Plan – developed annually 

The Council’s 16 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.

Key Issues
Any key issues that the Service may face in 2026/27 had been detailed within the attached Service Plan. 

Next Steps
Attached was the 2026/27 Service Plan for Planning and Building Control in accordance with the Council’s Performance Management Policy and Handbook.

Plans were intended to:
· Encourage compliance with legal, audit and operational context.
· Provide focus on direction.
· Facilitate alignment between Corporate, Service and individual plans and activities.
· Motivate and develop staff.
· Promote performance improvement, encourage innovation and share good practice.
· Encourage transparency of performance outcomes.
· Better enable us to recognise success and address underperformance.

Summary

The attached Plan:
· Had been developed to align with the objectives of the Big Plan (2017 – 2032) and the Corporate Plan 2024 – 2028 and had been developed in conjunction with staff, officers and management, and in consultation with key stakeholders where relevant.
· Set out the objectives for the Service for 2026-27 and identified the key performance indicators used to illustrate the level of achievement of each objective, and the targets that the Service would try to attain along with key actions required to do so.
· Was based on the agreed budget.  It should be noted that, should there be significant changes in-year (e.g. due to Council decisions, budget revisions or changes to the PIP), the Plan may need to be revised.
· Would be reported to Committee on a six-monthly basis as undernoted.

	Reference
	Period
	Reporting Month

	Half Yearly 1
	April – September 
	December

	Half Yearly 2
	October – March
	June



RECOMMENDED that Council Approves attached Service Plan for 2026/27. 

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

8.	Planning Appeals Update

[bookmark: _Hlk221809649]Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity advising of appeals decisions as outlined below.
The following appeal was dismissed on 30 January 2026 following written representations with accompanied site visit on 04 September 2025.
	[bookmark: _Hlk189933508]PAC Ref
	2025/A0023

	Council Ref
	LA06/2024/0438/O

	Appellant
	Ryan Doherty

	Subject of Appeal
	Refusal of planning permission for:
Erection of shed for the storage and maintenance of agricultural machinery, yard and relation of access

	Location
	100m south of 35 Ballymaleddy Road, Comber



The Council refused the application at the Planning Committee of 04 March 2025, further to call-in from the delegated list by Alderman McIlveen, for the following reasons:
a) The proposal was contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland and Policy CTY 1 of Planning Policy Statement 21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that, there were no overriding reasons why the development is essential at this location.
b) The proposal was contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for NI (para 6.73), and Policy CTY 12 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Development in the Countryside, in that:
· it had not been demonstrated that the shed was necessary for the efficient use of the agricultural holding;
· the shed would not be sited beside existing farm buildings;
· it did not merit being considered as an exceptional case as it had not
been demonstrated that there were no other sites available at another
group of buildings on the holding, health and safety reasons existed to justify an alternative site away from existing farm buildings or that the alternative site away from existing farm buildings was essential for the efficient functioning of the business. 
c) The proposal was contrary to criteria a, b, c, d and f of Policy CTY 13 of    Planning Policy Statement 21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that the proposal:
· was a prominent feature in the landscape
· the site lacked long established natural boundaries or was unable to provide a suitable degree of enclosure for the building to integrate into the landscape;
· it relied primarily on the use of new landscaping for integration
· ancillary works did not integrate with their surroundings
· it failed to blend with the landform, existing trees, buildings, slopes and other natural features which provide a backdrop
d) The proposal was contrary to Policy CTY 14 of Planning Policy Statement 21:
Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that the proposal would be
unduly prominent in the landscape and the impact of the ancillary works would
damage rural character.
Commissioner considered:
· there was an active and established farm business but not adequately demonstrated that the shed was necessary for the efficient use of the agricultural holding.
· Invoices for agricultural contracting work outside the applicant’s holding / evidence of four invoices were inconclusive in terms of demonstrating that the proposed shed was necessary for the efficient use of the holding.
· Recommendations within the Health and Safety report for facilities for the maintenance of farm machinery appeared excessive for a relatively small holding.
· Limited evidence presented leaned towards the appellant’s agricultural contracting business rather than demonstrating maintenance or upkeep of the agricultural holding.
· Not persuaded that a shed of the size, scale and with the technical requirements specified were necessary for the efficient use of this agricultural holding or could not be sited beside existing farm buildings at 37 Ballymaleddy Road within its generous curtilage and which the farm business was registered to. 
· Considered that a shed would appear as a prominent feature in the landscape and was unable to provide a suitable degree of enclosure to integrate into the landscape and the impact of ancillary works would damage rural character.
All of the Council’s refusal reasons were upheld and the appeal was dismissed.

1. The following enforcement appeal was upheld on 30 January 2026 

	PAC Ref
	2025/E0006

	Council Ref
	LA06/2022/0296/CA

	Appellant
	Andrew Lawther

	Subject of Appeal
	Alleged 
i. Unauthorised laying of hardcore to form a level surfaced area; 
ii. Unauthorised erection of one wooden building and eco composting facility; 
iii. Unauthorised erection of one yurt with pier foundations; 
iv. Unauthorised laying of hardcore stone laneway

	Location
	Lands opposite 49 Holly Park Road, Killinchy, Down, within forested area (wet woodlands) on eastern side of Holly Park Road, approx. 140m back from Holly Park Road and approx. 520m north of Derryboy Road



Appeal was brought under Grounds (a), (c), (d), (f) and (g) as set out in Section 143(3) of the Planning Act (NI) 2011 (the Act).

There was a deemed planning application by virtue of Section 145 (5) of the Act which relates to the appeal development on the site. This decision only considered Grounds (c) and (d).

Ground (c)- that those matters (if they occurred) did not constitute a breach of planning control 
Appeal site not being actively farmed; however, appellant argued that site was farmed previously and planning permission therefore not required due to permitted development rights and that laying of hardcore was associated with overall agricultural management of the lands.

Commissioner not persuaded by evidence submitted which included mapping and invoices or that the laneway and level surfaced area were in place since the appellant’s father possessed permitted development rights. Appeal under ground (c) failed.

Ground (d)- 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 
Commissioner also considered evidence presented in relation to Section 132 of the Act  which dealt with time limits and considered on balance of probabilities, it was not demonstrated that on 1st April 2025 no enforcement action could be taken in respect of breaches i and iv. The appeal on ground (d) failed.

New Appeals
2. The following appeal was lodged on 10 February:
	PAC Ref
	2025/A0124

	Council Ref
	LA06/2024/0952/F

	Appellant
	James Morley

	Subject of Appeal
	Demolition of existing dwelling and erection of 2 No. 3 bed and 4 No. 2 bed apartments

	Location
	115 Station Road, Craigavad



Details of appeal decisions, new appeals and scheduled hearings can be viewed at www.pacni.gov.uk.
RECOMMENDED that Council Notes this report and attachments.

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

9.	Confirmation of Listing

Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity advising that a report had been presented to the Council at its meeting of 17 December 2025 advising of DfC’s Historic Environment Division’s consideration of listing of Alexandra House, 230 Scrabo Road, Newtownards.  Members resolved to support the intention to list the property. 
This report was to advise Members that the property had since been listed and the signed schedule and map were appended for information.
RECOMMENDED that Council Notes the report and attachments

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

10.	Second Review of the Implementation of the Planning Act (NI) 2011

Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity as outlined below; 
Primary Planning Legislation
1. In Northern Ireland, the planning system was fundamentally reformed in 2015 with the transfer of responsibility for most local planning decisions and plan-making going to councils as well as significant reforms to the development management and plan-making processes.  The reforms represented the most fundamental change to the planning system in Northern Ireland in over 30 years. 

2. This also involved commencement of significant new primary legislation in the form of the Planning (NI) Act 2011 (the Act), together with a raft of other supporting subordinate legislation, which all came into effect on 1st April 2015. 

3. In May 2016 the Departments Act (Northern Ireland) 2016, reduced the number of government departments from 12 to 9.  As part of this restructuring, the majority of departmental planning functions of the former Department of the Environment were transferred to the Department for Infrastructure. 
First Review of the Implementation of The Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011
4. Section 228 of the Act requires the Department to review and publish a report on the implementation of the Act no later than 3 years after the commencement of Part 3 of the Act (Planning Control), and at least once in every 5 years thereafter. The Department was required by section 228(2) to make regulations setting out the terms of the review. The regulations were made on 12 October 2020 and came into operation on 2 November 2020. 

5. The delay in meeting the initial timeframe set out in the Act for making the regulations and publication of the associated report, stemmed from decisions (not to proceed) made under the NI (Executive Formation & Exercise of Function etc.) Act 2018. These decisions determined that in the absence of a Minister or functioning Assembly, it would not be appropriate to make the regulations, and to publish the subsequent report on the implementation of the Planning Act. 

6. The Planning Act 2011 (Review) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2020 specified that the Review must:- 
· consider the objectives intended to be achieved by the Planning Act; 
· assess the extent to which those objectives had been achieved; and 
· assess whether it was appropriate to retain, amend or repeal any of the provisions of the Planning Act or subordinate legislation made under the 2011 Act, in order to achieve those objectives. 

7. The Department carried out its first review in 2021, by way of a Call for Evidence, to which the Council submitted its considered response.

8. The Department published its report in January 2022 – copy attached for information.

9. As detailed on DFI’s website, overall the Review found that the vast majority of provisions within the Planning Act had been implemented and that the reformed two tier planning system envisaged by the Assembly when the Act was made had been established.  However, the Review had also identified parts of the planning system which could be improved, including the time it took for councils to bring forward their respective local development plans and the speed at which major planning applications were processed.

10. The 2021 Review brought forward a series of recommendations for changes to the Act, subordinate legislation and guidance, aimed at improving the planning system. These included:
· reviewing the consultation requirements in plan-making;
· improving the quality of planning applications submitted;
· increasing the use of digital technology in the planning system;
· reviewing the statutory consultations process, including timeframes for consultations responses, penalties for late responses and how councils could proceed if statutory consultees do not respond within the required timeframes;
· reviewing categories of development and the Department's approach to call in notifications; and
· reviewing aspects of the appeals system around new material, and the variation of proposals at appeal.

11. A number of outstanding recommendations continue to be taken forward via the Northern Ireland Planning Improvement Programme.
Second Review of the Implementation of The Planning Act
12. The Department had advised Heads of Planning that it had commenced preparatory work with regards to its second report on the Review of the Planning Act (see letter of 21 January 2026 attached), and was seeking input from the planning authorities accordingly.

13. Further to some concern being raised in respect of the timeframe for response, the Chief Planner had recently (in attached letter of 04 February) set out the wish to maintain momentum, and reiterating that any response need only concentrate on any new matters that may not have emerged since the first Review and the intervening period.

14. Whilst a response was requested by the end of March, it was proposed to work with the other Heads of Planning to review the situation to date, to coordinate a response to DFI to be presented to Planning Committee at its meeting of 31 March (which was agreed in place of 07 April date).  As such, delegated authority would be sought from Council at its meeting of 25 March for Planning Committee to approve the response, subject to any amendments instructed.
RECOMMENDED that Council Notes this report and the intention to seek delegated authority from March Council regarding proposed response to be presented to Planning Committee at its meeting of 31 March 2026.

[Councillor Wray rejoined the meeting at 20:23.]

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

TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 20:23.


	
	
	



