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Deferred Consideration Report 
 

Summary 

Case Officer:  
 Emma McCullagh 
 
Application ID: LA09/2019/0944/F Target Date:  

 

Proposal: 
Infill dwelling and garage between 90 
and 92 Iniscarn Road, Desertmartin 
(retrospective) New access laneway 
130m West from the Junction of 
Iniscarn Road/Gortahurk Road, 
existing access onto Iniscarn Road to 
be permanently closed.  
 

Location:  
Between 90 and 92 Iniscarn Road 
 Desertmartin     

Applicant Name and Address:  
Mr Paul Bradley 
90A Inniscarn Road 
 Desertmartin 
  
 

Agent name and Address:  
CMI Planners Ltd 
38 Airfield Road 
 Toomebridge 
  
 

Summary of Consultee Responses: 
 
DFI Rivers have responded with issues relating to FL4. 
 
DFI Roads are satisfied their conditions are acceptable in relation to the proposed access. 
 
 
Characteristics of the Site and Area: 
 
The site is located at no. 90a Insicarn Road, Desertmartin and is located within the open 
countryside and there are no further designations on the site as designated by the 
Magherafelt Area Plan 2015. The site is located between no. 90 and no. 92 Iniscarn Road 
and located on the site is a large 2 storey dwelling with a smooth render finish, detached 
garage and a dolls house / storage building, both with smooth render finish. The southern 
boundary of the property is currently defined by laurel hedging and wire and post fencing, 
the northern boundary is defined by mature trees and some laurel hedging, the western 
boundary is defined by white wooden fencing and the eastern boundary remains 
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undefined with a number of pillars having been constructed along the boundary. Access is 
currently served at the front of the property onto the main Iniscarn Road.  
The immediate surrounding area is predominantly characterised by single dwellings and 
some agricultural uses.  
 

 
 
 
Description of Proposal 
 
The applicant seeks full planning permission for an Infill dwelling and garage between 90 
& 92 Iniscarn Road, Desertmartin (Retrospective). New access laneway 130m west from 
the junction of Iniscarn / Gortahurk Road. Existing access onto Iniscarn Road to be 
permanently closed. 
 
Deferred Consideration: 
 
This application was previously presented in June 2021 as a refusal for the following 
reasons;  
 
1. The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 1 - Development in Fluvial 
(Rivers) and Coastal Flood Plains, of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it has not 
been adequately demonstrated there is no risk of fluvial flooding.  

2. The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 3  - Development and surface 
water (pluvial) flood risk outside flood plains, of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it 
has not been demonstrated that the existing drainage network effectively mitigates flood 
risk or potential for surface water flooding.  
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3. The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 4  - Artificial Modification of 
Watercourses of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it has not been demonstrated 
that a specific length of the watercourse needs to be culverted for engineering reasons 
and no exceptional circumstances have been demonstrated, 

It was deferred for a third time in June 2021 for DFI Rivers, to again consider further 
information submitted by the applicant. An addendum to the Drainage assessment was 
submitted by the agent and further details were submitted by the objector. DFI Rivers were 
re-consulted have now considered both sets of parties’ information and replied on 14th 
July 2021.  
 
FLD1 - DFI Rivers, while not responsible for the preparation of the Drainage Assessment 
accepts it logic and has no reason to disagree with its logic and consequently cannot 
sustain a reason to object under FLD1. 
 
FLD 3-   The DA has demonstrated that a drainage network as designed, detailed and 
specified in the DA would have the necessary capacity to be a viable solution. The 
drainage network assessed in the DA indicates that attenuation can be provided using two 
62.5m long lines of 750mm diameter pipes, as shown on Drg. No. C201, provided that all 
surface runoff from the site is collected, stored and discharged via this proposed drainage 
network as detailed. 
 
DfI Rivers is satisfied that the methodology used to estimate the require attenuation is 
consistent with industry standards and is currently being accepted by DfI Rivers in 
drainage assessments for other applications. 
 
The drainage network assessed in the DA is not representative of the existing drainage 
network i.e. the network currently constructed and serving the development. The existing 
drainage network has not been assessed. 
 
If constructed the proposed drainage network will be privately owned and maintained, as 
is the norm for single dwelling sites, by the property owner. Consequently the applicant is 
not bound by construction methods and pipe cover requirements that would apply to an 
adopted network. 
 
FLD 4 - The DA does not mention policy FLD 4, consequently DfI Rivers advice in its 
consultation response dated 23rd May 2021 remains unchanged. This has been provided 
below for convenience. 
 
An email, dated 23rd February 2021, from the applicant identifies health and safety 
concerns as the reason to pipe the open watercourse. Health and safety concerns are not 
included as valid reasons under Policy FLD4 of PPS 15 to pipe a watercourse. Paragraph 
6.53 of PPS 15 states that when there are health and safety concerns arising from open 
access to a watercourse alternatives to piping should be considered. 
 
The applicant had submitted an email, dated 7th April 2021, requesting a deferral. The 
email stated ' Deferral is requested in order for time to complete consultation process 
regarding flooding, as seen in attachments (provided at appendix A) from the last deferral, 
how close the watercourse is to our home and it needs to be fully investigated’.  
 1) force of water in an open watercourse  
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2) close proximity of watercourse to house  
3) water scouring/widening the bank and land slippage  
4) Mature laurel hedging supported by the culverting. 
 
To date DFI Rivers has not been consulted on any further investigations relating to the 
points listed above and Planning have received none either.  
 
Point 1 refers to force of water in an open watercourse, it isn't clear what specifically is 
being referred to with respect to the force of water in the open watercourse. It could be a 
health & safety issue as previously mentioned. DfI Rivers has provided advice to the 
Planning Authority on this above. It could be referring to the issues raised under point 3 
i.e. bank scouring and land slippage. A photograph included in the attachments shows the 
open watercourse running partly full. The left bank shows light vegetation growing on the 
river bank with mature vegetation being supported at the top of the bank. There is no sign 
in this photograph of scouring or land slippage on this bank. The right bank, as you look at 
the photograph, shows what appears to be, imported material. DfI Rivers has no evidence, 
apart from the photograph provided, to support this assumption. However, unlike the 
opposite bank the face of the material is at an angle and has no vegetation growing on it. 
Light vegetation is protruding through the reddish material and can be seen upstream at 
the culvert outlet, this is similar to the growth on the left bank and is presumably growing 
out of the original ground. Without further explanation on why this photograph has been 
provided i.e. what is it demonstrating, DfI Rivers cannot comment any further. 
 
Point 2 refers to the close proximity of the house to the watercourse. A photograph 
included in the attachments states that the house is 7 metres from the watercourse. It is 
not clear to DfI Rivers what the significance of this information is. Until further clarification 
on why this information has been provided and what potential issue it is highlighting DfI 
Rivers cannot comment any further. 
 
Point 4 refers to a mature laurel hedge being supported by the culvert. The photograph 
referred to above shows mature vegetation being supported on the original bank of the 
watercourse. However, the reference to a mature laurel hedge may be indicating that the 
applicant doesn’t want to remove it. If this is the case, the removal of hedges is outside the 
remit of PPS 15 and consequently DfI Rivers cannot comment. If this assumption is 
incorrect, then further clarification will be required to identify the issue or issues relating to 
the laurel hedge in order to enable DfI Rivers to decide if comment in accordance with 
PPS 15 is appropriate. 
 
The effects of piping the watercourse on downstream water levels and velocities have not 
been addressed. For an accurate assessment of potential downstream worsening with, 
respect to flooding and erosion, a pre-development model of the watercourse would be 
required for comparison. This is no longer possible. 
 
In conclusion, in terms of the refusal reasons, FLD1 and FLD3 have now been 
theoretically addressed, however FLD4 remains an issue and for this reason is still being 
recommended as a refusal. The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 4  - 
Artificial Modification of Watercourses of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it has 
not been demonstrated that a specific length of the watercourse needs to be culverted for 
engineering reasons and no specific exceptional circumstances have been demonstrated. 
 



 

Page 5 of 5 
 

 

 
Refusal Reason 
 
 1. The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 4  - Artificial Modification 
of Watercourses of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it has not been demonstrated 
that a specific length of the watercourse needs to be culverted for engineering reasons 
and no specific exceptional circumstances have been demonstrated. 
  
 
Signature(s): 
 
 
 
Date 
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Deferred Consideration Report 
 

Summary 

Case Officer:  
 Emma McCullagh 
 
Application ID: LA09/2019/0944/F Target Date:  

 

Proposal: 
Infill dwelling and garage between 90 
and 92 Iniscarn Road, Desertmartin 
(retrospective) New access laneway 
130m West from the Junction of 
Iniscarn Road/Gortahurk Road, 
existing access onto Iniscarn Road to 
be permanently closed.  
 

Location:  
Between 90 and 92 Iniscarn Road 
Desertmartin     

Applicant Name and Address:  
Mr Paul Bradley 
90A Inniscarn Road 
 Desertmartin 
  
 

Agent name and Address:  
CMI Planners Ltd 
38 Airfield Road 
 Toomebridge 
  
 

Summary of Consultee Responses: 
 
DFI Rivers have responded with issues relating to FL1, FL3 and FL4. 
 
DFI Roads are satisfied their conditions are acceptable in relation to the proposed access. 
 
Characteristics of the Site and Area: 
 
The site is located at no. 90a Insicarn Road, Desertmartin and is located within the open 
countryside and there are no further designations on the site as designated by the 
Magherafelt Area Plan 2015. The site is located between no. 90 and no. 92 Iniscarn Road 
and located on the site is a large 2 storey dwelling with a smooth render finish, detached 
garage and a dolls house / storage building, both with smooth render finish. The southern 
boundary of the property is currently defined by laurel hedging and wire and post fencing, 
the northern boundary is defined by mature trees and some laurel hedging, the western 
boundary is defined by white wooden fencing and the eastern boundary remains 
undefined with a number of pillars having been constructed along the boundary. Access is 
currently served at the front of the property onto the main Iniscarn Road.  



 

Page 2 of 4 
 

The immediate surrounding area is predominantly characterised by single dwellings and 
some agricultural uses.  
 

Description of Proposal 
 
Infill dwelling and garage between 90 and 92 Iniscarn Road, Desertmartin (retrospective) 
New access laneway 130m West from the Junction of Iniscarn Road/Gortahurk Road, 
existing access onto Iniscarn Road to be permanently closed. 
 

 
 
Deferred Consideration: 
 
Following the April planning committee meeting, the applicant was given 4 weeks to 
submit additional information which ended on 12th May. No information was received by 
this date, however the Flood Risk consultation for the applicant advised on 13th May work 
was urgently being carried out to provide a flood risk assessment to address the issues.  
Nothing has been received at the time of writing this report.  

Rivers Agency were re-consulted on the information submitted by the applicant in order to 
get the application deferred at April Committee.  They replied on 23rd May 2021. In terms 
of FLD1, a pre-development model of the watercourse would need to be provided.  In 
terms of FLD3, additional measures would need to be carried out for analysis. The 
applicant put forward health and safety concerns in terms of FLD4 and a reason to pipe 
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the open watercourse. Paragraph 6.53 of PPS15 states when H & S concerns arising from 
open access to watercourse alternatives should be considered. Further clarification is 
required in relation to the documents submitted by the applicant and DFI Rivers can’t 
further comment on FLD4 until some information has been received.  

Refusal is recommended as previously as the issues have not been overcome.  

 
Refusal Reasons  
 
1. The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 1 - Development in Fluvial 
(Rivers) and Coastal Flood Plains, of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it has not 
been adequately demonstrated there is no risk of fluvial flooding.  

2. The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 3  - Development and surface 
water (pluvial) flood risk outside flood plains, of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it 
has not been demonstrated that the existing drainage network effectively mitigates flood 
risk or potential for surface water flooding.  

3. The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 4  - Artificial Modification of 
Watercourses of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it has not been demonstrated 
that a specific length of the watercourse needs to be culverted for engineering reasons 
and no exceptional circumstances have been demonstrated.  

  
 
Signature(s): 
 
 
 
Date 
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Deferred Consideration Report 
 

Summary 

Case Officer:  
 Emma McCullagh 
 
Application ID: LA09/2019/0944/F Target Date:  

 

Proposal: 
Infill dwelling and garage between 90 
and 92 Iniscarn Road, Desertmartin 
(retrospective) New access laneway 
130m West from the Junction of 
Iniscarn Road/Gortahurk Road, 
existing access onto Iniscarn Road to 
be permanently closed.  
 

Location:  
Between 90 and 92 Iniscarn Road 
Desertmartin     

Applicant Name and Address:  
Mr Paul Bradley 
90A Inniscarn Road 
 Desertmartin 
  
 

Agent name and Address:  
CMI Planners Ltd 
38 Airfield Road 
 Toomebridge 
  
 

Summary of Consultee Responses: 
 
DFI Rivers have given a final response on March 2021 with issues relating to FL1, FL3 
and FL4. 
 
DFI Roads are satisfied their conditions are acceptable in relation to the proposed access. 
 
Characteristics of the Site and Area: 
 
The site is located at no. 90a Insicarn Road, Desertmartin and is located within the open 
countryside and there are no further designations on the site as designated by the 
Magherafelt Area Plan 2015. The site is located between no. 90 and no. 92 Iniscarn Road 
and located on the site is a large 2 storey dwelling with a smooth render finish, detached 
garage and a dolls house / storage building, both with smooth render finish. The southern 
boundary of the property is currently defined by laurel hedging and wire and post fencing, 
the northern boundary is defined by mature trees and some laurel hedging, the western 
boundary is defined by white wooden fencing and the eastern boundary remains 
undefined with a number of pillars having been constructed along the boundary. Access is 
currently served at the front of the property onto the main Iniscarn Road.  
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The immediate surrounding area is predominantly characterised by single dwellings and 
some agricultural uses.  
 

Description of Proposal 
 
Infill dwelling and garage between 90 and 92 Iniscarn Road, Desertmartin (retrospective) 
New access laneway 130m West from the Junction of Iniscarn Road/Gortahurk Road, 
existing access onto Iniscarn Road to be permanently closed. 
 

 
 
Deferred Consideration: 
 
This application was presented to Committee in Feb 2020 for the following refusal reason; 

The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 4  - Artificial Modification of 
Watercourses of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it has not been demonstrated 
that a specific length of the watercourse needs to be culverted for engineering reasons. 

It was subsequently deferred as additional information was submitted prior to the 
Committee meeting and it was agreed by Committee that this information should be 
considered by DFI Rivers. Rivers were re-consulted and replied that there were 
outstanding issues relating to PPS15. 
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In an attempt to resolve the flooding matter, the applicant was then offered the opportunity 
by the Council to remove the existing pipe and restore the open drain at the previous 
levels. The applicant has advised they do not wish to remove the pipe but rather ‘work with 
DfI Rivers on site to carry out flood risk measures to prevent future flooding’ and they state 
it is impossible to determine previous watercourse levels.  

The main issues raised by neighbouring properties, is regarding flooding to their property 
and on the Iniscarn Road due to pipework and culverting carried out at this site. Objector 
comments raise the point that previous levels were given in a 2007 application, which 
would indicate how ground levels have changed and has in turn increased surface water 
runoff.  The Objector mentions that the work carried out is unauthorised, there is a current 
enforcement case on the site which is pending the outcome of this application before any 
action will be taken. No.92 also mentions an issue relating to access to manhole covers, 
however this would not be considered a planning matter and should be dealt with between 
the two parties.  

DFI Rivers have provided comment in relation to PPS15 – ‘Planning and Flood Risk’ and 
have had sight of all relevant objector and applicant correspondence, which has all been 
taken into account in their detailed responses.  Following a number of reports, 
assessments and correspondence from both parties the latest response from Rivers dated 
10 March 2021 (Appendix A) and concludes the following in summary; 

FLD1- Development in Fluvial (Rivers) and Coastal Flood Plains- The Hydraulic model 
used to assess fluvial flood risk in the original FRA, dated 31st October 2019, has been 
independently examined. The independent assessment has led to the conclusion there is 
a low level of confidence in the model outputs. Consequently fluvial flood risk remains an 
unresolved issue.  

FLD2 – Protection of flood defences and drainage infrastructure - Rivers have advised this 
issue could be dealt with by an informative and it would be unreasonable to condition it for 
a single dwelling.  

FLD3 – Development and surface water (pluvial) flood risk outside flood plains, Plans 
were submitted by the applicant in an attempt to overcome this. However the drainage 
network assessed in the DA is not representative of the existing drainage network. If the 
drainage network is to be retained it should be discharged via the network as shown on 
submitted plans. If however the existing drainage is to be retained then additional analysis 
would be required to demonstrate management of flooding and overflow and to 
demonstrate proposed mitigation measures.  

FLD4 – Artificial Modification of Watercourses- the applicant has identified Health and 
safety concerns as the reason to pipe the open watercourse, however these are included 
as invalid reasons under FLD4 of PPS15 to pipe a watercourse. Paragraph 6.53 of PPS15 
states that when there are health and safety concerns arising from open access to a 
watercourse alternatives to piping should be considered.  

FLD5 – Developments in proximity to reservoirs - Development in proximity to reservoirs, 
is not relevant.  
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Basis on the information currently submitted refusal is recommend for the following in 
relation to PPS15 for the reasons stated below. 

1. The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 1 - Development in Fluvial 
(Rivers) and Coastal Flood Plains, of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it has not 
been adequately demonstrated there is no risk of fluvial flooding.  

2. The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 3  - Development and surface 
water (pluvial) flood risk outside flood plains, of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it 
has not been demonstrated that the existing drainage network effectively mitigates flood 
risk or potential for surface water flooding.  

3. The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 4  - Artificial Modification of 
Watercourses of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it has not been demonstrated 
that a specific length of the watercourse needs to be culverted for engineering reasons 
and no exceptional circumstances have been demonstrated.  

Apart from the flooding concerns, objectors also raised issues relating to other planning 
matters, these have been received from No.92 and No. 90.  

Overlooking/ privacy issues 

In relation to No.90, there is sufficient separation distance between the two houses and a 
strong laurel hedge exists as a common boundary, the window referred to is a first floor 
bedroom window on the gable, and would be classed as a low occupancy room, although 
it has been argued by the objector that during recent Covid circumstances bedroom are 
being used more often for home schooling/offices etc. However, this is in the short term 
and not permanent, and would not change overall how these rooms would be considered. 
I do not consider there are overlooking or privacy issues which are significantly detrimental 
to the enjoyment of the neighbour’s amenity space.   
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Common boundary with No 90 

 

No.92 raise concerns about windows on the side gable overlooking their private garden 
area, which were not shown on the original plans. Although the windows weren’t shown on 
original plans they will be assessed as part of this retrospective application. Part of the 
common boundary is a strong laurel hedge and close boarded wooden fence and further 
along the boundary are mature trees which would limit any impact of these windows and 
there is also adequate separation distance. The dwelling is set back from No.92 and its 
associated buildings and garden, with strong vegetation between them so there is no 
detrimental impact from overlooking. ( see common boundary with No.92 in image below) 
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An objection was received concerned about road safety due to the number of accesses on 
this part of Iniscarn Road, as they state there are already lorries and tankers brake testing 
here. The occupant of No.90 countered this objection by saying they have never been 
aware of this taking place. DFI Roads were consulted for their comments and have stated 
any issues of road safety as a result of reckless driving is a matter for PSNI. They are 
satisfied their recommended conditions are acceptable in relation to the proposed access. 
 
One of the objections received was in terms of the planning assessment and questioned if 
the site complies with CTY8, in that it is not a small gap site in a continuous and 
substantially built up frontage, and in relation to the visual impact and rural character of 
the dwelling and proposed access. These issues were fully considered in the original case 
officer report under PPS21 and I would still agree with this assessment.  An appeal 
decision 2016/A0160 was forwarded by the objector, however each case is assessed on 
its own merits and this appeal case is not directly comparable. I am satisfied this site and 
access meets the policies CTY1, CTY8, CTY13 and CTY14 and are acceptable in 
principle. 
 
In conclusion, when taking into account all the information provided by the applicant and 
objectors and DFI Rivers final response of 10th March 2021 (attached as appendix A), the 
proposal must be recommended for refusal for the three reasons stated.  
 
Refusal Reasons  
 
1. The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 1 - Development in Fluvial 
(Rivers) and Coastal Flood Plains, of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it has not 
been adequately demonstrated there is no risk of fluvial flooding.  
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2. The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 3  - Development and surface 
water (pluvial) flood risk outside flood plains, of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it 
has not been demonstrated that the existing drainage network effectively mitigates flood 
risk or potential for surface water flooding.  

3. The proposal does not comply with SPPS and Policy FLD 4  - Artificial Modification of 
Watercourses of PPS15 - Planning and Flood Risk in that it has not been demonstrated 
that a specific length of the watercourse needs to be culverted for engineering reasons 
and no exceptional circumstances have been demonstrated.  

  
 
Signature(s): 
 
 
 
Date 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A – DFI Rivers response dated 10th March 2021 
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                                         Deferred Consideration Report 
 

Summary 

Case Officer:  
 Emma McCullagh 
 
Application ID: LA09/2020/1536/O Target Date:  

 

Proposal: 
Dwelling & Garage  

Location:  
Between 74 & 76 Hillhead Road   
Toomebridge   
BT41 3SP.   
 

Applicant Name and Address:  
Mr J Nugent 
82 Hillhead Road 
 Toomebridge 
 BT41 3SP 
 

Agent name and Address:  
Henry Murray 
37C Claggan Road 
 Cookstown 
 BT80 9XJ 
 

Summary of Issues: 
 
No representations have been received in respect of this application. 
 
 
Summary of Consultee Responses: 
DfI Roads advised that unless the proposal is being treated as an exception to Policy AMP 
3 then the proposal should be refused. 

Characteristics of the Site and Area: 
 
The site is comprised of a small field between 2 bungalows, Nos 74 and 76, and fronting 
onto the Hillhead Road. There is a large shed, which appears to be used as a workshop 
located to the rear of the proposed site. There are no other buildings to either side of the 
bungalows. To the south-east of No.74 is a small area of rough ground which is separated 
from the dwelling by a wide band of mature trees. To the north-west of No.76 is another 
small paddock which has no boundary along the road frontage. 
 
The Hillhead Road is part of the A6 protected route running from Toome to Castledawson. 
There are limited views of the site on approach from either direction due to the built form 
on each side. 
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Description of Proposal 
 
The proposal is an outline application for a site for dwelling and garage  
 
 
Deferred Consideration: 
 
This application was presented as a refusal to Planning Committee in  April 2021  for the 
following reasons; 
 

1. 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. 

2. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY 8 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the proposal does not 
constitute a gap site within a substantial and continuously built up frontage along 
this part of Hillhead Road. 

3. The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY8 of Planning Policy Statement 21, 
Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the proposal would, if 
permitted, result in the creation of ribbon development along this part of Hillhead 
Road. 

4. The proposal is contrary to Planning Policy Statement 3, Access, Movement and 
Parking, Policy AMP 3, in that it would, if permitted, result in the creation of a new 
vehicular access onto a Protected Route, thereby prejudicing the free flow of traffic 
and conditions of general safety. 

 
It was subsequently deferred for a virtual office meeting on 22nd April 2021 with the Area 
Planning Manager. 
 
Following a site visit I would agree it does not meet the criteria for an infill dwelling under 
CTY8 as there are not 3 buildings in a line which would constitute a continuous and 
substantially built up frontage.  
 
However in terms of CTY2a – new dwellings in existing clusters – the site would meet the 
criteria for this policy.  
The cluster of development lies outside of a farm and consist of 4 or more buildings, of 
which at least 3 are dwellings. 
 
The cluster appears as a visual entity in the local landscape. 
 
There is an established engineering business ‘Nugents’ across the road, as well as car 
sales nearby.  
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The site is bounded on 3 sides with development and provides a suitable degree of 
integration. 
 
The development of the site can be absorbed into the existing cluster through rounding off 
and it would not significantly alter the existing character of the area of visually intrude into 
the open countryside.  
 
The development will not adversely impact on any residential amenity.  
 
On this basis, I am conent the criteria of CTY2a has been met for a dwelling on the site.  
 

 
 
 
 
A single storey dwelling with 5.5m ridge, on this site would have no detrimental impact on 
the existing rural character of the area, which is built up and surrounded by a mix of 
development types.  
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In terms of refusal reason 4, DFI Roads were re-consulted due to the recent completion of 
the new road. They replied on 13/06/21 to state that although the new A6 Trunk Road 
scheme is now open to traffic the contractor is responsible for the new road under his 
contract obligations until its completion and DFI Roads will not remove protected routes 
status from the existing A6 Hillhead Road prior to its completion. The road has no 
completed and although no official date has been set for the de-trunking of this section of 
the Hillhead Road, it will be going ahead in the near future and so the 4th refusal reason 
will no longer be a valid concern.  
 
Approval is recommended with the following conditions. 
 
 
Conditions 
 
 1.  Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the Council 
within 3 years of the date on which this permission is granted and the development, 
hereby permitted, shall be begun by whichever is the later of the following dates:- 
i. the expiration of 5 years from the date of this permission; or 
ii. the expiration of 2 years from the date of approval of the last of the reserved 
matters to be approved. 
Reason: As required by Section 62 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011. 
 
 2.  Approval of the details of the siting, design and external appearance of the 
buildings, the means of access thereto and the landscaping of the site (hereinafter called 
"the reserved matters"), shall be obtained from the Council, in writing, before any 
development is commenced. 
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Reason: This is outline permission only and these matters have been reserved for the 
subsequent approval of the Council. 
 
 3.  Full particulars, detailed plans and sections of the reserved matters required 
in Conditions 01 and 02 shall be submitted in writing to the Council and shall be carried 
out as approved. 
 
Reason: To enable the Council to consider in detail the proposed development of the site. 
 
 4.  A scale plan and accurate site survey at 1:500 (minimum) shall be submitted 
as part of the reserved matters application showing the access to be constructed and 
other requirements in accordance with the attached form RS1. 
 
Reason: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of road 
safety and the convenience of road users. 
 
 5.  A landscaping scheme shall be submitted simultaneously with the detailed 
drawings for the development, hereby approved, at the Reserved Matters stage. Any trees 
or shrubs which may be damaged or die within a period of 5 years from the date of 
planting shall be replaced by plants of similar species and size at the time of their removal. 
All landscaping shall take place within the first available planting season after the 
commencement of the development. 
 
Reason: In the interests of visual amenity. 
 
7. The proposed dwelling shall have a ridge height of less than 5.5 metres above finished 
floor level. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the development is satisfactorily integrated into the landscape in 
accordance with the requirements of Planning Policy Statement 21. 
 
8. The depth of underbuilding between finished floor level and existing ground level shall 
not exceed 0.3 metres at any point. 
 
Reason: In the interest of visual amenity. 
 
 
 
 
 
Signature(s): 
 
 
 
Date 
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