December 5th, 2017

Notice Of Meeting

You are invited to attend the Planning Committee Meeting to be held on Wednesday, 6th
December 2017 at 9:30 am in Site Visit and then Boardroom, Monaghan Row, Newry.

The Members of the Planning Committee are:-

Chair: Councillor G Craig

Vice Chair: Councillor K Loughran

Members: Councillor C Casey Councillor W Clarke
Councillor L Devlin Councillor G Hanna
Councillor V Harte Councillor M Larkin
Councillor J Macauley Councillor D McAteer

Councillor M Murnin Councillor M Ruane



Agenda

Site Visits

1.0

Site Visit: LA07/2015/0662 - Frank Clerkin - 1770m NW of 107
Kilbroney Road, Rostrevor - Additional Farm Shed

NB: Please assemble in the Square, Rostrevor at 9.30am

Committee Business

2.0

3.0

4.0

Apologies
Declarations of Interest

Declarations in relation to paragraph 10 of Planning
Committee Operating Protocol - Members to be present for
entire item

Minutes for Confirmation

5.0

Minutes of Planning Committee Meeting held on Wednesday 8
November 2017 (Attached)

[ Planning Minutes - 8 November 2017.pdf

Page 1

For Discussion/Decision

6.0

Addendum list - planning applications with no requests for

speaking rights or written submissions (Attached)
[ Addendum list - 06-12-2017.pdf

Page 19

Development Management - Planning Applications for determination

7.0

LA07/2015/0109/F - Kelly Brothers - Housing development of
40 No. dwelling units (20 No. detached and 20 No. semi-
detached) with associated siteworks and parking - site to the
rear and south east of Nos 78 9 10 11 12 12a & 14 Warren Hill
and to the rear and north east of Nos 2 4 4a & 6 Greenan Road
Newry (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: APPROVAL

¢ A request for speaking rights has been received from J L O'Hagan in objection to

the application (submission attached)



8.0

9.0

¢ A request for speaking rights has been received from Turley, (Agent) in support of
the application (submission attached)

[ LA07-2015-0109-F Kelly Brothers Building Contractors.pdf Page 20
[ Item 7 submission of objection (Kelly Brothers).pdf Page 33
[ Item 7 submission of support (Kelly Brothers).pdf Page 39

LA07/2016/0199/0 - Liam & Siobhan Boylan - 15 new dwellings,
4750 sq metres (1.1 acres) of native tree planting, landscaping,
walls, new estate road and ancillary development including
regrading, with access from The Woodlands (Drainage
Assessment Received) - Land zoned for housing to the rear of
Nos 68 to 132 Lower Dromore Road, Warrenpoint (Case Officer
report attached)

Rec: APPROVAL

* A request for speaking rights has been received from Patrick Thornton in
objection to the application (submission attached)

¢ A request for speaking rights has been received from Councillor M Carr in
objection to the application (submission attached)

¢ A request for speaking rights has been received from Brendan Quinn, agent, in
support of the application (submission attached)

[ LA07-2016-0199-O Liam and Siobhan Boylan and Family.pdf Page 44
[ Item 8 - submission of objection (Liam & Siobhan Boylan).pdf Page 54
[ Item 8 submission of support (Liam & Siobhan Boylan).pdf Page 62
[ Item 8 Clir Carr Objection (Liam & Siobhan Boylan).pdf Page 67

P/2012/0058/0 - Joseph Murphy - Site for dwelling - Adjacent to
No. 19 Betty's Hill Road, Ballyholland (Case Officer report
attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

¢ A request for speaking rights has been received from Colin O'Callaghan, agent, in
support of the application (submission attached)

¢ A request for speaking rights has been received from Councillor D McAteer in
support of the application (submission attached)

[ P-2012-0058-0 Joseph Murphy.pdf Page 71

[ Item 9 Clir McAteer submission of support (J Murphy).pdf Page 81



10.0

11.0

12.0

[ Item 9 submission of support (J Murphy).pdf Page 82

P/2013/0086/F - Mr P Murphy - Retention of dwelling as
constructed (amendments to previously approved
P/2006/0815/F) 19a Betty's Hill road, Ballyholland (Case Officer

report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

¢ A request for speaking rights has been received from Colin O'Callaghan, agent, in

support of the application (submission attached)
¢ A request for speaking rights has been received from Councillor McAteer in

support of the application (submission attached)

[ P-2013-0086-F Mr P Murphy.pdf Page 92
[ Item 10 Clir McAteer submission of support (Mr P Murphy).pdf Page 99
Page 100

[ Item 10 submission of support ((P Murphy).pdf

LA07/2017/1388/0 - Michael & Marion Young - Proposed
domestic dwelling and garage - Adjacent to No. 24 Grange
Road, Kilkeel (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

* A request for speaking rights has been received from Collins & Collins, agent, in
support of the application (submission attached)

[ LA07-2017-1388-O Michael and Marion Young.pdf Page 108

[ Item 11 submission of support (Michael & Marion Young).pdf Page 117

LA07/2016/1407/F - Richard Newell - Proposed extension of
curtilage of existing dwelling house and retention of existing
domestic boat house and yard - 75A Glassdrumman Road,
Annalong (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

e This application has been deferred at the request of Councillor Macauley as the

agent is unable to attend

[ LA07-2016-1407-F Richard Newell.pdf Page 118

13.0 LAO07/2017/0289/F - Mr Gerard McGrath - New dwelling and



improved vehicular access - adjacent to 4 Saul Road,
Downpatrick (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

A request for speaking rights has been received from David Burgess, agent, in support of the application
(Submission attached)

[ LA07-2017-0289-F Gerard McGrath.pdf Page 124

[ Item 13 submission of support (Gerard McGrath).pdf Page 135

14.0 LA07/2017/0725/F - Mitch Murphy & Simone Curtis - 2 storey
farm dwelling - Site 350 metres SW of 56 Coolderry Road,
Crossmaglen (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

e Addendum list
[ LA07-2017-0725-F Mitch Murphy and Simone Curtis.pdf Page 144

15.0 LA07/2017/0788/F - Conrad Haughian - Proposed town house
to rear of apartments currently under construction with access
through apartments to Great Georges Street - 12 Great
Georges Street, Warrenpoint (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

A request for speaking rights has been received from Martin Bailie, Agent in support of the
application (submission attached)

[ LA07-2017-0788-F Conrad Haughian.pdf Page 148

[ Item 15 submission of support (Conrad Haughian).pdf Page 155

16.0 LA07/2017/0795/F - Mr Laurence Patterson - Replacement
dwelling - Drumnaconnell House, 56 Ballynahinch Road,
Drumnaconnell West, Saintfield (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

e Addendum list
[ LA07-2017-0795-F Laurence Patterson.pdf Page 160

17.0 LA07/2017/0866/0 - Miss Michelle Skillen - Proposed



18.0

19.0

20.0

replacement dwelling and domestic garage - 200m SW of No.
126 Head Road, Kilkeel (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

¢ This application has been deferred at the request of Councillor Macauley as the
agent is unable to attend

[ LA07-2017-0866-O Michelle Skillen.pdf Page 170

LA07/2017/0867/0 - Mr Paul Annett - Proposed site for farm
dwelling and domestic garage - 25 m east of the white house
no. 26 Ballyveaghbeg Road, Ballymartin (Case Officer report
attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

¢ This application has been withdrawn from the planning process at the request of
the agent.

[ LA07-2017-0867-O Paul Annett.pdf Page 175

LA07/2017/0868/F - Daniel King - Replacement dwelling for
remains of existing structure located in an agricultural yard -
40m NW of 117 Concession Road, Crossmaglen (Case Officer
report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

e Addendum list
[ LA07-2017-0868-F Daniel King.pdf Page 180

LAO07/2017/1026/F - Julianne Gribbon - Single storey dwelling,
garage, carport and hydrotherapy pool - 100m North 124a
Carsonstown Road, Saintfield (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

* A request for speaking rights has been received from Gary Hunt, Agent in support
of the application (submission attached)

[ LA07-2017-1026-F Juilanne Gribbon.pdf Page 184

[ Item 20 submission of support (Julianne Gribbon).pdf Page 191



21.0

22.0

23.0

24.0

LA07/2017/1077/0 - Mr Eammon O'Rourke - Dwelling on a farm
including garage - Lands to the SE of 32 Dromara Road,
Leitrim, Castlewellan (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

A request for speaking rights has been received from John Cleland, agent, in support of the
application (submission attached)

[ LA07-2017-1077-O Eammon O'Rourke.pdf Page 197

[ Item 21 submission of support (Eammon O'Rourke).pdf Page 204

LA07/2017/1084/0 - Sean O'Neill - Farm dwelling - 190 metres
East of No. 21 Longfield Road, Lislea, Newry (Case Officer
report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

A request for speaking rights has been received from Tony Mackle, Agent in support of the application
(submission attached)

[ LA07-2017-1084-O Sean O'Neill.pdf Page 209

[ Item 22 submission of support (Sean O'Neill).pdf Page 214

LA07/2017/1138/F - Bernard Morgan - Erection of agriculture
buildings - adjacent to and immediately SE of No. 1 Newtown
Court, Cloghogue, Newry (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

NB: A request for speaking rights has been received from Collins & Collins, agents, in support of the
application. (Submission forwarded under separate cover - the agent has requested that some of
the information provided be kept private and this item is therefore deemed to be exempt under
paragraph 1 of Part 1 of Schedule 6 of the Local Government Act (NI) 2014 - information relating to
an individual and the public may, by resolution, be excluded during this item of business).

[ LA07-2017-1138-F Bernard Morgan.pdf Page 224

LA07/2017/1158/F - Mr & Mrs P Greene - Proposed dwelling
and garage - adjacent to 11 Teconnaught Road, Seavaghan
(Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

e This application has been withdrawn from the planning process at the request of
the applicant.



25.0

26.0

27.0

28.0

[ LA07-2017-1158-F Mr & Mrs P Greene.pdf Page 229

LA07/2017/1290/F - Patrick Cunningham - Proposed
replacement dwelling - 26 Levallyreagh Road, Rostrevor (Case
Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

e Addendum list
[ LA07-2017-1290-F Patrick Cunningham.pdf Page 234

LA07/2017/1292/F - Mr & Mrs M Dorans - Dwelling and
detached garage - Approx. 80 metres South of 37 Dundrum
Road, Clough (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

A request for speaking rights has been received from Mr & Mrs K Campbell in support of the application
(submission attached)

[ LA07-2017-1292-F Mr and Mrs M Doran.pdf Page 241

[ Item 26 submission of support (Mr &Mrs M Dorans).pdf Page 245

LA07/2017/1310/F - Mr & Mrs Peter McArdle - Erection of a
dwelling and garage - Adjacent to and South of 98 Forkhill
Road, Newry (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

¢ Addendum list
[ LA07-2017-1310-F Mr and Mrs Peter McArdle.pdf Page 252

LA07/2017/1322/0 - Paul Hourican - Infill dwelling, detached
garage & associated site works - Land 20 metres SE of 24A
Oldtown Road, Annalong (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

A request for speaking rights has been received from Fletcher Architects, agent, in support of the
application (submission atttached)

[ LA07-2017-1322-O Paul Hourican.pdf Page 257

[ Item 28 submission of support (Paul Hourican).pdf Page 264



29.0 LA07/2017/1336/RM - Mr & Mrs P Smyth - Proposed dwelling
and garage - 61B Sabbath Hill Road, Ballymartin (Case Officer
report attached)

Rec: APPROVAL

e Addendum list
[ LA07-2017-1336-RM Mr and Mrs P Smyth.pdf Page 270

30.0 LA07/2017/1369/0 - Mr J McMaster - Dwelling and detached
garage for private use - Opposite 15 Ballymaglave Road,
Ballynahinch (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

¢ The application has been removed from the addendum list to allow for further
discussion at the next Planning Meeting

[ LA07-2017-1369-O Mr J McMaster.pdf Page 277

31.0 LA07/2017/1591/F - Cathal Hughes - Conversion of building to
dwelling unit under policy CTY4 - 20 metres NE of 37
Tullymacreeve Road, Mullaghbawn (Case Officer report
attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

¢ This application has been formally withdrawn from the planning process

[ LA07-2017-1591-F Cathal Hughes.pdf Page 285

32.0 R/2014/0079/F - Mr Brendan Maginn - Retention of as
constructed 225kw wind turbine with a tower height of 39.5m
(to supersede previous wind turbine approval ref
R/2010/0555/F) - Approx 285 metres SW of No. 63 Dundrine
Road, Castlewellan (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

¢ This application has been removed from the agenda at the request of Councillor
Clarke to allow for a further noise survey to be carried out

I R-2014-0079-F Brendan Maginn.pdf Page 290

33.0 R/2014/0100/0 - Ciara Fitzpatrick Kennedy - Farm dwelling and



garage - Adjacent to 7 and 9 Clanvaraghan Road, Castlewellan
(Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

¢ This application has been withdrawn from the planning process at the request of

the applicant.
[ R-2014-0100-O Ciara Fitzpatrick Kennedy.pdf

34.0 P/2012/0568/0 - Paul McCourt - Site for dwelling with detached
garage - 50 metres East of 34 Divernagh Road, Bessbrook
(Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

e Addendum list

I P-2012-0568-O Paul McCourt.pdf

Page 299

Page 305

For Noting

35.0 November 2017 Planning Committee Performance Reports

(Report attached))
[ NOVEMBER 2017 Planning Committee Performance Report.pdf

36.0 Record of meetings between Planning Officers and Public

Representatives (Report attached)
[ 6 December 2017 Committee Report.pdf

37.0 November 2017 Appeals and Decisions (Report attached)

[ November 2017 Appeals and Decisions.pdf

Page 313

Page 318

Page 320
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NEWRY, MOURNE & DOWN DISTRICT COUNCIL

Minute of the Planning Committee Meeting of Newry, Mourne and Down District
Council held on Wednesday 8 November 2017 at 10.00am in the Boardroom,
District Council Offices, Monaghan Row, Newry

Chairperson: Counciller G Craig

In attendance: (Committee Members)
Cauncillor W Clarke Councillor M Ruane
Councillor L Devlin Councillor G Hanna
Councillor M Larkin Councillor M Murnin
Councillor J Macauley Councillor D McAteer

Councillor C Casey

(Officials)

Mr A Mckay Chief Planning Officer

Mr P Rooney Principal Planning Officer

Ms E Devlin Prafessicnal Technical Officer
Mr M Kelly Professicnal Technical Officer
Ms N Largey Legal Adviscr

Ms E McParland Democratic Services Manager
Ms C McAteer Democratic Services Officar

Ms P McKeever Democratic Services Officer

Others in attendance: Mr R Laughlin, DIF, Roads
Mr S Milligan, DIF, Roads

P/135/2017: APOLOGIES AND CHAIRPERSON'S REMARKS
Apologies were received for Councillors Loughran, and Harte. The Chairperson expressed

sincere sympathy to Councillor Loughran, Deputy Chairperson of the Planning Committes on
her recent family bereavement,

P/136/2017: DEC IONS OF 1 R

Councillor Devlin said there was a difference between Members Declaring an Interest in an
item and them not baing present at previous presentations or site visits and this should be
documented accurately in the Minutes at all future meetings. This point was ‘Noted’

Item 41 — P/2009/1336/F = Mr J C Campbell

= Coundillor Devlin said she had not been present for the initial presentation on this
application and would not therefore be taking part in the discussion/decision.



Back to Agenda

» Coundllor Larkin said he had not been present for the initial presentation on this
application and would not therefore be taking part in the discussion/decision. He added
that he had been present at the site visit,

+» Counallor McAteer said he had not been present for the initial presentation on this
applicaticn and would not therefore be taking part in the discussion/decision. He
added that he had been present at the site visit.

o Coundillor Ruane said he had been unable to attend the site visit and would not
therefore be taking part in the discussion/dedision on this application.

Item 16 — LAGY/2015/0456/F — Richard Nummy

« Coundllor Clarke advised he had not been present at the Initial presentation on this
application and he would not therefore be taking part in the discussion/decision.

Item 23 — LAQ7/2015/L306/F — Mr J McMahon

» Coundillor Casey said he had not been present for the initial presentation on this
applicaticn and would not therafore be taking part in the discussion/decision.

» Councillor Devlin said she had not been present for the initial presentation on this
application and would not therefore be taking part in the discussion/decision.

Item 26 — LAD//2016/07/33/F — Robert Hollywaod

» Coundillor Casey said he had not been present for the initial presentation on this
application and would not therefore be taking part in the discussion/decision.

» Coundillor Devlin said she had not been able to attend the site visit and would not
therefore be taking part in the discussion/decision on this application.

» Coundllar Clarke said he had not been able to attend the site visit and would not
therefore be taking part in the discussion/dedision on this application.

P/137/2017: MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING
- WEDNESDAY 11 OCTOBER 2017

Read: Minutes of Planning Committee Meeting held on Wednesday 11 October 2017,
(Copy circulated)

AGREED: On the proposal of Councillor Hanna seconded by Councillor Macauley
it was agreed to adopt the Minutes of the Planning Committee Meeting
held on Wednesday 11 October 2017 as a true and accurate record.

P/138/2017: ADDENDUM LIST

Read: Addendum List of Planning Applications with na representations received ar
requests for spaaking rights — Wednesday 8 November 2017. (Copy
circulated)

AGREED: On the proposal of Councillor Clarke seconded by Councillor McAteer it
was agreed to remove the following Planning Applications from the
Addendum List:-

Item 14 = LAO7/2017/1147 /0 - Mr D Russell - Infill dwelling and garage —
35m SE of 76 Belfast Road, Saintfield, Belfast. The Applicant / Agent had

2
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advised that this application had been withdrawn from the planning
process,
REFUSAL

Item 21 —LAO7/2017/0236/0 — John McKeever — 1 Va storey dwelling with
detached double garage (amended plans) — 80m NW of 173 Conceassion Read,
Culloville, Cressmaglen. The Applicant / Agent had advised that this
application had been withdrawn from the planning process.

REFUSAL

AGREED: On the proposal of Councillor Clarke seconded by Councillor McAteer it
was agreed to approve the Officer recommendation, as per the
Development Management Officer Report, in respect of the following
Planning Applications on the Addendum Lisk: -

Item 10 — LAO7 /2017 /0786/F — Walter Watsan — Replacement dwelling
and detached garage — 4 Drumnaquoile Road, Castlewellan.
REFUSAL

Item 18 — LAO7 /2017 /034570 — Martin Magee — proposed replacement
dwelling — between 35 & 37 Ballydesland Road, Warrenpoint.
REFUSAL

Item 20 — LAO7/2015/0896/0 — Alleen Quinn — Dwelling and detached
garage on a farm = 150 metres north west of 12 Old Town Road, Cullyhanna.
REFUSAL

Item 22 = LAO7/2015/1171/F - Mr ] Hughes — proposed two storay
dwelling and detached garage — 30m MNE of 6 Main Street, Camlough, Newry.
APPROVAL

Item 25 — LAO7/2017/0957 /0 — Gerard Callan — New dwelling and garage

on infill site — 70m NW of 12a Annaghgad Road, Crossmaglen.
REFUSAL

Item 35 - LAO7/2017/0808/F - EDB Construction — Removal ¢f Condition 2
on Planning Approval P/2011/1067/F. Condition 2 raquiras that 16 of the 47
units approved are provided for social rented housing — Lands between The
Sacred Heart Grammar School and Newry High School, Ashgrove Avenue,
Newry.

REFUSAL

Item 37 — LAO7/2017/0964/0 - Olga Fitzpatrick — proposed new dwelling
{under policy CTY 23) — adjacent to and rear of No. 12 Moygannon Road,
Warrenpoint.

REFUSAL

Item 40 — LAO7 /2017 /1442 (F - Newry, Moumne & Down District Council =
Proposec extension an upgrades to existing bowling pavilion to include new
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changing rcoms and new external cladding = Warrenpoint Bowling Green,
Clonallon Park, Warrenpoint.
APPROVAL

Item 42 — P/2014/0186/F — Gibson (Banbridge) Ltd — Infilling of field with
approximately 25,000m3 of clay, stones, topsoil, crushed concrete and bricks to
overcome regular flooding by providing levels to pregrass water run off — 400m
east of 24 Cambane Way, Newry.

REFUSAL

P/139/2017: APPLICATIONS FOR DETERMINATION

AGREED:

On the advice of the Chief Planning Officer it was unanimously agreed
to withdraw the following applications from the schedule: -

. Item 13 - LAO7/2017/1077/0 — Mr Eamman ORaourke — dwelling on a
farm including garage — lands to the south-east of 32 Dromara Road,
Leitrim, Castlewellan — This application was being removed from the
schedule at the request of Councillor Murnin, as the agent was
unable to attend the Meeting.

. Item 19 — LAO7/2015/0682/0 — Brian D'Hare — Site for replacement
dwelling — opposite No. 5 Glen View, Moneymore Road, Newry —
Application removed from the schedule for Planners to consider
additional information received.

« Item 24 — LAO7/2016/0104/F — Patrick Hamill — Metal shelter over car
wash — 60m north west of 201 Concession Road — This application had
been formally withdrawn from the planning process.

. Item B - LAD7/2017/0625/F — Paul Addis — Proposed replacement
dwelling — 70m NE 47 Ballynahinch Road, Drumaroad, Castlewellan —
withdrawn from the Schedule on the advice of the Chief Planning
Officer.

- Item 33 — LAO7/2017/0791/F - MC Developments Lid - Private
Housing Development consisting of the demaolition of No. 12 Church Hill,
Joneshoraugh and the erection of 5 No. dwellings (1 detached & 4 semi-
detached), road improvement works, landscaping and associated site
works. (Amended entrance) — Land at and to the rear of No. 12 & No. 14
lonesharaugh Villags, Edenappa, Joneshorough, Newry — Application
removed from the schedule at the request of Planners to await
consultation response from Transport NL

. Item 36 - LAO7 /2017 /0868 /F — Daniel King - Replacement dwelling
for remains of existing structure located in an agricultural yard - 40m NW
of 117 Concession Road, Crossmaglen - Withdrawn from the schedule
at the request of the Chief Planning Officer

. Item 38 — LAO7/2017/1115/F — Gerard & Tracey Winters — Proposed
replacement dwelling (change of house type to previously approved
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application LAD7/2016/1400/F) = 33 Tyrones Ditches Road, Poyntzpass -
Amended plans received which means approval would issue as a
delegated matter.

. Item 39 — LAO7/2017/1138/F — Bernard Morgan — erection of
agriculture buildings — adjacent to and immeadiately SE of 1 Newtown
Court, Newtown Read, Cloghegue, Mewry. This planning application
was deferred to the December Planning Committee Meeting.
The following applications were then determined by the Committee:
(10.10 am - Councillers Devlin, Larkin, McAteer and Ruane withdraw from the Meeting).

(1) P/2009/1336/F — Mr 1 C Campbell

Location:
68 o 72 & 74 Shore Road, Rostrevor

Propasal:

Proposed new 70 bed Mursing Home together with 41 no. 2 & 3 bedroom apartments with
associated site works, landscaping and car parking (including at grade and under croft car
parking) = Economic Impact Assessment received.

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
Refusal

Mr McKay said this planning application had previously been determined by Committee but
following legal acvice the Council had rescinded the decision taken and it was now back before
Committee. Since the application had been considered Council had received information in the
form of an economic impact appraisal and this was the subject of the third Casa Officer report.
This new information had been neighbourhood netified and sent to abjectors anc a further 42
objections had been received.

Mr McKay advised it was the view of the Planning Department that the economic appraisal did
nol carry determining weight and did not override the other planning issues as set out in the

report,

Mr McKay also said that @ meeting had been held on 7 November 2017 belween objectors and
the applicant and agent and a note of this meeting could be made available if requasted.
However he said it would be fair to say there had not been a meeting of minds.

Speaking rights:
Colum Sands on behalf of the groups Rostrevor Action Respecting the Environment (RARE) and
Love Your Lough presented in objaction to the application.

Speaking rights:
Richard CToole, Planning Consultant; Eamon Larkin, agent and Colin Campbeall, applicant,
prasanted in support of the application.

Councillor Murnin proposed and Councillor Hanna secanded to issue an approval in respect of
Planning Application P/2009/1336/F contrary to officer recommendatian on the basis of the
following:
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1. The proposed plan would provide more than 3000 sg metres of open space
on the site, this equates to 30% which is 20% more than that required.

2. The proposed plan was in keeping with Policy LC1 in that:

e It was not in an established residential area

« Historically there was a four storey hotel with shcps located on
the site and the proposed design was of a similar scale and mass.

e [ocally sourced Mourne granite would be used in the build and
the use of indigenous materials would not have a harmful affect
— this has been confirmed by NIEA.

3. The proposal would add to the character of the area.

4, The economic appralsal showed that the proposal would create a benefit to
the lacal and wider area and add ta the long term sustainability of the area.
It would also provide benefits in terms of jobs during the construction
phase,

5. There was an ageing population with an increasing risk of higher instances
of Alzheimer's and dementia and the residential home would be a much
needed facility.

6. The proposal would have minimal impact on tourism and the environment.

7. There would be an improvement to road safety with the reduction in the
number of entrances.

The propcsal was put to a vote by a shaw of hands and voting was as follows:-
FOR: 6

AGAINST: Nil
ABSTENTIONS: Nil

AGREED: It was agreed to approve planning application P/2009/1336/F — Mr J
C Campbell, contrary to officer recommendation for the reasons
outlined above and that Planning Officials be delegated authority to
impose relevant conditions.

Abstentions: 0
(10.55 am - Coundillors Devlin, Larkin, McAteer and Ruane re-joined the meeting).

(2) LAO7/2015/0590/F — Mr Brian Annett

Location:
Dremere Road to rear of 10 Riverside Road, Ballynahinch

Proposal:
Proposed 3 no. detached dwellings

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
Approva!

Speaking rights:
Malcolm Kee, agent, presented in support of the application.
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AGREED: On the proposal of Councillor Larkin seconded by Councillor Murnin it
was agreed to issue an approval in respect of Planning Application
LAO7/2015/0590/F as per the Management Development Officer
Report with the condition that a hedge being removed at the entrance
to the site be replaced with a safety barrier and the provision of a
fence to address issues of overlooking at the rear of the properties.

It was also agreed that Planning Officers be granted approval to issue
the decision under delegated authority.

(3) LAO7/2016/1447/0 — Ballyhosset Properties Ltd

Location:
Site Me. 5 between 67 Ballvhosset Road and 3 Holly Lane, Ballyhosset Road, Downpatrick

Proposal:
Proposed dwelling and garage

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
Refusal

Speaking rights:
Gerry Tumelty, agent, presented in support of the Application.

Coundillor Larkin proposed and Councillor Hanna seconded to issue a refusal in respect of
Planning Application LAD7/2016/1447/0 as per the Management Development Officer report.

The proposal was put to a2 vote by a show of hands and voting was as follows;-
FOR: 10

AGAINST: Nil
ABSTENTIONS: Nil

The proposal was declared carried.

AGREED: It was agreed to issue a refusal in respect of Planning Application
LAO7/2016/1447/0 as per the Management Development Officer
report.

Abstentions: 0

(4) LAO7/2017/1224/F — Mr Aaron Ross

Location:
16 Killybawn Road, Saintfield

Proposal:
Storage unit for keeping of vintage vehicles at 16 Killybawn Road, Saintfield

Conclusion and Recommendation fram Planning Official:
Refusal



Speaking rights:
Gerry Tumelty, agent, presented in support of the application.

Councillor Hanna proposed and Councillor McAteer seconded to issue a refusal in
respect of Planning Application LAD7/2017/1224/F as per the Management
Development Officer report.

The proposal was put to a vote by a show of hands and voting was as follows:-

FOR: 10
AGAINST: Nil
ABSTENTIONS: Mil

The proposal was declared carried.

AGREED: It was agreed to issue a refusal in respect of Planning Application
LAO7/2017/1224/F as per the Management Development Officer
report.

Abstentions: 0

(5)  LAO7/2017/0770/F — Mr & Mrs J McPolin

Location:
MNo. 13 Downpatrick Road, Ballynahinch

Proposal:
Proposed detached garage, rear extension to dwelling and extended site curtilage

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
Refusal

Speaking rights:

Paul Hamilton, agent, and Jason McPolin, applicant, presented in support of the application.

Councilior Larkin proposed and Councillor Ruane seconded to issue a refuszl in respect of

Planning Application LAC7/2017/0770/F as per the Management Development Officer report.

The propesal was put to a vote by a show of hands and voting was as follows:
FOR: 6

AGAINST: 4
ABSTENTIONS: Nil

The proposal was declared carried.

AGREED: It was agreed to issue a refusal in respect of Planning Application
LAO7/2017/0770/F as per the Management Development Officer
report.

(6)  LAO7/2017/0894/0 — Ryan Morgan

Back to Agenda
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Location:
60m west of 3 Kirk Lane, Tullyree Road, Kilcoo

Proposal:
Proposed dwelling (6€.5m ridge) and garage

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
Refusal

Speaking rights:
Martin Eailie, agent, and Ryan Mcrgan, applicant, presented in support of the application.

Following discussion, a proposal to overturn the officer’s recommendation was made by
Councillor Devlin and seconded by Counciller Clarke on the basis that there was enough
supparting evidence to conclude that the farm business was active.

Mr McKay reminded Councillors Devlin and Clarke that this application had been presented to
the Committee on a previous occasion, and although the agent and applicant were not present
on that occasion, the only change in the evidence presented was that the applicant was now
renting land.

Both Councillors Devlin and Clarke, having considered Mr McKay's remarks agreed to uphold
their original proposal.

Councillor Devlin proposad and Councillor Clarke seconded to issue an aporaval in respect of
Planning Application LAC7/2017/0894/0 contrary to officer recommendation on the basis that
there was sufficient evidence to prove that the applicant’s farm business was active and that
the proposed dwelling would duster with existing buildings

The propesal was put to a vote by a show of hands and voting was as follows:

FOR: 9
AGAINST: 1
ABSTAINTIONS:  Nil

The proposal was declared carried.

AGREED: It was agreed to issue an approval in respect of planning application
LAO7/2017 /08940 contrary to officer recommendation on the basis
that there was sufficient evidence to prove that the applicant’s farm
business was active and that the proposed dwelling would cluster with
existing buildings.

It was also agreed Planning Officers be granted authority to impose
any relevant conditions.

(7) LAD7/2017/1174/0 — Mr B McCartan

Location:
Approx 18m neorth of 156 Downpatrick Road, Ballynahinch
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Proposal:
Dwelling and garage

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
Refusal

Speaking rights:
Conor Hughes, agent, prasented in support of the application.

Councillor Clarke proposed and Councillor Ruane seconded to issue a refusal in resped of
Planning Application LAQG7/2017/1174/0 as per the Management Development Officer Repart.

The proposal was put to a vote by a show of hands and voting was as follows:

FOR: 8
AGAINST: 2
ABSTENTIONS: Nil

The proposal was declared carried.

AGREED: It was agreed to issue a refusal in respect of planning application
LAD7/2017/1174/0 as per the Management Development Officer
Report.

(8) LAD7/2015/0662/F — Frank Clerkin

Location:
170m north west of 107 Kilbroney Road, Rostrevar

Proposal:
Additional farm shed

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
Refusal

Speaking rights:
Aidan Cole, agent, Conor Hughes, Planning Consultant, and Mr McCullough, presented in
support of the application.

AGREED: On the proposal of Councillor Murnin seconded by Councillor McAteer
it was agreed to defer Planning Application LA07/2015/0662/F and
arrange a Members' site visit to assess the visual impact of the
proposed additional farm shed.

Abstentions: 0

(9) LAO7/2017 /0937 /F — Mr & Mrs P McGurk

Location:
79 Bryansford Village, Newcastle

10
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Proposal:
Demolition of existing dwelling and erection of new single storey replacement dwelling,
retention and rause ¢f existing access and associated site works and landscaping

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
Refusal

Speaking rights:
Colin Stewart and Michael Graham agent, presented in support of the application.

AGREED: On the proposal of Councillar Devlin seconded by Councillor Clarke it
was agreed to defer Planning Application LA07/2017 /0837 /F to allow
for further discussions with Planning Department to review and

consider the revised plans submitted and that this application be
taken back to Committee as soon as possible

Abstentions: 0
(2.30 pm = Councillor Clarke withdrew from the meeting)

(10) LAO7/2015/0456/F — Richard Nummy

Location:
35m south of 93 Balfast Road, Newry

Proposal:
Relocation of access to that approved under planning approval P/2010/1452

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
Refusal

Speaking rights:
Douglas Black, agent, Denise Nummy, applicant, and DEA Councillor D Taylor presented in
support of the application.

Mr Laughlin from the Department for Infrastructure stated as per DFI Roads Policy, this was a
protected route cutside of development limits and the proposed relocation of access was
currently approved for agricultural use only. He expressed concern about creating a precedent
on a protected route that reguired stringent controls to minimise dangerous manoeuvres.

Councillor McAteer proposed and Councillor Macauley seconded ta issue an approval in
respact of Planning Application LAO7/2015/0456/F contrary to officer recommendation on the
basis that there were excepticnal circumstances in that the original access was no longer
available to the applicants and consequently they were land locked and that it was the view of
Members that an approval would not comprise the objectives or safety of a protective route as
there was already an existing agricultural access in use.

The proposal was put to a vote by a show of hands and voting was as follows:

FOR: 5
AGAINST: 4
ABSTENTIONS: 0
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The proposal was declared carried.

AGREED: It was agreed to issue an approval in respect of planning application
LAD7/2017 /0456 /0 contrary to officer recommendation on the basis
that due to the special circumstances the previously approved access
to the property was no longer available to the applicant and there was
already an existing agricultural access at the proposed location.

It was also agreed Planning Officers be granted authority to impose
any relevant conditions.
(2.10 pm - Coundillors Casey and Devlin withdrew from the meeating.

- Councillor Clarke re-ioined the meating)

(11) LAO07/2015/1306/F —Mr ] McMahon

Location:
114m east-south-east of B3 Clonallan Road

Proposal:
Farmstead made up of two storey farmhbouse with 3 no. agricultural sheds forming central

Courtyard

Conclusion and Recommendation From Planning Official:
Refusal

Speaking rights:

Richard O'Toole, Planning Consultant, and John Harkness, Architect, presented in support of
the

application.

AGREED: On the proposal of Councillor Clarke seconded by Councillor Ruane it
was agreed to defer Planning Application LAD7 /2015/1306/F to allow
for further discussions between the applicant, Planning Officials and
relevant statutory bodies particularly in relation to the need to
exhaust all possibilities at the Greenpark Road site regarding access
issues etc.

(3.40pm — Councillors McAteer left the meeting
- Councillors Casey, Clarke and Devilin withdrew from the meeting)

(12) LAO7/2016/0733/F — Robert Hollywood

Location:
Approximataly BOm west of No. 34 Church Road, Forkhill, NMewry

Proposal:
Erection of agricultural sheds & slurry tank

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
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Refusal

Speaking rights:
stephen Hughes, agent, presentad in support of the application.

Councillor Murnin proposed and Counciller Larkin seconded to approve Planning Application
LAO7/2016/0733/F contrary to officer recommendation on the basis that following a site visit
Members were of the opinion that the propased site represented a planning gain as it would be
situated In a dip which would allow It to visually integrate into the landscape and also that the
shed was needed for the efficient running of the farm.

It was also preposed there should be only one shed on the site and amended plans be
submitted to Planners.

The proposal was put to a vote by a show of hands and voting was as follows:-

FOR: 4
AGAINST: 2
ABSTENTIONS: Nil

The proposal was declared carried.

AGREED: It was agreed to issue an approval in respect of planning application
LAO7/2016/0733/F contrary to officer recommendation on the basis
that the site integrated into the landscape and the shed was needed
for the efficient running of the farm.

It was also agreed Planning Officers be granted authority to impose
any relevant conditions including a condition that there should only be

one shed on site.

(4.00 pm — Councillor Devlin, Councillor Casey and Councillor Clarke re-joined the meeting)
(13) LAO7/2017/0823/0 — Adrian McParland

Location:
Adjacent and 30m SW of 20 Newry Road, Belleek, Armagh

Proposal:
Site for dwelling and garage (Policy CTYB)

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
Refusal

Speaking rights:
Stephen Hughes, agent, presentad in support of the application.

AGREED: On the proposal of Councillor Murnin seconded by Councillor Hanna it
was agreed to issue a refusal in respect of Planning Application
LAO7 /2017 /0823/0 as per the Management Development Officer
report.
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Abstentions: 0
(14) LAO7/2016/1632/0 —Jason Fegan
Location:

Lands 45m north west of No. 12 Upper Knockbarragh Road, Warrenpoint, BT35 3DL

Proposal:
Proposed farm dwelling

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Dfficial:
Refusal

Speaking rights:
Colin Dalton, agent, presented in suppert of the application.

AGREED: On the proposal of Councillor Craig seconded by Councillor Clarke it
was agreed to defer Planning Application LA07/2016/1632/0 to allow
Planning officials to re- examine the application.

Abstentions 0

(15) LAO07/2017/0180/F — Derek & Rachel Elmore

Location:
Directly opposite and east of Nos. 1 and 1a Alexander Drive, Warrenpaint

Proposal:
Proposed 1 No. detached dwelling

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
Refusal

Speaking rights:
Bamey Dinsmore, agent, presented in support of the application,

AGREED: On the proposal of Councillor Ruane seconded by Councillor Hanna it
was agreed to defer Planning Application LAD7 /2017 /01B0/F ta allow
further discussions between the agent/applicant and Planning officials
in view of the additional land acquired to the side and front of the site
by the applicant.

It was also agreed Planning Officers be granted approval to issue the
decision under delegated authority.

(16) LAO07/2017/1168/F —Thomas McDonald

Location:
200m North of 11 Carewamean Road, Carrickbroad, Dromintee, Newry
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Proposal:
Change of house type to that approved under P/2004/0123/0 and P/2006/2102/RM

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
Refusal

Speaking rights:
Bemnard Dinsmore, agent, and Mr McDonald, applicant, presented in support of the application.

AGREED: On the proposal of Councillor Larkin seconded by Councillor Clarke it
was agreed to issue an approval in respect of Planning Application
LAO7/2017 /1168 /F contrary to the officer recommendation on the
basis that the original Planning Application P/2007 /1090/F was
preserved.

It was also agreed Planning Dfficers be granted authority to impose
any relevant conditions including a condition of a ridge height of 6m.

Abstentions 0
(4.55 pm = Councillor Devlin left the meeting)

(17) LAO07/2017/0563/0 — Mr John Morgan

Location:
Land 20m north of 24 Ballyvally Road, Mayobridge

Proposal:
2 no. dwellings with detached garages to the rear

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
Refusal

Speaking rights:
Coner Foy, agent, presented in support of the application.

Councillor Hanna proposed and Coundllor Macauley seconded to issue a refusal in respect of
Planning Application LAO7/2017/0563 as per the Management Development Officer report.

The proposal was put to a vote by way of a show of hands and voting was as follows:
FOR: 6

AGAINST: Nil

ABSTENTIONS: 2

The proposal was declared carried.

AGREED: It was agreed to issue a refusal in respect of Planning Application
LAO7 /2017 /0563 as per the Management Development Officer report.

(18) LAO7/2017/0687/F — Steven & Diane Campbell
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Location:
30m north of 94 Greencastle Road, Kilkeel

Proposal:
Infill site for new dwelling and garage in existing duster (amended plans)

Conclusion and Recommendation fram Planning Official:
Refusal

Speaking rights:
Emma Speers, agent, presented in support of the applicaticn.

AGREED: On the proposal of Councillor Larkin seconded by Councillor Clarke it
was agreed to issue a refusal in respect of Planning Application
LAO7/2017 /0687 (F as per the Management Development Officer

Report.
Abstentions 0

(19) LAO7/20170798/F — Phelim Burns

Location:
185m NE of GA Cregganbane Road, Cregganbane, Glebe, Crossmaglen

Proposal:
Proposed agricultural storage shed

Conclusion and Recommendation from Planning Official:
Refusal

Speaking rights:
Gary McArdle, agent, and DEA Councillor T Hearty presented in support of the application.

AGREED: On the proposal of Councillor Casey seconded by Councillor Larkin it
was agreed to defer Planning Application LA07/20170798/F at the
request of the Chief Planning Officer to allow time to reconsider all
relevant information.

Abstentions: 0

FOR NOTING

P/140/2017: PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING PERFORMANCE REPORT
OCTOBER 2017

Read: Planning Committee Performance Report October 2017, (Copy circulated)

AGREED: It was agreed to note the Planning Committee Performance Report
16



Back to Agenda

October 2017.
P/141/2017: MEETINGS BETWEEN PLANNING OFFICERS AND PUBLIC
REPRESENTATIVES
Read: Record of Meetings batween Planning Officers and Public Representatives

frem April 2017 = October 2017, (Copy circulated)

AGREED: It was agreed to note the record of Meetings between Planning
Officers and Public Representatives.

P/142/2017: APPEALS & DECISIONS

Read: Repart re: Appeals and Decisions — Cctober 2017, (Copy circulated )
AGREED: It was agreed to note the Appeals and Decisions October 2017.
P/143/2017: CO-OPERATION IRELAND — STUDY VISIT — THE ALL ISLAND

LOCAL AUTHORITY FORUM TO ROSCOMMON COUNTY COUNCIL
— 23 NOVEMBER 2017

Read. Invitation from Co-Operation Ireland for Study Visit to The All Island Local
Authority Forum to Roscommon County Coundil on 23 November 2017. (Copy
circulated)

AGREED: It was agreed that Councillor Clarke would attend the Co-Operation
Ireland Study Visit — The All Island Local Authority Forum in
Roscommon County Council on 23 November 2017 and that details be
circulated to Members of the Planning Committee who had left the
meeting at this point.

P/144/2017: MANAGEMENT OF PUBLIC ATTENDING COUNCIL/
M E MEETIN

Councillor Larkin raised the issue of limiting the number of public representatives permitted in

the Chamber at Planning Meetings stating that it could be a health and safety risk to have

people standing at the back of the chamber. He also asked that the issue of protest banners

being brought into the Chamber should he discussed.

Councillor Ruane also said the management of the public attending Council Meetings and cthar

Commilttee Mestings should also be considered.

AGREED It was agreed to refer this matter to the Party Representatives’ Forum
Meeting to be held in November 2017.

The Meeting concluded at 5.45pm.

For confirmation at the Planning Committee Meeting to be held on Wednesday & December
2017.

Signed: Chairperson
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Item 6 — Addendum List

Addendum list - planning applications with no representations received or
regquests for speaking rights - Planning Committee Meeting on Wednesday 6
December 2017

The following planning applications listed on the agenda, have received no
representations or requests for speaking rights. Unless a Member wishes o have
these applications presented and discussed, the Planming Committee will be asked
1o approve the officer's recommendation and the applicaticns will be taken as “read”
without the need for a presentation. If a Member would like o have a presentation
and discussion on any of the applications listed below they will be deferred to the
next Committee Meeting for a full presentation:-

= ltem 14 LAO7/2017/0725/F - Mitch Murphy & Simone Curtis - 2
storey farm dwelling - Site 350 metres SW of 56 Coolderry Road,

Crossmaglen REFUSAL
s Jtem 16 LAO7/2017/0795/F - Mr Laurence Patterson - Replacement

dwelling - Drumnaconnell House, 56 Ballynahinch Road,
Drumnaconnell West, Saintfield REFUSAL

= [tem 19 LAO7/2017/0868/F - Daniel King - Replacement dwelling for
remains of existing structure located in an agricultural yard - 40m
NW of 117 Concession Road, Crossmaglen REFUSAL

* [ltem 25 LA07/2017/1290/F - Patrick Cunningham - Proposed
replacement dwelling - 26 Levallyreagh Road, Rostrevor REFUSAL

« Item 27 LA07/2017/1310/F - Mr & Mrs Peter McArdle - Erection of a
dwelling and garage - Adjacent to and Scuth of 98 Ferkhill Road,

Newry REFUSAL
= |tem 29 LAQ7/2017/1336/RM - Mr & Mrs P Smyth - Proposed

dwelling and garage - 61B Sabbath Hill Road, Ballymartin

APPROVAL
= |tem 34 P/2012/0568/0 - Paul McCourt - Site for dwelling with

detached garage - 50 metres East of 34 Divernagh Road, Bessbraok
REFUSAL

-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-
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PLANNING (NI) ORDER 1991
APPLICATIONS FOR PLANNING PERMISSION

Council Newry, Mourne and Down Date 06/12/2017
ITEM NO 1
APFLIC NO LAY 2015/0109/- Full DATE VALID 0L/0412015
COUNCIL OPINIOM APPROVAL
APPLICANT Kelly Brothers Building AGENT Milligan Reside
Contractors Milltown East Larkin MEL House
Industrial Estate 56 Armagh Road
Upper Dromore Road Mewry
Warrangoint BT35 60N
ET34 3PN
LOCATION Site to the rear and south eastof No's 7 BS 10 11 12 12a & 14 Warren Hill and to the
rear and north eastof No's 2 4 4a & 6 Greenan Road Newry BT34 3FN
PROPOSAL Hausing development of 40 Mo, dwalling units (20 No, detached and 20 Ne sami-
detached) with associated siteworks and parking
REPRESENTATIONS OEJ Leliers EUP Letters ORJ Petilions SUP Pelitions
30 1 U a

Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
] 0 0 0
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o Greating Places
o Living Places Urban Stewardship and Design Guide

Consultations:

TransportN| = Initially recommendead refusal as the proposad access was too close
to two other road junctions and the close spacing would lead to conflicting vehicular
movements. Following protracted correspondence betwean the applicants and

TransportNI, TransgortN| confirmed in a note from the Network Planning Manager
that it would accept the proposed 30 metre junction stagger. Fallowing clarification of
the reasons for this change of opinion, further negaotiation took place regarding the
internal layout, gradients, etc. A final respanse on these matters remains
outstanding. The corperate pesition of TransportN| remains that the access from Old
Warrenpoinl Road is now acceplable. On this basis, the applicalion is being brought
torward for approval.

NI Water - Water and sewerage capacity available. No storm sewer available,
Environmental Health — No objections provided public sewerage is used

NIEA Water Management Unit - Standard conditions and informatives
Loughs Agency — Standard conditicns and informatives

Rivers Agency — Given seme history of surface water flooding in the area, approval
for discharge ta the Commons Stream will be limited to greenfield run off rates.
Following several changes to the Drainage Assessment and drainage layout, the
drainage proposals have now been agreed (see consultation response daled 21¥
September 2017). They will incorporate an attenuation system at two separate
locations within the site to control the discharge rate.

Objections & Representations:

The initial application and subseguent amendments were adverlised in local
newspapears on 28" May 2015, 1® April 2016 and 17" August 2017. 24 neighbouring
properties were notified of the proposal on 9" June 2015, 18" March 2016 and 8"
August 2017, as required under Article 8 (1)(b) of the Planning (General
Development Procedure) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015.

Objections were received from the following addresses:
« 6 Greenan Road
8 Greanan Road
40 Old Warrenpoinl Road
41 Old Warrenpoint Road
11 Warren Hill
J L O'Hagan & Co. Ltd, 10 Abbey Yard
MRA Partnership, 10 Holland Gardens, Belfast
Mr Glenn McKay (original address removed at objector’s request; no local
address given)
raren MckKevitt MLA (highlighting the cancerns raised by neighbours)
+ One anonymous objection

& & & @&

&

The objectors raised two main issues with the proposal: road safety and flood risk.
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1. ROAD SAFETY: They highlighted the close proximity of the three road junctions
and the previous appeal determination regarding the local road network, as well
as accidents that had occurred al this location. They fell thal the proposed
access fram Old Warrenpoint Road would make the situation mare dangarous
and that it did not meet published standards in DCAN15. Following the change of
opinian by TransportNI regarding junction stagger, a number of objectors queried
the revised stance. These letiers were forwarded to TransportNI for comment and
clarification an their position. A number of further consultation responses were
received indicating how this corporate opinion was reached. Whether or not the
position adapted by Transporthl is strictly in accordance with published
standards including DCAN15. we have sought clarification on TransportNI's
stance and have no sustainable reason to go against the advice of our expert
consultee on road safety matters. As TransportN| has confirmed that the access
arrangement is considered sale, the concerns raised by objeclors on this point
cannot be given determining weight.

2. FLOQD RISK: There is a histary of surface water flooding in the area and a
numker of propertics were damaged in severe storm evenis over the last few
years. Several objectors were rightly concerned that additiona! hard surfacing on
this site would increase the risk of their homes being flooded. The original
Drainage Assessment submittad did not acknowladge this prablem. Rivers
Agency advised that discharge 1o the Commons Stream would be limited to the
graen lield run off rate to ensure there was no increase in fiood risk. The
Drainage System within the site was subsequently designed in two separate
seclions wilth attenuation fanks that will strictly control the discharge rate. Based
on this information and several amendments to the Drainage Assessment, Rivers
Agency has confirmed that the concerns raised by objectors in regard to flooding
have been satisfactorily addressed and the development will not result in an
increase in llood risk.

Letters of support was received from Newry Chamber of Commerce and the
Construction Employers Federation on behalf of the applicant, citing the economic
benefits of approving the application. Former MP Margaret Ritchie has also
expressed support for the application on numerous occasions, both while an elected
representative, and subseguently as a lobbyist.

Consideration and Assessment:

The proposal lell within the threshold ol Calegory 10 (bB) ol Schedule 2 ol the
Planning (Envircnmental Impact Assessment) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015.
On 24™ August 2015 the Council determined that there would be no likely significant
environmental effects and an Environmental Statement would nct be required.

Section 45 of the Planning Act (Northemrn Ireland) 2011 requires the Council to have
regard to the local development plan. so far as matenal to the application, and to any
other material considerations. The site is currently within the remit of the Banbridgs /
Newry & Mourne Area Plan 2015 as the new council has not yet adopted a local
development plan. The sile is located within the setilement limil of Newry City on the
above Plan, and is zoned for housing development (NY44). There are no Key Site
requirements. The proposal is in accordance with the extant Area Plan. The higher
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ground immediately east of the sile is zoned as a Local Landscape Policy Area
(NY134) as it forms the setting of this part of Newry. The original proposal indicated
fulure development extending into these areas and adjacent access roads, but we
have secured amendments to the plans that reduce access to these arsas and
introduce buffer planting along the development limit. This will help to preserve the
setting of the settlement as envisaged by the LLPA designation.

RG8 of the RDS aims to manage housing growth to achieve sustainable patterns of
residential develcgment. It aims to provide more high guality accessible housing
within existing urban areas without causing unacceptable damage to the local
character and environmental quality or residential amenity of these areas. The SPPS
sets out core planning principles to be employed in the guest to achieve sustainable
development. Of particular relevance to this application is the aim of supperting goed
design and posilive place making while preserving and improving the buill and
natural environment. The SPPS also notes the importance of supporting sustainable
economic growlh. The economic benefils ol the proposed invesiment in this site by a
local construction firm are acknawledged.

The SPPS also addresses housing in ssttlements. It repaats the planning control
principles listed in PPS12. The proposal complies with these as it will increase the
housing density in this area without erosion of local character, environmental quality
or amenity. The proposad housing density of 15 dwellings per hectare is a modest
increase an neighbouring developmant at Warran Hill (10 dph). Both these densities
remain relatively low to take account of the sloping nature of the sites. It is
considered a sustainable form of development as it is within a defined settlement
limit on zoned housing land. There are local facilities and services as well as public
transporl available al walking dislance from the site. A mix of house lypes and sizes
is provided to promote choice and assist in meeting community needs. Mo specific
need for social housing has been identified.

Planning permission will only be granted for new residential development where it is
demonstrated that the praposal will create a quality and sustainable residential
environment in accordance with policy QD1 of PPSY. The design concept draws
upon the positive aspects of the character and appearance of the surrounding arsa.
The laycut respects the topography of the site and the scale of adjacent buildings.
The dwellings are tradilionally designed and proportioned with chimnays on the ridge
line to provide a varied roofscape. Most have hipped roofs and the external finishes
including blue/black tiles ar slates, rendered walls and Georgian style windows will
result in a high quality urban development that draws upon local traditions of form,
malterials and detailing. There are no existing archaeological, built heritage or
landscape features that need to be integrated into the design.

A particular challenge an this site is the tapegraphy with a vertical rise of 35m from
the bottom to the top of the site. This has implications for access, landscaping and
rasidential amenity. TransportM| raised concerns with the proposed 1 in 10 gradient
of the access road. They felt that only short distances of road should be as steep as
this. However, since the road design guidance in Creating Places indicates that 1 in
10 is acceptable, without qualification, and given the nature of the zoned site, it is
considerad lhal a constant 1in 10 gradient is the only viable means ol accessing the
entire site. The topography will result in dwellings on the upper slopes being sited
above those below and the need for some retaining structures up to 3m high.
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Through the course of the application, the Council has sought clarification and
refinement of the design of the retaining walls to reduce any unacceptable impacts. It
is acknowledged Lhal these are a fealure of housing developments in the local area
given the nature of tha landscape. There will be planted buffer zonas between any
double rataining walls that will soften their visual impact and as they mature will limit
any unacceptable overlooking or loss of privacy between dwellings. Back-to-back
separalion distances exceed the normal requirement of 20m and in some cases are
up to 35m with intervening planting where tha differences in levels are mast severe.
There will also be buffer planting along much of the northern site boundary with
Warran Hill, the southern boundary with dwellings on Greaenan Boad and the sastern
boundary which is adjacent to the development limit and Local Landscape Policy
Area. A detailed landscaping plan has been provided with a suitable mix of 138 trees
up to 4m high and other weoodland planting. This is accempanied by a long term
landscape management plan which will be conditioned 1o ensure that the external
public spaces remain in a good visual, safe and hygienic condition. It is considered
thal provided this scheme ol landscaping is implemented, it will deal satisfactorily
with the topographical constraints of the site without detriment to amenity.

As part of the landscaping proposals. areas of public open space will be creatad
within the development, principally at the southern edge of the development at the
bend in the access road, and also adjacent to the site entrance fram Old
Warrenpoint Road. The main area of ocpen space will be made relatively level,
notwithstanding the surrounding topagraphy, so that it would be of demonsirable
recreational or amenity value. This will require somewhat unnatural cutting and
filling, though this is necessary lo create a level usable area and also to contain part
of the drainage attenuation system beneath. The develoger originally proposed a
house in the area beside the Old Warrenpoint Road, but the Council sought the
removal of this unit which was not in keeping with the established building line and
this will result in & softer landscaped entrance feature for the developmenl. The
entrance will be cefined by a 1.1m high rendered wall with black metal railings
above. The total public open space and landscaped amenity areas provided as part
of the development excead tha 10% of the site area requireament in policy OS2 of
PPS8 and are considered appropriate 1o the nature of the site. The dwellings have
generous rear gardens, the average size of which exceeds that required by Creating
Places. Although some of the rear gardens will be constrained by retaining
structures, they also benefil from fronl gardens with some amenily value and views
over the wider landscape. As this is a 'local’ application, it is not considered that the
scale of the development would warrant the provision of further neighbourhoad
facilities by the developer.

There will be traffic calming measures within the site including a raised table and
speed humps, Armco salely barriers and pedestrian guard rails. There will be no
impact on public rights of way. Each dwealling will have twe in-curtilage parking
spaces and there will be additional visitor parking available on-street, which is
acceptable under Annex A of Parking Standards. There will be a shared private drive
for & dwellings al the top of the site. This will have a lesser impact than a full
standard carriageway. Bin storage is provided far these dwellings at the end of the
adopted road. We await a final consultation response from TransportN| regarding the
internal layoul, bul any lurther changes required should not affect the principle and
basic layout of the develcpment.
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The buildings have been designed to ensure no conflict with adjacent land uses
(other residential properties) through overlocking, loss of light, overshadowing, noise
or other dislurbance. One house type has a first floor balcony in the gable, bul ils
siting and orientation is such that there will be no unacceptable averlooking. The
layout will ensure informal surveillance of public ar2as and no aceess to the rear of
dwellings, helping to dater crime and promote personal safety. The pattern of
development is in keeping with the overall character and environmental quality of the
established residential area.

The developmant will be connected to the existing mains sewer which has the
capacity to serve 40 more dwellings. A condition should be imposed to ensure that
development does not commence until the method of sewage disposal has been
agreed in writing with NI Water or a consent to discharge has been granted, in the
interast of public health. Given a history of surface water floocding in the area during
extreme storm events, the drainage arrangements are more complex. The upper part
of the site will drain Lo a large allenualion tank in the area of open space. This will
then discharge through a hydrobrake at a rate of 4.11/s (green field run off rate) to the
Commons Stream. Rivers Agency are now content that this will not increase flood
risk to surrounding properties. The lower part of the site will drain to a smaller
atlenuation tank at the site entrance, and then discharge at a rate of 2.41's to the
combined sewer an Old Warrenpoint Road. A condition will require that no
development commences until consent for this discharge is granted oy NI Water.
Rivers Agency is satisfiad with the final Drainage Assessment received 4"
September 2017 and has provided standard informatives. Standing Advice from
NIEA will also be included on the decision

Finally, we must consider the matter of access io the public road. It is acknowledged
that this delayed the processing of the application and is a matter of interpretatian of
the published Vehicular Access Standards. The key consideralion is the spacing
between this major access and existing junctions on Old Warrenpeint Road, namely
the entrances to Warmren Hill and Greenan Road which are on either side of the site.
Paragraph 7.3 of DCAN15 states that “When the propcsed and existing junction or
accass are on the same side of the road the spacing should preferably exceed % of
the minimum forward sight distance given in Takle B and must be at least 30m." The
minimum forward sight distance in this case is 80m. %z of this distance is 53m
junclion spacing. The initial position of TranspartN| was that the 30m minimum
requirement was only relevant to cases where the % distance would otherwise be
lower, 1.e. In cases where the 'y distance 1s less than 45m. In subsequent
correspondence, the applicant's roads consultant, AECCM, argued that the 30m
minimum applied in all cases as it did not state otherwise in the text. They argued
that they could achieve the 30m distance from bath entrances by minor alterations to
the cenltre line of the two side reads and further slaled thal they have a live approval
for an access here sarving up to 25 units. This argument was put to TransportN| and
escalated to the Network Planning Manager. After taking further internal advice, thay
accapted that a minimum separation distanca of 30m would ba acceptable in this
instance. This change of opinion gave rise to signilicant local objection, detalls of
which were passed to TransportNI for comment. The Planning Department also
sought clarification from TransportN| that their interpretation of this reguirement
would be similarly followed in other cases. The Chiel Planning Officer has met with
Transporth| to seek such assurances in writing. Over the course of several
consultation respanses, they have advised that the pasition was arrived at using
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experienced professional judgement having regard to the guidance and the particular
traffic conditions and road junction arrangement at this site. They have stated that all
fulure applicalions will continue to be treated as individual cases and their opinions
will reflect assessment af the particular circumstances. Whila this doas not
necessarily previde the assurance sought by the Planning Department, or objectors,
we are mindful of TransportN!'s role 25 an expert consultee on road safety matters.
The Planning Depariment could not lightly set aside their staled opinion that the
proposed access arrangement is safe. Having questioned how the opinion was
arrived al and having received several responses explaining the rationale from
TranspartMl, the application must now ba determined.

TransportNl is satisfied that the proposed new access will not prejudice road safety
or significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic, as required under policy AMP2 of
PES3. On this basis, the applicalion is now recommended for approval. Objeciors
have stated that the minimum 30m spacing cannct be achieved to beoth sides,
however, lhe agent has provided a drawing indicating how it will be achieved. A
condition should be imposed requiring the accass with 30m junction spacing to both
sides to be in place and agreed in writing by the planning authority prior to the
commencement of any other developmant. This will ensurs that the housing
development cannot go ahead until the minimum 30m spacing is achieved on the
ground. Further conditions should be impased requiring the submission of details of
&ll roads to be adopted under the Private Streets (Northern Ireland) Order 1980, for
agreemeant in writing by the planning and roads authorities, prior to commencement
of development.

Having had regard to the development plan and all other material considerations, the
proposal is considered a sustainable development that will not cause demonsirable
harm 1o interests of acknowledged impartance. It should therefore be approved.

Recommendation: Approval

Conditions:

1. The development hereby permitled shall be bagun belore the expiralion of 5
years from the date of this permission.

Reason: As reguired by Section 61 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 201 1.

- {2 The Private Streets (Northern Ireland) Order 1980 as amended by the
Private Sireets (Amendment) (Northern Ireland) Order 1992.
No other developmeant heraby permitted shall be commenced until the roads
and footways to be adopted within the development have been determinad by
DFI Roads and agreed in writing by the Council and the works necessary for
the improvement of a public road have been completed in accordance with
the details outlined blue an Drawing Number 23 REV 3 bearing the date
stamp 26 October 2017. The Council hereby attaches to the determination a
reguiremeanlt under Article 3(4A) of the above Order that such works shall be
carried out in accordance with an agreement under Article 3 (4C).
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Reason: To ensure there is a safe and convenient road system within the
development and toc comply with the provisions of the Private Streets (Northem
Ireland) Order 1980.

3. No other development shall commence until the new access road 1o the site,
including visibility splays of 4.5 x 88m and requirad farward visibility sight lines
at the junction of the access with Cld Warrenpoint Road, has been
constructed to the satisfaction of OFI Roads. The dimensions and layout of
the access arrangement shall be agreed in writing by DF| Roads and the
planning autharity and will provide for a minimum 30m junctian stagger
between the centre line of the new access and centre line of Greenan Road
along with a minimum 30m junction stagger between the centre line of the
new access and centre line of Warren Hill.

Reason: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of road
salety and the convenience of road users.

4. No dwelling shall be cccupied until that part of the service road which
provides access to it has been constructad to base course; the final wearing
course shall be applied on the completion of the development.

Reason: To ensure the orderly development of the site and the road works
necessary to provide satisfactory access to each dwelling.

5. No dwelling shall be ccoupied until provision has been made and permanently
retained within the curtilage of the site for the parking of private cars at the
rale ol 2 spaces per dwelling.

Heason: To ensure adequale in -curtilage parking in the interests ol road safety and
the convenience of road users.

6. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until any highway
structure/retaining wall/culvert requiring Technical Approval, as specified in
the Roads (NI) Order 1893, has been approved and constructed in
accordance with BD2 Technical Approval of Highways Structures : Volume 1:
Design Manual for Hoads and Bridges.

Reason: To ensure that the structure is designed and constructed in accordance with
BD2 Technical Approval of Highways Structures: Velume 1: Design Manual for
Hoads and Bridges.

I Any lelegraph poles / streel furnilure o be re-sited (o the rear of sight visibility
splays and ta tha satisfaction of DFI Roads.

Reason: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of road
safety and the convenience of road users.

8. No dwellings shall be occupied until a Street Lighting scheme design has
been submitled and approved by DFI Roads Slreet Lighting Saclion. The
Street Lighting scheme, including the provision of all plant and materials and
installation of same, will be implemented as directed by DFI Roads Street
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Lighting Section. These works will be camied out entirely at the developer's
gxpense.

Reason: Ta ensure the provision of a satisfactary street lighting systam. for road
safety and convenience of traffic and pedestrians.

9. All appropriate road markings and associated signage within the development
and on the public road sha!l be provided by the developer/applicant in

accordance with the Department's specification (Design Manual for Roads &
Bridges) and as directed by DFI Roads Traffic Managemeant Section prior to

the development becoming occupied by residents.
FAeason: Inthe interest of road safety and traffic pregression.

10.  The gradient of a private access should not exceed 8% for the first Sm outside
the public road boundary and a maximum gradienl ol 10% therealler.

Heason: Inihe interest of Road Safety.

11.  The developer/applicant pricr to the commencement of any road works shall
pravids a detailed programme of works and associated traffic management
proposals to DFI Roads for agreement in writing. The developar/applicant
shall contact DF| Roads Traffic Management prior to commencemeant of works
on site to agree suitable positions for any existing road signage and traffic
calming measures thal will require being relocated as a result of this proposal.

Heason: To facilitate the free movement of roads users and the orderly progress of
work in the interests of road safety.

12. It the finished ground level of any proparty is below the finished level of the
adjoining footway or verge then a boundary fence or wall shall be provided to
a minimum height of 1.1 m above tha footway or varge laval.

HReason: To ensure the safety of pedestrians on the public road.

13. No development should take place on site unlil the method ol sewage

disposal has been agread in writing with NI Water or a consent to discharge
has been granted.

Reason: To ensure a practical solution lo sewage disposal is possible al this sile.

14, Each building shall be provided with such sanilary pipework, foul drainage
and rain water drainage as may be necessary for the hygienic and adequata
disposal of foul water and rain water separately from that building. The
drainage system should also be dasigned to minimise the risk of wrongly
connecting the sewage sysiem to the rain water drainage system, once the
buildings are occupied.

Heason: In order lo decrease the risk of the incorrect diversion of sewage to drains
carrying rain/surface water to a waterway.
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15.  Development shall not commence until the proposed discharge of storm waler
to the combined sewer in Old Warrenpoint Road has been agreed in writing
oy NI Water, ar olher arrangements for the disposal of storm waler from the
lower section of tha site have been agreed with the relevant autharity.

Heason: To prevent surface water flooding.

16. Discharge of storm water to the Cammons Stream shall not exceed 4.11/s

(green field run off rate) unless otherwise agreed in writing with Rivers
Agency.

Heason: To prevent surface water flooding.

17, All hard and sofl landscape works shall be carried oul in accordance with the
approved details and the appropriate British Standard or other recognised
Codes of Practise. The works shall be carried out prior o the occupation ol
any part of the development in accordance with drawing No 18 REV 1 data
stamped 03 August 2017.

Heason: To ensura the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high standard
of landscape.

18. It within a period of 5 years fram the date of the planting of any tree, shrub or
hedge, that tree, shrub or hedge is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies, or
becomes, in the opinion of the Council, seriously damaged or delective,
another tree, shrub or hedge of the same species and size as that originally
planted shall be planted al the same place, unless the Council gives its wrillen
consent to any variation.

FAeason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high standard
of landscape.

19. The open space and amenity areas indicated on the stamped approved
Drawing No. 19 REV 1 date stampad 03 August 2017 shall be managed and
maintained in accordance with the Landscape Management Plan, Drawing
No. 28 received on 03 Auguslt 2017, Any changes or alteralions fo the
approved landscape management arrangements shall be submitted te and
agreed in writing by the Council.

Heason: To ensure successtul establishment and ongoing management and
maintenance in perpetuity of the open space and amenity areas in the interests of
visual and residential amenily.

20.  All storm water from the development site should not be discharged to nearby
watercourses unless first passed through pollution interceptian and flow
attenuation measures.

Reason: To prevent pollution of surface waters.

21, Al least & weeks prior to commencement of development, a detailed
earthworks management plan shall be submitted to the Council for agreement

11
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in writing. This must include methods of control of run-off from working areas
and mitigating measures to prevent pollution of watercourses during the
construction phase.

Reason: To prevent pollution of surface waters.

Case Officer Signature: Date:

Appointed Officer Signature: Date:

12
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Grainne O'Hagan

From: Glenn Mc Kay <glenn_mckayl@hotmail. coms=

Sent: 29 November 2017 00:39

To: Reynold.Nicholkon@infrastructure-ni.gov.uk

Cc: deu@infrastructure nigov uk; DfIRcads Southern@ infrastructure ni.govuk;
anthony.mckay@nmandd.org; gareth.kerr@nmandd.crg; Grainne O'Hagan; Richard
Agus

Subject: Planning Application LADT/2015/0109/F - Old Warrenpoint Road, Newry

Dear Mr Michaolson,

Planning Application LAO7/2015/0109/F (Site to the rear and south east of No's 789 10 11 12 [2a & 14
Warren Hill and to the rear and north east of No's 24 4a & 6 Greenan Road Newry B34 3FN) hus heen
recommended for approval on the basis of your consultation response of 23" November 2017 and will be
presented at the Planning Committee meeting on 6" December 2017,

As you have been invited to this meeting. can you confirm that you will be present to take questions in
relation to the assessment imideriaken by the Department and the processes and procedures apphed 1o
determine that a minimum junction of spacing of 30m (as per the absolute minimum standards within
DCANIS) belween the existng junctions of Warren Hill and Greenan Road 1s deemed suntable and would
nol increase the risk of accident or personal injury for motorised and non-motorised users that will use these
short sequence of junction 1o access the Old Warrenpoint Road.

So that all partics can be fully prepared for this meeting, a range of questions and required information that
dernonstrates that your assessment has been techmically competent and in conformance with the
requirements befitting of the Department are set out below.

June 2015

In the Department’s response of 23 June 2013, it was stated thar the Department had considered in detail
that the “The propesal is contrary to planning policy statement 3, access, mevement and parking, policy
amp 2, in thar it wouldd, if permiired, prejudice the safery and convenience of road users since the proposed
access (v located in close praximity to two road junctions where the slowing down and twrning movements
of vehicles entering and leaving the access would conflict with traffic movemenis ai these junctions,” Why
did you change the position of the Department in this regard? What level (and evidence of)
assessment was undertaken to determine this and by whom? Was the person who recommended this,
not technically competent or experienced enough to do s0? Can you provide a record of all the
information that was used to determine this recommendation?

March 2016
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In the Department’s response of 02 March 2016, consideration was given o the realignment of Greenan
Road, which had been deemed by the applicant as an improvement scheme. Can you pleasc provide
technical clarification how the Greenan road would be improved as per the design in the drawings
submitted?

The Department thenconsidered the impact of modifying the Greenan Road 1o achieve the absolute
mimmum junchon spacing standard as per DCAN 15, The Department”s opimion was that in hight of these
changes the “proposal is contrary fo planning policy statement 3, access, movement and parking, policy
amp 2, in thar it would, if perminred, prejudice the safery and convenience of road users since the proposed
access 15 located in close proximity to two road junctions where the stowing down and twming movements
af vehicles entering and leaving the access wonld conflict with rraffic movemenis ar the function.” Again,
why did you change the position ol the Department in this regard? Whal level (and evidenee ofd)
assessment was undertaken to determine this and by whom? Was the person who recommended this,
not technically competent or experienced enough to do s0? Can you provide a record of all the
information that was used to determine this recommendation?

May 2016

In your response of 23 May 2016, you completely reversed the Department’s stance and accepted the
minimum junction spacing of 30m withowt providing any technical or substantive detail to qualify this
positional change, and munde absolutely no reference to the potential impacts upon the safety of existng and
future road users. Can you please provide technical and detailed clarification befitting of your position
as Network Planning Manager as to why vou overruled the Department’s original positon on this
matter?

June 2016

In your response of 29™ June 2016, you responded o Ms O Hagan and attempred to explain vour position of
accepting the absolute minimum junction spacing without technical or detailed clarification. Y ou made
reference to the use of DCAN 135 for applying the relevant road standards for such an application. As is
evident from the response, the Departinent was aware that the development would reguire the modification
of an existing at-grade priority junction (Greenan Road/Old Warrenpoint Road). On this basis, why was
ithis change not considered in accordance with RSPPG_EMN3 *Roads Service Design Standurds” as per
normal policy and procedure for such a change to the public road network, instead relying on a much
lesser gnidance document to ensure you could apply the absolute minimum standard?

You may be aware that RSPPG E003 is the TransportNI policy and procedure guide confirming the Design
Manual for Boads and Bridees (DMEB) as the standard for all roads which are maintainahle by the
Department or are likely to become maintainable by the Department; except Housing Development Roads.
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You noted in your response that “Such standards like all maierial consideraiions need 10 be assessed in
light af the particwlar cirrcumsiances of the mdividual case”™ bul provided no techmical or detanled
information as to why the circumstances in this particular case justified a reverse in the position taken by the
Department. This is unaceeptable. Please provide technical and detuiled justification so that we can at
least be clearly informed. Why and whom within Development Contrel Team escalated the matter to
vou and what did the further submissions made by the applicant’s consultant contain to justify the
change of position?

Which senior colleagues in other divisions provided adviece to you, when and what did it contain? Can
you forward your records of this? The same applies to the other principal engineer within the
Department. Can vou provide the relevant details?

September 2016

In the Department’s response of 02 March 2016, which was in effect a response to my objection letter, it
was decided to take any further consideration of this application out of the public eye and behind closed
doors meetings. We also note that you provided a direct response to Ms (' Hagan which set a precedent,
which in terms of balance and faimess you denied 1o me and [ can only assume by holding meetings instead
yvou ipnored all pertinent road salety aspects that 1 rased inomy objection. It is very disappointing thal you
could not take the time to answer my guestions when in your earlier responses; vou are very assured
in your technical competency and capabilily (o reverse the Departments decision. Please provide o
minute account of any meetings that took place so that we can be made aware of what was discussed?

January 2017

In the Department’s response ol 25 January 2006, 1t was decided to hold another meeting, perhiaps not to
draw the ire from the public? Again, unfair and lacking transparency.

Seplember 2017

th

The Department’s response of 47 September 2017 reatfirmed vour stance 1o accept the minimum possible
junction spacing, again without detail or technical justification. It did however include a very odd sentence
at the end of the 1™ paragraph stating that your decision to reverse the Departments position was based
simply “an ppinion based on experienced professional fndement which DET Roady s entitied (o make in its
role as siatutary caonsulree, This is extremely worrving that the change in stance is just based on an
opinion without detailed consideration. An apinion of which lhe Planning Department within the
Council is happy to accept. Are the road users potentially seriously affected by this development in
terms of safety not entitled to more than just an opinion? Have you sought an ‘opinion from DIl HQ
Network Development Branch if the decision was so finely in the balance?
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Furthermore, are the road users potentially seriously affected by this development in terms of safety
not entitled to the Department following its own policy and procedure as per the requirements of
RESPPG_E003 ‘Roads Service Design Standards’ in particular its supplementary Director of
Engincering Memorandum (DEM) 162/16: "Scheme Design Approval Procedures for Non-Trunk
Roads', which in the design of Non-Trunk Roads, where DMRD requirements cannot be met, a
proportionate effort assessment procedure should be undertaken?

Effective from 2V 116, the DEM requires that a Scheme Design Overview 1s completed and approved by
the Divizional Manager. As stated in the DEM, those involved in the delivery of a non-trunk road scheme
must apply an appropriate effort approach (o ensure that the depth of assessment carmed oul is proportional
to the scale and complexity of the scheme, and the likely risks. The applicability of ‘exceptional
circumstances’ shall be determined on a site specific basis by Division in consultation with DITHO
Network Development Branch - can we see the evidence of this consultation?

Movember 2007

In your response of 23" November 2017, 1 note that vou set out that the Department's preference is a
Junction spacing which should preferably exceed two thirds of the mmimum forward sight distance given in
Table B in DCANIS (56m). Your submission then goes on to give an account of how you were lobbied by
the developer and then you make reference to the developer consultant’s arguments and submission driving
the lowing of the accepted standards. What about the objector's arguments and submissions? Why are
these not factored into your final submission? To what extent did the developer or their consultant’s
influence your opinion? Where is the balance, the fairness? The bias demonstrated in your account is
astoundingly in Favour of the developer.

Can vou provide detailed account of your consideration of the health & safety impacts — you make no
reference in any response given (o the safety and convenience of road users since the proposed access
is located in close proximity to two road junctions where the slowing down and turning movements of
vehicles entering and leaving the access wounld conflict with tralfic movements at the junction. Why
will a refusal be unsustainable on appeal?

You will appreciate that we need this information urgently and well in advance of the 6" December, in
order 1o make appropriate representation at commitiee.

Looking forward to hearing from you,

Best Regards,

Cilenn
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Kelly Brothers is a local family run construction business with a proven track recorc of
delivering quality residential development. Kelly Srothers are ready and willing to bagin this
development afier 2.5 years of warking with the glanners to secure approval for this scheme.

The development itself will have a constriction spend of £6 milllon which equates 1o around
E18 million in economic aclivity in the wider economy due (o lhe mulliplier elfect of
construction. As well as the added domeslic rates contribution once the homes are occupied.

Its delivery will support and sustain jobs for local peaple and other employment nol only for
the development company but also in the wider supply chain throughout the local area: A
scheme of this size will sustain between 50 and 70 jobs within the supply chain during
construction.

Planning and other policy

Flanning

The design and layoul has changed in response to a long perod of discussions with the
relevant authorities. This has resulled in an extremely positive case officer opinion.

officer reporl clearly commends the proposed development in policy terms and describas how
the proposals:

- Provide a sustainable farm of development, huilding an land zoned for heusing within the
develooment limit

- Deliver a density of development that does not erode local character, environmeantal quality
or amenity.

Are designed to a high quality without causing ceverdocking, lass of sunlight or avarshadowing
of neighbouring residents.

- Positively deal with topographicg! constraints withcut 1he need for large retaining struciures
Flogding an o

OFI Rivers Agency have accepted the two fiood attenuation systems proposed in the detailed
drainage assessment and as 2 result they have no olzjection to the proposed development.

The existing mains sewar has capacity to serve 40 additional dwellings.

Sile Access

The proposals include improvements o the existing road infrastructure and a new access to
the site, These have besn subject fo in depth consultation with DF| Roads. DFl Roads have

no abjaction to the proposed access and junciion improvements.

All warks necessary 1o deliver the access will take place on lands owned by the applicant. No
thirg party lands are requirad.
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There is & history of approval for an access at this location to serve 25 dwellings. This
planning permission was commenced and is a valio fall-back position.  An impraved and safer
junction stagger is now proposed,

Conclusion

This applicaticn has been the subject of extensive consultation process with the planning
authority and relevant statutory consultees. There is now agreement regarding the proposals
with the slalutory consultee and the planning officer on all key issues.

There |2 no outstanding planning, transport, access or flocd-asscciated reascns as ic why this
application should be delayed any further. The recommendation to approve the applicaiion at

commitiee should be supporied.

Back to Agenda
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ITEM NO 2
APPLIC NO LADT/2016/0198/0 Cutline DATE VALID 11/0212018
COUNCIL OPINION APPROVAL
APPLICANT Liam and Sicbhan Boylan and AGENT Quinn Pesign and
family 10 Avoca Lawns Engineenng
Warrenpoint Services 36
BT34 2R] Corrags Road
Eurren
Warrenpoint
B134 3¥F
LOCATION Land zaned for housing 1o the rear of numbers &8 1o 132 Lower Dromore Road
Warrenpaoint
PROPOSAL 15 new dwellngs, 4750 square matres (1.1 acres) of native tree planting,

landscaping, walls, new estate road and ancillary development including regrading,
with access fram The Woodlands (Drainage Assessment Received)
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUP Letters 0OBJ Petitions SUP Petitions
35 ) i} a
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
0 0 0 0
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Residential Development). Taking into account the steepness of the site, land
remains towards the lower slope/south west and it is here that a woodland
area is proposed as per the concept plans which would assist in the ‘greening’
of the area. Any approval would be conditioned to provide high quality
lfandscaping to be maintained and retained in perpetuity.

(d) Due to the scale of the proposal, and the site's location within an existing and
well established residential area, no local neighbourhood facilities are
reguired.

(e) Any RM/Full application would have to design a scheme that would support
walking, cycling and meet the needs of people whaose mobility is impaired and
this would include traffic calming measures, ensuring access to public
transport is achievable and no rights of way are disrupted. This is possible on
this site through careful design.

(' Due to the size of the sile and the number of dwellings proposed, there should
be ample space within the curtilage of each dwelling for the parking of private
cars of al leasl 2 per dwelling. Any BM/Full application would have to ensure
this is presented at the design stage.

(g) Partial details of the house types have been supplied however this is an
outline application and applicable conditions relevant to this site and locality
will be imposed regarding design, form and material finish on any approval
notice.

(h) The housing density on this site is acceptable even if it's under the minimum
key site requirements due to the site’s steepness. Although the gradient of the
site could pose tricky, a quality residential environment is achievable through
careful design and landscaping that would also minimise any issues regarding
overlooking, loss of light, cvershadowing, noise or other disturbance.

(i) Through careful design and siting, the development could deter crime and
pramote personal safety.

PPS 12 — Policy Planning Contral Principle (PCP) 1 — Increased Housing Density
without Town Cramming.

This policy supports an increase in density of housing development within town and
city centres and other locations which benefit fram high accessibility to public
transport facilities without eroding local character, environmental quality and
amenily. New design should also respecl adjacenl housing and safequard their
privacy. The proposed site lies within the develogment limits of Warrenpoint and
contains land zoned within the statutory development plan far housing under WB1B.

PCP 2— Good Design
Any RM/Full application would have to ensure goad design is proposed.

PCP 3- Sustainable Forms of Development

The propesed site would be a sustainable form of development in that it is located
within an existing well established residential area, invelves the completeness of the
residential area and is within land zoned for housing in the area plan.

PPS 3 — Access, Movement and Parking

A vast number ol objeclions were received regarding lhe access arrangemenls and
TNI initially responded stating that the road network within The Woodlands could
cope with the extra traffic that the development would bring; that the horizantal and

5
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badgers be found on =ite. The planting of native trees will however assist the areas
biodiversity.

PFS 2 — NH 6 = Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty

In terms of the site’s location within the ACNE, careful design and respectfulnass of
the locality, its architectural and environmental characteristics and qualities as well
as historical features and assets, a suilably designed housing layout could be
accommodated on this site without causing detriment to the area.

PPS 15

Rivers agency accepted the logic and no reason to disagree with the conclusion of
the drainage assessment prepared for this site under policy FLD 3. Rivers Agency
have indicated that the responsibility for justifying the drainage assessment and
implementation of the preposed flood risk measures (as laid out in the assessment)
rests with the developer and his/her professional advisors (paragraph 5.1 of revised
PPS 15).

Recommendalion:
Approval

The chosen site has been zoned in the Banbridge Newry & Mourne Area Plan 2015
as land identified for housing. The number of houses proposed is acceptable 1o the
key site requirements and the access road involved s through The Woodlands which
is also identified within the plan. The plan refers to access through the small adjacent
site however this smaller site has been fully developed. Although a vast number of
objections have been received with the majority relating to the site’s access via The
Woodlands, and its abilily to cater for increased lraffic, senior management in
Transport NI has assessed the proposal, and in accordance with current planning
policy, deem the access suitable to accommodale a further 15 dwellings which in
their words would ‘complete housing in the zcne'.

This is an outline application, therefore in principle, the proposal far 15 dwellings and
landscaping including the planting of native trees is acceptable on land zonad for
haousing.

Condilions:

1 As required by Section 62 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011,
application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the Council
within 3 years of the dale on which this permission is granted and lhe
development. hereby permitted, shall be begun by whichever is the later of
the following dates:-

i. the expiration of & years from the date of this permission; or

ii. the expiration of 2 years from the date of approval of the last of the
reserved matters to be approved.

Reascn; Time Limit

2. Except insofar as expressly conditioned below, approval of the details
of the siting. design and external appearance of the buildings, the means of

7
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access thereto and the landscaping of the site (hereinafter called "lhe
reserved matters™), shall be obtained from the Council, in writing, betfore any
development is commenced.

Reason: This is outline permission only and these matters have been
reserved for the subsequent approval of the Council.

3. A scale plan and accurate site survey at 1:500 (minimum) shall be
submitted as part of the reserved matters application showing the access to
be constructed and other requirements in accordance with the attached form
RS1.

Reascn: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of
road safety and the convenience of read users.

. The Private Streets (Northern Ireland) Order 1980 as amended by the Private
Streets (Amendment) (Northern Ireland) Order 1392,

The development shall be in accordance with the requirements of the
Department's Creating Places Design Guide and, for the purpose of adaopting
privale slreets as public roads, lhe Deparlment shall determine the width,
position and arrangement of the streets asscciated with the development and
the land 1o be regarded as comprised in those straets.

Reascn: To ensure there is a safe and convenient road system within the
development and to comply with the provisions of the Private Streets
(Morthern Ireland) Order 1980,

. No development shall take place until a plan of the site has been submitted to
and approved by the Council indicating the existing and proposed ground
levels, the finished floor levels of the proposed buildings and the position,
height and materals ol any retaining walls, Development shall be carnied out
in accordance with the approved plans.

Reason: To ensure the development takes account of the site's natural
features and to safeguard the amenities of the proposed dwellings.

. Al the Reserved Matters stage a plan indicating full details of all proposed iree
and shrub planting and a programme of works. shall be submitted ta and
approved by the Council. All iree and shrub planting shall be carried out in
accordance with those details and at those times.

Heason: To ensure lhe provision, establishment and maintenance of a high
standard of landscage.

. No development shall take place on-site until the method of sewage disposal
has been agreed in writing with Northern lreland Water (NIW) or Consent (o
discharge has been granted under the terms cf the Water (NI} Order 1998,

Reason: To ensure a practical solution to sewage disposal is possible at this
sile.
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The access in this application through The Woodlands is identical to the access prepesed in
a previous application lo develop this sile (application ref. P2009/1 084) which Transport NI

had expressly advised was unsafe. This pravious application was recommended far refusal.
It was subsequently withdrawn only after a vigorous effort falled to persuade Roads Service

and the Planning olfice that Ihe access was sale.

A report from Scuthern Divizsion Roads Services (Appendix 1), dated 18 December 2013,

was unequivocal about its findings.

It stated in relation to the access road to the propesal

“The public road serving the site has subslandard vertical & horizontal
alignment.”

Furthermore the report slates thal

“Taking all matters pertaining to road safety into account ...”
the proposal if parmitied would

“prejudice the safety and convenience of road users.”

This repcrt has not been refuted by Transport NI.

The access road proposed in this new application is exactly the same access road as the
previous application. There has been no change to the “substandard vertical & horizontal
alignment” and thus it slill carries with it the same risk to public salety irrespective of the

number of houses proposed.

Nothing in any of their responses tc the planning officer has contradicted this advice and
therelore it is now apparent that Transpart Nl have not in fact changed their advice with

regard 1o the safety of this access merely their position in relation to it.

Transport NI appear prepared lo accepl the risk {o pubilic safely associaled with this unsale
access offering a number of insubstantial reasons none of which are safely related as
justificaticn for their position. The preffered justification is extremely tenucus and s
completaly oulweighed by the public salely concems which Southern Division Roads
Services have previously advisec on.
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The planning office in a professional planning report have previously recommended refusal
lo develcpment of this sile using the same access proposed in this application on access
safety grounds (Ref.P/2009/1064/F).

Further in a |ettar of response to Mr Brian Murphy dated 24"™ March 2014 (Appendix 2), the
planning office stated that following the consideration of a detailed topographical survay of
the Woodlands by the Roads Service they were satisfied that the road proved substandard.

The Planning office further stated that

“All applications must ... provide safe access which does not compromise the safety

and convenience of road users.”

In this letter they alsc offered their opinion on the key site requirements in the
Banbridge/Newry and Moume Araa Plan

This previcus positicn of the Planning Office Is in stark contrast to their current pasition.

The majority of residents of the Woodlands have quite reasonably objectec to this proposed

application on safety grounds and none of their concarns have been addressed.

The puklic have a legitimate axpeactation that cur public agencies will protect their safety.

It is my view thal the Planning Office in accepling the position of Transport Nl is also
prepared lo accept the risk o public safety associzted with this application and in
recommending it's approvel is placing the safety of the residents of the Woodlands in
jeopardy. The Planning Office on this ocoasion has failad lo lake the appropriale action lo
pretect public safety. Given that public safety is the issue there needs tc be appropriate
justification for their reccmmendation of approval which is not evidenced in the planning
raport.
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1.

“Access may be fram Woodlands and thraugh the adfocent small site. A concept
plan, showing joint cccess arrangements should be prepared and submitted to
Roads Service, Junction improvements works, including the pravision of a right
turn lane, will be required on the Lower Dromore Road junction with the A2Y;

As noted in Lisbane Consultants’ Report, the site is bounded on three sides by
existing housing, and the current access proposal is the only eption which does not
require the acquisition of third party land. Moreover, the ground level of the site
relative to the Lower Dromere Road to the south and the access road serving the
“Carrickree” development to the north is such that access from these reads is nol
technically feasible, even if sufficient properties to provide access could be
acquired;

The current access propoesal is therefore the only feasible access to Zoning WB 18,
and 15 in accordance with pelicy. If access is not permitted through “Woodlands",
the site will nat be able to be developed;

In the preparation of the Area Plan, this site would have been examined by Roads
Service personnel with regard to any access arrangement being compliant with
standards.  Presumably as access arrangements fall within their remit, Roads
Service would have advized that access would have to be taken through the
“Woodlands” development, as there is no other technically feasible access. In
arriving at this conclusion, they would have been aware of the existing situation
pertaining to the “Woodlands" access, together with any perceived shortcomings in
design standards;

Given that Roads Service now assert that use of the "Woodlends™ access “would, if
permitled, prejudice the safety and convenience of road users since the putlic
rood serving the site has substandard vertical and herizontal alignment”, it is
difficult to understand how the criginal development was determined far adoptian,
and subsequently taken over by Roads Service as part of the public road network;

it is understood that Roads Service have given weight in formulating their
Consultation Response to the decision [reference 2010/A0275) by the Planning
Appeals Commission on 10th August 2012 to refuse a planning application
reference P/2003/1193/F) for a residential development at Warren Hill, Old
Warrenpaint Road, Mewry. They consider that there are certain similarities
between the 2 Applications, and thase are discussed below;

Both sites were zoned in the Area Plan for housing. However, ane important
difference is that in the Warren Hill scheme, an alternative access was available.
None exists in the Warrenpaint application, and if the current access proposal 15
refused, the site cannot be developed. That is not the case for the Warrenpoint
site;

Visibility at the access of the existing cevelopment access road onto the main road
was subestandard at the Warren Hill site.  However, for the Warrenpoint sile,
visibility is satisfactory beth at the access from the “Woodlands “development onto
the Lower Dromere Road and at the Lower Dromore Road/A2 junction;

Road width at Lhe Warren Hill site was sub-standard, but this is not the case at the
Warrenpoint site;

One of the main fssues at the Warren Hill site was the gradient which was up to 17%
in places, comparad to a maximum recommended value of 10%. Average gradients
over the length of the northern access to Lhe site were 11,445, At the Warrenpoint
sita, the maximum gradient is 13.9% and that only for a short distance and the
average gradient up to the high point in the road is 8.9%, below the recommended
maximum value;

Back to Agenda
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Your Rel: BM/DR/AD

. BIONG ] ¢ irenment
Our Ref: P/2009/1064/F bk hisantptdini
(Please quote at all times)

Date: 24" March 2014 ﬁ DOE
Department of

Brian Murphy FCA Southern Area Planning Office
BDO Chartcred Accountants 'm”b“mﬁgh House

Lindsay Hounse ?:;l:lilflhla-assan

10 Callender Street Gm;gsvfn

Belfast BTG4 1AD

BT1 SBEN

Telephone: 0300 200 7830

Proposal:  Residential development of 17No houses and sile works.

Location: Lands to the rear and East of 46-132 Lower Dromore Road,
Warrenpoint

I refer to your letter dated 29™ January 2014 regarding the above planning application,

This application had previously been recommended to Council with an opimon lo refuse on
6" December 2012, at that time additional information was submitted and the application
was deferred to allow this to be considered.

Following consideration of this information. 1 met with the agent for the proposal along
with a Roads Service representative on 26 June 2013 to discuss the issucs further. At this
meeting it was agreed that it was likely that the issues relating to the site layout and design
could be resolved, however it was also agreed that the agents would not consider amending
the layout or begin an archaeological evaluation unless it was shown that a safe access
coulid be achieved.

It was agreed that the agents would submit a survey of the existing development through
which it was proposed to achieve access and that if this proved to be below standard the
application would be recommended for refusal.

The completed survev was considered by Roads Service who recommened refusal, on the
basis of our previous discussions the application was considered by the planning group
meeting who agreed that no further information should be requested and that the
application should be presented to Council with an unchanged opinmion to refuse.

With reference to your comments regarding the Area Plan, I can confirm that this site is
zomed for housing in the Banbridge/Newry and Moume Area Plan 2015 (Zoning WE 18)
and that the Key Site requirement does say that access may be from Woodlands.

This Key site requirement says the access may be, not must be, and with anv zoning in
Arca Plans, the zoning does not pre-determine the outcome of any future planning
apphication.  Policy SMT 2 of the Banbridge/Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015 Plan
Strategy and Framework, explains that ‘Development on zoned larnd will be considered in
the context of all prevailing regional planning policy’.

Fax: (028) 35832 0002
Email: craigavon.planning@doeni gov.uk
Website: www, planningni.gov.uk
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This application has been considered by the Planning Department.
During their consideration, the Planning Department has sought advice
from a wide range of government hodies including Transport NI (TNI)

After a lengthy consideration, the Planning Department has decided that
the application should be approved.

The Site

The entire site 1s enclosed by housing. To the North 1s The Woodlands, a
development of detached dwellings. On the eastern side and above the
site 1s Carrickree which comprises mostly semi-detached houses. Along
the Lower Dromore Road frontage there is a linc of two storey terraced
properties which are mostly dwellings.

The Banbridge, Newry and Moume Area Plan (the Plan) was adopted as
the statutory plan for the area in October 2013. It zones the site for
housing. The Key Site Requirements stipulate a minimum gross density
of 15 dwellings per hectare. The only access proposed is through The
Woodlands.

The Site’s Planning History

In August 2009 a planning application (reference P/2009/1064/F) sought
full planning permission for 35 dwellings and 8 apartments on the site.
The number of units proposed was reduced while the proposal was being
considered. However, the proposal was found to be unacceptable and
the application was eventually withdrawn.

The Proposal.
This application seeks permission in principle for 15 dwellings with
access via The Woodlands, The application also proposes to plant 1.1

acres of native trees.

The houses will be sited on the upper section of the site with the planted
areas located behind the houses at Lower Dromore Road.

Back to Agenda



The plan-led system

The 2011 Planning Act. and the devolving of planning powers to the 11
new Councils in April 2015, introduced a new “Plan-led System’.
Section 45 of the 2011 Act requires regard to be had to the Plan and to
all other material considerations. Section 6 states, that where regard is to
be had to the Plan. the determination must be made in accordance with
the Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

In short, under the “Plan-ied Svstem’, the Plan is the primary
consideration in the determination of planning applications.

The Ohjectors Concerns

33 objections were received from 22 individual addresses with some
objectors writing to the Planning Department on at least 3 separate
0CCasions.

The main issues referred to are road safety and the safety of residents
within The Woadlands due to construction and the proposed increase in
traffic.

Other abjections raised included stability of existing retaining walls and
proposed walls; disruption/loss of wildlite including birds. bats,

TNT were consulted on 20% April 2016. On 23" June 2016 TNI were

invited to comment on a specific objection which was dated 26th May
2016.

After a lengthy consideration of the proposal TNI replied with no
objection on 4th October 2016.

Notably only 2 objection letters were received by the planning
department prior to 4th Octaber 2016.

TNI were asked 10 explain their decision Lo supporl this applicalion on
22 February 2017. TNI clarified their position in a letter dated 13"
March 2017,

The abjectors met recently with TNT and senior planning officers. On

1 1™ October 2017 TNI were invited to comment once again on this
application.
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On 1% November 2017 Reynold Nicholson, a Network Planning
Manager within TNI provided a very comprehensive analysis of the
proposal in relation to access.

Mr Nicholson 1s a very experienced Chartered Engincer. His last
paragraph advises

“On this basis I can confirm that I am satisfied that the proposed
development of 15 dwellings is, on balance, acceptable in terms of the
existing adjacent roads infrastructure. This 15 my considered
professional opinion on this propasal’”.

To summarise TNI have on 3 scparate occasions explained in great detail
that the proposed access via The Woodlands is acceptable and that it will
not prejudice the safety and convenience of road users.

TNT could not have been any more specific in relation to this application.

Regarding the stability of existing and proposed retaining walls, this
application seeks only permission in principle and if approved would be
followed by a more detailed application. Such matters would be
considered during the design of the second application.

NIEA were consulted and have no objection to development on this site.
What Happens If This Application Is Refused?

If the Planning Committee decide to refuse this application, there will be
a planning appeal. At the appeal TNI will confirm they have no
objections.

The Council’s own planning department afier considering this
application since February 2017 are already on record as having no
objections hence the recommendation for approval.

Given these circumstances an award of costs is bound to be made against
the Council,

Back to Agenda
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Conclusion

Respectfully, I would contend that the Planning Department’s
recommendation to approve this application should be upheld by the
Commiltee.

1 would like to thank the Council in advance for the opportunity to speak
in support of the application.

Brendan Quinn
BSc Hon's
ICIOB

Back to Agenda
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4.0. Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

4.1. The site is located in the rural area, outside the designated settlement limit of
Ballyholland in the Banbridge, Newry & Mourne Areg Plan 2015.

4.2. The majority of the site is located between and to the rear of 2 dwellings with
frontage onto a private laneway leading onto Bettyshill Road, Newry. The
private laneway serves a number of existing dwellings and buildings to the
north and west of the application site.

4.3. The northern boundary point of the site contains pillars, a wall and kerbed
entrance adjacent to the private laneway and widens to the remainder of @

grassed area rising to its southern blondary.

4.4. The site is open to the cutillage of a dwelling on its western boundary.

5.0. Site History, Application Site:

P/2010/0793/F: Erection of Dwelling. Refusal 29 November 2011.
Contrary to CTY 1, CTY 8 and CTY 14 of PPS 21 and Policy AMP 2 of PPS 3.

P/2006/0815/F Erection of farm and distribution centre retirement
dwelling. Full Approval 10 September 2008.

P/2013/0086/F Current application for retention of dwelling as constructed
under previously approved application P/2006/0815/F

6.0. Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS); Banbridge/Newry and Mourne
Area Plan 2015; Planning Policy Statement 3 *Access, Movement and Parking’
and PPS 21, 'Sustainable Development in the Countryside’, (Policies CTY 1,
CTY 2a, CTY 8, CTY 13, CTY 14 and CTY 16).
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7.0. Consultations:

DRD Roads Service: Application should be refused as contrary to Policy
AMP 2 of PPS 3, Access, Movement and Parking, in that it would, if permitted,
prejudice the safety and convenience of road users since it Is not possible to
provide visibility splays of 2 ms by 60ms in both directions. 17 June 2013,

NIWater. No Objections. Standard response.

N&M Distcict Council, Environment Health Department. No Objections,
5 March 2012,

8.0. Objections & Representations Application advertised in local press on 10
February 2012 and nearest neighbours natified on 3 February 2012. One

objection was received.
9.0. Consideration and Assessment:

The Planning Department has re-considered the principle of the application
and the planning histary on the site. It is considered that the application fails
to comply with prevailing planning pclicy and that the planning and roads
related issues, raised by the previous planning authority, still apply. The
assessment also includes a reference to the Strategic Planning Palicy
Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS), published in September 2015.

9.1. Itis considered that the proposal is contrary to:

« to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern
Ireland (SPPS) and Palicy CTY1 of Planning Policy Statement
21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that there
are no overriding reasons why this development is essential in this

rural location and could not be located within a settdement.

9.2. TItis considered that the proposal is contrary to:
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« Policy CTY2a of Planning Policy Statement 21, New Dwellings
in Existing Clusters in thal: the cluster is not associated with a focal
point and is not located at a cross-roads; and the dwelling would, if

permitted, adversely impact on residential amenity.

Policy CTY 2a requires that all applications, to be acceptable under this
palicy, must meet certain criteria. it is considered that the application
fails to meet 2 number of key criteria. It is not clearly associated with a
focal point, such as a social/community building/facility. While it is
acknowledged that there is an existing community facility nearby, the
GAA pitch, the application site is separated from it by an intervening
area. In addition, the application is not located at a cross roads. Its
positioning, to the rear of existing prioperties, would also mean that
any future dwelling on the site, as proposed, would adversely impact
on the residential amenity of existing dwellings within the frontage

through overlooking, and impact on private amenity space.
9.3. Ilis considered that the proposal is contrary to:

Policy CTYE of Planning Palicy Statement 21, Sustainable
Development in the Countryside in that the proposal would, if permitted,
result in the creation of ribbon development along & private lane in that it
cannot be regarded as an exception 1o this policy as it does not represent the
infilling of a small gap site within the terms of the palicy. The application site
cannot be regarded as an infill site as it is largely located to the rear of a
dwellings fronting onto a laneway. This is directly related to the previous
planning history on the site.

Planning permission, for a dwelling, was granted on the application site on 10
September 2008, (Ref No P/2006/08 15/F above). This dwelling was not
constructed in accordance with the formal planning approval. It was
subsequently constructad to the north west of the approved position and re-
arientated on the site. The current application site forms the remainder of the
previcusly approved site, Due to the resultant configuratuion of the

application site the main body of the site is located to the rear on the houses
4
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to either side and it is only possible to provide the access arrangements, to
serve the proposed dwelling to the rear, within the existing frontace. As a
result of its proposed location to the rear of the existing building line it cannat
be regarded as an infill site and would, if permitted, adversely impact on the
amenities of neighbouring residents by reason of dominance, overlooking and
loss of privacy.

9.4. Itis considered that the proposal is contrary to:

« Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Development in the Countryside in that:
o the building would, if permitted result in a suburban style build-up
of development when viewed with existing buildings;
the building would, if permitted not respect the traditional pattern

Q

of settlement exhibited in that area;

o the building would, if permitted create or add to a ribbon of
development; and

o would therefore further erode the rural character of the

countryside.
9.5. TItis considered that the proposal is contrary to:

« Policy AMP 2 of Planning Policy Statement 3, Access,
Movement and Parking, in that it would, it permitted, prejudice the
safety and convenience of road users since it proposes to intensify the
use of an existing access at which visibility splays of 2.0 metres x 60
metres cannot be provided in accordance with the standards contained
in the Department’s Development Control Advice Note 15.

Transpart NI has confirmed in its latest comments to the Flamnning
Autherity, after consideration of additional information submitted by
the applicant that sight lines of 2.0 ms by 60 metres would be required
in both directions to serve this prapoesal. Only 2.0 metres by 19 metres
are available on the offside to the edge of the road.
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9.6. The applicant appointed a further agent following the transfer of planning
powers to the Council. The agent submitted additional information in support
of the application. This has heen fully considered by the Planning
Department, including the following issues:

=« The previous planning authority did not accept that the access reasons
could be overcome and the application was recoomended for refusal
on the basis that it is contrary to PPS 3 AMP 2 in that the required
visibility splays cannot be provided.

e The dwelling, as constructed, remains unacceptable in planning terms.

= The previous approval on the site, P/2006/0815/F, approved an 10
September 2008, has not been lawfully commenced in that the access
has not been provided in accordance with the approved plan; nor has
the dwelling been constructed in accordance with the approved plan
The previous approval has expired. The applicant has not submitted a
Certificate of Lawful Development (CLUD) to demonstrate that the
dwelling, as constructed, is lawful by virtue of being immune from
enforcement action.

» The Planning Department does not accept that this application meets
the requirements of CTY 2a and can be regarded as a new dwelling in
an existing cluster. It does not meel key criteris specified in that policy
as outlined above. Any view on this, as previously expressed by the
then Acting Chief Planner, was cn the basis of the information available
to him at that time.

e The Planning Department does not consider that the application can be
regarded as an infill. Each planning application must be treated an its
own merits and the examples of pravious planning approvals de not sit
on all fours with the application site and cannot be given significant
weight,

« The application site remains unacceptable for the stated reasons
above.
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10.0. RECOMMENDATION.
10.1. Refusal for the reasons stated below.

» The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Morthern Ireland (SPPS), Policies CTY1, CTY 2a, CTY8, Policy CTY14 of
Planning Policy Statement 21 and Policy AMP 2 of PPS 3.

« The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy
Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) and Policy CTY1 of
Planning Policy Statement 21, ‘Sustainable Development in
the Countryside’ in that there are no overriding reasons why this
development is essential in this rural location and could not be located

within a settlement.

« The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY2a of Planning Policy
Statement 21, New Dwellings in Existing Clusters in that:
o the cluster does not appear as a visuzl entity in the local landscape;
o the cluster is not associated with a focal point and is not located at
a cross-roads; and
o the dwelling would, If permitted, adversely Impact on residential

amenity.

= The proposal is contrary to Palicy CTY8 of Planning Policy
Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in
that the proposal would, if permitted, result in the creation of ribbon
development along a private lane in that it cannot be regarded as an
exception to this policy as it does not represent the infilling of a small
gap site within the terms of the policy and does not respect the
existing scale, siting and plot size and if permitted, would adversely
impact an the amenities of neighbouring residents by reason of

dominance, overlooking and |oss of privacy.
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« The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy
Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in
that:

o the building would, If permitted result in a suburban style bulld-up
of development when viewed with existing buildings;

o the building would, If permitted not respect the tradibional pattern
of settlement exhibited in that area;

o the building would, if permitted create or add to a ribbon of
development; and

o would therefare further erode the rural character of the

countryside.

« The proposal is contrary to Policy AMP 2 of Planning Policy Statement
3, Access, Movement and Parking, in that it would, if permitted, prejudice
the safety and convenience of road users since it proposes to intensify the
use of an existing access at which visibility splays of 2.0 metres x 60 metres
cannat be provided in accordance with the standards contained in the
Department’s Development Control Advice Note 15,

Case Officer Signature:

Date:

Appointed Officer Signature:

Date:
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Cllr McAteer

On item 32 : 2012/0058/0 I will be addressing policies CTY1, CTY2A, CTY8 and AMP2
dealing with the gap! infill opporunity within the cluster abutting the GAA & Cammunity
Hub in Ballyholland and the access issue.
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onto Bettyshill Road.. This was returned by the previcus planning authority on
19 December 2013 as the red line of the application site had increased.

2.2. The portal indicates that the formal decision notice was generated on 13
January 2014 but was never Issued by the previous planning authority.

2.3. It is considered that this application should be brought before the Planning
Committee in view of the revised planning arrangements and following the

transfer of planning powers from DoE Planning.
3.0. Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

3.1. The site is located in the rural area, outside the designated settlement limit of
Ballyholland in the Banbridge, Newry & Mourne Area Plan 2015.

3.2. The application site forms the north western portion of an application site
previously approved for a farm and distribution centre retirement dwelling on
10 September 2008, The site contains a 2 storey dwelling.

3.3. The dwelling, as constructed, has been re-arientated an the site and is now
situated at an angle to a private laneway leading to Betty’s Hill Road. It has
been re-postioned approximately 18 metres further to the north west of the
dwelling as approved and only a slight portion overlaps the garage and the
western tip of the previously approved dwelling.

3.4. The design of the proposed dwelling is different to that approved in that it
incorporates a 2 storey porch and sde projection.

3.5. The site is open to the remainder of the field which contains pillars, a wall
and kerbed entrance adjacent to the private laneway and widens to the

remainder of a grassed area rising to its southern blondary.

3.b6. The private laneway serves a number of existing dwellings and buildings to
the north and west of the application site.
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4.0. Site History, Application Site:

P/2006/0815/F Erection of farm and distribution centre retirement
dwelling. Full Approval 10 September 2008.

P/2010/0793/F: Erection of Dwelling. Refusal 29 November 2011.
Contrary to CTY 1, CTY 8 and CTY 14 of PPS 21 and Policy AMP 2 of PPS 3.

P/2012/0058/0. Current Planning application for a dwelling.
5.0. Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPP5); Banbridge/Newry and Moume
Area Plan 2015; Planning Policy Statement 3 ‘Access, Movement and Parking’
and PPS 21, (Policies CTY 1).

6.0. Consultations:

DRD Roads Service: Application should be refused as contrary to Policy
AMP 2 of PPS 3, Access, Movement and Parking, in that it would, if permitted,
prejudice the safety and convenience of road users since it is not possible to
provide visibility splays of 2 ms by 60ms in both directions. (19 June 2013).

NIWater. No Objections. Standard response. (18 February 2013).

N&M Distcict Council, Environment Health Department. No Objections,
(26 February 2013).

7.0. Objections & Representations Application advertised in local press on 15
February 2012 and nearest neighbours notified on 6 February 2012. No
abjection was received.

8.0. Consideration and Assessment:

The Planning Department has re-considered the principle of the application
and the planning history on the site. It is considered that the application fails
to comply with prevailing planning policy and that the roads related issues,
raised by the previous planning authority, still apply. The assessment also
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inciudes a reference to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern
Ireland (SPPS), published in September 2015.

8.1. As referred to abave planning permission was granted for a dwelling on a
larger area incorporationg the current application site, under file ref
P/2006/0615/F, on 10 September 2008. The dwelling, as approved, was
positioned , in the centre of the then application site.

8.2. The dwelling was subsequently constructed to the north west of the approved
location and therefore not in accordance with the detalled layout plans
stamped approved on 10 September 2008. The design of the dwelling now

under consideration also differs from that previously approved.

8.3. The formal approval notice was also subject to a negative pre-
commencemeant planning cendition. This required that the vehicular access,
including visibility splays and any forward sight line, shall be provided in
accordance with the approved plans, prior to the commencement of any
works or other development hereby permitted. The approved plans confirmed
visibility sight lines of 2.4ms by 80 ms at either side of the proposed access
anto the Bettys Hill Road. These have not been provided, as canfirmed by
DRD Roads Service.

8.4. The formal decision notice was also subject to a standard time condition
which required that the development hereby permitted shall be begun before
the expirtation of 5 years from the date of the permission, i.e. by 10
September 2013.

8.5. This application was submitted on 31 January 2013 as a valid application and
within the period of the previous approval on the site. The planning history is
a material consideration. In the light of the above, however, it follows that
the development, as approved on 10 September 2008, has not been lawfully
commenced in that the access has not been provided in accordance with the
approved plan, prior to the commencement of any ather development
permitted; nor has the dwelling been constructed in accordance with the
approved plan. The previous approval has expired.



8.6.

8.7.

9.0.

9.1.
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In these drcumstances there is no basis in planning policy terms for this
current planning application, now under consideration. The proposal is
contrary to: the Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) and Policy CTY1
of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside
in that there are no planning policy basis or overriding reasons why this
development is acceptable or essential in this rural location and could not be
located within a settlement.

The proposal is contrary to Policy AMP 2 of Planning Policy Statement 3,
Access, Movement and Parking, in that it would, if permitted, prejudice the
safety and convenience of rcad users since it proposes to intensify the use of
an existing access at which visibility splays of 2.0 metres x 60 metres cannot
be pravided in accordance with the standards contained in the Department's
Development Control Advice Note 15.

Transport NI has confirmed in its [atest comments to the Plamnning
Authority, after consideration of additional information submitted by the
applicant in support of the application that sight lines of 2.0 ms by 60 meatres
in both directions at the existing access onto Bettyshill Road would be
required to serve this proposal. Only 2.0 metres by 19 metres are avallable on
the off side to the edge of the road.

RECOMMENDATION.
Refusal for the reasons stated below.

The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland (SPPS) and Policy CTY1 of Planning Policy
Statement 21, '‘Sustainable Development in the Countryside' in that
there are no planning policy basis or overriding reasons why this development
is acceptable or essential in this rural location and could not be located within
a settlement.

The proposal is contrary to Policy AMP 2 of Planning Policy Statement

3, Access, Movement and Parking, in that it would, if permitted, prejudice
5
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the safety and convenience of rocad users since it proposes to intensify the
use of an existing access at which visibility splays of 2.0 metres x 60 metres
cannot be provided in accordance with the standards contained in the
Department’s Development Control Advice Note 15.

Case Officer Signature:

Date:
Appointed Officer Signature:

Date:
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Councillor McAteer

Cn item 34: 2013/ 00B//F | will be addressing policies CTY1 & AMP2 with
particular emphasis on the access 1ssue.
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Site Hislary:
P/1992/0077 - Extension 1o dwelling to form self-contained flat at 24 Grange
Road — Permission granted 02.06.1892

P/1994/1431 - Extension and alterations to dwelling at 24 Grange Road -
Permission granted 09.02.1995

P/2003/1548/Q -  Private dwelling and detached garage on land opposite nos. 1 &
3 Green Castle Fier Road (& to rear of no. 24 Grange Road)
Kilkeel — Permission refused 08.07.2005

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

The Regional Development Strategy 2035 (RDS)

The Banbridge, Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015;

The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS)
Planning Policy Stalement 2 — Natural Heritage.

Planning Policy Statement 3 — Access, Movement and Parking;

Planning Policy Statement 21 — Sustainable Developmeant in the Countryside;
DCAN 15 — Vehicular Access Slandards.

Y ¥ Y Y ¥ VY

Consultations:

TransportMI: The proposal is contrary to PPS 3 in that it would, if permitted,
prejudice the satety and convenience of road users since the
width/visibility of the existing access renders it unacceptable for
intensification of use and is not in accordance with the standards
contained in the Depardmeant's Development Control Advice
Note 15.

Env. Health: The site is within 75 metres of working farm buildings which are
not associated with the applicant. Farms have potential te cause
public health nuisances from adour, noise and flies, The
applicant should be requested to consider relocation of the
praposed dwelling to achieve a minimum separation distance of
75m from the farm buildings, where possible.

NI Water: Generic Rasponse

Objections & Representations

3 neighbour notification letters were issued and the application was advertised in the
local press the week beginning 25" September 2017, One letler of support was
received from Mary Doran of 3 Greencastle Pier Road on 9" Octeber 2017,
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It is worth noting that the Planning Authority received a number of queries in relation
to the development of an Infill dwelling on this site from various agents and elected
reprasentatives. The Planning Authority consistently advised that this site does not
represent a valid infill ocpporiunity and would likely be refused. The policy requires
that the frontage be continuously built up (my emphasis). It has been established by
the Planning Appeals Cammission that if a read intervenas in the line of
development, the fronlage is nol continuous. As Greencastle Pier Road intervenes
the line of development it is nat considered an infill opportunity.

Design and Integration.

Policy CTY 13 states planning permission will be granied for a building in the
countryside whers it can be visually integrated into the surrcunding landscape and is
of an appropriate design. Given the existing boundaries and vegetation, a suitably
designed dwelling could be successfully integrated into the landscape al this
location.

Rural Character

Policy CGTY 14 of PPS 21 slales planning permission will be granled for a building in
the countryside where it does not cause a detrimental change to, or further erode the
rural character of the area. As detailed above, the proposal would create ribbon of
development and this would result in a suburban style build-up of development when
viewed with existing development. A dwelling an this site would not respect the
traditional pattern of development exhibited in the area and would craate a ribbon of
development. The proposal is considered contrary to criteria (D), (c¢), and (d) of Policy
CTY 14,

Sewage

Policy CTY 16 states planning permission will only be granted for develcoment
relying on non mains sewerage wheare the applicant can demonstrate that this will
not creale or add lo a pollution problem. The applicant has indicated thal fowl
sewage will be disposed with by septic tank. No details have been provided at
outling stage howsver | am satisfied the site could accommaodate a septic tank and
soak-away subjecl lo oblaining the necessary stalulory approvals.

Planning Policy Statement 2

The proposed site lies within the Mournes Area of Qutstanding Natural Beauty.
Policy NHG of PPS 2 statas planning permission for new developmeant within an
AONB will only be granted where it is of an appropriate design, size and scale for the
locality. There are a number of additional criteria in relation to siting, scale and
design. As this is an oulline application no details ol the proposed design have been
submitted.
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Planning Policy Statement 3

Policy AMP2 of PPS3 states that planning permission will only be granted for a
development propasal involving direct access onto a public road where such access
will not prejudice road safety. Paragraph 5.16 of Policy AMP2 makes reference to
DCAN 15 which sets out the current standards for sightlines that will be applied to a
new access anto a public road.

TransportMN| were consulted and have stated that the proposal is contrary to PPS 3 in
that it would, if permitted, prejudice the safety and convenience of road users since
the width/visitility of the existing access renders it unacceplable for intensification of
use and is not in accordance with the standards contained in the Departmant’s
Development Control Advice Note 15.

Recommendalion:

The proposal fails to comply with the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland; Policies CTY1, CTY2a, CTY8 & CTY 14 of PPS 21; and policy
AMP2 of PPS 3. Refusal recommended.

The agent stated they could supply information which would satisty the personal and
domestic circumstances sel oul under Policy GTY B of PPS 21 should the application
not be accepted under CTY2a. However, as a safe means of access cannot be
achieved at this location it was not deemed to be expedient to request such
information.

Refusal Reasaons:

1. The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland and Folicy CTY1 of Planning Policy Stalement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that there are no overriding
reasons why this devalopment is essential in this rural lecation and could not
be locatad within a settlemant.

2. The praoposal is contrary to Policy CTY2a of Planning Palicy Statement 21,
New Dwellings in Existing Clusters in that:

* The proposed dwelling 1s not located within an existing cluster of
development consisting of 4 or more buildings of which at least three
are dwellings:

= The cluster does notl appear as a visual enlity in the local landscape:

» The proposed site is not bounded on at least two sides with other
develapment in the cluster and does not provide a suitable degree of
enclosure; &

» The dwelling would, if permitted, significantly alter the existing
character of the area.
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3. The proposal is contrary to Planning Policy Statement 3, Access, Movement
and parking, Peolicy AMP 2 in that it would, if permitted, prejudice the safety
and convenience of road users since the width/visibility of the existing access
renders it unacceptable for intensification of use and is not in accordance with
the standards contained in the Department's Development Control Advice
Note 15,

4. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY8 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the proposal would, it
permitied, resull in the creation of ribbon development along the Grange
Road.

5. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the building would, if
permitied, result in a suburban style build-up of development when viewed
with existing buildings; would not respect the traditional pattern of settlement
exhibited in the area; would permitied create a ribbon of development; and
would therefore result in a detrimental change to the rural character of the

countryside.
Case Officer Signature: Date:
Authorised Officer Signalure: Date:
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P/2005/0218/0
Site for housing development and associated site works.
Permission Granled: 01.10.2005

Consultations:

Historic Envircnment Division (HED) - No concerns regarding the progposed
development.

NIEA- No concerns regarding the proposed development subject lo conditions.

Objections & Representations
14 Neighbours notified on 04.11.2016 and was advertised on 31.10. 2017. One letter
of objection received from the owners of na.77 Glassdrumman Road.

Consideration and Assessment:

Proposed extension of curlilage of existing dwelling house and retention of existing
Domestic Boat House and Yard. According to the SPPS, proposed development
which accords with the development plan should be approved and development
which conflicts with an up-to-date plan should be refused, uniess material
considerations indicate otherwise.

The site is located within the settlement development limits of Annalong and within
land zoned as housing ‘AN 02- East of Mullartown Park’ as designated within the
Banbridge, Newry and Moumes Area Plan 2015, While the proposed shed is
associated with existing housing, it could potentially compromise the delivery of new
housing on the wider zoned site. The proposal is therefore consider contrary to
zoning ANO2 in the Area Plan.

Policy EXT 1 of the Addendum to PPS7 will permit a proposal to extend or alter a
residential property where all of the following criteria are met:

(a) The scale, massing, design and external malerials of the proposal are
sympathetic with he built form and appearance of the existing property
and will not detract from the appearance and character of the
surrounding area;

Scala/ Massing

The proposed boathouse to be retainad measures 9.9m x 6.9m and which 4.2m high
subordinate in scale to the existing property.

Cesign and siting
In terms of design, the boathouse is constructed with green Tin with & large roller
shutter door along the front elevation with a single door along the side elevation.
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The addendum o FPSY requires external finishes to use similar or complementary
materials to those of the existing property. Officers consider the green Tin finish not
to be read as ancillary and is nat sympathetic with the built farm and appearancea of
the existing property and if granted would detract from the appearance and character
of the surrounding area. It would be more suited to a commercial/ industrial/
agricultural building.

The agent was asked ic reconsider the siting of the boathouse to be within the
existing curtilage. No evidence has been submitied to demcnstrate the need for the
boathouse outside the existing curtilage. The existing yard to the rear is approx.
293sq m with the boalhouse approx. 58sg m. Officers consider that the existing
curtilage could easily accommedate 2 boathouse and have sufficient space for
recreational, domestic uses and parking and manoeuvring ol vehicles.

(b} The proposal does not unduly affect the privacy or amenity of
neighbouring residents;

OHficers consider thalt there are no issues ol overlooking, overshadowing or
dominance as a result of the development. One objection letter was received from
the owners of 77 Glassdrumman Read regarding right of way and the existing ‘large
corrugated shed’ having been constructed without planning permission.

(c) The proposal will not cause the unacceptable loss of, or damage lo,
trees or other landscape features which contribute significantly to local
environmental quality;

There would no loss of or damage o trees on landscape features as a result of this
propasal.

(d) Sufficient space remains within the curtilage of the property for
recreational and domestic purposes including the parking and

manoeuvring of vehicles
The proposal is for extension of existing curtilage. 1 was determined that if the
boathouse was relocated within the existing curtilage sufficient space remains within
the curtilage of the property for recreational and domeastic purpossas.
Recommendation:

Refusal

Refusal Reasons:
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1. The proposal is contrary to the Addendum lo PPS 7: Residential Extensions
and Alterations, Policy EXT 1 criteria A in that the proposal is not sympathetic
with the built form and appearance of the axisting property, and is not located
within the established curtilage of the dwelling, and if granted would detract
fram the appearance and character of the surrounding area.

2. The proposal is conlrary to the Banbridge, Newry and Mourne Area Plan
2015, in that the siting of the building could compromise the delivery of
housing development on zoning AN 02.

Case Officer Signature:

Date:

Appointed Officer Signature:

Date:
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Site History

H/2009/1099/0 28.05.2010 (APPEAL)

Site for dwelling (amended scheme) Adjacent to 7 Donardview Cres and 4 Saul
Road, Downpatrick Co Down.

Adjacent approval
LAO7/20168/1378/0 M Starkey

Proposed new dwelling agjacent to § Daonard View Crescent, Saul Road,
Daownpatrick
GRANTED 01.06.2017

Planning Policies & Malerial Considerations

The site will be considered in relation lo the Regional Development Stralegy, lhe
Ards and Down Araa Plan 2015, the Stratagic Planning Policy Statemant for
Northern Ireland, PPS7 Quality Residential Environments and PFPS7 Addendum
Sateguarding the Character of Established Residential Arsas, PP33 Access,
Movement and Parking as well as Department Guides

Consultations

Transport NI

Response dated 28.3.2017 reguested amended plans lllustrating a minimum of 2 car
parking spaces plus a satislactory turning area.

Response dated 15.5.2017 no objections and conditions proposed relating to the
access and access gradient.

NI Water
Standard generic response detailing information for the benefit of the applicant.

DAERA Water Managemerit Unit
No objections with advice for the applicant detailed.

Objections & Representalions

The site was advertised in Mourne Observer and Down Recorder on 15.03.2017.
A total of 13 neighbouring dwellings were notified. No representations have been
received o date.

Consideration and Assessment

The proposal is a full applicaticn for a 4 bedroom detached dwelling on the Saul
HRoad. The dwelling proposed has the appearance of a bungalow to the front
elevation with Saul Road and full two storeys (9.2m) to the rear elevation with DVC.
The result is a split level dwelling on this slaping site. The dwelling has a hipped roof
with & front and rear roof dormer which facilitates bedroom windows in the rcofspace
bedroom. The dwelling incorporates an atlached garage and & small frond porch.
The rear elevation includes 2 rear 2-storey projections. The dwelling is to be finished
with flat grey/black roof tiles, rendered walls and uPVC windows and guttering.

3
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Both Policies are key policy considerations in assessing the acceptability of the
current proposal in this established residential area.

As per the PAC assessment, Saul Road has no dominant character, displaying a
wide range of dwelling types and plot sizes. The character relevant to the
consideration of this proposal is however the bungalows of DVG and the mix of
dwelling types on the Saul Road.

The proposad dwelling whilst sympathetic in visual terms with the Saul road with its
bungalow frontage form, the rear of the dwelling is not in keeping with the bungalows
of DVC, by virtue of its 2 storey nature, which appears cverly dominant, overbearing
and grossly oversized in this small site In this enclosed setting.

The proposed dwelling sits further forward of the established building line along the
Saul road. The hedging along the rontage to the Saul Road is o be removed (o
allow far the access and associated splays, this has the effact of apening up the site
to public view from the Saul road drawing attention to the gable depth of the dwelling
and the 2 storay rear extent. Accentuating its incongrucus form when compared to
the existing surrounding dwellings.

The shared access arrangement was previously agreed to serve the site and No 4
Saul Road and Transport NI offers no objections to the proposal.

The drawings submitted show the retention of the baundary vegelation with No.8
DVC, the remainder of the boundaries are provided with no details of landscaping or
boundary trealments proposed. Il is considered however thal the introduction of
landscaping would not screen or make acceptable the current propased
development.

The rear elevation of the dwelling will be highly visible from CVC. As the dweliing is
a bi-laval dwelling within this sloping site. the proposal would read as a 2 storay
dwelling at a height of 9.2m when viewed from DVC.

It is apparent from the site location map as submitted that the proposed site was at
ona time part of the curlilage of No.7 DVC. As a resull the curtilage of No.7 is now
much reduced, the front to No.7 cannct be considered to offer a truly private area of
amenity space, therefore it cannat be argued that the proposal would adversely
affect the amenity of this awelling.

The site has no features of archaeological or built heritage. Landscaping and
boundary trealments are not sulficienlly detailed and therefore conlrary 1o policy.
However it must be noted that tha proposal can accommodate in-curtilage car
parking and a provides a suitable level of amenity space to the rear.
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3. The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland and Planning Pelicy Statement 7 Quality Residential
Environments Policy QD1 (h) in that the proposed development will result in an
unaccaptabla advarse effact on existing and proposed properties in terms of
overlooking and dominant effect, in particular No.8 Donard View Crescent and
approved development LAC7/2016/1378/0.

4. The proposal is contrary to the Siralegic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland and the Addendum to Flanning Paolicy Statement 7
Safeguarding the Character of Established Residential Areas , policy LC1(b)
in that the proposed dwelling is not in keeping with the overall character and
environmental quality of this established residential area

Case Officer DATE

Appointed Officer DATE

10
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DAERA- see report below

Consideration and Assessment:

The proposal is sited within the countryside area, therefore the provisions contained
with PPS 21 will apply to this case.

The applicant has supplied the following informaticn on the P1 C form:

The applicants are Mifch Murphy and Simone Curtis and farm business owner is Mr
Frank Murphy and they all reside at Larkins Road to where the business is
registerad. This conflicts with the information supplied within the P1 form which
references the applicants residing at 51 Coolderry Boad. The applicants are
applying under Frank Murphy's farm business which has a connection with no. 51
Coolderry Road. The farm was estabiished 15-20 yrs ago and that business has a
DAERA business number (616672 allocation date unknown and makes a single farm
payment return to DAERA. The holding is 35.62 hectares.

From the information provided on the P1C form and the comments fram the
consultation with DAERA the Planning Departmen! can ascertain that the farm
business is currently active and has been established for more than € years. There
doss not appear to be any portions of the farm holding that have been soid off and
from our records there is no other aporovals for a dwelling on the farm holding apari
from the applicants dwelling at 51Coolderry Road (F/1973/0022/F) and the erection
of a dwelling with boarding kennels and cattery (ref: P/1998/1218/F) which appears

{o be in the ownership of a Ms Demse Finnegan.

The dwelling is proposed to be sited in an agricultural field next to the applicants
dwsiling at 51 Coolderry Read. It is visually linked and sited to cluster with the
existing farm buildings. The proposal is fo utiise the existing farm entrance.

The proposed laneway to the dweling is cut from a large agricultural field. However,
having considered the position of the ianeway away from public views and the
existing mature vegetation between the site and public road, there shouid be no

issues with regards lo the integralion of the laneway
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T'ne proposal, albeit on the cresi al the slope with a ndge height of 7.8melres is noi
considered fo be a prominent feature in the landscape given the limited critical views,
The design of the dwelling is not considered appropriate to the rural setting. The
hipped nature of the roof with the position of the chimneys is considered more
appropriale (o the urban selting. Similar issues with regards to design on two recent
applications, LA07/2016/0538/F & LAD7/2016/0473/F within the Council area have
set pracaedence against this type of roof design and in these applications the
FPlanmng Departmen! sought and received an amended and more appropriale
design. The same must apply to this application and such inappropriate design must

be resisted in order o pratect the couniryside.

Recommendalion:

Refusal

Refusal Reason:

The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Palicy Statement for
Northern Ireland and Policy CTY13 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Counlryside, in that the design of the
proposed building is inappropriate for the site and Its locality and therefore
would not visually integrate into the surrounding landscape.
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Consultations:

Transport NI- No objection 1o the proposal subject that Planning are satisfied that
there will be no naad for an off strest car parking requirement for this proposal.
Historic Environment Division (HED)- Has no objection to the proposal subject to
conditions.

N| Water- Has no objection to the proposal subject to conditions.

Objections & Representations

2 Meighbours notified on 05.07.2017 and 3 Neighbours notified on 14.09.2017 and
the application was advertised on 30.05. 2017. No objections or representations
recelved.

Principle of Development

HG8 of the ROS aims 1o manage housing growih o achieve sustainable patterns of
residential development. It aims to provide more high quality accessible housing
within existing urban areas without causing unacceptable damage to the local
character and environmental quality or residential amenily if these areas . Therefore
the principle of developing within the urban footgrint is in line with the regional
hausing policy of the RDS.

The SPPS seats out core planning principles to be employed in the quest to achieve
sustainable development. Of particular relevance 1o this application are the aim of
supporting good design and positive place making while praserving the improving
the built and natural environment.

Section 45 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires the Council to have
regard to the local development plan. The application site is cumrently within the
settlement limit of Warrenpoint as designated within the Banbridge, Newry and
Mourne Area Plan 2015, and is unzoned. It is alsc within the town centre boundary,
an Area ol Townscape Character and the Mournes and Slieve Croob Area of
Qutstanding Natural Beauty. The housing Growlh Indicators in the plan make
provision for additional housing development on unzoned ‘windfall sites’ such as this.

SPPS and PPS 12- Housing in Settlements

Planning Cantrol Principle 1- Increased housing density without town cramming-
Officers consider (hal the proposal will increase the housing densily in this area. bul
will not respect the adjacent housing and will not safeguard the privacy of existing
residents.

Planning Control Principle 2- Good design

Officers consider that the design of the scheme does not successfully respect the
overall character, quality and sustainability of the area. Further consideration of
these issues; see 'Urban design’ below.
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Planning Control Principle 3- Sustainable forms of develocpment.

The use of sitas like this within the urban footprint is more sustainable than one-of
housing developments outside development limits and is therefore encouraged.
There are local facilities and services available in the town centre at walking distance
trom the site including a large public park, however caonsideration must be given to
fown cramming’ and respecting the adjacent and surrounding housing.

Planning Cantrol Principle 4- Balanced communities

As the proposal is for a small development, there is limited scope to provide different
unit sizes. There have beean recent approvals for apartment devalopments including
3 no apariments within the application site. The developer will nol be required by
condition to provide any social housing.

Urban Design

Planning permission will anly be granted for new residential development where it is
demaonsirated that the proposal will creale a gualily and sustainable residential
environment, which is sensitive to the character of the area surrocunding the site in
terms of design, scale and use of materials. Urban design is taken toa msan the
relalionships belween buildings, relationships belween buildings and slreels, nature
and quality of the public domain; the complex relationships between all the elements
of built and unbuilt space. The appearances and freatment of the spaces between
and around buildings is often of comparable importance to the design of the
buildings themselves.

The building proposed is located betwzen 10 Great Georges Streel and 11 St Peters
Street, The building would have a height of Ym and width of S.8m. HED have
recommendad external finishes reflect tradiional materials. New developmenl in
ATCs must maintain or enhance the overall character and respect the built form of
the area. Officers consider that the proposed development would result in
overiooking to residents 11 St Peters Streest. Regard must be given tc the private
amenity of residents in the propcsed development. The proposed double patio doors
and balcony areaa on the first Hoor rear elevation would create and resull in lass of
privicy to residents living in the proposed development and those in the 3no
apartments currantly under construction franting on to Great George Street under
previous approval LAO7/2016/0619/F. Officers consider the proposal will result in
loss of amenity and would result in overlooking or loss of light.

The application has proposed approximalely 26m2 private amenily space to the rear
yard and under the balcony. The previous approval LA07/2016/0619/F for 3no
apartments was granted with 60m2 communal amenity space in the rear yard. This
application proposes lo develop on lhis communal amenity space. This therefore
leaves only 26m2 for the private amenity space of the proposed development and
the communal amenily space ol the 3no apartmenls. CHlicers consider thal the level
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of amenily space s nol acceplable. As the proposal i1s for one apartment the
developer is not reguired to provide any local neighbourhood facilities as part of the
development. The site is within walking distance of public transport and local
services in the town centre.

The size of the proposed apartment (37sq.m- measurements has been taken
internally, hallways and slairways have nol been included in lhe floor space
measurements as they are not considered to be habitable space) is particularly
small, but the minimum space standards specified in policy LC1 of the Addendum to
PPS7- Safeguarding the Character of Established Residential Areas do not apply in
designated town centres including brownfield sites (see Annex E of the policy). It is
not possible to get any more given the constraints of the site. Officers consider that
the develocpment design and layout does nct satisfactorily integrate into its
townscape sefting.

Access and Parking

Transport NI have no objection lo the proposal subject thal Planning are satistied
that there will be no need for an off street car parking requirement for this proposal.
There is no vehicular access (o the site. Parking will be on-street, creating Places,
Annex A relates to Residential Parking Standards and states that 1 bed apartments
should have 1.25 unassigned spaces and 1.75 assigned spaces. However there is
substantial parking capacity within the walking distance of the site at all times of the
day. On this basis, il is not sustainable to request an off-street parking requirement
and the scheme should not be refused on this basis. This is in line with the approach
taken by the PAC in the previous appeal on site (P/2014/0742/F).

Impact on Archaeclogy and listed buildings

There is an historic monument (DOWO054:500) to the north of the site. NIEA
Monuments Unil was consulted and has no archaeological objections o the proposal
under PPS B.

Nai12 St Peters Street to the north of the site is a B1 listed building. The listed St
Peter's Chapel is located across the street to the north. The application site is only
viewed with no.12 St Peter s Street and forms part of its setting. Section 91 (2) of the
Planning Act 2011 places statuary duty on decision makers to have special regard to
the desirability of preserving a listed building or its setling or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which it pcssesses. Policy BH11 of PPS 6 staltes that
developmenl which would adversely affecl the selling of a lisled building will not
normally be permitted. HED advised on 21" July 2017 that they are content with the
proposal under policy BH11 of PPS 6 subject to conditions to ensure that:

Roof shall be natural slate

Rainwater-ware shall be polyester powder coated aluminium
Windows and external docrs shall be cpaque painted hardwood
Wall shall be smooth render

Eaves shall be clipped
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« Railings shall be painted metal.
« Hard landscaping shall be natural stone or gravel.

The council have not requested amended plans from the agent as the proposal is
contrary to policy mentianed above.

Recommendation:

Refusal
Refusal Reasons

1. The proposal is contrary to Policy QD 1 (Grileria A, G & H) ol Planning Policy
Statement 7 (PPS 7): Quality Residential Environments and Planning Control
Principles 1 and 2 of Planning Policy Statement 12 (PPS12) : Housing in
Settlements in that the applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposal
will create a quality and sustainable residential environment.

Case Officer Signature:

Date:

Appointed Officer Signature:

Date:
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JOB REF 2325
PROPOSED TOWNHOUSE AT 12 GREAT GEORGES STREET, WARRENPOINT, NEWRY
STATEMENT OF CASE.

Ihe application under discussion has been recommended for refusal for a single reason which has in
effect 3 parts and in summary Plannings concerns are (i) It does not respect the surrounding areas
character and context, [ii]There is not adequate private amenity space and (iil) The proposal will
canflict with adjacent land uses.

I would address each concern as follows:

(i) The photograph on the Case Olicers Reporl gives a good representalion of the site as does my
Hiztarical Map of the area (Map 1). Our site was once occupied by a stable Jcoach shed which was
demalished hut it can be seen fram adjacent properties how the area was and how it has heen
developed. No 10 has a townhouse a2t rear as can be seen from photographs provided, NoB still has
the stable/coach shed, No 6 has 2 townhouse and No 4 has 2 self contained unit. In view of the
existing pattern of development aur proposal is actually rounding off the area and rebuilding a
building that was demalished. Our proposal will indeed fully respect the surrounding area and
pattern of development hence the reason for refusal cannot be sustained,

(i) The Case Officers cbservations regarding private amenity space are totally inaccurate, Qur
proposal will have around 12.1m2 private space 2nd the apartments will retain over 33m2 in total,
that [s 11m?2 per apartment. This is fully in compliance with the guidance given in Creating Places
and mare than that provided in adjacent developments. No 11 5t Faters Street contrary to the Case
Officers report has no private amenity space. The apartments under construction beside No11 5t
Peters Streel and relerrad Lo in my photographs have no amenity space and were approved on 12
Oct 2008 under Planning Reference P/2009/0058 and the development ongoing at 10 Great Georges
Street has virtually no private amenity space. Our proposal adheres to Planning guidance whila all
around existing and ongoing developmaeants have |ittle or no amenity space. In the interasts of
administrative fairness this reason for refusal cannot be sustained as we have exceeded what is
around the site and are within Planning guidelines.

(i) Here again the case Officer maintains that the development will conflict with adjacent land uses
This reason cannot be sustained as all around the site we have zpartments and townhouses which
have been approved as again can be clezrly seen from my photographs and Plannings. Qur proposal
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conforms with PFlanning guidance and there is no conflict whatsoever with adjacent land uses.
Indeed the approvals given historically cenflict in part regarding amenity provision yet were deemed
acceptable, Inmy opinion this part of Warrenpoint is densely developed and our groposal fully
respects that and indeed will create a better living environment to what surrounds it,

In summary cur proposal is a continuation of what was in the area and what has been recently
approved by Planning. 1t is in keeping fully with the character of the area .The tewnhouse is basically
a smaller version of the one adjacent located al 10 & 104 Greal Georges Streel. Here thereis an
existing largar townhcuse with access only onte the rear alley and no private rear amanity space and
3 approved apartments currently under construction which have virtually no private 2menity space
araccess onto the rear alley. The proposed density of development on the site under discussion and
under construction at 12 Great Georges Street is the same as that at number 10 in terms of 4 units
and this development was approved in lanuary 2016 but in our proposal  amenity space has been
provided as pre guidance given, Our propased townhouse will have direct access to Great Georges
Street and a rear yard for bin storage as well as its own private balcaony.

Thank you foryour time and | trust you will support this application,
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Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

The application site is located cutside the settlements in the open countryside as
designated in the Ards and Down Arza Plan 2015 and as such the SPPS is the
relevant policy document, which is read in canjunction with PPS 3 and PPS 21 and
supplementary guidance - Building on Tradition - A Sustainable Design Guide for the
Narthern Ireland Countryside.

Consultations:

NI water — No objections
Transport NI — No cbjecticns subject tc conditions
NIEA Water management — No objections

Objections & Representations

In line with statutory requirements two neighoours have been nofified on 29.06.2017
The application was advertised in the Mourme Observar and the Down Recorder on
07.06.2017.

Consideration and Assessment:
Strategic Planning Policy Statement

Under the SPPS, the guiding principle for planning authonties in determining
planning applications is that sustainable development should be permitted, having
regard to the development plan and all other material considerations, unless the
proposed development will cause demonstrable harm to interests of acknowledged
importance. In practice this means that development that accords with &n up-lo-date
development plan should be approved and proposed development that conflicts with
an up-to-date development plan should be refused, unless other material
considerations indicate atherwisa.

Under the SPPS replacement dwellings, there is a tightening of policy whereby the
emphasis has moved from "should’ within CTY 3 1o 'must. Replacement dwellings
must be located within the curlilage of 1he original dwelling where
practicable....Replacement dwellings must not have a visual impact significantly
greater than the existing building.

PP&3 - Access, Movement & Parking
DCAN1S -Vehicular Access Slandards
The existing access as shown above is 10 be closed and a new access opened up

further along the Ballynahinch Road. Transport NI was consulted and has no
objections to the proposal.
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PPS 21 - Sustainable Development in the Countryside

Policy CTY1 states that a range cf types of develooment are acceptable in principle
in the countryside. Planning permission will be granted for an individual dwelling
house in the countryside in the lollowing cases which are lisied, a replacement
dwelling in accordance with Policy CTY 3 is one such case. Integration and design
of buildings in the Countryside CTY 13 and Rural character CTY 14 will also be
considered.

CTY 3

Planning permission will be granted for a replacemeant dwelling where the building to
be replaced exhibits the essential characteristics ot a dwelling and as a minimum all
external structural walls are substantially intact. CTY 3 favours the retention of ncn-
listed vernacular dwellings in the countryside, if the dwelling makas an important
contribution to the heritage appearance or character of the locality.

The building to be replaced is currently occupied. The building on the site does
appear o exhibit the essential characieristics of a dwelling house. There are a
number of different rcoms, doors and windows, chimneys on the ridge, and a slate
roof. All external structural walls are substantially intact and the building looks to be
structurally in tact. It is a two storgy dwelling with chimneys at either end of both
gables on the ridge. The building is orientated gable on towards the Ballynahinch
Hoad, however access is also gained fram the Drumnaconnell Road. The roof
consists of Bangor blue slate. Windows tc the front elevation and are vertical in
emphasis. These windows have been fitted with white PVYC window frames.
Windows to the side gable towards the rear of the house have & more horizontal
appearance. There is a flat roof porch to the front elevation. There is a two storey
return ta the rear of the dwelling. There is a high solid to void ratio. The building is
described as vernacular and along with the grouping of outbuildings represenis a
good example of a small cluster or clachan style of development.

Non listed Vernacular Dwellings

The existing dwelling which is subject to replacement is an example of a non-listed
vernacular dwelling. Retention of such a dwelling is encouraged under Policy CTY3
‘Replacement Dwellings'. The lest within PPS 3 is whelher the axisting dwelling
makes an important contricution to the heritage. character and appearance of the
locality. The ratantion and sympathetic refurbishment, with adaptation (if necessary)
15 encouraged in preference lo therr replacement. The building appears to be
structurally sound and could be capable of improvement. The building is an
attractive vernacular building, it is locatad off the Ballynahinch Road, and commands
views from both lhe Ballynahinch Road and Drumnaconnell | Read . Given ils

5
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The proposal itself involves replacing the existing dwelling and an attractive attached
outbuilding generally on the same footprint as the existing dwelling. The curtilage cf
the proposed replacemant dwelling waould be a similar arrangement to what is
presently on site.

The proposed dwelling has two storeys with a ridge height of 8.6m to FFL. A single
storey ulility room is proposed to lhe side elevalion, wilh a bay window feature
propesed to the oppesite elevation. The windows to the front have a vertical
emphasis. There is a slight roof projection/dormer to the centre of the tront elevation
The main element of the dwelling measures 14.3m in length with a gable depth of
9.9m. The front elevation would be described as being traditional in form, but with a
neoclassical feature in the form of a granite porlico and step. The materials and
finishes includs:- walls — renderad (psar| grey colour) with raised window bands and
raised plinth (same colour as walls), side return —'field’ stone; roaf — natural stone
slates blue/black: smeooth render chimneys with angular clay ridge (blug/black);
cream uPVC sliding sash windows and black uPVC panelled frant door.

The proposal also involves the closing up of the existing access and the introduction
of 2 new access further SE along the Ballynahinch Road. This invalves remaoving
lhe existing stone wall and rebuilding behind the required =sighllines. It also involves
a new driveway which would be longer than the existing driveway.

Views of the site would be from Ballynahinch Road coming in both directions and
along Drumnaconnell Road in both directions. There are a number of outbuildings
which form part of the existing grouping of buildings and these are to remain. Given
that the ridge height is similar to the building that is currently present the design has
elemeants that are rural in design, with good sclid to void. The building will have an
impacl on the landscape as il is larger in scale o the building thal s being replaced,
however, taking into account the attached outbuilding which is also being removed
on balance the proposed dwelling, would not have a visual impact significantly
greater than that of the existing building and the design would be acceptable.

There are no issues of residential amenity as the closest dwelling to the proposed
siting of the replacement dwellings is more than the recommended distance.

Notwithstanding the above the proposal will also be considered under the following
policies.

Policy CTY 13 — Integralion and Design of buildings in the Countryside

Planning permission will ce granted for & building in the countryside where it can be
visually integrated into the surrcunding landscape and is of an appropriate design.
The dwelling will be integrated into the landscape, given thal il is being replaced in a
similar position to the existing dwelling in situ with the view that the proposed
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building would nol have a visual mpact that is sigmificantly greater than the existing
dwelling to be replaced.

Policy CTY 14 - Rural Character

Planning permissiaon will be granted far a building in the countryside where it does
not cause a detrimental change to, or furlher erode the rural character of an area. In
this case the dwelling on the site would be not unduly prominent in the landscape. A
new building sited will not have a detrimental impact to the rural character of the
area.

Recommendation:
Refusal

The proposal is contrary to the Sirategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern
Ireland (SPPS3) and policies CTY 1 and CTY 3 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside, as the dwelling which is proposed Lo
be replaced makes an important contribution to the heritage, appearance and
character of this area and is capable of being made structurally sound and improved.

Case Officer Signature

Dale

Appointad Officer Signature

Dale
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« NI Water — generic response (26/07/2017)

Objections & Representations
There were no neighbour notifications issued for lis proposal. The application was
advertised in the local press on 217 June 2017. No representations wers receivad.

Consideration and Assessment:

Section 45 of the Planming Act (Morthern Ireland) 2011 requires the Council 1o have
regard to the local development plan, o far as material to the application, and to any
other material considerations. The sile is currently within the remit of the Banbridge,
Newry & Maurne Area Plan 2015. The site is located within the rural area that is
classified as open countryside in the above plan. There are no specific policies in the
Plan relevant to the determination of the application and it directs the decision-maker
to the operational policies of the SPPS and PPS21.

As there is no significant change to the policy requirements for replacement
dwellings following the publication of the SPPS, the retained policy of PPS21 will be
given substantial weight in determining the principle of the proposal in accordance
with paragraph 1.12 of the SPPS.

Planning Policy Statement 21 - Sustainable Development in the Countryside
Policy CTY1 states that a range of lypes of development are acceptable in principle
in the countryside. This includes replacement dwellings if they are in accordance
with Policy CTY 3.

The policy reguires as a minimum all external structural walls to be substantially
intact and that the building to be replaced exhibits the essential characteristics of a
dwelling. On initial inspeciicn of the site and the structure within it during September
2017, there appears lo have been substantial works carried oul to reinstale lhe
external walls of the structure. Following a review of the application site on Google
Street maps, dated March 2011, while it is difficult to see the full extent of works
carriad out it is clear that the front and rear walls of the building have been reinstated
and window and door openings have been created with stone heads set on top.
There does not appear to ba any planning permission granted for these works. In
regards to exhibiting the characteristic of a dwelling the window and door opening
have been created through reinstatement works. There does appear {o be a fire
place within the building however it is difficult to detarmine whether this is an ariginal
leature.

The agent in light of lhe works undertaken to re-inslale the external walls was
requesied to provide additional evidence to demonsirate that the building on site was
previously a dwelling. Signed affidavits were provided giving written affirmation that
the building subject of this planning application was previously used as a dwelling. A
photograph was provided which is claimed is of the building on site, although this is
difficult to determine. Census documents were also provided and a Valuation of
Tenements document and corresponding map appear to clarify that the building an
site was previously a dwelling. irespective of this evidence, the policy clearly states
that to qualify for a replacement dwelling the building on site must as 2 minimum
have all external structural walls intact and it is clear from historical imagery the front

2
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and rear walls were not substantially intact the proposal therefore fails the policy
requirements of CTY1 and CTY 3.

Planning Policy Statement 2

With regard to Planning Policy Statemant 2 Natural Heritage, policy NHE is
applicable as the site is within the AONB. The siting of the proposed dwelling will be
sympathelic lo the localily and lhere are no adverse impacls on existing herilage in
the area and the design of the dwelling would be considerad at RM stage (if
approved).

Integration and Design

Policy CTY 13 of PPS 21 states planning permission will be granted for a building in
the countryside where it can be visually integrated into the surrounding landscape
and is of an appropriate design. The proposed site lacks long established natural
boundaries along the sastern and northern boundaries and would be unable 1o
provide a suitable degree on enclosure for a new dwelling to integrate inta the
landscape. A new dwelling on this site would be a prominent feature in the
landscape and would rely primarily on the use of new landscaping for integration.
While planting could be used to define the curtilage of the site it would take time to
establish and malure in order to provide a suilable degree of enclosure. The
propasal is therefore cansidered contrary ta criteria (a), (b) and (c) of Policy CTY 13.

Rural Character

Policy CTY 14 of PPS 21 slales planning permission will be granted for a building in
the countryside whers it does not cause a dstrimental change to, or further erods the
rural character of an area. As detailed above, a new dwelling on this site would be a
prominent feature in the landscape due to the topography of the land and the lack of
long established nalural boundaries. The proposal is therefore considered {o be
contrary to criteria (a) Palicy CTY 14.

Development Relying on Non-Mains Sewage

The applicant has indicated that fowl sewage will be disposed with by septic tank. No
details have been provided al outline stage however | am salisfied the site could
accommodate a septic tank and soak-away subject 10 obtaining consenlt tc discharge
from NIEA.

Summary

Woerks have been carried out to the structure on site in the last five years to reinstate
exlernal walls of 1he building to meel policy requirements withoul planning approval
and historical imagery demanstrates that the external walls of the structure were not
substantially intact and therefore not in accordance with CTY 3 of PPS21.

Recommendation:
HEFUSAL
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Refusal Reasons/ Conditions:
1. The proposal is confrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Morthern Ireland and Policies CTY1 and CTY3 of Planning Policy Statement
21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that the structure had
been re-instated withoul planning permission and it is evident that prior to
these works the external structural walls of the building were not substantially
intacl.

2. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY13 of Planning Policy Slatement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that a new building on this
site would be a prominent feature in the landscape; the proposed site lacks
long established natural boundaries and is unable to provide a suitable
degree of enclosure for the building to integrate into the landscape; and the
proposed building relies primarily on the use of new landscaping for
integration.

3. The proposal is contrary to Palicy CTY14 of Planning Palicy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that a new dwelling on this
site would, if permitted, be unduly prominent in the landscape and would
therefore result in a detrimental change to further erode the rural character of
the countryside.
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¢ Transport Northem Ireland — No objection , RS1 form attached (25/08/2017)
+ Environmental Health — No objection outlined recommended distance from
farm buildings. (01/08/2017)
* NIEA- no objection , clarification sought regarding existing stone building
south of application site ((18/08/2017)
Northern Ireland Water — generic response (26/07/2017)
DAERA yes and yes (01/08/2017)

Objections & Representations

There was ona neighbour notification issued lor this propasal. The application was
advertised in the local press on 21st June 2017. There were no representations
received.

Consideralion and Assessment:

Policy CTY 1 of PPS 21 sets out a range of types of development that are
accaptable in principle in the countryside. These include a dwelling on & farm in
accardance with Palicy CTY 10. Policy CTY 10 states planning permission will be
granted for a dwelling house on a farm where all of criteria (a), (b) and (c) can be
mel. CTY 10 goes on 1o slale tha site must also meel the requirements of CTY 13
(a-f), CTY 14 and CTY16.

Principle of Development

Criterion (a) of Policy CTY 10 requires the farm business to be currently active and
have been established for at least & years, DARD confirmed the Business ID has
been established for more than 6 years and that farm payments have been claimed
in the last 6 years. Claiming farm payments is the main means used to determine i
the farm is active. | am therefore satisfied that the application complies with the
requirements of criterion (a).

Critarion (b) of Palicy CTY 10 requires that no dwellings or develapment
opportunities out-with settiement limits be sold off from the farm helding within 10
years of the date of the application. This provision applies from 25th November
2008. The applicant has acknowledged in the P1C form a transfer of land occurred in
2005 on which planning permission was granted under P/2004/1480/8M for the
eraction of a dwelling. Provided to the Planning Department to demaonstrate this
transfer of land was an Ordnance Survey receipt dated 12 May 2005 for a map and
invoice for Lindsay Annett for ©OS Map and Tracing on site and printing also included
was an OS map cutlining the develcpment opportunity site in red. A land regisiry
check has been carried out and confirms this transfer occurrad in 2005.

Criterion (c) of Policy CTY 10 requires the new building is visually link with or be
sited to cluster with an established group of buildings on the farm and where
practicable, access to the dwelling should be obtained from an existing lane. The
proposed site sits to the west of the existing farm dwelling and buildings which are
on the opposite side of Ballyveghbeg Road., it is considered a dwelling on the
proposed site could not visually link or cluster with this group of farm building's due
1o the separation created by Ballyveghbeg Road. There is a stone building within the
application site however the policy clearly siates that a new farm dwelling must be
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sited to visually link and be sited to cluster with an established group of farm
buildings. The proposal therefore fails criterion (¢) of CTY 10.

CTY 13, 14 and 16.

CTY 13 assesses the impact this proposal will have an the rural area by reason of
design, siting, integration and landscaping. Planning permission will be granted for a
building in the counlryside where il can be visually integraled into the surrounding
landscape and it is of an appropriate design. The proposed site lacks established
boundaries on two sides and as a resull it would reguire significant new landscaping
to achieve satisfactory integratian. A dwelling hare would nat integrate sensitively
along with a group of existing buildings. No detailed design has been submitted as
this applicatian is for outline permission the design of the proposed dwelling will be
considered as reserved matters, should this applicaticn be approved.

CTY 14 assesses the impact this proposal will have an the rural character of the
immediate area and states that planning permission will be granted for a building in
the countryside whera it does not causa a detrimental change to, or further eroda the
rural character of the area. A dwelling on the application site is considered would be
detrimenial to the rural character of this area as it would result in a suburban style
build-up of development when viewed with existing development.

The planning department would consider a dwelling sited to the south of the farm
dwelling (No. 26) a mere suitable location for a new dwelling. A dwelling here would
not be as prominent and would more easily integrate with the landscape and cluster
with the existing farm buildings.

Sewage arrangements are minimal at Qutline however a condition could be added to
ensure Consent to Discharge is obtained before work commences. The proposal is
in general compliance with CTY16.

PPSZ2

Policy NH6E of Planning Policy Statement 2 is applicable as the application is located
within the Mcurne AONB. Due to the issues discussed above relating to build-up ang
the failure to cluster with buildings on the farm il is considered that the siting of the
propesal is unsympathatic to the special character of the AONB in general and of the
parlicular localily. The proposal is conlrary lo policy NHE of PPS2. As this is an
outline application no details of the proposed design have been submitied.

The application site is included within a Site of Local Nature Conservation
Importance and therefore Policy NH4 of PPS2 applies. It is not considered
development on the apphcation sile would have an adverse impacl on the local
nature reserva.

PPS3

Policy AMP2 of PPS3 states that planning permission will only be granted for a
development proposal involving direct aceess onto a public road where such acecess
will not prejudice rcad safety. Paragraph 5.16 of Policy AMP2 makes reference to
DCAN 15 which sets out the current standards for sightlines that will be applied to a
new access onto a public road. Transport NI were consulted and have ne objections
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in principal subject to a scale plan and accurate site survey being submitied as part
of a reserved matters application in accordance with the RS1 form in the avent of
this application being granted approval.

Recommeandation:
KHefusal

Refusal Reasons:

1. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY10 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside and does not merit being
considered as an exceptional case in that it has not teen demonstrated that
the proposed new building is visually linked or sited to cluster with an
establishad group of buildings on the farm.

2. The proposal is contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland and policy NHE of Planning Policy Stalement 2: Natural
Heritage in that the siting of the propasal is unsympatheatic to the special
character of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in genera! and of the
particular locality.

3. The proposal is contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern lreland and Folicy CTY13 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Suslainable Development in the Counlryside, in thal the proposed dwelling is
not visually linked or sited to cluster with an established group of buildings on
the farm, and therefore would not visually integrate into the surrounding
landscape.

4. The proposal is conlrary lo Palicy CTY 14 of Flanning Paolicy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the building would, if
permilted result in a suburban style build-up of development when viewed
with existing and approved buildings and would therefore resultin a
detrimental change to (further erode) the rural character of the countryside.

Case Officer Signature:

Date:

Appointed Officer Signature:

Dale:




