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1.0 Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 
 
 

 
The purpose of this report is to invite members views on how the Council should 
respond to an initial stakeholder engagement exercise, in advance of a wider public 
consultation, relating to current Regulations governing how ‘Major’ planning 
applications are defined.  

 
2.0 
 
2.1 
 
 
 
2.2  
 
 
 
 
2.3 

 
Background 
 
DFI have stated that this exercise has arisen following the recent of the 
implementation of the Planning Act NI 2011 and recommendations made by the NI 
Audit report and the Public Accounts Committee report on planning in NI.  
 
One of the agreed legislative actions is a review of the Planning (Development 
Management) Regulations NI 2015. The review is considering the current hierarchy 
of developments, pre-application community consultation and mandatory pre-
determination hearings. 
 
The feedback will be used to better understand stakeholder views and to shape 
and proposed revisions in order that the Regulations are practical and appropriate 
for current and future development trends. Further feedback will be invited from 
Councils during the proposed Autumn 2023 wider public consultation. 
. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



3.0 Main Report 
 
3.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Whilst this exercise is accompanied with a number of questions set out in Annex 1 
(see attached) we feel it more appropriate at this early stage to offer the following 
points for consideration in a wider general sense: 

1. Whilst any attempt to reduce unnecessary bureaucracy leading to quicker 
determination times and delivery on Major application proposals is 
welcomed, the Council do recognize the benefits of the current PAN and 
PAD process in relation to such development proposals. A general concern 
is that any decision to raise threshold levels for Major applications may result 
in an increase in applications which avoid the need for community 
consultation via the PAN process  

2. The Council would welcome a more simplified approach to defining Major 
applications by initially not cross-referencing development proposals with 
the EIA (Environmental Impact) Regulations and concentrating more on the 
impact a proposal will have in terms of its land requirements / floorspace 
requirements etc. 

3. Concentrating on amounts of power generation is not the best measure of 
potential environmental impact and instead, like the point above, such 
development proposals would be better served by the use of other 
thresholds. 

4. In relation to retailing, community and recreation uses, the Council have no 
objection to limiting this class to solely proposals for retail development but 
with retaining a 1000 sq.m or more of gross floor space threshold. We would 
in addition suggest that the reference to ‘outside the town centre’ be 
removed therefore also removing the unnecessary relationship with current 
regional retailing policy considerations. 

5. That any review considers a means to help to avoid ‘project-splitting’, ie 
applications being submitted appearing to deliberately fall short of thresholds 
to avoid the need to follow the PAN process. Discretion could be given to 
Councils to require, for example, two or more applications on land which 
cumulatively would exceed a Major application threshold, to be considered 
as Major and require compliance with such Regulations. 

Conclusion. 

The Council has decided not to directly answer the ANNEX 1 of this consultation 
exercise but instead provide a more general reply to this initial pre-public 
consultation feedback request. 

We respectfully request that the content of this report is considered as the formal 
response to the Consultation. 

 



4.0 Other Considerations 
 
4.1 

 
Financial, Human Resources & Risk Implications 
 
Financial: N/A 
 
 
Human:N.A 
 
 
Risk Management: N/A 
 
 

 
4.2 

 
Screening & Impact Assessments  
 
Equality & Good Relations Implications: N/A 
 
 
Rural Needs Implications: N/A 
 
 

5.0 Recommendation(s) 
 
5.1 
 
 

 
That members accept that this report is forward to the Department as its formal 
response to the consultation exercise. 
 
 
 

6.0 Documents Attached & References 
 
6.1 

 
Appendix A – copy of Draft consultation Paper and Annex 1 questions. 

 





















Annex 1 
 
The table below presents a series of questions examining potential issues with the current thresholds and criteria for each class of development for major developments and those 
prescribed for the purposes of Section 26(1), as outlined in the Schedule of The Planning (Development Management) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015 (legislation.gov.uk).  
The questions should be read alongside the supporting information provided in Annex 2 for each class of development. 

 
 

Class 
 

Questions Suggested Changes Justification and Reasoning 

1. Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Development 

1  
 
EIA 
 

 
Q1.Do the Council have any operational evidence from 

managing planning applications for EIA 
development which might suggest that the current 
thresholds or criteria for major development should 
be revised?  

 

 
  

 

 
Q2. Is the Council aware of any proposals, which have 

been confirmed as EIA development, following a 
determination under Schedule 2 of the Planning 
(EIA) Regulations (NI) 2017, which have not met 
the thresholds and criteria for major development?   

 

  

2. Energy Infrastructure 

2a 
 
Electricity 
Generating 
Stations 
 

 
Q3. Based on your experience of determining 

applications for electricity generation proposals 
(both major and local developments), suggestions on 
potential changes (if any) to the thresholds would be 
welcomed.   

 

  

 
Q4. Similar to other jurisdictions, do you consider that 

separate thresholds for wind energy and electricity 
generation stations would be beneficial?  

  

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/nisr/2015/71/schedule/made
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/nisr/2015/71/schedule/made


 2 

 
 
Q5. Based on your experience of determining planning 

applications for energy storage, do you consider 
that: 

 
a) A new sub-class should be inserted under Class 2 

Energy Infrastructure acknowledging and defining 
energy storage as a form of electricity generation 
station. 

 
b) Any new sub-class for standalone energy storage 

should have a higher megawatt (MW) threshold for 
major development (for example, 50MW or 
100MW). 

 
c)  The Regulations should be amended to align with 

England and Wales where electricity storage 
facilities (such as BESS) are exempt from the 
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Process (NSIP).   
Most of these facilities are consented by Councils, 
and their MW, when proposed as part of a wider 
electricity generating scheme, is disregarded for the 
purposes of determining NSIP thresholds. 

 
(d)  Another approach is required (please elaborate). 
 

  

 
2b 
 
Electrical 
Power Lines 
 

 
Q6. Based on your experience of determining proposals 

for electrical power lines, do the current thresholds 
for major development capture those proposals 
which are large scale, complex and require pre-
application community consultation?   

 

  

   



 3 

Q7. Based on your experience of determining 
applications for electrical power lines which traverse 
a neighbouring Council area, does this add 
additional complexity and / or delay to the 
processing of these planning applications?  

 

2c 
Storage, 
Extraction & 
Pipelines 

 
Q8. Based on your experience of proposals for energy 

storage, extraction, and pipelines, do you consider 
that the current thresholds reflect the complexity and 
level of community interest in these projects?  

 

  

3. Transport Infrastructure 
 
3 
Railways, 
Airports, 
Harbours, 
and Ports, 
Waterways 
and Transit 
Ways. 
 

 
Q9. Based on your experience of proposals for the 

various elements of transport infrastructure, is there 
a requirement to revise the current thresholds for 
major development?   

 

  

4. Waste Infrastructure 

4a  
 
Waste 
Management 
 

 
Q10. Based on your experience of determining proposals 

for waste infrastructure, would it be beneficial to 
simplify the thresholds, by making all waste 
development major development (similar to England 
and Wales), or introducing one threshold for major 
development of 25,000 tonnes for all waste 
development (similar to Scotland)? 

 

  

 
4b  
 

 
Q11. Based on your experience of determining proposals 

for wastewater development, should there be a 
  



 4 

Waste Water 
 

change to the current thresholds for major 
development?   

 
5. Minerals 

5 
 
Mineral 
Extraction  

 
Q12. Based on your experience of proposals for mineral 

extraction, should there be a change to the current 
thresholds for major development?   

 

  

6. Housing 

 
6  
 
Housing 

 
Q13. Based on your experience of various residential 

proposals, would it be considered beneficial to 
change the current thresholds for major 
development?   

 

  

7. Retailing, Community, Recreation & Culture 

7  
 
Retailing, 
Community, 
Recreation & 
Culture 

 
Q14. Based on your experience in determining planning 

applications for development under Parts A and D of 
the Planning (Use Classes) Order (NI) 2015, do you 
consider the current thresholds to be appropriate?  

 

  

 
Q15. Do you believe there is merit in amending this Class 

to relate solely to proposals for retail development 
(Part A, the Planning (Use Classes) Order NI 2015), 
with a threshold of 1000 m² or more of gross floor 
space outside the town centre?  

 
In this scenario, proposals for the development of 
community, recreation and cultural uses would be 
considered under Class 9.   

 
 

  



 5 

8 Business, Industry, Storage & Distribution 

8 
 
Business, 
Industry, 
Storage & 
Distribution 

 
Q16. Based on your experience of various proposals 

within Part B of the Planning (Use Classes) Order 
(NI) 2015, do you consider the current thresholds to 
be appropriate?   
 

  

 
Q17. Do you believe it is necessary to have a separate 

Class for proposals to be considered under Part B of 
the Planning (Use Classes) Order (NI), given that the 
thresholds are currently the same as Class 9?   
 

  

9 All Other Development 

9  
 
All Other 
Development 

 
Q18. Based on your experience of various development 

proposals, including mixed use, do you consider the 
current thresholds are adequate for identifying major 
development?  

 

  

 
Q19. Do you believe it would be beneficial to align with 

the approach in England and Wales, where the 
presence of one or more developments or uses listed 
in Classes 1-8, which meet the relevant thresholds, 
would be considered as major development?  
 

  

Please add any other comments. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. 
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