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Notice Of Meeting

You are invited to attend the Planning Committee Meeting to be held on Wednesday, 8th
November 2017 at 10:00 am in Boardroom, Monaghan Row.

The Members of the Planning Committee are:-
Chair: Councillor G Craig

Vice Chair: Councillor K Loughran

Members:

Councillor C Casey
Councillor L Devlin
Councillor V Harte
Councillor J Macauley

Councillor M Murnin

Councillor W Clarke

Councillor G Hanna

Councillor M Larkin

Councillor D McAteer

Councillor M Ruane



Agenda

Closing date for speaking rights/written submissions. (Details

attached).
[ Closing date for submissions.pdf Page 1
1.0 Apologies.

2.0 Declarations of Interest.

Minutes for Confirmation

3.0 Minutes of Planning Committee Meeting held on Wednesday
11 October 2017. (To follow).

For Discussion/Decision

4.0 Addendum list - planning applications with no requests for
speaking rights or written submissions. (To follow).

Development Management - Planning Applications for determination

5.0 LAO07/2015/0590/F - Mr Brian Annett - Proposed 3 no detached
dwellings - Dromore Road to rear of 10 Riverside Road,
Ballynahinch (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: APPROVAL

1 LA07-2015-0590-F Brian Annett.pdf Page 2

6.0 LAO07/2016/1447/0 - Ballyhosset Properties Ltd., Proposed
dwelling and garage - Site No. 5 between 67 Ballyhosset Road
and 3 Holly Lane, Ballyhosset Road, Downpatrick (Case
Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LAO07-2016-1447-0O Ballyhosset Properties.pdf Page 15

7.0 LAO07/2017/1224/F - Mr Aaron Ross - Storage unit for keeping
of vintage vehicles at 16 Killybawn Road, Saintfield (Case
Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL



8.0

9.0

10.0

11.0

12.0

[ LA07-2017-1224-F Aaron Ross.pdf Page 21

LA07/2017/0625/F - Mr Paul Addis - Proposed replacement
dwelling - 70m NE 47 Ballynahinch Road, Drumaroad,
Castlewellan (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

¢ A request for speaking rights has been received from Barry Hillen, agent, in
support of the application.

[ LA07-2017-0625-F Paul Addis.pdf Page 27

LA07/2017/0770/F - Mr & Mrs J McPolin - Proposed detached
garage, rear extension to dwelling and extended site curtilage
- No. 13 Downpatrick Road, Ballynahinch (Case Officer report
attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2017-0770-F Mr and Mrs John McPolin.pdf Page 32

LAO07/2017/0786/F - Walter Watson - Replacement Dwelling and
detached garage - 4 Drumnaquoile Road, Castlewellan (Case
Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL
[ LA07-2017-0786-F Walter Watson.pdf Page 39

LA07/2017/0894/0 - Ryan Morgan - Proposed dwelling (6.5m
ridge) and garage - 60m West of 3 Kirk Lane, Tullyree Road,
Kilcoo (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL
[ LA07-2017-0894-O Ryan Morgan.pdf Page 44

LA07/2017/0937/F - Mr & Mrs P McGurk - Demolition of existing
dwelling and erection of new single storey replacement
dwelling, retention and reuse of existing access and
associated site works and landscaping - 79 Bryansford
Village, Newcastle. (Case Officer report attached).

Rec: REFUSAL



13.0

14.0

15.0

16.0

17.0

18.0

[ LA07-2017-0937-F Mr and Mrs P McGurk.pdf

LA07/2017/1077/0 - Eammon O'Rourke - dwelling on a farm
including garage - lands to the south-east of 32 Dromara
Road, Leitrim, Castlewellan. (Case Officer report attached).

Rec: REFUSAL

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

LA07/2017/1147/0 - Mr D Russell - Infill dwelling and garage -
35m SE of 76 Belfast Road, Saintfield, Belfast (Case Officer
report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL
M LA07-2017-1147-O Mr D Russell.pdf

LA07/2017/1174/0 - Mr B McCartan - Dwelling and garage -
Approx 18m north of 156 Downpatrick Road, Ballynahinch
(Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2017-1174-O Brendan McCartan Esq.pdf

LA07/2015/0456/F - Richard Nummy - Relocation of access to
that approved under planning approval P/2010/1452 - 35m

south of 93 Belfast Road, Newry (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2015-0456-F Richard Nummy.pdf

LAO07/2015/0662/F - Frank Clerkin - Additional farm shed -
170m north west of 107 Kilbroney Road, Rostrevor (Case
Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL
[ LA07-2015-0662-F Frank Clerkin.pdf

LA07/2017/0345/0 - Martin Magee - proposed replacement
dwelling - between 35 & 37 Ballydesland Road, Warrenpoint.

Page 52

Page 57

Page 64

Page 73

Page 78

Page 81



19.0

20.0

21.0

22.0

23.0

(Case Officer report attached).

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2017-0345-O Martin Magee.pdf

LA07/2015/0682/0 - Brian O'Hare - Site for replacement
dwelling - opposite No. 5 Glen View, Moneymore Road, Newry
(Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL
[ LA07-2015-0682-O Brian O'Hare.pdf

LA07/2015/0896/0 - Aileen Quinn - Dwelling and detached
garage on a farm - 150 metres north west of 12 Old Town
Road, Cullyhanna (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2015-0896-0O Aileen Quinn.pdf

LA07/2017/0236/0 - John McKeever - 1 1/2 storey dwelling with
detached double garage (amended plans) - 80m NW of 173
Concession Road, Culloville, Crossmaglen. (Case Officer
report attached).

Rec: REFUSAL
[ LA07-2017-0236-O John McKeever.pdf

LA07/2015/1171/F - Mr J Hughes - Proposed two storey
dwelling and detached garage - 30m NE of 6 Main Stree,
Camlough, Newry (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: APPROVAL

[ LA07-2015-1171-F Mr J Hughes.pdf

LA07/2015/1306/F - Mr J McMahon - Farmstead made up of two
storey farmhouse with 3 no. agricultural sheds forming central
courtyard - 114m east-south-east of 83 Clonallan Road (Case
Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

Page 90

Page 96

Page 100

Page 105

Page 109



24.0

25.0

26.0

27.0

28.0

29.0

M LA07-2015-1306-F Mr J McMahon.pdf

LA07/2016/0104/F - Patrick Hamill - Metal shelter over car-
wash - 60 m north west of 201Concession road (Case Officer
report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL
[ LA07-2016-0104-F Patrick Hamill.pdf

LA07/2017/0957/0 - Gerard Callan - New dwelling and garage
on infill site - 70m NW of 12a Annaghgad Road, Crossmaglen.
(Case Officer report attached).

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2017-0957-O Gerard Callan.pdf

LA07/2016/0733/F - Robert Hollywood - Erection of agricultural
sheds & slurry tank - Approximately 80m west of No. 34
Church Road, Forkhill, Newry (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL
[ LA07-2016-0733-F Robert Hollywood.pdf

LA07/2017/0823/0 - Adrian McParland - site for dwelling and
garage (Policy CTY8) - Adjacent and 30m SW of 20 Newry
Road, Belleek, Armagh. (Case Officer report attached).

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2017-0823-O Adrian McParland.pdf

LAO07/2016/1632/0 - Jason Fegan - Proposed farm dwelling -
Lands 45m North West of No. 12 Upper Knockbarragh Road,
Warrenpoint, BT34 3DL (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2016-1632-0 Jason Fegan.pdf

LA07/2017/0180/F - Derek & Rachel ElImore - Proposed 1 No.
detached dwelling - directly opposite and east of Nos. 1 and 1a

Page 113

Page 132

Page 137

Page 141

Page 149

Page 154



30.0

31.0

32.0

33.0

Alexander Drive, Warrenpoint (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2017-0180-F Derek and Rachel Elmore.pdf Page 160

LA07/2017/1168/F - Thomas McDonald - change of house type
to that approved under P/2004/0123/0 and P/2006/2102/RM -
200m North of 11 Carewamean Road, Carrickbroad,
Dromintee, Newry. (Case Officer report to follow).

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2017-1168-F Thomas McDonald.pdf Page 168

LA07/2017/0563/0 - Mr John Morgan - 2 no. dwellings with
detached garages to the rear - Land 20m north of 24 Ballyvally
Road, Mayobridge (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2017-0563-O John Morgan.pdf Page 169

LA07/2017/0687/F - Steven & Diane Campbell - infill site for
new dwelling and garage in existing cluster (amended plans) -
30m north of 94 Greencastle Road, Kilkeel. (Case Officer
report attached).

Rec: REFUSAL

¢ A request for speaking rights has been received from Emma Speers, agent, in
support of the application.

[ LA07-2017-0687-F Stephen and Diane Campbell.pdf Page 176

LA07/2017/0791/F - MC Developments Ltd - Private Housing
Development consisting of the demolition of No. 12 Church
Hill, Jonesborough 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 Jonesborough
Village Edenappa Jonesborough Newry. (Case Officer report
attached).

Rec: REFUSAL



34.0

35.0

36.0

37.0

38.0

[ LA07-2017-0791-F MC Developments.pdf

LA07/2017/0798/F - Phelim Burns - Proposed agricultural
storage shed - 185m NE of 6A Cregganbane Road,
Cregganbane, Glebe, Crossmaglen. (Case Officer report
attached).

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2017-0798-F Phelim Burns.pdf

LAO07/2017/0808/F - EDB Construction - Removal of Condition
2 on Planning Approval P/2011/1067/F. Condition 2 requires
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 (Case
Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2017-0808-F EDB Construction.pdf

LAO07/2017/0868/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
[ LA07-2017-0868-F Daniel King.pdf

LA07/2017/0964/0 - Olga Fitzpatrick - proposed new dwelling
(under policy CTY 2a) - adjacent to and rear of No. 19
Moygannon Road, Warrenpoint, (Case Officer report
attached).

Rec: REFUSAL
[ LA07-2017-0964-O Olga Fitzpatrick.pdf

LA07/2017/1115/F - Gerard & Tracey Winters - Proposed
replacement dwelling (change of house type to previously
approved application LA07/2016/1400/F) - 33 Tyrones Ditches
Road, Poyntzpass. (Case Officer report attached).

Page 183

Page 196

Page 200

Page 204

Page 208



Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2017-1115-F Gerard and Tracey Winters.pdf Page 214

39.0 LA07/2017/1138/F - Bernard Morgan - erection of agriculture
buildings - adj to and immediately SE of 1 Newtown Court -
Newtown Road, Cloghogue, Newry. (Case Officer report
attached).

Rec: REFUSAL

[ LA07-2017-1138-F Bernard Morgan.pdf Page 218

40.0 LA07/2017/1442/F - Newry, Mourne & Down District Council -
Proposed extension and upgrades to existing bowling pavilion
to include new changing rooms and new external cladding -
Warrenpoint Bowling Green, Clonallon Park, Warrenpoint,
BT34 3RP (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: APPROVAL

[ LA07-2017-1442-F Newry, Mourne and Down DC.pdf Page 225

41.0 P/2009/1336/F - Mr J C Campbell - Proposed new 70 bed
nursinghome 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 - 68 to 72 & 74 Shore Road,
Rostrevor (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL
[ P-2009-1336-F JC Campbell.pdf Page 230

42.0 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 progress water run off - 400m east of 24 Carnbane
Way, Newry (Case Officer report attached)

Rec: REFUSAL

[ P-2014-0186-F Gibson Banbridge.pdf Page 260




For Noting

43.0 October 2017 Planning Committee Performance Report. (To
follow).

44.0 Record of meetings between Planning Officers and Public
Representatives. (To follow).

45.0 October 2017 Appeals and Decisions. (To follow).
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SPEAKING RIGHTS/WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS

PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING
WEDNESDAY 8 NOVEMBER 2017

The closing date/time for requests for speaking rights and accompanying written
submissions for Planning Applications listed on the agenda for the above Planning
Committee Meeting 1s as follows. -

Thursday 1 November 2017 by 5.00 pm

Requests for speaking rights with written submissions should be emailed to:-

democratic.services@nmandd.org

www newrymaoumedown org
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ITEM NO 2
APPLIC NO LADT/2015/058C(F Full DATE VALID oTi07I2015
COUNCIL ODPINIOMN APPROVAL
APPLICANT 0 Brian Annett 39 AGENT Kee Archirecture
Carncknadamtt Road Ltd %a Clare lane
Hillsbrough Cookstown
BT26 6hJ BT8O 8RJ
LOCATION Dromore Hoad to rear of 10 Riverside Road
Ballynahinch
PROPOSAL Froposed 3no detached dwellings
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUP Letters OB.] Petitions SUP Pelitions

29 o o 0

Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
¥ 0 0 0
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&

Application Reference: LAC7/2015/0590/F
Date Received: 07.07.2015
Proposal: The application is for full planning permission for 3ne detached dwellings

Location: The application site is located within the settlement limit of Ballynahinch
as designated in the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015.

Site location plan
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Site Characterislics & Area Characleristics:

The sita is locatad along on a roadside plet, along the Dromare Road at Ballynahinch
at lands between the Dromeore Road and Riverside Reoad. The levels of the site fall
in a northerly direction towards the dwellings at Riverside Road. The site is very
overgrawn at present. The northam and eastern site boundaries are defined by the
hedges and gardens of the dwellings al Riverside Road. There is a builders yard lo

2
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the west ol the site and semi-detached housing lo the east. Al present the site is
screen with vegetation,

Site History:

R/1988/4020 8 Riverside Hoad, Ballynahinch, Garage

H/1988/0298 & Riverside Road Ballynahinch New Garage Application Withdrawn
R/2005/1076/O Site On Dromore Road, To Rear Of 10 Riverside Road, Ballykine
Upper, Ballynahinch, Narthern Ireland, Bi24 Bjb Proposed 3no Detached Dwellings

Permission Granted 01.05.2007

1380/0791 Riverside Road, Ballynahinch Housing Develcpment Permission
Granted

R/19380/0350 Riverside Road, Ballynahinch Housing Development Application
Withdrawn

R/13980/0146 Riverside Road. Ballynahinch Housing Development Permission
Granted

R/2010/0337/Bm 5Site On Dromore Road To Rear Of 10 Riverside Road
Ballynahinch Co Down Bt24 8jb. Propcsed 3 No Detached Dwellings. Permission
Granted 11.07.2011

R/1374/0582 Cromore Road, Ballynahinch 2 Or 3 Bungalows, Permission Granted

La07/2015/0530/F Dramore Road To Rear Of 10 Riverside Road, Ballynahinch,
Proposed 3no Detached Dwellings Valid Application Received

R/2014/0500/A 20 Riverside Road, Ballynahinch, Bt24 8jb., Free Standing Totem
Sign. Permission Granted 05.02.2015

R/2014/0111/Ca 20 Riverside Road.Ballykine Upper.Ballynahinch,Down,Bt24 Bjb,
Alleged Unauthorised New Access, Fence And Building Works
Enforcement Case Clo2s5e.1d1.2014

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:
The site is located within the development limits of Ballynahinch as designated in the

Ards and Down Area plan 2015 and as such SPPS, PPS 3, PRPS 7, APPS7, PPS 12,
PPS 15, DCAN 8 and Creating Places are all relevant 1o the application.
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Consultations:

NI water — No objections

Transpart NI — No objections subject to conditions

NIEA Waler management — No objections

NIEA — Land, Soil and Air — raised issues regarding contamination

Environmental Health - has pointed out that the site is directly adjacent to a
commercial properly which is currently operating as a building supplies yard and
there may be impact on the amenity of the proposed dwellings. They have included
an informative.

PSNI Statistics Branch = Nil return

Rivers Agency -

Objections & Representations

In line with statutary requirements forty four neighbours have been notified on
21.08.2015 and again 11.09.2017 with updated information. The application was
advertised in the Moume Observer and the Down Recaorder on 05.08.2015.

Consideration and Assessmenl:

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

Any conflict between retained policy and the SPPS is to be resolved in favour of the
SPPS.

There have been a total of 27 abjectians ta the proposal. The main paints of 26 of
the objechions deal with:
- The development will intrude, dominate, overshadow and severely restrict
natural light
Development will reduce privacy and increase size of hedge
- The access point is on a dangerous bend and previous accident there
- New footpath could be dangerous
- Responsibility of the up keep of trees and hedges lo lhe rear of the proposed
development
- Increased run off which 15 placing pressure on the current drainage system
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- Existing wildlife displaced

Letter fram 16 Riverside Road
- Exit onto Dromore Road would cause & major hazard, with recent accident
- Ownership of land for visibility splays
- DOther developments in the immediate area have changed the character of the
area with upgrading the infrastructure
- Lack of joined up thinking

Letter from Jim Wells MLA
- Staling opposition ta previous application
- Housing would overshadow the existing dwelling and create a traffic hazard
- Calling for Roads Service to carry out a new traffic study and PSNI relevant
accident statistics.

PSNI Statistics Branch, Lisnasharragh — A collision history of reported injury road
traffic collisions on Dromore Hoad, beitween Edenvaddy Hoad and Riverside Hoad
junctions between 1 April 2012 and 31 March 2015 shows a NIL RETURN.

Lelter fram Jim Wells senl to Transport Ni for consideration whereby a response
indication that all aspects of road safety were fully considered when assessing the
previous application R/2010/0337. A new traffic study would therefore would not be
considered necessary.

The site lies within the development limits of Ballynahinch, thus a presumption in
tavour of development subject to compliance with the policies contained within PPS
7 and 12. The proposal is therefore assessed against the criteria under Policy QD1
including the following, site context, site characteristice, layout considerations,
neighbourhood facilities, form, materials and detailing, density, landscape design,
public/private open space, movement, parking, privacy.

Planning Policy Statement 7 Quality Residential Environments (FPS7) sets out
planning policies far achiaving gquality in new residential development. Policy QD1 of
PES7 states that in established residential areas proposals for housing development
will not be permitted where they would result in unacceptable damage to the local
character, environmental quality or residential amenity of these areas.

The surrounding character of the area is dominated by residential development
immediately adjacent to the site. These developments comprise a mix of 2 storey
semi-detached dwellings, each with individual private space 1o their front and rear.
The proposal is for a scheme of 3 two storey detached dwellings. A similar scheme
for outline planning permission was granted under R/2005/00768/0 which was
approved April 2007 with stamped approved layout. This application is for full
planning permission with changes to the access arrangements and the dwellings are
being pushed further back into the site from the Dromore Road. The dwellings will

5
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have a maximum height ol just over 7.7 metres above ground level. Malerials and
finishes include grey rencder walls and red/brown facing brick with blue/black
concrete tiles, this is generally in keeping with the surrounding character of the
immediate area, more 30 with the dwellings to the north at Riverside Road which are
all red brick. The dwellings would have their principle elevation facing ontc Dromore
Hoad. In terms of separation distances between the dwellings at Riverside Road,
there is a 20m separation dislance wilh plot 3, with plots 1 and 2 approx 18m, this is
mainly due to the 12m gardens of the dwellings at No 10 and 12 Riverside Road.
The house types show no upper floor bedroom window to the rear instead this
window is located toc the side elevation. The only upper floor window to the rear is
the bathroom windaw which will have abscure glazing.

After discussion with the agent, it was deemed that the separation distances with the
dwellings at Riverside Road were insufficient and the full 20m back to back
separalion distance thal is stated in Creating Places guidance was essential, given
the nature of the site where these dwellings will be elevated in relation to the
dwellings al Riverside Road and given the objectors concams regarding privacy.

Amended plans were received 5 September 2016, showing the most easterly
properly and the middle plol moved forward lowards the Dromore Road, thus lhe
proposed landscaping along the frontage has now been lost to both these dweliings.
The dwellings now shaw 20m separation distances with the properties to the north
and this should mitigate against any overlooking, in addition there are no upper floor
windows proposed to the rear,

This proposed layout makes provision for 2 car parking spaces. The most easterly
dwelling shows the turning and parking to the side and rear of the site as there is
insufficient room 1o the front of the dweliing for parking and turning. N also reduces
the useable amenity space for this dwelling to the rear. This is a similar arrangement
to the pravious approval which is now lapsed but is still a material consideration.
The glare of headlights will also be reducecd dua to the introduction of a 2m fence to
the rear of this property.

PPS 15 — Planning and Flood Risk

There are no walercourses which are designated under the terms of the Drainage
(Northern Ireland) Crder 1973 within this site. Rivers Agency have considered the
following:

FLO1 - Devefopment in Fluvial and coastal Flood Plains — Nol applicable to this sile.
FLDZ2 - Protection of Flood Defence and Drainage Infrastructure — An undesignated
watercourse flows along the southern boundary of the site. Under 6.32 of the
Revised Policy PPS 15 FLD 2, it is essenlial thal an adjacenl working slrip is
retained to facilitate future maintenance by Rivers Agency, other statutory undertaker
or the riparian landowners. The working strip should have a minimum width of §

B
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meters, but up to 10 meters where considered necessary. and be provided with clear
access and egress at all times.
FLD3 - Development and Surface Water — Dfl Rivers has reviewed the Storm
Attenuation Calculations and the correspondence submitted by Garey Consulting,
and comments are as follows:-

Rivers agency accepl the lcgic of lhe storm allenualion calculations.
FLD4 - Artificial Modification of watercourses — Not applicable to this site.
FLDS - Development in Proximily to Reservoirs — Not applicable to this site.

Thus no abjections are offered fram Rivers Agency.

Conclusions

The site is a relatively restrictive site for these 3 dwellings and while there are
shortcomings in the overall scheme in lerms of a quality residential development, it
does meet the standards as contained in Creating Places in terms of 20m separation
distance and privale cpen space provision. Cognisance must be given 1o the
previous approval on the site which had previously been deemed as acceptable.
Based on careful consideration of all the ralevant material planning considerations
including objections, il is conlended lhal local character, environmental quality or
residential amenity would not be so unacceptably damaged as to warrant refusal of
the applicatian, thus on balance approval is recommendead.

Recommendation:
Approval

Caonditions:

Time, access, landscaping.

Case Officer Signalure

Date

Appointed Officer Signature

Cata
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Dfl Rivers, while not being responsible tor the preparation of the Storm Attenuation
Calculations and the attenuation proposals, accepts its logic and has no reason to
disagree with its conclusions.

FLD4 - Artificial Modification of watercourses — Not applicable to this site.

FLDS - Development in Proximilty to Reservoirs — Not applicable to this site.

Thus no objections are offered from Rivers Agency.

Conclusions

The site is a relatively restrictive site for these 3 dwellings and while there are
shortcomings in the overall scheme in terms of a quality residential developmeant, it
does meet the standards as contained in Creating Places in terms of 20m separation
distance and private open space provision. Cognisance must be given to the
previous approval on the site which had previously been deemed as acceptable.
Based on careful consideration of all the relevant material planning consideraticns
including objections, it is caontendad that local character, environmental quality or
residential amenity would not be so unacceptably damaged as to warrant refusal of
the application. thus on balance approval is recommended.

Recommendation:
Approval

Conditions:

Time, access, landscaping.

Case Officer Signature

Date

Appointed Officer Signature

Date
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The vehicular access, including vizibility splays and any forward sight distance. shall be
provided in accordance with Drawing No, 01 bearing the date stamp 7 July 2015, prior to the
commencement of any other development hereby permitted. The area within the visibility
splays and any forward sight line shall be cleared to provide a level surface no higher than
250mm above the level of the adjmmng carnageway and such splays shall be retained and
kept clear thereatter.

REASON: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of road
safery and the convenicnce of road users.

The access gradient (o the dwelling hereby permmtted shall not exceed 8% (1 m 12.5) over the
first 3 m owtside the road boundary., Where the velicolar acvess crosses Toolway, the access
gradient shall be between 4% (1 in 25) maximum and 2.5% (| in 40) minimum and shall be
formed so that there is no abrupt change of slope along the footway.

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

Mot withstanding the terms and conditions of the Department of Environment’s approval set
out above, you are required under Articles 71-83 inclusive of the Roads (NI) Order 1993 10
be in possession of the Department for Regional Development’s consent before any work is
commenced which involves making or altering any opening to any boundary adjacent to the
public road, verge, or footway or any part of said road, verge. or footway bounding the site.
The consent is available on personal application to the Transportni Section Engineer whose
address is 129 Newcastle Rd Seaforde. A monetary deposit will be required to cover works
on the public road.

10
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It is the responsibility of the Developer to ensure that water does not flow from the site onto
the public road (including verge or footway) and that existing road side drainage is preserved
and does not allow water from the road to enter the site.

Planning Condition

Line, level and construction of 2 metre wide footway to be agreed with Transportni prior to
commencement of works on site.

Relocation of existing traffic signs on the public road will be required te be carried out by the
applicant at their own expense. This work must be agreed with Transportni Traffic
Management prior to commencement of work on site.

The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced umtil a Sweet Lighting scheme
design has been submitted and approved by the Department for Regional Development Street
Lighting Section.

Reason: Road safety and convemence of trafhic and pedestrians.

The Street Lighting scheme, including the provision of all plam and materizls and installation
of same. will be implemented ns directed by the Department for Regional Development Street
Lighting Section

{These works will be carried out entirely at the developers own expense.)

Reason: To ensure the provision of u satisfactory street lighling system, for road safety and
convenience ol ruffic and pedestrians,

11
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ITEM NO 10
APPLIC NO LADT/2016/1447/0 Cutline DATE VALID 25/10/2015
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APFPLICANT Eallyhosset Properties Lid 422 AGENT Tumelty Flanning
Lisburn Road Services 11
Belfast Ballyalton Park
BTS 6GN Ardmeasan
Dovwnpatrick
ET3C VBT
LOCATION Site No § Betwesn 67 Ballvhosset Road And 3 Holly Lane Ballyhosset Road
Ciownpatrick
PROPOSAL Froposed Dwelling and Garage {(Amended Address)
REPRESENTATIONS  ORJ Letters SUP Leners OR.J Pertitions SUP Petitinns
3 o o] a
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
1] o a a
1 The proposal is contrary to Pelicy CTY 1 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainahble

Development in the Countryside in that there are no evemiding reasons why this development
is essental in this rura! location and could not be located within a settlement.

The proposal is conltrary 1o the SFPFS and Policy CTYZ2a of Planning Policy Statement 21, New
Dwellings in Existing Clusters In that

(A) the proposed dwelling is not located within an existing cluster of development consisting of
4 or more buildings of which al least three are dwelling

(B) the cluster does not appear as a visual entity in the local landspace
(C) the cluster is not associated with a focal point and 2 not located at a cross-roads;
(D) the dweiling would il permitted significantly aller the existing character of the cluster and

(E) the dwelling would if permitted adversely impact on residential amenity.

The proposal is contrary to the SFFPS and Policy CTY8 of Flanning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the proposal would, if permitted, result in the
creation ¢f ribbon development aleng Hally Lane.

Back to Agenda
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Application Reference: LAO7/2016/1447/0
Date Received: 25" October 2016
Proposal: Proposed Dwelling and Garage

Location: Site No £ between 6S Ballyhosset road and 3 Holly Lane, Ballyhosset
Hoad, Downpatnck.

Site Characteristics & Area Characleristics:

The site is located on a parcel of land to the rear of No 69 Ballyhosset Road and to
the north-east of No 3 Holly Lane. The site is accessed via a private lane serving
those dwellings at No 1 and 3 Holly Lane. The site is comprised of an enclosed site
which is defined by a stone wall and close board timber fence. The site slopes
upwards in a north-westerly direction and is currently undeveloped.

Characteristics of Area:

The site is located within the rural area and is surrounded by undulating countrysides.
The immediate area surrounding the sile has seen increased development in recent
times, with the erection of two dwellings to the east of the site — Nas 1 and 3 Hally
Lane and it is noted that a cwelling has been approved immediately south of the site
for a dwelling under LAO7/2015/1261/F.

Sile Hislary:
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Previous history on the site relates to R/2005/1039/F — 50m East of B7 Balyyhosset
Road, Downpatrick — Holiday accommodation — Withdrawn.

There are a number of approvals an the adjacent sites ses LAQ7/2015/1261/F and
R/2008/0226/F.

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

In assessment of this proposal regard shall be given to the Strategic Planning Policy
Statement (SFPS), Ards and Down Area Plan 2015, PFS3 and 21, in additian, to the

history and any other material consideration.

The application was advertised in the local press on 15.02.17

Consultations:

In assessment of the proposal consuliations were carried out with Transport NI,
NIEA Historic Environment Division (HED), NIEA Water Management Unit and NIW.
Mo objections have been received

The following neighbours were notified of the proposal 07.02.17

e« Nos 1-8 Holly Lane
» Nos 67, 638 and 71 Ballvhosset Road

Objections & Representations
A number of objections have been submitted and they are summarised below

Michael and Una Slarkey 3 Holly Lane — objecl lo the proposal lor the lollowing
reasons
« The proposed dwelling will overlook their property
« The proposed dwelling would cause overdevelopment of the Holly Lane area
s There is no reason why this development is essential in this rural location.

Mrs Fiona Linehan 71 Ballyhosset Road Downpatrick, objects to the proposal on the
following grounds
= The procposal would be detnimental to the setling and character of the
immediate area
¢ The proposal is contrary to PPS 21 Policies CTY 1, 8 and 14

Dr Kieran & Mrs Lesley Keown 67 Ballyhosset Hoad Downpatrick objects o the
proposal on the following grounds

= The proposal would result in overdevelopment of the area

« The site does not represent an infill site

« The proposal would be out of keeping with the style and character cf the

neighbouring properties
« |loss of privacy as proposal would overlook private garden
« Concerns regarding access.
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Consideration and Assessment:

The proposal seeks outline planning permission for the eraction of a dwelling and
garage. As the site is located within the rural area Policy CTY 1 of PPS 21 applies
which states that there are a range of types of development which in principle are
considered to be acceptable in the countryside and that will coniribute to the aims of
sustainable development. [t is noted that the applicant / agent has suggested in the
Design and Access Statement that the new dwelling will be located within a gap site
provided by the existing walled garden and access, therefore Policy CTY 8 is
applicable.

Policy CTY & states that development will be permitted where there is 2 small gap
site sufficient lo accommodale up o 2 maximum of two houses within an olherwise
substantial and continuously built up frontage in terms of size, scale, siting and plot
size and meels olher planning and environmenltal requirements. Far the purposes of
this peolicy the definition of a substantial and built up frontage includes a line of 3 or
more buildings along a road trontage without accompanying development to the rear.

In assessment of this, it is noted that the frontage of the site will be that laneway
immediately narth of No 3 Holly Lane. It is acknowledged that a dwelling has been
approved immediately adjacent the site under LA7/2015/1261/F, however, it has not
been buill, and that thera are a numbear of buildings on the land 1o the north of the
site which may be being used as dwellings, however, these are unauthorised and
cannat be considered as contributing to the frontage of the lane. Conseguently, it is
my view that a substantial and continuously built up frontage does not exist along
this lane and as such the proposal is conlrary lo the requirements of CTY 1 of PPS
21.

In addition, Policy CTY 2a Is applicable given the arrangement of the development
on this land surrounding. GTY 2a states that planning permission will be granted for
a dwelling at an existing cluster of development provided all the following criteria are
met:

« The cluster of development lies outside of a farm and consists of four or more
buildings (excluding ancillary buildings such as garages, outbuildings and
open sided structures) of which at least three are dweallings;

In assessment of this, the proposal is adjacent to a number of buildings, of which
three are dwellings, however, the remaining buildings are comprised of garages and
ancillary buildings and therefore the proposal does not meet this criterion.

« Thne cluster appears as & visual entity in the local landscape:

On approach from the SE along Ballyhosset Road. the existing tuildings dc net
appear as a visual entity. There appear o be two distincl groups of development
(No 67 Ballyhosset Rd and its associated buildings and those Dwellings MNos. 1 and
3 Holly Lane) as can be seen below.



Back to Agenda

+« The cluster Is associated with a focal peint such as a social community
building/ facility. or is located al a cross roads,

There are a no such features located within the vicinity.

= The identified site provides a suitable degree of enclosure and is boundad on
al leasl two sides with olher development in the clusler.

The proposed site would be enclosed and is bounded by development on at least
two sides.

+ Develcpment of the site can be absorbed into the existing cluster through
rounding off and cansolidation and will not significanily alter the existing
character or visually intrude into the open countryside; and

While it is acknowledged that an approval exists immediately adjacent and SE of the
site (LAD7/2015/1281/F), it is noted that it has nol been developed. A significant gap
remains therefore between the two groups of buildings identified abocve and as such
approval of this current site would alter the existing character of the area.

« Development would not adversely impact on residential amenity

The concerns of No 3 Helly Lane are noted, particularly in light of the orientation of
their dwelling, in which their living / sunroom is located immediately opposite the site
and views into their property from the laneway 1o the site are readily available. It is
noted that there is a separation distance of approximately 8m from the gable of No 3
Holly Lane to the frontage of the site, there is therefare concern regarding the
polential for an adverse impacl on he residential amenity of No 3 Holly Lane — any
approved dwelling would have to he sensitively designed so as not to cause an
adverse impact on the residential amenity of this property.

On the basis of the above | recommeand refusal.
Recommendation: REFUSAL
Refusal Beason

+« The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY1 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Developmeant in the Countryside in thal there are no overmriding

4



Back to Agenda

reasons why this development is essential in this rural location and could not
be located within a settlement.

The proposal 15 contrary to the SFPS and Policy CTY2a of Planning Policy
Statement 21, New Dwellings in Existing Clusters in that:

(A) The proposed dwelling is not located within an existing cluster of
development consisting of 4 or more buildings ol which at least three are
dwelling

(B) The cluster does not appear as a visual entity in the local landscape

(C) The cluster is not associated with a focal point and is not located at a
Cross-road;

(D) The dwelling would if permitted significantly alter the existing character of
the cluster and

(E) The dwelling would if permitted adversely impact on residential amenity.

» The proposal is contrary to the SPPS and Policy CTY8 of Planning Policy
Statement 21, Suslainable Development in the Gountryside in thal the
proposal would, if permitted, result in the creation of ribbon development
along Holly Lane.

SHORBT 5o nuanin Dabe o

Signed ..o, Date ......cccoevvvenen,
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ITEM NO as
APPLIC NO LADT/201T1224/F Full DATE VALID loicarnzoly
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Mr Aaron Ross 1€ Killvbawn AGENT Tumalty Planming
Road Senvices 11
Clontaghnagar Baliyalton Fark
Saintfield Ardmeen
ET24 7JP Dovvnpatrick
ET30 7/ET
LOCATION 16 Killybawn Road
Santheld
BT24 7IP
PROPOSAL Storage unit for keeping of vintage vehicles
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUFP Letters OBJ Petitions SUP Petitions
0 0 o 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
C U a O
1 The proposal is contrary 1o palicy RE1L of the Addendum to PRST (Residential Extensions and
Allerations), as the design, external maenals and siting in from of the established boilding line

are unsympathetic with the built farm and appearance ol the existing property and will detract
from the appearance and character of the area
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Application Reference: LA07/2017/1224/F
Date Received: Aug 2017.

Proposal: Full planning permission is sought for a new storage unit for keeping
vintage vehicles, at 16 Killybawn Road, Saintfield.

Applicant Mr Aaron Ross

Location:

The sita is locatad in the countryside between Crossgar and Saintfield, as identified
in the Ards ancd Down Area Plan 2015. There do not appear fo be any other zonings
affecting this site. This area is pre-dominantly rural in character, although also
includes several dwellings along this stretch of road.

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

The site outlined in red comprises the dwelling and curtilage of no.16 Killybawn
Road, which comprises a roadside plol.

This site Is bounded by no.14 and a field to either side, and includes the dwelling
(single storey in farm) and several outbuildings, with 2 small sheds adjacent to no.14
and 2 |arger buildings to the far side of the site. These 2 larger buildings include what
appears to be a double garage and larger agricultural building along the northemn
boundary. Howsver on closar inspection it appears the double garage has bean
converled lo living accommodation, while it is unclear whether lhe larger building is
used for agricultural use. This entire curtilage is accessed from one entrance point,
which then includes a separate entrance to the yard area within the curtilage, which
is sectioned off fram the dwelling curtilage.

This site is relatively flat whereby the roadside boundary comprises a stone wall and
grass verge. The boundary with no.14 is marked by a wall and planting, while that
with the field to the far side is marked by ranch type fencing and the gable of the
large shed,

Site History:

A hislory search has been carried oul for the sile and surrounds whereby il is noled
there have been a number of previous applications in the immediate vicinity of the
site, the most relevant of which include:
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LAO7/2017/1302- 16 Killybawn Rd, Retention of conversion of double garage to
ancillary accommaodation, Full, Pending, Applicant: Mr A Ross

LACY/15/0741/F- 16 Killypawn Rd, Retention of boiler house, Full, approval,
Applicant: Mr A Hoss,

/12/0432/BM and R/08/0333/0- 16 Killybawn Rd, Replacemant dwelling, Outline
and Reserved Matters, Approval, Applicant: Mr A Ross

It is also noted there are recent permissicns for the retention of the farm yard and
agricultural buildings (R/11/0494) and erection of a farm dwelling (R/09/1037) on
lands to the far side of the road, which appear to be associated with the applicant.

Consultations:
Having accounl the nalure of this proposal and constrainls of the sile and area, no
consultations have been undertaken as part of this application.

Objections & Representations

Having account the red line of the application site. neighbaour notification was carried
out with no. 14 Killybawn Road in August 2017, while the application was &lso
advertised in the local press in August 2017,

No representations have been received o date (04-10-17).

Applicable Policy considerations- RDS, Ards & Down Plan 2015, SPPS, PPS3,
PP57 Addendum, PP521, and supplementary guidance

As stated above the site is located in the countryside whereby Folicy PPS21 and the
recently publishad SPPS apply, and having account the nature of this praposal which
comprises a storage unit for keeping vintage vehicles within the curtilage of a
dwelling, it is considered the Addendum te PPS7 (Residantial Extensions and
Alterations) is key.

Policy EXT1 of Addendum to PPS7 states that planning permission will be granted
for a proposal to extend or alter a residential property where all of the following
criteria are met:

(a) the scale, massing. design and exiernal materials of the proposal are
sympathetic with the built form and appearance of the existing property and will not
detract from the appearance and characler of the surrounding area;

(b) the proposal doas not unduly affect the privacy ar amenity of naighbauring
residents;

(c} the proposal will not cause the unacceptable lnss of, or damage to, trees or other
landscape features which contribute significantly to local environmental quality: and
(d) sufficient space remains within the curtilage of the property for recreational and
domestic purposes including the parking and manoeuvring of vehicles.
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In addition, with regards to proposals for garages and other associated outbuildings,
paragraphs A11-A13 are of relevance.

Para A11

Buildings within the residential curtilage, such as, garages, sheds and graenhouses
can oftan requira as much care in siting and design as works to tha a2xisting
residential property. They should be subordinate in scale and similar in style to the
existing property, taking account of materials, the local character and the level of
visibility of the building from surraunding views. The use of false pitches should be
avoided as these often detract from the appearance of these buildings, particularly
when viewad from the sida.

Para A12

Garages or outbulildings whelly located in front gardens or those that extend In front
ihe esiablished building ling can over-dominale the front ol the property and detract
from the street scene and will therefore generally be resisted.

Para A13
In the countryside. ancillary buildings should be designed as part of the overall layout
to result in an integrated rural group of buildings

Assessment

The proposed storage unit will be located in the front corner af this site, and adjacent
to the road.

It is noted there are already a number of buildings within this curtilage, including the
dwelling, 2 small sheds and 2 larger buildings.

Following initial assessment of the case the Planning Authority issued a letter to the
agent on 23rd Aug, seeking juslification as to why an aaditional shed is required. It
also transpired the praviously approved double garage which Is located in the
northern corner of the site, has recently been converted to living conditicn and is now
the subject of a saparate planning application (LA07/17/1302). (The site visit
associated with this current application for the storage unit resulted in the submission
of this further retrospective application.

A letter was than received Irom the agent on 261h Aug, in response (o the Planning
Authority's letter, advising the applicant has a collection of vintage machinery
including tractors and agricultural machinery together with 2 vintage motor vehicles,
whereby the applicant wishes to store them in a shed adjacent to his home in a safe
and secure manner.

The agent has also advised there are currently no buildings on his property suitable
lo slore these vehicles as the existing shed was conslrucled as part of lhe farm
complex and is used for that purposs.

In response to this letter the Planning Authority issued a further email on 11th Sept
requesling details of the farm business, including business number, maps and
location of farm buildings. In addition the agent was also reguested to advise why
this shed is now required if the previously approved double garage (which has now
been converled) was no longer required for lhe storage and parking of vehicles.
The agent was requested to provide comments within 21 days in line with the
Councils Scheme of Delegation.
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Nothing further has been received to date (04-10-17), whereby the apglication
cannaot continue to be held.

As stated above the shed will be located in the front corner of this curtilage
immediately adjacent to the existing largest shed on site. This shed will measure
approx 14m by 8m and will ba 4m high, to be constructed in corrugated green
cladding.

The existing dwelling, recently converted double garage and large shed are
constructed in block with brown ceclour dash finish, whereby the dwelling and garage
also include a tile roof, while the large shed has a green corrugated panelled roof.

It is considered this proposad structure, which will be localed in the front cormer of
the curtilage well in advance of the existing dwelling and any other building will have
a dominant impact at the front of the property, whersby the design, slyle and external
materials are not considered ta be sympatheatic with the built form and appearance of
the existing property and will detract from the appearance and character of the
surrounding area.

As such it is considerad the proposal is contrary to policy RE1 of PPS7 Addendum.

In addition to the above, no well founded need has been demonstrated to warrant
permitting a further additional building on this site, while there ceriainly appears to be
scope to re-use the former double garage and also large shed to store the said
vehicles. It was noted during a sile inspection several vintage vehicles were being
stored in the larger shed.

While the supporling comments from the agent were noted, the Planning Authaority
questioned the agricultural use of the existing building on site and requested details
of the farm business and associated lands and farm buildings. This information was
requested as the agent outlined the agricultural use of this building as a reason why
this shed cannot be used and an additicnal structure is required.

During consideration of the case it was also noted there is a recent parmission for a
farm dwelling (R/09/1037) and retention of farm yard and agricultural buildings
(R/11/0494) on lands ta the far side of the road, whereby the applicant was Mr R
Ross of 14 Killybawn Rd (immediately adjeining the application site), whereby the
lands comprising the application sile were also included on the farm maps.

The Planning Autharity requested further comments from the agent regarding the
farm business of the applicant, as having account the site histary of the area, and
information supplied by the agent, it appears the farm buildings associated with the
applicants family, and also tarm dwelling, are all connected and are located o the far
side of the road. As such further clarification regarding this matter was raquested to
assisl in the consideration of the case, however nathing further has been received lo
date (04-10-17).

It was also observed during the site visit in August 2017 the existing yard area where
it is proposed 1o locate the new starage unit appears more like a builders storage
yard, with & range of materials present that one would associated mere with building
works than farming.

As outlined above nothing lurther has been received o dale in response (o the
Planning Authority's queries, whereby the application cannot be held indefinitely. As
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such it is considered insufficient information has been submitied in this respect io
fully explore and investigate this aspect.

Taking into account the abave it is considarad no sustainad argument has been
provided justifying the need for an additional building within this curtilage, while the
design, external materials and siting are also considered unacceptable.,

As such Refusal is recommendead.

Recommendation: Refusal

Reasons:

- The proposal is contrary to policy RE1 of the Addendum to PPS7 (Residential
Extensions and Alteralions), as the design, external materials and siling in
front of the established building line are unsympathetic with the built form and
appearance of the existing properly and will detract from the appearance and
character of the area.
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ITEM NO 16
APPLIC ND LAD/Z01 M 06E 5IF Full DATE VALID 20412017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT rr Faul Addis 55 Ballynahinch AGENT Hillen Architecis
Road Limited 87 Central
Drumaroad Fromenade
Castlewellan Neweastle
GT319FB BT33 OHH
LOCATION 70m NE of 47 Ballynahinch Road Drumaroad Castlewellan BT31 8FB
PROPOSAL Proposed replacement dwelling
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUF Letters OBJ Petitions SUP Felitions
0 0 n] ]
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
a a a 0

1 The proposal is contrary to the SFPS and Policies CTY1 and CTY3 of Planning FPolicy Statemeant
21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that

(A) the overall size of the proposed replacement dwelling would have a visual iImpact signiticantly
greater than the existing buwilding and

(B) the design of the replacemem dwelling is not appropriate toits rurgl setting and does not
have regard to iocal distinctiveness
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Application Reference: LAC7/2017/0625/F

Date Received: 24" April 2017

Proposal: Replacement Dwelling

Location: 70m NE 47 Ballynahinch Read Drumaroad, Castlewellan

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

The site is located along the minor Ballynahinch Road, Drumaroad. It is comprised
of a 0.2 heclare portion of land, which conlains a single slorey traditional slyle
dwelling and outbuilding.

The dwelling is accessed via an existing lane way from Ballynahinch Road. which
runs along the side of No.47 and the dwelling is positioned within & small plot
immediately to the rear of No 47 Ballynahinch Road. The site is elevated above the
public road and is visible when viewed from the frontage of Ballynahinch Road. The
site benefils from elevaled land lo the rear and it is noled that there is malure
vegetation along all bouncaries surrounding the existing dwelling.
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The external walls and roof of the dwelling are intact, the openings are still present
but no lenger glazed. An inspection of the inside reveals one ground floor room, with
a narraw starcase leading to the loft area.

The sile is localed within the rural area as designaled in lhe Ards and Down Area
Plan and it is surrounded by agricultural land, there are however, a number of
detached single dwellings dispersed throughout the area.

Sile Hislary:

R/1980/0834

Replacement Dwelling
Ballynahinch Road Castlewellan
Granted 29.01.81

R/1985/0188

Replacement dwelling
Ballynahinch Road Castlewellan
Granted 21.05.85

R/1986/0213

Dwelling

Ballynahinch Road Scribb
Granted 24.07.86

A paper copy of the site lacation of these approvals is no longer avalable, however,
computer records indicate that they relate fo lands immediately surrounding No 47
Ballynahinch Road and do not include the current apphcation site.  There 1s therelore
ne evidence fo suggest thar this dwelling has been replaced previously.



Back to Agenda

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

In assessment of this proposal regard shall be given to the Strategic Planning Policy
Statement (SPPS), Ards and Down Area Plan 2015, PRPS 2, 3 and 21 (CTY 1 and 3},
in additian, to the histary and any other material consideration.

The application was advertised in the local press on 10.05.17.

Nos 43, 47a and 49 Ballynahinch Road were nated on 03.05.17

Consultations:

In assessmenl of the proposal consullations were carried oul with Transporl NI,
Northern Ireland Water (NIW) and Environmental Health, no objections were
received.

Objections & Representations
No objections or representations have been received.
Consideration and Assessment:

The proposal seeks outline planning permissicn for a replacement dwelling to which
Policy CTY3 of PPS 21 provides the policy context. CTY 3 states thal planning
permission will be granted for a replacement dwelling where the building to be
replaced exhibits the essential characteristics of a dwelling and as a minimum &ll
external structural walls are substantially intact. It is considered that the proposal
meets this initial test.

In addition to the initial test, proposals for replacement dwellings will only be
permitted where they meet an additiocnal & criterion. It is considered that given the
small nature of the site, any replacement dweliing would be within the existing
curlilage.

The proposed dwelling is two-storey with a maximum ridge height of 8m and a
frontage length of 28m not including the side projection and double garage as shown
below.

o
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The proposed dwelling would have a significantly greater visual impact than the
existing building as shown above and would nct integrate into the surrounding
landscape given its overall size, scale and massing. In addition, the design therefore
is not appropriate ta the sites rurzal setting. The proposal therefore fails to comply
with the requirements of Policy CTY 3 of PPS.

Recommendation : Refusal

Reason:

The proposal is contrary to the SPPS and Policias CTY1 and CTY3 of Planning
Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that

(A) The overall size of the proposed replacement dwelling would have a visual
impact significantly greater than the existing building and

(B) The dasign of the replacement dwelling is not appropriate to its rural setting and
does not have regard 1o local distinctiveness.

Signed ... Dete .........coocevene

Signed ... Date ....ccovveeoe.
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ITEM NO i8
APPLIC NO LADT/201THOT70/F Full DATE VALID 190572017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT ir and Mrs J McFolin 13 AGENT Hawtharne
Dovnpatnck Road Associates Z-3
Ballynahinch The Beeches
ET24 85H Grove Road
Spa
Ballynahinch
BT24 BRA
LOCATION 13 Downpatrick Road
Ballynahinch
BT24 55H
PROPOSAL Proposed detached garage, rear extension to dwelling and extended site curilage
REPRESENTATIONS ORI Letters SUP Letters 0B.J Petitions SUP Petitions
0 ] (1] a
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
4] a a ]
1 The proposal is contrary to Peolicy CTY1 of Planning Palicy Statement 21, Sustainable

ka2

Cevelopmant in the Countryside in thal there has been no justifiable reason given as 1o why the
residential curtilage should be extended inta this area af countryside.

The proposal 1s contrary to Palicy CTY13 of Planming Palicy Statement 21, Sustainable
Cevelopment in the Countryside, in that the proposed building relies primarity on the use af new
landscaping for integration and the ancillary works co not integrate with ther surmoundings and
the proposed building fails to blend wath the landform, slopes and other natural features which
provide a backdrop and therelore would not visually integrate inlo the surrounding landscage,
The proposal is contrary to Peolicy CTY 14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Cevelopment in the Countryside in that the works would, it permitted not respect the traditional
pattem of settlernent exhibited in thal area the impact ol ancillary works would damage rural
character and would therefore result in a detimental change to further erode the rural character
ol the countryside

Back to Agenda
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A Newry. Mourne

Date of site visit: 05.06.17 and Down
District Council

Application Reference: LAOT/2017/0770/F

Date Received: 23.05.17

Proposal:
The Council has received an application seeking planning approval for proposed two storey
extension te the rear of dwelling, new detached garage and extended site curtilage.

Lacation: No.13 Downpatrick Road, Ballynahinch

Characteristics of site:

The site is comprized of a two storey detached domestic dwelling with under croft garage and
associate domestlc curtilage. The existing dwelling fronts on to the Downpatrick Road, Is at an
elevated position approximately 1.0m above the road and set back approximately 20.0m from the
road. This site built on the side of a hill and cut into this hillside to the rear by way of large retaining
wall, The kind slopes down from west to sast towards stone gabion reinforced river bank and the
agriculturz| land beyond the rear boundary rises steeply up in a southerly direction. The site is part
of a group of flve properties in linear arrangement fronting the Downpatrick Road and all sharing
similar plot sizes of approximately U.2ha,

The dwelling has a T-shaped feotprint and is two storey with a two starey rear return from the
centre of the rear elevation and single storey surroom to the B H S gable elevation. The property has
a good sized front/side garden to the R.H.S and a small amount of private rear amenity space with
vehicular access to under croft garage to the L.H.5 and within curtilage parking to the R.H.5. The
existing dwelling has a standard pitched root construction with main entrance single storey pitched
roof parch prajection te the centre of the front elevation. There is a chimney projecting from each
side of the ridge
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The treatment to the L.H.5 boundary between this property and adjacent river {Ballynzahinch River)
comprises of stone gablon reinforcing to river bank with a 1.2m high timber ranch style fence with
mesh infill panels along the top. The rear boundary between this site and adjacent agricultural land
is defined by a 1.4m high rendered masonry retzining wall with 1.2m high laurel hedge along the top
and a higher 2.0m high mature hedge to field behind. The treatment to the R.H.5 boundary between
this property and adjacent property No.11 Ballynahinch Road comprises of a rendered masonry wall
with high laurel hedge along the top slaping down fram rear ta front of site and a higher 2.0m high
mature hedge hehind. The front boundary adjacent to the read is defined by a 1.2m high natursa|
stone wall with matching circular stone pillars to each side of vehicular entrance.

Characteristics of area:

The slte Is in the countryside z2nd near to but nat within the settlement [imit of Ballynzhinch and
near to Local Landscape Policy Area 1— Ballynahinch River Corridor as defined in the Ards and Down
Area Plan 2015 and shown on Map No. 3/001a - Down District North and Map Ne.3/003z -
Ballynahinch, I is located in a rural area with a variance of styles belween old and new properties
and farm buildings. The surrounding land is used mainly for agricultural purposes and the
predominant feature of this area being the rolling drumlin tepography typlcal of this reglon and
native species hedgerows.

Site History:

R/2001/10598/F 13 Downpatrick Road, Magheradrool, Gallynahinch,

Amendment to previously approved dwelling Rf2000,1245) - addition of dormer windows.
Permizsion granted - 28.11.2001

R/2000/1245/F 13 Downpatrick Road, Ballynahinch

Replacement dwelling.

Permission granted - 25.04.2001

R/1989/4052 13 Downpatrick Road, Ballynahinch

Extension to Dwelling

Permitted Development

R/2006,/0037/F 11 Downpatrick Road, Ballynahinch.

Rengvation and extension to dwelling, pitched reof and garage.
Permission granted - 10.04.2006

R/2005/0035/F 16 Downpatrick Road, Ballylane Rig, Rallynahinch
Extension to side of dwelling and detached garage.

Fermission granted - 14,03, 2005

R/2001/0114/F 39 Cownpatrick Road, Ballynahinch

Replacement Dwelling and Garage

Permission granted - 25.04.2001

R/2001/0353/F 14 Dowrpatrick Road, Ballylone Big, Sallynahinch
Detzched domestic garage.

Permission granted - 08.05.2001

R/1991/0451 11 Downpatrick Road, Ballynahinch

Alteration and extension to dwelling and new vehicular access.
Permission granter.
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R/19859/0237 16 Downpatrick Road, Ballynahinch
Alrerations to dwelling.

Permission granted.

R/1986/0410 11 Downpatrick Road, Ballynahinch
Alterations and extension Lo dwelling.
Permizsion granted.

R/1982/02354 11 Dawnpatrick Road, Ballynahinch
Garage

Permission granted.

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:
The Ards and Down Area Plan 2015

SFP5 = Strategic Planning Folicy Statement fer Northern Ireland
Thiz policy provides overall context under which the Council will determine planning applications,

Addendum to PPSY Residential Extensions and Alterations

The addendum to Planning Policy Statement 7; Residential Fxtensions and alterations

Folicy EXT 1 sets out the main considerations that the Council will take into account in assessing
proposals for residential extensions and/or alterations, The provisions of this policy will prevail
unless there are any other overriding pelicies or material considerations that cutweigh it and justify
a contrary decision.

Flanning Policy Statement 15 = Planning and Flood Risk (Revised September 2014)

Policy FLD 1 = Developrment in Fluvial (River) and Coastal Flood Plains and Folicy FLD 2 = protection
of Flocd Defence and Drainage Infrastructure set out the main considerations that the Council will
take into account in assessing propasals for development in 2reas known to be at risk of flooding, ar
that may increase the risk of flooding elsewhere or any development that would impede the
aperaticnal effectiveness of flooc defence and drainage infrastructure or hinder access to enable
their maintenance,

Flanning Policy Statement 21: Sustainable Development in the Opén Countryside

Folicies CTY 1 =Development in the Countryside, CTY 13 = Integration and Design of Buildings in the
Countryside & CTY 14 — Rurel Character of PPS -21; Suslainable Development in the Open
Countryside set gut the main considerations that the Counci! will take intc account in assessing
proposals of this type and in thiz location. The provisions of this policy will prevail unless there are
any other overriding policles or material considerations that cutweigh it and justify a contrary
decision.

Consultations:

Historiec Enviranment Division were consulted on 01.05.17 in respect of this proposal due to it's
prozimity to a nearby archaeological site and monument. Historic Monuments Unit responded on
08.06.17 and upon considering the Impacts of the applicatinon 2nd on the hasis of the information
provided were cantent that this praposal was satisfactory to the policy requirements of the SPPS
and PES 4.
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The Rivers Agency wers consulted in regard to this application on 01.06.17 and responded on
03.07.17 stating that the sastern boundary of this site affectad hy 2 watercourse that is designated
in accordanece with the Drainage (Northern Ireland) Order 1973 and known to Dfl Rivers as the
Ballynahinch River. Under the policy it 5 essential that a working strig of minimum width 5m is
relzined, The site layout drawing shows space for maintenance and it should be protected from
impediments (including tree planting, hedges, permzanent fencing and sheds), |and raising or future
unappraved development by way of a planning condition.

The strategic Flood Map for Merthern Irgland indicates that the site lies just outside the 1 in 100 year
fluvial floodplain. Hence Rivers Agency would have no specific reason to object to the propeosed
developmenrt from a drainage or flood risk perspective.

Objections & Representations:

3 Mc. neighbouring properties within proximity to this site [No's. 9, 11 & 12 Downpatrick Road) were
notified on 02.06.17. This application was advertised in the local presson 23.05.17 and to cate no
abjections or representations have been received,

Consideration of the proposal:

The application seeks to extend the original curtilage of the dwelling and also to extend the existing
dwelling and add a triple garage lacated within the extended area of curtilage. The proposed

extension of curtilage is 30m deep and varies in width from approx. 54m wide and 76m.

The extension to dwealling is 9.7m deep and at the widest point is 19m with the height matching that
of the exiting dwelling. The garage proposed is 13m wide and 7.9m deep with a height of 7.4m.

Consideration is given to the extension of curtilage, the dwelling is located on an adequate sized site
that is In keeping with the size and context of curtilages in the zrea. The proposed extension is into
an agricultural field that rises away from the dwelling itself. In order to accommodate the proposed
extension to dwelling and also the garage there would be a considerable amount of cutting in and
alsc tilling of land in order for the site to function. The agricultural lands to the rear of this dwelling
and indeed all of the five dwellings, where visible, helps to soften the visual impact of the dwelling
and existing essociated curtilages, to allow an extension of the curtilage would create a greater
visual impact and would also erode the rural character of the area. It is appraciated that there are
limited long distance views of the site however given that it is road side development, and is
exposed the works would have a negative impact on the surrounding area,

The agent, when aware of concerns of the extension of curtilage and level of building works
submitted justification of the works to demonstrate why the development is essential in this rural
location, this reasoning can be seen on file however the justification including the need for
additional amenity to safely play foothall and additional garage space to allow for the provision of 4
cars is not considerad justification to allow an extension of the curtilage. The site has amenity space
provided and while the applicant claims that there is not =nough private amenity the situation on
site has not changed in the timz since construction and it would he a simpler solution to screen
exiting amenity with a suitable planting scheme rather than to extend to the rear incorporating a
section of agricultural land. The level of development and expectation that the applicant has of the
site is not consistent with peneral domestic standards and is not suitable fer the site and dearly does

not justify the extension into the countryside area.
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In addition to this the bulk of the resulting building is also not in keeping with design considerations
and waould allow far a much greater visual iImpace than what exists ar present, the depth of the
dwelling being 24 2m deep with the design offering little atrerntion to breaking up and reducing the
overall scale, bulk and massing of the design.

The application is contrary to PP5 21 7Y 1 Development in the Countryside in that there are no

averriding reasons why that development is essential and could not be located ina settlement.

Consideration of CTY 13 is given to the proposed works and it is noted that the proposed works
including garage located outside the existing curtilage and also the removal of the existing
vegstation and boundary treatment to the rear will allow for the resulting dwelling and associated
works Lo be a more prominent leature in Lhe landscape.

The site will require new planting for integration and will rely on that planting to help integrate the
warks, it is alsa noted that given the changes af lavels across the site retaining walls are [ikely to be
necessary further impacting on the character of the area.

Ancillary works including the extensive extension to curtilage and the triple garage with 1% floor
accommodation above is nol considered to integrate with the surroundings. The curtilage as is at
present is in keeping with the size of adjacent plots and there is some uniform 1o the arrangement
with the hack lznds, in agricultural use, providing a sultahle back drap and defining the limit of
development across the sites, te allow for such an extensive increase and to also introduce a
considerable amount of development in those lands would not integrate with the surroundings and
would impact on the character ol the area.

The design of the resulting bullding = not appropriate far the lacality, while nated that there already
i= a parape under the dwelling to continue with this level of under build, approx. 2. 7m until land rises
again and to provide a visible depth of 24m with poor scale and mass and large roof mass has a
miuch greater impact than what exists currently on the site, this coupled with the construction of a
tripie garage with 1" floor accommaodation with a height from ground of 7.4m in height further adds
to the potential for negative impacts.

The applicant has failed to fully demanstrate that the werks will blend with the existing landfarm
and the slope that exists to the rear of the site which provides a back drop te domestic
development.,

The application i= 2|50 considered against CTY 14 Rural Character

The warks including extension of curtilage and additional bullding works does nat respect the
pattern of settlerment exhibited in that area and the impact of the ancillary works will further
darnage rural character,
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The agent was made aware of the concerns regarding the proposed development and was afforded
the opportunity to amend the proposal, to date there have heen no further submissions

Recommendation:
Having considered the proposal and the relevant palicy context the application is not considered
acceptable and therefore refusal is recommended.

Reasons for Refusal:

#« The proposal is contrary to Palicy CTY1 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Development in the Countryside in that there has been no justifiable reason given as 1o why
the residential curtilage should be extended into this area of countryside.

« The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY12 of Flanning Palicy Statement 21, Sustainahle
Development in the Countryside, in that the proposad building relies primarily an the use of
new landscaping for integration and the ancillary works do not integrate with their
surrpundings and the proposed building fails to blend with the landform, slopes and other
naturz| features which provide a backdrop and tharefore waould not visually integrate into
the surrounding |andscape.

» The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Development in the Countryside in that the works would, if permitted not respect the
traditional pattern of settlement exhibited in that arca the impact of ancillary works would
damage rural character and would therefore result in 2 detrimental change to further eraode
the rural character of the countryside.

Signed: Date:

Signed: Date:
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ITEM NO 19
APPLIC NO LADT/201THO7E6/F Full DATE VALID 23/0572017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Walter Waison 124 Ballvlough AGENT Johnnig Agnew
Road Designer Homes
Castlewellan Flans
BT31910 1 Victaria Court
Eallymartn
ET34 4¥H
LOCATION 4 Drumnaguoile Road
Castlewellan
PROPOSAL Replacement dwelling and detached garage
REPRESENTATIONS  ORJ Letters SUP Letters OR.] Petitions SUP Petitinns
0 o o] o
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
4] o a a

1 The proposal is contrary o the SFPS and Policies CTYL and CTY3 of Planning Policy
Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside as the dwelling which it Is proposed
to replace makes an imponant contribution to the heritage of the locelity and |s capable of being
made structurally sound and impreved and the existing struclure kas not heean retained and
sympathetically incorporated Into the new development scheme.

The propasal is conmrary o the SFRPS and Policy BH 11 of PPS 6, In thar the proposal,

i permitted would adversely affect the getling of a listed building.

Fud
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Newry, Mourne

and Down
District Council

&

Application Reference: LA0O7/2017/0786/F

Date Received: 23rd May 2017

Proposal: Replacement Dwelling and detachea garage
Location: 4 Drumnaquoile Road, Castlewellan

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

The site is located along the minor Drumnaquoile Road, Castlewellan. It is
comprised of a 0.2 hectare portion of land, which contains an existing single storey
dwelling and associated outbuildings. The dwelling is sccessed via a private lane
from the public road which is defined on both sides by mature hedges. The dwelling
and associaled buildings are cul into an agricullural field, which rises steadily
upwards fram the public road. The site is defined by mature hadgarows an all sides.

The external walls and roof of the dwelling are intact, and the dwelling appears 1o be
have been recently occupied. The internal arrangement of the dwelling is visible,
with evidence ot internal doors and rooms.
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To the rear of the sile the land rises steadily and appears open and undulating.

The site is located within the rural area as designated in the Ards and Down Area
Plan and it is surrounded by agricultural land, there are however, a number cof
detached single dwellings dispersed throughout the area.

Site Histaory:

There is no previous histary on this site.

Planning Policies & Material Cansiderations:

In assessment of this proposal regard shall be given to the Strategic Flanning Policy
Statement (SPPS), Ards and Down Area Plan 2015, PPS 2, 3, 6 and 21 (CTY 1 and
3), in addition, to the history and any other matenal consideration.

The application was adverlised in the local press on 07.08.17.

2 Drumnaquoile Road was neighbour nolified of the proposal on 06.06.17

Consultations:

In agsessment of the proposal consuliations were carried out with Transgort NI,
Narthern Ireland Water (NIW), no abjections have been received.
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Objections & Representations

No objections or representations from neighbours or third parlies of the sile have
been received.

Consideration and Assessment:

The proposal seeks autline planning permissian for a replacemeant dwelling to which
Policy CTY3 of PPS 21 provides the policy context. CTY 3 states that planning
permission will be granted for a replacement dwelling whare the building to be
replaced exhibits the essential characteristics of a dwelling and as a minimum all
external structural walls are substantially intact. It is considered that the proposal
meets this initial test.

The site is in close proximity to a Grade B2 listed building, Kinelarty 2 Drumnaguoile
Road which was conslructed between 1800-1919 and was used as a walerpipe
attendants dwelling. NIEA Historic Enviranment Division (HED) have baen consulted
about the proposal, they consider the building to be of traditional vernacular
character which makes a significant contribution to the historical character of the
setting of the Listed Building described above.

In these circumstances Policy CTY 3 encourages the retention and sympathetic
conversion of non-listed vernacular dwellings. As the dwelling 1o be replaced makes
an important contribution to the heritage of the locality, planning permission will only
be granted where il is demonsirated that it is nol reasonably capable of being made
structurally sound or otherwise improved. Following a visual inspection of the
premises on 3% July 2017, it appears that the dwelling is inlact and sound. A
scheme of refurbishment has not been presented and therefore the propasal is
conlrary to policy.

In addition to the above, proposals for replaceament dwellings will only be permitied
whera they meet an additianal 5 criterion. In assessment of these the proposed

dwelling is to be located within the existing curtilage of the dwelling.

The proposed dwelling will have a maximum ridge height of 6.5m, a frontage of
15.4m and a gabla deplth 7 2m. It will be finished with nalural / bangor blue slates,
and white painted rendered walls.

efege
He=2 1 [T
L= || =1



Back to Agenda

Policy BH 11 of PPS 6 is applicable given the siles location near a listed building.
This policy states that development will not he permitted which would adversaly
affect the satting of a listed building.

The applicant has been requested to amend the design of the proposal so as to
comply with the above, however, that received ao" August 2017, remains
unacceptable, in that would adversely affect the setting of No 2 Drumnaquoile Road.

The existing building is considered to be a good example of a traditional small scale

tarm group, therefore its retention, refurbishment and perhaps extension would be
preferred.

On the basis of the above, the proposal will be recommended for refusal.
Recommeandation: REFUSAL

REASONS:

« The proposal is contrary [0 the SPPS and Policies CTY1 and CTY3 of
Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside
as the dwelling which it is proposed to replace makes an important
confribution ta the heritage of the lacalily and is capable of being made
structurally sound and improved and the existing structure has not been
retained and sympathetically incorporated into the new developmeant scheme.

« The proposal is contrary to the SFPS and Policy BH 11 of PPS 6, in that the
proposal, if permitted would adversealy affect the satting of a listed building.

11T 1o I———————— B E2 - S —
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ITEM NO 25
APPLIC NO LAOT/201TAOE94/0 Cutline DATE VALID 08/06/2017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Ryan Morgan 28 Cairn Grove AGENT Martin Bailie 44
Kilcoo Bavan Road
BT34 1HB Mayabridge
ET34 2HS
LOCATION 60m West of 2 Kirk Lane
Tulyree Road
Kilcco
PROPOSAL Ty
Proposed dwelling (6.5 m ridge) and garage
REPRESENTATIONS OBJleners SUP Letters  QBJ Petitions SUP Pertitions
o 0 1] a
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
0] 0 D a
1 The proposal is contrary o the SFPS and Policies CTYL and CTY 10 of Planning Policy

Statemen 21, Sustainanie Development in the Countryside and does not merit heing considered
as an exceptional case In that it has not been damonstated that farm business is currently active
and that the propesed new building (s visually linked or sited to cluster with an established group
of bulidings on the farm and access is taken from an existing lane,

The proposal is contrary o the SFFS and Policy CTY13 of Planning Folicy Statement 21,
Suslainable Development in the Countryside, in thal,

= the proposed bulding s a prominent feature in the landscape,

= the propased site is unable tn provide a suitable degree of enclosure for the building 1o
integrate nto the landscape;

= the propesed buiding relias primarily on the use of new landscaping Tor integration, and

=the dwelling is not sited ta cluster or visually link with an established group of buildings on
the farm.

The proposal is contrary to the SFFS and Folicy CTY14 of Flanning Folicy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that if permitted a dwelling would be unduly
prominent in the landscape resulling i a suburban style build-up of develcpment when viewed
with existing and approved buildings.

Back to Agenda
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'\ Newry, Mourne
and Down

District Council

Application Reference: LA07/2017/0894/0
Date Received: 08.06.2017
Proposal: Proposed dwelling (6.5 m ridge) and garage

Location: 60m West of 3 Kirk Lane, Tullyree Road, Kilcoo

The site is within the countrysice

Sile Charactlerislics & Area Characleristics

The site is within the Mourne Dasignated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and is
located within the Mourne Feothills. The area is rural and outside the small
settlement of Kilcoo which is a short distance to the west of the site. The area has
drumlin topography. The site itself is a roadside site.

Site History:

LAO7/2015/0084/F Ryan Margan

Proposed dwelling and garage at 60m MNorth East of 3 Kirk Lane, Tullyree Road,

Kilcoo

Refused 28.04.2017 (SPPS and PPS21- CTY1 & 10 Farm business not active,

building not visually linked with established group of buildings on farm and access
1
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not from existing lane, Contrary to CTY13 Integration, Contrary lo CTY14 Rural
Character, Impact cn AONB)

/2002/1241/0 Mr Ryan Morgan (PAC Ref 2003/A495)
Private dwelling house & garage at 30 metres south of 14 Tullyree Road, Kilcog,
Newry
Refused 15.10.2003 (DES & Intsgration, DESS5 Suburban rcadside dev. DES 6

Cumulative Impact, DES 4 Undue Prominence in AONE)
Appeal dismissad 12.08.2004

Planning Policies & Material Caonsiderations:

The proposal will be assessed in relation o the Regional Developmenl Stralegy, the
Ards and Down Area Plan 2015, the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern lreland (SPPS), Planning Policy Slalement 21 (PPS21): Suslainable
Development in the Countryside, PPS3: Access, Movemeant and Parking.

Department Guidance documents such as Building on Tradition — A Sustainable
Design Guide, DECAN 15 Vehicular Access.

Cansultations:
NI Water Ltd
Standard response detailing infarmation for the applicant

Transport NI
No objecticns subject to conditions

DAREA (DARD)

Response received 268" June 2017 to state that the farm business id has been in
existence foré years, does not make a claim to DAERA in form of a Single Farm
Payment (SFP). Area of Natural Constraint (ANC) or Agri Environment Scheme
Payment in the past year. DAERA comments that the farm business |D 652751 was
upgraded to Category 1 business in 2012

Objections & Representations
The site was advertised in Mourne Observer 28" June 2017,
A total of 3 Neighbours were notitied.

MNa abjections or representations have been received.

Cansideration and Assessment:
The application is an outline propesal for a dwelling within the Countryside.

Planning Policy within the Countryside is managed through sustainable
development. Policy PPS21 Suslainable Development in the Countryside and the
recently published Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland will be
considered.

2
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The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for MNorthem Ireland ‘Flanning for
Sustainable Development’ (SPPS) is malerial o all decisions on individual planning
applications and appeals. The SPPS retains policies within existing planning policy
documents until such times as a Plan Strategy for the whole of the Council area has
been adopted. It sets out transitional arrangements to be followed in the event of a
conlflict between the SPPS and retained policy. Any conflict between the SPPS and
any policy retained under the transitional arrangements must be resclved in the
favour of the provisions of the SPPS.

PP521 considers a range of development in the countryside that is considered to be
acceptable and would contribute to the aims of sustainable development. One of
these is a dwelling on a farm under pelicy CTY10, this policy is expressed
permissively stating that planning permission will be granied for a dwelling house on
a farm where the following three criteria are met;

(a) The farm business is currently active and has been established far at least 6
years

{b) No dwellings or developmeant cpportunitias cut-with the settlemeant limits have
been sold off from the farm holding within 10 years of the date of the
application with this provision only applicable fram 25™ of November 2008

(c) The new building is visually linked or 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 unless there are verifiable plans to expand
the business or there are demonstrable health and salely reasaons.

In assessment of Crileria A, il iz noted that the farm holding is 0.69na, incorporaling
2No small parcels of land 0.61%ha and 0.068ha respectively at 2 Kirk Lane. The
farm business is registered to Mr Ryan Morgan of 28 Cairn Grove, Kilcoo as detailed
within the farm maps provided by the applicant.

CAERA have been consulted an the application and returned a response confirming
that the farm business 652751 has been in existence for more than & years and that
it was upgraded to Category 1 business in 2012. However, DAERA advise that the
business has not claimed SFP in the ast year.

In suppart of their application and to demonstrate active farming over the last € years
the applicant has submitted the fallowing information.

» The P1C refers to a HMRC letter (dated 17.3.2017) stating that the
applicant has been declaring their Farm income on their Self Assessment
lax returns since 2009,

« A letter from PD Doyle of 16 Backaderry road Leitrim stating that Mr Doyle
is renting 3 acres of land for grazing from the applicant — no dale delziled

+ |nvoice from William Kirkwood and Sons of Newcastle Road, Castlewellan
lo Ryan Morgan of Tullyree Road for fencing materials dated 18" May
2017
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Invoice from PD Doyle of 16 Backaderry Rd, Leitrim to R Morgan of
Tullyree Road for 8 suffolk ewes dated 10™ of May 2017

The applicant, Mr Margan, is detailed within P Doyles DARD Movement
Document of flack/Herd No 781829 as purchasing 8 sheep/goats dated
10™ May 2017.

A document referring to a Shetland pony dated 1.2.2017 but there is no

additional details apart from a cost and what appears to be the applicants
name

Invoice from Ryan Morgan to O McClean dated 15" of September 2016 for
silage bales

Letter from F McCrickard Tax practitioner dated 18.10.2016 staling that
Ryan Morgan included Farming return on his Tax return since 2008.

Invoice from Vincent Morgan 'Stone Mason’ to R Morgan Tullyree Road
dated 1.3.2015 for repairs to a stone wall on stona ditches

DARD letter dated November 2014 advising of an up to date farm map
supplied by DARD as the last map was printed 2013.

Letter from DARD to applicant at 28 Cairn Grove Kilcoo dated 13.10.2014
highlighting entitlements (SFP)

DARD Letter to applicant addressed al 28 Cairn Grove, Kilcoo daled
29.10.2014 stating that the applicants farm business (652751) will not
meeal the conditions o be allocaled entitlements in 2015.

DARD letter to All Flock Keepers (does not specify applicant by name,
address or farm busmess 1D) daled November 2012 regarding sheep
tagging and movement documents

Invoice from Ryan Morgan to P Duddan dated 20" October 2012 for
potatoes

DARD consullation response dated 23.11.2011 relerencing planning
application LA07/2015/0084/f and applicants farm business id 652751
stating farm businass id has been in existence for maore than B years and
makes a return to DARD for SFP, ANC or Agri Environment schemes in
the last B years.



Back to Agenda

# Invoice from Willam Kirkwoad of Newcastle Road, Castlewellan 1o Ryan
Morgan dated 25.3.2011 for fencing materials.

« DARD letter to applicant addressed to 9 Castleglen Grove, Kilkoo dated
1.2.2011regarding application for flock registration

= Latter to applicant dated 23 March 2010 from MNIE PLC regarding the
connection charges for the farm building at Tullyree Road which includes a
map.

» Invoice fram Applicant Ryan Margan to J McClean dated 1% August 2008
for silage bales

¢ Invoice lrom William Kirkwood and Sons of Newcastle road, Gasllewellan
dated 1% August 2008 for 16'Agrigate (unsure of product due to
handwriting) to Ryan Morgan

In assessment of the above, it is considered that the information supplied fails to
demonstrate an active and established holging. It is noted that Mr Doyle cf
Backaderry Road states in a letter submitted with the applicants supporting
information that he lets out land to the applicant, however, this is not supported by
farm maps. The purchase ol 8 ewes from Mr P Doyle on the 10" of May 2017 along
with the invoices dated 2015 and 2016 for the sale of silage from the applicant tc O
McClean does not prove the farm has been and remains active over a 6 year period.
It is considered therefore that the proposal fails to comply with Criteria A of CTY 10.

In assessment cf planning history on the farm, it is noted that no develcpment
opporlunities have been sold off the holding since 2008 and therefore the proposal is
compliant with Criteria B of Palicy CTY10.

Criteria C of CTY 10 requires the new dwelling ta be visually linked and sited to
cluster with an established group of buildings on the farm and where practicable,
acecass to the dwelling should be obtained from an existing lane. In assessment of
this criterion, it is noted that a building exists on the farm holding as can be seen
below. This building is unlawful, in that it has been erected without the benefit of
planning permission and a Certificate of Lawful Use has not been obtained from the
Planning Authority, as such the building cannot be considered. Nevertheless, the
policy requires new dwellings to cluster with an established graup of buildings on the
larm and as only one building is present, Ihe proposal does nol comply wilh the
requirements of the palicy.
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It has previcusly been determined through applications R/2002/1241/C and
subseguent appeal 2003/A435 and more recently LA07/2015/0084/F thal a dwelling,
if approved, on this site would lack integration, ce visually prominent and result in a
suburban siyle build up when viewed with existing an approved dwellings, and
thereby have a detrimental impact on the character of the AONB. As the
circumnstances of the site have not changed these reasons for refusal still stand.

Recommendation:
Refusal

Refusal Reasons:

1. The prcposal is contrary to the SPPS and Policies CTY1 and CTY10 of
Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside
and does nct merit being considered as an exceptional case in that it has not
been demonstraled thal farm business is currenlly aclive and thal lhe
proposad new building is visually linked or sited to clustar with an astablished
group of buildings on the farm and access 15 taken from an exisling lane.

B
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2. The proposal is contrary to the SPPS and Policy CTY13 of Planning Policy
Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that:

« the proposed building is a prominent feature in the landscape,

« the propased site is unable to provide a suitable degree of enclosure for the
building to integrate into the landscape;

« the proposed building relies primarily on the use of new landscaping for
integration:; and

« the dwelling is not sited to cluster or visually link with an estaklished group of
buildings on the farm.

3. The proposal is contrary to the SPPS and Policy CTY 14 of Planning Policy
Statement 21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that if
permitted, a dwelling would be unduly prominent in the landscape resulting in
a suburban style bulld-up of development when viewed with existing and
approved bulldings.

Case Officer DATE

Appointed Officer DATE
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ITEM NO 26
APPLIC NO LAaOT/201T/093TIF Full DATE VALID 15/0&72017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Mr & Wrs P MeGuirk 79 AGENT Mohdam Stewan
Eryansford Village Architects
MNewicastle Banbridge
BT330PT Enterprize Centre
Scarva Read
Banhbridge
ET32 30D
LOCATION 79 Bryansford Village
MNewcaslle
PFROPOSAL Demaolition of existing dwelling and erectinn of new single storey replacement
twelling. retention and reuse of existing access and associated site works and
landscaping
REPRESENTATIONS OBJLetters SUP Letters OBJ Pelitions SUFP Petitions
0 0 4] 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
g 0 o a

p | The proposal is contrary ta the SPPS and Policy BH11 of the Planning Policy Statement &
Blanning, Archaeology and the Bullt Haritage in that the demolition of the axisting building, would
if permitted adversely affect the setting of a listed building.

2 The proposal is contrary to the SPPS and Policy ATCL of the Addendum o Planning Palicy
Statement 6 Areas of Townscape Character in that the demolition of the existing building. would
it permitted, adversely affect the character of the ATC.
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Comhairle Ceantair
an Iair. Mhurn
agus an Duin

Newry, Mourne

and Down
District Council

£\

Application Reference: LAQ7/2017/0937/0

Date Received: 15" June 2017

Proposal: Demolition of existing dwelling and erection of new single storey
replacement dwelling, retention and reuse of existing access and associated

siteworks and landscaping

Location: 79 Byransford Road Newcastle

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

The site is located at the junction of Hiliown Road and Burrenreagh Road,
Bryansford and is comprised of a single storey dwelling which a former school is built
in 1823.

Characlerislics of Area:

The site is located within the settiement limit of Bryansford and is also positioned
within the Area of Townscape Character (ATC). The dwelling is not listed but is
within the vicinity of a number of listed buildings i.e. Bryansford Gate and Gate
Lodge and farmer Roden Arms.

Site Hislary:
Previous history on the site relates to R/2014/05897/F — 79 Bryansiord Village

Bryansford — Single Storey extension and alteration to dwelling & demolition and
replacement of existing garage. Granted 11.05.15
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Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

In assessmenl of this proposal regard shall be given o the Strategic Planning Policy
Statement (SPPS), Ards and Down Araa Plan 2015, PPS 3, 6 and 7, in addition to
the history and any other material consideration.

The application was advertised in the local press on 05.07.17

Consultations:

In assessment of the proposal consultations were carried out with Transport NI who
had no objections and NIEA Historic Environment Division (HED), who consider the
proposal to be contrary lo Policy BH 11 of PPS B

The following neighbours were nolilied of the proposal 26.06.17

1 Tudor Heights

MNos 2 and 3 Hilltown Road

MNog 21, 22, 27 and 28 Roden Court
89 Burrenreagh Road

Objections & Representations

Mo objections or representations have been received from neighbours or third parties
of the site.

Consideration and Assessment:

The proposal seeks full planning permission for the erection of a replacement
dwelling. The prcposed dwelling will be erected on the existing footprint of the
existing dwelling and will have a maximum ridge heighl of 5.2m above finished floor
level and a frontage of 19.5m as shown below

The site is located within the ATC of Bryansford as designated in the Ards and Down
Area Plan 2015, Il s noled that the SPPS slales in paragraph 6.22 that demaolition of
an unlisted building in an ATC should only be granted where the building makes no
material contribution to the distinctive character of the area.
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The Addendum to FPS 8 is also applicable which states in Policy ATG 1: Demolition
Contral in an ATC, that there is a presumption in favour of retaining any building
which makes a posilive cantribution ta the character of the ATC

In assessmeant of the contributicn the building makes to the character of the ATG it is
noted that Proposal BDO3 of the ADAP states that the basis for Bryansfords
designation as an ATC is derived from, among other features, the architectural
consistency of the core buildings including the estate buildings, the cottages, the old

schools, shop, offices and churches, in particular their unity of style, scale and
materials.

While not listed, the building is considered as an important building within the village
given its historic value, which constitutes an irreplaceable record that contributes to
our understanding aof both the present and the past and which hag been noted in the
Ulster Architectural Heritage Society Mourne Area list of Historic Buildings. The
building therefore makes a posilive conlribution lo the characler ol lhe ATC and its
demalition would be detrimental to the character of the ATC. The proposal is
therefore contrary to Policy ATC 1 of the addendum to PFS 6.

The site ig in close proximity 10 a number of listed buildings and therefore Policy BH
11 of PPS 6 is applicable. This policy states that development will not normally be
permitted which would adversely affect the sefting of a listed building. In
assassment of this. NIEA: Historic Environment Division has been cansultad and
states that the dwelling on site is one of the core buildings of the village and needs to
be retained. In additicn, it 15 an impeortant component of the immediate setting of
Bryansford Gatescreen (pictured below) and it makes a significant positive material
conlribution lo the distinctive character of the area. It is considersd that the
demolition would result in an unacceptable erosion of, and have an adverse impact
on the Setting ol the Listed Buildings under BH 11 ol PPS 6.

On the basis of the above, it is considered that the proposal to demolish the existing
building is fundamentally flawed from the oulset and should be recommeandad for
refusal given the contribution it makes to the character of the ATC and the setiing of
the adjacent Lisled Buildings.
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Recommendalion: REFUSAL
Refusal Reasons

1. The proposal is confrary to the SPPS and Policy BH11 of Planning Policy
Statement €. Planning, Archaeclogy and the Built Heritage in that the
demolition of the existing building, would I permitled adversely affecl the
setting of a listed building.

2. The proposal is contrary to the SPPS and Policy ATC1 of the Addendum to
Planning Policy Statement €: Areas of Townscape Character in that the

demolition of the existing building, would if permitted, adversely affect the
character of the ATC

21 [ |11 S 25—
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ITEM NO 29
APPLIC NO LADTI2017/1077I0 COuthne DATEVALID 17/0772017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APFPLICANT Mr Eammon O'Rourke 52 AGENT DJ Cleland 74
Lecananny Road Gilnahirk Road
Ballyward Bellast
Casilewellan BT5 7DJ
BT3Z19TG
LOCATION Lands to the south-east of 32 Dromara Road
Leitrirm
Castlewellan
PROPOSAL SIS
Dweelling on & farm ncluding garage
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUP Letters  OBJ Petitions SUP Petitions
14 0 1 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
0 12 0 Q

1 The proposal is contrary o the SPPS Policies CTY1 and CTY 10 of Planning Paolicy
Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside and does not ment being
considered as an exceplional case for the lellowing reasons;

There is a development opportunity for a farm dwelling approved on the holding.

The proposed new I.'II..IIMII'II; is not visually linked {or sited o cluster) with an established aroup
of buildings on the farm.

No health and safety reasons exist 1o justity an alternative site not visually linked (or sited

Lo cluster) wilth an established group of buildings on e Tanm and

Mo verifiable plans exist 1o expand the farm business at the existing building group(s) to justify
an alternative site not visually linked (or sited to cluster) with an established group of buildings on
Liwe farm,

2 The proposal is contrary o the SPPS and Policy CTYL13 of Flanning Policy Slatement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Coumiryside, in that the proposed dweliing is not visually linked
or sited o cluster with an established group of buildings on the farm-and therefore wouold not
visually integrate into the surrounding landscaps.

3 The proposal is contrary to the SPPS and Policies CTY 8 and 14 ol Planning Policy Statement
21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the dwelling would, il permitied, be
unduly prominent in the landscape and would, if permined create or add n a rinbon of
development and would therefore resufl in a detmimental change to the rural characier ol the
countryside
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Combhairle Ceantair
an Itir, Mhurn
dgus dll Duln

A Newry, Mourne
and Down

District Council

Application Reference: LAO07/2017/1077/0
Date Received: 17" July 2017
Proposal: Dwelling and Garage on a farm

Location: Lands to the SE of No 32 Dromara Road, Leitrim.

Site Characteristics & Area Characleristics:

The site is comprised of a 0.4 hectare greenfield site located along the minor
Dromara Road. The sile is open and defined al the roadside by a post and wire
fence. Immediately adjacent and NW of the site liss No.32 Dromara Road a single
sterey dwelling, which has a number of agricultural tuildings surrounding.

The area is rural in character and located within the AONB as designated in the Ards
and Down Area Plan 2015

Site Histary:

There is no previous history on this site for this lype of application.
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Planning Policies & Malerial Considerations:
| have assessed the proposal against the following relevant policies:

+ Regional Development Strategy (RDS)

« Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPP3)

= The Ards and Down Area Plan 2015

« Planning Policy Statement 2 = Natural Heritage

« Planning Policy Slatement 3 — Access Movement and Parking

« Planning Policy Statement 21 — Sustainable Developmant in the Countryside
« Building on Tradition

Ards & Down 2015 — the sile s located within the Area of Qutstanding Natural
Beauty (AONEB) outside any defined settlement area.

Consultations:
Transport Ml — No cbjections

DARDNI — Confirmed 8 years active business and payments claimed

Objections & Representations
The following neighbouring properties were notified on 24th July 2017:

« Nos 30, 31 and 32 Dromara Road, Leitrim
The application was advertised in the local press on 2nd August 2017.

A number of objections have been received regarding the proposal, they have been
summarised below.

Alex Santos — states that this is an invalid application as the farm yard and land are
nol under lhe same ownership and thal approval will ruin the exisling view

Thomas McGeary — makes the same point as above

Michelle Anderscn — glso is concerned about the impact the proposal will have on
the scenic value of the area and that thera is no farm attached to the field

Hillcrest Walking Club — object to the preposal on the grounds of ecology and public
safety in that approval would spoil views and result in the erection of fencing which
would disrupt their hill walking activities.

A petition with 12 names has been submitied raising lhose issues noles above

Consideration and Assessment:

The proposal seeks outline planning parmission far a farm dwelling and garage.



Back to Agenda

Under CTY1 of Policy PPS21 a dwelling on a farm will be permitted where it meels
the criteria of CTY10, CTY 13, CTY14 and CTY186.

Under Policy CTY 10 of PP321 a dwelling can be erected on a farm where it meets
all the criteria.

The applicant has provided a DARD business ID 655498. DARDNI have been
consulled and have confirmed thal the farm business has been in existence for mare
than 6 years and that single farm payments or other allowances have been claimed
in the last € years.

It is considered that criteria (a) have been met.

The applicant has stated in the P1C forms that no development opportunities or
dwellings have been sald off since November 2008. A search of planning records
has revealed that planning approval has been granled for & farm dwelling on lands
adjacent 37 Dolmen Road Castlewellan see Q/2010/0343/F. This dwelling was
granted under farm business number 612849 to James O'Rourke. It is noted from
the applicanis supporting statement this land has been inherited by James
O'Rourkes’ son Eamonn O'Reourke, who now operates the farm under business
number 655498, As this development opporlunity is located within the holding
currently owned by the applicant, it is considered that the 10 year opportunity has
been obtained and the proposal is therefore contrary to CTY10.

The farm buildings associated with this business number are located a Legananny
and Dolmen Road, several miles from the application site. It is noted in the
accampanying statement that the applicant considers the land adjacent these
buildings inappropriale for developmenl given lhe presence of Legananny Dolmen &
state protected monument (shown below) and that HED have previously advised that
turther development within the vicinity of this monument would not be permitted
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With this opinion in mind the applicant has submitted an oH-site proposal. Policy
CTY 10 will exceptionally give consideration 10 an alternative site elsewhere on the
farm , provided there ara no other sites available at another group of buildings on the
tarm or out-farm, and (my emphasis) where there are either :

= Demonstrable health and safety reasons; or
« \Verifiable plans to expand the farm business at the existing building group(s)

It 15 noled thal there are no farm buildings associated with this farm business
adjacent the site. Those immediately adjacent at Ne 32 are not associated with the
applicants' farm business.

In the applicants supperting slatement, it is noted that no health and salety reasons
have been given regarding the off-site proposal. However, the applicant has stated
that plans to expand the farm business at the existing building group at Legananny
Hoad would nol be possible due lo the presence of Legananny Dolmen and
indicates from Historic Environment Division that further development will not be
permitted. | do not accept this lalter jusiificalion and consider that there are
opporiunities adjacent the existing farm buildings which can be utilised, without
detriment to the archaeological aspects of the land provided they are appropriately
condilioned.

CTY13

The site is located within an open O.4hectare green field, which s defined on all
sides by a post and wire fence, with hedges and a few mature trees along the scuth-
eastern boundary

It is considered given the open nature of this site, that any dwelling would appsar
prominent in the landscape and would require new landscaping for integration. In
addition, and as discussed above the proposed farm dwelling would not be sited to
cluster or visually link with a group of buildings an the farm. I is considered
therefore, that the proposal fails to comply with CTY 13 of PPSZ21.
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CiYyi4

It is has been considered above that the proposed dwelling would appear prominent
in the landscape. There is also concern that the proposed dwelling would create a
ribbon of development when viewed with in conjunction with the new dwelling to the
SE of the site that to the NW at No 32 Dromara Road as can be seen below.

Summary

On the basis of the above assessment il is considered that the proposal is
conirary to Policies CTY 10, 13 and 14.

Recommendation: REFUSAL

REASONS:

T

The proposal is contrary to the SPPS Policies CTY1 and CTY10 of Planning
Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside and does
not merit being considered as an exceptional case for the following reasons:

There is a develcpment oppartunity far a farm dwelling approved on the
holding.

The proposed new building is not visually linked (or sited to cluster) with an
established group of buildings on the farm.

No health and safety reasons exist to justify an alternative site not visually
linked (or sited to cluster) with an eslablished group of buildings on the farm
and

No veritiable plans exist to expand the farm business at the existing building
graup(s) to justify an alternative site not visually linked (or sited to cluster) with
an established group of buildings on the farm.

The proposal is contrary to the SPPS and Policy CTY 13 of Planning Policy
Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that the
preposed dwelling is not visually linked or sited 1o cluster with an established

5
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group of buildings on the farm and therefore would not visually integrate into
the surrounding landscape.

3. The praposal is contrary to the SPPS and Policies CTY 8 and 14 of Planning
Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the
dwelling would, if permitted, be unduly prominent in the landscape and would,
if permitted create or add to a ribbon of developpment and would therefore
result in a detrimental change to the rural character of the countryside.

Signed: ... Date! i

BIODEEE i i s R B | e
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ITEM NO 32
APPLIC NO LAa0T201T/114TI0
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Mr D Russell 25 | 2ssans Road
Saintfield
BTz& THD
LOCATION 35m south east of 76
Belfast Road
Saintfield
BTZ4 7EX
PROPOSAL

Infill dwelling & garage

Outline DATEVALID 28/07/2017

Fwart Davis 14

Killynure Avenue
Carryduff
Ealfast
ETA EED

REPRESENTATIONS  OBJLetters SUP Letters  OBJ Petitions SUP Petitions
3 0 4] 1]
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
g o a
1 The proposal is contrary o SPPS, PPS 21 — Annex 1 and Paolicy ANMP 3 — Access o Protecied
Routes (Consequential Revision), in that it woald, if permitted, resolt in the creation of a new

vehleular access onto a Protected Route (AZ1), thereby prejudicing the free flow of traffic and

conditions of general safety.
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Combhairle Ceantair
an Idir, Mhurn
agus an Duin

Newry, Mourne
and Down

District Council

&

Application Reference: LA07/2017/1147/0
Date Received: 28.07.2017

Proposal: The application is for autline planning permission for an infill dwelling &
garage.

Location: The applicalion sile is located outside the settlements in the open
countryside as designated in the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 There are no
particular zonings on the site. The site accesses onto the Belfast Road which is &
Protectaed Route. The sita is approx. 1.6 miles to the north of the village of Saintfiald.
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Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

The site cutlinad in red comprises a roughly rectangular partion of a roadside agricultural
field along Belfast Road, apprex 110m from the junction with Lessans Road. This fleld
comprising the application site s large and irreqular in shape and undulates, although is
relatively iow lying adjacent to the Belfast Road. There is alse a grass varge along the
frontage of the site, with & hedgerow forming the roadside boundary.
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Site History:

LAD7/2015/0265/0 55m Morth West of 21 Lessans Road, Sainthield, Infill dwelling PERMISSION
GRANTED 25.05.2016

LAD7/2016/1384/F 21 Lessans Road, Lessans, Saintfieid, Ballynahinch, Demalition of existing
dwelling and erection of replacement dwelling PEREMISSION GRANTED 09.12.2018

R/2010/0822/F Adjacent 1o 78 Belfast Road Saintfiele. Fropesed Infill Dwelling & Garage.
PERMISSICH GRANTED 18.07.2011

R/2C0O7/0224/F 21 Lessans Aoad, Saintfleld. Erection ¢f replacement dwelling and garage
PERMISSION GRANTED 03.11.2011

R/2014/0405/0 - 50m West of 21 Lessans Road — infill dwelling —permisssion granted 07.01.2015
R/2015/0049/BM - 50m west of 21 Lessans Road, Saintfield — infill dwelling and garage — permission
granted - 29.06 2015.

R/20150072/0 — 40m South East of 25 Lessans Road - Infill dwelling and garage — permission
granted - 24.02 2016

R/2014/0512/F - 25a Lessans Read, Sainifleld - Alterations to garage front elevation - 01.12.2014

LADY/2015/0221/F - 25A Lessans Road, Saintlield - Amended access to dwelling — permission
granted 20 11.2015

RMS34/0370 25 Lessans Road, Saintield.Mew Double Garage And Conversion Of Existing To Living
Area. Permission Granted

R/1933/0292 Lessans Read, Saintfield Erection Of Dwelling Permission Rafused
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Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

The applicalion sile is located oulside the settlements in the open couniryside as
designated in the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 and as such the SPPS is the
relevant policy doccument, which is read in conjunction with PPS 3 and PPS 21.

Consultations:

NI watar — No objections
Transport NI =
NIEA Water management — No objections

Objections & Representations

In line with statutory requirements eighl neighbours have been nolified on
04.08.2017. The application was advertised in the Mourne Cbserver and the Down
Hecorder on 16.08.2017. Three objections have been received in relation (o the
application. Twa objections are from No 76 Belfast Road and the third is from the
occupant of no 78 Belfast Road.

The main points of objection include :-
« This is a green belt area and fourth house in a small field
Detrimental effecl on the characler of the landscape and eslablished rural
area
« Access off a main road (protectad route) concerns atout accidents with
increased traffic
» Proposed planting from previous application never implemented and site sold
on to third party
Flooding - applicant not installing sufficient pipe work
Increase pressure on amenities in area
Proposed dwelling and planting will block light to their home as it is a
PassivHaus requiring light and solar panels to heat the main house
Impact with regard to noise, traffic, disturbance, loss of privacy and views
Contributes to ribbon development and does not adhere 1o CTY 8
Contravenes, CTY 14 — Rural Character as it will result in build up
Contravenes CTY 13 — Inlegration and Design of buildings in the Counlryside
Coniravenes Policy AMP 3 access onilo a protected roule.

& &

@ & & & &

Cansideration and Assessment:

Under the SPPS, the guiding principle for planning authorities in determining
planning applications is thal sustainable developmenl should be parmitled, having
regard to the development plan and all other material considerations, unless the
proposed devalopmeant will cause damonstrable harm to interests of acknowledgad
importance. In practice this means that developrment that accords with an 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
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considerations indicate otherwise. Any conflict belween retained policy and the
SPPS is to be resolved in favour of the SPPS,

PPS 21 - Sustainable Development in the Countryside

Policy CTY 1 states that a range of types of develcpment are acceptable in principle
in the countryside. This includes infill dwellings if they are in accordance with Policy
CTY & which will be considered below. Integration (CTY 13) and Rural character
(CTY 14) will also be considered.

Policy CTY 8 slates thal planning permission will be refused for a building, which
creates or adds to a ribbon of development. It continues that any exception to the
policy will ba parmitted for the development of a small gap site sufficient only to
accommodate up to a maximum of two houses within an otherwise substanbal and
continuously built up frontage and provided this respects the existing development
pattern along the frontage in terms of size, scale, siting and plot size and maels
other planning and envircnmental requirements. Paragraph 5.33 of Policy CTY 8
makes specific reference to 'buildings sited back, staggered or at angles and with
gaps between them' representing ribbon development, if they have a2 commaon
frontage or they are visually linked.

Paragraph 5.33 of Policy CTY 8 reads 'For the purpose of this policy, the definition of
a substantial and continuously built up frontage includes & line of 3 or more buildings
along a road frontage without accompanying development to the rear'.

When travelling from SE from Saintfield towards Belfast no 21 accessas onto
Lessans Road, however includes a frontage towards the Belfast Road, whereby the
curtilage alsc extends down to this road. Beyond this is a site which has outline
planning permission for an infill dwelling under LAD7/2015/0265/0 for a dwelling,
(however, as there is no buildings in relation to this, this cannot be considered).
Adjacent o this is the site seeking permission for a dwelling. No.78 although set
back also includes a frontage 1o this Belfast Road and accesses onto it. Directly in
front of Ne 76 is an agricultural shed. Beyond this there is a clear ribbon of
development which includes No's 78, 80, 82 and 84.

While there is & mature conifer boundary separating the curtilage of No 21 with the
agricultural fisld which accommodates the site, account has to be taken of PAC
decision 13/A0041, and subseguent appeals thereafter in which the commissioner
stated

"The term "gap’ as referred to in policy CTY 6 relates to the space between buildings.
For an mfill opportunity fo exist, the gap sile must be located within a substantial and
continucusly built up frontage consisting of "a line of 3 ar more buildings ", It is clear
thai, in considering any proposal for infill development, a visval assessment will be
critical. If there is na percepticn, whether by sequential awarsness or by direct visual
linkage, or the existence of a subsiantial and continuousiy built up frontage, then
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there cannot be an infill oppartunity. Each infill proposal must be assessed on ifs
particular merits, in its own unigue visual context,"

In this particular case thera will be a perception of a line of 3 buildings saquentially
as you are driving. Similarly if you stand to the front of the application site then there
is a direct visual linkage of 3 buildings.

The existing development reads as a line of buildings with a frontage onta the Belfast

Roac and consequently the site could be described as a gap within an otherwise
substantial and continuously built up frontage as defined in CTY 8. The site would
respect the existing plot depths in the immediate vicinity, which would be considered
large enough to accommaodate a dwelling with sufficient provision for parking, turning
and amenity space, and alsc associated septic tanks and soax-aways. The
objeclors (76 Belfast Road) have mentioned that they have a PassivHaus and that a2
dwelling on the site would block the light to their home. Given the plot sizes along
this stretch of road and that this is an oulline application, a suilably designed
dwelling could he conditioned including a ridge height restriction if deemed
necessary. Thus it is considered that a dwelling on the site could be considered as
being located a sufficient distance from any other axisting/approved/existing dwslling
to prevent any unacceptable impact in terms of residential amenity. The proposal
therafore complies with Policy CTY 8.

Policy CTY 13 - Integration. A dwelling on the site would be integrated given the
settlement pattern that exists along this part of the road. While the site lacks
boundaries to the rear of the site, the land is undulating and would provide a suitable
backdrop for a well designed dwelling. The existing development will read with the
existing development and new fencing and planting should take place along this
boundary.

Policy GTY 14 of PPS 21 "Rural Character’ states that planning permission will be
granted for a building in the countryside where it does neot cause a detrimental
change to. or further erode the rural character of an area. It sets aut five
circumstances where a new building would be unacceptable. Circumstance (c) is
that it dees not respect the traditional patiern of settlement exhibited in that area;
whilst circumstance (d) s that it creates or adds to a ribbon of devalopment (see
CTY 8). The application meels the criteria of CTY 8 and thus there would be no
issues regarding rural character.

Annex 1 of PPS 21 - Consequential amendment to Policy AMP 3 of PPS 3
Access, Movement and Parking

Other Prolecied Boules — Oulzside Selllemenl Limils

Planning permission will enly be granted for a developmeant proposal involving
access onlo this category of Protected Route in & number of specific cases including
ihe following:
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(d) Other Categories of Development — approval may be justified in particular cases
for other developments which would meet the criteria for development in the
couniryside and access cannol reasonably be abtained from an adjacent minor road.
Where this cannot be achieved proposals will be raquired to make use of an existing
vehicular access onto the Protected Route.

In essence (d) requires that for other categories of development that proposals_make
use of an existing vehicular access onto the Protected Route. Access is indicated
as being taken directly onio the Belfast Road. A field gate would not constitute an
existing vehicular access.

Consideration

This issue arose on the adjacent infill site under planning reference
LAO7/2015/0265/C whereby access onto a protectad route formed part of the
consideralion, however, the policy al this time had been interpreled incorrectly, thus
the advice given now, in particularly when tested at Planning Appeals that flawed
decisions should not be replicaled and an this basis refusal has o be recommended.

Conclusion

The proposal does not comply with relsvant planning pclicies and it is recommended
that the application be refused.

Recommendation:
Refusal

Refusal Reasons:

The proposal is contrary to SPPS, PPS 21 — Annex 1 and Policy AMP 3 — Access to

Protecled Roules (Conseguential Revisian), in that it would. if permitted, resull in the
creation of a new vehicular access onto a Protected Route (A21), thereby prejudicing
the tree flow of fraftic and conditions of general safety.

Case Officer Signature

Date

Appointad Officer Signature

Date
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ITEM NO 34
APPLIC NO LAD7/2017/1174/0 Qutline DATE VALID D3/0872017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APFLICANT Brendan McCartan Esq 156 AGENT John Kirkpatrick
Dovnpatnck Road Architect 20
EBallynahinch Ballyknockan
GTZ24 BSN Road
Saintfield
BT24 7HJ
LOCATION Approx 18m north of 156
Cownpainck Road
Ballynahinch
BT24 85N
PROPOSAL Dwelling & garage
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUP Letters 0OBJ Petitions SUP Petitions
0 0 0 D
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
0 0 0 a

| The waposal is conlrary ta Policy CTY 2a of Planning Palicy Statement 21, New Dwellings in
Existing Clusters in that:

- the cluster is not associated with a focal point and is net located al a cross-roads,
- the proposed site is not bounded on at least two sides with other development in the cluster and
toes not provide a sulable degree of enclosure, and
- the dweling would if permitied significanily aiter the existing character of the cluster and will
visually intrude into the open countryside,

z The proposal is contrary to Pelicy CTY 14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainakble
Development in the Countryside in that the dwelling would, if permitted, result in a suburban style
build-up ¢f development when viewsd with axisting and approved bullding, and would add 10 a

ribkon of development, theretore resulting in a detrimental change to and further erode the rural
character of the countryside,
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Combhairle Ceantair
an Iuir, Mhuarn
dgus dll Duin

Newry, Mourne

and Down
District Council

&

Application Reference: LAO7/2017/1174/0
Date Received: Aug 2017.

Proposal: Qutline planning permissicn is sought for a dwelling and garage, on lands
narih of 156 Downpatrnck Road, Annacloy.

Applicant Mr B McCarlan

Location:

The site is located in the countryside approx 0.5 mile west of the edge of the
settlement limit of Annacloy, as identified in the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015.
There do not appear to be any other zonings affecting this site. It is noted there is a
scheduled monument on the lands ta the far side of the road.

This area is pre-dominantly rural in character, although also includes several
dwellings.

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

The site comprises a partion of lands ta the side of no.158 Downpatrick Rd. These
lands appear to be outside the defined curtilage of no.1586, with ranch type fencing
marking the boundary with no.156. A stone wall and grass verge runs along the site
frontage. The lands comprising the site rise from the road, and alsc slope away from
no.156 down lo the small walercourse which runs along the weslern boundary.

Site Histary:

A history search has been carried out for the site and surrounds whereby it is noted
there have been a number of previous applications in the immediate vicinity of the
site, including for alierations, extensions and erections of new dwellings, however nc
relevant history was observad relating to the application site.

Cansultations:
Having accounl the nature of this proposal and constrainls of the sile and area,
consultations have been carried out with Transport NI, NI Water, NIEA, Rivers
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Agency. Shared Environmental Services, as part of this application, who offer no
objections in principle.

It is not considered nacessary ta seek any additional commeants fram any other body
to fully assess and determine this application.

Objections & Representations

Having account the red line of the apglication site, neighbour notification was carried
out with sevaral properties along Downpatrick Road in August 2017, while the
application was also advertised in the local press in August 2017.

No representations have been received to date (04-10-17).

Applicable Policy considerations- RDS, Ards & Down Plan 2015, SPPS, PPS3,
PPS6, PPS21, and supplementary guidance

As stated above the site is located in the countryside whersby Policy PPS21 and the
recently published SPPS apply.

One of the policies retained by the recently published SPPS is PPS21, whereby it is
considered there |s no conflict or change in policy direction between the provisions of
the SPPS and those of PPS21.

As such it is considerad PRS21 remains the applicable policy contexl to consider the
proposed development under.

In a statement to the Assembly on 1st June 2010, the Minister of the Environment
indicated that the policies in this final version of PPS21 should be accorded
substantial weight in the detarmination aof any planning application received after 16
March 2006.

PFS521 sets out the planning policies for davelopment in the countryside (any land
lying outside of development limits as identified in develcpment plans).

Policy CTY1 states there are & range of types of development which in principle are
considered 1o be acceplable in the countryside and that will contribute to the aims ol
sustainable development,

This is an Outline application for 1 dwelling, whereby a P1 form, sile location plan,
and a concept plan have been submitied.

The information submilled indicates the applicant (Mr McGarlan) lives al no.156
Downpatrick Road (adjeining the site).

Based on the information submitted this application is far a new dwelling ta round off
the cluster, as indicated on the P1 form submitied. to be considered under policy
CTY2a of PPS21.

Policy CTY2a advises planning permission will be granled for a dwelling al an
existing cluster of development provided all of the listed € crileria are met.
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With regards lo this 6 listed criteria it 1s considered the development lies outside of a
farm and ccnsists of 4 or more buildings, of which at least 3 are dwellings, whereby
this existing row of properlies including 15E lo 160 appear as a visual entily in the
landscape.

However it is considered this cluster (as described in policy) is not associated with a
focal point such as a social/'community building/facility, or is not located at a
crassroads. This stretch and side of road anly includas € private dwellings (No.156-
1€0a).

Also the site is not bounded on at least 2 sides with other develocpment in the cluster,
while it is considered the development of this site cannot be absorbed info the
existing cluster through rounding off and consolidation and will alter the existing
character, and will visually intrude inte the cpen countryside.

Following initial consideration of the case a letter was issued to the agent in Sept
2017, advising the application is considered unacceplable, whereby Lhe principle ol a
dwelling is not accepted.

Further information was received from the agent on 21st Sepl who disagreed with
the Planning Authoritys opinion and referred to several planning and appeal
decisions which were considerad to be of relevance.

It is considered this current scheme is not directly comparable to any of the listed
examples. The original appeal decision refamad to (2010/A0202), acknowledged the
proposal failed to meet 1 of the listed criteria of policy CTYZ2a. however listed a
number of site specific characleristics that were found compelling, one of which was
that the site was also considered to be a gap site, thus the site was considered tc be
one of lhe lypes of development thal is acceptable in the counlryside.

(A further letter was issued to the agent an 26th Sept respaonding to the points raised
and advising the scheme remains to be considered unacceptable).

The Planning Autherity remains of the opinion all of the listed criteria of policy CTY2a
must be mat, however as outlined above, this current proposal fails maore than 1 of
these criteria, and as such is considered contrary to policy CTY2a, whereby the
principle of a dwelling is not accepted.

As thig is an Oulline application no delails have been provided, although an
indicative site cancept plan has been submitted. It is acknowledged the site is large
enough to accommodate a dwelling which would respect the existing plot sizes and
character of the area, and is also large enough to provide sufficient parking, amenity
space, services and spacing with any other existing/approved property to prevent
any unacceptable impact.

However il is considered conlrary lo poelicy CTY14 as the developmenl would add lo
the existing ribbon of davelopment, and alse has the potential to result in a suburban
style build up of development when viewed with existing buildings.

Taking into account the above it s considered the proposal is unaccepiable being
contrary to policies CTY2a and CTY14 of PPS321.

Accordingly Refusal is recommended.

Recommendalion: Refusal
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Refusal reason:

- The proposal is contrary la Policy CTY2a of Planning Policy Statement 21,
New Dwellings In Existing Clusters in that:

a) the cluster is not associated with a focal point and is not localed at a cross-
roads;

b) the proposed site is nol bounded on at least two sides with other
development in the cluster and does not provide a suitable degree of

enclosure; and
c) the dwelling would if permitted significantly alter the existing character of

the cluster and will visually intrude into the open countryside.

- The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Suslainable Development in the Counlryside in thal the dwelling would, if
permitted, result in a suburban style build-up of development when viewed
with existing and approved building, and would add to a ribbon ol
development, therefore resulting in a detrimental change to and further erode
the rural character of the countryside.
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ITEM NO 1
APPLIC NO LADTIZ015/0456/F Full DATE VALID 12/06/2015
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Richard Nummy C/O &3 Belfasl AGENT Martin Byme 20
Road School Road
Newry Newry
ET34 15K
LOCATION 35m south of ¥3 Belfast Road
Newry
PROPOSAL Relocation of access to that approved under planning appraval 2/2010/1452
REPRESENTATIONS  ORJ Letters SUFP Letters OR. Petitions SUP Pelitions
G 0 o a
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
0] u 4] ]

1 The proposal is contrary to Policy AMP 32 of Planning Policy Statemeant 3 - Access Movement and
Parking (n thar it would, if permitied, result in the inensification of use of an existing access cnto
a Protected Route, thereby prajudicing the free flow of traffic and conditions ¢f general safety.
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Newry, Mourne

and Down
District Council

&

Application Reference: LAD7/2015/0456/F
Date Received: 12" June 2015

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

Location: 35m south of 93 Bellast Road, Newry

Re-consideration

The dwelling on this site was approved under policy CTY7 in 2011 in association
with an existing transpart business. As the adjacent Beliast Road is a Protecied
Route, a new access was nct permitted and access to the dwelling was to be taken
Ihrough Lhe existing ransport yard.

The current application is for a new vehicular access to the dwelling where there was
previously an agricultural gate. The intensification of use of this access was found
contrary to policy AMP3 of PPS3 and recommended tor refusal. [t was deferred at
the meeting of the Planning Committee on 15" March 2017.

It should be noted that since the site was inspected, the applicant has gone ahead
with the creation of a new stone access lane direct to the Protected Route without
planning permission and this appears to be in regular use.

On 30™ June 2017, a reporl by Lisbane Consultanis was submitled for consideration.
It makes arguments regarding the reduced traffic flow on this section of the Belfast
Hoad (now re-designated the A28) since lhe construction ol the A1 Newry bypass,
the fact that the access will be restricted to left-in / left-out movements due to the
central reservation, the standard of access proposed in terms of visibility, and the
fact that the trips that the access will generate are already approved through the
existing yard. However, the A28 Belfast Road remains a strategic road in the context
of tha whaole of Mortharn Ireland. It is still a Protacted Route and is the main route
from the north to Warrenpoint Port, the second most important port in Northern
Ireland after Belfast in terms of tannage. The intention of the protected routes palicy
is lo restrict access onto the main roads that facilitate the efficient movement of
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traffic over long distances in Northern Ireland. These roads contribute significantly to
economic prosperity by providing efficient links between the main towns, airports,
seaports and with the Hepublic ol Ireland (paragraph 5.24). The problem with this
accass is not a matter of its design or safaty, but that it will result in a praliferation of
aceess points onto the Protected Route, and could set a precadent for other similar
developments. This dwelling was approved on the basis that there was an existing
access through the transport yard that could be used. Had this nol been the case,
the dwelling would have been refused on policy AMPS. If land ownership means that
this situation has now changed, it is not a material planning consideration.

Approval of the application would severely compromise the intention of designating
protected routes for the efficient movement of traffic. The free flow of traffic would be
prejudiced by the intensification ef vehicular movements in and out of the access and
there would be increased road safely risks. If this proposal was allowed o use the
field gate as 'an existing access’ it would set 2 dangerous precedent, not only for this
prolected route, bul for all others in the districl (e.g. A1, A2, A7, B8, A24, AZ5, AZ7,
A37 and AS0). The Planning Committee has recantly refused another application for
access though a former field gate onto a Protected Route at Castlewellan Road,
Hilltown (Ref: LAO7/2015/0545/F). In the interests of consistency, we would again
recommend refusal in this case.

The consequential revision of Policy AMPZ in Annex 1 of PPS21 has a specific
section for dwellings approved under CTY7 for established commercial or industrial
enterprises. It is clear that where access cannot be obtained from an adjacent minor
road, proposals will be reguired to make use of an existing vehicular access onto the
Protected Route. This means the only option for this dwelling is to use the transport
yard s existing access.

TransportN| was consulted with the Lisbane Iraffic report and returnec no objections
on safety grounds (as before), but referred to thelir previcus comments including that
the application should be refused if it is not an exception to the protected routes
palicy AMP3. It has been damonstrated above that this proposal is not an excaption
to the policy and refusal is therefore recommended.

Recommendalion: Hefusal

Refusal Reasons:

1. The proposal is contrary t©¢ Policy AMP 3 of FPlanning Policy Statement 3 -
Access Mavemenl and Parking in thal it would, if permilled, resull in lhe

intensification of use of an existing access onto a Protacted Route, thereby
prejudicing the free flow of traffic and conditions of general safety.

Case Officer Signature: Date:

Appointed Officer Signature: Date:
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ITEM NO 3
APFLIC NO LADT/2015/06521F Full DATE VALID 220712015
COUNCIL OPINION REFLISAL
APPLICANT Frank Clerkin 141 Kilbroney AGENT Cole Partnership
Rpad 12A Duke Street
Rostrevor Warrenpaint
BT34 327
LOCATION 170m north west of 107 Kilbreney Road Rostrevor
PROPOSAL Additional farm shed
REPRESENTATIONS OBJ Letters SUP Letters OB.J Petitions SUP Felitions
0 0 o a
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
c 0 0 0
1 The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland and

CTY12 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that:

It has not been demonsirated that il is necessary for the efficient use of the aclive

and established agriculiural holding;

It I= not approoriate 1o this location due to the unacceprable scale of the development on
this elevared hillside site;

The development, il permitted, would not visually integrate inte the local landscape without the
provisian of addiional landscaping;

The development, if permitted weuld have an adverse impact on the natural heritage of the area;
The applicant has not provided sufficient Information to confirm that the design Is sympathetic 1
the localiny and the praposal |s sited heside existing farm hulldings; and

I has el been demonstrated that health and salely reasons esist o justify an allemative sile
away from the existing farm buildings and that the allernative site s pssental for the efficient
funclicning of the business.

The proposal 1s contrary to Policy CTY13 of Planning Policy Stalement 21,

Sustainable Development in the Countryside, n that,

The mroposed building would be a prominent feature in the landscape;

The proposed site is unable 10 provide a suitable degree of enclosure for the building to integrate
into the landscape; and

The proposed bullding would rely primanly an the use of new landscaping along the
northern houndary for integration

The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY 14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainakble
Development in the Countryside in that the building would. if permitted, be unduly preminent in
the landscape.

The proposal is contrary to policy NHG of Flanning Policy Statement 2, Natural Hentage, in that
the siting and scale of the proposed development is not sympathetic (o the special character of
the Area of Cutstanding Beauty in general and of the particular locality.
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Application Reference: LAO07/2015/0662/F

Date Received: 6" July 2015

Proposal: This application is for an additional farm shed
Location:  170m north-weslt ol 107 Kilbroney Road Rostrevaor,

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

The application site is located 170m norih-west of number 107 Kilbroney Road,
which is approximately 1mile north-east of Rostrevor Village. The site is in the open
countryside and within the Mournes Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty as
designated in the Banbridge, Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015. The surrounding
area is rural in character with a number of dwellings and agricultural bulldings
dispersed along the road. The tlopography of tha surrounding land is undulating.

The site is accessad via a long
laneway. The boundary of lhe
site is defined by a timber post
and wire fence along the
laneway and a hedge to the left-
hand side and rear. Here is a
large mound of earth along the
eastern boundary that partially
scraens the site from the road.
The sile consists of a large
agricultural shed, a portable pre-

fabricated bl.l"dmg and a number Fgure 1 - Applicatian She
of metal slorage conlainers all set
within a large yard area.

The agriculiural shed has been extended without planning permission. An application
(LAO7/2016/1337/F) has been approved which regulates the unauthorised extension
lo the shed. The portable building and melal storage conlainers do nol benefit from
planning approval anc are considered to be unauthorised. They have been report to
the Councils Planning Enforcement section for further investigation.
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Site Hislary:

P/2010/0061/F — Erection of Farm Store — Permission granted 26.11.2011

P/2013/0217/0 — Site for farm retirement dwelling — Permission refused
11.09.2014

LAO7/201B8/0381/0 — Proposed farm retirement dwelling opposile No. 107

Kilbroney Road. Rostrevor — Refused 28.10.2016 -
Planning Appeal in Prograss (2016/A0185).
Rostrevor

LAO7/2016M1337/F — Proposed retention of axtensicns to existing farm shed —
recommended for approval as it is considered necessary
for the efficient use of the agricultural holding.

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

» The Banbridge, Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015

» The Sirategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS)

~ Planning Policy Statament 3 — Accass, Mavement and Parking (FFS 3)

~ Planning policy Statemenl 21 — Suslainable Development in the Countryside

(PPS 21).
Consultations:
Transport NI — No objections on the basis the proposal is for agricultural use
anly.
Env. Healih - No objections
Loughs Agency — No objections subject to conditions
DARD — The tarm business 1D idenlified on the form F1C has been in

existence for more than 6 years and has claimed farm payments
within the last 6 yaars.

Objections & Representations

2 Neighbour notification letters were issued and the application was initially
adverlised in lhe local press the week beginning 31 % July 2015. No objections or
representations have been received.

Consideration and Assessment:

Section 45 of the Planning Act (Northemn Ireland) 2011 requires the Council 1o have
regard to the local development plan, so far as material to the application, and to any
other material considerations. The site is currently within the remit of the Bankridge,
Newry & Mourne Area Plan 2015. The site is outside settlement limits and as there
has been no significant change to the policy requirements for agricultural
development 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.
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Policy CTY1 of PPS 21 states there are a range of lypes of development which are
considered to be acceptable in principle in the countryside and that will contribute to
the aims of sustainable development. Policy CTY 12 states planning parmission will
be granted for development on an active and established agriculiural holding where
it meets a number of criteria. It therefore follows that if the development is
considerad to satisfy the policy requirements of CTY 12 then it will also satisfy Policy
CTY1 of PPS 21.

Principle of Building

Paragraph 5.56 of CTY 12 states that for the purposes of that policy, the determining
criteria for an active and established business will be that set out under Policy CTY
10.

Policy CTY10

Policy CTY 10 requires that the farm business is currently active and has been
established for at least six years. DEARA confirmed in their consultation response
dated 26/11/2015 that the farm business has been in existence for more than 6
years and that it has claimed farm payment within the last 5 years. Claiming farm
payments (s the main means used to determine if the farm business is active and
eslablished. | am salislied lhal policy requirements of CTY 10 have been met.

Policy CTY 12

Policy GTY 12 states that planning permission will be granted for development on an
active and established agricultural holding where it is demonstrated that it meets five
cntaria.

Criterion (a)
Criterion (a) requires the applicant to demonsirate the development is necessary for
the efficient use of the agricultural holding.

Planning permission was granted for a large farm store on this site under reference
P/2010/0061/F on 26" November 2011. The planning application was initially
recommended for refusal; however following a site meeting the previous planning
authority subseguently accepted there was & necessity for the building for
agricultural purposes. The floor area of the approved farm store measured 369m?2.

The applicant submitted this application for an additional farm shed at the same
location. It became evident during the site inspection for this application that tha
original shed appeared to be much longer than approved. The increase in size did
not benefit from planning approval and was considered to be unauthorised. The
agent (Cole Partnership) submittad an application (LAO7/2016/1332/F) in an attempt
lo regularise lhe increase in size. According to a letter from the agent dated 30"
September 2016, the original approved store was constructed and two additional
sections added at a later date.



Back to Agenda

The submitied plans lor the retention of the extensions to the exisling shed illustrale
an cverall floor area of 655.59m* which equates to a 78% increase from the
approved floar araa. The agent submitted the following information on 3™ Octaber
2017. It includes details of equipment, hay volume, herd numbers and grazing areas
in order to demonstrate the existing extensions to the original building and the
proposed new building are necessary for the efficient use of the agricultural halding:

330 sheep consisting of 230 ewes and 100 lambs;

Grass lamb grazing area 42 (| assume this to mean hactares) either ownad or
taken in conacre;

55 Ha of mountain grazing rights,

4.7 Ha of willow

Machinery

» 3 Tractors; & bailing machine; trailers for sheep; a tipping trailer, a wrapping
machine; a rolavating harrow; a roller; a 18 lon lrack digger; a mini digger,
sheep pens; a crush and a plane mower,

Having considered the information provided. the extensions to the existing shed
were considered to be necessary for the efficient use of the farm holding and
LAC7/2016/1337/F was subsequently granted retrospective permission. The overall
floor area of 655.59m* was considered to be more than sufficient to meet the overall
needs of the agricultural holding.

The agent has stated that when the existing stores are full all machinery is parked
outside which is a source of concern for the applicant due to the rise in theft of
agricultural machinery. The agent goes on to state the proposed new store — which
has a proposed floor area of 369m° — will be used for the storage and maintenance
of machinery, with overflow of hay if required. If the new shed is reguired for the
overflow of hay the machinery is to be removed and parked outside in the yard. This
conlradicts the main reason for wanting an additional shed in the first instance —i.e
1o store/maintain machinery inside in case of theft.

| inspected the site in April 2016, December 2016 (when you would expect the shed
would be almost fully stocked with hay for the winter period); June 2017 and October
2017 (again when it would be expected the shed be full to capacity with hay following
the cutting season). On each occasion it was evident that all of the machinery listed
above was not parked in the yard area.

It is also warth noling the site has considerable security in the form of double gates
at the entrance laneway, steel shutters on the existing shed and security cameras
located aleng the front elevation of the shed. The agent has not submitted any
ncidents of thefl or attempted thefl from the sile or surrounding area that have been
reported to the police. | am not convinced a new shed is necessary for the storage
and maintenance of machinery.
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The exisling shed, including exiensions, measure 655.59m". The farm business
appears to have teen functioning for a considerable period of time without the need
for an additional shed. | consider the existing shed and extensions to be of a size
that is more than sufficient io meet the current and future needs of the agricultural
halding in terms of storing hay and machinery. It has not been demonstrated to the
satistaction of the Cauncil that the propased new shed 15 necassary for the efficient
use of the holding. The proposal therefore fails lo comply with criterion (a) of Policy
CTY 12.

Criterion (b)

The proposed shed will be sited at a 90° angle
to the existing shed on an elevated site on the
hillside (14m abcve road level). As a result the 3 i v
scale - 30m long; 12.3m wide & Bm high - is not i
considered appropriate io its location. The CARI, - -
proposal therefare fails to comply with criterion ; s Al
(b).

Criterion (c) ‘
The existing earth mound along the eastern . P s
boundary of the site and the existing boundary F g
treatment along the southerm boundary would 00 3 e
provide & degree of screening of the proposed '
building when viewed from the front of the site
and on approach from the Rostravor side of the
Kilbroney Road. However a proposed building
measuring 30m long and €m high would be a
prominent feature in the landscape when
travelling along the Kilbroney Road from the
Hilltown direction, especially as it is on an g
elevated hillside site. As a resull the proposed : o =
shed would not visually integrate into the local ' |
landscape and therelore tails to comply with : ;
criterion (c). | ¢

Criterion (d)

The proposed building would have an adverse
impact on the natural hertage of the Mournes | ' .
Area of Culslanding Nalural Beauly as it would ' i
be a prominent feature in the landscape when .
travelling in a southerly direction along the Figura 2 - Proposed Site Layout
Kilbroney Road. The proposal fails to comply

with criterion (d).




Back to Agenda

Criterion (e)

The proposed shed would be located a considerable distance away from dwellings
outside the agricultural halding, therafare | do not consider thera to be any impact on
residential amenity in terms of noise, smell and pollution.

Where a new building is proposed, the applicant is requirad by Palicy CTY 12 to
confirm it meets three additional crileria:

1. There are no suitable existing buildings on the holding that can be used,

The agent has stated thare are no ather suitable buildings on the farm which
could be used, the only other building being a small farm store adjacent to the
applicant’s house at 134 Kilbroney Road. However as stated above, | am of
the opinion the existing large agricultural building on the proposed site,
including the retention of extensions approved under reference
LO7/2016/1337/F, are sufficient to meet the needs of the farm holding.

2. The design and materials used are sympathetic to the locality and adjacent
buildings.

The materials used are typical of agricultural buildings located throughout the
locality and are similar to the adjacent building. However | consider the design
of the proposed shed (30m L x 12.3m W x 6m H) weould result in it being a
prominent feature in the landscape and not visually appropriate to its elevated
nillside location.

3. The proposal is sited beside existing farm buildings (imy emphasis)

As there is anly one farm building on site the proposed shed is not sited
beside existing larm buifdings as required and therefore fails o satisty the
policy.

Both the SPPS and Policy CTY 12 state an alternative site away fram axisting
buildings will only be acceptable in exceptional circumstances pravided there are no
other sites available at ancther group cf buildings cn the holding anc where it is
essantial for the efficient funchioning of the business or there are demonstrable
health and safely reasons. The applicant has failed o demonslrale the building is
essential for the efficient functioning of the business and that there are demonstrable
health and safety reasons for its location.
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Policies CTY 13 and CTY 14 — Integration and Rural Character

| am not satisfied the new building would successfully integrate inte the surrounding
landscape due to its size, scale and orientation, especially when viewed on approach
from the Hilltown side of the Kilbroney Road when travelling in a southerly direction.
The building would therefore be a prominent feature in the landscape and its design
is inappropriate for such an elevated site and its locality

Planning Policy Statement 2 — Natural Heritage

This site lies within the Mournes Area ot Cutstanding Beauty as designated in the
Banbridge, Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015. The siting and scale of the proposal
on this slevated site is not considered to be sympathetic ta the special character of
the AONE in general and of the particular locality. The proposa! therefore fails to
comply with policy NHG of PPS 2.

Recommendalion:
Rafusal

Reasons for Refusal:

1. The proposal is contrary to lhe Stralegic Planning Policy Slalement for
Northern Ireland and CTY12 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Development in the Countrysida in that:

» It has not been demonstrated that it is necessary for the efficient use of
the active and established agricultural holding;

» Itis not appropriate to this location due 1o the unaccepiable scale of the
development on this elevated hillside site;

» The developmeant, il permilled, would not visually integrale into the
local landscape without the provision of additional landscaping;

7 The developmeant, if permittad wauld have an adverse impact an the
natural heritage of the area;

» The applicant has not provided sufficient information 1o canfirm that the
design is sympathetic to the locality and the proposal is sited beside
existing farm buildings; and

» It has not been demanstratad that health and safety reasons exist to
justify an altemative site away from the existing farm buildings and that
the alternative site is essential for the efficient functioning of the
businass.

2. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY13 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Suslainable Development in the Counlryside, in that:

» The proposed building would be a prominent feature in the landscape;
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» The proposed site is unable o provide a suitable degree of enclosure
for the building to integrate intc the landscape; and

» The proposead building would rely primarily an the use of new
landscaping along the northern boundary for integration.

3. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Slalement 21.
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the building would, if
permitted, be unduly prominent in the landscape.

4. The proposal is contrary to Planning Policy Statement 2, Planning and Nature
Conservation In that the siting and scale of the proposed development is not
sympathetic to the special character of the Area of Outstanding Beauty in
general gnd of the particular locality.

Case Officer Signature: Date:

Authorised Officer Signature: Date:
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ITEM NO 14
APPLIC NO LADTI2017/0245/0 Outline DATE VALID N&J032017
COUNCIL OFINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT M Martin Magee 123 Newcaslle AGENT Cole Partnership
Road 12a Duke Strest
Kilkeel Warranpoint
ET34 4ML BT24 22Y
LOCATION Eetween 35 & 37 Ballydesland Road
Warrenpaint
BT34 230QR
PROPOSAL Froposed replacement dwelling
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUP Letters OBJ Petitions SUP Petitions
1 0 0 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
i} 0 0 0

1 The proposal is contrary ta paragraph 6./3 of the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Norhern Ireland and Folicies CTY1 and CTY3 of Flanning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Deavelopment in the Countryside, in that the dwelling has previously been replaced under
application P/L904/0771 and the proposed replacement twelling is not sited within the
estabiished curtilage of the existing dwelling and it has not been shown that the alternative
position nearby would result in demonstrable landscape, heritage, access or amenity benefits,
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Newry, Mourne

and Down

District Council

Application Reference: LA07/2017/0345/C

Date Received: 27.02 2017

Proposal: Proposed replacement dwelling

Location: Between 35 & 37 Ballydesland Road Warrenpoint ET34 30B

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

Back to Agenda

The site is in a rural location, with & number of single dwellings along the road. A
long field slopes up from the Ballydesland Road to an old dwelling and associated
outbuildings at the top of the site, as well as a group of trees and vegetation.

Site History:
Planning Description Address Decision Decision
Reference date
P/1973/0381 PROPOSED BALLYDESLAND, | Refusal
USE OF LAND | NEWRY
FOR
ERECTION OF
BUNGALOW
P/1984/0771 REFLACEMENT | BALLYDESLAND, | Permission | 07.09.1984
BUNGALOW NEWRY granted
P/2004/3072/BM | Erection of Lands adjacent Permission | 0£.02.2006
dwelling and and to the sauth- | granted
garage east of No.35
Ballydesland
Road, Burren,
Warrenpoint

« A site visit established that planning approval P/2004/3072/BM which granted
approval lor a dwelling on parl of the application sile has nol been implemented.
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« The 1964 approval for a replacement bungalow on the site appears to have bean
implemented. This is discussed further below as it is relavant o the
consideration of the current planning application.

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

The Banbridge Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015

The Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPSS) for Northern Ireland

Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 3 — Access, Movement and Parking

Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 21 — Sustainable Develcpment in the Countryside
Planning Policy Statement (FPS) 2 — Natural Heritage

DCAN15 — Vehicular Access Standards

Building on Tradition - Design Guide for Rural Northern Ireland

Consultations:

Historic Environment Division — no objections

Transpaort NI — Transport NI was consulted on the 05 June 2017. No response has
been received.

NI Water - no objections

DAERA Water Management Unit — no abjections

NIEA Natural Environment Division — bat survey recommended

Objections & Representations
1 neighbour was notified of the application an 8 June 2017.
The application was advertised in local papers on 22 March 2017.

1 letter of objection was received on 14 April 2017, stating that the dwelling to be
replaced under this application has already been replaced.

Consideration and Assessment:

Section 45 of the Planning Act (Northem Ireland) 2011 requires the Council 1o have
regard to the local development plan, so far as material to the application, and to any
other malerial consideralions. The sile is localed outside settlement limils on the
abova Plan, and is unzened. It is within the Mournes and Slieve Croch Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty and within a Site of Local Nature Conservation
Importance 141.

| am satisfied that the building to be replaced exhibits the essential characteristics of
a dwelling. The SPSS allows for a replacement dwelling in certain circumstances but
states:
‘In cases where the criginal building Is retained, it will not be eligiole for replacement
again.”

Policy CTY 3 of PPS 21 also states that, “In cases where the original building is
retained, it will not be eligible for replacement again. Equally, this palicy will not apply
io buildings where planning permission has previously been granted for a
replacement dwelling and a condition has been imposed restricting the future use of
the original building, or where the building is immune from enforcement action as a
rasult of non-compliance with a condition to demolish.”
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The planning history file shows that planning application P/1984/0771 already
granted approval for the replacement of the dwelling indicated as part of this
application (indicated in green on the plans). Number 35 Ballydesland Road was
built to replace this dwelling. A caondition attached to the 1984 approval states that,
“The existing dwelling coloured green on the attached plan date stamped 10 August
1984 shall cease to be used for human habitation after the date of occupation of the
proposed dwelling.” Therefore, the dwelling indicated in green as part of this
application is not a valid replacement opportunity under the provisions of the SPSS
and PPS 21.

The map relating to planning approval P/1984/0771:

Map relating lo current application (shows lhal it is proposed (o replace lhe same
building as abave);
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In addition, policy CTY 3 of PPS 21 states that proposals for a replacement dwelling
will anly be permitted where the proposed replacement dwelling is sited within the
established curtilage of the existing building, unless either (a) the curlilage is so
restricted that it could not reasonably accommodate a modest sized dwelling, or (b) it
can be shown lthal an allernalive pasilion nearbyy would resull in demonslrable
landscapa, hearitage, accass or amenity benefits. It is considered that the proposed
location of the replacement dwelling, away from the curlilage of the existing dwelling
would result in a dwelling that is more dominant in the landscape than the original
dwelling house and therefore detrimental to the character of the area. No information
has been provided as part of the planning application to justify an off-site
replacement. Planning permission was granted for & dwelling in the proposed
location in 2006. However, this permissian 15 na longer extant and the policy context
has changed with the introcduction of PPS 21 and the SPPS.

The issues of bats, Transport NI and other issues have not been considered further
as the principle of a replacement on the application sile is not acceplable.

Recommendalion:

Refusal

Refusal Reasons:

1. The proposal is contrary 1o paragraph 6.72 of the Strategic Planning Paolicy

Statement for Morthern Ireland and Palicies CTY1 and CTY3 of Planning Policy
Statement 21, Susiainable Development in the Countryside. in that the dwelling
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has previously been replaced under application P/1884/0771 and the proposed
replacement dwelling is not sited within the established curtilage cf the existing
dwelling and it has nol been shawn thal the allernalive posilion nearty would
result in demoenstrable landscape, heritage, access or amenity benafits.

Case officer:

Authorised officer:
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ITEMNO 4
APPLIC NO LAO7/2015/0682/0 Cutline DATE VALID 29/07/2015
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Enan O'Hare 39 Tullymore AGENT WS Design 27
Road Acre Lane
Eanbridge Waringstown
BT3Z 3PF Craigavon
BTGE 735G
LOCATION Opposite Mo 5 Glen View
Moneymere Road
MNewry
PROPOSAL Site far replacement dwelling
REPRESENTATIONS  DBJ Letters SUP Letters OBJ Petitions SUP Pelitions
0 0 0 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
0 0 0 0
1 Hawving notified the applicant under Article 3 [B) of the Flanning (General Development

Frocedure) Order (Northem Ireland) 2015 that further detaiis
regarding this application were required to allow the Planning Department of the Council to
determine the applicaticn, having nat recieved sufficient information, the Council refuses this

application as it is the cpinion of the Council that this information 1s material to the
determination of this application,
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Application Reference: LA07/2015/0682/0
Date Received: 29.07.2015
Proposal: Replacement Dwelling

Location: Opposite No 5§ Glen View Moneymore Road Newry

The site is localed within the Counlryside NW of the settiement Glen as defined in the
Banbridge, Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015.

The site is a steeply sloping area of overgrown ground between the Moneymore Road
to the SE and a small river corridor to the NW.

There are the remains of structure to the NE of the site. The building has no roof
covering and the stone walls have recently been striped back. The building has a
linear plan with a small front porch.

The dwelling is set below the adjacent road level and in close proximity to a river
carridar which runs alang the narith weslern boundary of the sile. This river is zoned
as a Local Landscape Policy Area.

Site Histary:
No previous planning approvals.

Objections & Representations

No. of neighbours nolified= 11
No reprasentations received= 0
Advertise expiry=28.08.2015

Consultations
TransporiNI- no objections
NIW- Stat

EH- standard inform

NIEA NED- PEA required
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Consideralion and Assessment:

Given the countryside location of the site the proposal will be assessed agamnst the
provisions contained within PPS 21.

The building to be replaced although in a state of disrepair would exhibit the
essential characteristics of a dwelling and as a minimum has all the external
structural walls substantially intact. The building has window openings and a
doorway opening with internal division. The building is not cansidered to be to have
any vernacular qualities.

Given the age of the building, the buiiding to be replaced has no defined residential
curtifage. The proposed curtilage and siting of the replacement should be agreed
and conditioned by the Planning Department. Given the constraints of the site and
particularly its position close to the river, it is felt the replacement dwelling shauld be
sited in situ and conditioned single storey with a restricted floorspace.

As stated the dwelling should be conditioned single starey in size and design with a
maximum rnidge height of 5.5metres. The design should be of a high quality
appropriate to the rural setting. Access to the proposal is from the North east corner
of the site frantage with splays af 2 x 60m, TransportNI have raised no objections to
this.

The proposal will not result in build up as it will replace the former coltage. The
proposal respects the traditfonal pattern of seftfement exhibited in the area and does
not create or add to ribbon of development. The dwelling and associated works will
not cause a detrimental change to, or further erode the rural character of the
surrounding arsa.

Given the close proximily to the rver corndor (LLPA) and the malure lrees along the
river banis the site has the potential to impact upon NI Priorify Habitat and Species.
Having consufted NIEA, it was noted that there where records of riverine habitat,
matura trees and hedgerow habitat accurring within the appfication site. Planning
permission will only be granted for a development proposal that 1s nol likely Lo harm
a Protected Species or result in an unacceptable adverse impact on Priority Habiftat
or Species. A Praliminary Ecological Assessment had been requested twice fo
enable a full assessment of the potential impact the development may have on
natural heritage issues. However, given the lack of information received there is
insufficisnt infarmation to establish the impact.
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As staled above the river is a designated LLPA. Policy CVN3 of the plan states that
within LLPAs, proposals that would be liable to affect their intrinsic environmental
value and character will be refused. it is considered that this development could not
be carried out without adversely affecting some of the river cormador vegeiation given
its extent across the site, and that there would be consequent harm to the character
of the LLPA. In absence of any evidence to the contrary, or mitigation measures
proposed, the application is cantrary ta policy CVN 3 and should be refused.

Recommendation:

Refusal- fack of information received.
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ITEM NO 5
APPLIC NO LADY/20158/0896/0 Outling DATE VALID 11/09/2015
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Alleen Quinn 12 Old Town Road AGENT tarl Sherry 103
Cullyvhanna Rostreyor Road
Newsry Hilltown
BT350JP MNewry
BT34 572
LOCATION 180 metres north west of 12 Old Town Road
Cullyhanna
Newry
PROPOSAL Dwelling and detached garage on a farm
REPRESENTATIONS OBJ Letters SUP Lertters OR.J Pertitions SUP Petitinns
o o o] a
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
0 o a a

2 The proposal is contrary o the SFPES and Policy CTYS of Flanning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Davelopment in the Countryside in that the proposal would, if permitted, result in the
additicn of ribban development along Oldtown Koad,

3 The proposal is contrary to the SPFS and Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that

<the dwelling would, il permilled resull in a subwban style build-up of development when
viewed with existing and approved buildings;

-the dwelling would, if permitted add 1o a ribhon of development;

and would therefore resull in a detimental change to (futther erode) the rural character of the
countryside.
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Application Reference: LA07/2015/0896/0
Date Received: 21.09.2015

Proposal: Dwelling and detached garage on a farm

Location: 150 metres north west of 12 Old Town Road Cullyhanna Newry

The sile is accessed from the Oldtown Road. The site is relalively flat with the lands
to the rear of the site rising in a westerly direction. The south eastern boundary of the
site is defined by a post and wire fencing with mature hedgerow and trees. Beyond
this boundary there is an existing laneway. The road side boundary is also defined by
mature hedgerow and trees. All other boundaries of the site are undefined.

The buildings on this farm are located south easl of the application site. Between the
site and the farm buildings there is the existing laneway and beyond this a field with a
small replacement opportunity.

Site History: no planning history on the application site. History relevant ta
the case reference in the report below.

Objections & Representations

No. of neighbours notified=2
No representations received= 0
Advertise expiry=23.10.2015

Consultations

TransportNI- no objections subject to conditions
DAERA- see below

NIW- statutory

Environmental Health- statutory

Consideration and Assessment:
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The application is sited within the rural context, therefore the provisions of PPS 21
dpply to the case. The applicant has apglied for a dwslling/garage on a farm.

The applicant has supplied the fallowing information on the P C form.

The owner of the farm hoiding is M & N Quinn (father of the apclicant) and they
reside at the same address as the applicant, 12 Oldtewn Bead, Cullyhanna.

The farm has been established since the 1970's the business owners have a DARD
business number (603208 allocated 1966 and they makes a single farm payment
return to DAERA.

The halding 1s 36.82 heclares.

From the information provided on the P1C form and the comments from the
consullation with DAERA the Planming Department can ascertain that the farm
business js currently active and has been established for more than € years. There
have bean a number of planning approvals on the farm lands for single dwellings.
FP/2006/1364/RM & P/2006/1565/8M are both sites located along the Mullaghduft
Road and within the farm business. Letler received from the applicant's Estale
agent confirming under the instruction of Mr Michael Quinn that the successful sale
of the above sites took place on the 16" March 2006.

The dwelling is proposed to be sited in an agricultural field on the edge of the farm
unit cluster. The site will visually link with the existing buildings on the farm and
access will be onto the Oldlown Road.

In my opinion the proposal complies with CTY 10.

As stated above the site is positioned on the edge of the farm. Between the
application site and the existing cuthuilding south cast of site there is an extant
approval for a replacement dwelling, LAO7/2016/0203/F. The proposad siting will
result in the creation of a nbbon development along the Oldtown when wewed with
the existing and approved development.

A dwelling appropriately conditioned on the site would not be a prominent feature in
the landscape. The site itself is reiatively fat with the lands to the rear nising
gradually in a westerly direction. The existing topography surrounding the site will
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provide a good backdrop enabling the successiul integration of a awelling an the
site. Having considered the site and surrounding development s it felf that if the
principle of development be accepted on tha site this would be subject to a single
storey condition.

Addenaum 1o report
Following planning committae recommendation, two site visits where carried out fo

look at alternative siles for the apphcarnt.  The hirsi site was ruled oul as this did nol
comply with policy CTY 10 and the applicant was informed of this. Then the
applicant indicated that a nearty site maybe be avaifable to him which contained a
former awelling. The Planming Department then inspecied the sile and nfarmed the
applicant that this site/dwelling would comply with CTY 3 subject to any other
considerations. The applicant was then given to Tuss 24" Oct to withdraw the
current apphication. Howaver, no withdrawal was farthcoming and so the applicaiion
has been recommended for refusal agafn and will feature at the next planning
committee meeting in Nov.

Recommendation:

Refusal

The proposal is contrary te the SFPS and Policy CTYB8 of Planning FPolicy Statement
21, Sustamnable Development in the Counlryside in that the proposal would, if

permitted, result in the addition of ribbon development along Qldtown Aoad.

The proposal is contrary to the SPPS and Policy CTY14 of Planming Policy
Slatement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that:

-lhe dwelling would, iIf parmilizd result in a suburban style buid-up of development

when viewed with existing and approved buildings;

-the dwellhng would, if permitled add o a nbbon of development,
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and would therefore resuft in a detrimental change io (further erode) the rural
character of the countryside.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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ITEM NO 13
APPLIC NO LADTIR201TI0236/0 Outline DATEVALID 15/02/2017
COUNCIL DPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT John McKeaver 3 Drumboy AGENT Karl Sherry 103
Rnar Rostrever Road
Culloville Hilltown
Crossmaglen BT345TZ
BT259J0
LOCATION 80M Morth West of 173 Concession Road
Culloville
Crossmaglen
County Armeagh
PROPOSAL st
1 12 storey dwelling with detached double garage (amended plans)
REPRESENTATIONS OBJLellers SUP Letters  OBJ Pelitions SUP Petilions
0 0 4] 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
o 0 O a

| The woposal is conlrary ta the Stategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern lraland and
Plarining Policy Stalement 3, Access, Movermenl and Parking, Policy AMP 2, in thal it would, if
perrmitted, prejudice the salety and convenience of road users since i proposes (o intensily the
use of an exisling access al which visibihly splays of (2.4 melres x 160 mebes) cannol be
provided in accordance with the standards contained in the Department's Development Contral
Advice Note 15.
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District Council

Application Reference: LA07/2017/0236/C
Date Received: 15.02.2017

Proposal: The applicant seeks Outline Permission for the eraction of a 1 1/2 storey
dwelling with detached double garage

Location: 80M North West of 173 Concession Road, Culloville, Crossmaglen

Site Characteristics & Area Characleristics:

Tha site in includes an agricultural field baside asscciated buildings and dwalling
which is accessed from & private laneway linking it to the public road (Protected
Route). Whilst located in the countryside a number of properties including
commercial premises are located within the vicinity of the site.

Site History:

P/2009/1038/F

Erection of replacemeant farm dwalling
Permission Granted: 13.01.2010

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:
Banbridge Newry and Mourna Araa Plan 2015

Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland
Planning Palicy Statement 21

Planning Policy Statement 6.

Planning Policy Statement 3 / DCAN 15

Building on Tradition

Consultations:

NI Water - Generic Response

MNIEA- no objections

Transport NI — Refusal - required visibility splays cannot be achieved.

DARDNI| = DARD number has been in existence for at |east 6 years and SFP has
bean claimed in this period.

Environmental Health — No objections.
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Objections & Representations
6 neighbours notified and application re-advertised on 26.07.2017. No objections or
representations received.

Consideration and Assessment:

The site lies within the Rural Area as designated in the Banbridge Newry and

Mourne Area Plan 2015. There are no specific objections to the proposal with regard
to the Area Plan.

PPS21 = Sustainable Development in the Countryside

Policy CTY1 restricls new development in the countryside, bul makes an excaplion
for farm dwellings which are acceptable if in accordance with policy CTY10. DARD
NI has confirmed the Business ID submitled wilh the applicalion has been in
existence for mare than 6 years and has claimed subsidies during this period. This
satisties the requirements of CTY 10 (a).

A history search of the DARD number and fields registered has returned a nil resuit.
This satisfies the requirements of part (b) of policy CTY10.

The proposed dwelling is sited to cluster with existing buildings on the holding which
satisfies part (c) of the policy.

The SPPS reemphasises the need for the development to integrate and respect the
rural character of the area.

Given the distance from the public road, the buildings at the roadside and the mature
vegetation that exists to the sast of the site. the site Is considered to integrate and
able to accommodate a 2 storey dwelling. The use of the existing laneway will
reduce ancillary work needed to provide a new access. Ribbon development, build

up and prominence are nct considerad to be issues for this site.
The proposal is considered to meet policy CTYS8, 13 and 14,

Any approval notice would contain a negative condition for the applicant to provide
the Council with the consent ta discharge before work commences. The proposal is
in general compliance with CTY16.

PFS3 — Access. Movemen! & Parking & DCAN15 — Vehicular Access

The proposed access is 1o be taken fram the Protected Route as designated alang
the Concession Road. The proposal is considered to meat the exemption of a farm
dwelling as defined in policy AMP 3 (Consequential Revision). However despite this
exemption Transport NI has contirmed the reguired visibility of 2.4m x 160m cannot
be achieved at this access point and as such is contrary to policy AMP 2.

Planning Policy Stalemenl 6. Planning, Archaeology and the Buill Heritage.
Historic Environment Division has confirmed it has no objections with regards to the
above policy criteria.

P
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Recommendation:
Refusal

Reasons:

The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Paolicy Statement for Northern
Ireland and Planning Policy Statement 3, Access, Movement and Parking, Policy
ANMPF 2, In that it would, if permitied, prejudice the safety and convenience of road
users since it proposes to intensify the use of an existing access at which visibility
splays of (2.4... metres x 160..... metres) cannot be provided in accordance with the
standards contained in the Department's Development Control Advice Note 15.

Case Officer:

Authorised Officer:
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ITEM NO &
APPLIC NO LADT/2015M171/F Full DATE VALID 1141172015
COUNCIL OPINION APPROVAL
APPLICANT Mr J Hughes C/O OHare AGENT O'Hare Associales
Associates Architectural The Masters
Consultants LtD House
Abbey Yard
MNewny
ET34 ZEG
LOCATION 30m MNorth East af No B Main Street Camlough
Mewry
Co Down
PROPOSAL Froposed two storey dwelling and detached garage
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUFP Letters OBJ Petitions SUP Petitions
0 0 o 0

Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
C O 0 a
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Application Reference: LAO07/2015/1171/F

Date Received: 10/11/2015
Proposal: Proposed two storey dwelling and detached garage

Location: 30m NE of no. 6 Main Streel, Camlough, Newry, Co Down.

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

Access (o the site is achieved via the existing driveway lo no. 6 Main Sireel,
Camlough. Along the access there is a small bridge which crosses over the
Camlough River. The access and bridge was approved under application
P/2004:0092/F. The site Is currenily an open green held. No works had commeanced
on the previous approval at the time of inspection. Along the NE boundary of the site
lies Camiough niver corridor, south of the siig no. 8 (Zslorey awelling) with the
eastern boundary defined by mature hedge with randomly dispersed trees.

Site History:

/2004/0092/F- New vahicular access to dwslling- approval- 11" April 2007
Pr2004/1762/0- site for 2 storey dwelling- approval 7" Sept 2007
P/2010/0629/F- 2 starey dwslling in substitution of P/2004/1762/0- approval 16" Nov
2010

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

The site is located within the settiement limits of Camiough and within an Area of
Archaeological Potential. Along the NE baundary of the site ies Gamlaugh river
corridor Local Landscape Policy Area as defined in the Banbridge, Newry and
Mourne Area Plan 2015.

From the DARD strategic flocd maps and consuftation with Rivers Agency it has
been eslablished thal part of the sile lies within the Q100 yr lluvial lfload plain and the
site is also within the draft inundation area of the Camiough Lake Reservoair.

Consultations:
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Transporthf- No objection subject fo conditions

Environmental Health- No objections in principle- consent to discharge required
NIW- sialutory response

Rivers Agency- FLD 5- Development in Proximity to Raservoirs applies and the
proposed development is within the dralt inundation area of the Camlough Lake
reservoir.

NIEA Historic Monuments Unit- cortent with the proposal

NIEA Water Managemsnt Unit- ne comments, standard conditions and informatives.

Objections & Representations

No. of neighbours notified= 11
Advertised= 16.11.2015
No. of representations received=0

Consideration and Assessment:

There was a previous proposal on this site under ref: P/2010/0629/F for a single
dweiling. The red line of the site remains the same, given the issues around
flooding on the site the dweliing is to be re-sited to the south east corner outside the
Q100 flood plafn.

In relation to the flood risk associated with this development the SPPS states that
development in flood plains should be avoided where possible, not only because of
the high flood risk and the increased risk of flooding elsewhere, but also because

piecemeal reduction of the floodplains will gradually undermine their functionaiity.’

Aivers Agency flood hazard map has identified that a large part of the site lies within
the Q100 yr fivvial fload plain and within the drait inundation area of Camiough Lake.
The revised site layout drawing shows the dwelling and access to be located outside
the Q100 fload plain.

The SPPS reinfarces that land rarsing, which involves permanently efevaling a site fo
an acceptable feve! above the flood plain in order to facilitate development will not be
acceptable within the fiuvial flood plain, whare the displacement of flood water would
be hkely to cause flooding elsewhere.

An undesignated watercourse flows along the north eastern boundary of the sife. A
5 metre maintenance sitrip has been provided by the applicant for maintenance in
line with FLD 2.
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Revised FFPS 15 introduced a new Policy FLD 5- Development in close proximily fo
Reservoirs. Rivers Agency has stated that the development is within the araft
inundation area of tha reserveir. Under FLD 5 new dévelopment will only be
permitted within a potential flood inundation area if it can demonsirate the condition,
management and mainlenance regime is appropriate to provide sufiicient assurance
regarding reservoir safely so as to enable develooment to proceed, is accompanied
by a risk assessment and thera are suitable measures to manage and mitigate flood
risk. Follawing the submission of the FRA, Rivers Agency had na reason to disagree
with the condition. management and maintenance regime.

The proposal is within the seftlement limit where there is presumption in favour of
developmen! and the propasal in itseil is not so substaniial thal the eifect would be
50 significant. it is considered sufficient to attach an infermative to highiight the

concerns to ths applicant.

The dwelling is to be finished in a mix of render and Donegal slate nature stone to
the front porch area with black concrete flat tilfes. The proposal is within the

setltiement it and the design 1s not considered to offend the surrounding character.

The main property potentially impacted upon this development is no. 6 Main S, the
applicant's home property. Given the position and orientation of the windows and
the separation distances no unreasonable overlooking between the twa units will
oceur as a resuit of the proposal. The proposal will noi cause any loss of light or
overshadowing. There should be ne issues of confiict between these units.

The proposal has a substantial curtilage and more than adequate private ameamity in
line with the guideiines as stipulaled in Crealing Places.

Recommeandation:
Approval

Conditions:

Time limit, Rivers Agency 5 metre working strip, landscaping
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ITEM NO 7
APFLIC NO LAOTI2015/1306/F Full DATEVALID 24/1172015
COUNCIL OFINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT MrJ Mchdahon Greenpark AGENT MRL Architects
44 Greenpark Road LtZ MIRL House
Fostrevor 58 Ammagh Road
ET34 3HA Mewry
BT3S 00N
LOCATION 114m easi-south-east of 83 Clonallan Road
Warrenpaint
Co Down
BT34 300
FROPOSAL Farmstead made up of two storey farmhouse with 2 no. agricultural sheds forming
central courtyard
REPRESENTATIONS OBJ Lefters SUP Lefters  OBJ Petitions SUP Petitions
1 ] o 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
i) 0 o a
1 The proposal 1= contrary 1o the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Norther Ireland (SPPE)

and Policies CTY1 and CTY 10 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the
Couniryside and does not meril being considered as an excepiional case in that it has not been
demonstrated that:

the proposed new building is visually Iinked or sited (0 duster with an established group of
builldings on the farm

health and safety reascns exist 10 justify an alterative site not visually linked or sited to cluster
with an established group of buildings on the farm; and

verifiable plans exist to expand the farm business at the existing bullding group 1o |ustity an
alternative site not visually linked or sited to cluster with an established group of buildings on the
farm.

The propossal s contrary o Policy CTY 13 of Planning Palicy Stalement 21, Sustaimable
Cevelopment in the Countryside, in that the propesed builldngs would be prominent featuras in
the landscape, the proposed sie s unable to provide a suiable degree of enclosure for the
buildings to integrate inlo the landscape, the ancillary works do not integrate wilh Lheir
surroundings, the proposed builldings faul to blend with the landform, existing trees, buildings,
slopes and other natural features which provide a backdrop. and the proposed dwelling 1s not
wisually linked or sited to cluster with an established group of buildings on the farm and theretore
wiould not wsually integrate into the surrounding landscape.

The proposal is contrary o Policy CTY 14 ¢f Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Developmeant in the Countryside in that the impact of ancillary works would damage rural

character and would theretore result in a detnmental change to the rural character of the
countryside.
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Application Reference: LA07/2015/1306/F
Date Received: 24" November 2015

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

Location: 114m east-south-east of 83 Clonallan Road, Warrenpoint. The site is
accessed via a newly constructed farm lane leading directly to the site which is
approximalely 250m lrom the roadside (query whether this has planning permission
or has been carried out under agricultural permitted development rights).

Site location off Clonallan Road, the works carried out at the access are clearly
visible. The aerial image an the right shows that previously, there was no existing
acecess in place
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Site Characteristics & Area Characleristics:

The site is accessed off the Clonallan Read which is & narrow road with mature
hedges and several sharp bands, all of which adds to the rural character or this area.
There is a small orchard to the north of the site and an open sided hay store at the
entrance to the site itself. The site is bound to the east by a timber post and wire
fence and mature hedge approx. 2m in height. The southern and western
boundaries are undefined as the site is a cul oul of a larger field.

Site History:

A planning application P/2006/0833/0 for a farm workers dwelling at the main farm
on Greenpark Road was refusad on 11/02/2011. There ware SNo reasons for
refusal. These related to the application being contrary to:

1. Pelicy BHG of PPS € in that the site is within the grounds of a park of special
historic interast and the proposal would harm the character of the park.

2. Policy BH11 of PPS8 in thal the development would affect the setting of a
listed building and would harm the planned demesne and the design is out of
keeping with the listed building in terms of scale, form, height, siting.

3. Policy AMP2 of PPS 3 as adequate visibility is not available.

4, AMPZ of PPS 3 as restricted width of access renders it unsatisfactory for
increased Use.

5. AMPZ of PPS 3 as the existing access is not aligned at 90° to the public read.

Helmieres | Blsbus |ﬂeLmbm | Frepossl | Decisonlesned
| FETCETIS [PERMICEIOR GRRHTED  w][Ths Gaekukyn. 42 Groempm. Foosl [E st & et s vl |06 0 20N
[= AR mmm—'ﬁﬂnu'u = AT e o dd ek |-'§ ir ew Farm arwkome eetrerwerd I:?T oam
[FrauEnE: (IR AP T [ ey e P p— Ty pp——— [
fFrensn [PETRISTION AEFTSED & JIGREEN PaRK ROSE FOE T REVLR [5t2 Tor hourng devebopment |

| REE [ TR IO GFCHTET =|[GATE LODBE SREENRARE, ROSTREVOR |F"=~EI_PC-'$H- EXTENSION AMD |

[ﬁ-n G |f{NF§$IﬂH REFISED $=£EI~PMF FOAD, ROSTREVOR |P'=.I:P‘:-'551.’n SITE OF HOLERME |;
I-'-“.'I‘-iﬁ.’ﬁﬂ [FE PRSI0 AN TS :KEFEEF-F‘.-&HF HOWSE, GREENFARL |'|: HAMGE OF LISE FROM FaRM |

| EE [PETEAH G ANTE T [[GRERN FARK. D UMREASH, [5/TE FOR CONVERSIDN OF HOLSE |

| T [FERMISSION GRAHTET = L2 GREENPARE, GREENFARKROAD,  [PROPOSED EXTENSIONAND |
l:-,n.g;g,-..;m [FE?EFE‘ESFTFE?JsEr- :ﬂ;pgm FARK, ROSTREVDF |p-=u:p':-55:r SITE OF RESIDENTIAL [
[rriseinzss |ﬂﬁi¥h’jﬁ?ﬂﬁ“_z§-’g SEEHPARTY GREEMEREY. ROAD [Crange of wet tobiztel ILE] [

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

« Banbridge, Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015.

« Sirategic Planning Policy Statement for Morthern Ireland 2015 (SPPS):
Planning for Sustainable Development.

« Planning Policy Stalemenl 3 Access (PPS3), Movement and Parking Policy
AMPZ.

« Planning Policy Statement 21 (PPS21) Sustainable Development in the
Countryside.

« Planning Policy Statement 2 PPS2 — Planning and Nature Conservation
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Consultations:

DARD - Department of Rural Development Countryside Management Compliance
Branch — notes that there is a farm business 1D in existence for more than 6 years
and that there has been single farm payments in the last € years. This confirms that
the farm is bath active and established

Transport NI have stated that the proposal is contrary to PPS 3 as adequate forward
sight distance is not available. Refusal recommended.

Rivers Agency has stated that a Drainage Assessment is required if the additional
hard surfacing exceeds 1000mz2. | measure the hardstanding/buildings to cover an
area of approximately 1500m2,

The response also states that the site is not in the 1 in 100 year flood plain. It also
states that a working strip should be retained to enable landowners to fulfil their
statutary cbligations.

NI Weter has no objections and recommends a number of standard informatives.
Environmental Health — no objection, standard advice.

Loughs Agency — no objections, a number of conditions have been attached that
relate to pollution prevention in watercourses, a number of infermatives are also
proposed.

Objections & Representations

1 neighbour was notified on 24™March 2016. The application was advertised in 5
local papers on 21 December 2016.

One letter of objection has been received. The chjection notes that this land is
located in the green belt and would be an eye sore. The design is inappropriate
given the large amounts of glass. The objector questians the need for the farm
complex 1o support such a small farmstead. The plot of land was sold just over a
year ago and immedialely a new laneway was crealed which suggesls the sole
purpose was for building a house. |ssues of roads safety given the two bends in the
road. Concerns an the distance of the proposed dwelling from the road have been
raised. Wildlife issues have also been raised.

Note: The matter of the new access has been reported to enforcement section for
investigation.
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Background

The agent provided a covering letter with the application to set out the reasons for
this site selection as it is some distance fram the main farm holding an Greenpark
Road.

The proposal is located on Clonallen Road, approximately 2Km from the main farm
on Greenpark Road. The application is for a farm dwelling, apple slore and press,
machinery shed/werkshop, silo and a catile shed.

+ The letter states that is in not possible 1o site a dwelling at Gresnpark Road as
‘Greenpark’ is on the NI register of Historic Parks.

= The existing sheds at No. 44 Greenpark Road are too small and there is no
room for expansion to caler for additional livestock

 The '‘out-farm’ at Clanallen Road is of substance and there is a requirement
for taking care ot the livestock by having a presence on the site.

+ The other land on the farm maps can be easily served by the farm buildings at
44 Greenpark Road but this application site is some distance away.

The letter also highlights that the farm maps provided refer to two separate business
ID's. This is because the land at Clonallen Road (application site) was recently
purchased and dos not yet appear under the existing farm number. | have contacted
lhe agenl about getling up le date farm maps bul | understand thal these will not be
published November 2016 at the earliest.

Consideralion and Assessmenl:

Secticn 45 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011 requires the Gouncil to have regard toc the
Local Development Plan (LOP), so far as material to the application and to any other
material considerations. The relevant LDP is Banbridge, Newry and Mourne Area
Plan 2015 as the Council has nol yet adopled & LDP. The sile is located within the
Mourne ACNB. There are no specific policies in the Plan relevant to the
determination of the application which directs the decision maker to the operational
policies of the SPPS and the retained PPS21.

Strategic Planning Policy Stalement (SPPS)

As there is no significant change to the policy requirements for farm cwellings
following the publication of the SPPS and it is arguably less prescriptive therefare the
retained policies of PPS21 will be given substantial weight in determining the
principle of the proposal in accordance with para 1.12 of the SPPS.
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PPS21 - Sustainable Development in the Countryside
PPS 21 policies CTY 1, CTY 8, CTY 10, CTY 13, CTY14 and 16 apply.

CTY 1 Development in the Countryside, assesses the nead for this proposal within
the rural area. A number of exceptions are listed and these include "a dwelling on a
farm'. CTY 1 also notes that "All proposals for development in the countryside must
be siled and designed lo inlegrale sympathelically with their surroundings and lo
meet other planning and environmental considerations including those for drainage
access and road safety.

Criterioan a of CTY 10 - Active and Established Farm Business

Criteriona of CTY 10

DARD have provided a consultation response to state that the business has been
established for more than € years and that Single Farm Fayments (SFP), Less
Favoured Area Compensatory Allowances (LFACA) or Agri Environment schemes
have been made in the last 6 years. | am content that the farm is active and
established.

‘Mote: The farm maps provided do not include lands at Clonallen Road under the
same larm business 10, the applicant has conlirmed that the land was recently
purchased and that the new DARD maps will be available around November 2016
showing the entira farm under the same business 1D.

Critericn b of CTY 10

A planning histary search shows that na other sites have been approved for
dwellings on the farm. | am content that no development opportunities have been
sold from the farm holging in the last ten years.

Critericn c of CTY 10

The proposed site doas nat cluster with any farm buildings (eriterion ¢ of CTY 10),
The ‘buildings’ ("note: a building should have walls and a roof) locatad to the NE of
the site are ruins and cannot be considered to be an ‘established group of buildings’
on the halding. The PAC approach is generally that the principal farm buildings
should be used for the purpose of clustering, this would suggest thet the proposed
farm dwelling should be locatad to cluster with No. 44 Greanpark Road

Existing ‘farm buildings' adjacent to the site.
The existing 'building’ on the sile is an open sided structure, likely lo be used for hay

storage. Critically the policy and the PAC would note that the dwelling should ke
sited beside other buildings (plural is my emphasis).
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No compelling evidence has been pul forward to show that other sites beside the
existing farm buildings could potentially at 44 Greenpark Road can be used to satisfy
the policy.

Critericn C goes on to state that an alternative site may be considered where there
are demaonstrable health and satety reasans ar verifiable plans to expand the
business al the existing group of buildings.

No health and safety reasons or farm expansion plans at No 44 Greenpark Road
have been submitted. It appears that the entire holding at Greenpark Road has
been discounted becausea of application P/2006/0833/0.

The policy then notes “In such circumstances the proposed site must also meet the
requirements of CTY 13(a-f), CTY 14 and CTY 18"

CTY13 - Integration and Design of Buildings in the Countryside CTY14 - Rural
Character

These paolicies assess the impact the proposal will have on the rural area by reason
of design, siling, inlegralion, landscaping and overall rural characler of the local
area. In terms of integration and the rural character the site entrance appears 1o
have already been clearad/constructed. This forms a vary noticeable braak in the
rural nature of Glonallen Roao.

The dwelling itself is located some distance from the roadside but it is proposed on
the highest part of the site and as such will appear as skyline development when
viewed from Clonallen Road. The road level is 78.15 OD while the buildings are
proposed al between 77 — 80m OD. No finished floor levels have been provided for
the buildings, only for lands surrounding the site.

+« Apple Stcre: 6.5m to the ridge, located Immediately adjacent 1o the existing
archard. 19m long and 66m deep. Render finish, blue/black slate roof.

» Dwelling: 9.5m to the ridge, 'L’ shaped floorplan. 382m? total floor space.
Render finish with natural stone detailing on the front projection block.
Blue/black slate roof

+ Machinery Shed: 8m to the ridge, main building 14m wide (two small side
single slorey projections 3m each) 10m deep. Three front doors and a
clocktower in the centre of the ridge.

« Catile Shed: 21.5m wide and 8m deep, 5m — 6.7min height. This is built into
the slope of the site and the three external walls are retaining walls. Walls to
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be finished in smooth concrele for the firsl 2-3m and profiled metal sheeting
on the upper level and rocf.

The site itself is guite open as it is a cut out of a large agricultural field and the
existing hedgercws/topography are unakle o provide as suitakle degree of
enclosure. The proposal is for a significant farm house and associated sheds and
stores. | do nol consider the sile (o be appropriate for this level of development.

A significant amount of hardstanding is proposed. Rivers Agency has highlighted
that a Drainage Assessment would be required if this is over 1000m?.

The sile is elevated and will not appear to cluster with any other buildings.

Praposed

View of the site from Clanallan Road. the proposed dwelling would be behind the
orchard, but these trees are only 2 — 3m, whereas the proposed apple slore (6.5m)
and dwelling (2.5m) would appear prominent on the top of the hill,

PPS 2 — Natural Heritage

As the site is within the Mourne AONB and Policy NH 6 - Areas of Cutstanding
Natural Beauty will apply. The policy states that planning permissian far new
development within an Area of Ouistanding Natural Beauty will only be granted
where it is of an appropriate design, size and scale for the locality. A number of
additional criteria are lisled relating 1o siling, scale and design.
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Planning Policy Statement 3: Access Movement and Parking

Transport NI had been consulted and does not consider the proposed access
arrangement to be acceptable as the required forward sight distance of 45m is not
available.

Recommendation:

There has been a significant amaunt of correspandence with the agent on this
application. The need to provide the correct farm maps has been an ongoing issue.

Following numerous requests for the full farm map information, additienal information
was provided on 15" September 2016. Yet again farm land has been omitted from
the information submitted. Page 3 of 3 is missing which relates tc over 8ha of land in
the townland of Newtown. As such | cannot assess whether there may be other
more appropriate sites on the holding that would cluster with existing buildings as
required by Palicy CTY 10 or whether there have been development cpportunities
sold off.

| have no reason to doubt that the applicant has in fact purchased the agricultural
land al Clonallan Road and it now forms parl of the farm holding (this malter has nol
been verified by DARD yet due to on going issues with the maps provided).

However, | do not consider the purchase of this agricultural land at Clonallen Road to
be a valid reason to permit a dwelling under CTY 10. It appears to be an artificial
division af a farm for the sole purpose of obtaining planning parmission for a
dwelling.(paragraph 5.40 of CTY 10).

| think given the level ol hardstanding/buildings a Drainage Assessment would be
required but as this application is likely to be refused it is not considered appropriate
to request the applicant to be asked to provide this infarmation and be put to
additional unnecessary expense.

Regardless of the lack of infarmation on the farm maps, the proposal at Clonallan
Road is unaccepiable for a number of reasons.

The site does not allow the dwelling to cluster with existing buildings (plural is my
emphasis) on the farm. (CTY 10). A safe access has not been shown and Transport
NI recommend refusal. (AMP2)

Additionally, | den't consider the proposed site to be apprcpriate in terms of
integration (CTY 13) and rural character (CTY 14) as discussed in the consideration
section.
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While | have sympathy for the applicant that an application al Greenpark Road was

refused In the past, | think it is necessary to contact NIEA to determine whether any
other land at Graenpark Road would be acceptable as the reasons for refusal in this
case all related to Natural Hentage and Road Saiety.

Reafusal is recommended.

Reasons for Refusal

1. The praposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland (SPPS) and Policies CTY1 and 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 been demonstrated that:

= ather dwellings development opporiunities have not been sold off from the
farm holding within 10 years of the date of the application

« the proposed new building is visually linkad or sited to cluster with an
gstablished group of buildings on the farm

= health and safety reasons exist to justify an alterative site not visually linked or
sited 1o cluster with an established group of buildings on the farm; and

« verifiable plans exist to expand the farm businass at the existing building
group to justify an alternative site not visually linked or sited to cluster with an
established group of buildings on the farm.

2. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY14 of Planning Folicy Statement 21,
Sustainable Develocpment in the Countryside in that the impact cf ancillary works
would damage rural character and would therefore resull in a delrimental change to
the rural character of the countryside.

3. The proposal is contrary to Planning Policy Statement 3, Access, Mavement
and Parking, Policy AMP 2. in that it would, if permitied, prejudice the safety and
convenience of road users since adequate forward sight distance of 45 metres is not
available, on the public road, al the proposed access in accordance with the
standards contained in Development Contral Advice Note 15.

4. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY13 of Planning Folicy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that:

the proposed building is a prominent feature in the landscape;

the proposed site is unable 10 provide a suitable degree of enclosure for the building
1o integrale inlo the landscape;

the ancillary works do not integrate with their surroundings;



the proposed building fails to blend with the landform, existing trees, buildings,
slopes and other natural features which provide a backdrop; and

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 inlegrate into the surrounding landscape.

Case Officer
Signature

Date

Appointed Officer
Signature

Date

Back to Agenda
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Application Reference: LAQ7/2015/1306/F.
Date Received: 24 November 2015

Propasal: Farmstead made up of two storey farmhouse with 3 no agricultural
sheds.

Location: 114m east-south-east of 83 Clonallon Road, Warrenpoint.
Addendum to Case Officer Report
1.0. This application was brought tc the Planning Committee on Thursday 10
November 2016 with an opinion te refuse on the following grounds:

The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland (SPPS) and Palicies CTY1 and 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 been
demonstrated that:

« the proposed new building is visually linked or sited to cluster with an
established group of buildings on the farm

« health and safety reasons exist to justify an alterative site not visually
linked or sited to cluster with an established group of buildings on the
farm; and



2.0.

3.0.
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« verifiable plans exist to expand the farm business at the existing
building group to justify an alternative site not visually linked or sited
to cluster with an established group of buildings on the farm.

The propeosal is contrary to Policy CTY13 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that:

e the proposed building is a prominent feature in the landscape;

« the proposed site lis unable to provide a suitable degree of enclosure
for the building to integrate into the landscape;

« the ancillary works do not integrate with their surroundings;

« the proposed building fails to blend with the landform, existing trees,
buildings, slopes and cther natural features which provide a backdrop;
and

« 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.

The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Cauntryside in that the impact of ancillary
works would damage rural character and would therefore result in a

detrimental change to the rural character of the countryside.

The proposal is contrary to Planning Policy Statement 3, Access, Mavament
and Parking, Policy AMP 2, in that it would, if permitted, prejudice the safety
and convenience of road users since adequate forward sight distance of 45
metres is not available, on the public road, at the proposed access in
accordance with the standards contained in Development Control Advice Note
15.

The propesal was deferred at the Planning Committee meeting to allow
planning officers and the applicant to explore alternative options on the site

Following the Committee meeting the applicant submitted further drawings

showing a re-positioning of the access with Clonallon Road. Transport NI has
2
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confirmed that the revised access arrangement is acceptable. Refusal Reason
No 4 no longer applies and is withdrawn. It is therefore apparent that the
applicant wishes to pursue the original site despite the other palicy reasons

for refusal,

Following the Committee Meeting the Planning Department considered the
matter further to explore other more suitable sites on the land holding in
consultation with NIEA and Transport ML

NIEA referred to @ previous planning application Reference Number
P/2006/0833/F on lands at Greenpark Road in the ownership of the applicant.
It confirmed that while the site selected at that time was unacceptable there
was an alternative site to the rear of the listed building. An internal note on
the planning file, dated 14/03/2008, confirmed this.

Transport NI also confirmed at a site meeting on 21 July (see note on file)
that it would be passible to pravide a satisfactory access to service a farm

dwelling at Greenpark Road with a re-alignment of the access details.

The Planning Department advised the agent at an Office meeting at a
meeting on Tuesday 3 October and in a note dated 12 October 2017 that
while Transport NI has withdrawn its reasons for refusal, the current
application remains unacceptable for the reasons stated at the previous
Planning Committee. It also advised him of the comments from Transport NI
and NIEA and the possibility of an alternative site at Greenpark Road. It
confirmed that it intended to return this application to the Planning
Committ=e in November as a refusal. The agent is currently exploring an
alternative site with the applicant.

The application site remains unacceptable for stated reasons above.
Refusal.

The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement
for Northern Ireland (SPPS), Policies CTY1, CTY10, CTY 12, CTY13
and Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21.
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Case Officer Signature:

Date:
Appointed Officer Signature:

Date:
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Newry, Mourne
and Down

District Council

A

Application Reference: LAQ7/2015/1306/F.
Date Received: 24 November 2015

Propasal: Farmstead made up of two storey farmhouse with 3 no agricultural
sheds.

Location: 114m east-south-east of 83 Clonallon Road, Warrenpoint.
Addendum to Case Officer Report
1.0. This application was brought tc the Planning Committee on Thursday 10
November 2016 with an opinion te refuse on the following grounds:

The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland (SPPS) and Palicies CTY1 and 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 been
demonstrated that:

« the proposed new building is visually linked or sited to cluster with an
established group of buildings on the farm

« health and safety reasons exist to justify an alterative site not visually
linked or sited to cluster with an established group of buildings on the
farm; and



2.0.

3.0.
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« verifiable plans exist to expand the farm business at the existing
building group to justify an alternative site not visually linked or sited
to cluster with an established group of buildings on the farm.

The propeosal is contrary to Policy CTY13 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that:

e the proposed building is a prominent feature in the landscape;

« the proposed site lis unable to provide a suitable degree of enclosure
for the building to integrate into the landscape;

« the ancillary works do not integrate with their surroundings;

« the proposed building fails to blend with the landform, existing trees,
buildings, slopes and cther natural features which provide a backdrop;
and

« 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.

The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Cauntryside in that the impact of ancillary
works would damage rural character and would therefore result in a

detrimental change to the rural character of the countryside.

The proposal is contrary to Planning Policy Statement 3, Access, Mavament
and Parking, Policy AMP 2, in that it would, if permitted, prejudice the safety
and convenience of road users since adequate forward sight distance of 45
metres is not available, on the public road, at the proposed access in
accordance with the standards contained in Development Control Advice Note
15.

The propesal was deferred at the Planning Committee meeting to allow
planning officers and the applicant to explore alternative options on the site

Following the Committee meeting the applicant submitted further drawings

showing a re-positioning of the access with Clonallon Road. Transport NI has
2
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confirmed that the revised access arrangement is acceptable. Refusal Reason
No 4 no longer applies and is withdrawn. It is therefore apparent that the
applicant wishes to pursue the original site despite the other palicy reasons

for refusal,

Following the Committee Meeting the Planning Department considered the
matter further to explore other more suitable sites on the land holding in
consultation with NIEA and Transport ML

NIEA referred to @ previous planning application Reference Number
P/2006/0833/F on lands at Greenpark Road in the ownership of the applicant.
It confirmed that while the site selected at that time was unacceptable there
was an alternative site to the rear of the listed building. An internal note on
the planning file, dated 14/03/2008, confirmed this.

Transport NI also confirmed at a site meeting on 21 July (see note on file)
that it would be passible to pravide a satisfactory access to service a farm

dwelling at Greenpark Road with a re-alignment of the access details.

The Planning Department advised the agent at an Office meeting at a
meeting on Tuesday 3 October and in a note dated 12 October 2017 that
while Transport NI has withdrawn its reasons for refusal, the current
application remains unacceptable for the reasons stated at the previous
Planning Committee. It also advised him of the comments from Transport NI
and NIEA and the possibility of an alternative site at Greenpark Road. It
confirmed that it intended to return this application to the Planning
Committ=e in November as a refusal. The agent is currently exploring an
alternative site with the applicant.

The application site remains unacceptable for stated reasons above.
Refusal.

The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement
for Northern Ireland (SPPS), Policies CTY1, CTY10, CTY 12, CTY13
and Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21.
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ITEM NO 8
APPLIC ND LACY2016/0104/F Full DATE VALID £5/0L/2016
CDUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Patrick Hamill 20LA Concession AGENT JA Murphy 43
Road Mewvs Road
Crossmaglen Silverbridge
MNewry Mewry
BT35 90 BT35 9NB
LOCATION 60 metres Northwest of 201 Concession Road
Crosamaglen
Newry BT35 91D
PROPOSAL Metal shelter over car-wash
REFRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUP Lefters OBJ Petitions SUFP Petitions
0 0 0 LY
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
0 o 0 ¢

s

The propozal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Siatement for Northern |reland and
Policy PEDZ2 of Planning Policy Statement 4, Planning and Economic Development in that
the proposal lles within a rural area anc no justification has been put forward to demonsirate
how the proposal satisfles any of the policy criteria.

The proposal Is contrary 1 the Strateqic Planning Policy Starement for Northern Ireland
and to criteria (a), (K} and {m} of Folicy PEDS of Planning Policy Statement 4, Planning
and Ezonomic Development.

3 The proposal 1s contrary 1o Policy CTY 1 of Planning Policy Statement 21. Sustainable
Development in the Countryside in that there are no overiding reasons why this
developmiam Is essantial In this reral lecation and eould not be locared within a settliement

]
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A Newry, Mourne

and Down

District Council
Application Reference: LA07/2016/0104/F

Date Received: January 25" 2016
Proposal: Metal Shelter aver Gar Wash
Location: 80m NW of 201 Concession Road, Crossmaglen

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

The site consists of a small lay-by on the southern side of Concession Road that is
currently used by a car wash business; currently there is a portakabin, a container, &
shed and a concrete ramp on the site as well as various items of equipment and
detergent canisters. The site is open 1o view along this stretch of Concession Road
with a small area of grass in between the two vehicle entrances

The site is located in a rural area approximately 2 miles east of Cullaville; to the rear
of the site is a commercial yard that appears to be used for the storage and/or sale

of diggers and excavators, No 201 Concession Road is situated to the south east of
the site, with No 2056 seat directly behind it on the top of a small hill 130 metres away.

In response to a written request for further details from the Planning Department, the
applicant's agent has provided a statement that according to the applicant the
business has been operating from this location for around 20 years; copies of
electricity bills dating from June 2010 have heen provided. A check of Google Street
View shows the business to have been in situ in a photo dated April 2011.

A car wash falls in to Use Class B2 Light Industrial of the Planning (Use Classes)
Order (Northern Ireland) 2015

Site History:

The site was the subject of an Enforcement Case run by the then Planning Authority
in 2006, P12006/0065/CA, the case was closed as it proved unable to determine
when the business had first bequn aperating.

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

Strategic Planning Policy Statement

Banbridge/Newry and Moume Area Plan 2015

Planning Policy Statement 4 Planning and Econamic Development.
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Consultations:
Transport NI No cbjections

Environmental Health No objections provided that all plant and equipment used in
connaction with the premises should be situated, operated and maintained to
prevent the transmission of noise, vibration and cdours to nearby dwellings.

Objections & Representations
No representations have been received in relation to this application.

Consideration and Assessment:

Strategic Planning Policy Statement
The SPPS provides strategic guidance for the preparation of new Local
Development Plans by Councils, in relation to Economic Development Industry and

Commerce,; it states that settlements will continue to be the preferred location for
such enterprises. Paragraph 6.87 ralates to proposals in the countryside, it refers to
“appropriate redevelopment and expansion proposais for industrial and business
premises will offer the greatest scope far susfainable econamic development in the
countryside.”

This paragraph is less prescriptive than the existing policy for the expansian of
established economic development uses in the countryside and therefore this takes
precedence aver the SPPS.

Banbridge/Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015.
The site is located in the rural area outside of any settlement limit. no other pclicies
of the plan are relevant.

PP521 Policy CTY1 Development in the Countryside

The policy sets out a number of typas of non residential development that may be
acceptable in the countryside subject Lo all relevant criteria being addressed.
Proposals for economic development uses are delegated to PPS 4, any proposal
which fails to meet the criteria of the relevant policy automatically fails CTY1.

PPES4 Planning and Economic Development Policy PED2

The policy sets out a number of calegories for economic development uses in the
countryside which are to he assessed under subsequent policies. The proposal does
not fall within any of the categories listad.

Policy PED 3 Expansion of an Established Economic Development in the
Countryside

The business has not been estahlished by any previous planning appraval, therefore
it cannot be considered as an established building. The Council wrote to the
applicant on October 217 2016 requesting the submission of a CLUD to establish
this site and nc such CLUD has been submitted.

Policy PED 9 General Criteria
As well as all other relevant policy critena, proposals are required to satisfy the

following:-
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“(a) it is compatible with surrounding land uses;

(b) it does not harm the amenities of nearby residents;

{c) it does not adversely affect features of the natural or built heritage;

(d) it is not located in an area at flood risk and will not cause or exacerbate flooding:
(2) it does not create a noise nuisance,

(T} it is capable of dealing satisfactorily with any emission or effluent,

{(g) the existing road network can safely handle any extra vehicular traffic the
proposal will generate or suitable developer led improvements are proposed to
overcome any road problems ideniified;

(h) adequate access arrangements, parking and manoeuvring areas are provided,;
() a movement pattern is provided that, insofar as possible, supports walking and
cycling, meets the needs al people whose mabiity 1s impaired, respects existing
public rights of way and provides adeguate and convenient access to public
transpaort,

(i) the site layout, building design, associated infrastructure and landscaping
arrangements are of high quality and assist the promotion of sustainability and
bicdiversity;

(k) appropriate boundary treatment and means of enclosure are provided and any
areas af outside storage proposed are adeguately screened from public wew,

() is designed te deter crime and promote personal safety; and

{m) in the case of proposals in the countryside, there are safisfactory measures o
assist integration inta the landscape.”

The most relevant criteria are (2), (k) and (m), in relation to Criteriaon (a) the site is
located in & rural area beside a busy road, it is highly visible from traffic using this
road and represents a land use which is more typical of urban areas, the overall
thrust of PPS4 is that such uses should be prevented from being in rural area.
Critena (k) and (m) are similar as they relate to the wvisibility of the proposal in the
countryside, the site has no boundary treatments and is open and exposed 10 view,
this results in it being mghly prominent in the local area and there are no satislactory
measures to assist integration.

The proposal fails three of the general cnteria set aut in PEDY in that the proposal 15
for & use that is more appropriate in an urban area, it is highly prominent in the area
and there are no satisfactory measures to assist integration into the landscape. As
the proposal does not pass any of the criteria of PPS4 it automatically fails the
provisions of CTY1.

Therefore refusal is recommended for the reasons outlined below.

Refusal Reasons
1. The proposal 1s contrary o the Stralegic Planning Policy Staterment and Policy
PED2 of Planning Palicy Statement 4, Planning and Econamic Develapment
in that the proposal lies within a rural area and no justification has been put
farward to demonstrate how the proposal satisfies any of the policy criteria.

2. The praposal 1= conlrary o the Strategic Planning Policy Statement and lo
criteria (a), (k) and (m) of Policy PED9 of Planning Policy Statement 4,
Planning and Economic Development.
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3. The proposal is contrary to 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.

Case Officer

Authorised Officer
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ITEM NO 27
APPLIC NO LADT/2017/0057/0 Oulling DATE VALID 19yCa/2017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Gerard Callan 11 Annaghogad AGENT James A Murphy
Road 43 Mew Road
Crossmaglen Silverbridge
Mewviry Mewry
BETE59JG ET35 9ME
LOCATION 70 meltres North West of 12a Armaghgad Road
Crossmaglen
Mewry
BT35 9JG
PROPOSAL Maw dwelling and garage on infill sile
REPRESENTATIONS OBJ Letters SUP Letters  OBJ Pelitions SUP Petitions
0 0 4] 1]
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
Y 0 4] a
1 The proposal is contrary o the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for dMorthern Irefand and

Fud

Policy CTY1 of Planning Policy Staternent 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in
that there are no overriding reasans why this development is assential in this rural |ocation
and could not be located within a settiement.

The proposal is contrary (o the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland and
Pelicy CTYE of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in
that the proposal would, if permitted. result in the addition of ribbon developmeant along Newry
Road.

The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Staterment for Northern lreland and
policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in
that the aweling would, if permitted result in a suburban style build-up ¢f development when
wiewed with existing and approved buildings and add to a ribbon of development which waould
therefore result in a detrimental change to the rural character of the countryside.

Back to Agenda
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A Newry, Mourne
and Down

District Council

Application Reference: LAGO7/2017/0957/0C
Date Received: 19.06.2017

Proposal: The propasal sesks Outline Permission a new dwelling and garage on
infill site

Location: 70 metres Morth West of 12a Annaghgad Road, Crossmaglen, Newry,
BT35 8JG

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

The site includes a rectangular fisld that abuts the public road with thick
hedging/trees lo the roadside and rear boundaries. The area is rural in characler with
a ribbon of devalopment notable along this side of the road around the application
site.

Site Hislory:
A

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:
Banbridge Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015.
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern [reland
Planning Policy Statement 21

Planning Policy Statement 3 / DCAN 15.

Planning Policy Stalement 6

Building on Tradition

Consultations:

Transport NI — No ebjecticns subject te the RM application being in compliance with
the attaches RS1 form,

Historic Environment Division — No objections.
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Objections & Representations
1 neighbour notified on 07.07.2017 and the application was adveriised on
05.07.2017. No objections or representations receaived.

Consideration and Assessmenl:

The site lies within the Rural Area as designated in the Banbridge Newry and
Mourne Area Plan 2015. There are no objections to the proposal with regard to the
Area Plan.

PPS21 — Sustainable Development in the Countryside

Policy CTY1 restricts new development in the countryside, bul makes an exceplion
for an infill site to accommeodate up to 2 dwellings if in accordance with policy CTYB.
The palicy requires the proposed development to be within an otherwise substantial
and continuously built up frontage. This is defined by a line of 3 or more buildings,
which in this case is achieved.

However, the policy also states the gap should be small enough o only hold a
maximum of 2 houses while remaining respectful to the existing development pattern
in terms of size, scale, siting and plot size. It is important to note that the adjacent
agricultural buildings do not benefit frem planning permissian and therefore cannot
be included as buildings to one side of the gap. Therefore the gap is laken belween
buildings (as defined by the PAC) 10b and 12a Annaghgad Road. This amasses
approximately 140m which is well beyond what could be considered a small gap
large enough to accommodate only 2 dwellings. Further to this the average plot size
for the frontage is approximately 34m which would account for at least 4 dwellings
located within this gap.

The proposal therelore does nol meet the exception listed in CTY 8 as the gap is
large enough to comfortably accommodate more than 2 dwellings. This is instead
contrary to CTY 8 in thal it represents an extension of ribbon development along
MNewry Road.

Additionally there ara no over-riding reasans why this dwelling essential at this
location. As a result the application fails 1o meet the policy criteria for CTY1 and
CTYB.

The proposed siting is consistent with the policy requirements of CTY13 however
with regard to CTY 14 it would add to a ribbon of development and result in
suburban slyle buld-up when viewed with the exisling and approved building,
particularly to the East of the site. The proposal is cantrary to policy CTY 14,

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

PPS3 — Access. Movement & Parking & DCAN15 — Vehicular Access Standards
Transport NI has no objections to the proposal with regard to the above policies.
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Planning Policy Statement 6
Historic Environment Divisicn has no objections with regard to the above policy
crileria in lerms of the designated Archagsological Site and Monument in the area.

Recommendation: Refusal

Refusal Reasans:

1. The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland and Policy CTY1 of Planning Folicy Statement 21, Sustainable
Development in the Countryside in that there are no ovemding reasons why this
development is essential in this rural location and could not be located within a
seltlement.

&, The proposal is contrary to the Stralegic Planning Policy Statementl lor
Northern Ireland and Policy CTY8 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Cevelopment in the Countryside in that the proposal would, if permitted, result in the
addition of ribbaon development along Newry Road.

3. The proposal is contrary ta the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland and policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Development in the Countryside in that the dwelling would, if permitted result in a
suburban style build-up of development when viewed with existing and approved
buldings and add to a ribbon of development which would therefore resuli In a
detrimental change to the rural character of the countryside.

Case Officer:

Authorised Officer:



Agenda 26.0 / LA07-2016-0733-F Robert Hollywood.pdf Back to Agenda

ITEM NO 9
APPLIC NO LAC7/2016/0733IF Full DATE VALID 03/06/2016
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Mr Robert Hollywood € Upper AGENT ERES Limited
Road Mourne House
Shanroe Mullaghbawn 41-43 Downshire
Newry Road
BT35 9xL Mewry
BT34 1EE
LOCATION Approximaiely 80M West of No. 24 Church Road
Forkhill
Armagh
PROPOSAL Erection of agncultural sheds & shirey tank
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUP Letters OBJ Petitions SUP Petitions
0 0 ] 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
0 ] ] Q

1 The proposal is contrary W the Strategic Planning Policy Staternent lor Northern Ireland (SPPS)
aned Policy CTY 1 of Planning Paolicy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside
in that there are no overriding reasons why this development is essential in this rural location

2 The proposal s contrary o the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Morthern Ireland (SPPS)
and Palicy CTy12 of Flanning Folicy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside
in that:

- itis not necessary for the efficient use of the active and established agricultural holding,
- the development, I permitted, would not visually integrate Into the local landscape without
the provision of aditional landscaping;
aret the applicant has not provided sufficient information @ conflirm that

lhere are no suilable existing buildings on the holding or enterprise thal can be used,
- the proposal is sited baside existing farm buildings;
- it has not been demonstrated that health and safety reasons exist to justify an alternative site
away from the existing farm hulldings or that the alternative site away is essential for the efficient
functioning of the business,

3 The propusal is contrary lo Policy CTY13 of Planning Pulicy Stalement 21, Suslainable
Development in the Countryside, in that the ancillary works do not integrate with their
sumoundmgs and therefore would not visually integrate into the surrounding landscape.

4 The proposal is contrary o Pelicy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Cevelopmeant in the Countryside in thal the impact of ancillary works would damage rural
character and would therefore resull in a detrimental change to the rural character of the
countryside,

5 I'he proposal is contrary ta the Strategic Planning Folicy Statement for Morthern Ireland (SPPS)
and Pelicy NHE of Planning Policy Statemant 2. Natural Henitage in that the siting and scale of
the proposal is unsympathatic 1o the special character of this Area of Outstanding Matural Bzauty
in general and of the parlicular locality
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'\ Newry, Mourne
and Down

District Council

Application Reference: LA07/2016/0733/F

Date Received: 31™ May 2016
Proposal: Erection of agricultural shads & slurry tank

Location: The site is idenlified as approximately 80m weast ol No. 34 Church Road,
Farkhill. It sits outside the development limits of Forkhill and is approximately 11.8
kilometres south west of Newry.

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

The sile is an agricultural field wilh delined boundaries. The lopography of lhe site
increases from the South West to North East before dropping again at the frontage
with Church Road. The surrounding landscaping is undulating with Crosslieve
Mountain to the rear of the site (Southwest). The site is inside the Slieve Gullion
Area of Quistanding Natural Beauty, it is within 2km of a Site of Local Nature
Caonservation Importance NC 03:97 (SLNCI) (Crossliave Pond Fan), within 7.5km of
a Special Area of Conservation (SAC) (Slieve Gullion) and Areas of Special
Scientific Interest (ASSI) (Slieve Gullion. Levallymore, Cashel Loughs, Lurgan Lough
Leughaveely, Carrickstickan and Cam Lough).

A residential dwelling sits In the adjoining field to the south of the application site with
further residential dwellings on the east side of Church Road and north of the site.

Site History:
There is no planmng history relevant to this applicalion site.

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

The Strategic Planning Palicy Statements (SPPS), The Banbridge / Newry and
Mourne Area Plan 2015. Planning Policy Statement 2 (FPS2), Planning Policy
Statement 3 (FPS3), Planning Policy Statement 21 (PPS21) and Building on
Tradition design guide.

Consultations:
There were four consultations issued for this application, these have been outlined
below.
« SES - following re-consultation with further information SES were satisfied
with the proposal (16/02/2017).
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« Transport NI — No objection subject to conditions. (07/03/2017)

« NIEA — No concerns subject to conditions. (04/08/2017).
Environmenial Health — No objection, recommended 75 metre minimum
setback distance from residential dwellings. (27/06/2016)

« DAERA - Confirmation of farm business |D and SFP/LFACA / Agri
Environment schemes (20/06/2016).

Objections & Representations

There were four neighbour nolitications sent out on 20™ June 2016. The application
was advertised in the local press on the 24™ June 2016. There were two
representations recaved.

« Resident was concerned with the separation distance of residential property
from the closest agriculiural building proposed by this application. Measuring
the separation distance on the drawings provided confirms that both proposed
agricultural sheds are setback more than 75 metres from the residential
dwelling at No. 34 Church Road.

+« A nearby property owner was concerned with potential water contamination
affecting his fish nursery, the noise of agricultural machinery and odour fram
livestock imposed on a lakeside cabin used during the day and for overnight
accommodalion and the polential for vermin around the properly resulling
from the development of agricultural sheds. The lakeside cabin / holiday
chalel has been identified by the property owner as sitting SW of the buildings
praposead and within 75 metres, however a sesarch on our system does not
reveal any approval ever being granted for & holiday chalet and as such we
do not classify it as a residential property. The Water Management Unit has
considered the impacts of the propcsal on the surface water environment and
s contenl with the proposal subject to the applicant referning and adhering to
standing advice and any relevant statutory permissions being cbtained.
Nalural Environment Division (NED) has requesled lurther information lo
enable a full assessment of the potential impact of the praposal on Crosslieve
Pond Fen site. No approval for this development will be issued unlil NED are
satisfied with the proposal.

Consideralion and Assessmenl:

In relation to non-residential development in the countryside PPS21 CTY1 slales thal
planning permissicn will be granted for non-residential development in the
countryside in the case of agricultural and forestry development in accordance with
Policy CTY12 which states that planning permission will be granted for development
on an active and established agricultural or forestry holding where it is demonstrated
that:

(a) It is necassary for the efficient use of the agricultural holding or forestry

enlerprise;

(b} In tarms of character and scale it is appropriate to its location;

(c) It visually integrates into the landscape and additional landscaping is

provided as necessary;

(d) It will not have an adverse impact on the natural or built heritage; and
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(e} it will not result in detrimental impact on the amenity of residential
dwellings outside the halding or enterprise including potential problems arising
from noise, smell, and pollution.

In cases where a new building is proposed applicants will also need to provide
sufficient infarmation to canfirm all the following:

* There are no suitable existing buildings on the holding or enterprise that can
be used;

+ The design and materials to be usad are sympathetic o the locality and
adjacent buildings

+ The proposal is sited beside existing farm or forestry buildings.

Exceptionally, consideration may be given to an alternative site away from existing
farm buildings, provided there are no other sites available at another group of
buildings on the holding, and whera:

Il is essential lor the eflicient funclioning of the business: or
= Thera are demonsirabla heallth and salely reasons.

The SPPS para 6.73 slates thal ‘New buildings mus! be siled beside existing farm or
forestry buildings on the holding ar enterprise. An alternative site away from the
existing buildings will only be acceptable in exceplional circumstances.”

Principle of Develcpment

Policy CTY1 states that a range of types of development are acceptable in principle
in the countryside. This includes agricultural development on an active and
established agricultural halding if it is in accordance with Policy CTY12. For the
purposes ol this policy lhe delermining crileria for an aclive and eslablished business
is that set out under Policy CTY10.

CTY10 reguires a farm business to be currently aclive and established for at least 6
years. Claiming Single Farm Payment is the main means used 1o determine if the
larm is active. DAERA have canfirmed that the farm business has been aclive and
established for more than 6 years and payments have been claimed within the past 6
years. The agent outlined there is 11 beef cattle and 9 heifers within the applicant
holdings at present; a photocopy of the applicants herd book was provided and upon
review of the stock movements and disposal there appears to be more than 20
animals remaining.

A review of the DARD farm maps submitted with this application outlines that total
area of land owned and contralled by the application is 9.14 hectares and this is
separated into 22 fielgs along Church Road, Upper Road, Glendesha Road and
Quilly Road. The farm business is registered to 6 Upper Road, Mullaghbawn an
which sits a dwelling, garage and outbuildings. There are agricultural buildings
further NW of Na. 6, consisting of a stone, storey and a half building and an ancillary
building used for the storage of farm tools which are both part of the farm holding.
These two buildings sit within the curtilage of the dwelling al No. 4 Upper Boad. A
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check of land registry maps confirms that the dwelling (No.4) is within ownership of
the Hollywood family.

The distance from the farm dwelling and existing farm buildings to the proposed
application site is approximately 0.8 miles and takes several minutes by car.

Rented Accommedation.

The agent has indicaled thal the applicant does nol have any sheds available for the
storage of animals at the applicants main farm holding (No. 6 Upper Road) and has
previously rented a third party neighbours sheds for the storage and handling ol
animals but this opportunity does not exist anymore. This has been confirmed by a
letter from the third party neighbour. It has been cutlined that without approval for
the farm building as praposed by this application the applicant will have no
alternative but to rent buildings (it available) which will be a significant financial
burden.

Exception

The exception to the requirements of CTY12 is applied as this proposal is for an
alternative site away from farm buildings. While there are existing farm buildings
along the Upper Road, the agent considers these inappropriate and the works
required to develop near these building to be excessive.

Upon inspection of the axisting farm buildings and land around them, the Planning
Cepartment consider an opportunity exists to develop at this location to meet the
neads of the applicant. We acknowledge that to facilitate development at this
location additional works would be necessary however it is considered sufficient
room axisis nexl to the existing agricultural buildings to accommaodate either an
expansion to these existing sheds or potentially a naw building.

Essential for the efficient functioning of the business and Health and Safety Reasons
The agent has stated the following reasons the new sheds al the proposed location
are essential.

* The sheds are required to provide buildings to satisfy animal welfare
lagislatian.

+« The financial burden of renting farm buildings is inappropriate and
unsustainable for the applicant and renting buildings off a third party causes a
farm bio-hazard potentially resulting in contamination and disease transfer
between herds.

« There will be benefits from keeping animals and feedstock adjacent to one
another. Without the need to transfer bales to a different locations the farm
holding becomes more efficient by achieving maximum productivity with
minimum wasled ellorl or expense.

« Capturing slurry and spreading at one location is good farming practice.
reduced carban footprint and current expenditure.

Upon consideration of the agents reasons cutlined above for justifying new sheds
and an allernalive location, the Planning Department are nol salisfied these
demonstrate that they ara aessantial for the efficient functioning of the business.
There is an opportunity to develop / expand at the existing farm buildings to provide
sheds for livestock. The existing farm buildings are located a relative short distance
4
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(0.8 miles) from the proposed application site and it is not considered this travel
distance will impact significantly on the efficiencies and expenditura of the farm
business. To conclude on this, the Planning department consider that it has not
been satisfactorily demonstrated that that renovation, alteration or re-development
opportunities exist and that a new farm building away from the existing farm
buildings is essential for the efficient functioning of the farm business. The
application site is included within an AONB and within short distances from
designaled siles and lhe polential impact of this proposal on natural heritage is
considerad in a section below,

Should it be accepted that this proposal meets the exceptional case tast and the
principle of development is accepted to allow the development of farm sheds away
from existing farm buildings, below provides a summary of the proposal against PPS
2, PPS3 and PPS21.

PP52 — NH1, NH2, NH3. NHE and NH6

The site is within 7.5 kilometres of a European Site, Slieve Gullion SAC, planning
permission will anly be granted for a development proposal that, either individually or
in combination with existing and/cr proposed plans or projects, is nat likely to have a
significant effect on an SAC. Further, planning permission will only be granted for a
development propasal that is not likely to harm a Eurcpean protected species.
Confirmation provided by SES outlines thal the potential impact of this proposal on
Special Protectian Areas, Spacial Areas of Cangervation and Ramsar sites has been
assessed in accordance with the requirements cf Regulation 43 (1) of the
Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1895 (as
amended), the proposal would not be likely to have a significant effect on any
features of any European sile

Planning permission will only be granted for a development proposal which is not
likely to result in the unacceptable adverse impact on or damage to known priority
habitats. This site i1s within 2 kilomelres of the Grosslieve Pond Fen Sile of Local
Natural Conservation Importance (SLNCI) and Natural Enviranment Division
requested & SCAIL modeiling on the emissions expected from the cattle shed and
slurry store. NED in their consultations response had no concerns on the propasal
impact on designated sites and other natural heritage interesis and on the basis of
the information provided had no concemns subject to conditions.

The visual impact of the proposal is also an important consideralion thal needs lo be
addressed particularly within this AONB. The siting and scale of the proposad sheds
and the new access and laneway is not considered sympathetic to the special
character of the AONB. Creating a new access will cause the loss of exisling mature
hedging and create & visual break whilst travelling along both directions of this road.
The proposed reinslalemen! of some al lhe hedging removed along the easlern
boundary will eventually reduce the visual impact however this will take soma years
to mature. It is considered the nature and scale of this proposal does not contribute
to the craation of a quality environment and will if developed detract from the visual
amenity of this area.
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PP53 — Access, Movement and Parking and DCAN 15 — Vehicular Access
Standards.

Transport NI was consulted on this proposal and are content subject to conditions
being met.

CTY 13and CTY 14

Critical views of the propased site are from Church Road when travelling northwest
and scutheast. The sheds will have a ridge height of 8 metres above the ground
level, however due to the topography within the site the ground floor leve! of the shed
will sit approx. 4 metre below the highest point within the application site which is
localed in the foreground between the proposed posilion of the sheds and Church
Road to the northeast. The sheds will have no immediate backdrop due to the falling
land level further southwest; however Crosslieve Mountain further west of the
application site providas a backdrop.

It is not considered the sheds would appear prominent considering their position, the
topography within the site and the existing natural screening along the northwest and
south easlern boundaries of the sile and the position of the dwelling al No. 34
Church Road. The sheds would be designed with olive green agricultural cladding
and purlins to assist with integration. The proposed design is typical of modern
agricultural buildings. It is not considered the design is inappropriate to the locality or
the surrounding buildings.

The ancillary works compromising of a new access and lane are not considered to
integrate with their surroundings. The rise of land levels for approx. 50m within the
application site from the road frontage (travelling east ta west) results in the
propesed 5 metre wide lane becoming a prominent fealure particularly when
travelling along Church Road towards the site from the south. While wa acknowledge
CTY 13 encourages new access to run alongside existing hedgerows, w2 note no
landscaping measures have been propased ta aid with the integration of this new
lane.

While the sheds proposed will visible when traveling along Church Road, they won't
be prominenl due lo their setback from the road and lopography within lhe sile. The
new access and laneway proposed are however considered prominent in the

landscape and would adversely impact on the rural character of this area.

Recommendalion:
Refusal
Refusal Reasons

1. The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northemn lreland (SPPS) and Policy GTY1 of Planning Policy Statement 21.
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Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that there are no overriding
reasons why this development is essential in this rural locatian.

2. The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland (SPPS) and Policy CTY12 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Cauntryside in that:

it is nol necessary lor the efficient use of the aclive and eslablished
agricultural holding;

- the development, if permitted. would not visually integrate into the local
landscape without the provision of additional landscaping;

and the applicant has not provided sufficient information to confirm that;

- there are no suitable existing buildings on the holding or enterprise that
can be used;
the proposal is sited beside existing farm buildings;

- it has not been demonstrated that that haalth and safety reasons axist to
justify an alternative site away from the existing farm buildings or that the
alternative site away is essential for the etficient functioning of the
business.

3. The proposal is contrary to Palicy CTY13 of Planning Palicy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that the ancillary works do not
integrate with their surroundings and therefare would not visually integrate
into the surrounding landscape.

4. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the impact of ancillary

works would damage rural character and would therefore resultin a
detrimental change to the rural character of the countryside.

5. The proposal is contrary lo the Stralegic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland (SPPS) and Policy NHE of Planning Policy Statement 2,
Natural Heritage in that the siting and scale of the proposal is unsympathetic
to the special character of this Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in general
and of the particular locality.

Case Officer Signalure:

Dale:

Appointed Officer Signature:

Date:
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ITEM NO 23
APPLIC NO LAGT/2017/0823/0 Outling DATE VALID 26/05/2017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Adrian McParland 24A Newry AGENT ERES Limited
Foad Mourme House
Belleek 41-43 Downshire
Armanh Road Mewry
ET25 7PG BET34 1EE
LOCATION Adjacent and 30m South-west of no. 20 Newry Road
Belleek
Armagh
BT35 7P
PROPOSAL Site far dwelling and garage (Policy CTYE)
REPRESENTATIONS OBJ Letters SUP Letters OBJ Petitions SUP Petitions
0 0 0 a
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
c o 0 0
1 The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Flanning Folicy Statement for Northern Irefand and

ka2

Palicy CTY1 of Planning Policy Stalement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in
that there are no overriding reasans why this development s essential in this rural locabion

and could not be located within a settfement.

The proposal 1s contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Staterment for Nerthern Ireland and
Policy Policy CTY3 ol Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustanable Development in the
Countryside in thal the proposal would, i permitted, result in the addition ol ribbon development
along MNewry Road.

The moposal is contrary o the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern breland and
policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Developmeant in the Countryside in
thast ther dweling would, if permitted resull in a soburban style uild-op of development when
vigwed with existing and approved buildings and add to a ribbon of development which would
therefore result in a detimental change to the roral character of the countryside.

Back to Agenda
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Combhairle Ceantair
an Iuir, Mhurn
dgus dll Duin

A Newry, Mourne
and Down

District Council

Application Reference: LAG7/2017/0823/0C
Date Received: 14.04.2017

Proposal: The proposal seeks Outline Permission for a site far a dwelling and
garage (Policy CTY8)

Location: Adjacent and 30m Scuth-west of ne.20 Newry Road, Belleek, Armagh,
BT35 7PG

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

The site includes an agricultural parcel of land and existing privata laneway that
abuls lhe main Newry Hoad and lies adjacent to No. 20 Newry Road. The site, which
rises 1o the North, is locatad in the countryside where a dispersad pattern of
development exists. The site alsc borders a TPO designation and LLPA (BLOE)

Site Hislory:

P/20071378/0

The Deer Park, Belleeks - Immeciately north of no's 6-24, Newry Road, Belleeks,
MNewry.

Site for hotel and ancillary accommodation with health spa and 9-hole golf course
EIA — deemed refusal: 10.02.2008

Planning Policies & Material Cansiderations:
Banbridge Newry and Mourme Area Plan 2015.
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Narthern Ireland
Planning Policy Statement 21

Planning Policy Statement 3 / DCAN 15.

Building on Tradition
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Consultations:

Transport NI — No objections subject to the RM application being in compliance with
the attaches BS1 form,

NIl Water — Genaric.

Objections & Representations

5 neighbours notified on 086.06.2017 / 10.07.2017 and the application was advertised
on 14.06.2017. Objection received from Linda Reel. Below are a summary of the
issues ralsed.

Ownership issues, right of way and septic tank easement at the proposed site.
Septic tank and soakaway should be included in the application.

Pre application discussion should have taken place.

Objector should have been consulted with regard 1o fowl sewage disposal.
Should joint owners name not be on agplication?

No 20a should be nolified.

Electricity cables cross aver part of site.

Environmental impact and damage to existing sewer pipes.

Devalue adjacent property.

IEI Traffic impact on the entrance.

11.Concerns with building over a septic tank.

12. Tarmac may cause damage to fence of No. 20.

W NI LN~

Consideralion and Assessmenl:

The site lies within the Rural Area as designated in the Banbridge Newry and

Mourne Area Plan 2015. There are nc objections to the proposal with regard to the
Area Plan.

Consideration has been given o lhe LLPA TPO. The proposed sile is not considered
to adversely impact the views of Deerparx LLPA and meets the policy criteria of CVN
3. The proposal will not have a detnmental impact on the nearby TPO's that exist at
Deerpark.

PFS521 - Sustainable Davelopment in the Countryside

Policy CTY1 restricts new development in the countryside, but makes an excaption
for an infill site to accommadate up to 2 dwellings if in accordance with palicy CTY8.
The policy requires the proposed development to be within an otherwise substantial
and continuously bullt up frontage. No.18, the building immediaiely N.E. of No.18
and No. 20 all represent 3 bulldings along a common frontage.

However, the policy also states the gap should be small enough to only hold a
maximum of 2 houses while remaining respectful to the existing development patiern
in terms of size, scale, siting and plot size. The gap between buildings measures
approximalely 157m. 3 buildings could be accommodaled in this gap with a
generous plot size of approximately 52m which is well beyond the plot sizes of the
row of dwellings to the East of the site. Whilst No. 18 occupies a substantially larger
and iregular plat size, aut of keeping with the existing development pattern — the
average plot size is still 57m even when No.18 is considered.



Back to Agenda

The proposal therelore does nol meet the excepfion listed in CTY 8 as the gap is
large enough to comfortably accommadate more than 2 dwellings anc the plot size is
significantly larger than the average lor the area. This is instead contrary to CTY 8 in
that it represents an extansion of ribban development along Newry Road.

Additionally there are no over-riding reasons why this dwelling essential at this
location. As a result the application fails to meet the policy criteria for CTY1 and
CTYS.

The proposed siting is consistent with the policy requirements of CTY13 however
with regard to CTY 14 it would add to a ribbon of development and result in
suburban style build-up when viewed with the existing and approved building,
particularly to the East of the site. The proposal is cantrary to policy CTY14.

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

PPS3 — Access. Movement & Parking & DCAN15 — Vehicular Access Standards
Transport NI has no objections to the proposal with regard to the above policies.

Council response to objections.

1. Ownership issues and easements are civil issues between the associated

parties and not a material consideration for this application.

A septic tank and soakaway would be included in the full plans but is not a

requirement for Qulline permissior.

There is no requirement for a pre application discussion for a single dwelling.

There is no loul sewage details at Outline slage.

There is no requirement for the owners name to be on the application form in

terms of applying. With regard to ownership certificates, the onus is on the

applicant to fill this in correctly. In any case permission does nat confer fitle.

No. 20a was notified an 10.07.2017

Electricity cables crossing a site is not justification for refusal. f necessary

cables can be moved.

8. A conseni lo discharge would be required from the Environment Agency prior
to the commencement of develapment

9. The de-valuation of property is not a material consideration.

10. Transport NI has no objections to the traffic impact on the propesed entrance
of the site.

11.Building over a septic tank is not an issue for this application. If approval was
granied on land holding a seplic lank then the onus is on lhe developer lo
seek an alternative building solution if a septic tank was hindering
development.

12.Damage to property through building work will be a civil issue between both
parties.

g

Lokl

e

Recommendalion: Refusal
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Refusal Reasaons:

1. The proposal s contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statament for
Morthern Ireland and Policy CTY1 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Development in the Countryside in that there are no ovemriding reasons why this
development is essential in this rural location and could not be located within a
settlement.

2. The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland and Policy Policy CTYE of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the proposal would, if permitted,
result in the addition of ribbon development along Newry Road.

3. The proposal Is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland and policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Staterment 21, Suslainable
Development in the Countryside in that the dwelling would, if permitted result in a
suburban style build-up of development when viewed with existing and approved
buildings and add to a ribbon of development which would therefore result in a
detrimental change to the rural character of the countryside.

Case Officer:

Authorised Officer:
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ITEM NO 11
APFLIC NO LAOT/2016/1632/0 Dutline DATE VALID D7IL212016
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Jascn Fegan 9 Foresibrook AGENT
Avenue
Rostrevar
BT343BX
LOCATION Lands 45m nerth west of Mo. 12 Upper Kneckbarragh Road
Warrenpoint
BT343DL
FPRAOPOSAL Proposed Farm Dwelling
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUF Letters ORJ Petitions SUP Fetitions
0 0 0 a
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
0 0 0 0
1 The proposal is contrary to the Stratagic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS)

5]

and Pclicies CTY1 and CTY 10 of Planning Folicy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the

Countryside and does not meril being considered as an exceptiona! case in that it has net been
demonstrated that:

the proposed new building is wvisually linked or sited to cluster with an established group of
buildings on the farm,

health and safety reascons exist 1o justify an alterative site not visually linked or sited to cluster
with an established group of buildings on the farm

vetiiable plans axist o expand the farm business al the existing building group 1o justity an
allernalive site nol visually linked or sited lo cluster with an established group of buildings on e
farm

The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Staterment for Morthermn lrefand [(SPPS)
and Policy CTY 13 of Planning Policy Staterment 21, Sustainable Development in the
Countryside, in that!

the proposed dwelling is not visually linked or sited to clusier with an established group of buildings
an the farm and therelore would not visually integrate into the surrounding landscape,

The proposal i= contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Marthern Ireland (SFRS)
and Pclicy CTY 14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainabie Develepment in the Countryside
in that:

the building would, if permitted create a ribbon of development and would therefore result in
a delrimental change 10 the rural character of he counbryside,
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Combhairle Ceantair
an Iuair, Mhirn
dgus dll Duin

Newry, Mourne
and Down

District Council

A

Application Reference:
LAO7/2016/1632/0

Date Received:
07/12/2016

Proposal:
Proposed farm dwelling

Location:
Lands 45m Narth West of No.12 Upper Knackbarragh Road, Warrenpoint, BT34 3DL

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

The site is located approximately 3.1miles from Warrenpoint in rural uplands
overiooking Carlingfard Lough ta the South and which is surrounded by mountain
land to the east and west, which form part of Mourne Area of Qutstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB.) In the immediate vicinity, there are a number of dwellings in the
immediate vicinity, including No.12, a modest bungalow to the south and No.14 a
conlemparary two starey dwelling Turther north

The site itself comprises a roadside field used for agriculture which slopes upwards
gradually to the north and which is delineated by mature indigenous hedgerow on all
four boundaries, which is further supported by mature trees along the road side and
nortnern boundaries. There is an existing field gate access directly off Upper
Knockbarragh Road close to the laneway of No.12. In addition, there is an existing
electricily pole lowards the cenlire area of the field.

Site History:

Application reference

Proposed Development

Status

P/1992/0850

Site for retirement dwelling

application withdrawn

Additional history on the

farm holding:

replacement dwelling

P/2006/1717/F (field 2) 29 Upper Knockbarragh Permission grantaed
Road - extension to rear of 12/01/2007
_ dwelling _
P/1999/1 116/F (lield 2) 29 Upper Knockbarragh Permission granied
Road - erection of 11/01/2000

et
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Planning Policies & Material Cansiderations:

* Strategic Planning Policy Statement for northern lreland (SPPS)

« The Banbridge / Newry and Mourne Lecal Area Plan 2015 (BNMAP2015)

« PPS52 ‘Natural Heritage'

o PPS 3 ‘Access, Movemenl and Parking

s FPS 21 ‘Sustainable Development in the Countryside'

s ‘Building on Tradition” A Sustainacle Design Guide for the Northern Ireland
Countryside

« ‘Dwellings in the Mournes A Design Guide

Consultations:

TNI: No objections, subject to conditions (13/01/2017)

Environmental Health: No objections in principle. This department
recommends that the proposed dwelling 15 situated

a minimum of 78m fror, e m hii'dings.

04/01/2017)
NI Water: Mo objections, standard informatives. (03/01/2017)
DAERA : Farm Business |0 623035 has been in existence

for mare than & years and has nol claimed
subsidies in the past year (17/01/2017)

Objections & Representations

- 1 Neighbouring property notified (No.12 Upper Kncckbarragh Read) 29/12/20186
(statutary expiry date 12/01/2017)
Advertised in 3 local press publications (statutory publication end 20/01/2017)

- D objections / representations received

Consideralion and Assessmenl:

The site is located out with settlement development limits as identified by the
Barnbridge / Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015. It is also within the designated
Mourne AONB. This proposal seeks oulline permission for a dwelling on a farm. As
there is no specific policy within BNMAP relative to this site and given there is no
significant change lo the policy reguirements for dwellings on farms following the
publicaticn of the SPPS and it is arguably less prescriptive, the retained policy of
PFS21 will be given substantial weight in determining the principle of the propasal in
accordance with paragraph 1.12 ol the SPPS.

Frinciple of Development

The proposed farm dwelling is made against farm business ID 623035. DAERA note

in their consultation respense dated 17/01/2017 that the applicant is not a formal

member of this farm business. The associaled P1C form noles thal the applicant is

the land owner of the field and it has been signed by both the applicant and the

raspactive farm business owner, as required. PP321 Policy CTY1 states that a
2
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number ot developments are accepiable in principle in the countryside, which
includes farm dwellings if they are in accordance with Policy CTY10.There are three
criteria to be met:

Criterion (a) requires that the farm business is currently active and has been
established for at least 6 years:
CAERA in their consultation response dated 17/01/2017 confirm thal the respective
farm business has been in existence for more than 6 years but has not claimed
subsidies in the past year, the initial test for ‘activity.' Evidence was received on
12/04/2017 to demonstrate that the farm business is currently active, including the
following:
- Correspondence from DAERA veterinary testing department dated 06/10/201€,
05/09/2016, 14/10/2016, 03/09/2015;
- Correspondence from DAERA Agri-food inspection branch dated 2014;
- Invoices from the British Limousin Catlle Society Lid daled 19/10/201€,
08/12/2016, 16/03/2010;
Farm Quality Assurance Cerfification dated August 2009
- DAERA Herd list details 01/09/2009, NFSCo CIC membership invoice dated
31/03/2017.
Following receipt of this informalion, | am salisfied thal farm business 10 823035 is
currently active and criterion (a) is met.

Criterion (b) seeks to confirm that no dwellings or development opportunities
out-with settlement limits have been sold off from the farm holding within 10
years of the date of the application:

The pianning history as listed above demonstrates that the above criterion is metl.

Crilerion (c) requires the new building to be visually linked or siled lo cluster
with an established group of buildings on the farm:

The established group of farm buildings in this case include No. 23 Upper
Knockbarragh Read (adjacent / west of field 2) and an existing agricultural shed
located on the opposite side of Upper Knockbarragh Road on field 1 of the farm
maps. (There are no previous planning records for this shed, however spatal
imagery demonstrates that this building was present in December 2008. The farm
business owner should be advised to apply for a Ceanrificate of Lawfulnass to
ascertain the legal status of this building.) The subject site is located approximately
965m South East of this building group along Upper Knockbarragh Road. There are
no buildings assaciated with farm business ID 623035 on this site with which to
group a fulure dwelling. Whilst a dwelling could visually link with buildings associaled
with No.12 Upper Knockbarragh Road, Policy CTY10 does not permit grouping with
buildings linked ta a third party farm holding.

The applicant was made aware of the above concemns early on and advised that this
policy critenon can be met through an alternative site an the farm holding and was

3
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directed to fields 1 or 2 by way of guidance. The applicant explained that land
ownership issues prevent this as feasible solution as fields 1,2,4 and 7 are taken in
conacra and are not currently in the ownership of either the applicant or the farm
business owner. GTY10 ¢) makes provision for alternative sites on the farm where
there are no other sites available at another group of farm buildings and where there
are either demonstrable health and satety reasons or verifiable plans to expand the
farm business al lhe exisling building group to prevent this possibilily. No information
to this effect has been submitted to justify this zalternative site in these
circumstances, the issue here is land ownership for which CTY10 makes no
provision for and is not a material planning consideration.

The applicant was made aware of this and given the opportunity to withdraw this
application and come in with an alternative siting. The applicant sought advice from
an agent at this stage of the application who has agreed to assess the current
application with the information available. As this is the case, the current application
fails to meet criteria ¢) of CTY10.

Where the proposal meets all of the criteria of CTY10, it must also meet the
requirements of CTY13, CTY14 and CTY16. For lhe purpuses of complelion and a
full assessment, these are assessed below.

DCesign, Inlegration and Bural Character

The site benefits from mature screening alang ite northern boundary which at
present provides a high degree of screening when travelling south along Upper
Knockbarragh Read. When travelling North, the existing road side boundary provides
a degree of screening also. A single storey dwelling could potentially be integrated
into this site (and PPS3 Policy NHE mel through a sensitive design) however it would
not be visually linked or sited to cluster with an established building group on the
farm holding. which is contrary to pelicy GTY13 criterion (c.) In addition, this
development as proposed would creale a ribbon of development with the exisling
buildings No.10, No.12, which is contrary to policy CTY14 (critericn d.) and should
continue to be refused.

Accass, Movament and Parking

Construction of & new access onto Upper Knockbarragh Road is proposed 1o service
the dwelling. Transport NI has no objections in principle to the proposal, subject to
conditions. In ferms of PPS3, there are no concerns with the propasal. Policy CTY10
criterion ¢) requires access (o be obtained from an existing lane where practicable.
There is no access existing at this location therefore the access details would need
io be assessed further against polices CTY13 and CTY14 at Heserved Matlers
stage.
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Sewerage / Service Provision

The proposal includes disposal of foul sewage via a septic tank and soak away. This
could be achisved within the sites red line boundary and is subject to obtaining
consent from NIEA Water Management Unit. NI Waler has no objections to the
propcsal. Given the existing dwellings along this road frontage, it is envisaged a
dwelling could connect ta the existing services, subject ta consent. Palicy CTY16 is
not offended by the proposal.

Recommendation: Betusal

Reasons for Refusal:

1. The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern
Ireland (SPPS) and Policies CTY1 and CTY10 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside and does not ment being
considered as an exceptional case in that it has not been demonstratad that:

« T[he proposed new building is visually linked or sited to cluster with an
established group of buildings on the farm.

« health and safety reasons exist to justify an alternative site not visually linked
ar sited to cluster with an established group of buildings on the farm

« verifiable plans exist to expand the farm business at the existing building
group to justify an allernalive site nol visually linked or sited to cluster with an
astablishad group of buildings on the farm

2. The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Slatement for Narthern
Ireland (SPPS) and Policy CTY13 of Planning Pclicy Statement 21, Sustainable
Development in the Countryside, in that the proposed dwelling is not visually
linked or sited to cluster with an established group of tuildings on the farm and
therefore would not visually inlegrate into the surrounding landscape.

3. The proposal is contrary lo the Stralegic Planning Policy Slatement for Northern
Ireland (SPPS) and Palicy CTY14 of Planning Palicy Statement 21, Sustainable
Development in the Countryside in that the building would, if permilted create a
ribbon of development and would therefars result in a detrimental change to the
rural character of the countryside.



Agenda 29.0 / LA07-2017-0180-F Derek and Rachel EImore.pdf Back to Agenda

ITEM NO 1z
APFLIC NO LAD /2017 10180/F Full DATE VALID oF/ozrzoLy
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Derek & Rachel Elmore AGENT Bemard Dinsmaore
Chartered
Architect 244
Duke Streat
Warranpomt
BT34 23Y
LOCATION Direcily oppasite and East of Nes 1 and 1a Alexander Crive
Warrenpaint
PROPOSAL Froposed 1 hNo detached dwelling
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUF Letters OR.J Petitions SUP Petitions
B 0 o 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
C o 0 0

1 The proposal is contrary to Policy QD 1 (Criteria a & ¢} of Planning Policy Statement 7 (PPS 7) :
Quality Residential Environments, Policy LC1 (Criteria a & b) of the Addendum o PPST !
Safequarding the Character of Established Residential Areas, Planning Contral Principle 1 of
Flanning Palicy Satement 12 (PPS12) : Housing in Setilernents, and Policies SP2 and DES? of
the Planning Strateqy for Rural Northern Ireland in that it would result in overdevelopment of the
site and will not create a quality and sustainahble residentlal environment
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Application Reference: LA07/2017/0180

Date Received: 03 February 2017
Proposal: 1 detached dwelling

Location: The site is located on Alexander Drive, olf the Springlield Road and within
the sattlemeant limits of Warrenpoint.

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

The site is located to the east of Alexander Drive (a cul de sac) and is generally flat.
It contains a flat roofed single storey garage building with cancrete 1o the front as
well as a yard area which is fenced/walled off from the street. The yard is overgrown
and currenlly appears 1o be used lor the storage ol vehicles. The sile adjoins an area
of open space to the south of Alexander Drive and a two storey residential praperty,
16 Springfield Road, to the north. To the east the site backs onto cutbuildings/a
garden area 10 the rear of 18 Springfield Road and Slieve Fay Place. The area is
generally residential, and made up of two storey detached and semi-detached
dwellings.

Site History:

P/2005/1648/F, Site for storey and a half townhouse, Permission refused

Refusal reasons:

» The proposal is contrary Policies SP2 and DES2 of Department's Planning Strategy
for Rural Narthern Ireland in that the proposed development weould, if permitted,
resull in over developmenl of the sile, which is oo restricled lo permit the
eraction of a dwelling of reascnable design and dimensions and with adequate
amenity space.

 The proposal is contrary to Policy QD1 of Planning Policy Statement 7 - Quality
Residential Developments in that the proposed development would, if permittad,
result in over-development of the site which would have an adverse impact on the
residential amenity of 16 Springfield Crive due to overlocking. cvershadowing
and loss of light.
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« The proposal is contrary to Policy AMP2 of Planning Policy Statement 3 - Access,
Movement & Parking in that the development would, if permitted, prejudice the
safety and convenience of road users since provision cannot be made clear of
the highway for the parking and turmning of vehicles which would be attracted to
the premises.

P/2007/0623/Q, Site for dwelling, Permission refused

Hefusal reasons:

« The proposed development is conltrary lo crileria H of Policy QD 1 of the
Depariment's Planning Palicy Statement 7: Quality Residential Environments in
that this proposal, if permitied would be adversely affected through overlooking
and consequent loss of privacy.

= The proposed development is contrary to policy QD1 of PPS 7 in that it would, if
permitted, result in over development of the sile, which is {oo restricted in depth
to permit the arection of a dwalling of reasonable dasign and dimansions and with
adequate ameanity space.

P/2008/0528/0, Site for dwelling. detached garage and off sireet parking, permission
granted, 05 September 2008 — this approval included the current application site
which would be used for parking and a detached garage under the approved
schame.

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

The Banbridge Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015

The Slrategic Planning Folicy Statement (SPSS) for Northern Ireland
PPS2 — Natural Heritage

Planning Policy Statement (PPS) & — Access, Movement and Parking
Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 12 — Housing in Settlements

Planning Policy Statement (FPS) 7 — Quality Residential Environments
Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 7 (Addendum) - Safeguarding the Character of
Estaklished Residential Areas

DCAN 15 - Vehicular Access Standards

DCAN 8 — Housing in Existing Residential Arzas

Creating Places: Achieving quality in residential environments

Living Places Urban Stewardship and Design Guide for Nerthern Ireland
Planning Siralegy for Rural Northern lreland (DES2 and SP18)

Consultations:

Loughs Agency — no objections

Transport NI — no objactions

NI Water — no objections

DAERA/NIEA, Water Management Unit — no abjections

Objections & Representations

Nine neighbour notilication letters were issuad on 8 March 2017,

The application was advertised in local papers on 22 February 2017.

5 lellers of objection and one represenizalion have been received in relalion o the
proposal.
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The issues raised are summarised below.

23 Sleive Foy Place
No abjection to the proposal but notes there is a rataining wall between the two
properties which should not be damaged.

An objection letler was received from the residents of 2,4,3.5 and 6 Alexander Drive
using a shared template. The paints raised ara:

Road safety — narrow single lane road, 2x3 bed dwellings currently under
construction, further development unacceptable, blind comer onte Springfield Road —
additional vehicles will increase risk of accident

Parking — current parking issues affecting access e.g. for bin lorries, emergency
vehicles and use of foctpatns (risking safety). Example provided of a resident who
could not access Il lo hospital as car couldn'l gain access o driveway. Semvice
vehicles unable to gain access affecting standard of living.

Oul ol characler — scale and use oul of characler with surroundings/surrounding
houses and comparad to size of buildings currently on site, overdevelopmeant,
inappropriate for size ot the plot, inadequate vehicle access and turning space,
oppressive impact on outlook and privacy of existing dwellings, cramped appearance

In addition, to the objections raised in the template letter submitted, the residents of

2,4.3,5 and 6 Alexander Drive also raised additional points of objection. Any

objections not already mentioned above are summarised balow:

= Too large, will block light for other properties, tao close to the road making passing
impossible, site suitable for single storey/current use

= Residents of no. 3 note their driveway is constantly used for turning which
detrimentally impacts the driveway

« Sufficient parking should be provided, two stories impinges on light and privacy of
Alexander Drive.

Caonsideration and Assessment:

Section 45 of the Planning Act (Morthemn Ireland) 2011 requires the Council to have
regard to the local development plan, so far as material to the application, and to any
other material considerations. The site is located within the settlement limit for
Warrenpoint (WBO01) and within the Mournes AONB, as set out in BENMAP. There are
na specific policies in the plan that are relevant to the determination of the
application so the application will be considered under the cperational policies of the
SFPS, PP312 and PPS 7. the Rural Planning Strategy for Northern Ireland and
related guidance. Access, parking and rcad safety are considered under PPS 3 and
DCAN 15 The impact on the AONB will be assassed under PPS 2,

The proposal is far a two storey dwelling. It is considered that the proposal
constitutes overdevelppment of the site and is therefare contrary to planning
quidance.
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The proposal is out of keeping with the character of the area. Other dwellings in the
area are predominantly detached or semi-detached. A detached dwelling is
proposed on the site. However, as a result of the restricted size of the site, the
proposed dwelling is smaller than other dwellings in the area and with less provision
for outdoor space. Although the garden space (approximately 42m°) meets the
minimum criteria in Creating Places of 40m?, this is much more restricted than othar
gardens along Alexander Crive. For example, lwo dwellings were recently approved
under planning reference P/2013/0781/F. When the side gardens are included (as
these could be enclosed and made private), both dwellings have around 67 square
metres of amenity space which is close io the Creating Places average requirement
of 70 equare metres. The amenity space provided as part of this propasal falls far
short of this and the ratio of built form to garden is not reflective of the surrounding
area.

The restricted size of the site has also affectad the overall design of the proposal. for
example, the front elevation contains two small bathroom windows and the proposed
dwelling is within 1 metre of the boundary to tha rear (east of the sitg). The ovarall
appearance of the dwelling will appear out of keeping with others in Ihe street which
has more generous outside space and more regular symmetrical window patterns.
Due to ite massing and appearance, the propased dwealling would generally appear
too big for this restricled site.

| am satisfied that the house has been designed so that an unacceptable degree of
averiooking is unlikely to occur. Given the onentation of the site some loss of light
and overshadowing may occur to 16 Springfield Road, bul given the separation
distances | am satisfied that an unacceptable degree of overshadowing or loss of
light would not occur.
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BNMAP

The sita is locatad within the develapment limit of Warrenpoint. The Housing Growth
Indicators in the plan make provision for additional housing development on unzoned
"'windfall sites' such as this however, other cperational planning policies such as
PPPS 12, 7, 7{addendum) and the PSRNI must also be taken into account. The site
is also within the Moumes and Slieve Croob Area of Outstanding Natural Eeauty.
Therefore the application will be assessed against PPS2.

P nd PPS 12
The SPSS promotes good design and place making in new developments. PPS 12
sets out the following planning control principles which are considered further below:
» increased housing density without lown cramming;
+ good design;
» suslainable forms of development, and
= halanced communities.
The proposal is therefore contrary to Planning Control Principle 1 of PPS 12
which advises that:
"When considering an increase in housing density in established residential areas,
great care should be taken to ensure that local character, environmental quality and
amenity are not significantly eroded and that the proposed density, together with the
torm, scale, massing and layout of the new davelopment will respect thal of adjacant
housing and safeguard the privacy of existing residents.”

PSRNI Policies DESZ & SP18

The proposal is contrary to Palicy SP 18 Design in Towns and Villages in that the
scheme has not achieved a high standard of siting and design and the proposal does
not relata satisfactorlly to its townscape setting.

The proposal is contrary to Palicy DES 2 Townscape as it would not make a pasitive
contribution to townscape and is not sensitive to the character of the area
surrounding the site in terms of design and scale.

PPS 7

The proposal is contrary 1o policy QD1 of PFS 7, in that it would constitute town

cramming and would result in unacceptable damage to local character,

environmental qualty and residential amenity and fails {o meel the lollowing criteria

of QD1

(a) the development does nol respect the surrounding context and is not appropriale
to the character and topagraphy of the sita in terms of |ayout, scale. propartions,
massing and appearance of buildings, structures and landscaped and hard
surfaced areas;

(b) adequate provision is not made for public and private opan space and
landscaped areas as an inlegral par! of the development.
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PPS 7 addendum

The area is considered to be an Established Residential Area as defined in the
addendum 1o PPS 7. Therefore policy LG 1 of the addendum applies. The propasal
fails to meet the following criteria of LC1:

(a) the proposead density is significantly higher than that found in the established
residential area;

(b) the patiern of development is not in keeping with the overall character and
environmental quality of the established residential area; and

PPS3 — Access. Movement & Parking & DCAN15 - Vehicular tandard
Paolicy AMP2 of PPS3 states that planning permission will anly be granted for a
development proposal involving direct access onto a public road where such access
will not prejudice road safety. Paragraph 5.16 of Policy AMP2 makes reference 1o
DCAN 15 which sets out the current standards for sightlines that will be applied to a
new access onlo a public road. The proposed dwelling will have direcl access onto
Alexander Drive with twa in-curtilage parking spaces. Transport NI have assessed
the access proposal and have no objections, subject {o conditions.

PPS2 - Natural Heritage
Policy NHE applies to development within Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. It is

considered that the proposal would not impact on the overall character of the AONB.
Qbjections

= As discussed abave, | agree with abjectors comments that the propasal is not in
keeping with the character of the area and is overdevelopment of the site.

« The impact on residential amenity has been assessed above and | do not consider
that there would be any unacceptable loss of residential amenity 25 a result of
this propcsal.

» Objeclors also raised issues in relalion lo access and parking however Transporl
NI have assessed the access and parking provision and found that it meets policy
requirements.

Recommendation:
Refusal

Refusal Reasons:

1. The proposal is conlrary o Policy QD 1 (Griteria a & ) ol Planning Policy
Statement 7 (PFS 7) : Quality Residential Environments, Policy LC1 (Criteria a & b)
of the Addendum to PPS7 : Saleguarding the Character of Established Residential
Areas, Flanning Contral Principle 1 of Planning Paolicy Statemant 12 (PP312) :
Housing in Setllemants, and Policies SP2 and DES2 of the Planning Strategy for
Rural Morthern Ireland in that it would result in overdevelopment of tha site and will
not create a guality and sustainable residential environment.
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Case officer:

Authorised officer:
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ITEM NO az
APPLIC NO LADY2017/1168/F Full DATE VALID 04/08/2017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Mr Thomas McDonald 25 AGENT Bernard Dinsmore
Edenappa Road RIBA 244 Duke
Jonesborough Streat
ET35 BHU Warrenpuaint
ET34 3JY
LOCATION 200m Morth of 11 Carewamean Road
Carnckbhroad
Cromintee
Newry
PROPOSAL o Armegh
Change of house type ta that approved under PI2004/0125/0 and Ff2006/2102/RM
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUP Lefters  QR. Petitions SUP Petitlons
0 0 0 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
] 0 0 Q

| The waposal is conlrary ta the Strategic Planning Policy Statement and Policy CTY1 of Planning
Puolicy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside In thal there are no averriding
reasons why this development is essential in this rural location and could not be located within a
settlement

2 The proposal is contrary to the Stategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS)
and 1o Policy NHB of Planning Policy Statement 2, Natural Heritage. In that the siting of the
prepased dwelling is unsympathetic o the special characrer of the Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty of the particular locality.
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ITEMNO 15
APPLIC NO LAO7/2017/0563/0 Cutline DATE VALID 13/0412017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Mr John Morgan 9 Tamary AGENT CD Consulting 75
Road Creagh Road
Ballyvally Tempo
Mayobridge BT94 3FZ
ET34 2RT
LOCATION Land 20m MNorth of 24 Ballyvally
Maychridge
BT34 ZRT
PROPOSAL 2 dwellings with detached garages to rear
REPRESENTATIONS  DBJ Letters SUP Letters OBJ Petitions SUP Pelitions
0 0 o 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
0 0 a 0
1 The proposal is contrary 0 the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Morthern frefand (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 the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS)
and Policy CTYS of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside
in that the site is not a valid infill opportunity as the gap could accommodale threa dwellings
based on the existing plot sizes and the proposal would, | permitted, result in the addition of
nbbon development along Ballyvally Road.

The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY 13 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainabie
Development in the Countryside, in that 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 buildings rely primarily an the use of new landscaping for
integration, and therefore would not visually integrate into the surrounding landscape,

The proposal is contrary 1o the Sirategic Planning Policy Statement for Merthern Ireland (SPPS)
and Policy CTY 14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Cevelopment in the Countryside
In that the buildings would, if parmitted, result in a suburkan style build-up of development when
viewed with existing and approved biidings, would add to a ribkon of development and the
impact of ancillary works would dameage rural character and would therefore further erode the
rural character of the countryside,

Back to Agenda



Back to Agenda

Combhairle Ceantair
an Iuir, Mhuarn
dgus dll Duin

Newry, Mourne

and Down
District Council

&

Application Reference:
LAO7/2017/05683/0

Date Received:
13/04/2017

Proposal:
Two no. dwellings with associated detached garages ta the rear

Location:
Lands 20m north of 24 Ballyvally Road, Mayobridge, Co. Down, BT34 2RT

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

The site is located approximately 0.5miles South East of Mayobridge in a rural arsa
which is undesignated and which has come under threat from single houses, some
of which are suburban in character and range from bungalow {o two storey in design.
The site forms part of a larger field, with the road side area contained within the red
line boundary. The site is slightly sloping upwards in a southern direction, with the
wider feld area rising steeply from the cenlre area lowards the rear boundary. The
site is bound by low lying hedgerow along the roadside anc southern boundaries,
with the southern boundary, with timber ranch fencing demarking the northern
boundary. There is no eastern boundary currently, with the site amalgamated into
the wider field area. There is an existing small river course approximately 7m from
the northern corner of the site, which is separated by the laneway access to No.18
Ballyvally Road.

Site and relevant surrounding history:

Site:
P/2008/1323/F Overhead single phase line on permission granted
~ | woaden poles (06/06231), 0S/12/2008
'No.20 Ballyvally Road:
P/2008/0073/F Change of house type permission granted
23/07/2008
P/2005/2515/RM | Erection of dwelling and permission granted
delached garage 14/03/2007
P/2002/1781/0 Site for dwelling and detached permission granted
garage 17/12/2002
No.18 Ballyvally Road:

et
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P/2006/2134/F Erection of Replacement permission granted
Dwelling and detached domestic  13/05/2008
Carage
No's 24, 24A, 24B Ballyvally Road:
P/1981/0031 Erection of dwealling permission granted
08/03/1983
P/9BB/IOT17 Extension [/ improvements o permission granted
dwelling 11/09/
1986
F/1997/0665 Change of use from dwelling to  permission granted
self-catering holiday Cottage 03/09/1997
P/1996/0090 Conversion of stores to Dwelling Permission granted
31/07/1996

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:

« Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS)

« The Banbrnidge / Newry and Mourne Local Area Plan 2015 (ENMAP)
« PPS3 ‘Access, Movement and Parking’

« PPS6 'Planning, Archaeclogy and the Built Environment’

s« PPS15 Planning and Flood Risk’

o PPS 21 'Sustainable Development in the Gountryside'

Consultations:

Transport NI:
No objections, subject to conditions (27/09/17)

Dfl Rivers Agency:
Policies FLD1, FLD2 and FLD3 apply to this proposal — conditions attached
(23/08/17)

DiC Historic Environment Divisi
On the basis of the information provided is content that tha proposal is satisfactory to
SFPS and PPS6 archaeology requirements. (16/08/17)

NI Water:
No objections, standard informatives attached (11/09/17)

Objections & Representations

- 5 Neighbouring properlies nolified 14/08/2017 (No's 20, 22, 24,24 A Ballyvally
Road.) No.18 was notified following site inspection 05/08/2016 (statutory expiry
period 19/09/2017)

- Advertised in 3 press publications (Statutory publication period expired
12/06/2017)

- 0 objections or representations received
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Consideration and Assessmeni:

Section 45 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires the Council t¢ have
regard to the Local Development Plan, so far as material to the application, and to
any other malerial considerations. The subject site is located in a rural area with no
additional designations, as identified by the ENMAP 2015. In addition, there Is a
designated Rath located approximately 276m NW of the site. HED: HM has
concluded there would nol be any delrimental impacl (o this Ralh as a resull of this
propesal assessed against the archaeclogy requirements of PPS6. A primary
material consideration in this assessment is PPS21, the deternmining policy for
development in the countryside. The SPPS and PPS21 allow for the development of
a small gap site in an otherwise substantial and continuausly built up frontage,
provided it meets the policy criteria of Policy CTYS.

To be classed as an exception under policy CTY8, the development must comprise a
small gap site in an otherwise substantially and continuously buill up frontage (i.e. 3
or more bulldings along a recad froantage without accompanying development to the
rear) and respeclt the exisling paltern of development along the frontage in terms of
size, scale, siting and plot sizes.

The subject sile 15 considered in ils current scenario: To the north west of the sile,
No. 20 gualifies as one building with road frontage; there is then a private laneway
which provides access 1o No.18 (and adjacent river), followed by the subject site. To
the south e=ast of the site, there is an adjacent privaie laneway access to fam
buildings, followed by No's 24B and 24 (which share the same access) and 24A
which all gualify as buildings with road frontage. In this contaxt, No's 22, 24 & 24B
therefore gualify as 3 buildings along the road frontage without accompanying
development to the rear.

CTY8 stipulates that the 'gap’ should also be sufficient to only accommodate up to a
maximum of two housas and respect the existing development pattern aloeng this
frontage in terms of size, scale, siting and plot sizes. For clarification, the ‘gap’ i3
considered as the gap between buildings (in this context No.20 and No.24B
Ballyvally Road) in line with the interpretation of the Planning Appeals Commission in
their recent appeal reference 2016/A00€8.

o Siting - As lhis is an oulline proposal, delails of siting will be assessed al a laler
stage. A siting condition will be placed on this decision to snsure any
development is in keeping wilh the exisling building line.

o Size and scale - The site currently sits between an existing slorey and a half
dwelling to the north west (No.20) and two bungalow dwellings to the south east
(No.24B, 24). No 24A is two storey in character and not visible from the road
side. To ensure any dwelling on this site would be in keeping with the existing
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character, single storey would only be accepiable provided the additional policy
tests are mel.

« Plot Size - The overall plot depth is comparable with that of No's 20, 24B and 24.
The average plot width along the existing frontage is appraximately 40m, with
Plot widths varying from 58m to 28m (including No's 24B and 24 which sit within
a shared plot.) In this existing settlement pattern, the gap which is approximately
121m is considered to be big enough to accommodate 3 dwellings. This existing
pattern of development is not considered to merit a substantial and continuously
built up frontage, with the existing gap providing a visual break in the developad
appearance of this locality which helps o maintain the rural character which is
under threat.

Above: view fram Ballyvally Road lnoking north

The site does not therefore meel the merits of an exception as a small gap sile (my
emphasis) against the criteria of policy CTY8 and development an this site would
further add to the existing ribbon along Ballyvally Road.

Policy CTY13 considers the integration and design of buildings in the countryside.
Whilst the site benefits from mature trees along the adjacent laneway to the South
between No.24B, the low lying roadside hedge and timber ranch fencing provide little
screening to the site when travelling south along Ballyvally Road, with the site
relatively exposed 1o public view. This hedgerow will also require to be removed to

4
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provide the required visibility splays (2.4m x full frontage setback ) Development on
this site would primarily rely on new landscaping 1o provide a suitable degree of
integration, with the site lacking lang established natural and mature boundaries.

Above: View looking south taken from access lane to No.18 Ballyvally Road across the site.

Palicy CTY14 considers whether new development would cause a detrimental
change to or further erode the rural character of the area. The proposed
development fails to meet the tests of policy CTY8 as a gap site. In this context, the
development would further erode the characler of this area by adding to the ribbon of
development already prasent,

Policy GTY18 ensures the site can facililale non-mains sewerage withoul crealing or
adding to a problem of pollution. Drainage details should be provided at a later stage
and is subject to abtaining cansent to discharge from NIEA.

The proposal involves the construction of a new access onto Ballyvally Road. This is
acceptable 1o Transport NI and in line with the policy requirements of PPS3, subject
1o conditions, in the interests of road safety.

Recommendation: Befusal

Summary of recommendation:

- Site does not qualify as a small gap site / exception to Palicy CTY8 as it is large
enough o accommodate three dwellings;

- Site lacks mature natural boundaries to provide a suitable degree of integration.

- Site pravidas an important visual break in a rural area already under threat from
ribbon development. The development would further erode the character ol this
area by extending this ribbon.
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Heasons for Relusal:

1. 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 lecation and could not
be locatad within a settlemant;

2. The proposal is contrary ta the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland (SPPS) and Palicy CTYRB of Flanning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Couniryside in that the site is not a valid infill
apportunity as the gap could accommadate three dwellings based on the
gxisting plot sizes and the proposal would, if permitted, result in the addition of
ribbon development along Eallyvally Road.

3. The proposal is contrary fo the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland (SPPS) and Policy CTY13 of Planning Pclicy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Gouniryside, in that the proposed sile lacks
long established natural boundaries / is unable to provide a suitable degree of
enclosure for the building to integrate into the landscape; the proposad
buildings rely primarily on the use ol new landscaping for inlegration; and
therefore would not visually integrate into the surrounding landscape.

4. The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Flanning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland (SFPS) and Policy CTY14 of Planning Palicy Statemeant 21,
Sustainable Developmenl in the Countryside in thal the buildings would, if
permitted rasult in a suburban style build-up of development when viewed
with existing and approved buildings: the buildings would, if permitted acd to a
ribbon of development; the impact of ancillary works would damage rural
character; and would therefore further erode the rural character of the
countryside.

Case Officer Signature:

Date:

Appointed Officer Signature:

Date:
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ITEMNO 17
APPLIC NO LADTIZ017/065TIF Full DATE VALID 09/0572017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Steven & Diane Campbell 17 AGENT Emma Speers
The Erambles Architects 33
Kilkeel Dunnaval Road
BT34 4FH Kilkesl
BT34 43T
LOCATION 30m Morth of 34 Greencastle Road
Kilkeel
BT34 4DE
PROPOSAL indill site for new dwelling and garage in existing cluster (amended plans)
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUP Letters 0OBJ Petitions SUP Petitions
0 0 o 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
0 0 a 0

1 The proposal is contrary 1o The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland and
policy CTY 1 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Cauntrysice in
that there are no overriding reasons why this development Is essential in this rural lecation
and could not be located within a settlement.

2 The proposal Is contrary 10 Policy CTY2a of Planning Policy Statement 21, New Dwellings in
Existing Clusters in that the cluster is nol associated with a focal point and is not located al a
cross-roads.

3 The proposal 1s contrary to The Strategic Planming Policy Statement for Northemn Ireland and
policy CTY8 of Flanning Folicy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in ihe Courtryside in
Lhat the propesal does nol conslitule a gap site in an otherwise substantial and continuously buill
up fromiage.

4 The moposal is conlrary o The Strategic Planning Policy Staterment for Northem reland and
Policy CTY14 af Planning Palicy Stalement 21, Sustainmahle Develapmen in the Counlryside in
that the dweling would |, If permined ereate or add 1o a dbbon of development and would
therefare result in a detnmenial change to further erode the rural character of the countryside.
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Combhairle Ceantair
an Iuir, Mhuarn
dgus dll Duin

Newry, Mourne
and Down

District Council

Application Reference: LAO7/2017/0687/C
Date Received: 22.05.2017
Proposal: Infill site for new dwelling and garage in existing cluster

Locatian: 30m north of 94 Greencastle Road, Kilkeal, BT34 4DE

Site Characteristics & Area Characleristics:

The application sile is located off the Greencastle Road, Kilkeel. This area is rural in
character with a number of outbuildings and rural dwellings. The site is located 30m
north of 94 Greencastle Road.  The application site as ouflined in red can be
accessed via a private laneway of Greencastle Road. The site is of rectangular
shape with a mobile home located along the northem boundary of the site. The
topography of the land szes the site slope downwards form sasiam 1o wesiemn
boundaries.

The boundaries are defined by a stone wall ranging froam 2-3m in high along the
northern, southern and eastem boundaries with 2Y2m high hedgerow along the
western boundary. The application site is located outside any settlement
development limils as designaled within then Banbridge, Newry and Mourne Area
Plan 2015.

Application site
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Site History:
P/2013/0071/0

Site for a Replacement Dwelling and Domestic Garage
Permission Hefused- 18.04 2013

P/1998/11086
Site for dwelling
Permission Eefused- 15.12.2013

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:
Regional Development Stratagy
Banbridge/Newry & Mourne Area Plan 2015
Strategic Planning Policy Statement of Northern Ireland
PPS 3- Planning Policy Statement 3 — Access, Mcvement and Parking
AMP 2- Access to Public Roads
AMP 3- Access to Protected Routes
AMP 7 Car Parking and Servicing Arrangements
PPS 21- Sustainable Development in the Countryside
CTY 1- Development in the Countryside
CTY2a — New Dwellings in Existing Clusters;
CTY 8- Ribbon Development
CTY13- Integration and Design of Buildings in the Countryside;
CTY14- Rural Character
CTY16 — Development Relying on Non-Mains Sewage

Supplementary Planning Guidance:

Building on Tradition: A sustainable Design Guide for the Northern Ireland
Countryside

Consultations:

Transport NI- Has requestad fer additional infermation and have yat to make a
decision on this application.

Environmental Heath- The proposed site is lecated with 7om of working farm
buildings which are not associated with the applicant if this planning application.

NI Water- Has no objections o the proposal

Objections & Representations

5 Neighbours was notified on 25.05.2017 and 14.07.2017 and the application was
advertised on 15.05.2017 and 17.07.2017, Mo cbjecticns or representations
received.

Principle ol Development
Section 45 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011 reguires the Council lo have regard lo lhe

Local Development Plan (LCP), in so far as material ta the application and to any
other material considerations. Section 6(4) states that the determination must be
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made in accordance with the Development Flan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise.

The proposed site is in the opan countryside as designated by the Development Plan
and therefore the application falls to be considerad under PPS21 and paragraph
6.73 of the SPPS. Policy CTY 1 of PPSZ1 identifies a range of types of development
which in principle are considered to be acceptable in the countryside. One of these is
a dwelling within an existing cluster of buildings in accardance with Falicy CTY2a.
Policy CTY2a indicates that planning permission will be granted for & dwelling at an
existing cluster of development subject to six criteria being met. Mast of the critaria
are replicated in the SPPS5.

The first criterion requires the cluster of developmeant to lie outside of a farm and to
consist of four or more buildings (excluding ancillary buildings such as garages,
outbuildings and open sidad structure) of which at |2ast three are dwellings. Officers
consider that the cluster consists of four dwellings no. 94 Greencastle Road (and the
two outbuildings associated) no.82 Greencastle Road, no.890 Greencastle Road and
no.90a Greencastle Road. Officers consider the proposed development complies
with criteria 1 of CTY2a

The second criterion reguires that the cluster appears as a visual enlity in the local
landscape. Officers consider that the cluster consists of four dwellings no. 94
Greencaslle Hoad (and the two cutbuildings associalad) no.92 Greencaslle Road,
no.80 Greencastle Road and no.90a Greencastle Road. Officers consider from the
different viewpoints along Greencastle Road the cluster appears as a visual entity in
the local landscape, thus meeling the second critena.

The third criterian requires a new dwelling to cluster with a focal point, such as a
social/ community building/facility, or is a cross-roads. The area does have an
associated focal point or is located at a cross-roads therelore proposal does not
meet the definition and is not considered acceptable in principle against this policy
lest.

The fourth criterion requires that the identified sile provides a suilable degree of
enclosure and is bounded on at |least two sides with other develocpment in the
cluster. The boundaries of the site are well enclosed and could offer a suitable
degree of enclosure to allow a dwealling to integrate into tha landscape. The proposal
is bounded on the eastern side by nc.92 Greencastle Road, with the southern side
bounded with no. 94 Greancastle Road. Therefore the proposal meets the faurth
criteria.

The fifth criterion is that the development of the site can be absorbed into the
existing cluster through rounding off and consolidation. Officers consider that due to
its siting the proposed development would be absorbed into the existing cluster and
it would meel the lifth criterion.

The sixth criterion requires that the development would nol adversely impact on
residential amenity. No.92 Greencastle Road is considerably slevatad above the
applicaticn site. The proposal nas taken into consideration any potential impact on
no.82 Greencastle Road with rocf lights propased along the eastern elevation.
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Regarding no.94 Greencastle Road, the proposed development would be located on
similar level. However the proposed dwelling would have a separation distance of
approximalely 27m from dwelling o dwelling with existing and proposed garage
between the dwellings. Officers consider that the existing 2m high stone would
provide sufficient screenage and would prevent any overlooking. The proposed
development has been carefully oriented to not adversely impact the ameanities of
both neighbouring dwellings. However the proposal fails to meet all six criteria test of
CTY2aand CTY1.

TY8- Ri n Development

The agent has provided additicnal informaticn to support the grinciple cof
development against CTY8B of PPS 21, which slales planning permission will be
refused for a building which creates or adds to a ribcon of development:

An exception will be permitted for the development of a small gap site sufficient only
to accommodale up o a maxmum of lwo houses within an otherwise substantial and
continuously built up frontage and provided this respects the existing development
paitern along the frontage in terms ol size, scale, siting and plot size and meets
other planning and envircnmental requirements.

For the purpose of this policy the definition of a substantial and built up frentage
includes a line ol 3 or more buildings along a road lronlage withou! accompanying
development to the rear.

The application site is positionad to the rear of no.94 Greencastle Road. Officers do
not consider the application to have a frontage on to Greencastle Road. Whilst the
site is large enough anly to accommadate one dwelling comfartably it does not sit
between buildings as there are no properties immediately north of application and
sharing the same frontage and therefore does not constitute 2 gap site within an
otherwise substantial and continuously built up frontage.

The application site has a frontage to an existing lane west of the sile, however it
fails to meet the cnteria of a built up frontage. The maobile hame located along the
northern boundary of the site is not a permanent structure and is therefore cannot be
considered. The agent has made reference to a dwelling currenlly under construction
to the north of no.92. However upon site visit there was no evidence of any
substantial works commenced this cannot be considered as part of the built up
frontage and therefore the proposal fails to meet the policy test of CTY 8 and CTY 1.

Design and Integration

CTY13 stales thal a new buillding in the countryside will be unacceptable where, i
would be a prominent feature in the landscape, the site lacks long established
boundaries or is unable to provide a suiteble degree of enclosure; relies on new
landscaping; ancillary works de not intagrate or the propasal wauld fail ta blend with
the landform and other natural features which provide a backdrop cor where the
design of the building is inappropriate for the site and its locality.

In the opinion of Officers the proposal would not appear unduly prominent in the
landscape and it is well enclosed along its boundaries by existing mature hedgerow
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and sione wall allow a building to integrale into the landscape. The application site
could suitably accommodate a dwelling without primarily relying on new landscaping
for integration.

Impact cn Rural Character

Policy GTY 14 slates thal planning permission will be granted for a building in the
countryside where it does not cause a detrimental change to, or further erode the
rural character of the area. In this case, for the aforementioned reasons within
CTY2a and CTY8, any dwelling would in the opinion of Cfficers would significantly
alter or harm the rural character of the area.

Environmental Health

Environmental Health has stated that the proposed site is located with 75m of
working farm buildings which are nol associaled with the applicant of this planning
application. Tha applicant should be requested to consider relocation of the
proposed dwelling to achieve a minimum separation distance of 75 metres from the
farm buildings, where possible.

Impact on road safety and parking

The application proposes to use the access of the Greencastle Road. Transport NI
has raised concerns regarding rear of sightlines and foolway to be widened to
accommodate proposed sightline. The applicant has submitied plans but failed to
submit sufficienl plans to address the concems raised by Transport NI with further
amendments needed. However upon assessing this application it has been
determined that there is no principle for a dwelling.

Conclusion

Refusal

Refusal Reasons

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

2. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY2a of Planning Policy Statement 21,
New Dwellings in Existing Clusters in that the cluster is not associated with a
focal paint and is not located at a cross-roads.
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3. The proposal is contrary lo The Slrategic Planning Policy Statemenl lor
Northern Ireland and policy CTY8 of Planning Policy Slatement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in thal the proposal does not
constitute a gap site in an otherwise substantial and continuously built up
frontage.

4. The proposal is contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland and Policy CTY14 aof Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in thal the dwelling would, if
permitted create or add to a ribbon of development and would therefare rasult
in a detrimental change to further erade the rural character of the countryside.

Case Officer
Signature

Date

Appainted Officer
Signature

Date
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ITEM NO 20
APPLIC NO LADY/2017/079LF Full DATE VALID 23/0af2017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT MC Developments Ltd 56 AGENT Blackgate
Slatequarry Road Developments Lid
Culbyhianna 17 Ummercam
Mevry Road
ET35 OPW Silverbridge
Mewry
ET3s PR
LOCATION Land at and 10 the rear of Mo. 12 & No. 14 Jonesbarough Village
Edenappa
Jonesborough
Newry
Co. Down
M. Ireland
BT35 8HR
PROPOSAL Private Housing Development consisting of the demalition of Mo, 12 Church Hill,
Joneshorough and the ereclion of 5 Mo, dwellings (1 detached & 4 semi-detached),
road improvernent works, landscaping and associated sile works. (Amended
entrance}
REPRESENTATIONS OBJLetters SUP Letters OBJ Petitions SUF Petitions
4 4] 4] ]
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
L] 1] ¥] o
1 1. The prope=al is contrary (0 the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northem |reland and

DES 2 of the Planning Strategy for Rural Morthemn lreland (FSRNI) in that the davelopment
would, if permitted.

- harm the lownscape character of the area by failing to respect the existing linear pattern of
tevelopmenl along the froniage of Juneshorough Villages,

- disrupt (he buill form along the streel-scene,

= resullin & dominance of hard-surfacing,

- adversely impact on views along the street as a result of the suburban form of the re-
development scheme propesed in the back-lands: and

- harm the living conditicns of the residents at 8-18 Jonasborough Villages by reason of adverse
impact 1o amenity braught about by this tandem and piecemeal dewelopment as well as the
introduction of pedestrian and vehicular raffic to the rear of existing dwellings

2. The overall propozal Is contrary 1 the Strategic Planning Polley Statement for Northern
Ireland (SPFS). PPST: Palicy QD1 (Criteriaa, ¢, g, h and [}, PPS7 (Addendum) Folicy LCL,
PPS12: PCP1 and 2 of PPS12 in that.

= i well resull in adverse visual impact causing agmentation of an unbroken linear read hontaye,
-is a piecemeal development which will provide access to other undeveloped back land
sites selting an unacceptable precedent for future development;

- iz dominant and uncharacieristic to the existing sefilement pattem;

-iLis an overdevelopment ol the site due 1o 15 restnctive size and /s unable o provide sufcient
private open space or separation distances o avoid impact o amenity. and

= it will alsg introduce venhicular and pedestrian traffic to the rear of existing dwellings which will
have direct impact due to noise, general disturbance, overlooking.

Back to Agenda
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3 3. The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Flanning Policy Statement (SPPS) and Policy NH &
of the Planning Policy Staterment 2, Planning and Mature Conservation in that the site lies within
an Area of Quistanding Natural Beauly and the developmen! is nol sympathetic o the
character and appearance of the AONB

A 4, The proposal is contrary 10 SPPS paragraph 4 11 in thal development would il permitted harm
the living conditions ol residents al Jonesboraugh Village due o the level ol sctivity associated
with the development by reason of noise and general nuisance

5 The proposal is contrary to PPS 3 in that it would if permitted prejudice the safety of pedestnan
moverneand alonyg Jonesborough Village:
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Combhairle Ceantair
an Iuir, Mhuarn
dgus dll Duin

Newry, Mourne

and Down
District Council

&

Application Reference: LA07/2017/0791/F
Date Received: 23.05.17

Proposal: Private Housing Development consisting of the demolition of No. 12
Jonesborough Village, Jonesborough and the erection of 5 No. dwellings (1
detached & 4 semi-detached), road improvement warks, landscaping and associated
site works,

Location: Land at and to the rear of Mo. 12 & No. 14 Jonesborough Village
Edenappa, Joneshorough, Newry

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

Site is located on vacant land located to the rear of an existing terrace within the
settlement of Jonesborough.

Site Histary:
LAC7/2016/1512/F - Proposed gable wall alterations, internal alterations and
additional floor space extension {o rear and first floor and construction of new rooi

with integrated dormer windows. No 14 Jonesbarough Village, Church Hill. Granted
(Adjacent and SW)

P/2008/0094/F - Proposed construction of housing development and associated site
work. To the rear of No 24 Jonesborough Village. Granted (SE cof site)

P/2005/0651/F - Extension and alterations o existing dwelling. 14 Jonesborough
Village, Co. Armagh. Granted (Adjacent and SW)

P/1994/0281 - Erection of dwelling. Rear of No. 20 Jonesborough Village, Newry.
Granted

P/1983/0951 - Extension and improvement to dwelling. 12 Jonesborough Village,
Newry

Planning Policies & Material Cansiderations:

et
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Banbridge Near and Mourne Area Plan 2015: Site is within the development limits
of Jonesborough on unzoned land

SPPS and PPS52

Site includes the demolition of a building along the main arterial route through
the village resulting in the loss of part of the linear streel frontage of the village which
is of importance to the character and appearance of the locality.

PPS3, DCAN 15 and Parking Standards — Whilst parking is sufficiently
accommodated within the scheme, the access to the development will compromise
the safety of pedestrian users within the vicinity

PPSE6: HED Buildings and Monument have raised no major objeciions lo proposals

SPPS, PSRNI, PPS7: QD1, PPS 7 (Addendum) PPS8 and PPS12 (PCP1, 2),
Creating Places and DCAN 8

Site Context/ Characteristics:

The existing pattem of development is characterised by an existing roadside terrace
fronting onto a main arterial route through the village. Proposals will involve the
demalition of an axisting mid-terrace dwelling to facilitate a new road access to serve
the housing development. Proposals fail to respect the existing context and will
create a ‘gaping’ hole in an unbroken linear street frontage, exposing the gables of
properties Nos, 10 and 14 which will create an unattractive vista on approach in
either direclion. Proposals will creale fragmenlation and piecemeal development
resulting in back land development which is uncharacteristic to the existing pattern of
development al this specific location and in turn will allow access (o other
undeveloped back land sites. (See appeal 2009/A0033)

Layout:

The creation of a new road access to serve the proposed housing development will
‘punch’ through the existing undisturbed street frontage to provide a continuous road
access which will create an unaliractive vista along the sireet scape, which will not
only have a detrimental visual impact but the access will sit higher than existing
roadside dwellings at its highest point. The introduction of a road access ta serve 5
dwellings to the rear of existing properties will result introduce activity by both
vehicles and pedestrians to the rear of these properties thal previously didn’t exist
with particular adverse impact upon the amenity of Na. 10 (read immediately abuts
the boundary).

Proposed dwellings at plots 1 - 3 have habitual rooms that overlook onto land to the
SW and NE. No. 4 of the development has habitual rooms which will face onto the
rear gardens of proposed dwellings 1 - 3. Due o the restricled nature of the site the
proposed development has insufficient distance to its respective boundaries and will
inevitably cause an adverse impact upon the residential amenity of existing residents
as well as future occupiers ol the development, Paragraph 7.16 of ‘Creating Places’
requires @ minimum distance of around 10 metres between the rear of new houses
and the comman boundary and a separation distance greater than 20 metres
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between dwellings o mimmise overlooking. Proposals have a separation distance
ranging from 4m -16m within the scheme which are well below the requirements set
out in Creating Places

Archaeology and Built Heritage
HED Buildings and Monuments have raised no major concerns
Public/ Private Open Space/ Landscaping/ Hard Standing

Private open space in the form of rear gardens has been allocated to each of the
dwellings however the majority of garden sizes are less than the recommended
parameters of garden space provision of Creating Places (para 5.19). The sizes of
gardens do not allow fulure apportunity lor expansian within the plot o facilitaie for
example a domestic store, garage or extension to the property.

Furthermare the arrangemant of gardens are within closa proximity ta the boundary
of existing properties which will result in direct overlooking and loss of privacy to both
future and existing occupiers.

The development is dominated by hard standing. roadway with in-curtilage parking
which gives a very ‘hardened’ aspect which will have a defrimental visual impact
particularly when viewed from the main thoroughfare and when entering the
development.

Local Neighbourhood Facilities

The site is locatad within the development limits of Jonesborough within walking
distance ol loca!l neighbourhood facilities

Movement/ Parking

Although the layout does not contribute to the quality of the residential development
it nevertheless incorporates linkage to the existing footpath encouraging sustainable
patterns of movement. Sufficient parking has been provided to accommodate
development. The access crossing over the existing foolway will nevertheless
compromise the safety of pedestrian users within the vicinity

Form, Materials and Detailing:

Whilst it is acknowledged the external finishes to be used are sympathetic to its
location the scale and lorm ol proposed dwellings are nol reflective ol the existing
built form immediately adjacent (Mos. 8 -20) rasulting in new buildings towering over
the existing as well as the proposed dwelling (LA0O7/2016/1512/F) this is particularly
evident on approach from the NE

Privacy/ Impact to Amenity

The residential development includes the crealion of a new access which will
introduce and generate activity due to vehicular and pedestrian activity to the rear of
these properties which will create adverse impact to the amenity of existing residents

3
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due to noise. general nuisance and disturbance. The location of dwellings and areas
of private open space are also poorly set out and will result in adverse impact upon
the amenity ol luture occupants as well as exisling neighbours.

Security from Crime

Whilst habitual rooms are located to front and rear of proposed dwellings allowing
some informal surveillance within the scheme. however the close proximity to
neighbouring lands and turning head area exposes the development. Therefore the
overall layout and design of dwellings do nat necessarily enhance security from
crime at this location and exposes the entire development to unsecure and unsafe
living conditions.

Density

The number ol units on lhe application sile is comparable 1o other development
within the settlament. Despite this the increase of density at this location will
nevertheless have a detrimental impact upon the established street scape having an
adverse impact upon the local character, amenity and will erode the visual
appearance of the locality to its detriment. The scale, form and layout does not
respeact that of adjacent housing and does not safequard the privacy of existing/
future residents.

PCP3: Sustainable Forms of Development

Site is located within the defined limits of the settlement of Jonesborough were a
promotion of development is encouraged within these areas.

HS4: House Types and Sizes

Difterant house typas are provided within the scheme in line with HS4 of PPS12
Land Use

Land use is in keeping with surrounding uses

LC1: Protecting Local Character, Environmental Quality and Residential
Amenity

Proposals are not for the redevelopment of existing buildings or the infilling of a
vacant site nor has all of the criteria set out in QD1 of PPS 7 been met, The pattern
of developmenl 1s out ol keeping at this parlicular location which is characterised by
a linear unbroken street frantage

In consideration of the above proposals fail to mest the Strategic Flanning Policy
Staternent as well as PPS7: Policy QD1 criteria a, ¢, g, h and i of QD1, LC1 of PPS7
(Addendum), DES 2 cf the PSANI and FPS12: PCP1 and 2
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Consultations:
Transport NI — Have expressed concerns

Environmental Health (07.06.17) — Within 75m of a working farm which are not
associated with the applicant

HED:

Buildings - On the basis of the ravised information an argument against tha
proposal could not be sustained under Policy BH11({Development affecting the
Setting of a Listed Building) of the Department's Planning Policy Statement 6:
Planning, Archaeclogy and the Built Heritage and SPPS 6.12, however HED weuld
condilions on any approval.

Monuments - Content

NIW (11.04.16) — Public, foul and surface water sewer with 20m and available
capacity at WWTW

Objections & Representations
12 neighbours notified
Advertised June and July 2017 (Amended address)

2 Objections (10 Church Hill Jonesborough and18 Jonesborough Village)

- Impact to structural integrity, gable of No. 10 will be exposed

- Radius/curvature of new entrance is significantly intrusive and
changes/reduces the layout directly outside front door

- No details of finished rear boundary! height or extent of vegetation planting

- Unable to ascertain if the develogment included alteration to No. 14

- Impact to linear village. Ne mention of No. 14 in proposals

- Impact of vehicular activity to nos. 10 and 16

Consideration of Objections

- Impact to structural integrity is outside the remit of the planning authority
The radius / curvature of the new entrance appears 1o be on a public foolway
which will require consent from Transport NI. The objector has not present
evidence thal this land is within their ownership/ conlro!

- Boundary datails althaugh not provided could be made conditianal of a
decisicn notice

- Proposals do not involve altaration of No. 14 within this current scheme and
was subject to a separate application which has not yet been implemenled (
LAD7/2016/1512/F) this has been queried with the agent and amended plans
sought

- There will be adverse impacl to the linear village, this has been considered
within the report above
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The impacl of vehicular and pedestrian aclivity to neighbours have been
considered

Consideration and Assessment:

The overall proposals fail to meet the Strategic Planning Policy Statement, PPS7:
Policy QD1 criteria a, c, g, hand i of QD1, PPS7 (Addendum) Policy LG1, PPS2,
PF312: PCP1 and 2 of PPS12 and DES 2 of the PSRNI in that development will
result in adverse visual impact causing fragmentation of an unbreken linear roag
frontage, is a piecemeal development which will pravide access to other
undeveloped back land sites setting an unacceptable precedent for future
development. Propasals are an overdevelopment of the site due to its restrictive size
is unable to provide sufficient private open space or separation distances to avoid
impacl to amenity, proposals will also introduce vehicular and pedestrian traffic to the
rear of existing dwellings which will have direct impact due to noise, general
disturbance, overlooking. For lhese reasons and reason sel out in the reporl above
the application is contrary to policy and it is recommended to refuse the application.

Recommendaltion:

Refusal

Refusal Reasans:

1. The proposal is contrary 1o the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland and DES 2 ol the Planning Sirategy for Rural Northern
Ireland {(PSRNI} in that the development would. if permitted:

- harm the townscape character of the area by failing to respeact the existing
linear patiern of development along the frontage of Jonesborough Village;

- disrupt the built form along the street-scene;

- result in a dominance of hard-surfacing:

- advearsely impacl on views along the streel as a result of the suburban larm
of the re-development scheme proposed in the back-lands; and

- harm the living canditions of the residents at 8-18 Jonesbarough Village by
reason of adverse impact to amenity brought about by this tandem and
piecemeal development as well as the infroduction of pedestrian and
vehicular traffic to the rear of existing dwellings.

2, The averall proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy
Statement for Northemn Ireland [SPPS), PPS7: Policy QD1 (Criteria a, ¢, g, h
and i), PPS7 (Addendum) Policy LC1, PPS12: PCP1 and 2 of PPS12 in that:

- it will result in adverse visual impact causing fragmentation of an unbroken
linear road frontage;

is a piecemeal developmenl which will provide access 1o other undeveloped
back land sites setting an unacceptable precedent for future development;



Back to Agenda

- 15 dominamt and uncharacteristic to the existing settlement pattern;

-it is an overdevelopment of the site due to its restrictive size and is unable to
pravids sufficient private open space or separation distancas to aveid impact
to amenity; and

- it will also intreduce vehicular and pedestrian traffic to the rear of existing
dwellings which will have direct impact due 1o noise, general disturbance,
overlooking.

3. The proposal is contrary to the Sirategic Planning Policy Statement
(SPPS) and Policy NH 6 of the Planning Policy Statement 2, Planning and
Nature Conservatian in that the site liss within an Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty and the development is not sympathetic to the character and
appearance of the AONB.

4, The proposal is contrary to SPPS paragraph 4.11 in that development
would if permitted harm the living conditions of rasidents at Jonesborough
Village due to the level of activity associated with the development by reason
of noise and general nuisance.

5. The proposal is contrary to PPS3 in that it would il permilled prejudice lhe
safety of pedestrian movement along Jonesbourgh Village
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Case Officer

Authorised Officer

Pholographs
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ITEM NO Z1
APPLIC MO Laoyi2017/a798/r Full DATE VALID 2B/03/2017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Phelim Burns 11 Creggenhana AGENT Gary Meardle 26
Road Mewry Road
Crossmaglen Farknill
BT359D BT359RN
LOCATION 185m Morth East of 6A Cregganbane Road
Creggankane
Glebe
Crossmaglen
PROPOSAL ALk
Proposed Agricultural Storage Shed
REPRESENTATIONS OBJLetlers SUP Letters  OBJ Petitions SUP Petitions
0 0 4] 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
o 0 0 Q

1 The proposal is contrary o0 The Sirategic Planning Policy Statement for Norhem Ireland and
Policy CTY12 af Planning Palicy Statement 21, Sustainable Develapment in the Countryside in
Lhal it hias not been demonstrated that it is necessary lor the efficient use of the active and
established agricultural helding; #t would have an adverse impact on the natural heritage and
would result in a detrimental impact on the amenity of residenlial dwedlings outside the holding or
enterprise by reason of odour, noise and flies. The proposal is also contrary 1o The Strategic
Planmng Palicy Statement for Northern ireland and policy CTY 12 of Planning Policy Statement
21 Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that the proposal Is nol siled beside existing
farm buildings,

2 The Strateqic Planning Pollcy Statement for Morthern reland and policy NHZ of Planning Policy
Statement 2, Natural Heritage, in that there |s insufficient iormation 1o confirm the propesal is
nol likely to have an adverse effect on the integnty, including the value of the site 1o the habnat
network, or special interest of nearby ASSIs.
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Newry, Mourne

and Down
District Council

&

Application Reference: LAC7/2017/0798/F
Date Received: 26.03.2017
Proposal: Full permission fer a proposed Agricultural Storage Shed

Location: 185m North East of 6A Cregganbane Road, Cregganbane, Glebe,
Crossmaglen

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

Tha site which is set back from tha public road and accessed by a private laneway is
broadly rectangular in shape and includes an agricultural field that contains a catile
crush. A redundant dwelling is notable on the adjacent field.

Site Hislary:
N/A

Planning Policies & Material Cansiderations:

The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland
Barbridge Mewry and Mourne Area Plan 2015

Planning Policy Statement 21

Planning Policy Statement 3

Planning Policy Statement 2

Consultations:

Statutory Transport NI - Downpatrick | Mo objections
Cfiice
Advice and Guidance Env Health Newry Mourne Recommend separation

And Down District Councl| distance of 75m from
nearest non associated

dwelling.

Statutary NIEA Further information
required

Non Statutory NI Watar Mo objsctions, standard

response.
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Objections & Representations
3 neighbours notified on 08.06.2017 and 16.06.2017 and the application was
advertised on 14.06.2017. No objeclicns or representalions received.

Consideration and Assessment:
The site is located within the rural area as depicled in the Area Plan. There are no
specific abjections to the proposal with regard 1o the Area Plan.

Planning Policy Statement 21 — Palicy CTY 12.
The DEARA consultation response has confirmed the agriculiural has been
established for B years and is currently active.

(@) The agenl has staled the developmenl is necessary for the efficient use ol lhe
farm business to provide housing of plant, equipment, feedstock and the
keeping of livestock. However evidence has not been submitled to show this
building is necessary for the efficient use of the holding or where currantly
livestock and machinery efc is housad. This information was not requestad
due to the principle of a shed at this site being unacceptable to the Council.

{b) In terms of character and scale, the proposzal is not considerad to offend this
policy.

(c) The proposal is considered to visually integrate in the landscape.

(d) Further information is required so that Natural Environment Division can
undertake SCAIL modelling. In the absence ol this information NED has
advised the propaosal is contrary to PPS2: Natural Heritage and Habitats.
Drainage and Water section also require furlher information to make a fully
informed response. This informatian was not requested due to the principle of
a shed at this site being unacceptable to the Council.

(e) Environmental Health has advised a separation distance of at least 75m from
dwellings not involved with the agricultural helding. Dwelling Mcos 6 and 8 both
fall within that distance. The issue is the keeping of livestock at this shed and
a condiion 1o reslrict the use of livestock s considerad unreasonable and
unenforceable for an ‘agricultural shed'. With this in mind the proposal is
considered to have a detrimental impact on the amenity of adjacent
neighbours due to odour, noise and flies.

The proposal is therefore contrary to parts (a), (d) and (e) of policy CTY 12.

The agent has stated there are no other farm buildings on the holding capable of the
function applied for. Whilst the design and materials are considered acceptable the
proposal is not sited beside existing farm buildings. Only a crush and redundant
dwelling is notable &t the site — no other farm buildings.

The proposal is not considered to offend policies CTY8, CTY13 or CTY14.
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Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage.

As the application is within 7.5km of 5 ASSl's policy NH 3 is applicable. In the
absence of the informalion necessary o carry oul SCAIL medelling the proposal is
contrary to policy NH3 of PPS2.

Planning Policy Statement 3
Transport NI has confirmed it has no objection to the proposal with regards PPS3.

Recommendation:
Refusal

Reasons:

1. The proposal ig contrary to The Slrategic Planning Policy Slatement for
Northern Ireland and Pelicy CTY 12 of Planning Policy Statemant 21, Sustainable
Development in the Countryside in that it has nol been demonstrated that it is
necessary for the efficient use of the active and established agricultural holding; it
would have an adverse impact on the natural heritage and would result in &
detrimental impact on the amenity of residential dwellings outside the holding or
enterprise by reason of ocdour, noise and flies. The propesal is also contrary to The
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Narthern Ireland and policy CTY12 of
Planning Policy Statement 21 Sustainable Davelopment in the Countryside, in that
the proposal is not sited beside existing farm buildings.

2. The Stralegic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland and policy NH3
of Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage, in that there is insufficient
information to confirm the proposal is not likely to have an adverse effect on the
integrity, including the value of the site to the habitat network, or special interest of
nearby ASSIs.

Case Officer:

Authorised Officer:
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ITEM NO 22
APPLIC NO LADT2017/0808B/F Full DATE VALID 250502017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT EDE Construction 2A Seavers AGENT
Rnad
Newry
ET35 BNA
LOCATION Lands between The Sacred Heart Grammar Schocol and Mewry High School Ashgrove
Avenue Newry.
PROPOSAL Remaoval of condition 2 on Planning Approval P2011/1067/F. Condition 2 raquiras
that 16 af the 47 unils approved are provided lor social rented housing.
REPRESENTATIONS OBJLetters SUP Letters  QOBJ Petitions SUP Petitions
0 1] 3] ]
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
4] 0 0 a

1 The proposal is contrary 1o the Strategic Planning policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPFPS)
and designated zoning MY50 of the Banbridge / Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015 in that the
key site requirement slates that a minimum of 16 dwellings shall be provided for social housing,
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'\ Newry, Mourne
and Down

District Council

Application Reference: LA0O7/2017/0808/F

Date Received: 30" May 2017
Praposal: Removal of Condition 2 on planning approval P/2011/1067/F

Location: The siie is identified as Lands between The Sacred Heard Grammar
School and Newry high School Ashgrove Avenue, Newry.

Site History:

Planning Permission was granted on the application site under planning ref
P/2011/1067/F for the “Erection of residential development (comprising 2 No.
Detached dwellings, 28 No. semi-detached dwellings. 9 No. terraced dwellings (in 3
bocks) and 8 Na. apartments (in 4 blocks) — 47 No. units in tatal, to include 16 NO.
social housing units)". Condition No. 2 of this planning approval states:

“Of the 47 No. units hereby permitted, a minimum of 1€ No. residential units shall be
provided for social renled housing and shafl only be managed and maintained by a
housing association which is registered and requiated by the Departmant of Social
Development as a social housing provider. Prior to the commencement of the
development, the deveioper shall inform the Department in writing which residential
units will be provided was social rented housing.”.

Reason: To meet an identified social rented housing need in this area.

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:
+ Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPFS)
« Banbridge / Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015

Consultalions:

NI Housing Executive — the reason states:

As 31 March 2016, we identified a projected housing need to 2020 of 638 social
housing for Newry city. We fully support the need for this scheme to help address
unmet social housing need in this area.

Response dated - 25" July 2017
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Objections & Representations

There were 15 neighbour notifications issued tor this proposal. The application was
advertised in the local press on 15" June 2017. There were no representations
received.

Consideration and Assessment:

Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS)

Page 69-75 sets aut the strategic approach for the pravisionof housing in
settlements.

Page 73 of the SPFS sets out how Local development Pland will facilitate a
reasonable mix of housing.

Housing Meeds Assessment/ housing Market analysis (HNA/HMA) -provides an
evidence base that must ba taken into consideration in the allocation, through the
development plan, of land required to facilitate the right mix of housing tenures
including open market and special housing needs such as atfordable housing41,
social housing, supported housing and travellers accommodation. The HNA will
influence how LDPs facilitale a reasonable mix and balance of housing lenures and
types. The Narthern Ireland Housing Executive, or the relevant housing authority, will
carry out the HNA/HMA.

Affordable Housing *- The HNA/HMA undertaken by the Northern Ireland Housing
Executive, or the relevant housing autharity, will identify the range of spacific housing
needs, including socialfaffordable housing requirements. The development plan
procass will be the primary vehicle to facilitate any identified need by zoning land or
by indicating, through key site requirements, where a proportion of a site may be
required tor social/affordable housing. This will nat preclude other sites coming
forward through the development management process.

‘Draft PPS 22 ‘Affordable Housing’ was published for public consultation in June
2014 at the same time as DS0 s drait "Developer Contributions for Afforaable
Heousing' policy. DSD are currently taking forward research which both Ministers will
consider before finalising any fulure policy on Affordable Housing.

It is clear from the provisions of the SPPS that housing allocations are based in a
wide range of information, market analysis and input from numerous stakehalders. In
relation to the Social Housing the NIHE will have significant input onto the final
liguras agreed far the number of umils requirad over a plan period.

Banbridge / Newry and Mourne arza Pan 2015

The proposed application site is identified in the Banbridge/ Newry and Mourne Area
Plan as providing 16 No. social housing units and as a commitled sile under
designation NYS0. In relation to social housing in Newry the plan states that key site
requirements to meet social housing need have been attached to the following sites
= NY50 East of Newry High School, Ashgrove Avenue (16 No. dwellings).
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Zoning NYE&0 has three key site requirements. Tha first relates to the provision of 16
No. dwellings be provided for social housing.

The applicant has provided a letter detailing that fcllowing negotiation with Apex
housing association, al a lime of budgetary constraints it is not financially possible
that they can provide any sacial housing on this site at this time. Further, as the
Deparimenl of Social Development sel allowances for social housing developmenls,
all other housing associations are competing on a level playing field and therefore no
other associalion would be able to secure or offer any more funding than Apsx at this
time.

The NIHE have clearly programmed the 16 units agreed to be built at East of Newry
High School Ashgrove Avenue in the future requirement for Newry. The consultation
response supporis this view.

Contrary to ENMAP — Zoning NY 50 which reguires a minimum of 16 units for social
housing.

NIHE strongly objects to the removal of the condition

Recommendalion:
Rafusal

Refusal Reasons/ Conditions:

1. The proposal is contrary lo the Strategic Planning policy Statement for
Northern Ireland (SPPS) and designated zoning NY50 of the Banbridgs /
Newry and Moume Area Plan 2015 in that the key site requirement states that
a minimum of 16 dwellings shall be provided for social housing.

Case Officer Signature:

Dale:

Appointed Officer Signature:

Date:
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ITEM NO 24
APPLIC NO LADT/201TIOBEE/F Full DATE VALID 30/05f2017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APFLICANT Daniel King vy Lodge AGENT Lakeview Design
117 Concession Road Lid 3D
Crossmaglen Carrickcloghan
BT359JE Road
Camlough
ET3: /HG
LOCATION 40m NW of 117 Concession Road
Crossmaglen
PROPOSAL Replacement dwelling for remains of existing structure located in an agricultural yard,
REPRESENTATIONS  ORJ Letters SUP Letters OR.] Petitions SUP Petitinns
0 o o] o
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
4] o a a
1

The proposal 1s contrary lo the Strategic Planning Policy Statement and Policies CTY1 and CTY3
of Planning Policy

Statement 21, Sustainasle Develooment in the Countryside, n that

-thete is no stiucture that exhibils the essential characlenistics of a dwelling,

- the building has been designed and used for agricultural purposes: and

-the access to the public road will prejudice road safety and significantly incanvenience the flow

of raffic,

2 The proposal is contrary (o the Strategic Planning Policy Statement [SPPS) and Policy AMP 3 of
Planning Policy Statement 3 Access, Movement and Parking in that the proposal involves the
intensification of an access onto a protecled route and it 15 not considered an exceplion o the
policy
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Newry, Mourne

and Down
District Council

&

Application Reference: LA07/2017/0868/F
Date Received: 3™ May 2017

Proposal: replacement dwelling for remains of existing structure located in an
agricultural yard.

Locatian: Concession Road

The site is located the rear of no. 117 an existing dwelling. Within the yard in of the
building that is to be replaced, there are two large relalively new sheds. The building
highlighted to be replaced is a large two storey building. The window openings have
been blacked up with the side gable facing into the yard having been removed. To the
opposite gable there is an external stone staircase. The original roof has been
removed with the side elevation raised with concrete block to provide a monopitch
sheeted tin rool. East of the building and just beyond the application site lies a
single storey building of stone construction with a natural slate roof.

The site is located within the countryside as defined in the Banbridge, Newry and
Mourne Area Plan 2015.

Site Hislory:
n/a to the building to be replaced- LA07/2016/0727/F- dwelling on a farm-
approved west of the application sile.

Objections & Representations

No. of neighbours nolified=7
No representations received= (0
Advertise expiry=6" July 2017

Consultations

TransportNI- no objections sub to condilions
NIW- statutory

EH- no objections

Consideration and Assessment:
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The proposal is for a replacement dwelling within a countryside area therefore will be
assessed Folicy CTY 3 of PPS 21.

Upon site inspection the building is sited within an existing yard. From the detall
characteristics of the site above the building to bBe replaced does not in my opinion
extubit the essential characteristics of a dwelling. The building is two storey in height
and of a stone construction. The building had 2 doorway openings on the elevation
facing into the yard, one of which has been biocked up. [nternally the first floor has
heen remaved and the window openings on bath the front and rear elevations have
been blocked up. The external staircase to the gabie wouid suggest the previous
use was as a barn. The policy clearly states buildings dasigned and used for
dagricultural purposes, such as sheds or slores are nol =ligible for replacement under
the policy. The gable end facing into the yard has been altered to creaie a larger two
storey opening. The building is currently used as a general store.

The building to be replaced given iis current appearance does nat exhubit the
esseniial characterislics of a awelling.

The proposal is for an off site replacement. The applicant has not demonstrated
reasomng for an off site replacement in line with GTY 3.

The proposed replacement dwelling in terms of design is considered acceptable and
appropriate for the site and its locality. The overall size of the naw dwelling would
not have a visua!l impact significantly greater than the existing building.

The appiicants choice of site for an off site replacement is considered more
prominent that the site of building to replaced. However, the siting set back from the
public road with the backdrop of buildings and natural screening accompanied by the
roadside vegetation will ensure that the proposal iz not a prominent feature in the
landscapse. The proposal will utilise the existing topography with the dwelling to be
placed within a small dip 0 the landscape.

The proposal uses the existing landform and natural features of the land to aid
integration of the dwelling.

The proposal is for a replacement dwelling and therefore will not be visually linked or

sited to cluster with an established group of buitdings on a farm.
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The proposal sited in front of existing buildings when viewed from the Concession
Read will not result in a buiid-up of development. The proposal respects the
traditional pattern of seitiement exhibited in the area and doss not create cr add to
ribbon of development. The dwelling and associated waorks will not cause z

detrimenial change to, or further erode the rural character of the surrounding area.

Although, TransportNI are content with the access arrangements, this is only on the
bhasis that the proposal is for 2 genuine repfacement as the access in onio a
protected route.

As the propaosal is not considered io camply with the criteria of the CTY 3 the
proposal i1s contrary lo the Straleagic Planming Policy Slatemen! (SPPS) and Policy
AMP 32 of Planning Peolicy Statement 3 Access, Movement and Parking. The
proposal will involve the intensification of an access cnto a pretected route and it is

not considered an exception to the policy.

Recommendalion:

Refusal
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ITEM NO 28
APPLIC NO LADT/2017/0964/0 Cutline DATE VALID 18/06/2017
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Mrs Olga Fitzpatrick 19 AGENT
Moygannon Road
Moygannon
Warrenpoint
BT34 3EA
LOCATION Adjacent to and rear of No. 19 Moygannon Road
Maygannon
Warrenpomni
BT24 3EA
PROPOSAL Froposaed new dwelling (under policy CTY 2a)
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Letters SUFP Letters 0BJ Petitions SUP Pelitions
1 0 ] 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
0 ] a O
1 The proposal is contrary 1o The Sikrategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland and

LA

policy CTY1 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Susiamable Development in the Countrysice in
that there are no overriding reasons why this development |s essential in this rura! lecation
and could not be located within a settlement.

The proposal is contrary to Pollcy CTY2a of Flanning Policy Statement 21, New Dwellings in
Existing Clusters in that the cluster is not associated with a focal pont and is not Iocated al a
crass-roads and would have an adverse impact on residential amenity

The proposal is contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland and
Policy CTY14 at Planmng Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in
that the cwelling would, if permitted would resull in a suburban style build-up of developmeant
when viewed with cxisling and approved buildings.

The proposal is contrary ta Planning Policy Staltement 3, Access, Moversanl and Parking, Folicy
AMP 2, in thal st would, i permitted, prejudice the safety and convenmence of road users with
widthiwisibility aof the existing access renders it unacceptable far intenshcation of use and s not

in accordance with the standards contained i the Depariments Development Conlrol Advice
Mobe 15.

Back to Agenda
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Newry, Mourne
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District Council

&

Application Reference: LAO7/2017/0964/C
Date Received: 26.07.2017

Proposal: Proposed new dwelling (Policy CTY 2a) within an existing cluster of
dwellings.

Location: Adjacent to and rear ¢f no.18 Moygannon Road, Warrenpoint, ET34 3EA.

Sile Characlerislics & Area Characleristics:
The application site is located off the Moygannan Road, Warrenpoint. This area is

rural in character with a number of outbuildings and rural dwellings. The site is
located adjacent and too the rear of 13 Moygannon Road. The application site as
outlined in red can be accessed via a private laneway. The site is of rectangular
shape and currently forms part of the private garden of no.19 Moygannon Road.
The topography of the land is fairly level however mature hedgerow is located
towards the eastern elevation from which there is a steep increase upwards towards
the eastern boundary.

Matura hedgerow is located along the northern and southern boundaries, with a 1
%am high wooden fence along the eastern baundary. The westarn boundary apens
on 18 Moygannon Road. The application site is |ocated cutside any settiement
development limits as designated within then Banbridge, Newry and Mourne Area
Plan 2015.

Appfication site
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Site Hislory:
Na relevant site histary.

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:
Regional Develcpment Strategy
Banbridge/Newry & Mourne Area Flan 2015
Strategic Planning Policy Statament of Northern Irgland
PFS 3- Planning Policy Statement 3 — Access, Mavement and Parking
AMP 2- Access to Public Roads
AMP 3- Access to Protectad Routas
AMP 7 Car Parking and Servicing Arrangements
PPS 6- Planning Archaeology and Built Heritage
PRS 21- Sustainable Development in the Countryside
CTY 1- Development in the Countryside
CTY2a — New Dwellings in Existing Clusters;
CTY 8- Ribbon Development
CTY13- Integration and Design of Buildings in the Countryside;
CTY14- Rural Gharacler
CTY16 — Developmant Relying on Non-Mains Sewage

Supplementary Planning Guidance:

Building on Tradition: A sustainable Design Guide for the Northern lreland
Countryside

Consultations:

Transport MI- Have recommended that the proposal is contrary to Planning Policy
Statement 3. Access, Movement and Parking, Policy AMP 2, in that it would, if
permitied, prejudice the satety and convenience of road users with width/visibility of
the existing access renders it unacceptable for intensification of use and is not in
accordance with the standards contained in the Depariments Development Control
Advice Nole 1.

Rivers Agency- Has no objections lo the proposal

Historic Environment Civision (HED] - Has no objections to the proposal.

NI Water- Has no objections lo the proposal

Objections & Representations
4 MNeighbours was notified on 09.08.2017 and was advertised on 26.06.2017. One
letter of objection was received from no.17 Moygannon Road.

Principle of Development

Section 45 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011 requires the Council to have regard to the
Local Development Plan (LDP), in so far as material 1o the application and 1o any
other matenal considerations. Section 6(4) states that the determination must be
made in accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise.
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The proposed site is in the open countryside as designated by the Development Plan
and therefore lhe application falls to be considered under PPS21 and paragraph
6.73 of the SPPS. Policy CTY 1 of PPS21 identifias a range of types of development
which in principle are considered to be acceptable in the countryside. One of these is
a dwelling within an existing cluster of buildings in accordance with Palicy CTY2a.
Policy CTY2a indicates that planning permission will be granted for a dwelling at an
existing cluster of development subject to six criteria being met. Mast of the criteria
are replicated in the SPPS.

The first criterion requires the cluster of development to lie outside of a farm and to
consist of four or more buildings {excluding ancillary buildings such as garages,
outbuildings and open sided structure) of which at |2ast three are dwellings. Officers
consider that the cluster consists of four dwellings no.1¢ Moygannon Road, no.21
Moygannon Road (and the three Outbuildings associated), no.18a Moygannon Reoad
(and the two Outbuildings associated) and no.17 Moygannon Road (and the three
Outbuildings associated). Officers consider the proposed developmeant complies with
criteria 1 of CTY2a.

The second criterion reguires that the cluster appears as a visual entity in the local
landscape. Officers consider thal the clusler consists of four dwellings no.19
Moygannon Road, no.21 Moygannon Road (and the three Outbuildings associatad),
no.19a Moygannon Hoad (and the two Outbuildings associaled) and noi7
Moyganncn Road (and the three Outbuildings asscciated). Officers consider from
the different viewpoints along Moygannon Road the cluster appears as a visual entity
in the local landscape, thus meeling the second critaria.

The third criterian requires a new dwelling to cluster with a focal point, such as a
social/ community building/facility, or is a cross-roads. The arsa does not have an
associated focal point or is located at a cross-roads therelore proposal does not
meet the definition and is not considered acceptable in principle against this policy
lest.

The fourlh criterion requires thal the identified sile provides a suilable degree of
enclosure and is bounded on at |least two sides with other develocpment in the
cluster. The boundaries of the site are well enclosed and could offer a suitable
degree of enclosure to allow a dwelling to integrate into tha landscape. The propesal
is bounded cn the western side by no.19 Mcygannon Road, with the southern side
bounded with no. 94 Moygannon Road. A private laneway separates batwesn the
application site and no.19a Moygannon Road along the eastern side and no, 21
Moygannon Road along the northern side of the elevation. Therefore the proposal
meets the fourth criteria.

The lifth criterion is that the development of the site can be absorbed into the
exisling cluster through rounding olf and consolidation. Olficers consider thal due lo
its siting the proposed developmeant would be absorbed into the existing cluster and
it would meet the fifth criterion.

The sixth criterion requires that the develcpment would nol adversely impact on
residential amenity. The particulars of the design and layout of the site are not
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determined until the Reserved Matlers stage. Therefore the impact cannol be
determined until then. However the applicant has submitted a concept plan showing
the size, scale and localion of proposed dwelling. Officers consider lhalt any
propased development would have an impact on the adjoining propertias most
notably no.19 Moyganncn Road in terms of loss of sunlight or overshadowing. In
addition officers consider that any proposed dwelling would result in loss of amenity.
The proposal therefore does not comply with this policy test.

In summary the proposal falls to meet all six criteria indicated in Policy CTY 2a as
outlined above. For this reason the principle of development is considered

unacceptable.

Design and Integration

CTY13 states that a new building in the countryside will be unacceptable where, it
would be a prominenl fealure in the landscape, lhe sile lacks long eslablished
boundaries or is unable to provide a suitable degree of enclosure; relies on new
landscaping; ancillary works do not integrate or the proposal would fail to blend with
the landform and other natural features which provide & backdrop or where the
design of the building is inappropriate for the site and its locality.

In the opinion of Officers the proposal would not appear unduly prominent in the
landscape and it is well enclosed along its boundaries by existing mature hedgerow
and stone wall allow a building to integrate intc the landscape. The application site
could suitably accommodate a dwelling without primarily relying an new landscaping
for integration.

Impact an Rural Character

Policy CTY 14 states that planning permission will be granted for a building in the
couniryside where it does not cause a detrimental change to, or further ercde the
rural character of the area. In this case, officers consider that any proposed dwealling
would result in a suburban style build-up of development when viewed with existing
and approved buildings.

Impact on road salety and parking

The application proposes to use the access via a private laneway of the Moygannon
Road. Transport NI have recommended that the proposal is contrary to Planning
Policy Staterment 3, Access, Movement and Parking, Policy AMP 2, in that it would, if
permitted, prejudice the safety and convenience of road users with width/visibility of
the exisiing access renders il unaccepiable for intensification of use and is nof in
accordance with the standards contained in the Departments Development Cantrol
Advice Note 1.

Objection Letter

The owner/occupier of no.17 Maygannon Road has objected to the proposed
development. The person has raised concerns regarding the principle of ‘cluster of
houses', hezalth and salely with traflic and design of the dwelling. Olficers have
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assessed the application against the relevant policy and have determined that the
application is caontrary to Policy CTY2a of Planning Policy Statement 21 and cantrary
io Planning Policy Statement 3, Access, Movement and Parking, Palicy AMP 2. The
particulars of the design and layout of the site are not determinad until the Reserved
Matiers stage. The applicant has submitted plans of design and layout however this
is for infarmation only and cannct be considered. Officers consider that the material
planning objection letter received have been fully considered.

Conclusion
Refusal

Refusal Reasons

1. The proposal is contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern Ireland and policy CTY1 of Planning Policy Statement 21,
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that there are nc ovemriding
reasons why this development is essential in this rural lccation and could not
pe located within a settlement.

2. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY2a of Planning Policy Statement 21,
New Dwellings in Existing Clusters in that the clusier is not associated with a
focal point and is not located at a cross-roads and would have an adverse
impact on residential amenity.

3. The proposal is contrary fo The Sirategic Planning Policy Statement for
Northern lreland and Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Stalement 21,
Suslainable Developmenl in the Counltryside in thal lhe dwelling would, if
permitted would result in a suburban style build-up of development when
viewed with existing and approved buildings.

4. The proposal is contrary o Planning Policy Slalement 3, Access, Movement
and Parking, Policy AMP 2. in thal it would, if permitted, prejudice the salely
and canvenience ol road users wilh widlh/visibilily of the exisling access
renders it unacceptable far intensification of use and is not in accordance with
the standards contained in the Departments Development Contral Advice
Note 1.

Case Officer
Signature

Date

Appointed Officer
Signature

Date
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ITEM NO 30
APPLIC NO LADVIZ01711115/F Full DATE VALID 24j0rrzoLy
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Gerard & Tracey Winters 35 AGENT AMC Loss
Archdala Assessors &
Eesshrook Sunveyors Upper
Mewry Faughart
ET35 7NN Dundalk
Co. Louth
LOCATION 33 Tyrones Ditches Road
Poyntzpass
PROPOSAL Proposed replacement dwelling (Change of house type to previously approved
apphcation LAC//2016/1400/F ).
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJ Lelters SUP Lelters OBJ Petitions SUP Pelitions
o 0 o 0
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
o | a a

1 The proposal is contrary ta The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northemn Ireland and
Policies CTY1 and CTY3 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainabie Development in the
Countryside, in that the design of the replacement dwelling I= not of a high gualiy appropriate
{0 its rura! setting and does not have regard 10 local distinctiveness

2 The proposal is contrary to The Strategic Planning Pelicy for Morthern lreland and Policy
CTY13 of Flanning Policy Statement 21 Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in thal
the design of the proposed building s inappropriate for the site and its locality and therefore
would not visually integrate into the surrounding landscape
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Application Reference: LA0O7/2017/0808/F

Date Received: 30" May 2017
Praposal: Removal of Condition 2 on planning approval P/2011/1067/F

Location: The siie is identified as Lands between The Sacred Heard Grammar
School and Newry high School Ashgrove Avenue, Newry.

Site History:

Planning Permission was granted on the application site under planning ref
P/2011/1067/F for the “Erection of residential development (comprising 2 No.
Detached dwellings, 28 No. semi-detached dwellings. 9 No. terraced dwellings (in 3
bocks) and 8 Na. apartments (in 4 blocks) — 47 No. units in tatal, to include 16 NO.
social housing units)". Condition No. 2 of this planning approval states:

“Of the 47 No. units hereby permitted, a minimum of 1€ No. residential units shall be
provided for social renled housing and shafl only be managed and maintained by a
housing association which is registered and requiated by the Departmant of Social
Development as a social housing provider. Prior to the commencement of the
development, the deveioper shall inform the Department in writing which residential
units will be provided was social rented housing.”.

Reason: To meet an identified social rented housing need in this area.

Planning Policies & Material Considerations:
+ Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPFS)
« Banbridge / Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015

Consultalions:

NI Housing Executive — the reason states:

As 31 March 2016, we identified a projected housing need to 2020 of 638 social
housing for Newry city. We fully support the need for this scheme to help address
unmet social housing need in this area.

Response dated - 25" July 2017
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Objections & Representations

There were 15 neighbour notifications issued tor this proposal. The application was
advertised in the local press on 15" June 2017. There were no representations
received.

Consideration and Assessment:

Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS)

Page 69-75 sets aut the strategic approach for the pravisionof housing in
settlements.

Page 73 of the SPFS sets out how Local development Pland will facilitate a
reasonable mix of housing.

Housing Meeds Assessment/ housing Market analysis (HNA/HMA) -provides an
evidence base that must ba taken into consideration in the allocation, through the
development plan, of land required to facilitate the right mix of housing tenures
including open market and special housing needs such as atfordable housing41,
social housing, supported housing and travellers accommodation. The HNA will
influence how LDPs facilitale a reasonable mix and balance of housing lenures and
types. The Narthern Ireland Housing Executive, or the relevant housing authority, will
carry out the HNA/HMA.

Affordable Housing *- The HNA/HMA undertaken by the Northern Ireland Housing
Executive, or the relevant housing autharity, will identify the range of spacific housing
needs, including socialfaffordable housing requirements. The development plan
procass will be the primary vehicle to facilitate any identified need by zoning land or
by indicating, through key site requirements, where a proportion of a site may be
required tor social/affordable housing. This will nat preclude other sites coming
forward through the development management process.

‘Draft PPS 22 ‘Affordable Housing’ was published for public consultation in June
2014 at the same time as DS0 s drait "Developer Contributions for Afforaable
Heousing' policy. DSD are currently taking forward research which both Ministers will
consider before finalising any fulure policy on Affordable Housing.

It is clear from the provisions of the SPPS that housing allocations are based in a
wide range of information, market analysis and input from numerous stakehalders. In
relation to the Social Housing the NIHE will have significant input onto the final
liguras agreed far the number of umils requirad over a plan period.

Banbridge / Newry and Mourne arza Pan 2015

The proposed application site is identified in the Banbridge/ Newry and Mourne Area
Plan as providing 16 No. social housing units and as a commitled sile under
designation NYS0. In relation to social housing in Newry the plan states that key site
requirements to meet social housing need have been attached to the following sites
= NY50 East of Newry High School, Ashgrove Avenue (16 No. dwellings).
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Zoning NYE&0 has three key site requirements. Tha first relates to the provision of 16
No. dwellings be provided for social housing.

The applicant has provided a letter detailing that fcllowing negotiation with Apex
housing association, al a lime of budgetary constraints it is not financially possible
that they can provide any sacial housing on this site at this time. Further, as the
Deparimenl of Social Development sel allowances for social housing developmenls,
all other housing associations are competing on a level playing field and therefore no
other associalion would be able to secure or offer any more funding than Apsx at this
time.

The NIHE have clearly programmed the 16 units agreed to be built at East of Newry
High School Ashgrove Avenue in the future requirement for Newry. The consultation
response supporis this view.

Contrary to ENMAP — Zoning NY 50 which reguires a minimum of 16 units for social
housing.

NIHE strongly objects to the removal of the condition

Recommendalion:
Rafusal

Refusal Reasons/ Conditions:

1. The proposal is contrary lo the Strategic Planning policy Statement for
Northern Ireland (SPPS) and designated zoning NY50 of the Banbridgs /
Newry and Moume Area Plan 2015 in that the key site requirement states that
a minimum of 16 dwellings shall be provided for social housing.

Case Officer Signature:

Dale:

Appointed Officer Signature:

Date:
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ITEM NO 31
APPLIC NO LAOT/2017/1138/F Full DATE VALID 2TICTI201Y
COUNCIL OPINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Bernard Morgan 73 Newlown AGENT Collins and Collins
Ruad 2 Marcus Street
Killeen MNewry
Mewiry B134 1AL
BT35 7PP
LOCATIOMN tdjacent o and immediately South East of No.1 Newiown Cour
Newtown Road
Cloghogue
Newry
Co Down
BT35 8GX
PROPOSAL Erection of Agriculture Buildings
REPRESENTATIONS OBJ Letters  SUP Letters OB.J Petitions SUP Fetitions
o 0 0 a
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
¢ o a a
1 The proposal is contrary 1o the Strategle Planning Policy Statemem for Morthemn Ireland (SPPS)

and Policy CTY1 of Planning Palicy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside
in that there are no overriding reasons why this developrment is essential in this rural location
The proposal is contrary to the Straiegic Planning Policy Statement for Marthern freland [SPP3)
and Policy CTY12 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside
in that
- it is not necessary for the efficient use of the active and established agricultura! holding;
- the development, il permitted, would not visually integraie into the local landscape without
the provision of additional landscaping:
and the applican has not provided sufficiem informabon to confirm that
- there are no suitable existing buildings on the holding or enterprise that can be used;
- the proposal is sited beside existing larm buildings,
-it has not been demonstrated that there are no alternative sites available at ancther group of
buildings on the holding and that health and safety reasons exist 1o justify an allernative site
away from the e:xasting farm buildings or that the alternative sile away is essental for the efficient
funclignming of the business,
The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS)
and Policy CTY13 of Planning Policy Staterent 21, Suslanable Development in e
Countryside, in that;
-the proposed building Is a prominent feature in the landscape;
- the proposed sile lacks long established matural Boundanes and is unable o provide a suilable
degree of enclosure for the building to integrate into the landscape;
-the proposed building relies primarily on the use of new lancscaping for intagration;

the proposed building Fails (o blend with the landiorm, existing trees, buildings . slopes and orhier
natural teatures which provide a backdrop and therefoare would not visually integrate inta the
surrounding landscape.

Back to Agenda
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Application Reference: LA07/2017/1138/F
Date Received: 12.07.17
Proposal: Erection of Agriculture Buildings

Location: Adjacent to and immediately South East of No.1 Newtown Court
Newlown Road, Cloghogue, Newry

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

Site comprises the western porticn of a much larger agricultural field situated at the
end of a cul-de-sac accessed via a private lane from Newtown Road. By way of Area
Plan definition the site itself is located in the epen countryside to the south of Newry
City and is also within an Area of Ouistanding Beauty as designated within the
Banbridge/ Newry & Mourne Area Plan 2015.

Site Histary:

P/2013/0290/F — Dwelling on a farm. Land 40m SE of 20 Newtown Roads. PAC
Hefused. Dismissed by the PAC

Planning Policies & Material Cansiderations:
Banbridge/ Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015:

PPS3, DCAN 15 and Parking Standards - Transport NI have raised no objection in
comments dated 30.08.17

SPPS, PPS21 (CTY 1,CTY12 and CTY13)

DAERA in their consultation response dated 07.08.17 confirm that the farm business
has been in existence for over € years and single farm paymenis have been claimed
which is an indicator of an active and established farm halding.

The agent in correspondance has set out thal the shed 1s needed for the expansion
of the farm business and will be used for storage purposes for animal welfare, animal

1
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feed and farm machmery. The principle farm holding is at No.73 Newtown Road
where there are a number of existing agricultural buildings and where such items are
currently being stored. The farm business map date stamped 19.07.17 (DAERA
marked date 14.02.11 — Page 2 of 2) shows land which is owned and claimad by the
applicant, apart from existing buildings there is sufficient room within the existing
complex in which to expand. There is no convincing argument put forward by the
applicant/agent tor the need to relocate elsewhere nor has it been adequately
demonstrated that the development is necessary for the efficient use of the
agricultural holding.

The application site comprises the western portion of a much larger roadside
agricultural field which is critically viewed from the adjacent A1. It is proposed to
locate the agricultural building midway along the southern boundary of the site and
his proposed siling is within the maost open and exposed portion of the liald lacking
natural vegetative boundaries, backdrop or any other means in which to screen or
provide enclosure thus development will appear prominent in the local landscape
and will require significant landscaping in order to adequately integrate.

There is no impact to natural or built heritage. The character and scale is typical of
agriculturally designed buildings sppropriate to its rural location.

Environmental Health have raised no concern with regard to impact to amenity
provided the building is used for storage and farm machinery as specified by the
agent.

There are already existing buildings at the principle farm holding at No.72 Newtown
Road which are currently being used for the storage of farm machinery, silage etc.
Whilst the applicant has stated that the shed is required as part of expansion plans
there has been no verifiable plans presented to show this or any credible evidence of
any expansicn within the business to necessitate the need for additional farm
buildings oulside of the principle farm holding. Given the scale of such proposals,
there is no reason why it could not be located at the principle farm helding
approximately one mile away or that existing buildings at the holding could be
utilised nor has it been adequately demonstrated that there are no existing
renovation, alteration or redevelopment opportunities within the holging to facilitate
proposals.

It must also be noted that the proposal is not sited beside existing farm or forestry
buildings. There are two containers on the site which cannot be considered ic be
permanant buildings or to be of an agncultural nature. On the propased plan, the
containers are described as existing agricultural buildings, however it is not accepted
that these constitutes buildings and they are not permanent or attached to the
ground. Therefore they cannot constitute as lawful buildings to site the proposal with.
Adaitionally, it should also be noled that this matier has already been assessed by
the Planning Appeals Commission (PAC) in May 2016 when a farm dwelling was
refused for the applicant on the same site. The PAC Commissioner staled thal
“whilst the appellant acknowledges that the two containers on the appeal site are not
technically buildings, no evidence was presented to confirm that they are immune
from enforcement and | agree with the LPA that they do not canstitute lawful
buildings with which to group a farm dwelling.”
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The proposed building is located away fram the existing farm buildings with no
exceptional or justifiable reasons given that proposals are essential for the efficient
functioning of the business or thera are demonstrable health and safety reasons fo
locate elsewhere, Proposals fail to fully meet the requirements of planning policy.
Consultations:

Transport NI (14.08.17) - No objections

Environmental Health (01.08.17) In close proximity to residential dwellings. Should
the shed be used for storage and farm machinery the depariment would not object

DAERA (07.08.17) - No objecticn
Objections & Representations
16 Neighbour notifications

No abjections received
Advertised August 2017

Consideration and Assessmenl:

Proposals fail the requirements of planning palicy, there is no overriding reason why
proposals are necessary for the reasons set out above.

Recommendation:

Refusal

Refusal Reasons:

The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern
Ireland (SPPS) and Policy CTY1 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Davelopment in the Countryside in that there are no averriding reasons why this
developmenl is essenhial in this rural location.

The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern
Ireland (SPPS) and Policy CTY12 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Development in the Countryside in that:

- it is not necessary for the efficient use of the active and established agricultural
hoiding:

- the development, if permitted, would not visually integrale inta the local landscape
without the provision of additional landscaping;

and the applicant has not provided sufficient infarmation to canfirm that
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- there are no suitable existing buildings an the holding ar enterprise that can be
used;

- the proposal is sited beside existing farm buildings;

- it has not been demonstrated that there are no alternative sites available at another
group of buildings on the holding and that health and safety reasons exist to justify

an alternative site away from the existing farm buildings or that the alternative site
away 15 essential for the efficient functioning of the business.

The proposal is contrary 1o the Sliralegic Planning Policy Statement for Northern
Ireland (SPPS) and Policy CTY13 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable
Developmenl in the Countryside, in that:

- the proposed building is a prominent feature in the landscape;

- the proposed site lacks long established natural boundaries and s unable to
provide a suitable degree of enclosure for the building to integrate into the
landscape:

-the proposed building relies primarily on the use of new landscaping for integration;

-the proposed bullding fails 1o blend with the landform, existing trees, buildings,
slopes and other natural tealures which provide a backdrop
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Photographs

Farm Land at Low Road with buildings

Existing buildings at No. 73 Newtawn Rd

Existing buildings at No. 73 Newlown Rad
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No. 73 Newftown Boad
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ITEM NO 36
APFLIC NO LaDT2017f1442/F Full DATEVALID 25/09/2017
COUNCIL OPINION APFROVAL
APPLICANT Mewry, Mourne and Down District AGENT Estates
Councll Council Offices Depariment
Haughey House (NMDDC) Council
Greenbank Indusinal Estae Oflices
MNewiry Haughey House
BT34 20U Greenbank
Industrial Estate
MNewry
ET34 20U
LOCATION Warrenpaint Bowling Green
Clonallon Park
Warrenpaint
Co. Dowvn
BT34 3RP
PROPOSAL Proposed extension and upgrades ta existing bowling pauilion o include new
changing roomms and new exlernal cladding
REPRESENTATIONS  OBJLetters SUP Letters  QBJ Petitions SUP Petitions
o 4] 4] ]

Addresses Signalures Addresses Signatures
¢ 0 0 a
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Application Relerence:
LAOZ/20171442/F

Date Received:
25/09/2017

Proposal:
Extension and upgrades fo existing bowling pavilion 1o include new changing rcoms

and new external cladding

Location:
Warrenpoint Bowling Green, Clonallon Park, Warrenpoint, Go.Down, BT34 3RP

Site Characteristics & Area Characleristics:

The site forms part of Clonallen Public Park which is located within the settlement
limits of Warrenpoint, approximately 0.5miles north sast of the Town Centre. This
area comprises a mix of residential and community usas, with 5t. Dallan's Frimary
School and the Church of Mary Queen of Peace |ocated opposite Clonallen Park,
which is surrounded by established residential developments to the East. Tha area
for consideration includes the existing Eowling Pavilion, which is elevated in the
South Easlern area ol Clonallon Park and localed close lo the rear boundary
between Berkeley Grove housing development to the East.

Relevant site history:
P/2005/0657/F: Erection of Changing Facility (Clonallon Bowling Green),
permission granted 21/06/2005

Planning Policies & Material Cansiderations:
« Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS)

« Banbridge / Newry and Moume Area Plan 2015

« PPS5Z ‘Matural Heritage’

= PPS5E 'Open Space, Sport and Cutdoor Recreation’

« Technical Supplement 5 ‘Open Space, Sport and Ouldoor Recreation’
BNMAP2015

Consultations:
NI Water - Standard informatives (17/10/2017)

et
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Objections & Representations

- 12 Neighbouring properties notified 05/10/2017 (statutory expiry 19/10/2017)

- Application advertised in 3 press publications (statutory publication expiry
26/10/2017)

- 0 objections or responses have been received to date (24/10/2017.)

Consideration and Assessmenl:

This application seeks full planning permission far the extension and upgrade of the
existing bowling pavilion, to include new changing rooms and the addition of external
cladding.

Section 45 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011 requires the Council to have regard to the
Local Development Plan, so far as material to the application, and to any other
material considerations. The subject site is located within the settlement limits of
Warrenpoint / Burren (WBQ1), Mourne AONBE (AOMNEZ2) and forms part of a
designated Major Area of Open Space (Clanallon Park WBECS01) as identified by
the BNMAP 2015. Since there is no significant change to the policy requirements far
sporting facilities following the publication of the SPPS, the retained policy of PPS8
will be given substantial weight in determining the principle of the preposal in
accordance with paragraph 1.12 of the SPPS, in line with the Open Space, Sporl
and Qutdoor Recreation Technical Supplement.

The existing building comprises a low pitched roof block measuring 9.6m in width by
14.2m with additional access to the front and rear including an accessible ramp and
railings alang the front (wastern} elevation. The building height is 4.15m fram ground
level.

In brief, the proposal seeks o extend the primary building block by 0.9m (o the south
and 9.7m to the east to provide two new changing rooms. a smaller multi-purpose
room and accessible ramp to the rear, In terms of siting, a separation distance of
16m would remain to the existing eastern boundary fance, the closast boundary to
any neighbouring properties. Externally, it is proposed to strip the existing plyweod /
weather-proot coating and replace it with grey brown Tegral Cedral cladding over the
southern elevation which fronts onto the green and partially cver the front (western)
and rear (eastern) elevations. In terms of openings, the southern elevation is to
incorporate a section of full length glazing overlooking the Bowling Green, with the
addition of six small openings to either side of this panel at upper level. New window
openings and replacament doors are proposed as shown:
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Efevalion 8

As per the BNMAP2015, Policy OS1 will apply to all areas of existing open space.
This proposal will not result in a loss of existing cpen space or land zoned for its
provision within Clonallan Park. PPS8 outlines the critena to be met for proposals
linked to sporting facilities. Given the scale and extent of the above exlension, there
would be no detrimental impact to neighbouring amenity. The proposal would rasult
in planning gain through the provision of a fully accessible community building. There
would be no impact upon surrounding features of importance, including the Church
of Mary Queen of Peace given the separation distance and siting patterns. The
design and malerials proposed are sympathelic with the surrounding environment.
There are no proposed changes to the existing use of the facility and no expected
increase in traffic as a result of the modast extension and upgrades.

Recommendation: Approval

Summary recommendation:

Proposal is supported by the SPPS in principle and is in keeping with the
requirements of PPE8. No impact on neighbouring amenity expected or the setting of

surrounding features of impertance. No objections or representations received.
3
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Condition:

1. The development hereby permitled shall be begun before Ihe expiralion of 5
years from tha date of this permissian.

Reason: As reguired by Section 61 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011.

Case Officer Signature:

Date:

Appointed Officer Signature:

Date:
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ITEM NO ar
APFLIC NO P/2008/1336/F Full DATEVALID 26/10/2009
COUNCIL OFINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT MrJC Camphetl C/O Agent AGENT Milligan Reside
Larkin 56 Armagh
Road
Newry
BT3S 60N
LOCATION 6B tc V2 & 74 Shore Rd
Rostrevor
BT34 5AA
PROPOSAL Proposed new 70 bed nursing home together with 41 no, 2 & 3 bedroom aparments
with associated site works. landscaping and car parking (including at grade and under
croft car parking) - Economic Impact Assessment received
REPRESENTATIONS OBJ Letters SUP Letters  OBJ Pelitions SUP Petitions
101 4] o a
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
U 0 U] a
1 The proposed davelopment is conlrary 0 Policy QD 1 of Planning Paolicy Stalement 7 (PPS

7) criteria (&), (c), and {g), in that

the applicant has falled 1o demonstrate that the praposal would create a quality residential
devalopment;

adequate provision has nol been made for privale open space and landscaped areas as

an intagral part of the development; and

the design of the develcpment does not draw upon the best local traditions of form, material
and detailing.

The proposed develcpment is contrary 10 Policy LCL of the Addendum 12 Planning Palicy
Statement 7 on Safeguarding the Character of Residential Areas, criteria (a) and (b) in that:

Ihe proposed density 15 significantly fugher than that found in the established residential

area, and

The proposed pattern of development is not in keeping with the overall character

and enviranmental quality of the established residential area.

The proposed develomment Is contrary 1 the Strategic Planning Folicy Statement and Planning
Control Frinciple 2 of PP3 12, in that the proposed density of the development, together wilh its
Form, scale, massing and layoul does not respect local character and emvironmental quality

The proposed develcpment is contrary to Policy NH 6 of Planming Palicy Statement 2 (PPS 2)
in that the design, size and scale is not appropnate (o the special character of the Area of
Outstanding Matural 8eauty in general and of the paticular ocality and does nol respect local
architectural styles and patiems, local matenals or design.

The proposal 1s contrary to Pelicy DES2 of the Planning Strategy for Rural Northern Ireland n
thal the devatopment would, if permitted, be detrimental 1o the lownscape of Rostrewar and
wiould not be sensitive to the character of the area surrounding the site wilth regard to design,
scile and vuse of materials

Back to Agenda
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APPLICATION REF: P/2009/1336/F

DATE RECEIVED: 28 Oclober 2009

PROPOSAL: Sheltered housing and communal facilities in one block of 10
apartmenis, a 70 bed nursing home each with siie works and
parking and 41 apartments with site parking and basement
parking.

LOCATION: The site is located within the selllement limit of Rostrevor Village
on the scuthern extremity of the village. It fronts onio the Shore
Road on its western boundary with the public access to

Kilbroney Forest Park, an its northem boundary.
SITE CHARACTERISTICS AND AREA CHARACTERISTICS:

The site, which covers an area of 1.273 hectares, appears as an outlier to the main
village care. The site is largely open with good views to the forest to the rear.

A portion of the sile contains an exisling car showroom and garage, Campbell's
Garage, and 2 detached dwellings in single family occupaticn. The remainder,
containing a tennis court, is largely open space. The garage complex consists of a
flat roofed 2 storey structure in uniform white rendered finished. The dwellings are
largely 2 storey, one, on the north eastern boundary peint, in brick finish and the
southern unit in render.

There is an exisling 2 storey delached dwelling, (Number 50 Shore Hoad) just

beyond the north west corner of the site. It is located 1 = 3 metres from the boundary
1
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of the application site, which is formed by a rendered ivy clad wall, approximately 6 i
in height. This dwelling has a row of 7 first floor windows on its south eastern
elevation to the application site, overlocking the wall.

There is a low single storey cottage, (No 56), beyond the north east corner of the
application site, accessed by the entrance drive to Kilbroney Forest Park. There are
a number of detached houses in individual plots beyond the southem site boundary,
accassing onto Shore Road.

The site rises generally from the Shore Road towards the forest just beyond its
eastern boundary. Its boundaries are landscaped. It appears very open, situated as it
is, on the shores of Caringford Lough. As a consequence there are distant views of
it from nearby Warrenpoint. The views become more pronounced in the vicinity cf
the Rosses Point monument, a nearby public amenity area.

The site is adjacent to Carlingford Lough Special Protection Area (SPA) and Area of
Special Scientilic Inlerast (ASS]), and is adjacent lo Roslrevor Wood Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) and Area of Scientific Intertest (ASSI). It is within the Mournes
and Slieve Croob Areza of Qutstanding Matural Beauty.

SITE HISTORY:

P/2008/0538. Propcsed Residential development. Shore Road, Rostrevor
Detarmined 13/06/2008.

P/2006/0458/F. Construction of new access to dwelling (to include closure of
existing access) Cakwood House, 71 Shore Road, Rostrevor. Determined
12/12/2006.

P/2005/0303/F. Refurbishment of existing dwelling 56 Shore Road, Rostrevor
Determined 02/08/2005.

P/2002/0296/F. car showrcoms and werkshop together with refurbishment of
existing building Shore Road, Rostrevor. Determinad 16/07/2002

P/2000/1418/F. Extension io dwelling. 52 Shore Road. Rostrevor. Determined
04/10/2000.
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CONSULTATIONS:
Transport NI: No objections subject to planning conditions.

NI Water: Mo objections subject to planning conditions.

Rivers Agency: No objection subject to planning informatives

DCAL Inland Fisheries & Waterways: Loughs Agency should be consulted.
Loughs Agency: MNo objections subject to planning conditions.

NEMDC Environmental Health: No objections subject to planning conditions.
NIEA (Water Management Unit): No objection subject to conditions.

NIEA (Natural Heritage) (Land Resource Management): Tha site is adjacent to
Carlingford Lough Special Proteclion Area (SPA) and Area of Special Scienlilic
Interest (ASSI) and is adjacent o Rostrevor Wood Special Area of Conservation
(SAC) and ASSI. NIEA has undertaken a Habitats Requlations Assessment (HRA)
Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment on this proposal. it has concluded there will be no
likely signilicant eflects on the inlegrity of the sile, Standard condilions and
informatives to be attached to the Decision Notice.

NIEA (Historic Buildings Unit): has key concermns regarding the scala, massing and
heighl ol the development. Advise thal the former lram shed al Roslrevor Quay 18

the subject of a listing query.

NIEA (Historic Monuments Unit): The historic landscape of the adjacent Historic
Park and Demesne is afforded protection under BH € of PPS 6 and it would have
concerns to any development that would have an adverse impact upon the setting of
this ragistered demesne. It has concerns regarding the scale, massing and height of

the development.

The application site is located in an area of historic interest within Rostrevor and
once was the site of the Great Northern Hotel, approx 250 metres to the west of the
site is the conservation area of Victoria Square and Shore Road (RR08) within which

is & number of listed buildings.
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Rostrevor Harbour is adjacent to the site which is recorded in the Industrial Herilage
Records and there is & large brick chimney on the site may have been associated
with the hotel.

HMU are of the opinion that, due to the location of the application site within this
locally important historic landscape, would recommend that the dasign of the
proposed development reflect the detail from the Great Northern Hotel which once
occupied the sita and from the historic character of the buildings in this vicinity.

Mo archaeological okjection in principle to the developmeant provided:

» There is a revised design to the buildings which front on to the Share Road.
more in keeping with those in the vicinity and drawing upon details of the
Victorian character of the area. The buildings should front on to the Shore
Road

« The chimney within the application site is retained to ensure that the propesed
development into the historic landscape of the Registered demesne of The
lodge and the conservation area to the west.

Ministerial Advisory Group: In summary, while the panel agree with the principle of
the proposal it pointed to the need for re-design and reducing the scale of

development on the sile with more open space.
OBJECTIONS & REPRESENTATIONS

Details of the application were advertised on 13 Naovember 2008 and 14 nearast
neighbours were notified on 30 October 2008.

Two |etters of objection were received. Amended details were advertised on 8 June
2012 and 14 nearest neighbours were notified on 25 May 2012, Concerns were
again expressed by a previous objector at an office meeting on 20 June 2012.

The main issues raised were:

« scale, density and height of the proposal which is out of character with this
coastal location and setting of great natural beauty:
« praximity and height of proposed building and its impact on privacy, light and

solar panels;
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« architecture is out of keeping with traditional buildings in the immediate
vicinity; and

« increase in traffic levels.
PLANNING POLICY MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS

The relevant prevailing policy context is provided by:

« the statulory area plan, the Bankridge, Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015;

« regianal planning policy documents: the Strategic Planning Policy
Slatement, (SPPS); PPS 2: Natural Herilage, PPS 3. Access, Movemenl and
Parking, PPS 3 (Clarification): Access, Movement and Parking, PPS 6
Planning. Archaeology and The Built Heritage, PPS 7: Quality Residential
Environments, PPS 7 (Addendum): Sateguarding the Character of
Established Residential Areas, PPS 8: Open Space, Sport and Cutdoor
Recreation, PPS 12: Housing in Settlements. The Strategic Planning Palicy
Statement (SPP3) published in September 201 5 states that the policy
provisions of the documents listed above, amongst others will be retained until
each council adopts its own Plan Strategy.

« supplementary planning guidance, which includes: DCAN &: Housing in
established areas; DCAN 9: Residential and Nursing Homes; DCAN 10:
Environmental Impact Assessment; DCAN 15 Vehicular Access Standards;
and ‘Crealing Places, Achieving Quality in Residential Developments'.

Banbridge, Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015. The site is within the setllement
limit of the village of Rostrevor as designated in the statutary area plan. It is on a
while land site, nol zoned for any specific purpose. Applications within designated
settlement limits must comply with relevant regicnal planning policy.

In summary. the application proposes a high density development consisting of 2
lolal ol 51 apartments and a 70 bed nursing home on a sile consisting of 1.273
hectares. The Planning Department has carefully assessed the proposal in the
context of the planning policy context above and considers that it is contrary to a

number of relevanl planning policies.
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PPS 7: Quality Residential Environments, PPS 7 (Addendum): Safeguarding
the Character of Established Residential Areas. ., PPS 12: Housing in
Settlements,

Policy QD 1 of PPS 7 states, amangst other things, that 'Flanning permission will
only be granted for new residential development where it is demonstrated that the
proposal will create a guality and sustainable residential environment. The design
and layout af residential development should be based on an averzall design concept
that draws upon the positive aspects of the character and appearance of the
surrounding area. In established residential areas proposals for housing
development will not be permitied where they waould result in unacceptable damage

to the local character, environmental quality or residential amenity of these areas’.

Policy QD 1 of PPS 7 also requires that all proposals for residential development will
be expected to conform to a number of specified criteria.

The applicalion sile is localed in an edge of village setling and a sensitive landscape,
as detailed above. The character of the established residential area is derived from
single houses in sizeable individual curtillages. Notwithstanding the existing car
showrcom within the site, the predominant character of the immediate area is one of
low density development, predominantly residential in type and scale.

It is considered that the proposal is contrary to Policy QD 1 of PPS 7 in that it will not
creale & gualily and suslainable residential environmeant. The proposal will resull in
unacceptable damage to the local character, environmental quality and residential
amenity in the area. This is due to the fact that:

« The proposed scale of development is totally out of keeping with the existing
character of the area which derives largely from individual houses in individual

curtillages.

+ The proposed development does not respect the surrounding context and is
not appropriate to the character and lopography ol the sile in terms of layoul,
scale, prcportions, massing and appearance of buildings, structures and
landscaped and hard surfaced area. The scale, massing and averall form of
the development, based as it is on an double fronted apartment layout around
a central courtyard incorporating underground car parking is not in keeping
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with this low density edge of village localion within an AONB, adjacent {o a
designated Demesne,

The proposal involves 7 major buildings which, when read togather, will fill
almost the entire frontage of the site. The resulting visual impact of the
preposal is one of continuous mass with no visual break in the overall facade
along the site fromtage when viewed Irom the Shore Road frontage and

indeed from wider views around Carlingford Lough.

The overall massing is also accentuated due to: the proximity of the
developmenl to the Shore Road: lhe absence ol appropriale landscaping: lhe
overzall height of the proposed units; and the fact that the blocks to the rear
project above the ridge height of the blocks fronting the Shore Road and will
be seen between the visual gaps in the buildings fronting onto Shore Road.
The proposed development also takes up the application site almost in its
antirety with limited distances to all site boundaries.

If implemented, this proposal would be totally out of keeping with its edge of
village context. It will appear as an inappropriate mass of development in an
area of low density development, an unnatural appendage in this small village

selting. It is over development of the site.

The proposed combinalion of matenals based on a combinalion of brick,
cladding and render does not draw on the character and agpearance of the
surrcunding arga. The predominant finishes are predominantly uniform and in

render.

Adequate provision has not been made for open space and landscaped areas
as an integral part of the development.

The proposed layout incorporales an area of open space in the centre of the
layout. This will be largely screenad from view from the Shore Road by
proposed residential units. There are other areas of grassed amenity space
on the periphery of the site boundary.
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It is considered that insufficient open space and landscaping has been
provided 1o create an atiractive, sustainable and varied residential
enviranmeant. This was also highlighted in a review of the proposal by tha

Ministerial Advisory Group.

« the design and layout will create conflict with adjacent land uses. It will result
in an unacceptable adverse effect on existing properties in terms of
dominance, overlooking, loss of light and overshadowing. The proposed
scheme incorporates a block of residential units ranging in levels between
16.35, 17.60 to 20.45 metres. These are proposed between approximately 3.5
and 8.5 metres from the north western boundary of the site and within
approximately €.5 to 9 metres of an existing property. As mentioned above
there are 7 existing windows at first floor on the existing elevatian facing the
sile. This falls far short of the required separation dislances as conlained in
planning policy guidelines, as contained, for example in ‘Creating Places’ and
is unacceptable in planning terms.

The proposed development will also impact on the residential amenity of an
gxisting single storey dwelling to the rear of the application site beyond its

north eastern boundary in lerms of dominance and overshadowing.

PPS 7 (Addendum): Safeguarding the Character of Established Residential
Areas.

Planning Control Principle 1 of PPS 12 Housing in Setllements

Policy LC 1 of the Addendum to PPS 7, "Safeguarding the Character of Established
Residential Area’ states that in established residential area, planning permission will
only be granted for the redevelopment of exisling buildings, or the infilling of vacani
sites....to accommodate new housing, where &ll criteria set out in QD 1 of PPS 7
and all additional specified criteria are met. These include:

« The proposed densily is nol significantly higher than thal found in the
estatlished residential area; and

« The pattern of development is in keeping with the overall character and
envircnmental quality of the established residential area....
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It states that the Depariment will not permit proposals for new housing development
in established residential areas where there this would result in unacceptable
damage to the local character, environmental quality or rasidential amenity of these
areas. New residential developments should theretore be sensitive in design terms
to people living in the existing neighbourhood and be in harmony with local
character.

Planning Cantral Principle 1 of PPS 12 Hausing in Settlements states that when
considering an increase in housing density in established residential areas, great
care should be taken to ensure that local character, environmental quality and
amenity are not significantly eroded and that the proposed density, togather with the
torm, scale, massing and layout of the new development will respect that of adjacent
housing and safeguard the privacy of existing residents.

The character of the established residential area is ane of individual houses in
sizeable single curtillages. The density of the established residential area. in the
vicinity of the application site, reflects the edge of village location. It is predominantly
low density and varies between 5 to10 dwellings per heclare. The proposed scheame
is based on 3 elements within the sile: assisted living unils, apariment developmenl
and nursing home. The scheme proposes 10 assisted living units and 41 apartments
on a portion of the site amounting to approximately 0.80 hectares. The proposed
densily for this residential element s approximalely as follows.

10 assisted living units on 0.20 hectares — 50 per hectarg;
41 apartments on 0.60 hectares — 70 per hectare

A lolal of 51 units on the total site area of 1.273, discounting the nursing home,

represents a proposed density of 40 unils per hectare.

The Planning Department considers that this level of development is wholly
inappropriate within this edge of village, sensitive location on the shores of
Strangford Lough. It does not reflect what is currently on the sile, or, as has been
suggested in support of the application, what has occupied the site in the past. It is
also in cantrast with the established residential area.

It is considered that this proposal, due to the reasons outlined above, would be
detrimental to the local character, environmental quality and residential amenity of
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the esiablished residential area. It is also considered that it would not be sensitive in
design terms to people living in the existing neighbourhood nor would it be in
harmony with the araa.

In this regard. the proposal is therefore contrary to Policy QD 1 of PP3 7, Policy LC 1
of the Addendum to PPS 7 and Planning Control Principle 1 of PPS 12.

Strategic Planning Policy Statement for NI (SPPS)

It is also considered 1o be conlrary 1o Para 6.137 of the SPFS, ‘increased housing
density without town cramming’, which states that in established residential areas il
is imperative to ensure that the proposed density of new housing development,
together with its farm, scale, massing and layout will respect lacal character and
environmental quality as well as safeguarding the amenity of existing residents. This
propesal fails to do so fer the reasens already stated.

PPS 2: Natural Heritage and PPS 6: Planning, Archaealogy and the Built
Heritage.

The application site is located within the Mournes and Slieve Croob Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty. Policy NH B of PPS 2 relates to development within
Areas of Quistanding Natural Beauty. It slates that planning permission will be
granted for new development within an AONB where it is of an appropriate design,
size and scale for the locality and all of the specified criteria are met. It is considered
that the proposal is confrary fo Palicy NH 6 of PPS 2, in that iis scale size and design
are not sympathetic to the AONE, for the reascns outlined above, and does not
raspact local architectural styles and patterns.

Policy BH 6 of PPS B states that the Department will not normally permit
development which would |lead to the |oss of or cause harm to the character,

principal componsants or setting of parks, gardens and demesnes of special historic
interast.

The application site is located on the edge of the early 19" century Historic Park,
Garden and Demesne known as The Lodge, designated in the Banbridge, Newry
and Mourne Area Plan. NIEA Historic Monuments Unit has confirmad no objections

on the basis thal there is a revised design to the buildings which front onto Shore



Back to Agenda

Hoad more in keeping wilh those in the vicinity and drawing upon delails of the
Victorian Character of the area.

In its present form the proposed scheme is contrary to BH € of PPS 6 in that the
proposed design and layout of the development, as oullined above, is not in keeping
with the historic landscape of the Registered Demesne, The Lodge'.

PPS 3: Access, Movement and Parking, PPS 3 (Clarification): Access,
Movement and Parking.

Transport NI has confirmed no objections to the proposed access arrangements and
road layout on the basis that the layout will remain un-adopted.

Future car parking provision is based on the number of proposed units.
PPS 8: Open Space, Sport and OQutdoor Recrealion.

The proposed layout incorporates an area of open space in the centre of the layout.
This will oe largely screened from view from the Shore Road by proposed residential
units. There are other areas of grassed amenity space on the periphery of the site

boungary.
RECOMMENDATION:

Refusal.

It is considered that the application should be refused due to the issues raised above
and for the reasons stated below.

Refusal Reasons:

1. The proposed development is contrary to Paolicy Q0 1 of Planning Policy
Statemenlt 7 (PPS 7) criteria (a), (¢), (g) and (H), in thal

» the applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposal would create a
quality residentizl development;

» adequate provision has not been made far privale open space and
landscaped areas as an inlegral part of the development;

« tha design of the development does not draw upan the best local traditions of

form, material and detailing; and
11
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« the design and layout would create conflict with adjacent land uses in terms of
overloaking, loss of light and overshadowing.

2. The proposed development is conlrary to Policy LC1 of the Addendum 1o
Planning Policy Statement 7 on Safeguarding the Character of Residential Areas,
criteria (a) and (b) in that:

+ The proposed density is significantly higher than that found in the
eslablished residential area; and

+ The prcposed pattern of development is not in keeging with the overall
character and environmental quality of the established residential area.

3. The proposed development is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statemeant
and Planning Control Principle 2 of PPS 12, in that the proposed density of the
development, together with its form, scale. massing and layout dces not respect
local character and enviranmental quality; nor does it safeguard tha amenity of

exisling residenls.

4. The proposed development ids contrary to Policy BH 6 of Planning Policy
Statement 7 (PPS 7) in thal it would, in its current form, be detrimental to the
overall guality and setting of this historic landscape and the adjacent Registerad
Demasne by virtue of the scale, density and form of the proposed development.

5. The propased development ids contrary to Policy NH B of Planning Palicy
Statement 2 (FPS 2] in that the design, size and scale i3 not appropriate to the
special character of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in general and of the
particular locality and does not respect local architectural styles and patlerns,
local materials or design.

Case Officer Signature: Dale:

Appointad Officer Signature Date:

12
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Combhairle Ceantair
an Iuair, Mhirn
dgus dll Duin

Newry, Mourne
and Down

District Council

A

APPLICATION REF: P/2009/1336/F

DATE RECEIVED: 28 Oclober 2009

PROPOSAL: Sheltered housing and communal facilities in one block of 10
apartmenis, a 70 bed nursing home each with siie works and
parking and 41 apartments with site parking and basement
parking.

LOCATION: Shore Road, Rostrevor.

Addendum to Case Officer Report

This application was previously brought before the Planning Committee on
Wednesday 31 August 2016 with a recommendation to refuse for the reasons set
out in the Case Officer's Report. The Meeting agreed to defer the application to allow
Planning Officers to meet with the applicant, for discussion to take place between
the applicant and the objectors and to facilitate a site visit by the Committee

members.

A site meeting took place on Wednesday 2 November 2016 involving, the applicant,
his agents and members of the Planning Department. The Planning Department

clarified the major planning issues to be addressed.



Back to Agenda

The Planning Department has contacted the objectors. The objectors have confirmed
that the applicant has not requested a meeting with them.

A site visit took place on Tuesday 15 November 2016, attended by members cf the

Planning Committee.

Folowing the site meeting the applicant submitted amended plans on 30 November
and an amended P1 application form and proposal description on 21 December 2016
for consideration. A Planning Statement was also submitted, on 9 February 2017, in

response to the Planning Department’s recommendation to refuse.

The application has now been amended, from the previous description above, to
read ‘proposed new 70 bed nursing home together with 41 no 2 and 3 bedroom
apartments with associated site works, landscaping and car parking (including at
grade and under croft car parking).

The proposed layout has been amended to exclude the sheltered housing and
communal facilities of 10 apartments. The layout remains the same in all cther
aspects.

OBJECTIONS & REPRESENTATIONS

Details of the amended proposal were re neighbour notified on 24™ February 2017
and re-advertised on 8 and 10 March 2017. A further 7 objections, over and above
those previously raised and referred to in the case officer’s report and at the
previous meeting of the Planning Committee, have been received. The issues raised
include:
« Extensive list of concerns raised at previous planning meeting remain
unaddressed;
« Welcome scaling down of project but other issues have not been addressed;
« View of Lough from adjacent right of way towards Fiddlers Green would be
completely obstructed by the development;
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« Innapproppriate scale, height and density of development at this location and
rural character of the village;

« Buildings too close to native cak forest;

« Contrary to the Council’s tourism policy;

« Young people need individual houses not apartments;

« Development does not blend with the natural environment; and

« Project could be more acceptable with scaling down, creative architectural
planning and use of wood.

A representation was received from Forest Service On & April 2017 referring to
existing rights of way at the northern end and and through the application site. It
also requested that any construction work be undertaken outside of a Root
Protection Area assodated with the adjacent Rostrevor Forest.

STATUTORY CONSULTATIONS

The Planning Department issued further consultions, on 23 February and 3 March
2017, 1o DAERA (Marine Fisheries and Archazology and Built Heritage) and to NIEA
(Historic Buildings Unit and Historic Monuments Unit), now NIEA Historic
Environment Division, (HED). DAERA Marine Fisheries confirmed no objeclions
subject to planning conditions on 14 March 2017. A joint response from HED, dated
5 April 2017, has confirmed no objections in relation to impact an listed building and
archaeological policy requiraments.

PLANNING ASSESSMENT

The Planning Depariment has re-assessad the amended proposal and the additional
information referred to above in the context of relevant prevailing policy context, as

outlined in the case officer’s reporl.

It is considered that while the amended propesal has addressed one of the concerns
previously expressed by the Planning Department in relation to the advearse impact
on adjacen! dwellings due lo overlooking, loss of light and overshadowing, il does
not represent a genuine attempt to address the broader fundamental planning

iIssues, as previously expressed to the applicant and to the Planning Committae.
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Notwithstanding the proposed reduction in the Sceme o omit the sheltered housing
complex It is considered that the amended proposal remains contrary to Policy QD 1
of PPS 7 in that it will not create a quality and sustainable residantial anvirenmeant.

s The only significant difference between the scheme previously presented to
the Planning Committee and the ane now under consideration is a propcsed
reduction in the area of the application site to omit the sheltered housing block
of 10 apartmentls. In all olher aspects the proposal is identical (o that
previcusly assessed. The scale, density and height of the amended scheme
remains unacceptable.

« The applicant has also submitted additional areal type views of the proposed
developmenl o highlight the areas of open space within the site in an altempt
to minimise the overall massing of the development. These however are not
an accurate portrayal of the local and widar critical wider views of the site
which would appear on the ground. The proposal, in ils present form. still
involves 5 major buildings which, when read together, will fill almost the entire
frantage of the reduced planning application site. The rasulting visual impact
at the proposal from critical views would remain one of a continuous mass
with no visual break in the overall lacade along the application site frontage
when viewed from the Shore Road frontage and indeed from wider views

araund Garlingford Lough.

While it is acknowledged thal the omission of the shellered complex will
creale a visual break between the existing development and the proposed
nursing home, this is insufficient to address the previously expressed
planning concerns, as outlined above and in the case officer's report. Indeed it
is considered that the approval of this application would make it extremely
difficult to resist further developmant on the 'gap site' that has bean created

through the omission of the shellered housing units.

The proposed underground car park remains as part of the proposal. The
need to provide car parking facilities underground to service the proposad

level of development can be takan as another indication of the
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overdevelopment of this site. This lype of development, which would more
properly be found within an inner city location, is totally inappropriate within
an edge of village context and within such a sensitive location.

The fact remains that if implemented, this proposal would be totally out of
keeping with its edge of village context. It will appear as an inappropriate
mass of development in an area of low density development, an unnatural
appandage in this small village setting. The proposal remains ona of
inappropriate over development of the site.

As a result it is considerad that the proposal, as amended, will result in
unacceptable damage o the local character, environmental quality and
residential amenity in the area for the reasons stated in the case officers
report above. It remaing contrary to Policy QD 1 of Planning Palicy 7 criteria
(@) in that the applicant has failed lo demonstrala that the proposal would
creale a quality residential development. It is also considered that the
praposal, as revised, would also be contrary to DES 2 of the Strategy for
Rural Northern Ireland in thal the development would, if permitted, be
detrimental to the townscape of Rostrevor and would not be sensitive to the
character of tha area surraunding the site with regard to design, scale and, as

discussed below, use of materals.

There has been no real attempt to address the Planning Department's
previcusly stated concerns about the proposed form of the development and
the combination of brick, cladding and render which do not draw on the
character and appearance of the surrcunding area. The prevailing form of
development is of low elevation, low density developmenl. The predominant
finishes in the local area are predeminantly uniform and in render. Gontrary to
the stated view of the agent, in the Planning Statement, it is considered that
the high density nature and height of of the proposed scheme coupled with
the inappropriate combination of materials would create an inappropriate
suburban form and appearance of development an this edge of village
location wilhin this sensitive and protecled landscape setling. The proposal

therefore remains contrary 1o Policy QD 1 of Planning Policy 7 criteria (g) in
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that the design of the the development does not draw on the best local
traditions of form, materials and detailing and also Policy DES 2 of the Rural
Stratagy.

Adequate provision has not been made for open space and landscaped areas
as an integral part of the revised development proposal.

The agent claims, in the Planning Statement, thal the Planning Deparlment’s
concerns arcund the amount of cpen space 10 be provided are unfounded. It
is important to emphasise, in response, that the Planning Department accepts
that the amount of proposed open space would be sufficient o satisiy
prevalling policy requirements, in particular Policy OS 2 of PPS 8. However
the location and distribution of that open space is inadequate to create an
allractive, sustainable and varied residential environmenl.as required by
Policy QD 1 of PPS 7. This Policy requires that adequate provision is made
far public and private cpen space and [andscaped areas as an integral part of
the development. It states thatl where appropnate planted areras of discrete
groups of trees will be required alcng site boundaries to soften the
development.

In this case, the proposed layout incorporates an area of open space in the
centre of the layout. This will be largely screened from view from the Shore
Road by proposed residential units. There are other areas of ‘left over
grassed amenily space on the periphery of the sile boundary. Il is considered
that the layout and lecation of the proposed areas of open space is
unacceptable in planning pelicy terms due, largely, to the over develcpment of
the site. This was also highlighted in a review of the proposal by the
Ministerial Advisory Group.

It should be noted that by reducing the red line to exclude the dwelling house
and curtilage at No 52 Shore Read, the proposal has now excluded an area of
open space that could have been used to create an attractive residential
environment, as required by policy.
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« The agent, in the Planning Statement, has sought to establish that the
character of the immediate area in the vicinity of the application site is defined
purely by the existing commercial use on the JG CGampbell site and not by the
adjacent residential land uses. This is an attempt 10 suggest that the
requiremants of Palicy LC 1 of the Addendum to PPS 7 do not apply. This is
clearly incorrect. The Planning Department is strongly of the view that the
principle land use in the immediate area, within this sensitive edge of village
setting, is not purely commercial but includes a long established residential
element, not just on the edge of the application site but in the immediate
vicinity.

In this context the Planning Department is strongly of the view that Policy LC
1 of the Addendum to PFS 7 clearly applies to this application.
Notwithstanding the omission of the shellered housing block of 10
apartments, the revised scheme remains contrary to this policy , for the
reasons above and as outlined in the case officer's report. In summary, the
Planning Department considers that the level and density of development, as
proposed in the revised scheme, remains wholly inappropriate within this
adge of village, sensitive location on the shores of Strangford Lough. It does
not reflect what is currently on the site, or, as has been suggesied in support
of the application, what has occupied the site in the past. It is also in contrast
with the established residential area.

« The agent, in his Planning Statement has also socught 1o establish that the
pravisions of Planning Policy Statement 12 Heusing and Settlements are not
relevant 1o this application. This is clearly incorrect. Para 3 in fact states that
this PPS is a material planning consideration ... in dealing with individual
planning applications. The Planning Department remains of the opinion that
the revised proiposal remains contrary to PPS 12, for the reasons stated

above and in the case officer's report.

« The agenl, in his Planning Statement has also soughl to establish thal the
provisions of the Strategic Planning Pelicy (SPPS) are not relevant to this
application. This is clearly incorrect. The provisions of the SPFPS are clear in
that where the SPPS introduces a change of policy direction and/or provides a

7
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policy clarification that would be in conflict with a retained policy the SPPS
should be accorded greater weight in the assessment of individual planning
applications. Where tha SPPS is silent or less prescriptiva an a particular
planning policy matter then relained policies this should nol lessen the weight
to be afforded to the retained policies. In this instance the Planning
Department policy provisions ef PPS 7 which relate to density of development
have been retainaed. It is also clear that the policy provisions of the SPPS
relating to housing density, as referred to in the case officer’s report, are not in
contlict with the provisions of PPS 7. In fact he policy previously referred to in
the case officer's report reinforces the central massage in PPS 7 which s that
inappropriate developments. such as this one, should be resisled, i.e Para
6.137 of the SPPS states that in established residential areas it is imperative
to ensure that the proposed density of new housing development, together
with its form, scale. massing and layout will respect local character and
envircnmental quality.., '

The Planning Department remains of the opinion that this revised propasal
fails when assessed against this policy, for the reasons already stated.

The application site is located within the Mournes and Slieve Croob Areg of
QOutstanding Natural Beauty. Policy NH 6 of PPS 2 relates to development
within Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. It states that planning permission
will be granied lor new development within an AONE where it is of an
appropriate design, size and scale for the locality and all of the specified
criteria are met. It is considerad that the revised proposal remains contrary to
Policy NH 6 of PPS 2, in thal its scale size and design are nol sympathetic o
the ACNB, for the reasons outlined above and in the case officer's report and
does not respect local architectural styles and patterns.

In terms of the impact on the satting of the adjacent parks, gardens and
demesnes of special historic interesl, “The Lodge' the relevant statutory
authgrity, Historic Environment Division, has now confirmed no objection in
relation to this issue.
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The previously stated reason for refusal, i.e. contrary to BH 6 of PPS 8. no
longer applies.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is considered that the application should be refused due to the issues raised above
and for the reasons stated below.

REFUSAL REASONS:

1. The proposed development is contrary to Palicy QD 1 of Planning Policy
Statement 7 (PPS 7) criteria (a), (c), and (g), in that

« the applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposal would create a
quality residential development;

« adeqguate provision has not been made for private open space and
landscaped areas as an integral part of the development; and

« the design of the development does not draw upon the best local traditions of
farm, material and datailing.

2. The proposed developmenl is conlrary 1o Policy LC1 of the Addendum lo
Flanning Paolicy Statement 7 on Safeguarding the Character of Residential Areas,
criteria (a) and (b) in that:

+ The proposed density is significantly higher than thal found in the
eslablished residential area; and

s The proposed pattern of development is nol in keeping with the overall
character and environmental quality of the established residential area.

3. The proposed development is contrary to the Strateqgic Planning Policy Statemeant
and Planning Control Principle 2 of PPS 12, in thal the proposed density of the
development, together with its form, scale, massing and layout does not respect
local character and environmental quality.

4. The proposed development is contrary to Policy NH 8 of Planning Policy
Statement 2 (PPS 2) in that the design, size and scale Is not appropriate to the
special character of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in general and of the
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particular locality and does not respect local architectural styles and patlerns,

local materials or design.

5. The proposal is contrary ta Policy DES2 of the Planning Strategy tor Rural
Northern Ireland in that the development would, if permitted, be detrimental to the
townscape of Rostrever and would not ke sensitive to the character of the area
surrounding the site with regard to design, scale and use of materials.

Case Officer Signature:
Date:

Appointed Officer Signature:
Date:
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Newry, Mourne
and Down

District Council

A

APPLICATION REF: P/2009/1336/F

DATE RECEIVED: 28 Oclober 2009

PROPOSAL: Sheltered housing and communal facilities in one block of 10
apartmenis, a 70 bed nursing home each with siie works and
parking and 41 apartments with site parking and basement
parking.

LOCATION: Shore Road, Rostrevor.

2" Addendum to Case Officer Report

This application was returned to the Planning Committee on Wednesday 26 April
2017 with a recommendation to refuse for the reasons set out in the Case Officar’s
Report. This followed a site visit by members of tha Planning Committee on Tuesday
15 November 2016 and the submission of amended plans, proposal description and

a Planning Statement by the applicant.

The Meeting agreed to overturn the recommendation and approve the application on
the grounds that:

‘refusal reasons had been addressed and this development would enhance
economic benefit in the village of Rostrevor end add to the vibrancy of the
community that already existed'.
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The Council received a Judicial Review pre-acticn protocol letter, on 7 June 2017,
from an objector to the proposal, following the Planning Committee meeting and
prior to the issuing of the formal approval notice. This raised a number of points of
concern including the absence of a econcmic impact assessment or appraisal of the
proposal to measure how the proposed development would enhance economic

development in the village of Rostrevaor.

Following the receipt of legal advice, the application has been returned to the
Planning Committee for reconsideration. The applicant has submitted an Economic
Impact Assessment (EIA) of the proposal in suppart of the application. The Planning
Department has now considered the EIA as part of its assessment of this applicaticn.

The Planning Department has sought to facilitate a meeting to enable discussions
between the applicant and the abjectars as referred to at a previous meeting of the
Planning Committee on 31 August 2016. The objectors had previously confirmed
that the applicant has not reguested & meeting with them. To date it has not been
possible to convene a meeting at a time to suit all parties ahead of the Planning
Committee meeting.

OBJECTIONS & REPRESENTATIONS

Nearest neighbours and previous cbjectors were re-notified following the receipt of
the Economic Impact Assessment on 29 September 2017.

A further 42 objections, cver and above those previously received, have been
received to date, The issues raised include:

« Inapproppraite scale, design and density of development for a small village
and ACNB;

« Dense apartment blocks too close to native Kilbroney Oak Forest, one of the
oldest oak forests in Ireland, a Special Area of Conservation and National
Nature Reserve protected by EU and national law; Underground car park will
impact on root systam of oak trees;
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« Adverse impact on environment;

+ No objection to change from commercial to residential but the design and
scale is too big and is better suited to urban regeneration than to this area of
outstanding natural beauty;

« A more appropriate residential development sensitive and in keeping with the
surrcunding developments in the area would undoubtedly gain the support of
the community;

« Tourist industry need buildings that attract. The tram sheds and parts of the
old railway line could form part of a tourist attraction.

» Need an Environment and Social Impact Assessment as well as Economic
Impact Assessment;

« Buildings Units should be affordable to local residents;

« Cannot tinancially quantify an ancient oak forest;

« There are other more appropprairte places for apartments of this nature, not
beside seafront and an ancient ocak forest and this crucial place for tourism,
beauty and environmental legacy.

« Traffic issues and lack of Traffic Impact Assessment;

= No need for nursing home facilities

« The approval will skew the figures for available living accommodation in
Rostrevor and have a detrimental impact on the future planning for affordable
and social housing in the upcoming area plan.

+ The figures in the Economic Assessment are subjective and no comparisans
are made with existing similar nursing homes where commercial constraints

have a major impact in staffing levels,

PLANNING ASSESSMENT

The Planning Department has considered the additional information submittad within

the Economic Impact Assessment (EIA) as part of its re-assessment ot the proposal.

The EIA is based purely on an assessment of the benefits that might accrue from the
proposed development now submitted for planning approval. There is no mention or
assassment of the benefits that might accrue from different scenarias, as is commaon

practice for such an exercise. These might include a do-nothing scenario, ora
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scenario based on a scheme designed to fit wilh the previously staled planning
requirements, as advocated by the Planning Departmment.

The EIA points to significant turnover and employment benefits for the Newry,
Mourne and Down ecanomy during the construction and operational phases, i.e. a
total £23.37 m Gross Value Added; 1326 job years and £27.71 m in wages over 20
years. The EIA also points to £5.14m in new residents wages.

It is not disputed that the implementation of this proposal could lead to enhanced
employment cpportunities and other ecanomic benefits for the area. That said, a
similar scheme, sensitively designed te address the concems already highlighted by
the Planning Departiment, could bring enhanced shorier and longer term benelits to
the local and wider council area. The benefits agsociated with such a scheme would
be substantially greater in terms of the laval of impact an the natural envirenment.
the local setting within this AGNB, the attractiveness of the area and the associated
benefits to the tourist industry. Such a scheme would be more sustainable.

The EIA also concludes that the proposal will be in line with key stralegic documents,
including the Council's new Community Development Plan in relation to the need for
family accommoagation: dwellings to facilitate the elderly and smaller households:

housing need in the Rostrevor area and a requirement for 2 bedroom dwellings.

Any future reguirement for elderly or smaller family homes would be more
appropriately pravided for, in the main, by detached and semi detached units within
conventional and suitably designed housing layouts, close to amenities. While
apartments are aftractive to a certain section of the population, the provision of 40 2-
3 bed apartments in 2, 4 — storey, apartmeant blocks, on the outskirts of a villages, will

not cater for this lype of housing need.

While the preposed 70 bed nursing home may address a need for this type of care it
is felt that the absence of any clear explanation of the axisting local need for this type
of facility has meant that this need has not been proven. There are exisling nursing
homes in the area catering for this need.
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It must also be noted that the additional 40 residential units, if approved al this
location, would form part of the committed housing supply for the village. This will be
a material considaration for the forth coming Local Development Plan and its future

housing allocation 1o Rostrevor for the period of the new plan, normally 15 years.

The role ¢f planning is to balance the need for development against the need (o
protect our natural environment. The Planning Department considers that the
application site could accommodate a suitably designed scheme approppriate to its
location, natural context and setting. In terms of this particular propesal, the case for
such a scale of development at this location, within this highly sensitive and
protected area, has not been established by the applicant.

The Planning Department remains of the view that this proposal is inappropriate
when assessed against prevailing planning policy and far the reasans praviously
stated. Il is considered that lhe cosl to the local area of this proposal, in lerms of its
negative impact on the sensitive and protected natural setting of Rostrever and the
character of the established rasidential area would significantly outweigh any of the
economic benefits, suggested in the EIA. thal may accrue.

The Planning Department feels that the information provided in the EIA does not
provide sufficient grounds o set aside the valid planning issues highlighted in the
totally of the case officer’s report. Greater weight should be attached to the
environmental and social issues highlighted in the repart than to the EIA.

For all of these reasons, it is considered that the Ecomanic Impact Assessment does
not provide a sufficient basis to recommend this proposal for approval. More weight
should be attached to the strong and valid planning policy based reasons advanced

for its refusal,

RECOMMENDATION:

It is considered that the application should be refused due to the issues raised above

and for the reasons stated below.
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REFUSAL REASONS:

1. The proposed development is cantrary to Palicy QD 1 of Planning Policy
Staterment 7 (FPS 7) crileria (a), (c), and (g), in that

« the applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposal would create a
quality residential development;

« adequate provision has not been made for private open space and
landscaped areas as an integral part of the development; and

« the design of the development does not draw upon the best local traditions of
farm, material and detailing.

2. The proposed developrment is conlrary lo Policy LC1 of the Addendum lo
Flanning Policy Statement 7 on Safeguarding the Character of Residential Areas,
criteria (a) and (b) in that:

+ The proposed density is significantly higher than that found in the
gstablished residential area; and

+ The proposed pattern of development is not in keeping with the overall
character and environmental quality of the established rasidential area.

3. The proposed developmenl is conlrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement
and Planning Control Principle 2 of PPS 12, in that the proposed density of the
develapment, together with its form, scale, massing and layout dees not respect

lncal character and environmental quality.

4. The proposed development is contrary to Policy NH € of Planning Policy
Statement 2 (PPS 2) in that the design, size and scale is not appropriate to the
special character of the Area of Quistanding Natural Beauty in general and of the
particular localily and does not respect local archileclural styles and patlerns,

local materials or design.

5. The propasal is contrary ta Policy DES2 of the Planning Strategy for Rural
Northern Ireland in that the development would, if permitted, be detrimental to the
townscape of Rostrever and would not be sensitive to the character of the area
surrounding the site with ragard to design, scale and use of materials.
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Appointed Officer Signature:

Date:

Senior Officer Signature:
Date:
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ITEM NO a8
APFLIC NO P/2014/0186/F Full DATEVALID 21/0212014
COUNCIL ODFINION REFUSAL
APPLICANT Gibson (Banbridge) Ltd 1 AGENT
Kilmacrew Roacd
Banbridge
BT32 4ES
LOCATION
400 metres east of 24 Cambane Way Newry in the townland of Carnbane
PROPOSAL Infilling of field with approximately 25,000m3 of clay, stones, topsoll, crushed concrete
and bricks to overcome regular flooding by providing levels to progress water run off,
REPRESENTATIONS OBJ Letters SUP Letters OBJ Petitions SUF Petitions
0 0 D o
Addresses Signatures Addresses Signatures
0 0 0 0

1 The proposal is contrary o the Stategic Plnning Policy Statement for Morthesn lreland (SPPRS)
gnd Planning Policy Statement 3, Development Control: Roads Considerations in that i would,
if permitted, result in the intensification of use of an existing access onio a Protected Route,
thereby prejudicing the free flow of tratfic and conditions of general salety

2 The proposal is contrary to Blanning Policy Statement 3, Access, Movement and Parking, Policy
AMPZ2 in that the development would it permitted. prejudice the satety and convenience of read
LSErs since il proposes o Use an axisiing access at which visihility splays of 2.4 metres by 100
metres cannot be provided o an adequate standard contained in Development Contral Advice
Note 15,
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A Newry, Mourne

and Down

District Council
Application Reference: P/2014/0186/F

Date Received: February 24" 2014

Proposal: Infilling of field with approximately 25,000m3 of clay, stones, topsoil,
crushed concrete and bricks to overcome regular flooding by providing levels
to progress water run off.

Location: 400 melres east of 24 Cambane Way Newry in the townland of Cambane

Site Characteristics & Area Characteristics:

Site consists of a grazing field lacated on the northern side of Craigmore Way, the
field slopes sharply down from the north east towards the south west, it is accessed
from Cambane Way by a privale laneway which continues on towar ds the north west
and serves a private dwelling, the site is only visible from Carnbane Way from a
short stretch to the south west and only the upper part is visible, The field is bounded
by mature hedges with some mature trees, however the hedges are quite low and
there are clear views of the site from along the laneway. There is no planning history
on the site itsalf.

The site is located just outside of the development limit of Newry, to the west of the
site is a veterinary pharmaceuticals factory. The fields to the north and south of the
site have been approved for infilling to overcome flooding under applications
P/2012/0518 and P/2012/0440 respectively.

Application seeks FPP for the infilling of the field with approximately 25,000 cubic
metres of clay, topsoil, crushed concrete and bricks to overcome flooding by
providing levels lo prograess water runafl, the proposal also includes the installation
of drainage pipes to channel water into an existing drainage point into the Newry
River which lies to the sast.

The application was subjected to a determination under Regulation 10(1) of the
Planning (ElA) Regulations (NI) 2012 on April $th 2014 following its receipt. The
determination was that the applicaticn did not need to be accompanied by an
environmental statement.

Site History:
There is no history on the site itsalf
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Planning Policies & Material Considerations:
Strategic Planning Policy Statement
Banbridge/Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015
PFS 3 Access, Mavement and Parking

PPS 11 Planning and Waste Management
PES 21 Sustainable Development in the Countryside

Consultations:

NIEA Natural Heritage Advisas that the area is comprised of improved grassland
with hawthorn hedgerows and ash trees on the boundaries, no evidence of protected
species was found and the site is considered (o be of low natlure conservation value.
Recommends that all tree and boundary vegetation should be retained and protected
during the works.

NIEA Land and Resource Management Reguests clarification of the material to be
deposited to ensure it is inert as well as a Hydrological Risk Assessment and details

on the management of surface water run off. Additional information has addressed
this issue as NIEA's response of September 7th 2015 confirms.

Roads Service Recommends refusal on the grounds of intensification of an access
on to a protected route. An amended plan was submitted but Roads Service's
response of January 12th 2015 stated that their objections still applied. While there
are exceptians for the creation or intensification of accesses anto protected routes
set out in the Addendum to PPS 3, none of them appear to apply in this instance and
the proposal does not comply with the exception outlined in the SPPS.

Objections & Representations
No representations have been received in relation to this application.

Consideration and Assessment:

Strategic Planning Policy Statement

The SPPS provides strategic guidance for the preparation of new Local
Development Plans by Councils, in relation to waste management the policy largely
restates the provisions of the retained policy.

Banbridge/Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015.

The site is outside of the development limits of Newry as shown in the
Banbridge/Newry and Mourne Area Plan 2015, it is shown as being within a Local
Landscape Policy Area designaled NY 118, the relevant section from the plan
statemeant reads;

Designation NY 118

Local Landscape Policy Area
Cloughanramer Road

A LLPA is designated as identified cn Map No. 3/02a Newry.
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Those features ar combination of features that contribute to the envircnmental
quality, integrity or character of these areas are listed below:

-* Mcore Lodge, a locally important building set on a rising landform and prominent
in the local landscape,

* Archaeological sites and monuments, their views and setlings;

-+ Area of natlure conservation interest including hedgerows, specimen trees and
scrubland

Moore Lodge 1s located o the north west of the site, the main views of it are from
Carnbane Way and from Cloghanrahmer Road, there are no views of the application
site and Moore Lodge together from a public viewpoint.

Planning Policy Statement 11 Planning and Waste Management

Proposals for the development of a waste management facility will be subject to a
thorough examination of envircnmental effects and will only be permitted where it
can be demonstrated that all of the following criteria are met:

-* the proposal will not cause demanstrable harm ta human health or result in an
unacceptable adverse impact on the environment;

-* the proposal is designed to be compatible with the character of the surrounding
area and adjacent land uses;

* the visual impact of the waste management facility, including the final landform of
landfilling or land raising operabons, 15 acceptable in the landscape and the
development will not have an unacceptable visual impact on any area designated for
its landscape guality;

* the access to the site and the nature and frequency of associated traffic
movements will not prejudice the safety and convenience of road users or constitute
a nuisance to neighbouring residents by virtue of noise, dirt and dust;

-* the public road network can satisfactorily accommodate, or can be upgraded to
accommodate, the traffic generated,

-* adegquate arrangements shall be provided within the site for the parking, servicing
and circulation of vehicles;

-* wherever practicable the use of alternative transport modes, in particular, rail and
water, has been considered:;

-* the development will nat have an unacceptable adverse impact on nature
conservation or archasological/uilt heritage interests.

* the types of waste to be deposited or treated and the proposed methad of disposal
or treatment will nol pose a sernious environmental risk to air, water or soill resources
that cannot be prevented or appropriately controlled by mitigating measures;

* the proposed site is not at risk from flooding and the proposal will not cause or
exacerbate flooding elsewhere;

-* the proposal avoids (as far as is practicable) the permanent loss of the best and
most versatile agricultural land,
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* In the case of landfilling the proposal includes suitable, detailed and practical
restoration and aftercare proposals for the site.

It will be necessary for the the applicant to demaonstrate that the infilling constitutes
the BROE option for dwelling with the waste material in guestion.

PPS 3 Access, Movement and Parking, Clarification of Policy AMP 3 Access to
Protected Routes

The site accesses on o the A22, a protected route, the relevant section of AMP 3
rearls:

"Other Dual Carnageways, Ring Roads, Through-Passes and By-Passes All
locations

Planning permission will only be granted for a development proposal involving direct
access or the intensification of the use of an existing access in exceptional
circumstances or where the proposal is of regional significance."

The proposal is contrary to this policy and doesn’t meet the exception outlined in the
SPPS as it would involve the intensification of an access during the infiling, however
this may only be for a short period while the infilling is carried out.

Recommendation:

The proposal is acceptable from a planning viewpoint in relation to impacts on
bicdiversity or drainage, the proposal is contrary to the protected routes policy and
the visibility splays are inadequate.

Therefore refusal 1s recommended.

Refusal Reasons:

The propasal is contrary ta Planning Policy Statemeant 3, Development Contral:
Roads Considerations in that it would, if permitted, result in the intensification of use
of an existing access onto a Protected Raute, thereby prejudicing the free flow of
traffic and conditions of general safety.

The proposal is contrary to Planning Policy Statement 3, Access, Movement and
Parking, Policy AMPZ2 in that the development would, if permitted, prejudice the
safety and convenience of road users since it proposes o use an existing access at
which visibility splays of 2.4 metres by 100 metres cannot be provided to an
ardequate standard contained in Development Cantrol Advice Note 15,

Case OHicer

Authorised Officer



