		ITEM 7
		PC 2026.08.04PM
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 4 August 2026 at 7.00 pm. 
	
PRESENT:		

In the Chair: 	Councillor McCollum 

Aldermen: 		Graham		McIlveen
			McAlpine (Zoom)	Smith
			McDowell
			
Councillors:		Cathcart			McClean
			Harbinson (Zoom)		McKee (7.18pm Zoom)
			Hennessy			Morgan (Zoom)
			Kendall (7.07pm Zoom)	Smart
			Kerr (7.07pm Zoom)	Wray
						
Officers:	Director of Place and Prosperity (B Dorrian), Head of Planning and Building Control (A McCullough) and Democratic Services Officer (P Foster)  

1.	APOLOGIES

The Chairman (Councillor McCollum) sought apologies at this stage and noted that no apologies had been received.

NOTED.
2.	DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

The Chairman sought Declarations of Interest at this stage.

No Declarations of Interests were made but Members were reminded of their ability to declare at any time throughout the meeting. 

NOTED.






3.      MATTERS ARISING FROM THE PLANNING COMMITTEE MINUTES OF 7 JULY 2026

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above. 

AGREED on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor Wray, that the minutes be noted.  
4.	PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

4.1   	LA06/2024/0576/O – DWELLING, GARAGE AND ALL ASSOCIATED SITE WORKS (Appendix I)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Bangor East & Donaghadee
Committee Interest: – Application called in by a member of the Planning Committee
Proposal: Dwelling, garage and all associated site works
Site Location: Land immediately to the rear of 54a High Bangor Road, Donaghadee
Recommendation: Refuse Planning Permission

The Head of Planning guided Members through her presentation to consider an application for a proposed dwelling, garage and all associated site works at land immediately to the rear of 54a High Bangor Road, Donaghadee.

This application for a dwelling was before Members as it had been called in from the delegated list at the start of July for the reason provided.

Members were shown a number of slides which depicted the overall geographical context, identified the site by a yellow circle to west of the settlement of Donaghadee, in the countryside, and off the protected route. A further ortho and map overview of the site, showing the application site submitted as including the dwelling and curtilage of no. 54a to the immediate north was also shown. A close up ortho of the site demonstrated that the topography which was quite a bit higher than the adjacent land to the west (number 56) and sloped down to the north of the site to the High Bangor Road. Members were advised that as this was an outline application to establish the principle of development, matters regarding siting, design, external appearance, access and landscaping were reserved for future consent.

By way of background Members were advised that number 56 was allowed on appeal back in 2012 under the CTY 10 policy for a dwelling on a farm, given it was previously the site of a horticultural/nursery business.  That approval was amended by a further approval in 2018, and then by a further change of house type in 2019 which was what had been constructed on site.  This was to explain the elongated nature of the site as the nursery buildings appeared to have been located to the very south of the site.

The Head of Planning noted that Members would by now be very familiar with the policy context contained within PPS 21 – Sustainable Development in the Countryside.  It stated that there were a range of types of development which in principle were considered to be acceptable in the countryside and that would contribute to the aims of sustainable development.  The first of those was a dwelling sited within an existing cluster of buildings in accordance with Policy CTY 2a.  Other types of development would only be permitted where there were overriding reasons why that development was essential. Policy CTY 2a stated that Planning Permission would be granted for a dwelling at an existing cluster of development provided six criteria were met. There was no justification or amplification text to Policy CTY 2a to defined what constituted a cluster of development; however, the first three criteria gave an indication of meaning.

(Councillors Kendall and Kerr joined the meeting at this stage via Zoom – 7.07pm)

The first criterion required that the cluster of development lay outside of a farm and consisted of four or more buildings (excluding ancillary buildings) of which at least three were dwellings.  This suggested that an existing cluster of development was to be formed by buildings and this was reinforced in criterion three whereby a cluster must be associated with a focal point such as a social/community building/facility if not located at a crossroads.  The second criterion required that a cluster appeared as a visual entity in the local landscape. The Planning Service considered that there was a cluster of development formed by the dwellings outlined in red on the slide shown to Members.  As an aside, number 65 was not a dwelling, but was previously a dwelling which was granted planning permission for a replacement dwelling which was now known as number 60 Stockbridge Road. The approval was conditioned that the original dwelling was to be demolished prior to commencement of the replacement dwelling. The agent asserted that number 56 was part of the cluster, despite the actual dwelling being located considerably further to the south, given its frontage with wall and gates to the High Bangor Road.  Nevertheless, it was accepted that there was a cluster of development in line with criterion one of CTY 2a.

As stated the second criterion required the cluster to appear as a visual entity. The Planning Service disputed this element, as it was considered that the dwellings referenced read more as roadside development. Members were shown a slide which included photos of the approach from the west along High Bangor Road towards the Stockbridge Road junction, where number 60 and number 54 were apparent at the roadside, whilst number 56 was seen located on higher ground to the south.  It was not considered by Planning that the Garden Centre signage, nor the wall to the front of number 56 contributed to a feeling of a visual entity. It was noted that the approach from the opposite direction, heading east from Donaghadee was considered that roadside boundaries marred the appreciation of any cluster. The approach to the junction with High Bangor Road from the Stockbridge Road, where it was considered that only number 60 Stockbridge Road on the left of the shot, and the roof of number 54a could be seen.  The Head of Planning stated that she did not consider that the boundary wall to number 56 could be considered as the actual dwelling could not be seen from this perspective.

Turning to criterion 3 which required that the identified cluster was associated with a focal point such as a social/community building/facility or was located at a crossroads.  Whist the wording of the policy did not provide an exhaustive list, it was considered that it inferred that a focal point be some sort of building or facility where the local community could meet/socialise.  In line with the appeal decision 2020/A0122, issued (which was more up to date than any of the decisions cited by the agent), the Commissioner opined that to his mind ‘associated with’ meant that there should be a visual and or physical connection between the ‘cluster’ of development and the focal point.  

The site was not located at a crossroads, it was located to the rear of development at a T junction, where two roads met which was not a crossroads, and more than 215m from the crossroads to the west of the site. In an appeal decision (2021/A0119) issued in May 2023, the Commissioner considered that an alleged crossroads, located at least 200-250m from the grouping of buildings, could not be considered to be located at a crossroads in line with policy requirements. Donaghadee Garden Centre was located some 360m from the boundary of no. 60 Stockbridge Road. In another more recent appeal decision 2022/A0014 issued in January 2023, the Commissioner considered a church as a valid community facility but given that there was a significant gap of around 100m between it and the nearest building in the ‘cluster’ it was considered not to read as part of the same visual entity as the main cluster of development.  Given that there was no explicit requirement for it to be seen in the same context, the Commissioner also stated that ‘in spatial terms, the church was not physically within the cluster of development. In looking up the ordinary meaning of ‘associated with’ and ‘focal point’ Members’ attention was drawn to the fact that in the case of reliance upon Donaghadee Garden Centre, it was considered that it was too far removed from the ‘cluster’ – given the distance. As such the PAC accepted that the first three criteria of Policy CTY 2a defined what a cluster of development was, and it was therefore vital that all three criteria be met for a dwelling to be permitted.  Planning contended that the proposal failed Criterion 2 and Criterion 3.

Turning to Criterion 4 which required the site ‘to provide a suitable degree of enclosure, and to be bounded on at least two sides with other development in the cluster’.  Members were shown photos which demonstrated the relationship of the site to number 56 which the agent contended must be considered as part of the cluster.  If Planning did consider number 56 as part of the cluster, it was considered that the boundary with number 56 did not provide a suitable degree of enclosure given the lack of clear definition of a boundary and the ground level of the proposed site in the context of the adjacent land. Whilst the Case Officer Report considered that the site had existing boundaries to the west with number 56, as could be seen from the photo, it was likely it would require to be supplemented to provide a suitable degree of enclosure, certainly in the context of the next slide. Members were further advised how the relationship of the site on the ground with number 54a, and number 56 and that Planning would contend that a dwelling, even single storey, would not be absorbed into the existing cluster (if it was considered that it were a cluster). A further slide was shown which demonstrated further that there were likely to be long range views of the dwelling, when viewed from the Kylestone Road to the south west of the site, and that was why it was considered that it would intrude into the open countryside given that there were views ‘through’ the site at present from this public viewpoint. Finally, it was accepted that the proposed development, subject to appropriate mitigation at any design stage, would not adversely impact on residential amenity.

Given that Planning considered the proposal to fail four out of the six criteria under CTY 2a, consideration was now given to examine it against Policy CTY 8 – Ribboning.  The planning history to number 54a dating back to 1991 and 1992 showed the boundary of number 54a to consist of that immediately surrounding the dwelling. Whereas later history under X/2007/0672/F referred to approval for a single storey extension, porch , garage and increase in curtilage, which now formed the red line of this application site.  In this respect Planning considered the site to form the back garden to number 54a.
In terms of the exception test in Policy CTY 8, Planning did not consider that this was a ‘gap site’ in an otherwise substantial and continuously built up frontage for the purposes of the policy, rather development on it would constitute backland development.

The proposal was considered to comply with Policy CTY 13 but whilst the Case Officer report considered that a modest dwelling would integrate into the natural rural area, as could be seen, there would be concerns in relation to the ground levels, finished floor levels and ridge height would require to be considered carefully. Again the Case Officer Report considered that the proposal did not conflict with Policy CTY 14 on Rural Character, but as discussed any dwelling would require to be sensitively designed to overcome any potential impact from the view points identified. All consultees were content and there had been no representations submitted.

To conclude, the Head of Planning stated that whilst Planning was acutely aware of the various case law, examples cited relating to not having to slavishly apply policy, the objectives of PPS 21 were set out for Members consideration.  Paragraph 5 of PPS 21 set out that the policies therein set out the main planning considerations in assessing proposals for development in the countryside and they should prevail unless there were overriding policy or material considerations that outweighed them and justified a contrary decision.  Again, Policy CTY 1 set out those types of development which were considered in principle acceptable in the countryside and set out that other types of development would only be permitted where there were overriding reasons why the development was essential and could not be located in a settlement. Given that the professional planning judgement was that the proposal did not find favour in any of the policies within PPS 21, it was considered that there were no overriding reasons why the development was essential and could not be located in a settlement, and as such it was recommended that planning permission was refused.

The Chair invited questions to the Officer for clarification.

Alderman McIlveen noted that number 56 was not being considered as part of the cluster and sought further clarification on why that was the case. The Head of Planning stated the reason for that was that number 56 itself was set quite a bit back from the existing cluster. Alderman McIlveen referred to the visuals going along the High Bangor Road and noted the buildings and wall of number 56 which could be seen and noted  Members were being advised to ‘ignore’ that as part of their considerations. The Head of Planning advised that the Policy referred to ‘buildings in a cluster’. Alderman McIlveen stated that what Members were being asked to consider was whether or not there was a non countryside aspect to this in terms of unnatural assertions. He added that it was a manmade wall rather than a natural hedge. The Head of Planning stated that it had not been accepted that the type of development contributed to the cluster which consisted of buildings, three of which were dwellings. Alderman McIlveen reiterated that Members were being asked to consider visual entity and as such he was exploring what could and could not be taken into consideration. Continuing he referred to the definition of a cluster which had been included in the presentation adding that Members were being asked by the Applicant to take into account the Garden Centre as the focal point associated with this cluster. As such he asked if there was anything else Members needed to be taking into consideration given reference in the Applicant’s notes on Building on Tradition. The Head of Planning stated that had been rejected given that they were not on a par and while the Garden Centre was in the vicinity it was quite a distance from the cluster of buildings.

At this stage Councillor Cathcart referred to the attached Addendum and asked if number 56 was essentially backland development. In response the Head of Planning advised that Planners would not consider that as number 56 had been developed in a very specific set of circumstances and as such had not been considered as backland development. As the proposed site sat behind an existing dwelling it was considered backland development and not a dwelling which had an extensive garden to the front of it. Councillor Cathcart commented that as it was at the rear of the other buildings it was a visual consideration. The Head of Planning stated that she did not agree with that as it was not at the rear of other buildings and instead was set back from the road with an extensive garden to the front of it. As such it was not considered backland development.

Councillor Morgan sought clarification on the distance between number 54a and number 56 and the Head of Planning estimated that to be 100 metres.

Alderman McAlpine referred to figure 11 of the Report which showed an area of hardstanding and asked if that was connected to either the farm or nursery buildings. The Head of Planning recalled that there had previously been an application for a large garage for the storage of vintage cars, and that she could only opine that it may have been originally constructed for that purpose, however that application did not proceed.

Councillor Wray sought clarification around the distance of the Garden Centre and the proposed site was 350m and referring to an Appeal mentioned in the report he asked if distance was the only rationale on which this was being refused. In response the Head of Planning commented that she believed there were a number of contributory factors. She added that the distance referred to on the slide from the Garden Centre to number 60 (as being considered the edge of the cluster) was 359 metres and as such the distance to the proposed site would be even greater. 

The Chair introduced Mr A Stephens who was speaking in support of the application. 

His address to the Committee was summarised as follows.

Mr Stephens thanked Members for the opportunity to speak in support of this application, and against the recommendation of officers to refuse planning permission. He stated that the starting position on all planning applications was that there was a presumption to grant permission unless there was demonstrable harm or interests of acknowledged importance. In this circumstance harm to the countryside. Nowhere in the16 page Committee Report before Members did officers demonstrate that the proposal caused harm to the countryside. The concern was that the proposal did not fit neatly within either Policy CTY2a or CTY8. However, that did not mean it was unacceptable and if it did not cause demonstrable harm then common sense indicated that refusal would be difficult to sustain. He suggested the Report was devoid of demonstrable harm and demonstrated why it did not meet policy criteria, rather than demonstrate how it harmed the countryside at this location.

In respect of third party objections and consultees there were no other issues in play, as there were no third party objections to the proposed single dwelling from any of the adjacent properties or those opposite (No.54,54a 56, 60, 63 & 65 High Bangor Road). Nor were there any objections from Dfi Roads, NI Water, Environmental Health Department or NIEA Water Management Unit.

Continuing Mr Stephens stated that case law had repeatedly set out some well-established principles in the application of planning policy, and in exercising balanced decision making as detailed below:

Tesco Stores Ltd v Secretary of State for the Environment &
Others [1995] All ER 636
Lord Hoffman states – “Provided that the planning authority has regard to
all material considerations, it is at liberty to give them whatever weight the
planning authority thinks or no weight at all.

Regina v Rochdale Borough Council ex parte Milne [2000]
EWHC 650
“The plan is complied with as a whole even if there has been a minor
technical breach of the policies contained within it”.

In the matter of an application by Belfast Chamber of Trade &
Commerce, Belfast City Council & North Down Borough
Council for Judicial Review [2001] NICA 6
Carswell LCJ states – “…the decision maker is not obligated to adhere to
each point [of a planning policy],and is entitled to override or depart from
any part it considers it justified”.

In the matter of an application by James Stewart for Judicial
Review [2003] NICA 4
Carswell LCJ states – “Planning policies are not a “straight jacket” and do
not have to be slavishly followed in all circumstances……….and that the
determining body must have regard to policy, but need not follow it.

Lisburn Development Consortium’s application for Judicial
Review [2007] BNIL 96
Kerr J states – “the nature of a planning policy is to give guidance to
planners as to the general approach to be taken to regularly encountered
planning problems…..The purpose of such statement is to provide general
guidance; it is not designed to provide an immutable of rules”.
The overarching approach to all planning policy is the “no harm” test as
per the South Lakeland DC v SoS for the Environment (1992).

Continuing Mr Stephen referred to Policy CTY2a – New Dwellings in Existing Clusters - Criterion 2 – Visual Entity.

The analysis in respect of number 56 contradicted the assessment in spatial
terms (physical / visual) in the remainder of the report. It failed to pay regard
to number 56’s large walls and gates along the road frontage, which clearly
present a developed appearance to the road irrespective of the dwelling
being set back. There was no consideration of the sequential awareness of development when travelling along the road in either direction, or that a nucleus of six dwellings would be uncharacteristic of the locality, which consists for
the most of single dwellings strung out along the road frontage of High
Bangor Road.

Criterion 3 – Focal point

The Committee report ignored appeal 2019/A0024, Ballygowan Road,
Comber which came before the Council’s Planning Committee.
It was allowed at appeal, and paragraph(s) 18 – 19 considered the correct
policy interpretation that there was no requirement in Policy CTY 2a or
BoT that any proposal be visually linked with any relevant focal
point. With Pages 68-9 of BoT providing diagrams showing more than
one focal point within a cluster with suitable sites physically distant from
the community facilities/buildings but still considered acceptable.

Criterion 4 – Enclosure

The flawed analysis regarding number 56 was engaged as the site was clearly
physically contained on two sides by numbers 54a and 56 as witnessed in
all the maps, aerials and figures in the report, and on the ground.

Criterion 5 – Rounding Off

It was clearly rounding off development at this location and would have no
impact on the existing character or appearance of the area, given its
physical relationship. The flawed assessment of number 56 had resulted in Parts 2,4 and 5 being deemed to be unacceptable. Mr Stephens stated the assessment was neither balanced nor objective and as demonstrated it could not stand up to scrutiny.

Policy CTY8 – Ribbon Development

Mr Stephens noted the report accepted that there was a substantial and continuously built-up frontage (SCBUF) at this location. The building line was staggered within the SCBUF and number 54a was located to the side of the plot. It was fundamentally wrong to suggest that the site could not have frontage and be discounted on that basis. The judgement in Burdle v Secretary of State for the Environment [1972] 3 ALL ER 240 and the consideration of the planning unit would engaged, as the proposed plot could be split to provide two planning units with frontage.

CTY 14 – Rural Character

In utter contradiction to the assessment on the visual entity (P.7) “very
little awareness of any buildings” it was now deemed the proposed dwelling
with other buildings would result in a build-up of development. Unfortunately, Mr Stephens stated officers could not argue it both ways, and this demonstrated
a lack of balanced assessment in this report. The fact remained that a dwelling would be of no consequence in this landscape setting and that was apparent in the report. 

By way of summing up Mr Stephens stated that taking the matters in the round, it would not harm the countryside. Any perceived minor infringement with the letter of policy criteria should be weighed against the total lack of harm. For this reason he requested that the Committee overturned the recommendation to refuse however if Members were not comfortable with that he suggested that they undertook a site visit to see for themselves. Mr Stephens thanked Members for their time and indicated that he was happy to answer any questions.

The Chair invited questions to the speaker and Alderman McIlveen referred to the two key points he had raised with the Head of Planning around the cluster and the boundary on both sides. There was also the issue of whether or not to include the house in considerations or if it should be excluded due to the previous planning history. Alderman McIlveen sought Mr Stephens’ view on that. In response Mr Stephens commented that as alluded to under PPS 21 and CTY14 which considered Rural Character and developed appearance, he stated that number 56 had road frontage which could not counted as it was set back. His argument was that if it had road frontage along with large scale walls out he could not see how that could be ruled out. Referring to the second point, Alderman McIlveen noted that there was not a crossroads as such and reliance was being placed upon the Garden Centre as a focal point for the cluster. Given its distance from the site he asked what the argument would be for considering it as part of this cluster. Mr Stephens referred to various appeals and their outcomes and the point he was making was that Building on Tradition was a consideration and a focal point could be physically dispersed from the cluster. He stated that the Garden Centre should be considered as a focal point particularly given its association with the property at number 56. At this stage Mr Stephens made mention of another cluster situated around number 36 Stockbridge Road. As such he suggested there had been a pattern of development based around both those clusters with the Garden Centre being used as a focal point.  Alderman McIlveen raised a final point around the distances mentioned in the report around the cluster and Garden Centre and asked if he was aware of what those distances were. In response Mr Stephens advised that he would not have those figures to hand adding that everyone was aware the Garden Centre was there. Mr Stephens went on to suggest there was some confusion within the officer’s report around visual entity 

Mr Stephens returned to the public gallery.

The Chair invited questions to the Officer for clarification.

Councillor Hennessy sought clarification around Mr Stephens’ last comments about visual entity. The Head of Planning commented that consideration had been given to the criteria around a cluster of development appearing as a visual entity in tandem with CTY14 and PPS20, which she proceeded to read out to Members. Within the Report officers did not consider that the cluster appeared as visual entity, consideration under PPS 14 confirmed that it would not integrate. She was advised that was not what was meant and following further consideration she noted that Mr Stephens’ argument was that it was while it was not a visual entity the build-up was acceptable. He had made reference to a contradiction in assessment on Page 7 of the report which discussed Criteria 2. Thanking the officer for her comments Councillor Hennessy asked if that was what Members were being asked to consider the fact that there was no visual entity. She advised that Policy CTY 2a was one of the exceptions in the countryside and the PAC accepted that it had to comply with the first three to be acceptable for a dwelling. While officers believed that it met the first criteria it did not meet the second or third criteria.  Further policies were considered after that. 

(Councillor Kerr left the meeting at this stage – 7.43pm)

Alderman McIlveen proposed, seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that planning permission be approved.

The proposer Alderman McIlveen stated that he believed the proposal met the Criteria in Policy CTY 2a as he believed number 56 needed to be considered as part of that cluster. He added that the ornate walls already in place added to the visual impact and as such number 56 clearly came into play. He added that the site was also bounded on two sides and given what Members had heard in respect of those buildings which were associated with the Garden Centre it should be considered as a social building under the Policy. Continuing he stated that he did not believe there was any negative impact on the countryside by granting planning approval. As such he felt it was appropriate to approve the application and give officers delegated powers to construct the appropriate conditions.

Commenting as seconder Councillor Cathcart concurred with the comments which had been made in terms of visual impact and the inclusion of number 56. He added that the reason Planning Policies were in place was to ensure there was no harm to the countryside in terms of development. Continuing Councillor Cathcart expressed the view that he did not believe this proposal would cause demonstrable harm to the countryside and as this was for Outline approval conditions could be included which would ensure that it was appropriately integrated into the countryside.

Alderman McDowell referred to the speaker’s comments that it would do no demonstrable harm to the countryside stating that he did not necessarily agree with that. Rules and regulations were in place to stop the overdevelopment of the countryside and one thing which he had not heard mentioned was the matter of ‘need’ and for that reason he would be voting against it.

Councillor Smart acknowledged why the proposal had been made given the report which was before them but was keen to get a wider perspective from the officer on the implications of changing the recommendation. He indicated that he would be keen to know if this would create a precedent for building in the countryside and how repeatable such a development could be.  Continuing he noted that tiered development was often more prevalent in urban areas and asked if there was potential for such development to occur on the right hand side of this proposed development.  In response the Head of Planning indicated that she could not comment on a precedent being set as each site needed to be determined on its own merits. In terms of tiered development if approved it would need to be conditioned that the position of the dwelling would need to be where it was marked on the plan. If number 56 was being taken into consideration its front garden could potentially be opened up for development, but officers were only able to consider what was currently before them.

Councillor Hennessy referred to the focal point commenting that the distance between the Garden Centre and the cluster was getting smaller as the meeting was continuing. He was in agreement that number 56 did not form part of the cluster and therefore he agreed with the officer’s recommendation to refuse planning permission.

At this stage Alderman Smith acknowledged that the two issues were the focal point and whether number 56 was included as part of the cluster. In his opinion the distance was far too great for the Garden Centre to be a focal point for this development. In terms of the cluster he commented that if number 56 was included you would double the circumference of the cluster and as such taking all of that into consideration he would not be able to support the proposal. 

By way of summing up Alderman McIlveen referred to Alderman Smith’s comments around clusters and he reminded Members that a cluster was a visual test. On approach you were not just approaching the house but you also had the ornate wall. He added that what Members were being asked to take into consideration was that this application would not cause any additional harm to the countryside and because the cluster was already there bound on two sides and to add a further building to that would not cause any additional harm. Considering what was associated with the focal point the policy did not state that it had to be in the cluster but could be associated with it and that was up to Members to take into consideration.

On being put to the meeting, with 4 voting FOR, 10 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING and 1 ABSENT, the proposal was LOST.

The voting was as follows:

	FOR (4)
	AGAINST (10)
	ABSTAINED (1)
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Alderman McDowell proposed, seconded by Alderman Smith, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be refused.

On being put to the meeting, with 10 voting FOR, 4 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING and 1 ABSENT, the proposal was declared CARRIED.

The voting was as follows:

	FOR (10)
	AGAINST (4)
	ABSTAINED (1)
	ABSENT (1)
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RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McDowell, seconded by Alderman Smith, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be refused.

4.2    	LA06/2025/0330/F – PROPOSED ALTERATIONS TO, AND EXTENSION OF, THE EXISTING VACANT DICKSON’S HOME AND GARDEN CENTRE TO ACCOMMODATE A NEW GARDEN AND ANTIQUE CENTRE WITH ANCILLARY FARM/DELI SHOP/CAFÉ, RESTAURANT, LANDSCAPING AND CHILDREN’S PLAY AREA. DEVELOPMENT INCLUDES THE RECONFIGURATION OF THE EXISTING CAR PARK AND ALL OTHER ASSOCIATED SITE AND ACCESS WORKS(Appendix II)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Holywood & Clandeboye
Committee Interest: – Application within Major Category
Proposal: Proposed alterations to, and extension of, the existing vacant Dickson’s Home and Garden Centre to accommodate a new garden and antique centre with ancillary farm/deli shop/café, restaurant, landscaping and children’s play area. Development includes the reconfiguration of the existing car park and all other associated site and access works.
Site Location: Former Dickson’s Home and Garden Centre, 77-79 Cootehall Road, Bangor, BT19 1UP
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission

The Head of Planning outlined the Case Officer’s Report, 

She proceeded to guide Members through her Presentation stating that they would be familiar with the site at the junction of Cootehall Road, and the A2 Bangor-Belfast Road, Bangor, which was the former site of Dickson’s Garden Centre.

The site was located immediately west of and just outside the designated settlement of Bangor, on the Cootehall Road which led down to the settlement of Crawfordsburn.  The A2 to the immediate south was a protected route, and the site was in the countryside.
The buildings associated with the previous use still existed on site, alongside a number of buildings associated with other previous uses, such as Tobermore (decorative stone/paving), a conservatory showroom, as well as Clearly Aquatics, a pond equipment and aquatics dealer which was still operational. Members were shown a slide which consisted of orthos showing the site in 2005 when the garden centre and associated restaurant etc were operational, and more recently in 2022. 

The proposal had been submitted by the owner of On The Square Emporium, currently located in the Belfast Harbour Estate, which was a successful business hosting furniture, décor, collectibles, salvage, ironmongery and much more.  The intention was to move that business to this site but merge it with a Victorian garden centre theme.
The proposed uses would consist of:

· An area for sale of bulky goods
· Antique and craft centre
· Area for sale of seasonal goods
· Antique centre 
· Restaurant
· Coffee station
· Garden centre
· Farm shop and deli café
· Outside garden retail area
· Informal children’s play area
· Ancillary storage and servicing areas
· And offices and storage at first floor level
A number of slides were then shown which demonstrated the existing layout on site alongside the proposals, and Members were asked to note that there was not a significant increase in the floor areas proposed. First floor level floor plans were shown at this stage. The existing garden centre buildings comprised a range of different materials and styles and appeared somewhat disjointed.  They had a low profile with a height of c6.1m.  The proposed elevation showed an increase in height in the two storey element of c3m, but due to the lower ground levels at that particular location, the eaves height tied in with the remainder of the garden centre building well.

A number of slides were then shown which detailed the elevation proposed to Cootehall Road and that proposed to Belfast Road. It was noted that the proposal involved reuse and alteration of the existing building alongside extensions and rebuilding of parts.  The proposal utilised smooth render with mock Tudor detailing and hardwood windows and doors.  Several existing smaller external retail sales buildings associated with the former conservatory business would be retained for reuse in their current form, for display purposes. It was considered that the proposal introduced a more coherent and articulated built form, with varied roof heights, improves facades, and was considered in line with the SPPS’s emphasis on high quality, sustainable design responding to the local context and enhancing visual amenity.

Comprehensive landscaping was proposed which would assist in softening views into the site and integrate the overall site into its setting.  Some trees were to be removed from the site of the existing outdoor garden centre and would be replaced on a grassed bank along Cootehall Road side. Alongside the northern and eastern boundaries retention of existing trees with supplementary native planting would reinforce enclosure and provide further screening and encourage biodiversity. More formal, ornamental planting, to include raised planters, specimen trees and mixed shrub and herbaceous bed would provide colour, texture and seasonal interest.

A children’s play area was proposed off the terrace area of the restaurant, with two Viking boats which had been used in a number of television and movie productions including Vikings, The Northman, and How to Train Your Dragon.  Those would provide an additional attraction in an area which was ideally located adjacent to the restaurant area, enabling parents to avail of refreshments whilst having oversight of play area.

Turning to policy considerations and consultee responses, the officer stated that Members would have read within the Case Officer Report the relevant planning policy context for a retailing location within the countryside.  Significant weight was attached to the established lawful use of the site as a garden centre, and it had not been necessary to apply the SPPS’s sequential test or retail need assessment as this proposal comprised a reuse and diversification of an existing use which was inherently suited to a rural location.  It was not considered to give rise to significant adverse impacts on other town centres. It aligned with the aims of the SPPS and PPS 21 which supported sustainable economic development in the countryside, in the context that it did not represent a new site or extension into the countryside. It was noted the proposal also very much aligned with the Council’s Corporate Plan priority of ‘increased economic growth attracting more businesses and job’. Furthermore it aligned with the Council’s Integrated Regeneration Tourism and Economic Growth Strategy as it would have a particular USP with Ireland which aligned to the Strategy’s visitor impact objective of ‘raising awareness and standing out’.  The proposal would also include a range of creative elements including direct business to Screen Tourism which was identified within the Strategy as a niche market and an audience which was recognised by Tourism NI as continuing to grow.

Additionally, the inclusion of a deli/farm shop indicated increasing the availability of local produce which supported the Council’s AND Food and Drink Destination Development Action Plan.  The reference to supporting 60 jobs – craftsmen and local producers in the Agri-food category also aligned with the Integrated Strategy’s aim to increase jobs in the Borough. The proposal would formalise the parking layout on the site to comprise 147 parking spaces, six disabled spaces and two van spaces.  No changes were proposed to the access, and further to having satisfied a request from DFI Roads, statutory consultee had no objections. The proposal had been assessed against PPS 2 and consultations carried out with NIEA and was considered to have no likely adverse impacts on designated sites, protected or priority species, habitats or features of natural heritage importance. Further to NIW indicating network capacity issues, the proposal was amended to include a septic tank. DFI Rivers had reviewed all submitted information and was content.

In relation to residential amenity, the nearest dwelling was situated in excess of 120m away on Cootehall Road and it was considered there would be no unacceptable impact on their residential amenity in terms of privacy, noise or disturbance. No objections had been submitted in respect of the proposal, whilst 16 letters of support citing various encouragement for the proposal had been received. Subject to the conditions outlined within the Case Officer Report, full planning permission was recommended.

The Chair invited questions to the Officer for clarification and there were no questions at this stage.

The Chair introduced Mr Tom Stokes (Agent) and Mr Justin Lowry (Applicant) who was speaking in support of the application. Mr Stokes address to the Committee was summarised below.

Mr Stokes thanked the Committee for the opportunity to address them adding that also in attendance was Justin Lowry, the applicant and owner of On The Square Emporium. He stated that they would both be happy to answer any questions Members may have.
 
Acknowledging the Head of Planning’s detailed and comprehensive overview of the proposal, they felt it would be good to highlight a few key pertinent points from their side, for this hugely exciting proposal for Bangor. Most Members would be aware that the subject site, formerly occupied by Dickson’s Home and Garden Centre, had been largely vacant for over a decade since the garden centre’s closure. The overall site, but particularly the main garden centre building had fallen into disrepair in the subsequent years and had resulted in a dilapidated site on the prominent Belfast Road. 

The site was purchased by the applicant, Justin Lowry, in 2025. On The Square Emporium was currently located at Horon Road, Belfast and was the largest antique centre on the island of Ireland, providing a range of different services. Those comprised the retail sale of antiques, including online sales to worldwide buyers; commercial fit out and decoration of hotels, bars and museums; and prop hire for film, tv and events. The proposals represented the relocation of the existing Emporium and Justin’s vision was to create a joint Antique and Garden Centre, which utilised the existing garden centre use on the site, as well as the provision of a café/restaurant and children’s play area. The sale of garden centre products and antiques was complementary and was a model used in a variety of locations in mainland UK. This would be the first antique and garden centre on the island of Ireland. The proposals would build on the existing success of On the Square Emporium, whilst also renovating the existing building and bringing a vacant and underutilised site back into active use. It represented an investment of £5million from the private sector and would create around 60 jobs once operational in addition to supporting local producers and crafts people. Overall, the proposals reduced the level of retail sales floorspace currently available within the building. 

In addition, the existing vacant garden centre presented as an ad hoc collection of structures, with extensions and additions added throughout the years. The proposals would refurbish the existing buildings, and the overall design and materiality had been well considered to provide a cohesive and attractive finish that was appropriate to the location. This would include timber cladding on the parts of the extension visible from the public road and an attractive entrance plaza to the refurbished store. The proposals would formalise the existing unmarked car parking areas. An exciting highlight of the proposal, as identified in the case officer report, would be a children’s play area which included two Viking ships that had been used in a number of tv and film productions. Most recently, the ships were used in Christopher Nolan’s The Odyssey, which was currently in Cinemas.
 
To conclude, the proposals represented an exciting opportunity for the Ards and North Down Borough for the first Antique and Garden Centre on the island of Ireland, revitalising a vacant and dilapidated garden centre site which had been vacant for over a decade.  All consultees had responded offering approval subject to conditions. There had been 16 representations to the application, all of which were letters of support. 
Subject to planning being granted it was hoped the store would be refurbished and trading by Spring 2027.  In summing up Mr Stokes thanked the Planning officers who had processed this application diligently and collaboratively to bring the application before the Committee. He thanked Members for their time and respectfully requested that the Committee endorsed the positive officer recommendation. He added that he and Justin were happy to answer any questions. 

The Chair invited questions to the speaker and as there were none, Mr Stokes and Mr Lowry were returned to the public gallery.
 
Alderman Graham proposed, seconded by Councillor McClean, that the recommendation be adopted and that planning permission be granted.

The proposer Alderman Graham noted that there was no shortage of enthusiasm for this application and in particular he noted there had been no objections and that he believed was due to the way the proposals had been handled from the outset. Alderman Graham agreed that it would align with the Council’s plans and rejuvenate the site and he was hopeful that it would be a success.

Commenting as seconder Councillor McClean expressed his thanks to the Planning Team for getting the application through so expeditiously. The applicant had made representation to a number of Members about his proposals and had made comment that he could not fault the Planning Officers in any way for getting the application through so speedily.  Continuing Councillor McClean acknowledged that the application would have a turnover of £5M per annum and create up to 65 jobs. It was noted the application had been delayed by NIEA for over a year and that had nearly caused it to fall through. A third round of questions had been answered by the Applicant in November 2025 and been subsequently advised by the NIEA that they could probably respond by the end of July 2026. That he believed was completely unacceptable and similar delays by other statutory agencies was impacting the ability to build new homes and bring new businesses into the Borough. Continuing Councillor McClean stated that he had been delighted with the feedback which had been received about the Planning Officers who had done their best to get the application through the system. 

Councillor Cathcart welcomed the significant vote of confidence shown in Bangor through this investment. He agreed that Planning Officers had been excellent in chasing up the various statutory agencies and this application would demonstrate that the Borough welcomed such schemes and investment. He added that it was really exciting and encouraging to see and he was therefore happy to support.

Rising to also welcome the proposal, Alderman McDowell stated that it was an exciting opportunity to create jobs and growth. The proposal would also see the site tidied up, made more presentable and was an ideal location for such a venture. He was therefore fully supportive of it and looked forward to seeing many more businesses coming to the Ards and North Down Borough.

At this stage the Chairman added that this was a very positive development for the Borough and a proposal which was perfectly aligned to the Council’s Corporate Plan. She noted that it also dovetailed with the Council’s tourism and agrifood sector ambitions and as such she wished the applicant all the best with his venture. 

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

4.3    LA06/2026/0457/F– RETENTION OF OPEN SPACE (TWO YEAR TIME EXTENSION TO TEMPORARY PERMISSION LA06/2024/0182/F) (Appendix III)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Bangor Central 
Committee Interest: – Council Application
Proposal: Retention of open space (Two year time extension to temporary permission LA06/2024/0182/F).
Site Location: Land immediately east of 41 Hamilton Road, South of 1 Springfield Ave (Site of former Hamilton House and Sea Scout Hall), Bangor
Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission

The Head of Planning outlined the Case Officer’s Report, explaining that Item 4.3. was for the Retention of Open Space for a further Two -year Time Extension to a Temporary Permission issued under  LA06/2024/0182/F.

Members would recall the previous application brought before the Committee in July 2024 and this Application was before them as it was a Council application

The site occupied a triangular plot of land opposite the junction of Hamilton Road and Park Avenue. Ward Park lay to the south east on the opposite side of the road, whilst Springfield Avenue, which housed several private residential properties ran parallel to the rear of the site. The site was situated within the proposed Bangor Central Area of Townscape Character (ATC). 

The continuation of the site for temporary use as an area of open space, was acceptable in context of the surrounding area which was a suitable ‘mean-while’ use until such time as an appropriate replacement proposal was submitted. 

Members may be aware that the site was for sale and a conditional offer was accepted, subject to attaining planning permission, and that the Council was dealing with the purchaser’s solicitors accordingly. The Contract became binding on 5 December 2025, and the purchaser had 18 months from that date to obtain satisfactory planning permission.  There was no specified date as to when they needed to have submitted plans, however there was a longstop date of 18 months for them to make the application and get approval.  They also did have to use all reasonable endeavours to obtain Planning Permission as soon as possible.
 
A Grant of permission for a temporary period of two years was recommended.

The Chair invited questions to the Officer.

Councillor Cathcart recalled that Planning Permission had been granted to knock the buildings down given the bad repair they were in. As such he asked what the consequences would be if the Planning Permission lapsed.

In response the Head of Planning stated that was a difficult situation originally as the Policy required you to have a replacement scheme, however due to the anti-social behaviour which had been taking place on the site along with the presence of asbestos it was considered at that time to relax that requirement, albeit only on a temporary basis. She emphasised that this was not branding the area as Open Space adding that officers were awaiting receipt of the replacement scheme.  By seeking the Consent Members were advised that it kept the matter in line to help ensure Planning did not elapse. 

In response Councillor Cathcart asked for clarification around NIW connections to the site in relation to the sale.

The Head of Planning indicated that she was not keen to stray into the land transaction territory but suggested that any proposal submitted may be subject to whatever those conditions were, and consultation would have to be carried out accordingly. 

Following on Councillor Hennessy noted this was the fourth extension in two years and asked if that could continue indefinitely.

The Head of Planning advised that the site needed to be safeguarded as essentially it remained a brownfield site within a settlement and town centre. She added that it was hoped it would not continue indefinitely. 

At this stage the Chairman commented that the site had previously been on the market and had failed to find a buyer. 

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

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

4.4   	LA06/2026/0323/A– ERECTION OF 2 SIGNS - SPONSORSHIP SIGNAGE
(Appendix IV)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Holywood & Clandeboye 
Committee Interest: – Council Application
Proposal: Erection of 2 Signs - Sponsorship Signage
Site Location: Roadside verge between Croft Road and Bangor Road, Holywood (retrospective)
Recommendation: Grant Consent

The Head of Planning presented the Report explaining that Item 4.4.sought consent for the erection of 2 signs – Sponsorship Signage on the roadside verge between Croft Road and Bangor Road, Holywood.  It was retrospective as the signs had been erected under the Parks’ Department’s roundabout sponsorship policy but required advertising consent.

It was noted that no representations had been received and it was recommended that Advertising Consent be granted with a condition attached that they were maintained in a clean and tidy condition. It was therefore recommended that Advertising Consent was granted. 


The Chair invited questions to the Officer for clarification and no questions were raised.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Wray, seconded by Councillor Hennessy, that the recommendation be adopted and that the Council grants consent.
5.      PROPOSED CHARGES FOR BUILDING CONTROL AND PLANNING SERVICE
(Appendix V)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity detailing that the Council’s Building Control Service held drawings and information relating to the construction of buildings and alterations dating back to 1973 in the legacy North Down Borough area, and to 1995 in the legacy Ards Borough area. Hard copy files were retained and information had to be physically obtained, sorted, redacted and where appropriate, reproduced and released. While this information was sought after by people for a number of reasons, Building Control files were not public domain information, and release was controlled in line with guidance. The location and consideration as to whether information could be released took up an increasing amount of the Service’s resources. 

Key Issues
Since the introduction of the Freedom of Information Act (FOI), requests to Building Control had increased in number and complexity over the years, with associated staff time and costs. Whilst FOI requests were still dealt with under that legislation, the including of the provision of such information on the Council’s list of publications allowed Council to charge appropriate costs for this service.

The provision of Local Government Property Certificates was included within this register of charges; however, the fee had been established across the 11 Councils and in agreement with the Law Society. There was an agreement for a three yearly inflationary cost review, most recently updated in April 2026.  Charges would be reviewed yearly for April amendment in line with Council’s charging policy.

In relation to Planning Service, charges for copy documents/history searches had not been increased since c2018.  It was proposed to apply an appropriate increase to reflect resource requirements.

Next Steps
Should Council approve this proposal, the next steps would be to publish the charging schedule, giving notice of its introduction (one month).

Once the notice period expired, the charging schedule would be applied to all the requests for the noted information.


Summary
The introduction of the proposed non statutory charges would cover the costs of the staff resource currently committed to this service.

RECOMMENDED that Council approves the attached building control and planning services.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Smith, seconded by Alderman Graham, that recommendation be adopted.  
6.      RTPI NI POLITICIANS IN PLANNING EVENT (Appendix VI)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity stating that the Head of Planning and Building Control had received the attached notification of an event to be hosted by the Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) as part of its Politicians in Planning theme.  

The event, to be held on 15 October, 10:00 -14:00, at Burnavon Arts Centre, Cookstown, would focus on Shaping better Places and was aimed at elected members and those involved in Planning Committees. The programme was designed to explore the issues that mattered to elected members, support informed decision-making and strengthen confidence in the planning process.
 
Each Council had been allocated eight complimentary places for elected members and those involved in Planning Committees.  Further places would be limited but could be booked for a £20 (plus vat) fee.  Booking closed on Friday 9 October 2026. 
RECOMMENDED that Council agrees to nominate elected members to attend and the Head of Planning and Building Control will book accordingly.

Councillor Hennessy proposed, seconded by Councillor Morgan, that the recommendation be adopted. 

At this stage nominations were sought for Members to attend the event and the following nominations were made. 

Councillor Morgan – Proposed by Councillor Hennessy and seconded by Alderman Graham.

Councillor McCollum – Proposed by Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor McClean.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Hennessy, seconded by Councillor Morgan, that the recommendation be adopted and furthermore that Councillors Morgan and McCollum be nominated to attend. 
7.      UPDATE ON PLANNING APPEALS

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity detailing that in respect of Appeal Decisions, there were no decisions since date of last report.

New Appeals

1. The following appeal was lodged on 23 June 2026:
	PAC Ref
	2026/A0033

	Council Ref
	LA06/2024/0882/O

	Appellant
	Angus Alan

	Subject of Appeal
	Dwelling on a farm

	Location
	Land approx.. 65m south-east of 1 Dunover Road, Ballywalter



2. The following appeal was lodged on 17 June 2026:
	PAC Ref
	2026/E0027

	Council Ref
	LA06/2025/0141/CA

	Appellant
	Matthew McAree

	Subject of Appeal
	Alleged unauthorised cabin for residential and storage use

	Location
	Land at land approx. 40m SE of No.4 Cunningburn Road, Newtownards



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 Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Alderman Smith, that the recommendation be adopted.  
8.      FOLLOW UP FROM DFI MINISTER POST MEETING RE NIW 
	(Appendix VII)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity detailing that at the Planning Committee meeting of 3 March 2026, the Head of Planning brought Item 5 on NIW Closed Catchments.  Further to discussion it was determined to request for a cross-party delegation to meet with the DFI Minister.  The Chief Executive and Head of Planning accompanied Aldermen McDowell and McIlveen and Councillors Brady and Smart to that meeting which was held on 15 June at Parliament Buildings.

There was detailed discussion held, and it was proposed to follow up with further correspondence seeking clarification on some matters – see Chief Executive’s letter dated 18 June attached.

The Minister’s response to those points of clarification was attached for Members’ attention.

Further to this letter being received, the Head of Planning had opportunity to attend an event held in Parliament Buildings on 1 July 2026, held by the Wastewater Infrastructure Group and entitled: ‘The Cost of Doing Nothing’, at which a report entitled ‘Wastewater Constraints and the cost of delay in Northern Ireland – an economy with the brakes on’ was launched.  A copy of the report was attached for Members’ information, and highlighted that there could be a resultant economic opportunity gap of £10.bn in NI by 2040 if the current wastewater infrastructure deficit continued to constrain capital expenditure.

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

Councillor Smart proposed an amendment, seconded by Alderman McIlveen, that the Council writes back to the Minister to object to the lack of inclusion in infrastructural investment in the 2028-33 price control period. To ask the Minister to review what opportunity exists to consider planning permissions that have been granted, but not built, and the variance between Councils in how these are considered. And furthermore to seek confirmation that the Minister will give priority to infrastructure investment to protect the future viability of our town and urban centres.

The proposer Councillor Smart commented that everyone would be aware of the meeting which had taken place which Members had welcomed, however the response received from the Minister was in his opinion deplorable. The lack of wastewater investment was impacting both the construction of new homes and bringing derelict properties back into use and could see over 6,000 new homes not built. He also noted within the Minister’s response that the South Street Wastewater Pumping station was unlikely to be upgraded and that he believed was unacceptable. Councillor Smart added that the Minister had not responded to any of the points which had been raised with her and as such he was seeking Members’ support for his amendment.

Commenting as seconder, Alderman McIlveen stated that he was happy to support the amendment, adding that he too was very disappointed with the Minister’s response. Indeed he believed at the meeting the Minister was more interested in blame and developer levies which she appeared to believe were the best way forward. In respect of the South Street Wastewater Pumping station, he was aware that there were spillages which were constantly happening with 50million litres of wastewater going into the Ards Canal on its way to Strangford Lough. Something which the Minister seemed to be content with. NIW could do some works to lessen those spillages by requesting permission from NIEA however in his opinion the Minister was in denial that it was her responsibility to get such issues resolved. Alderman McIlveen expressed his disappointment with the response received from the Minister agreeing that she had not taken on board all of the points which had been put to her. The issues now being faced had been on the horizon for decades, compounded further by the Environment Minister who wished to withdraw SORPI which would see 80% of planning applications cease and that was not acceptable. As such Alderman McIlveen believed that a joined-up approach needed to be adopted by the Executive in tandem with the Infrastructure Minister.

Also expressing her disappointment, Alderman McAlpine noted that the contents of the Turley Report were frightening. As such she asked if a joined-up approach to tackle the matter could be undertaken by all 11 Councils in Northern Ireland given that it was stifling all forms of development currently.

At this stage the Chairman commented that she too had attended the meeting with the Minister and confirmed that all 11 Councils had been represented.

Also commenting the Director advised that SOLACE had discussed the matter and written a letter to the Minister on behalf of the Chief Executives. However it was further noted that the response received had been similar to that received by the Council.

Concurring with the comments already made, Councillor Cathcart expressed his disappointment with the comments around the South Street Wastewater Pumping station as one of the Council’s key goals was to regenerate town centres. He stated that he had found it all to be in complete contrast with the Minister’s photo shoot which had taken place the previous year in Newry to announce a £26M investment in wastewater infrastructure, which was her constituency. This notably was not taking place elsewhere. He asked what the Council could do given that the Minister’s department had one of the largest Executive budgets. 

In response the Head of Planning advised that SuDS had long been an issue as the outcome of consultation was still being awaited. It was noted that Working Groups had been established which Building Control offices along with Planning Officers were members of. She also noted that NIW was keen for developers to buy into Wastewater Impact Assessments prior to submitting planning applications. A process which could take up to 24 months. Continuing she also acknowledged the ongoing issues with negatively conditioning when solutions were unknown in respect of engineering matters and the potential impact on drainage systems. As such the Head of Planning believed the Council could not currently do anything. Members were advised that NIEA had introduced Performance Improvement Plans and managed to clear a considerable backlog and were now responding much quicker. Given the success of this, officers would be keen to see other statutory agencies undertake similar Performance Improvement Plans. Having said that she acknowledged that NIW officers were doing their best to find solutions while their hands were also tied.  She indicated that she was unsure of the way forward and it would ultimately get to the stage where you could not flush your toilet or officers be able to approve any planning applications.

Alderman McDowell indicated that he too had been at the meeting held with the Minister and had found it thoroughly depressing. He believed there would be serious consequences in the future and as such he fully supported the proposal. Continuing he suggested that perhaps the Council needed to consider how it could help itself given that any potential solutions could take years to put into place.  This was in his opinion one of the most serious crises being faced by the Council and the biggest issue undoubtedly was funding. He added that people would notice a difference shortly if the matter was not resolved.

Alderman Smith indicated that he wished to add his voice to the depressive discussion and referring to the Turley report and its forecast that by 2040 the economic impact of doing no more would be £10.9bn. Looking at the figures in the report he noted that while Ards and North Down was not the worst affected, by 2040 it would be affecting the economy in the Borough to the tune of hundreds of millions of pounds. While he had not been in attendance at the most recent meeting he had been in attendance at a previous meeting held at Kinnegar. The letter received and its tone was disappointing overall and it seemed to be the case that her solution was to go back to the Executive for further funding. The same Executive he noted which had failed to set a budget.  He stated that what she was proposing would not meet what was required hence his support for the amended proposal.

Councillor McCollum commented that she had also attended the meeting held at Kinnegar and nothing had changed since then. Blame was apportioned to the British Government for not providing appropriate funding and everyone agreed that sticking-plaster solutions would not remedy decades of under investment in this infrastructure. She added that it was particularly frustrating as the Council’s hands were effectively tied but acknowledged that the cross party approach which had been adopted was the best way forward. 
 
In summing up Councillor Smart agreed that it was helpful the Council was speaking with one voice to take the matter forwards. One positive was that for those who did not enjoy Planning Committee there may no longer be a need for it if people were unable to build houses as a result of this. He added that any action which could be taken needed to be taken to try to move the matter forward.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Smart, seconded by Alderman McIlveen, that the Council writes back to the Minister to object to the lack of inclusion in infrastructural investment in the 2028-33 price control period. To ask the Minister to review what opportunity exists to consider planning permissions that have been granted, but not built, and the variance between Councils in how these are considered. And furthermore to seek confirmation that the Minister will give priority to infrastructure investment to protect the future viability of our town and urban centres.


EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

AGREED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Councillor Smart, that the public/press be excluded during the discussion of the undernoted item of confidential business.
9.      ADVANCE NOTICE OF LISTING (Appendix VIII)

**IN CONFIDENCE**

Exemption Reason:
6a. Exemption: statutory provision

SUMMARY
 
This report was presented in confidence to Members under Part 1 of Schedule 6 of the Local Government (Northern Ireland) Act 2014, Exemption 6a – Information which reveals that the Council proposes to give under any statutory provision a notice by virtue of which requirements are imposed on a person. 

RE-ADMITTANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

AGREED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Councillor Wray, that the public/press be re-admitted to the meeting.
TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 9.00pm.
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