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Title of Report: Planning Committee Report - LA01/2024/1119/O 

Committee Report 
Submitted To: 

Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting: 25th February 2026 

For Decision or 
For Information 

For Decision - Referred Application by Ald John McAuley 

 

Linkage to Council Strategy (2021-25) 

Strategic Theme Cohesive Leadership 

Outcome Council has agreed policies and procedures and decision making is 
consistent with them 

Lead Officer Development Management and Enforcement Manager 

 

Estimated Timescale for Completion 

Date to be Completed  

 

Budgetary Considerations 

Cost of Proposal Nil 

Included in Current Year Estimates N/A 

Capital/Revenue N/A 

Code N/A 

Staffing Costs N/A 

 

Legal Considerations 

Input of Legal Services Required NO 

Legal Opinion Obtained NO 
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Screening 
Requirements 

Required for new or revised Policies, Plans, Strategies or Service Delivery 
Proposals. 

Section 75 
Screening 
 

Screening Completed:    
 

N/A Date: 

EQIA Required and 
Completed:               

N/A Date: 

Rural Needs 
Assessment (RNA) 

Screening Completed 
 

N/A Date:  

RNA Required and 
Completed:          

N/A Date: 

Data Protection 
Impact 
Assessment 
(DPIA) 

Screening Completed:         
 

N/A Date: 

DPIA Required and 
Completed: 

N/A Date: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

App No: LA01/2024/1119/O  Ward:  Route 

App Type: Outline  

Address: Land between No.44 & 44a Ballybrakes Road, Ballymoney 

Proposal:  Site for Two Storey Infill Dwelling 

 

Con Area: N/A     Valid Date:  11.10.2024 

Listed Building Grade: N/A  

 

Agent: GM Design Associates Ltd, 22 Lodge Road Coleraine BT52 
1NB 

Applicant: Philip Stevenson, 50 Ballybrakes Road, Ballymoney BT53 7PL 

 

Objections:  1  Petitions of Objection:  0 

Support: 0  Petitions of Support: 0 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 Outline planning permission is sought for a site for a two storey 

infill dwelling. 

 The site is located outside of any settlement development limits as 

identified in the Northern Area Plan (NAP) 2016 and is not subject 

to any specific environmental designations.  

 The proposal is not considered the development of a small gap 

site within an otherwise substantial and built up frontage, would 

result in the addition to ribbon development and therefore fails to 

comply with Policy CTY 8 and CTY 14 of PPS 21. 

 NI Water, DFI Roads, Environmental Health, NIEA and NIE were 

consulted in relation to the application and raised no concerns. 

 1 objection was received on the application.   

 The application is recommended for refusal.  

 Reasons for Referral by elected member are attached as an annex 

to this report. 
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Drawings and additional information are available to view on the 
Planning Portal- https://planningregister.planningsystemni.gov.uk 
 

1 RECOMMENDATION 
 

1.1 That the Committee has taken into consideration and agrees with 
the reasons for recommendation set out in Section 9 and the 
policies and guidance in sections 7 and 8 and resolves to 
REFUSE planning permission subject to the reasons set out in 
section 10. 
 

2 SITE LOCATION & DESCRIPTION 
 

2.1 The application site is located on lands between No. 44 and 44a 
Ballybrakes Road, Ballymoney. The site consists of a square 
shaped plot accessed off an existing lane. The site is currently 
made up a mix of elements, including rear amenity space of No. 
44, agricultural lands, outbuilding and a parking area. The site is 
visible when travelling either direction on the Ballybrakes Road.  
 

2.2 The application site is a located a short distance outside of the 
settlement development limits of Ballymoney Town as identified 
in the Northern Area Plan (NAP) 2016 and is not subject to any 
specific environmental designations. 

 
2.3 Beyond the settlement limit Ballybrakes Road is rural in 

character, comprised mainly of agricultural land and dispersed 
housing. 

 
3 RELEVANT HISTORY 

 
3.1 D/1975/0221 - Permission Granted 24 June 1976 - 

BUNGALOW 
 
D/2010/0231/O - Permission Granted  23 March 2011 -Site for 
farm dwelling 
 
D/2014/0003/O - Permission Granted 17 April 2014 - Site for 
farm dwelling. Renewal of Outline Approval Ref. 
D/2010/0231/O. 
D/2014/0260/F- Permission Granted 19 May 2015 - Two Storey 
Domestic Dwelling with Attached Double Garage and Separate 
Workshop 

https://planningregister.planningsystemni.gov.uk/
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4 THE APPLICATION 

 
4.1 The application seeks outline planning permission for a site for a 

two storey infill dwelling.  
 

5 PUBLICITY & CONSULTATIONS 
 

5.1 External 
 

Advertising: Advertised in the Coleraine Chronicle on the 
30.10.24. 

  Neighbours: Neighbours were notified on 17.10.24.  

No letters of support were received on this application.  

1 letter of objection was received. The representation highlighted 
concerns with regards to the volume of traffic on the Ballybrakes 
Road and the potential risk to other road users. The 
representation also stated that the loss of the existing 
parking/turning area (which forms part of the application site) 
would be great danger for motorists and pedestrians as visibility 
would be poor when exiting the lane in reverse. Status of 
application site as Greenbelt. 

 

5.2 Internal 
  

   NI Water:  No objection 
   DFI Roads:  No objection 
   Environmental Health: No objection 
          NIEA: No objection 
   NIE:  No objection 
   

6 MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 

6.1 Section 45(1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires 
that all applications must have regard to the local plan, so far as 
material to the application, and all other material considerations.  
Section 6(4) states that in making any determination where regard 
is to be had to the local development plan, the determination must 
be made in accordance with the plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. 
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6.2 The development plan is the Northern Area Plan 2016 (NAP) 
 

6.3 The Regional Development Strategy (RDS) is a material 
consideration. 

 

6.4 The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 
(SPPS) is a material consideration.  As set out in the SPPS, until 
such times as both a new local plan strategy is adopted, councils 
will apply specified retained operational policies. 

 

6.5 Due weight should be given to the relevant policies in the 
development plan. 

 

 6.6 All material considerations and any policy conflicts are identified 
in the “Considerations and Assessment” section of the report. 
 

7 RELEVANT POLICIES & GUIDANCE 
 

  The application has been assessed against the following planning 
policy and guidance: 

 
  Regional Development Strategy (RDS) 2035.                                                                                                                            

Northern Area Plan (NAP) 2016                                                                                                                             
Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) 2025 
PPS 3: Access, Movement and Parking.  
PPS 21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside.         

                                                                  
  Supplementary Planning Guidance 

Building on Tradition: A Sustainable Design guide for Northern 
Ireland.    

 

8 CONSIDERATIONS & ASSESSMENT 
 
8.1 The main considerations in the determination of this application    

relate to the principle of development, integration/impact on rural 
character, access, objection issues and Habitats Regulations 
Assessment. 

 
  Principle of Development 
 
8.2 The proposal must be considered having regard to the NAP 

2016, SPPS, and PPS policy documents specified above. 
 

https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/publications/regional-development-strategy-2035
https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/topics/northern-area-plan-2016
https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/publications/strategic-planning-policy-statement-edition-2
https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/sites/default/files/publications/infrastructure/PPS03%20Access%20Movement%20and%20Parking.pdf
https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/sites/default/files/publications/infrastructure/PPS21%20Sustainable%20Development%20in%20the%20Countryside.pdf
https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/publications/building-tradition-sustainable-design-guide-northern-ireland-countryside
https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/publications/building-tradition-sustainable-design-guide-northern-ireland-countryside
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8.3 The policies outlined in paragraph 6.73 of the SPPS and Policy 
CTY 1 of PPS 21 state that there are a range of types of 
development which are considered acceptable in principle in the 
countryside. Other types of development will only be permitted 
where there are overriding reasons why that development is 
essential and could not be located in a settlement, or it is 
otherwise allocated for development in a development plan. The 
application is submitted for an infill dwelling and therefore falls to 
be assessed under paragraph 6.73 of the SPPS and Policy CTY 
8 of PPS 21.  

 
8.4 Policy CTY 8: Ribbon Development notes planning permission will 

be refused for a building which creates or adds to a ribbon of 
development. An exception will be permitted for the development 
of a small gap site sufficient only to accommodate up to a 
maximum of two houses within an otherwise substantial 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 meets other planning and 
environmental requirements. For the purpose of this policy the 
definition of a substantial and built up frontage includes a line of 3 
or more buildings along a road frontage without accompanying 
development to the rear. 

 
8.5 The application site is located to the rear (south) of No. 44 and its 

associated outbuildings and to the front (north) of No. 44a and its 
associated garage. Access to the site is via the existing laneway 
along the eastern boundary of No.44 and which also serves as 
access to No. 44a. The dwelling and associated outbuildings at 
No. 44 share a boundary with this laneway and have a frontage 
onto the laneway.  

 
8.6 No 44a and its associated garage are sited at the end of the 

laneway with the curtilage of the plot defined by a timber fence 
and entrance gates and pillars. The laneway terminates at the 
entrance to No. 44a. Consequently, as only No.44a’s access 
abuts the laneway neither the dwelling or garage have frontage 
onto the laneway neither can be considered as part of a 
substantial and built-up frontage. This interpretation of policy is 
consistent with that of the Planning Appeals Commission as set 
out within planning appeals 2022/A0041 (Appendix 1) and 
2024/A0103 (Appendix 2). 
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8.7 Resultantly, given that there are no buildings south of the 
application site that have frontage to the laneway, there is no 
bookend to the application site and therefore no small gap site 
within a substantial and continuously built-up frontage. The 
proposal is contrary to Paragraph 6.73 of the SPPS and Policy 
CTY8. 

 
8.8 Additionally, as the application site is not considered to result in 

the development of a small gap site the proposal if developed, 
would add to and reinforce a linear built-up appearance to the 
private laneway resulting in the addition of ribbon development, 
again contrary to Policy CTY8.  

 
8.9 In support of the application the agent submitted further 

information highlighting a number of appeal decisions which was 
felt to be comparable to the application proposal. These have 
been reviewed below: 

 
  2021/A0111 
  Within this appeal it was accepted that the appeal site was located 

within a substantial and continuously built-up frontage given the 
presence of a dwelling and garage to either side of the appeal 
site, all of which had direct frontage onto the laneway. This is not 
comparable to the application proposal.     

 
  2017/A0147 
  Within this appeal the Appeals Commission concluded that 

despite the proposal offending policy, the proposed development, 
because of its design, the composition of the appeal site and its 
juxtaposition with adjacent development, would read as an 
integral, albeit extended part of the urban fabric of Dunloy. This is 
not comparable to the application proposal.   

 
  2021/A0096 
  In this appeal, a shed was accepted as part of the frontage as it 

had a direct frontage onto the Crossgar Road, similar to dwellings 
81 and 83 Crossgar Road. A substantial frontage was determined 
to be present. This is not comparable to the application proposal.   

 
  2013/A0214 
  Within this appeal the Commission concluded that despite the 

curvature of the laneway there exists a line of 3 or more buildings 
I consider share a common frontage.  These are the dwelling to 
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be replaced, the outbuilding adjacent to it, No. 21, its garage and 
No. 17. Notably, and similar to No. 44a Ballybrakes Rd, the 
Commission noted that they did not accept that No. 17A forms 
part of the frontage given that it lies within the yard at the end of 
the laneway rather than along the frontage of the laneway itself. 
This appeal is not comparable to the application proposal. 

 
  2022/A0031 
  Within this appeal, Nos. 16 and 20 both front onto Stroan Road. 

A dwelling (No. 22) was sited to the rear of No. 20, in a similar 
fashion to 44a and 44 Ballybrakes Road. The commissioner 
agreed that No. 22 Stroan Road (the dwelling sited to the rear) 
could not be considered as part of the frontage. In this case, an 
ancillary building at No 16 Stroan Road that was accepted as part 
of the frontage resulting in the presence of a substantial and 
continuously built-up frontage at the location. This is not 
comparable to the application proposal.   

 
  2011/A0044 
  The application site subject to appeal was accessed of a different 

lane than the built-up frontage. The Planning Department 
conceded and agreed the dwelling itself actually fronted onto the 
lane where a substantial and built-up frontage was present, even 
though it did not achieve access from that lane. This is not 
comparable to the application proposal.   

 
  2012/A0260 
  A substantial and built-up frontage was found to be present at the 

appeal site which included No 50 and 52 Ballybogey Road and 
the double detached garage of No 52. The garage was accepted 
as part of the frontage given that it aligned with the gable wall of 
dwelling, fronting onto Newbuildings Lane. This is not comparable 
to the application proposal.   

 

8.10 The appeal examples sited by the agent are not directly 
comparable to the application proposal, and do not assist in the 
determination of this application.  

 

8.11 In addition, as no overriding reason has been forthcoming as to 
why the development is essential in this location the development 
is contrary to Policy CTY1 of PPS21. 
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Integration/Impact on Rural character 
 
8.12 Policy CTY 13 notes that planning permission will be granted for 

a building in the countryside where it can be visually integrated 
into the surrounding landscape and it is of an appropriate design. 

 

8.13 As this is an outline application no detailed plans have been 
submitted regarding the design of the dwelling although the 
description of the proposal indicates a desire a two-storey 
dwelling. The site is bound to the south by timber fence and to the 
east by mature hedgerow. The northern boundary is largely 
undefined, consisting of amenity space and agricultural lands, 
while the western boundary is defined by post and wire fencing. 

 

8.14 On approach to the site in both directions along Ballybrakes Rd 
the application site will be read with the existing buildings adjacent 
with distant vegetation and built form providing a degree of 
backdrop. Nos. 44 and 44a are two storey dwellings. As there is 
an existing lane in place and the site is relatively flat any ancillary 
works required for the development would be minimal. It is 
therefore accepted that a modest sized two storey dwelling would 
not appear unduly prominent or conspicuous in the landscape and 
would satisfactorily integrate with its surroundings. While 
additional landscaping would be required to provide screening to 
the site it is not considered that the application site is wholly reliant 
on new landscaping to achieve integration.  

  

8.15 Policy CTY 14 notes that 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 an area. A new 
building will be unacceptable where:  
(a) it is unduly prominent in the landscape; or  
(b) it results in a suburban style build-up of development when 

viewed with existing and approved buildings; or  
(c) it does not respect the traditional pattern of settlement 

exhibited in that area; or  
(d) it creates or adds to a ribbon of development (see Policy CTY 

8); or  
(e) the impact of ancillary works (with the exception of necessary 

visibility splays) would damage rural character. 
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8.16 As outlined above at Paragraphs 8.5 - 8.8 the proposal does not 
represent the infilling of a small gap site due to the lack of a 
substantial and continuously built-up frontage at this location.  

 

8.17 Development of the application site would add to and reinforce a 
linear built-up appearance to the private laneway resulting in the 
addition of ribbon development. Additionally, when read with the 
existing built form at Nos. 44 and 44a the proposed development 
would result in a further accumulation of development at this 
location. The proposed development will have an urbanising 
effect on the immediate location and resulting in a suburban style 
of build-up which is detrimental to rural character. The proposal 
fails Paragraph 6.70 of the SPPS and criterion (b) and (d) of 
CTY14. 

 

  Access 
 
8.18 PPS 3, Policy AMP 2, Access to Public Roads notes planning 

permission will only be granted for a development proposal 
involving direct access, or the intensification of the use of an 
existing access, onto a public road where: a) such access will not 
prejudice road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of 
traffic; and b) the proposal does not conflict with Policy AMP 3 
Access to Protected Routes 

 
8.19 Access to the application site is proposed via the use of an 

existing laneway onto Ballybrakes Rd. Concerns were raised 
within a representation in regard to road safety due to the increase 
in traffic volume and loss of existing parking and manoeuvring 
space within the application site, resulting in vehicles having to 
exit the laneway in reverse. 

 
8.20 DFI Roads were consulted in relation to this application and in 

relation to the road safety comments raised and offer no 
objections to the proposal. The proposal will not prejudice road 
safety and meets AMP 2 of PPS 3. 

 
Objection Issues 
 

8.21 Within the letter of representation comment was made regarding 
the application site being classified as Greenbelt and that no 
further development would occur adjacent to the residence. It is 
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noted that there are no greenbelt designations within the Northern 
Area Plan and that all planning applications are subject to the 
provisions of the Northern Area Plan 2016 and the relevant 
planning policies contained within the SPPS and other retained 
regional policy. 

 
 

Habitats Regulation Assessment 
 
8.22 The potential impact of this proposal on Special Areas of 

Conservation, Special Protection Areas and Ramsar sites has 
been assessed in accordance with the requirements of Regulation 
43 (1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc) Regulations 
(Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended). The Proposal would not 
be likely to have a significant effect on the Features, conservation 
objectives or status of any of these sites. 

 
9 CONCLUSION 
 
9.1 The application site fails to meet with the principal planning 

policies as there is no gap site within a substantial and 
continuously built-up frontage to infill. The application proposal 
will result in the addition to ribbon development along the existing 
laneway. No over-riding reasons have been provided as to why 
development is necessary at this location. The proposal is 
subsequently contrary to Paragraphs 6.70 and 6.73 of the SPPS 
and Policies CTY1, CTY8, and CTY14 of PPS21. Refusal is 
recommended. 

 
10 Refusal Reasons  
 

1. The proposal is contrary to Paragraph 6.73 of the SPPS and 
Policy CTY 1 of PPS 21: Sustainable Development in the 
Countryside in that there are no overriding reasons why the 
development is essential and could not be located within a 
settlement;  

 

2. The proposal is contrary to Paragraph 6.73 of the SPPS and 
Policy CTY 8 of PPS 21: Sustainable Development in the 
Countryside in that the development is not considered the 
development of a small gap site within an otherwise substantial 
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and built up frontage, and would result in the addition to ribbon 
development.  

 

3. The proposal is contrary to Paragraph 6.70 of the SPPS and 
Policy CTY 14 of PPS 21: Sustainable Development in the 
Countryside in that the proposed development would result in a 
suburban style build-up of development and would result in the 
addition to ribbon development along the existing laneway. 
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Site Location Plan 
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Referral Request  
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Appendix 1 – Appeal 2022/A0041 
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Appendix 2 – Appeal 2024/A0103 
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SITE VISIT REPORT: Monday 23rd March 2026  

 

Committee Members: Alderman, Boyle, Callan, Coyle(Vice-Chair), Hunter, Scott, S 

McKillop and; Councillors Anderson, C Archibald, Kane(Chair), Kennedy, McGurk, 

McMullan, McQuillan, Nicholl, Storey and Watton 

 

LA01/2024/1119/O - Land between No.44 & 44a Ballybrakes Road, Ballymoney 

App Type: Outline 

Proposal: Retrospective application for retention of restoration works to ruinous 

wallstead, completion of restoration and conversion works, to reinstate former 

cottage with associated landscaping and access. 

Present:  Ald Coyle, Councillors Kane, Kennedy, Storey, Watton 

Apologies: Ald Hunter 

Officials: Martin McErlain 

Comments: The site visit commenced at the entrance to the laneway serving Nos. 44 

and 44a. Members and the official walked along the laneway to the application site. The 

Official identified the site and clarified the existing and proposed site boundaries.  

 

The official identified the laneway as being a frontage and clarified that the dwelling and 

outbuilding at No.44 abutted the laneway had a common frontage to the lane. The 

official clarified that the laneway terminated at the entrance to No. 44a. As 44a only had 

access to the frontage and its curtilage did not abut the laneway it cannot be 

considered to have frontage onto the laneway and therefore cannot be considered to 

contribute to the formation of a substantial and continuously built-up frontage. As a 

result there is no substantial and continuously built-up frontage at this location and 

subsequently no gap to infill.  

 

The official also advised that as the proposal was contrary to Policy CTY8 that the 

proposal would result in adding to ribbon development and suburban style build up 

when viewed with the existing adjacent development. 



Members enquired about the siting and orientation of the proposed dwelling. The 

official clarified that as this was an outline application there were no details regarding 

the siting, design or orientation of the dwelling.  

 

No other specific comments in relation to the site. 

The site visit was concluded.   

Martin McErlain 

23.03.26 

 

 

 

 


