Gemma McAuley -

From:

Sent: 25 mMay 2022 03:38

To: Planning;——’

Cc: '

Subject: {A01/2021/0933/F - Unit 12 & 13 and Front of UM 17 Riverside Centre, Castleroe
Road, Coleraine - Email 1 of 3

Attachments: 2015_A0129.pdf.pdf; Diamond—Centre—Coleraine—Brochure.pdf; Coleraine, Hanover
place, Unit 1.pdf; 2019—BROCHURE———25—Church—Street2.pdf; The Chronicle 2nd
February 2017.pdf; DOE BTYO3 Meting House.pdf; Additional Objection_24_05_
2022.pdf

Importance: High

Dear Planning Department & Chair

Following previous objections from Retail NI, we note that the above application remains with a recommendation to

approve.

please find attached additional evidence and consideration of this application, which seeks to facilitate an existing
town centre retailer to an out of centre site.

| also note Coleraine was on UTV last night as more independent local retailers close their doors. Increase in

vacancy and 10ss of vitality.

eartbreak for butchers as small businsseses feel force of cost-of-living crisis | UTV | TV News

Heartbreak for DULCNELS £ 5=

| trust that the Council will consider this matters fully, as the purden of evidence against this recommendation is
considerable, as are the shortcomings in the consideration.

Kind regards
Andy Stephens

Matrix Planning Consultancy
Saba Park

14 Balloo Avenue

Bangor

Co. Dbown

BT19 7QT

= 45

X

/A https://hes32-
ctp.trendmicro.com:443/wis/c'.icktime/vl/query?ur%*www.matrixplanningconsultancy.com&umid=5e7ac5d5-932c-

4da9—ae33-?c2bSa59SOeS&auth=89b25€08eb55419b0453269f5553735f01731743—
Sba51d14688ed55d79982564313828!:07eleb639
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. Decision BT2 7AG
Planning Appeals T: 028 9024 4710
aal F: 028 9031 2536
Gommission E: info@pacni.gov.uk
Appeal Reference: 2015/A0129
Appeal by: Kelvin Properties Ltd
Subject of Appeal: The refusal of full planning permission

Proposed Development: Relocation of an approved retail showroom (including

amended elevations) in substitution for planning permission
C/2009/0824/F, along with general site works

Location: Land adjacent to Unit 10 (Pets at Home), Riverside Regional
Centre, Castleroe Road, Coleraine

Planning Authority: Causeway Coast and Glens Borough Council

Application Reference: C/2014/0206/F

Procedure: Informal Hearing on 28 January 2016

Decision by: Commissioner McShane, dated 6 June 2016

Decision

1. The appeal is dismissed.

Reasons

2 The main issues in this appeal are whether:

« the proposal is in accordance with the local development plan;

o the impact of the proposal on the vitality and viability of Coleraine town
centre would be acceptable both in its own right and in terms of the
precedent it would create; and

» there is a need for the development at this location.

3. The appeal proposal seeks planning permission to erect a new retail showroom
adjacent to Pets at Home, Riverside Centre, Coleraine. The proposal is described
as a relocation and substitution of a previous planning approval for a retail
showroom on a site located north of Burger King, Riverside Centre. The Appellant
proposes that permission C/2009/0824, which was granted full planning
permission on 12 May 2010 and which had no restriction placed on the form of
retailing to be carried out from it, be the subject of an unopposed revocation order,
issued by the Planning Authority, with no compensation claimed by him.

4. The Appellant, in seeking to rely on the revocation of the May 2010 approval,

argues that that planning permission remains extant based upon a number of
access and other site works that it is claimed took place on 6 May 2015. The
Planning Authority witness stated that he was not in a position to confirm the date
the works took place and while recognising that it is a matter of judgement as to
whether a material start has been made to a development he pointed out that the
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proper channel for establishing such a matter was for the Appellant to apply for a
Certificate of Lawful Development (LDC).

5. There is a dispute between the parties as to whether the claimed works took place
prior to 11 May 2015 and as to whether the nature of those works amounts to a
commencement of development. This set of circumstances is distinguishable from
appeal decision 2004/A420. In that appeal the date of commencement of works
and their extent were not disputed by the Department. In any event, the settled
Commission position is that there is, as argued by the Planning Authority, a legal
process introduced by statute that should be followed. Sections 169 — 174 of the
2011 Act provide the relevant legislation in respect of LDCs; replacing Articles
83A-F of 1991 Order as introduced by the Planning (Amendment) (NI) Order 2003
(n0.430). The statutory scheme involves the initial determination of lawful use by
application to the planning authority for the issue of a certificate. If the application
is refused, the right of appeal to the Commission is provided for. In such
circumstances, it would not be appropriate to sidestep the LDC process.
Consequently, no weight can be attached to the argument that the appeal
proposal can be treated as a substitute for an extant permission and the
assessment of whether there is a justifiable basis to allow an unrestricted retail
unit on the appeal site must be made in that context.

6. The appeal must be determined in accordance with the local development plan, so
far as material to the application, unless any other material considerations indicate
otherwise. The local development plan in this instance is the Northern Area Plan
(NAP), which was adopted in 2015.

7. The NAP states that the Riverside Centre, which is unzoned, has developed with a
particular commercial role accommodating a range of retailing commonly found in
out-of-town centre sites. It goes on to state that it will seek to ensure that any
future development there is complementary to, rather than competing with, the
town centres, and does not adversely affect the vitality and viability of the latter.
The NAP's focus is on maintaining a vibrant, compact, multi-functional town centre
and to this end a town centre boundary for Coleraine is defined in which “normally
all retail development will be required to locate”.

8. The appeal site is extensive measuring approximately 7 hectares. The 464sgm
retail unit proposed wouid be iocated adjacent to Pets at Home and would use
existing car parking. There is no specific end user in mind, however it is proposed
that the unit could include any of the following: a pharmacy; local convenience
store; dry cleaners; hire shop; barbers/hairdressers; travel agent; baby
products/equipment; outdoor leisure goods or bed retailer. These are unrestricted
Class A1 town centre retail uses. Any of these uses would compete with
businesses in the town centre and in that sense would not be complementary to

the town centre.

9. It was estimated that the likely impact of the proposal on Coleraine town centre,
assuming a worst case scenario that the diversion by the proposal from the town
centre was 100%, would be 6%. This was not disputed. Similarly, there was no
dispute that impacts on town centres below 10%-12% are considered acceptable.

10. Notwithstanding this, the Planning Authority is concerned about precedent. If the
appeal proposal were to be aflowed, the Planning Authority would find it difficult to
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11.

12.

13.

14.

14.

resist future applications for small scale unrestricted Class A1, retail units at the
Riverside Centre. There was no persuasive argument as to how the precedent
would be limited. Therefore, allowing the appeal would create an undesirable
precedent and such a self evident precedent would pose an unacceptable threat to
the vitality and viability of Coleraine town centre. Accordingly, the appeal proposal
is not in accordance with the NAP.

The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for NI (SPPS), published in September
2015, provides strategic subject planning policy for a wide range of planning
matters, including town centres and retailing. [t cancelled Planning Policy
Statement 5: Retailing and Town Centres and Planning Policy Statement 1:

General Principles.

The SPPS states that it is important that planning supports the role of town centres
and contributes to their success. The premise that underpins the regional
strategic retail objectives and policy, which must be taken into account in the
preparation of LDPs and in the determination of planning applications, is the fown
centres first approach (my emphasis). Notwithstanding the Planning Authority's
reference to Paragraph 6.279, which is primarily about retailing in the countryside,
the concern of the Planning Authority is that the appeal development would have
an adverse impact on Coleraine town centre, given its proposed size, unrestricted
Class A1 use and out of centre location. It has already been concluded that the
proposal is not in accordance with the NAP as the unacceptable precedent that it
would create would pose a threat to the vitality and viability of the town centre. It
therefore follows that the proposal is completely at variance with the town centres

first approach of the SPSS.

The NAP. notwithstanding its adoption in September 2015 and its end date of
2016, has not been prepared with regard to the new regional policies in the SPPS.
Accordingly, it is not an up-to-date plan. Therefore, as required by Paragraph
6.282 of the SPPS, an assessment of need must be prepared. There is no conflict
between this paragraph and Paragraph 6.283, which requires applications for retail
developments above a threshold of 1000sgm, which are not proposed in town
centre location and are not in accordance with the LDP, to undertake a full
assessment of retail impact as well as (my emphasis) need.

The needs assessment provided by the Appellant explained his need to locate a
retail unit in a commercially attractive part of the Riverside Centre; but this only
explains how the appeal development would benefit the developer. He pointed to
the need to provide a small scale retail unit to meet the needs of the local resident
population; however, the Appellant has not specified what the specific end use is,
explained why it is needed at this particular location or provided evidence on the
needs of the local population. The construction of the retail unit would generate
employment; however, this would also be the case if it were to be built within the
town centre or at an edge of centre location. The needs assessment provided is
insufficiently robust and does not outweigh the threat posed to the vitality and
viability of Coleraine town centre of allowing a small scale, unrestricted Class A1
retail use outside the town centre and the undesirable precedent it would create.

The appeal proposal is not in accordance with the NAP or regional retail policy
within the SPPS. The Planning Authority has sustained its objection to the

proposal and the appeal must fail.
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The decision is based on the following drawings:-

APP Drawing SL01 (DOE Drawing No 01): Site Location Map (Scale 1:2500)
APP Drawing SK02 (DOE Drawing No.03 (REV A): Proposed Site Plan
(Scale 1:500)

APP Drawing SK04 (DOE Drawing No.05): Proposed Plan (Scale 1:100)
APP Drawing SK06 (DOE Drawing No.07): Proposed Elevations

(Scale 1:100)

COMMISSIONER DMCSHANE

2015/A129



2015/A0129

List of Appearances

Planning Authority:-
Mr M Wilson Causeway Coast and Glens Borough Council

Appellant(s):-
Mr W Orbinson QC instructed by Strategic Planning
Mr M Kelly Strategic Planning

List of Documents

Causeway Coast and Glens Borough Council:
‘A" Planning Authority's Statement of Case and Appendices

Strategic Planning:
‘8" Appellant's Statement of Case and Appendices

Documents Submitted at Hearing
'PAC1’ Email correspondence, dated 12 May 2015 and attached photographs
‘PAC2’ Letter from NIE, dated 7 May 2015
'PAC3 PAC Decision 2014/A420
'PAC4' Extract from Planning Order
'PACS' Letter from Strategic Planning, dated 25 January 2016
‘PACSE' Letter from Bruce Shaw, dated 29 April 2016
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Summary

High specification Shopping Centre
with tenants including:

s USC ® New Look
& Sports Direct = Burger King
& TK Maxx = Claire's Accessories

Excellent town centre iocation fronting onto the town's
prime retail pitch, one of Coleraine's main pedestrian
routes and overlooking the River Bann.

The majority of floor space, approximately 60%, is let
to national covenant retailers.

Excellent town centre location
fronting onto the town's
prime retail pitch, one of

LIS TieMadi

Coleraine’'s main pedestrian
routes and overlooking the

River Bann. = claires SPORTS

DIRECT .com

Prime Location

The subject property is located on a prominent
site that abuts Hanover Place, Bridge Street and
Abbey Street, within the main commercial/retail
core of Coleraine town. The prime retailing pitch is
pedestrianised and is defined by the Diamond and
Bridge Street.




Description

The Diamond Centre comprises a Net Internal floor
area of approximately 124,000 sg ft. The centre opened
in 2002 and is arranged to provide accommodation over
lower ground, ground and first floor levels, The centre

is made up of a mix of local and national retailers and

is anchored by a 28,000 sq ft USC Department Store,
25,000 sq ft TK Maxx and includes a further 24 unit
shops. Other national tenants include New Look,
Phones 4 U and Claire’s Accessories.

Coleraine is a provincial town situated approximately
55 mites (88 km) north west of Belfast, 25 miles (40km)
north east of Londonderry and 28 miles

(45 km) north west of Ballymena. The town is located

in close proximity to the North Antrim coastal towns of
Portrush, Portstewart, Castierock and Ballycastle and is
the closest commercial conurbation to the tourist north
coast area which has traditionally serviced visitors in
peak seasons. Coleraine is a university town with a
major campus of the University of Ulster.

Belfast International Airport is located approximately
45 miles (72 km) to the south east along the A26 and
M2 motorway network close to the town of Antrim.

The Diamond Centre comprises
a Net Internal floor area of

approximately 124,000 sq ft.

Retailing in Coleraine

Coleraine Town Centre

The retailing provision in Coleraine is focused

on the town centre, The central retailing area is fully
pedestrianised providing a pleasant family friendly
shopping experience.

The town’s main car parks are located
adjacent to the central pedestrianised area, providing
¢.1300 car park spaces.

The Diamond Centre is the town's only
enclosed shopping centre and forms one end
of the town’s prime retail pitch which stretches
from The Diamond through to Kingsgate
Street.

Retailers represented in the town'’s prime pitch include
M&S (Simply Food), Argos, Next, Waterstones, Boots,
Top Shop etc.

The town has a number of strong independent
retailers including Moores Department Store, Dixons
Department Store and Bishops Shoes.

The Coleraine Borough has a
primary catchment of 57,343

with a secondary catchment
of 101,914 persons.




Ground Floor

Lower Ground Floor
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Accommodation

Units ranging from 180 sq ft to 10,350 sq ft are
available for immediate occupation.

Please contact TDK for further information.

First Floor
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TDK for lhemselves and for lhe Vendors or Lessors of the properly whose agenls they are give nolice thal; i) these parliculars are given withoul respons

Vendors or Lessors as a general outline only, {or the guidance of prospeclive purchasers or lenants, and do not constilule Ihe whole or any parl of an offer or contrac ON m @ONA N .d A A
cannol guaraniee the accuracy of any descriplion, dimensions, relerences ta condition, necessary permissions for use and occupalion and other details conlained herein and any

prospeclive purchasers or lenants should nol rely on them as stalements or representations of facl bul must satisty lhemselves by inspeclion or otherwlse as lo the accuracy of st\é.ﬁQ—AmU—.o_Um_‘ﬁv\.Oog

each of them:; iii) no employee of TDK has any authority to make or give any representalion or warranly or enter into any conliracl whalsoever in relalion to lhe properly; iv) VAT

may be payable on the purchase price and/or rent, al

ures are quoled exclusive of VAT, inlending purchasers or lessees must satisfy themselves as lo the applicable VAT
position, il necessary by taking appropriate professional advice; v) TDK will not be liable, in negligence or otherwise, for any loss arising Irom the use of these parliculars
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Chartered Surveyors
Estate Agents

Unit 1, Hanover Place, Coleraine

Asking Rent - Price On Application

Whitehall Chambers | 43 New Row | Coleraine | BT52 1AE
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RICS
Chartered Surveyors
Estate Agents

EPC: Net Internal Area

T
Wora smargy sicint Net Internal Area:
¢.17,864 sq ft (c.1,659 sq m)

Ground Floor:
- ¢. 17,314 sq ft (c.1,608.sq m)

First Floor:
8 c. 550 sqft (c.51.5 sqm)
=0 ]

Lease Details

Rent:
Price on Application

Lease Details:
Termms Negotiable

Rates:
Tenant Responsibie

Insurance:
S Landlord to insure, tenant to
! reimburse

I Repairs:

Full Repairing

VAT:

All outgoings and rentals are
quoted exclusive of but may be
liable to VAT

NAV:

! £72,100

Non-Domestic rate in the £
0.568776

Viewing:

Strictly by appointment through
| — joint agents

| ] Northern Real Estate &

F Osborne King

Osborne
ALL MAPS AND PLANS ARE FOR IDENTIFICATION PURPOSES ONLY

:
King
COMMERCIAL PROPERTY CONSULTANTS

The Property 028 9027 0000
A Ombudsman S —

TRADINGSTANDARDS.UK

(3 riCS A

-MISREPRESENTATION CLAUSE: Northemn Real Estate give notice lo anyone who may read these particulars as follows:

1. The particulars are prepared for the guidance only for prospective purchaser. They are intended to give a fair overall description of the property but are not intended to
constitute part of an offer or contract.

2 Any information contained herein (whether in the text, plans or photographs) is given in good faith but should not be relied upon as being a statement of representation or fact

3. Nothing in these particulars shall be deemed to be a statement that the property is in good condition or otherwise nor that any services or facilities are in good working order.

4 The photographs appearing in these particulars show only certain parts of the property at the time when the photographs were taken. Certain aspects may be changed since

the photographs were taken and it should not be assumed that the property remains precisely as displayed in the photographs. Furthermore, no assumptions should be made
in respect of parts of the property which are not shown in the photographs.

5. Any areas, measurements or distances referred to herein are approximate only.

6 Where there is reference in the particulars to the fact that alterations have been carried out or that a particular use is made of any part of the property this is not intended
to be a statement that any necessary planning, building regulations or other consents have been obtained and these matters must be verified by an intending purchaser.

7 Descriptions of the property are inevitably subjective and the descriptions contained herein are given in good faith as .
an opinian and not by way of statement of fact. Www.nrepropertles.com



T e ol — e e — S e o — — |.r — i |-l. \%T‘J...llﬁﬂ%
R e 53 I~ et

MVL 2519 ‘Duieisjo) 188438 Yaanyd SZ I
ﬁmns_o qns e ued) ._-ml_ O .—_\\ml_<m N_ O u_ I_Iv\_o W””W




AU SAP S

SUIN SALIP SUIL Of D W

flem suiw § 5 2 Hlem suiw i >
ALID Add43d _” SVdYVD AJagY — AV daVD TIVN AHL —

=
NOYA NOYH NOYA 1
4 W

papaau se Juasuod buiuueld
01 13fgns asn aAneulsle Ol Payns OS[e Si 33N |Ie1a) PANUIIUOD IO} (B3] ISIUM

Auadoud ay) "papasu Ji ‘saliaAlap 0} 3de|d Ul SI 188415 A1BD0S HO 559006 1Ry
13fgns ayy o1 Ayuixoud 250 Ul Sited Jed 8.1uad UMO] JO JaqUINU e 3le 3Iay)

'SS300R YI| WUy sHyausq os|e Auadoid ay] |jepooy Areay
JUSISISUOD WOJ) SIBUI] UdIUM 133115 Y2unyD CIUo sanioe) Aeidsip mopuim
|leuondadxa Buipinoid eale sskoy ainjes) e pue 36eIUOYY SPIM JUS|IPIXS WOU)
swauaqg Auadoid ay] “JOoY PuOBS Byl UO @jed e Yim AJU.Ind SI00|) § J9AO
pabueie uOEPOWWOIE |L1a) pauociyodde jlam siayo Auadoid 1d8(gns ay|

NOILdIdDS53d

8711055822y pue UOOSUON ‘8BpIuy(as ss A ‘suiad Ayioloq Buipnjul
$43|1R13J JO JaquUNU B S31e1J1D) LDIyM 21015 Juswneda( SaI00N IUOdI 8y} pue
sianes 'sbbalg 'gAQ ‘pue|punod 'syoog ‘doysdo) apnpur sijeias buipunoling
‘'UMOl ay) JO eale uewsapad ulew syl ulyum paledo| si Auadosd 1d3fgns ayj

SUPEHDRUS

ot b BOO%S

BEAUTY

2E SNOP
S

TASCH

HENSAC

| HeALTH S

1 SAVER:

CGFF

A

[2 RETAIL FLCORS}

L AND & IARRETT
A TH B0

"SJUIPNIS pue
S1S1INO1 JOJ S3DIAISS UOIIDBULOD JU=(|20%3 Bulpiacid pue|al) UIsylIoN
10 sued Jsylo || O] SyUl| jied pue peos JOfew SeY UMOY By] RIS QOE'LD
pue swuspmis 000'9 Aesu yum Jalsin Jo AusIaAlun Ayl jo sndwed uew sy
01 dWoy Os|e s aulrIgj0) “uoibal 3yl 0} Alenuue SIONSIA WQ'Z JOAO YlIMm 15807
Aemasne) ay) Jo jeuded au se Ajjeuoibal apes |1e3as Jos sndof awnd e sapiaoid
Yans se aJjuad umol ay] ‘uoibay 15e0D) Aemasne?) ayi PUB S|Iuysng 11emalsiogd
‘Ysnjuod ‘AsuowAleg Jo sumo} Buipunouns ay) 10} Salde) [lelds pue S h
[BI2JOWLIOD ulew 3yl sapiAcid BuIeIs|0D) "000'GZL 4O 553X Ul JUSWUDILD J9pIm .
e pue gidoad 0Q0’L§ JO uswWYdled Arewld e sey 1| “ALISpUOPUOT JO 15E3 S3|IW
(€2 PuUB 15eJ|9g JO YLIOU SO §G> PaleN)IS DUB 8DUIAOI 3Y) JO 1s8m YuUOu
3U1 Ul pa3edof sumol [enuinoid Buipes| s,puelall UIBYLON JO BUO Si aUiRIa|0)

NOILVDO1

50009
SHOaS

- AR
st TPUST g

SJaINWIWOoD *

TOPSHOP LADIES WEAR

& TGFMAN MENS WEAI

BELL HOUSE LANE

ESTAURANT

THA!

L

AV LA, r‘l_»'—"Nv‘-‘“—"“‘

PARK STREET

1Tvniovhioez)

d]



FOSTTEL

LLy
54l
2t

6Sl
‘6l

059
B9'¢

0Ly

826't
98¢

€69'¢

L08

(i bs) easy

M 9L
1947
vyl
660

¥2ot
€ il
78
38
8Vl
R LI

S
1'0se

9’18t

0'59¢
®lc

Yvi

(w'bs) ealy

NOILVAOWNINODDOV

1) bs 521 > ¥Z1| 100|4 puUNoI9 : 310N

WIOL

usyduy
Kigfnuy

40013 AYIHL

Alejpuy

¥ 2140

£ YO

7 3240

| OO

SIS DM

sbriO1g

eisy

YOO ANODIS

(sargnd buibueyy Buipnpuly |ielsy

JOO01d LSy

Arefjbuy

SAES DM
(19doy Buipnpul) yielay

4OOT4 ANNOYD
IN3IW3SVE

uopduasaq

107



sas0ding uonensn||| 104 - 3je3s 03 10N

sue|d 100|

| 107



uonedddy up

ployases BuoT / pjoysa.d peaunssy UL

S1Iv13d S3vs

‘Bunnsul
pue Butiiedsau [N} 4O Siseq 8y UO 30 0} 95837 TVHINIO

‘S|eAISIU
Al1eak ;G 1 SMBIASS JUB) YIIM SIesh (|, ol

PepIAIp gns aq Ue)
A@inus / 5107 snoliea 1oy uofiedlddy uo adld (N3N

S11v13d 3ISvil

‘(obed 158 1B |ENSIA 88S) 86 40 Bunel D43 ue sey Ausdold syl

Jdd

“B[geAed 59181 / AN 93 WIjuod
07 SaMNDUS UMO 11907 SYEW Pjnoys SIUeus) anpadsiad |[e Jeyl oo a5es]d

'956885°0F S! punod Uy S1eJ [BRISWUIOD 34|

009'%/F :s1323[gns a1
10§ AVN 1U24in3 8y} ey} 3dIASS ALisdoid pue puer aul Ag pasiape 2Je o\

AN




“uolpINBal puUD MD| AQ 05 Op ©] PaliNbal 810 am ssajun "Aund Jayjo
AuD 0] U0 passod ag JoU (M PUD B)if {USYD JNO UO (¥Ja9) uoypinBay uolD8|01d DIDJ [DIBUSD Y|im 3DUDRIODDO Ul Ploy 8q [ImM UOHDULIOJU BUL L0
Yiim dIYSUOHDIS1 IPAJSDIIUOD B BADY O] 5DBD NOA UBYM WO SIN3A § JO pouad D 10) Play 8 |Iite NOA AQ papia0.d UOID|UBWNDOP PUD UOHDWIOJUI ALy

Jou eney BPDW/Z69/ £ 10T/ SANN A0B UOUDISIBS MMM/ /1Al Y
swAojdwe - /10Z suono|nBay (JsADd ayf Lo UoKDWIOJU|) SPUNy JO Jajsunl] pup Bupubul jsuous] ‘Buuepunol Asuow ay|
O UoES JO SS3UI03IQY BUY) O) SE 851MIBYI0 JO UDIIBdS Weseidet io

s|ualuBje)s se Wway) uo Al8J JoU pinoys Juewe) Jo Jaseyoind Bujpusiu Aue pue peejUBIENG 10U S| ADBINODE L1ay] INQ |98)100 g 0) peAsljeq aJe pue ”@C_;O_.Oh AY) Ul pauyino so hmeZULDQ 3y| pupD IopuaA 3yl yjoq Jo >:_C®U_ [yl \C:w> o]} Umh_DUmb 3ID 8M HIOM AouabBn 3|DbJsa |nO DC;:DU $S2UISNg D SY
poob Wi uBAIB B S))E18p JBYJ0 PUE UOJEdNDO0 PUE BSN 10) SUOISSIWISD AJBSSA0BU PUE LIOHIPUCD O) SBDLBJBJ8) 'SUOISUBLIP ‘SUO)dLOSEP : : - E c i g !

e i et AT asuabig anq JBwosnd

a1y ABJaus ssan
05l 18A0 o
Y z - o m.«.ﬁm_.l_ g

*uy Bt g

L19€ ¥7€0L 82(0) v+ L s A w

131 619 8uless|03
199115 aJoWun( 6

s,uosuag

L R NI L AL T T, T P T T T PO T T Tt T O P S ey ses

S1INIDV LNIOf -

| 31181 NvIdg
| 14V9DV1 AYNIH

206 82(0) Fir+ L

vvey ¥€04 82(0) r+ L
aufeis|o) 'aue a|qeIs 2e/02

3UN ] Apauusy JouuoD),0

S1IV13d d3Hidnd

"1VA 01193[gns a.e Ing Jo SAIsN|oxa aJe 219 sbujobino 'seoud ||y

1VA .




Y

HOTSSImmn éﬁ ﬂEE 10} o -.03 PR
Wepy w ﬁ_a_u.w_ﬂﬂa 19801 uw, e s 3 aidar
Huids aney sunlineg pagosap. A LEIG IRAOAN ! - -

SWOK Sy gy QP 30 wodard TS e e e’ s ;
JqUIA Aqmmy © & 1R : A ‘.ﬁﬁ?i% e e o g1 asooq  -ved v -~ e o
vt TSR LR B

&t ansat 1o,
AIDM ASTL PIES  TOS[IAN
PAIIES ushq PR MOn apy ang ‘dwer ooso pa ANUM UM0) A W WA
JO FIUEG 9 010) SUORES. seSSImE pup SUWN[Od  J0j AIIymou st A1dY L,
=AU o0 PIVE M0G0 10AG  SUIIUCY  OS[E  PIISISIT WOSUIQI) JW

e

g?.u LIE LR L ST T (AT S
ap, Aprder Kaa pasjoas  speaosdde

T R e il
n T ' A -

,..”__.__ | e -

wSip0ds o Jopu
yaed [Te1aJ Jo J[oy

5uIEII[07) 01 dWO0D 0} ue[d s,9303s ojul Jurreay jeadde je gsepo syradxy
» ¥ aBog

- - - 2

SMAN

: - L
TinT & AnvnuaId FIDINOBHD aH



18

Volume 2 - BALLYMOMEY BORDUGH

of summer 2003 concluded that only 45% of all
retail expenditure from Ballymoney Borough takes
place within Ballymoney town. The town centre had
experienced considerable decline throughout the
1970s and 1980s, with only small scale commercial
investment in that period. However, in the 1990s
there was an increase in commercial investment
including a major food retailer, complemented by
extensive good quality refurbishment of commercial
properties in the heart of the town and upgrading
of the main commercial streets. The Plan seeks

to build on this by providing for significant town
centre development and maintaining it as a vibrant
shopping location with complementary commercial,
leisure and housing uses.

TOWMN CENTRE DESIGNATIGN

Ballymoney Town Centre

A Town Centre is designated as identified in Map
No. 2/01b - Ballymoney Town Centre.

A town centre is defined, within which all retail
development will normally be required to locate.
This has been defined to exclude all significant
housing groups which are considered to have a
viable future as a residential environment. Within
this town centre boundary, there are a number of
development opportunities including properties
requiring redevelopment or major refurbishment
to bring them back into beneficial use. The Plan
designates the following major development
opportunity sites.

Development Opportunity Sites

The Plan identifies the following major development
opportunities. Proposals will be assessed against
Policy SET 2 in Volume 1 of the Plan and other

relevant policies.

The followmg sites are zoned as development
opportunity sites as identified on Map No.
2/01a - Ballymoney Town and Map No. 2/01b -
Ballymoney Town Centre:

COMMITTED SITE

BYT02 Linenhall Street, (0.35 ha.)

UNCOMMITTED SITE

Meeting House Street (1.08 ha.)

Key Site Requirements

1. A high density housing scheme will be
acceptable on this central site with excellent
accessibility (up to 100 dwellings per
hectare).

2. Commercial development including
warehousing and offices will be acceptable
on this site. The only retail development
acceptable will be retail warehousing with
units of not less than 1000 square metres
gross floorspace, selling bulky goods.

3. Any development shall not exceed three
storeys in height.

LoCAL CENTRE

]

The following site is designated for retention for
commercial purposes in accordance with PPS 5:
Retailing and Town Centres.

UL Y
A =0%

SMMERCIAL BESIGE NATL 11\ B
Rodalng Local Centre (0.53 ha)

A local centre is designated as identified in Map
No. 2/01a — Ballymoney.
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Standing up for
Independent Retailers

Ms Denise Dickson
Head of Planning
Causeway Coast & Glens Borough Council
Cloonavin
66 Portstewart Road
Coleraine
BT52 1EY
24" May 2022

Dear Ms Dickson
Planning Application Reference — LA01/2021/0933/F
Location: Unit 12 & 13 and Front of Unit 17 Riverside Centre Castleroe Road Coleraine

Proposal: Proposed amalgamation of Units 12 & 13 to be used for a convenience
store. External elevational changes, canopy and additional car parking and servicing
arrangements and general site works

| refer to the above “Major Application”, which seeks to relocate Marks & Spencer (M&S) Simply
Food from its current location (Nos. 13 The Diamond) at the heart of Coleraine town centre to
an out of centre at the Riverside Retail Park (least sequentially preferable). This additional
objection should be considered in conjunction with the earlier submission dated 22" February

2022.

The approach by the Council to recommend approval of planning permission is completely
perverse and irrational when paying regard to the "town centres first” approach in the Strategic
Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) for Northern Ireland and the availability of sequentially
preferable alternative sites in Coleraine Town Centre and Ballymoney, which are located within

the whole catchment.

Whilst each case is determined on its own merits, the consistent application of regional planning
policy and the local development plan are important material considerations both regionally and

sub regionally, to maintain the credibility of the planning regime.

The Council is required to apply regional planning policy consistently as per Paragraph 1, Section
1 of the Planning Act (Northem Ireland) 2011, which seeks the orderly and consistent
development of land whilst furthering sustainable development and improving well-being.

The recommendation by Causeway Coast & Glens Planning Office to grant permission of this
proposal is entirely inconsistent with its own previous approach to retail applications at the
Riverside Centre, and consideration of alternative sites, in the following applications;

e LA01/2018/1106/F
e C/2014/0206/F (Appeal 2015/A0129)
o C/2013/0443/F (Appeal 2014/A0266)



To demonstrate this inconsistency, | have included the Council's Statement of Case (SoC) for
appeal 2014/A0266, and the re-hearing SOC following the original appeal decision being quashed.

| note the consideration of Mr Mathers on behalf of Causeway Coast & Glens Borough Council, at
paragraphs 3.1.1 — 3.1.4 (15" December 2016) and paragraphs 1.4 (7 July 2015) where it is
accepted that non-bulky goods retail proposals conflict with the Northern Area Plan (NAP) 2016. |
also note the approach to the sequential site assessment, which significantly differs to the
approach taken in this case.

Addendum 3 attempts to distinguish the previous Planning Appeal and Council decisions based
on the nature and type of retail proposal, which is extremely surprising given the “towns centre
first” approach and clear direction in NAP 2016 “to promote the vitality and viability of town
centres”. The critical matter is the earlier appeal and this application are for non-bulky retail
proposals.

The Plan considers “Retailing and Town Centres” (Volume 1, P.34) with the text highlighting
in respect of Coleraine that “The Plan will _provide for the continued commercial
strengthening of the town centre”. Whilst it will aim to consolidate and strengthen the
commercial roles of Ballymoney, Limavady and Ballycastle town centres.

Unfortunately, all the Council does is undermine its credibility and position, as it is apparent to any
fair minded and impartial observer that the Council has ignored the PAC and its previous position
regarding the Riverside Retail Park, to non-bulky retail proposals. as demonstrated in the
mountain of available pre-existing evidence.

This change in approach is further reinforced when re-examining the assessment of alternative
sites. Again, the Council has adopted a contradictory approach, with no adequate justification or
explanation, apart from a very weak paragraph(s) (8.46 and 8.47) in the Committee Report why
the Diamond Centre and Unit 1 (former JJB) Hanover Place are now unacceptable.

The Development Plan Team (DPT) responses, seem to have accepted everything the applicant
has presented without discharging its duty of inquiry. The DPT are also oblivious to the previous
position and arguments of the Council and that of the PAC regarding the alleged development
issues they seek to readily accept.

For the avoidance of any doubt the position of the PAC is that any future development
of the Riverside Centre is complementary to, rather than competing with, the town
centres, and does not adversely affect the vitality and viability of the latter. They have
also continuously resisted an non-bulky retail proposals.

The dictionary definition of “complementary” is combining in such a way as to enhance or
emphasise the qualities of each other or another.

Instead, the Council has chosen to ignore this approach and act as facilitators to move an existing
Class A1 convenience foodstore from the heart of the town centre to an out of centre location. The
only justification being that the applicant wants to move and have a bigger store and more car
parking.

To suggest this does not conflict with NAP 2016 or SPPS and is somehow distinguishable from
the previous approach of the PAC and Council to all the different retail proposals sought at the
Riverside is highly questionable and completely irrational. The reason why the Council has
sought to try and distinguish the earlier position is that it is desperately trying to set aside the
established legal principles in ABO Wind NI Limited and Energia Renewables Company 1 Limited’s
Judicial Review [2021] NIQB 96 - Humphreys J referenced the precedent value of PAC decisions
at paragraphs 34 — 38 & 100, reaffirming that Commission’s decisions must either be accepted
and respected or challenged through the court.




Catchment

The Council accepted in its Addendum 1 that the proposal would have a significant catchment
that would extend beyond Zone 2 to include Ballymoney, furthermore it noted that there is no

M&S Simply Food in Ballymoney.

Notwithstanding the local sphere of influence, the north coast has an influx of 2™ homeowners
who would pass by the site and would result in inflow, as such the catchment would not be

stereotypical.

The applicant accepts at paragraph 7.7 of the Retail Statement that; “there is a clear demand
for a large M&S food store to cover the geographical area of the north coast.

Paragraph 3.6 of the Retail Statement in relation to the “Role & Function of the Store”, that;

“The store is located and designed to ensure that M&S customers in the Causeway Coast
and Glens Council area have access to a full range M&S store without the need to make
long journeys to competing towns. Whilst there is a small M&S store in Coleraine town centre,
the nearest alternative large M&S store is located in Ballymena (26 miles/41.6km) to the south
east and Derry (29 miles/46.4km) to the west. To the south the nearest M&S is a Simply Food
store (which is considerably smaller than this proposal) and is focated in Cookstown (37
miles/59.2 km). There is a large geographical area not covered by a full range M&S
store”.

The nearest M&S Simply Food Stores to Coleraine are located at the following sites:

1) The Fairhill Shopping Centre, Ballymena (26miles)
2) Crescent Link, Londonderry (29miles)
3) Foyleside Shopping Centre (32miles)

The catchment would in our opinion extend from Ballymoney to Ballycastle and around the
north coast including Bushmills, Portballintrae, Portrush, Portstewart, Castlerock, Limavady

and Garvagh.

Addendum 1 concludes: “To enable the Planning Department to obtain a revised retail impact
assessment from the applicant with (if applicable) a revised alternative site selection
assessment”.

Having considered the Technical Note on Adjustments we are in broad agreement that M&S
competes predominantly with Sainsburys and as such it is noted that a greater inflow of trade
is predicted from Zone 3 — Ballymoney. The note does not address the matter of revised
alternative sites assessments to include Ballymoney.

Addendum 2 states; “it was resolved that adjustments were required to show greater in-flow
from Zone 3/Ballymoney....”. Neither this addendum nor the Development Plan Team
responses address the matter of revised alternative sites assessments to include Ballymoney.

Addendum 3 states; “The Planning Department resolved the catchment can remain as
representative of the main catchment for the proposal. As Ballymoney is located outside the
main catchment for the proposal, consideration of sequentially preferrable sites within
Ballymoney is not required. This includes consideration of a site at Meetinghouse Street,
Ballymoney identified by Mr A Stephens in objection to the proposal”.



Paragraph 6.280 of the SPPS states:

“6.280 A sequential test should be applied to planning applications for main town centre uses
that are not in an existing centre and are not in accordance with an up-to-date LDP. Where it
is established that an alternative sequentially preferable site or sites exist within a proposal’s
WHOLE catchment, an application which proposes development on a less sequentially
preferred site should be refused.”

Unfortunately try as the Council may, the SPPS is explicit and as such Ballymoney is within
the proposal's whole catchment and BYT 03 Meeting House Street is required to be
considered, as it is an edge of centre site and sequentially preferable to the Riverside Centre.

Alternative Sites

The Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) for Northern lIreland is a material
consideration in the determination of planning applications. The SPPS introduced a policy
which requires a “town centres first” approach (paragraphs 6.271 and 6.273) and “a
sequential approach to the identification of retail and main town centre uses in Local
Development Plans (LDPs) and when decision-taking’ (paragraph 6.271).

Paragraph 6.280 of the SPPS states:

“6.280 A sequential test should be applied to planning applications for main town centre uses
that are not in an existing centre and are not in accordance with an up-to-date LDP. Where it
is established that an alternative sequentially preferable site or sites exist within a proposal’s
WHOLE catchment, an application which proposes development on a less sequentially
preferred site should be refused.”

In carrying out a sequential site assessment, paragraph 6.289 of the SPPS states:

“6.289 Flexibility may be adopted in seeking to accommodate developments onto sites with
a constrained development foot print. For example, through use of creative and innovative
design schemes, including multi-level schemes, or smaller more efficient trading
floors/servicing arrangements. Applicants will be expected to identify and fully demonstrate
why alternative sites are not suitable, available and viable.”

When an alternative site is clearly identified as was the case in this instance it is for the
applicant for planning permission to identify and fully demonstrate why that site is not suitable,
available and viable. it is not for an objecior to demonstrate that the alternative site is
suitable, available and viable.

The approach to alternative sites by the Council in appeal 2014/A0266 from paragraph 3.3
onward is considered materially relevant.

Existing M&S Food Stores

The baseline position is that the current site has no designated car parking and relies on the
public car parking to the rear (Abbey Street), which is dissected by Stable Lane. It also has no
HGV servicing, although there is a designated loading bay on Stable Lane and HGV's have
been able to unload and service the store without difficulty since it opened as demonstrated
overleaf.

| note that the applicants present the site selection criteria at paragraph 6.11 and insist that
alternative sites must be able to address the full extent of the criteria specified.



It is immediately apparent that the applicants are not subscribing to the flexibility proposed
by Tesco Dundee or the SPPS. This is a self-serving exercise to “drive a coach and horses
through the sequential approach and render the policy nugatory” by simply ensuring highly
specific selection criteria and a test of perfection.

M&S operate a wide variety of convenience food stores in a range of formats (stand alone,
shopping centre, constrained sites) across Northern Ireland and it is noteworthy that none of
their existing stores meet these highly specific selection criteria. It has clearly been
demonstrated that no flexibility in design and format has occurred from the developers. The
proposal fails the sequential test based on the selection criteria, as per the direction of

paragraph 6.289.




Overemphasis on car parking

The proposal is presented as a main food shop, which will compete with supermarkets in
Coleraine.

Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 3, Policy AMP7 — Car Parking & Servicing Arrangement and
the Parking Standards guidance document also consider that the standards should not be
rigidly applied where they highlight that

“The precise amount of car parking will be determined according to the specific characteristics

of the development and its location having regard to these standards....”.

Parking standards are there to ensure that appropriate consideration is given to the
accommodation of vehicles attracted to the site within the context of wider government policy
aimed at promoting modal shift to more sustainable forms of transport.

In town centres, “linked trips” are also a significant consideration, as they play a role in
maintaining the vitality and viability of the town centre and in reducing car parking demand.

The applicant devotes the entire Retail Statement Addendum to a consideration regarding car
parking, which conflicts with the Planning Statement that the subject site at the Riverside is a
sustainable location and easily accessed by public transport (paragraph 2.8).

Unit 1 (former JJB) Hanover Square, Coleraine

It is accepted by all parties that this building and town centre site can accommodate the
proposal and it would be visually prominent and enable competition with Tesco.

There are currently 42 direct car parking spaces, which is considerably more than presently
available to the existing M&S store in the Diamond, which uses the Abbey Street car park (177
spaces).

The shortfall of carparking could be met by the alternative town centre car parking in the
surrounding area (1,300 spaces).

KFC operated between 12noon-8pm, so there is no conflict with deliveries being made in the
morning. When paying regard to the existing servicing arrangements via Stable Lane, it would
be unreasonable to argue this is unacceptable, as it would be an improvement.

Enclosed is a video submitted as part of the appeal evidence in 2014/A0266, which
demonstrates a 40ft HGV can access and egress the site without issue.

In relation to the claims that people are undertaking weekly main food shopping and pushing
a “heavily laden trolley to the car’. M&S is at the highest price point for convenience food
stores and the people who undertake a main food shop with a “heavily laden trolley” at M&S
are in the minority. This is demonstrated with the amount of floorspace given over to small
basket tills and self-service tills relative to long traditional belt tills.

We had previously highlighted the shifts in convenience food shopping in our objection of 22
February 2022, which is also acknowledged by Nexus Planning, Planning Report and industry
accepted experts Mintel.

It is accepted that fewer households now complete the traditional once-a-week “big
shop”.



There is no evidence to support the assertion that large trolley-based shopping or heavily
laden trolleys frequently occur in M&S food halls, especially given the rising cost of living.

| also note the position of the PAC and the Council (paragraphs 3.3.8.1 — 3.3.8.3 - 15t
December 2016) in relation to this alternative site in 2014/A0266.

An absence of 115 car parking spaces when the current M&S site has operated without issue
with zero car-parking would not be sufficient reason to discount this site paying regard to the
“town centres first"” approach and flexibility advocated at paragraph 6.289 of the SPPS it is

suitable, available, and viable.

The Diamond Centre, Coleraine

The Planning Committee Report simply regurgitates the applicant’s assessment verbatim
regarding this town centre site. This is highly surprising given the previous approach of the
Council to this site and the “town centres first” approach in the SPPS.

There has been a complete failure by the DPT of the Planning Officer to make any adequate
enquiry or consider alternative sites with the rigour normally applied in the Council and in
Northern Ireland. Instead the applicant appears to have been given a “free pass” to an out of
centre site against the policy context.

Enclosed is the current brochure for the Diamond Centre where it is immediately apparent that
Units 14-21 are vacant, with the agents indicating that units ranging from 180sqft to
10,350sqt are available for immediate occupation. This site can clearly accommodate the

proposal with ease.

| also include the consideration by MKA Planning as part of the evidence in appeal
2014/A0266, as the Diamond Centre was considered at length, as an alternative site

| note the Diamond Centres position relative to existing car parks, and that the same points
would apply in respect of the overemphasis on large trolley shopping in M&S food.

This is a sequentially preferable town centre site and paying regard to the “town centres first’
approach and flexibility advocated at paragraph 6.289 of the SPPS itis suitable, available and

viable.

25 Church Street, Coleraine

This is the former Dixons retail unit in the town centre, which provides 1,227sgm of floorspace
over three floors. It is accepted that this is not ideal for convenience retailing, but the use
travellators and multi-level car parking in Tesco Springhill, Tesco Newtownbreda and Tesco

Newry, have worked effectively on constrained sites.

It is not for an objector to demonstrate that the alternative site is suitable, available, and viable
and neither the Council nor the applicant have identified this town centre site or considered it.
This again highlights the lack of interrogation and inquiry into the alternative sites aspect.



Meeting Street, Ballymoney

This is an edge of town centre site at development opportunity zoning BYT 03, Meeting House
Street (1.08 ha), so is the next sequentially preferable after the town centre sites in Coleraine.

The applicant’s highly specific requirements could be accommodated, although one of the key
site requirements states that the only retail development acceptable will be retail warehousing
with units of not less than 1,000 square metres gross floorspace, selling bulky goods.

Whilst the proposal is not a retail warehouse selling bulky goods, the Riverside Centre has a
suite of retail warehouses selling predominantly bulky goods and the Council is setting aside
NAP's direction on the non-bulky retailing and the complementary to, rather than competing
with, the town centres. On that basis this site would be more sequentially preferable and there
would be no demonstrable harm to locate a foodstore at this edge of centre location.

Impact on Vitality & Viability

The Committee Report considers and concludes at paragraph 8.24 as follows:

“The analysis of different trade diversion percentages tends to support the conclusion that
although some diversion will occur, it is unlikely that it will be to an extent that it will cause a
significant adverse impact of harm on fo the town centre. The agent's assertion that the
majority of diversion will happen from existing stores outside of the town centre (which are not
protected by policy) appears to be reasonable in this instance given the extent of the over
trading that occurs at them. Therefore, in retail impact terms and the Retailing and Town
Centre planning policy as per the SPPS, there is no objection to this proposal”.

This fundamentally demonstrates a lack of understanding of retail planning, as the retail
impacts on the existing store turnovers are only one aspect.

The health of a town or city centre is an important consideration in assessing the potential impacts
of the proposal from not only direct diversion of convenience spending to the development; but
indirectly by loss of footfall resulting from the proposed development.

It is a common misconception that there is an acceptable range of retail impacts on town centres.
Retail impacts are always tempered against a centres condition and its ability to withstand them.

Vitality is a measure of how busy a centre is, and Viability is a measure of a centres capacity to
attract ongoing investment for maintenance, improvement, and adaptation io changing needs. The
focus is on maintaining the existing status quo or improving upon it.

Whilst Coleraine Town Centre can withstand the direct impacts from the diversion of convenience
spending, there is no cognisance or understanding why town centre convenience retailers Tesco
& M&S are already underperforming.

This can only be attributed to existing town centre convenience retailers being vuinerable to better
located convenience stores (ASDA, Lidl & Sainsburys) at out of centre locations along the Strategic
Road network.

The Council has avoided the issue of the existing M&S store and the implications of its closure,
not on the retail impacts, but on the vitality and viability of Coleraine Town Centre, given the
implications for “linked trips” between M&S in the Diamond and other retailers and businesses in
Coleraine Town Centre at the same time. Such "linked trips” and the draw of M&S at a prominent
town centre retail pitch would contribute to Coleraine town centres busyness and vitality.



There is no prospect of “linked trips” between Coleraine Town Centre and the Riverside Centre,
rather it competes for tenants (e.g M&S food), trade, and turnover to the detriment of the town
centre, which is apparent given the high vacancy rate (18%) and that existing multinational retailer
Tesco are accepted to be underperforming.

On that basis the proposal will have a negative impact on existing vacancy, vitality, and viability, it
will result in a reduction in footfall and “linked trips" as there is one less reason to visit the town
centre. The PAC has consistently considered the impactions on “linked trips” in retail planning
decisions, in the context of the vitality and viability, but it is completely ignored in this instance.

This proposal will strip away and undermine Coleraine’s capacity to attract ongoing investment for
maintenance, improvement, and adaptation. There is already a significant amount of vacant
prominent town centre retail space (>6years) and decisions such as this will accelerate Coleraine’s

decline further.

Wide-Ranging Precedent

The implications of this decision will set a wide-ranging precedent for future non-bulky goods retail
applications at the Riverside Centre.

An approval would send a clear signal to other town centre retailers that they can move
from existing town centre locations to out of centre locations and that such non bulky
retail development would be acceptable at the Riverside Centre against NAP 2016,
SPPS and PAC decisions. This would not complement existing town centres, rather it
would undermine their role and function.

This would set a widespread precedent which will lead to the incremental loss of town centre
retailers and will undermine the policies contained within the SPPS and their application in
Causeway Coast & Glens Borough Council.

There is no persuasive argument that the level of precedent would be limited to M&S, given
the amount of available undeveloped space, at the Riverside Centre along with the continued
desire by the applicants to develop it as witnessed in the detailed planning and appeal history.
This will accelerate town centre dereliction, and which will require public funds to address, whilst
the offshore landlord reaps the benefits of an extremely poor decision by the Council.

Economic Benefits

The applicants claim that “These units have been selected because they require minimal
physical alterations to allow M&S to occupy the buildings”.

This statement does not reconcile itself with the figures presented that there will be 40
construction jobs and an investment of £2.5m.

The applicant has also not weighed the existing store closure in their consideration of the
economic benefits. Rather it has been completely glossed over in the hundreds of pages of

supporting documents.

Despite acknowledging that the existing M&S Simply Food in the Diamond may close the Council
has not sought any pre-occupation condition to mitigate against the loss of footfall and V&V on
Coleraine Town Centre or to prevent another vacant prominent town centre site.

The employment benefits of 70 jobs and rates of £67k per annum would also be realised if the
proposal was located within a sequentially preferable alternative site, such as the Diamond
Centre, Unit 1 Hanover Place or Church Street, which are more sustainable town centre
location. The Planning Committee Report overlooks this fundamental consideration and

9



paragraph 14 of appeal 2015/A0129, which previously considered this matter in relation to a
Class A1 proposal at the Riverside Centre.

It is simply not the case that the jobs will be lost if the proposal does not proceed and if M&S
were committed to Coleraine these would still be realised at a town centre location.

Conclusion

The proposal seeks to enhance the Riverside Centre at the behest of Coleraine town centre,
which is already vulnerable to better located development, as demonstrated by the high
vacancy rate >19% and underperforming multinational retailers. Rather than seek to address
the matter the Council has elected to undermine it further. This would not strengthen the town
centre or promote its vitality and viability and would be contrary to NAP 2016, SPPS "“towns
centre first approach” and previous views of the PAC and Council.

There are several town centre alternative sites, which are sequentially preferable suitable,
available and viable. The Council has not discharged its duty of inquiry, rather it has accepted
the applicant's position without any adequate consideration in the context of the policy
requires of the SPPS nor has there been any cognisance of the Councils previous approach
to these sites. In short there is no prohibition to the alternative sites if the Council and
applicant applied flexibility as per paragraph 6.289.

Where it is established that an alternative sequentially preferable site or sites exist within a
proposal's WHOLE catchment, an application which proposes development on a less
sequentially preferred site should be refused in accordance with paragraph 6.80 of the
SPPS.

If you would like to discuss the content of this letter in more depth then, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Glyn Roberts
Chief Executive
Retail NI
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— Masle Mebaddon

North West Correspondent, UTV

Pat O'Kane opened a butcher's shop in Coleraine during the coronavirus pandemic.

It didn't just survive - it thrived.

But the cost-of-living crisis has done what Covid couldn't do - it killed off Pat's business.

He'd tried to absorb the rising price of wholesale meats, but spiralling energy costs were simply too much

to bear.

"Heart-breaking, that's an understatement,” says Pat.

"It wasn't just our tivelihood, it was our habby. But the footfall is just not on those streets.

"The electricity is to blame, the electricity is the one that's closed our door. It's the straw that broke the

camel's back."

https://www.itv.com/news/utv/2022-05-23/heartbreak-for-butchers—as—cost-of—living-c... 25/05/2022
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> Monkeypox incident management team set up in NI after Scottish case confirmed

> Heat or eat, the dilemma facing young
mum

As he pulled down the shutters on his New Row premises, others nearby were showing the scars of this
economic downturn: signs saying property to let, or closing down sale.

Empty shops, the victims of a high street crisis created by a triple-whammy of tax increases, interest
rates, and inflation.

Jamie Hill is Coleraine's Business Improvement Manager. His job is to showcase what Coleraine has to
offer potential investors and budding entrepreneurs.

"But there's other issues," Mr Hill says, "there's a staffing crisis, we're struggling to get the right people
into the right jobs in towns, and we've the highest business rates relative to rent of anywhere in the

world.”

> Family's wedding day fears aver EasyJet flight
disruption

> Murder accused told police 'l didn't mean for this to
happen’

Shutters are coming down, in some cases for good. Businesses are struggling to stay afloat under the
weight of spiralling energy costs.

Mary-Anne Blaney runs Daisy-Mae boutique in Coleraine's Kingsgate Street. Her energy costs mean no
heating when it's cold, and no air-conditioning when the sun shines.

"Our energy bills used to be £100 per month but my bill there for March and April was £350. That's more
than treble, and it’s scary.

“We don't even have the heating on anywhere near as much as we would through winter, so to see that
price is just astronomical."

Mary-Anne says customers are reluctant to spend: "The things that would be luxury, people aren't doing it
as much, they're just not coming out and buying.”

David Boyd, the President of Causeway Chamber of Commerce, says high street businesses have to ride
out the starm, but he's appealing for help from our politicians and our local shoppers.

"We've got to be resilient, which retailers have been", said Mr Boyd, "Our members have been very
resilient and we have to continue to be so but we do need help, and the help has to come from Stormont

as well as locally."

At Coleraine town hall a jobs fair was offering some hope, a chance to get a foot on the employment
ladder.

But right now some business peaple believe the cost of living game is offering more snakes than ladders.

Want a quick and expert briefing on the biggest news stories? Listen to our latest podcasts to find out
What You Need To Know.

The impact of Britain's first openly gay rW

footballer in decades
NIANL L AIFTT
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