		ITEM 8.1

		PC 2026.06.09
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 09 June 2026 at 7.00 pm. 
	
PRESENT:		

In the Chair: 	Councillor McCollum 

Aldermen: 		Graham 
McAlpine (Zoom, 7.06pm)
McIlveen (Zoom)
Smith 
			
Councillors:		Cathcart (Zoom)		McClean (Zoom)
Harbinson (Zoom)	 	McKee (Zoom)
			Hennessy (Zoom)		Morgan
			Kendall (Zoom)		Smart			
						
Officers:	Director of Place and Prosperity (B Dorrian), Head of Planning and Building Control (A McCullough), Principal Planner (G Kerr), Senior Planners (J Hanna & A Todd) and Democratic Services Officer (R King)  

1.	Apologies

Apologies had been received from Alderman McDowell and Councillor Wray.

2.	Declarations of Interest

No declaration of interest was made but Members were reminded of their ability to declare at any time throughout the meeting. 

3.      Matters arising from the Planning Committee minutes of 05 and 14 May 2026

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above. 

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

4.	Planning Applications 

4.1    LA06/2026/0158/F – Installation of painted steel external spiral staircase for access to roof over 2nd floor Apartment for maintenance and amenity access
          (Appendix I)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Holywood & Clandeboye 
Committee Interest: – Call in request from Alderman McIlveen.
Proposal: Installation of painted steel external spiral staircase for access to roof over 2nd floor apartment for maintenance and amenity access 
Site Location: 12 Ardavon, Holywood 
Recommendation: Refuse Planning Permission

The Senior Planner (A Todd) outlined the Case Officer’s Report, explaining that Item 4.1 sought planning permission for the installation of a steel external spiral staircase to enable access to the upper roof of the building for maintenance and amenity purposes at 12 Ardavon, Holywood. 

The application had been recommended for refusal and was presented to Committee following a call-in request from Alderman McIlveen to allow consideration as to whether the scale, massing, location, design and materials of the proposal were sympathetic with the built form and appearance of the existing property and the character and appearance of the surrounding area.

The site was located within the recently constructed Ardavon development, off the Glen Road, Holywood. The development included detached dwellings, a residential courtyard and an apartment building which was the subject of this application and was shown outlined in red.

In terms of the development plan context, the site lay within the settlement limit of Holywood and also within the proposed Marino, Cultra Craigavad ATC and the proposed Folk Park/Creighton LLPA in Draft BMAP.

The proposal involved the erection of a 5m high steel spiral staircase on the roof of the apartment building which also included a 6m long walkway with glazed balustrades to enable access to the uppermost part of the roof. The staircase was located at the south-eastern side of the roof directly above the main entrance to the building. The existing and proposed north-eastern elevation of the apartment building showed the elevation that faced onto the main access lane into the development. The north-western elevation showed the proposed amenity area located between the chimneys. The south-eastern elevation showed the proposed staircase positioned directly above the main entrance to the building and the south-western elevation was also illustrated.
These were the existing and proposed roof plans of the building and on the proposed plan the location of the staircase could be seen, with the walkway leading to the central amenity area.

The staircase and amenity area would only be accessible from the second-floor Penthouse apartment via two doors as highlighted, one from the living area and one from the master bedroom. The amenity area would therefore be exclusively for the use of the occupants of this apartment which already benefited from the use of the roof terraces at second floor level equating to approximately 130sqm. This was well in excess of the 10–30sqm of amenity space recommended for apartments in Creating Places, therefore it was not considered that there was a need for any additional amenity space to serve the Penthouse.

As outlined in the Case Officer’s Report, the Planning Department was of the opinion that the proposal failed to comply with the SPPS and criterion (a) of policy EXT1 of Planning Policy Statement 7 Residential Extensions and Alterations, in that the scale, massing, location, design and materials of the proposal were not sympathetic with the built form and appearance of the existing property and would detract from the character and appearance of the surrounding area.

While there were no direct views of the building from the Glen Road, the proposed staircase would be highly visible from public views within the Ardavon development itself. The first view of the staircase would be on approach along the main access lane into the development as indicated.

(Alderman McAlpine joined the meeting remotely – 7.06pm)

From this viewpoint the staircase and walkway would be highly visible, and it was considered that it would appear as an obtrusive and dominant feature, incongruous to the design and character of the existing building. Paragraph A4 of the J&A of Policy EXT1 advised that “An extension or alteration should be designed to become an integral part of the property functionally and visually”. The apartment building was originally designed to reflect the character and features of the original Victorian Villa on the site, Ardavon House, which unfortunately could not be retained due to its poor condition. It was considered that the addition of the large spiral staircase and walkway to the roof of the building would not be sympathetic or respectful in any way to the design or built form of the building.

The next view was from the south where the parking area for the apartments and access lane to the residential courtyard were located.

Viewed from here, the staircase and walkway would be extremely prominent on the roof. Paragraph A9 of the J&A of Policy EXT1 advised that “Alterations to the front of a property require great care as poor design can upset the architectural integrity of the building and they should appear to be part of the existing property – not an obvious addition.”

The third view was from the west at the front of the adjacent residential courtyard.
The staircase and walkway would also be extremely prominent and appear incongruous with the building from this viewpoint. Paragraph A6 of the J&A of Policy EXT1 also advised that “It will not usually be appropriate to allow an extension to project above the ridge line of an existing property”.

The applicant advised that the staircase and walkway were necessary to provide safe access for the purposes of maintaining and cleaning the air conditioning units, solar panels, roof coverings, chimneys and roof lights in addition to providing further amenity space for the Penthouse. As already outlined, there was no need for additional amenity space to serve the Penthouse and the Planning Department also did not consider that the staircase was essential to enable occasional maintenance and cleaning and this would not be sufficient justification to outweigh the visual harm that would be caused. It was considered that access could easily be gained from a discreet ladder located on the side of the mansard roof with no need for the elaborate spiral staircase, walkway and amenity deck.

Objections had also been submitted from 12 local residents who raised concerns in relation to the obtrusive visual impact of the proposal as well as the potential impact on privacy. While the staircase and amenity area would allow views towards existing adjacent properties, these were towards the front of the dwellings rather than any private amenity space and would not result in any greater views than those already available from the second-floor roof terrace as shown in the photographs. The separation distances between the roof terraces and existing dwellings were also all in line with the minimum distance of 30m as recommended in Creating Places.

In summary, the Planning Department considered that the proposal was contrary to the SPPS and Planning Policy Statement 7 Residential Extensions and Alterations, in that it would result in a dominant and incongruous feature on the existing building and would fail to be sympathetic to its built form and the character of the surrounding area. The Planning Department also did not accept that the stated need for the development would outweigh the visual harm that would be caused. On this basis it was recommended that planning permission should be refused.

The Chair invited questions to the Officer for clarification.

Alderman McIlveen asked for confirmation that the reasons for refusal related solely to the visual appearance of the staircase rather than amenity use. He asked if there was deemed to be any adverse impact on neighbouring properties.

The Officer confirmed the refusal reasons related to scale, location, massing and visual impact – not amenity. The existing amenity use had been highlighted to demonstrate there was not a lack of existing space, and the proposal was an addition. She confirmed that, despite the objections, there was not deemed to be any impact such as overlooking on neighbouring properties.

In a further query, Alderman McIlveen queried the alternative options for roof access to the air conditioning unit, solar panels and chimneys etc.

The Officer advised that fixed ladders or the use of cherry picker vehicles would be feasible options. She added that no other building she was aware of had such an elaborate staircase and walkway for maintenance access.

Alderman Graham asked what the visibility of the staircase would be like on approach at street level and the Officer returned to a previous slide which showed a visual of its prominent appearance and reiterated that the staircase would be five metres high, above the highest point of the building.

In a final query, Alderman Graham asked about the nature of the objections and the Officer confirmed that they had included concerns about overlooking from neighbours, but the main issue related to visual impact, again from neighbouring residents.

The Chair introduced Mr Alan Mains who was speaking in support of the application. His address to the Committee was summarised as follows:

· The proposal was developed due to the need for routine ongoing safe access to the roof area over the 2nd floor apartment. The access would be mainly used by the residents of the property and occasionally by contractors as required for general amenity use within the amenity deck area; frequent cleaning of a number of large areas of roof-mounted glazing which were visible from various rooms within the property; maintaining and replacement of air conditioning units; maintaining and replacement of solar panels; cleaning and maintaining chimneys; maintenance of roof lighting; and cleaning and maintaining roof coverings.

· The design was developed to integrate a small amenity deck area neatly housed within the existing chimneys. The amenity deck comprised glazed balustrading to blend seamlessly into the existing roof area. The access staircase was designed to integrate curved painted steelwork. Painted steelwork was used extensively on the apartment building as balustrading on extensive open balconies to the first-floor apartments, as well as decorative steelwork detailing on bay windows to ground floor apartments.

· The proposal took into account the privacy and amenity of adjacent properties and complied with distance rules. The distance between the proposed roof development and the nearest neighbouring dwelling/window was approximately 26m. Creating Places guidance did not cover terraces or decks at the height of this proposal; however, it was noted that there was already an external terrace wrapping around the building at 2nd floor level, which was 11m closer than the proposed deck to neighbouring dwellings, and the proposed deck area was well screened on all four sides due to being positioned within extensive chimneys, in particular on the southwest elevation facing the courtyard properties.

· It was not considered that this proposed deck would pose any greater concerns in relation to the privacy of the residents of the closest neighbouring dwelling. This equally applied to the other townhouses in this part of the development. The neighbourhood already featured standard, mutual overlooking relationships between neighbouring properties, and this modest roof development did not introduce any novel or unprecedented impact on the area.

· To provide reassurance, the applicant was agreeable to a standard planning condition requiring obscure glazed balustrading, fixed and non-openable, to the southwest elevation facing the courtyard properties.

The Chair invited questions to the speaker and Councillor Hennessy asked when the apartment complex had been built and how long the existing residents had lived there. He also queried how the access and maintenance arrangements had been handled to date.

Mr Mains explained that the current residents of Apartment 2 had been there since the complex was built about two and a half to three years ago. Until recently the apartment had not been occupied as much but it was now occupied more frequently.

Alderman McIlveen asked for the speaker’s view on the alternative access arrangements that the Officer had suggested and questioned the practicality of those. He asked if the proposed location was the most suitable for the proposed staircase and if there was any other suitable location for it.

Mr Mains considered the alternative methods – use of cherry pickers and ladders – to be impractical to meet the weekly cleaning requirements of the solar panels and windows on the roof.

He highlighted health and safety concerns, particularly in the use of ladders. He argued that the steel staircase, once painted, would be less obtrusive that what the Officer had suggested. It had been located at the rear of the building where it was screened by trees and he felt that anyone approaching the building would be focused on driving safely rather than the view.

Alderman Smith noted that the staircase appeared to be a prominent feature, particularly from the northeast and southwest elevations. He asked why the applicant required such an elaborate, large staircase for accessing a plant room.

Mr Mains argued that the description of the plant room understated the area and that the development was well designed and highly regarded by Planners. The staircase had a purpose for maintenance and the safety of moving items up and down. He added that it was positioned on the roof of the apartment owner.

Alderman Smith asked if the staircase’s primary use would be for those accessing for maintenance purposes or for the apartment owner’s functional use. Mr Mains advised that it would be a mixture of both and for the comfort and safety of being able to get up and down from the area.

Alderman Graham asked how the area would be accessed safely if the Council rejected planning permission and Mr Mains felt that it would be difficult to find a safe alternative. He added that considerable thought had gone into the proposal and it brought value to what most people would agree was a highly regarded development. Alternatives had been considered but it was felt that the painted steel staircase would blend in and be the safest option.

Mr Mains returned to the public gallery.

The Chair invited questions to the Officer for clarification and Alderman Graham referred to the planning approval which was granted for the existing development and if there was a requirement for it to reflect the characteristics of the original property.

The Officer recalled that there was considerable negotiation during that planning application process to create a design that was reflective of the original character, although there was no planning condition in place.

Councillor Morgan proposed, seconded by Alderman Smith, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be refused.

Councillor Morgan agreed with the Planning Department’s reasons for its opinion to refuse and felt that the design was strange and inappropriate for that building. She believed that there were other ways to access the roof for maintenance requirements.

Alderman Smith accepted there was a need for access but had concerns about the prominence of the staircase, particularly from the northeast and southwest perspectives.

He felt that the staircase was an item ‘in its own right’ and not sympathetic to the building’s design. He pointed to other comments heard in the debate or referenced in the report which referred to the proposal as dominant, visually harmful and poorly designed. He felt this justified refusal of the application.

Alderman McIlveen was concerned that the alternative suggestions for access, particularly the hire of cherry pickers, which could be costly, had not been considered adequately. He had further concerns that a refusal on the basis of appearance alone was overlooking the necessity and functionality aspects for the staircase’s stated purpose.

Alderman Graham took a similar view, pointing to health and safety concerns of accessing without a permanent staircase. He accepted that until now there had not been a need for frequent service of the solar panels and the air conditioning unit and he felt a ladder was not the safest way to access those on a regular basis. He suspected that scaffolding might be required and that would be unsightly. While the proposed structure was unusual, he accepted that the staircase was needed for practical reasons.

Councillor Hennessy disagreed with that view and felt that the occupants had managed to access the area successfully for the last two and a half to three years, which demonstrated that suitable access already existed.

On being put to the meeting, with 8 voting FOR, 3 voting AGAINST, 2 ABSTAINING, and 3 ABSENT, the proposal was CARRIED.

The voting was as follows:

	FOR (8)
	AGAINST (3)
	ABSTAINED (2)
	ABSENT (3)

	Aldermen
	Aldermen
	Aldermen
	Aldermen

	Smith
	Graham
	McAlpine
	McDowell

	
	McIlveen
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Councillors 
	Councillor 
	Councillors 
	Councillor

	Hennessy
Harbinson
	Cathcart
	McCollum
	Kerr
Wray

	Kendall
	
	
	

	McClean
	
	
	

	McKee
Morgan
	
	
	

	Smart
	
	
	



Alderman McAlpine advised that she would abstain from the vote having joined the meeting late.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Morgan, seconded by Alderman Smith, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be refused.

4.2     LA06/2026/0137/S54 – Proposed residential development of 95 dwellings to include roads, parking, infrastructure, landscaping and retention of bawn wall – Variation of Condition 5 regarding landscaping
            (Appendix II – III)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Newtownards 
Committee Interest: – Major planning application.
Proposal: Variation of Condition 5 relating to landscaping for residential development of 95 dwellings (including roads, parking, infrastructure, landscaping and retention of bawn wall) 
Site Location: Lands south of Nos. 37–77 Court Street and Nos. 1–11 Canal Row, Newtownards 
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission

The Senior Planner (A Todd) outlined the Case Officer’s Report, explaining that Item 4.2 sought planning permission for the variation of condition 5 relating to the landscaping of planning permission LA06/2019/0603/F for the erection of 95 dwellings at lands south of 37-77 Court Street and 1-11 Canal Row, Newtownards. 

The application fell within the major category of development and was previously presented to Committee at the meeting of 5th May with a recommendation to approve. At that meeting, Committee decided that it was minded to refuse the proposal and the application was deferred to seek further justification from the applicant.

This site was located in Newtownards just outside the town centre south of Court Street and north of Castlebawn Retail Park.

Construction of the development was already well under way on the site in line with the previous permission with a number of houses nearing completion.

As the site was subject to an extant planning permission for 95 dwellings, the principle of development was established and the only matter to be considered under this current application was the proposed variation to the wording of condition 5. The proposed variation allowed for an amended landscaping scheme along with the approval of the submitted phasing plan for the implementation of the landscaping.

The amendment to the approved landscaping scheme involved the removal of 36 of the proposed trees. These were indicated in red on the plan and as could be seen, were primarily located around the site’s boundaries. The Planning Agent had previously advised that the removal of these trees from the scheme was required to meet the long-term management requirements of Radius Housing Association as they were considered to be located too close to buildings and the historic Bawn Wall.

The Planning Department did not consider that the proposed reduction in the overall tree provision would result in any adverse impact on the character of the area, any loss of a landscaped buffer required for screening or any impact on the overall environmental quality of the scheme. The development still incorporated the planting of over 133 new trees along with hedgerows and shrubs throughout. However, at the meeting of 5th May, Committee did not consider that sufficient justification had been provided by the applicant to allow the removal of the proposed trees from the landscaping scheme.

The agent submitted a further supporting statement on 7th May which outlined that:

· A significant number of the proposed trees were positioned close to the Bawn Wall which was a scheduled monument. Further to discussions with HED Historic Monuments in December 2025, it was advised that 36 of the proposed trees could potentially risk the stability of the wall. The revised planting plan was prepared and submitted on the basis of this advice from HED.

· It had also been identified that some of the trees which were proposed close to the perimeter path could create unsupervised areas which would be overshadowed and could result in potential risk to public safety.

The Planning Department remained of the opinion that the proposal was compliant with PPS7 and that the application should be approved. The scheme would continue to contribute to a quality residential environment incorporating the planting of over 100 new trees along with other hedges and shrubs on a site which was previously devoid of any vegetation.

Condition 5 of the original permission also required the submission of details of the proposed phased implementation of hard and soft landscaping works for approval prior to occupation of any dwelling. These details had now been submitted under the current application for approval. The submitted phasing plan showed the site divided into 7 phases for the implementation of planting, confirming that planting would be completed during the first available planting season after the occupation of the first dwelling in each phase. Condition 5 had been amended accordingly to require the landscaping works to be implemented in accordance with the details of this phasing plan.

In summary, no objections had been received to this proposal and the Planning Department was content that the proposed development would continue to meet all the requirements of Planning Policy Statement 7 Quality Residential Environments. It was therefore recommended that planning permission should be granted for the proposed variation of condition.

The Chair invited questions to the Officer for clarification.

Alderman McIlveen appreciated the clarification provided by the applicant following the previous discussion of the application. He felt that the Council should no longer proceed with refusal and that the Council should accept the amendment and associated condition as recommended.

Alderman McIlveen proposed, seconded by Councillor Smart, that the Officer’s recommendation be adopted and that Council grants planning permission.

The seconder, Councillor Smart added that he felt the plans were sympathetic to the relevant concerns and welcomed the clarification from the agent.

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

4.3     LA06/2026/0135/F – Use of existing unit for Retail (Class A1) (convenience and comparison goods), including elevation changes and retrospective extension for storage
 	(Appendix IV)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Bangor Central 
Committee Interest: – Major application.
Proposal: Use of existing unit for retail (Class A1), including elevation changes and retrospective extension for storage 
Site Location: Retail Warehouse Unit 1, Lesley Bloomfield Shopping Centre and Retail Park, South Circular Road, Bangor 
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission

The Principal Planner (G Kerr) presented the Case Officer’s Report, explaining that Item 4.3 was for the use of an existing unit for Retail (Class A1) (convenience and comparison goods), including elevation changes and retrospective extension for storage at Retail Warehouse Unit 1, Lesley Bloomfield Shopping Centre and Retail Park, South Circular Road, Bangor.

The application was before Members as it was a major application.

The recommendation was to grant planning permission.

The site was an end unit, currently vacant within the Retail Park complex which lay adjacent to Bloomfield Shopping Complex which extended to approximately 15ha approximately 1.5 kilometres to the south of Bangor city centre.

The site was shown with the extension already constructed to the rear of the unit.

With regard to the proposal which sought a change of retail space within the building to allow for convenience and comparison goods, the application also sought retrospective permission for a rear extension for storage purposes only as it currently had no designated storage area. 

The extension was completed in August 2025. The footprint of the extension was 26.5m x 15m with a flat roof to match the height of the existing roof. Minor elevational changes to the overall unit were also proposed. Members who may have been familiar with the area would have recalled the unit previously housed Reids sofa shop and a previous tenant occupied the unit for non-retail uses such as recreational (Archery); however, this was without benefit of planning permission.

Regarding the design of the proposal the front elevation of the unit would be comparable in appearance to the existing facade whilst two window openings were added on the upper wall to either side of the existing signage display area. The design was acceptable given the context of the area. The extension was subordinate to the existing building, and the design was replicated and would not detract from the character of the area. It adopted a complementary design with vertical cladding panels and a brick plinth to match existing finishes at the rear of the unit. It had a brick plinth to match the brick on the existing side elevation.

With regard to policy requirements, the SPPS 2 explained at Paragraph 6.277 that
“The aim of the SPPS is to support and sustain vibrant town centres across Northern Ireland through the promotion of established town centres as the appropriate first choice location of retailing and other complementary functions, consistent with the RDS”. 

Paragraph 6.278 stated planning authorities must adopt a town centre first approach for retail and main town centre uses.

Paragraph 6.286 of the SPPS2 stated that “All policies and proposals must ensure there will be no unacceptable adverse impact on the vitality and viability of an existing centre within the catchment and meet the requirements of policy elsewhere in the SPPS.”
All required assessments as required by the SPPS were undertaken by the agent with the Planning Department appointing an independent retail consultant Nexus to assess the relevant areas as required by policy.

As the proposal included a 317 sqm extension to the unit for storage purposes which would be ancillary to the use of the main unit to allow the sale of convenience and comparison goods, it had to be assessed holistically, particularly in respect of the out-of-town location as the gross floorspace would increase to in excess of 1000 sqm. The advice provided considered the proposed development on the site and was material in the consideration of this application. Within this it proposed the use of the existing Unit 1 providing 825 sqm of ground floorspace for the sale of convenience goods, with no more than 165 sqm for the sale of comparison goods.

In considering the sequential approach, the seminal case was Tesco Stores v Dundee City Council [2012] UKSC 13 where the Supreme Court found that a sequential approach required flexibility and realism from developers and the planning authority. The Council had to consider the applicant’s proposal. As Lord Hope stated at paragraph 38 of the Judgment “the whole exercise is directed to what the developer is proposing, not some other proposal which the planning authority might seek to substitute for it which is for something less than that sought by the developer”.

The tenant for the building, Iceland Food Warehouse, had detailed its requirements to support day to day operations which were a c.10,000 sqft store (conversion only) to be on a single floorplate with a dedicated servicing area with a significant level of car parking with dedicated trolley bays; and visibility from key transport corridors (with limited obstruction).

Findings of the review concluded that there were no sequentially preferable sites within the Primary Retail Core, or in the Town Centre or Edge of Centre locations of any of the towns, that were possible alternative sites, as any sites that existed would not meet the size or operational requirements of the proposal as listed above. The approach taken within the retail impact assessment was reviewed by planning officers and the external retail consultant, who were content that the approach, including the methodology and accompanying information, was appropriate and sound.

In terms of economic benefit, a core principle of the SPPS was to “support sustainable economic growth” with a requirement for planning authorities to take a positive approach to appropriate economic development proposals and proactively support and enable growth generating activities. Large scale investment proposals with job creation potential should be given particular priority. The Iceland Food Warehouse proposal would result in economic benefits in Bangor. The RIA stated that it would:

· Result in an estimated £1.5million investment in Bangor in the fit out (construction phase) of the new food store.
· Support approximately 15 gross FTE jobs during the construction phase, equating to £1.1million in GVA over the construction period.
· Create approximately 40-50 FTE gross new jobs at the store, equating to £4.2 million in GVA per annum.
· Result in the re-use of a currently vacant unit in an established retail park location.
· Introduce a new discount retail offer to Bangor which would further strengthen the attraction of the town as a shopping destination.

The proposal would help ensure the competitive supply of additional discount convenience goods for Bangor and would ensure variety in the number and format of retailers in the town. 

It would add to the choice of food retailers in Bangor and broaden the retail offer to enhance value and increase competition in the local market.

With regard to amenity, as the proposal included plant and equipment used for refrigeration and air conditioning for the new Iceland store which would be located in an external plant compound, Environmental Health requested that a Noise Impact Assessment was undertaken to demonstrate that the associated plant and equipment would not cause an adverse noise impact to nearby residential properties. 

The results received confirmed no impact on daytime amenity or quality of sleep at the closest noise-sensitive receptors and recommended conditions to be included on any permission granted.

DfI Roads was consulted and had no concerns regarding the proposal. Existing parking would be used. Space remained for delivery vehicles within curtilage turning despite the extension to the rear. Parking Standards Guidance indicated different levels of parking provision required from “Non-Food Retail” to “Food Retail”. 

For the current proposal this required an additional provision of 27 spaces. Whilst a parking statement had been provided for the development, it was noted that the statement related to the wider Retail Park and had been prepared to support other proposals within the Bloomfield District Centre. It was also considered that visitors to the new retail store would involve stops at multiple stores that already existed within the immediate vicinity.

One objection had been received from the occupant of 13 Upritchard Gardens behind the development, which was a three storey, end terrace property located within the adjacent housing development on land to the southwest and separated from the site by approximately 47 metres. The objection specifically related to a potential loss of light into both the rear garden and back of the property. It was considered however that there was sufficient separation distance to ensure that the retrospective extension would not be of detriment to the amenity of the objector’s property.

In summary, all material planning considerations had been thoroughly assessed during the processing of this proposal with an independent consultant reviewing the supporting information and providing comment. All consultees were content and material objections raised had been addressed.

The Chair invited questions to the Officer and Councillor Cathcart queried the two recorded objections, noting that only one had been referred to in the report. The Officer advised that only one objection had been received but it had been lodged twice on the system.

Alderman McAlpine noted that this related to a retrospective application for an extension and noted the building render being different. She asked if it would be possible to require that that render matched the surrounding buildings and if the appearance had formed part of the neighbour’s complaint.

The Officer advised that a requirement for alternative render would be unreasonable as the building was in a retail park with varied finishes on different units. The Planning Department was satisfied that the finished appearance aligned with the surrounding area and would not result in loss of amenity or negative views. She confirmed that there were no objections received that specifically related to the look or the finish of the extension.

Alderman Smith raised a query around car parking issues, noting that the change of use from non-food to food retail at the site required an additional 27 parking spaces. He noted general business of the area and pressure on parking spaces due to wider layout changes at Bloomfield Shopping Centre. He queried whether there was sufficient parking to accommodate the proposed new unit.

The Officer advised that car parking had been thoroughly investigated due to the area’s known high usage. Customers typically visited multiple units which affected parking demand and patterns. Through site visits at various times, Officers had noted that parking was always available despite how busy the centre was. She confirmed that 27 spaces had been deemed a reasonable requirement based on the anticipated demand, and it was felt that number could be accommodated at any given time. She highlighted that units had varying opening hours which affected car parking availability. The assessment had concluded that parking provision was therefore acceptable.

Alderman Graham, while not objecting to the proposal, expressed concern about the impacts on Bangor city centre, pointing to broader ‘sea change’ with regard to retail. He understood that there had previously been an Iceland store in the Flagship Centre and sought the Officer’s view of its relocation away from the city centre. He was concerned about the public’s perception of this development and the decline in retail in the city centre.

He noted the Lidl store application had included a condition that its previous retail unit remained empty to avoid negative impacts from the relocation. He felt that local residents might struggle to understand or accept this decision.

He asked how the Council could justify it to the public and the Officer explained the importance of policy consideration of town and city centres for each retail application including impact assessments. She advised of requirements to demonstrate why other sites in the town centre were not suitable or available. Sites like the Flaghship Centre were not available to the applicant and the unit it had occupied there previously was much smaller. Its current business needs required a bigger space.

It was advised that a Retail Impact Assessment had estimated there would be a 2% impact on the city centre’s retail, which had to be considered alongside significant current investment in the city centre such as the Queen’s Parade development and interest in the Flagship Centre.

It was identified that principal direct impact would be on ASDA with negligible effects on the city centre overall.

The Chair introduced Mr Jason Carlisle (Applicant, Herbert Property), Mr Philip Stinson (Turley) and Mrs Donna Lyle (Agent, Turley). An address was delivered by Mr Stinson and summarised as follows:

· The applicant welcomed the officer recommendation to approve and was grateful to officers for bringing the application forward to Committee within four months. It was noted that there were no objections from any statutory consultees.

· Since acquiring Lesley Bloomfield Shopping Centre and Retail Park in 2024, Herbert Property Group had invested in the centre, securing tenants for vacant units to support the role of the centre as a District Centre.

· The occupation of Unit 1 by Iceland Food Warehouse would bring a long-vacant unit back into use and introduce a well-established national retailer to the centre. The public consultation had shown strong local support for the proposal, with residents welcoming the additional retail choice.

· The application was supported by a Retail Impact Assessment, which had been independently reviewed by Nexus Planning on behalf of the Council. The independent review had concluded that there would be no significant adverse impact on the vitality and viability of Bangor City Centre and that there were no sequentially preferable sites. The review also confirmed that the proposal would not undermine ongoing investment or regeneration but would complement shopping within the area.

· The development represented an investment of £1.5 million, would provide 15 construction jobs, and 40 to 50 jobs once operational. It would also generate rateable income from the currently vacant unit.

· There were no objections from any consultees.

The Chair invited questions to the speakers and Councillor Cathcart noted that the upper car park at Bloomfield Shopping Centre remained closed. He asked if the centre had any plans to reopen that to help meet parking demand.

The speaker referred to parking assessments which had confirmed that there was already sufficient parking during peak periods even without the upper level. It could be reopened however if future parking demands increased. The centre monitored parking closely and was prepared to act if required.

The speakers were returned to the virtual gallery.

The Chair invited further questions to the Officer for clarification and Councillor Cathcart asked if the parking assessment had accounted for the closure of the upper-level car park. The Officer confirmed that it had, adding that surveys indicated that 235 parking spaces were free in the centre during the survey period.

Councillor Cathcart proposed, seconded by Councillor Harbinson, that the recommendation be adopted and that Council grants planning permission.

Councillor Cathcart explained that he had previously opposed the Lidl application and had concerns regarding the approval of B&M and Pound Stretcher in the same area, feeling that they could have been located in the city centre.

He acknowledged that the Iceland store had previously operated in the Flagship Centre but had closed and had been absent from Bangor for considerable time. He also felt that Iceland’s business which focused on frozen foods was better suited to sites with nearby car parking, due to the nature of those products.

He noted that the expansion was for storage purposes and not new retail space and felt that a precedent had already been set due to approvals for similar stores and therefore saw no reason to refuse the application.

In closing, he felt that the Iceland store would increase shopper choice in Bangor and create job opportunities.

The seconder, Councillor Harbinson, admitted he normally had a dislike towards retrospective planning applications but in this case felt that the unit was well suited for the Iceland store and agreed with the reasoning in the Officer’s report.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Harbinson, that the recommendation be adopted and that Council grants planning permission.

4.4    LA06/2025/0953/F – Variation of condition 9 of planning permission ref: W/2007/1028/F – to Amalgamate units 4 & 5 of Springhill Shopping Centre
(Appendix V)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Bangor Central 
Committee Interest: – Major Planning application.
Proposal: Variation of condition to permit amalgamation of Units 4 & 5 at Springhill Shopping Centre 
Site Location: Springhill Shopping Centre, Killeen Avenue, Bangor 
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission

The Principal Planner (G Kerr) presented the Case Officer’s Report, advising Planning ref LA06/2025/0953/F was for the variation of condition 9 of a previous planning approval for Springhill Shopping Centre to amalgamate units 4 and 5 to provide a total floorspace of 2051 sqm rather than the two separate units currently on site.

The application was before Members as it was a major application. There were no objections to the proposal, and the recommendation was to grant planning permission.
Given this was a Section 54 application which sought to amend a condition of the original permission for the centre, the Council had to consider only the ‘question of the conditions’ subject to which planning permission should be granted. The application therefore could not revisit the original approval and could only consider the variation of condition 3.

The site was located within the development limits of Bangor within a well-known district centre known as Springhill Shopping Centre. The site was located within the settlement limit of Bangor as per the Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (dBMAP) and North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984–1995 (NDAAP) and was designated as a District Shopping Centre in draft BMAP.

The wider area within the Springhill Shopping Centre was shown. Members familiar with the area would have recalled that the retailer Next previously retailed from the unit adjacent to Sports Direct – since the relocation of Next to Bloomfield Shopping Centre the unit had lain vacant in addition to a narrow unit adjacent which had yet to acquire any retailer.

To provide context to the application, Matalan was to open 10 new stores across the UK. Springhill Shopping Centre had been identified as a suitable location for Matalan’s new NI store subject to the amalgamation of the two identified vacant premises/units, nos. 4 and 5, to give the required floorspace of circa 2,000 sqm.

The proposal to amalgamate these two units into one resulted in a more useable space suitable for the retail model characteristic of such a retailer. Given there were no changes proposed to what was currently able to be sold within the units nor was the overall retail floorspace increasing, this was given considerable weight in the consideration of the application.

The planning agent acting on behalf of the applicant submitted all of the required supporting statement which was assessed against prevailing planning policy including an assessment on any potential impact on the vitality and viability of Bangor City Centre which had been detailed in the case officer report.

In conclusion, this application represented an investment opportunity for the retail offer for Bangor which was, in the round, acceptable in policy with material weight being afforded to the previous use and the recommendation was to grant planning permission.

The Chair invited questions to the Officer and Councillor Cathcart queried why the initial size restriction on retail units was imposed, noting that larger units were lacking in the city centre and might be needed. He noted that the city centre mainly contained smaller units and questioned the rationale for favouring that approach.

The Officer advised the original restriction was from an old Department of Environment permission, and she was unsure of the exact reasoning. She suspected that restriction was likely for additional controls to limit unit sizes. This application however had to be assessed on its own merits and there was no negative impact on the city centre, according to findings of a recent assessment. She pointed out that this proposal was considered acceptable.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor McClean, that the recommendation be adopted and that the Council grants planning permission.

4.5    LA06/2025/0616/A – 2no. Sponsorship Signage
	(Appendix VI)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Holywood & Clandeboye 
Committee Interest: 
Proposal: 2 no. sponsorship signage 
Site Location: Roadside verge adjoining Belfast Road and A2 Belfast Road, Holywood 
Recommendation: Grant Consent

The Senior Planner (J Hanna) explained that Item 4.5 was an application for advertising consent on behalf of the Council for 2x Sponsorship Signage.

No objections had been received in relation to the application.

The site was located on a roadside verge connecting the A2 with the Belfast Road within the settlement limit of Holywood. The site was comprised mainly of grass with some shrubbery and medium sized trees toward the rear of the verge. 

A filling station and shop were located immediately behind the verge to the north. The site contained existing signage including a welcome sign, a best kept town sign and two signs currently displaying a business name, this application was to serve as a retrospective application for the latter two signs.

The elevations of the sign and its layout along the road were shown. The signs would measure 0.4m x 0.75m with a height of 0.6m above ground.

Images of the location were shown. The proposal was in accordance with the SPPS2 and AD1 of PPS17 in that it would respect the general characteristics of the area, would not impact amenity and would not prejudice public safety. DFI Roads had no objections.

In summary, officers were content it met policy and recommended the proposal for approval.

The Chair invited questions to the Officer and Councillor Cathcart asked whether planning permission for the sponsorship sign was granted in perpetuity, allowing the sponsor’s name to change over time without new permission for each change.

The Officer confirmed that permission was in perpetuity, in line with the Council’s sponsorship policy. While the sign’s approval was ongoing, business logos could change over time. The Council retained control over what appeared on the signs.

Councillor Morgan was concerned that the signs could detract from the roundabout’s natural features, suspecting that sponsors would expect to be noticed. She queried the number of signs and if there was potential for additional signs and how any future requests would be handled.

The Officer explained that this application was for two signs, and numbers for each roundabout were specified within each application.  He added that the Council had to consider each location individually and the size of the signs was relatively small. The signs were designed to blend with the natural features and offer only fleeting visibility for passing motorists. Any unauthorised additional signage would be subject to enforcement action.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Alderman Smith, that the recommendation be adopted and that the Council grants consent.

4.6    LA06/2025/0617/A – 1no. Sponsorship Signage
	(Appendix VII)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Holywood & Clandeboye 
Committee Interest: 
Proposal: 1 no. sponsorship signage 
Site Location: Roadside verge adjoining Jacksons Road and Belfast Road, Holywood 
Recommendation: Grant Consent

The Senior Planner (J Hanna) advised that Item 4.6 was an application for advertising consent on behalf of the Council for 1 No. Sponsorship Signage.

No objections had been received in relation to the application.

The application site was located on a roadside verge adjoining Jacksons Road and Belfast Road within the settlement limit of Holywood. The verge consisted of areas of grass, a planter containing plants and shrubs, with a pedestrian path through the centre. The verge had a slight gradient gently sloping to the east.

The elevations of the sign and its layout along the road were shown. The sign would measure 0.4m x 0.75m with a height of 0.6m above ground.

Images of the location were shown. The proposal was in accordance with the SPPS2 and AD1 of PPS17 in that it would respect the general characteristics of the area, would not impact amenity and would not prejudice public safety. DFI Roads had no objections.

In summary, officers were content it met policy and recommended the proposal for approval.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor Hennessy, that the recommendation be adopted and that the Council grants consent.

4.7    LA06/2025/0620/A – 4no. Sponsorship Signage
	(Appendix VIII)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Comber 
Committee Interest: 
Proposal: 4 no. sponsorship signage 
Site Location: A21 Roundabout adjoining Newtownards Road and Little Enler Road, Comber 
Recommendation: Grant Consent

The Senior Planner (J Hanna) explained that Item 4.7 was an application for advertising consent on behalf of the Council for 4 No. Sponsorship Signage.

No objections had been received in relation to the application.

The application site was a roundabout located adjoining Newtownards Road and Little Enler Road. The roundabout contained medium sized trees. Vegetation within the roundabout was limited in height and density, ensuring unobstructed visibility. 

The surrounding area was primarily residential development, with Comber Free Presbyterian Church located to the northeast. The site was within the development limit of Comber as per the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015.

The elevations of the sign and its layout along the road were shown. The signs would measure 0.4m x 0.75m with a height of 0.6m above ground.

Images of the location were shown. The proposal was in accordance with the SPPS2 and AD1 of PPS17 in that it would respect the general characteristics of the area, would not impact amenity and would not prejudice public safety. DFI Roads had no objections.

In summary, officers were content it met policy and recommended the proposal for approval.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Smith, seconded by Councillor Smart, that the recommendation be adopted and that the Council grants consent.

4.8    LA06/2025/0621/A – 4no. Sponsorship Signage
	(Appendix IX)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Newtownards 
Committee Interest: 
Proposal: 4 no. sponsorship signage 
Site Location: Roundabout adjoining Kempe Stones Road, Blair Mayne Road South and Nursery Road, Newtownards 
Recommendation: Grant Consent

The Senior Planner (J Hanna) explained that Item 4.8 was an application for advertising consent on behalf of the Council for 4 No. Sponsorship Signage.

No objections had been received in relation to the application.

The proposal site consisted of a roundabout located within Newtownards, adjoining Kempe Stones Road, Blair Mayne Road South, and Nursery Road. The central portion of the roundabout had medium sized trees encircled by vegetation. The outer portion of the roundabout consisted of mowed grass which sloped slightly toward the centre. The roundabout currently contained directional signage printed on metal poles as shown.

The elevations of the sign and its layout along the road were shown. The signs would measure 0.4m x 0.75m with a height of 0.6m above ground.

Images of the location were shown. The proposal was in accordance with the SPPS2 and AD1 of PPS17 in that it would respect the general characteristics of the area, would not impact amenity and would not prejudice public safety. DFI Roads had no objections.

In summary, officers were content it met policy and recommended the proposal for approval.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Smart, seconded by Alderman Smith, that the recommendation be adopted and that the Council grants consent.

4.9     LA06/2025/0622/A – 4no. Sponsorship signage
	(Appendix X) 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 
 
DEA: Bangor Central 
Committee Interest: 
Proposal: 4 no. sponsorship signage 
Site Location: Roundabout adjoining A21 Newtownards Road and A2 West Circular Road, Bangor 
Recommendation: Grant Consent
 
The Senior Planner (J Hanna) explained that Item 4.9 was an application for advertising consent on behalf of the Council for 4 No. Sponsorship Signage.

No objections had been received in relation to the application.

The application site was the Newtownards roundabout adjoining the A21 Newtownards Road and A2 West Circular Road. The central portion of the roundabout was landscaped with mid-sized trees and shrubbery, bordered by mown grass. The surrounding area was mixed use containing residential development, a church to the north and businesses to the south of the roundabout. The roundabout could be seen on approach from the West Circular Road when travelling east and west, and the Newtownards Road when travelling north and south.

The elevations of the sign and its layout along the road were shown. The signs would measure 0.4m x 0.75m with a height of 0.6m above ground.

Images of the location were shown. The proposal was in accordance with the SPPS2 and AD1 of PPS17 in that it would respect the general characteristics of the area, would not impact amenity and would not prejudice public safety. DFI Roads had no objections.

In summary, officers were content it met policy and recommended the proposal for approval.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Hennessy, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the recommendation be adopted and that the Council grants consent.
 
4.10     LA06/2025/0614/A – 4no. Sponsorship Signage
	(Appendix XI) 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 
 
DEA: Newtownards 
Committee Interest: 
Proposal: 4 no. sponsorship signage 
Site Location: DFI roundabout adjoining Bangor Road, East Street, Zion Place and Donaghadee Road, Newtownards 
Recommendation: Grant Consent
 
The Senior Planner (J Hanna) explained that Item 4.10 was an application for advertising consent on behalf of the Council for 4 No. Sponsorship Signage.

No objections had been received in relation to the application.

The application site was Zion Place roundabout located adjoining Zion Place, Donaghadee Road, Bangor Road and East Street, Newtownards. The roundabout contained three mature trees within the centre of the site, with mowed grass and planting soil. The surrounding area was primarily residential development.

The elevations of the sign and its layout along the road were shown. The signs would measure 0.4m x 0.75m with a height of 0.6m above ground.

Images of the location were shown. The proposal was in accordance with the SPPS2 and AD1 of PPS17 in that it would respect the general characteristics of the area, would not impact amenity and would not prejudice public safety. DFI Roads had no objections.
In summary, officers were content it met policy and recommended the proposal for approval.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Smart, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the recommendation be adopted and that the Council grants consent.
 
4.11    LA06/2024/0483/F – Environmental improvements including repurposing the disused paddling pool to create a tiered amenity space; provision of modular cube floating pontoons; new concrete steps to beach, new granite planters with timber top seating, 6no. new feature lighting columns (5m high), 2no. new external shower units with timber screen; a portable toilet; and all associated works.
	(Appendix XII) 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 
 
DEA: Ards Peninsula 
Committee Interest: Council is applicant (implicit from context of scheme)
Proposal: Environmental improvements including repurposing disused paddling pool, tiered amenity space, floating pontoons, steps to beach, seating, lighting, showers, toilet and associated works 
Site Location: Millisle Lagoon Park & Garden (approx. 30m NE of 7 Shore Road, Millisle) 
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission

The Senior Planner (J Hanna) outlined the Case Officer’s Report, explaining that Item 4.11 was a full application for environmental improvements including repurposing the disused paddling pool to create a tiered amenity space; provision of modular cube floating pontoons; new concrete steps to beach, new granite planters with timber top seating, 6 no. new feature lighting columns (5m high), 2 no. new external shower units with timber screen; a portable toilet; and all associated works. The application was before Committee as the Council was the applicant.

No objections had been received in relation to the application and statutory consultees were content. Officers recommended approval of the application.

The site was located on land to the east of Main Street in Millisle and directly adjacent to Shore Road. As existing, it was an integral feature of a larger seaside recreational area which included an existing promenade, jetty and slipway alongside a saltwater lagoon and enclosed by a seawall to the north and east to provide a sheltered body of water which was used seasonally for water sports such as swimming and paddle boarding.

The site lay outside of the settlement limit of Millisle as defined by the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 with part of the site falling within a Local Landscape Policy Area designation.

An aerial view of the site was shown for context. The lagoon itself was bounded by the seawall with the beach to the west. The application site largely related to the disused paddling pool area to the south. The site sat within the North Channel SAC and was adjacent to the Outer Ards Ramsar, SPA and ASSI sites. A shadow HRA was provided and SES had no reason to disagree with its findings.

The site was shown as viewed from Shore Road and the existing car park.

The images illustrated the areas pertaining to the application site.

Members were shown the existing site layout.

The proposed site layout was shown. As noted, the development comprised several elements including the filling in of the paddling pool area to create the amenity area with seating as well as the installation of planters with seating and pontoons.

The design of the seating to be installed in the paddling pool area was shown.
The lighting and pontoon details were demonstrated.

The timber screening and shower facility were indicated.

The planter and seating details were shown. Overall, it was considered that the various elements would result in a high quality built environment and would improve the visual amenity of the existing facility.

Longer distance views of the site were indicated. It was considered that there would not be an adverse visual impact of the proposal. As the proposal was also to complement an existing use on site and coupled with the separation distances from neighbouring properties, there was not considered to be an adverse impact on amenity.

In terms of policy, the proposal fully accorded with the provisions set out under PPS8 relating to open space, PPS16 relating to Tourism and PPS21. There was an existing car park to the south of the site which would adequately service the development.

In conclusion, Officers were content that the proposal would not have a significant adverse effect and met the relevant policy requirements and, on this basis, recommended the application for approval.

The Chair invited questions to the Officer and Councillor Hennessy queried the timeframe for the project.

The Director of Place and Prosperity advised that the project had been ongoing over three years and that the Council had closely collaborated with the community association throughout that time. The Council had allocated money to the Regeneration team to develop projects to an ‘oven ready’ stage and once planning approval was granted the Council would focus on securing funding. He clarified that there was no funding in place to begin the work, but if approved tonight the next step would be to seek funding.

Councillor Morgan proposed, seconded by Alderman McAlpine, that the recommendation be adopted and that Council grants planning permission.

Councillor Morgan praised what would be substantial improvement and looked forward to the project completing. Alderman McAlpine shared that view and hoped that funding could be secured as soon as possible.
 
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Morgan, seconded by Alderman McAlpine, that the recommendation be adopted and that Council grants planning permission.
 
5.      SPD/2024/0076/F - DFI Consultation on application to remove condition 10 of X/2009/0858/O
(Appendix XIII – XIV)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity detailing that Planning permission was granted on 22 December 2016 for the overall Enler Village site under X/2009/0858/O under Article 31 of the Planning (NI) Order 1991 as a regionally significant development.  All applications for reserved matters had since been dealt with by DFI Strategic Planning.

[image: ]The site was zoned for Housing (ref CR 06) and Employment (ref CR 10) within the Ards and Down Plan 2015. 

The Council had been consulted by DFI Strategic Planning Group in relation to a planning application submitted to it under reference SPD/2024/0076/F.
The application was submitted to DFI Strategic Planning on 05 July 2024; however, the Council was consulted on 07 May 2025.

Proposal
Permission to develop land without compliance with condition 10 (which restricted the occupation of no more than 200 dwellings until a minimum of 2000sqm of industrial floorspace was completed and required the construction of the remainder of the Business Park within 3 years of the disposal of Phase 2) previously attached to X/2009/0858/O (which granted permission for Mixed use development involving residential, retail, nursing home, sheltered accommodation, creche, business park and extension to salt marsh). The proposal sought to permit the ongoing delivery of the residential development without the requirement to construct the remainder of the Business Park.

Outline Planning Permission
The Outline planning permission was for a proposed mixed use development involving residential (up to 900 units), retail (up to 464sqm), a nursing home (up to 37000sqm), sheltered accommodation (up to 3700sqm), a crèche (up to 210sqm), and business park made up of A1 (100sqm), B1 (up to 7000sqm), B2 (up to 5082sqm) and B4 (up to 2000sqm) use classes and extension to the existing salt marsh on lands south east of the Comber by pass.
[Class A1: Shops
Class B1: Business Use
as an office other than a use within Class A2 (Financial, professional and other services);
as a call centre; or
for research and development which can be carried out without detriment to amenity by reason of noise, vibration, smell, fumes, smoke, soot, ash, dust or grit.
Class B2: Light Industrial - Use for any industrial process which can be carried out without detriment to amenity by reason of noise, vibration, smell, fumes, smoke, soot, ash, dust or grit.
Class B4: Storage or distribution - Use for storage or as a distribution centre.]

Condition 10 of the Outline planning permission stated:

“No more than 200 residential units hereby approved shall be occupied until no less than 2000sqm of the Class B1 (B) and/or Class B1 (c) and/or Class B2 and or Class B4 uses hereby approved are completed to a stage where they are capable of occupation and the access, servicing and car parking for these units shall be completed prior to any of the remaining uses becoming operational. Construction of the remainder of the Business Park shall commence no later than 3 years following the freehold or leasehold disposal of all of the second phases required by this condition.”

Reason: To ensure the orderly and consistent development of the site.

Proposed Removal of Condition 10 of Outline Planning Permission
The reasoning for the proposed removal of Condition 10 as provided in the statements supplied by TSA Planning and McKibben Commercial (attached at Items 5a & 5b) was that the application site was currently on the market and had been actively marketed by both Osborne King and McKibben Commercial since July 2017 following the grant of Outline planning permission. While there had been several expressions of interests in respect of the site during this period, no official offers had been forthcoming due to the restrictive nature of the Use Class approved and the demand for such business at this location.

Given the situation, the requirement to construct a second commercial unit controlled by the occupation of housing numbers without having regard to the market demand for need of such business uses at this location was considered by the applicant to be unreasonable and unnecessary. The conditions linked the construction of the Business Units with the construction and occupation of the housing units rather than the market demand for business units.

Furthermore, as set out by the submission, it was asserted that, as demonstrated by the current marketing of ‘Business Unit 1’, the developers had speculatively constructed the current business unit without any market demand, which was considered to be unsustainable given the building may lie vacant for an indeterminate time.

The conclusion of the McKibben Report summaries the complexities with the requirements of Condition 10 imposed on X/2009/0858/O, which stated on a simple level that the cost of developing Business Unit 2, when relative to no interest in Business Unit 1 having been received, would be a significant barrier for any developer returns. In short, the bringing forward of Business Unit 2 would not be considered commercially viable due to the lack of demand coupled with the low rental/capital return.

Council Local Development Plan – draft Plan Strategy
Council published its draft Plan Strategy in Autumn 2025 which included a Spatial Growth Strategy, to provide a strategic framework for promoting sustainable housing and economic growth throughout the Borough.

Policy SGS 3: Strategic Allocation of Economic and Industrial Development Land highlighted the requirement to ‘support and promote zoned employment sites to provide opportunities for a range of economic development needs and businesses, including business startups and Small to Medium Enterprises (SMEs).’

The Ards and Down Plan zoned 90.94 hectares of land for employment/industrial purposes in the settlements of Newtownards (75.63ha), Comber (5.98ha) and Donaghadee (9.33ha). In the legacy North Down borough, Draft BMAP zoned 112.2ha of land, all within Bangor. This amounted to a total of 203.23ha of zoned employment lands in Ards and North Down Borough.

In 2019, the Council commissioned an Employment Land Review Report (ELRR) to provide an assessment of the current employment land in the Borough and to consider how future needs for new and/or additional employment land could be delivered through the LDP process. This found that 62.28ha of zoned employment land remained undeveloped within the Borough.

The Council’s ambitious growth aspirations were set out in the Integrated Tourism, Regeneration and Economic Development Strategy and outlined a ‘strategy success’ scenario of 9375 jobs in the Borough by 2030. The ELRR calculated that this equated to a land requirement of 20.5ha. The ELRR concluded that there was adequate existing undeveloped zoned land available to accommodate both future employment growth up to 2030, and also to the end of the Plan period (2032), given the significant oversupply. The oversupply could be justified as it would allow for unexpected growth over the Plan period, ensured flexibility of choice, and provided a flexibility allowance for the non-delivery of certain sites due to unforeseen circumstances (such as Kiltonga).

Specifically, in relation to the settlement of Comber, the ELRR calculations excluded the 4.66ha CR10 zoning in Comber as, at the time of writing, approval for a business park had been granted. The ELRR did, however, acknowledge that in 2019 1.4ha of land at Riverside Business Park (within Enler Village development) was on the market with Osborne King.

Economic Scoping Study for Ards and North Down September 2025
Members should be aware of Item 19 presented to the Place and Prosperity Committee of September 2025, which detailed results of an Economic Scoping Study on the future economic development sectors within the Borough. The report assessed and set out, inter alia:
· how the Council had performed against the quantitative economic targets as set within the Integrated Tourism, Regeneration and Economic Development Strategy
· an overview of the current economic strengths and weaknesses of the Borough
· findings of a detailed consultation exercise which gathered the views of key stakeholders in the business community in the Borough, and
· key recommendations.
It was found that the demand for flexible office space was expected to continue to rise, and that the lack of flexible working accommodation in the Borough was a likely impediment to the under performance to date of the Borough in terms of Productivity growth.

Through work on the Local Economic Partnership, it was also acknowledged that there was demand for additional business accommodation within the Borough, with both Business Centres at full capacity.

Consideration
The Committee was requested to determine whether, further to being consulted by DFI, that it was content for removal of Condition 10, insofar as it would permit the developer to construct further housing on the site, in line with the area plan zoning, ahead of construction of the second Business Unit as approved and required by the parent condition.

It should be acknowledged that were DFI to refuse the application, the developer had the right of appeal to the Planning Appeals Commission.

The matter of financial viability in respect of whether there was current market demand for either the existing unit or the other approved unit, should not be a matter for planning to be concerned with. Were Condition 10 removed, there would remain no requirement for the current owner/developer of the site to construct Business Unit 2, rather it would be down to a future owner/operator to determine if construction were palatable in the market conditions at some future point.

The apparent tension between the reports of attempted marketing of Business Unit 1, and the finding of the report referenced above as presented to Place and Prosperity Committee, raised some concern and merited further consideration.

Any decisions about future economic development ought to be taken through the local development plan process.

It should be noted that both existing planning policy and the draft economic development policies in the draft Plan Strategy operated a presumption against the loss of zoned economic development land.

Whilst this proposal did not necessarily result in the loss of zoned economic development land, its future development had to be monitored closely, cognisant that any change of use from the approved economic development use of Business Unit 1 would require planning permission, as would any proposal to development the site of proposed Business Unit 2 to a different use in the future.

Conclusion
As detailed within this report and the submissions to the application, removal of condition 10 did not prevent the Business Unit 1 (as built) from being occupied (further to being fitted out appropriately in relation to occupier needs), and Business Unit 2 from being constructed at some point in future. Rather, it allowed the developer to continue with the other elements of the approval as detailed in the supporting information, specifically delivery of housing units for the Borough, in line with the Housing Zoning.
It was recommended that the Council should consider carefully the consultation request in light of this report and attachments, and determine the approach to be taken by officers in responding to DFI accordingly.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the content of the Report and attachments, and considers the appropriate response for officers to issue to DFI SPD.

The Head of Planning and Building Control outlined the report advising that the consultation concerned the removal of Condition 10 – the housing development threshold before related business buildings could be completed. She explained that:

· Business Unit 1 had had been built to shell stage but not fitted out.
· Business Unit 2 had planning approval but was not yet constructed.
· Supporting statements showed attempts had been made to market the building.
· The Officer was concerned about losing the employment zoning but there was no desire to hold up the development of much needed housing.

The Officer recommended any response that indicated ‘no objection’ should be caveated that Council did not wish Unit 1 to be repurposed by way of a planning application and that the employment zoning be protected. The developer may not choose to construct Unit 2, but planning approval remained in perpetuity, allowing it to be completed in the future, potentially by another developer, depending on market and financial conditions.

Councillor Morgan sought clarification on the type of use restrictions and wondered if there was an alternative ‘use class’ that could be agreed by way of a compromise to help market the site.

The Head of Planning and Building Control advised that this was an approval granted by the then Minister – an old Article 31 case – prior to the transfer of powers. The approvals included classes B1 (business office), B2 (light industrial) and B4 (storage or distribution). These classes were not overly restrictive and offered a wide range of permitted uses.

Alderman Smith agreed that the uses covered a broad spectrum and referred to the available industrial land with 20 hectares required to meet the 2030 employment targets outlined in the report. Whilst supportive of housing development, he was reluctant to lose industrial capacity and asked if there was any way of binding the developer to build the second business unit and avoid its loss.

The Officer clarified that planning approval for Business Unit 2 existed in perpetuity and could be built at any time by any developer for the public or private sector.

She added that the Council could not require the developer to build the second business unit under the current application; only the removal of the housing threshold was under consideration. 

Any repurposing would require a new planning application where the Council could object if the employment zoning was threatened. The Officer reassured Members that there would be opportunity for the development of Business Unit 2 once market conditions were more favourable.

Alderman Smith asked if it was common practice for developers to construct only to shell standard due to lack of commercial interest.  The Officer advised that it was not unusual due to the high upfront costs / lack of viable return and uncertain demand from potential tenants. The end user demand was crucial, and units were generally finished to full specification once a tenant was secured.

The Director of Place and Prosperity reported that he and Alderman McDowell had recently visited the site to meet with the agent. The building was basic inside and required significant investment and realistically an anchor tenant plus other occupants would be required to make the fit-out financially viable. He said the building was attractive from the outside and had good potential if someone was able to undertake the work.

Councillor McClean referred to the broader Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) concerns about the lack of available commercial and industrial space and recognised that this could have a significant impact on those strategic aims. He asked for the Director’s view on maintaining the stipulations versus relaxing them in light of local need. He wondered how it would affect the Council’s economic development goals of preventing the loss of business from the Borough.

The Director advised that purchasing and delivering the building to specification would go beyond the financial resources and remit of the LEP. It could offer grants to assist with the development but from an economic development perspective, it would prefer the developer to continue marketing the unit due to the clear demand for this type of facility. He referred to further support that the LEP could consider and highlighted his intent to consult with the agent to improve marketing and potential partnership opportunities.

The Head of Planning and Building Control reminded the Committee that the consultation was solely about removing the condition on timing for building out the second business unit. Business Unit 1 remained and could be completed for its approved use unless a change of use application was made in future. Approval for Business Unit 2 still existed and could be built in future.

She sought guidance on whether the Committee wanted to strongly object to the removal of the condition or state no objection with the caveat of resisting future repurposing for non-employment use. 

The Chair added that removing the condition would only permit further housing development which was currently restricted.

Councillor Morgan noted that a developer’s profits were higher for housing development than commercial uses and there was a risk of removing the incentive for commercial development if the condition was removed. She was concerned that permitting further housing development would weaken the Council’s leverage to secure business and industrial units.

Councillor Morgan was not opposed to more housing being developed but wondered if there could be a compromise as she was wary about the Council losing its negotiating position. She suggested that the Council response could express strong concern about removing the condition and encourage DFI to consider alternatives or compromises.

The Head of Planning and Building Control advised that the Council could express strong concern however the decision was the Department’s and the developer could still appeal it if refused. 

Alderman Smith recognised the difficulty and was supportive of the response suggested by the Head of Planning and Building Control with a ‘no objection’ caveated approach.
While he did not want to lose industrial units, he noted the housing development’s success – 200 additional houses were helping to meet significant local need, and he did not want the Council to obstruct that.

The Head of Planning and Building Control clarified, in response to a query from Alderman Graham, that the term repurposing, in this context, would mean a future change of use application for the business units to another use.

Alderman Graham was concerned about relying on planning conditions if market demand was not there. He felt less inclined to add caveats and felt that perhaps the market no longer reflected what was previously agreed. He was supportive of further housing and did not want to block that.

Alderman McAlpine raised concerns about the potential loss of industrial units and pointed to a shortage of available commercial land throughout the Ards region, and the loss of more facilities would have a negative impact in terms of economy and job growth. She referred to the importance of housing but felt it was also important to create local jobs for residents of new housing. She pointed to a decline of business infrastructure with mention of Sketrick House in Newtownards along with Portaferry.

The Head of Planning and Building Control provided a final clarification on the consultation and what was being asked from the Council.

Alderman Smith proposed, seconded by Councillor McClean, that the Council responds to DfI with no negative comment apart from the caveat suggested by the Head of Planning and Building Control with regard to Unit 1.

Councillor McClean added his support, explaining that this was not about losing commercial space but about balancing much needed housing with economic and business goals. 

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Smith, seconded by Councillor McClean, that the Council responds to DfI with no negative comment apart from the caveat suggested by the Head of Planning and Building Control with regard to Unit 1.

6.      Planning Appeals Update

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity detailed as follows:-

Appeal Decisions 

1. There had been no appeal decisions published since the date of the last report.

New Appeals

2. The following appeal was lodged on 25 April 2026

	PAC Ref
	2026/E0006

	Council Ref
	LA06/2022/0179/CA

	Appellant
	Samual Townsley

	Subject of Appeal
	Appeal against Enforcement Notice
Alleged:
· Three No unauthorised buildings with unauthorised decking; 
· Unauthorised tourism use, known as Cuan Mor Lodges, including reception area and 5 No buildings providing tourism accommodation

	Location
	Land at 86 Ballydrain Road, Comber




3. The following appeal was lodged on 24 April 2026

	PAC Ref
	2026/A0009

	Council Ref
	LA06/2023/1863/F

	Appellant
	Cornerstone Hive 2

	Subject of Appeal
	Refusal of planning permission for:
17.5m telecommunications column, with 6No. antennae, 3No. radio units and 2No. radio dishes. Proposal includes the provision of 2No. equipment cabinets

	Location
	16m East of 26 Church Road, Holywood



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

RECOMMENDED that Council notes this report 

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

7.      NIAO Report - Strategic Review on the Planning Appeals Commission
(Appendix XV)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity detailing that the Northern Ireland Audit Office had carried out a Strategic Review of the Planning Appeals Commission (PAC) and the findings were contained within the attached report.  

Dorinnia Carville’s report on ‘A Strategic Review of the Planning Appeals Commission’ examined PAC delivery over recent years and the impact this had had on planning outcomes. 

It set out the important role of the PAC, which was responsible for hearing and deciding on planning appeals, conducting public inquiries and hearings, and reporting on some of the most complex and economically significant development proposals. 

The report noted delays across all PAC workstreams, particularly in relation to regionally significant applications referred to the PAC for public local inquiry or hearing (known as Hear and Report) and which were typically the most complex and significant developments in Northern Ireland. As of August 2025, there were 20 live major cases of which almost half had been referred to PAC more than two years earlier.

The report also identified substantial weaknesses in governance and accountability arrangements. The PAC had no statutory or formal targets for processing times and had no direct accountability for its performance to the Assembly given its status as a tribunal non-departmental public body. This differed from other jurisdictions, where planning bodies operate within clear accountability frameworks. 

The report concluded that, while the PAC’s operational independence of decision making must be respected, it was essential that this was balanced with the introduction of specific and measurable time-bound key performance indicators and improved oversight and accountability arrangements. 

In addition, the review found that strained relationships and limited effective engagement with other parts of the planning system, including the Department for Infrastructure and local councils, had contributed to avoidable delays.

The Report published 21 May 2026 acknowledged some recent improvements in the speed of PAC decision-making on planning appeals, while also highlighting the impact that resourcing challenges had had on delivery. The PAC had experienced significant staff turnover in recent years, including the loss of experienced commissioners alongside a high number of new appointments. This, it advised, had affected its capacity to progress more complex Hear and Report cases. The report also identified limitations in current cost-recovery arrangements and recommended a review of the current appeal fees and charging regime.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes this report and the attached NIAO report.

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

8.      Half Yearly Performance Report 2025/2026

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity detailing 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)
· Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) – published annually in September
· Service Plan – developed annually (approved annually in March)

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.

Reporting Approach

The Service Plans were reported to relevant Committees on a half-yearly basis as undernoted:

	Reference
	Period
	Reporting Month

	Half Year (H1)
	April – September
	December

	Half Year (H2)
	October – March
	June


The report for H2 (cumulative for the year) was attached.

Corporate Plan 2024-2028

In line with the Corporate Plan 2024-2028, the service had contributed to 4 outcomes, via determination of Building Control and Planning applications, alongside other Service-related work, as follows:

Outcome 1
An engaged Borough with citizens and businesses who have opportunities to influence the delivery of services, plans and investment
Outcome 2
An environmentally sustainable and resilient Council and Borough meeting our net zero carbon targets
Outcome 3
A thriving and sustainable economy
Outcome 4
A vibrant, attractive, sustainable Borough for citizens, visitors, businesses and investors

Key achievements
Draft Plan Strategy had been published in September 2025 for public consultation
Continued work had taken place at Head of Service level across councils with DFI Planning in respect of NI Planning Improvement Programme.

Key issues
As part of the commitment to continuous improvement the annual Service Plan was reviewed on a monthly basis. The Service Risk register had also been reviewed to identify emerging key issues and agree any actions required as detailed below:
4no. applications in the major category of development had been determined during the 2025/2026 year as follows:

· LA06/2021/1477/f – Royal Hotel & Windsor Bar – required ongoing liaison between developer and NIW, and execution of legal agreement
· LA06/2023/2314/F – Park and Ride at former Ards Leisure Centre site – held up by discussion with Council over relocation of playpark and required execution of legal agreement.
· LA06/2024/0623/F – Relocation of Lidl store from Bloomfield Road to Skippingstone Road with extinguishment of existing use – required independent consultancy input on retailing, execution of a legal agreement, and was on Committee schedule but removed due to submission of late objections
· LA06/2019/0104/F – Tullynagardy Avenue – 62no. dwellings – significant amendments made to proposal since submission

It was anticipated that introduction of statutory Validation Checklist in January 2026 would ensure frontloading planning applications to assist in reduction in processing times (both Majors and Locals), subject to resourcing within statutory consultee departments, and assessment of all material planning considerations including representations.
Local government was currently working with central government in respect of drafting of a Protocol to discourage practice of submission of amendments late in process, submission of additional information later in process, or late objections.

Next Steps

Staffing resource within Planning continued to present a major concern in respect of processing of planning applications, as did resourcing and capability within central government departments, and the Shared Environmental Service, in respect of continued and increased environmental governance and scrutiny. These issues continued to be kept under review and monitored regularly.

	Identified KPI at Risk
	Reasons as to why KPI has not been met
	Action to be taken
	Designated Officer
	Date for Review

	Major applications – 30 weeks
	4 applications all with significant issues during processing, including NIW infrastructure issues to be resolved and submission of further objections
	Majors Unit set up during year – however affected by staff movement/absence Initial review of validation at submission date and regular grouping to ensure on track
	SUM over Development Management
	End of H1 2026

	Local application – 15 weeks
	Staff absences (including secondment with difficulty in backfilling) and issues with statutory consultees (including NIEA, and NIW infrastructure restrictions)
	NIEA publication of Standing Advice to avoid need for consultation, particularly on single houses in countryside; Continued management of officer caseload and oversight through regular grouping
	SUM over Development Management
	End of H1 2026

	Enforcement
	Continued vacancy over year, recently filled, and backlog from C-19 where only Priority 1 cases progressed
	Vacancy now addressed; Only one and final warning letter being issued to bring cases to conclusion ASAP
	SUM over Enforcement
	End f H1 2026



Summary

All officers within the Service continued to carry out their duties against statutory performance indicators accordingly, whilst managing parallel, non-fee attracting work to the best of their ability, alongside provision of professional advice to Directorate colleagues and cross-Council as far as practicable.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes this report.

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

Termination of meeting 

The meeting terminated at 9pm.
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