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LA01/2021/0023/0 adjoining No 37 Dunlade Road

e There are 3 dwellings and 3 buildings making up an existing cluster at this location
see (Figure 1). -

e Theshedoutlined | | has not been included on the submitted plan within the case
officer’s report in sé?{Figure 1)

e Approval B/2012/0021/RM is now built outlined D see (Figure 1)

Figure 1 Aerial view of the proposal site within the existing cluster of buildings.
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To comply with Planning Policy PPS 21 CTY 2a the proposal site must comply with six criteria:

1. The cluster of development lies outside a farm and consist of 4 or more buildings
(excluding ancillary buildings such a garages, outbuildings and open sided structures) of
which 3 are dwellings. .

(Figure 1) clearly shows 3 dwellings outside a farm and 2 buildings.

Images of buildings making up cluster are shown below;

Image 1 new build complete



Image 2 view from new build showing proposal site and other dwellings and building making up cluster all in close proximity.

Image 3 & 4 the buildings included in cluster

Image S view from shed site showing other dwellings and building making up cluster



2. The cluster appears as a visual entity in the local landscape.

There is no mature planting, strong vegetation or significant physical separation distance to
prevent all buildings being read together as a cluster.

The shed is the furthest building away at only 129m this a physically short distance See (Figure
2). Policy does not state that each building that makes up the cluster must adjoin the proposal
site (as confirmed by part 4 of this policy) but be ‘visually distinctive’ together in the local
landscape. When considered from all view-points there is no boundary treatment that prevents
all buildings from being viewed collectively together as a cluster.

Figure 2 shows physical distance between buildings (129m) making up cluster and how the
cluster has visual linkage with the buildings/dwellings {outlined in red) along this part of the
Dunlade Road.

The proposal site rounds off the existing cluster shown sgesee (Figure 2)

Figure 2
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The case officer’s report 8.7 P8, refers to Appeal 2014/A0148, the physical separation distance
in this case was significantly greater than the proposal site at 215m and therefore is not
comparable to this case see (Figure 3). The mature planting that blocks any visual linkages
between cluster buildings referred to by Appeal Commissioner is shown byﬂ(on Figure 3) this
point is also not comparable to this proposal as no such vegetation exists at this cluster. Appeal
proposal site 2



Figure 3 Appeal 2014/A0148 P8 of Case officers report showing significant separation distance of
215m and no visual linkage between cluster buildings.
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3. The cluster is associated with a focal point such as a social/community building/facility, or
is located at cross-roads.
Precedent is a material consideration. In September 2021 this very Planning Committee
applied a flexible approach to policy and approved application LA01/2019/0641/0 Site
adjacent to and west of 34a Dunlade Road, without a focal point but accepted precedent of
approval LA01/2017/7555/0 site between 38 and 40 Ringrash Road, Macosquin, Coleraine
approved in October 2018. No policy changes have occurred since then.
Appeal 2010/A0202 also approved Cty2a application without a focal point, therefore a
similar approach should be taken with this proposal. (See Appendix 1 for relevant section of
Appeal case).

4. The identified site provides a suitable degree of enclosure and is bounded on at ieast two
sides with other development in the cluster.
(Figure 4) shows the proposal site bounded on two sides with other development.

Figure 4




5. Development of the site can be absorbed into the existing cluster through the rounding off
and consolidation and will not significantly alter its existing character, visually intrude into
the open countryside
8.9 p14 of the case officer’s report confirms the site can be absorbed into the existing cluster
and there will a suitable degree of enclosure and the proposal will round off cluster.

6. Development would not adversely impact on residential amenity
8.10 P14 of the case officer’s report confirms a dwelling at this location would not cause
harm to residential amenity.

Conclusion

The proposal site sits within an existing cluster of 3 dwellings and 2 buildings, it is bounded on at
least 2 sides by development, the cluster appears as a visual entity in the locality, precedent has
been set regarding focal point by approval LA01/2019/0641/0 and Appeal 2010/A0202, the proposal
would round off and consolidate the existing cluster and will not cause harm to residential amenity.



Appendix 1 Appeal 2010/A0202
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The third criterion of Policy CTY 2a requires that the clusler is assccisted with a
focal poit such as a scciallcommunily building/facily or is localed ol a cross.
roads. | have no evidenca that what the appeliants refer to as a “right of way” is
a |egally assetad public foolpathivight of way. As such, the junclion to the south
of the appeal sile = nol a cross<oads. There is no socialicommunity
building/faciily curfently in the vicinly of the appaal ste. Thers is meril in the
appeliants’ point Mt the crilerion is nat exclusive in its definitian of 2 fosal peint
and fhat siated examples of =uch is not an exhaustive lisl. Notwilhstanding, the

term Yool poinl’ suggests a single enlity and nol an existing cluster of
development atharaise the third criterion wewld add nothing 1o the paicy in the

ronifid and be extranscus. The appeal decision referred Io by the appallant was
decided in a different policy context (o this proposal and dealt with a resson far
radusal that is nod parinent in this instance.  Cansaguesilly, the proposal doss nol
salisfy this therd critenon af Palicy CTY 2a.

Whilst the proposai fads the third citeron of Poboy CTY 2a of PPS 21, it
comples with the policy's brosd overall intent in that & would round off and
consalidate an exisling dusler of development wilhout changing 1 the arsa's
characier. In this respect, thers are a number of sitesspecific characieristics thal
I find =0 sonpeling as to oubweigh the fact that Lhe duster is ol sssocaled with
a focal point. These are as follows.

=  The =il comprises a mown grassad area with a suburban siyfe ranch fence
maeking s baundary with the public road. Fencing pasts have been areclad
on log of the neaining wall along s boundary with the shared drive and these
are stone pillars on aither sde of the enirance off the drive;

s Itis visualy sssocisbed with the adioining dwellings and has the appearance
of domestic curtitage;

s Given its size and relalionship with adioining dwalings, the site is unsuiled o
agriculbune;

= ltis bounded by residariial development on two of ils thiee sides; and

s Iti= a small gap sibs within an othemise substantial and conBnuasly built-up
frantags that extends for 240m slong this side of Curryfres Road.

As the proposai is not at odds with Ihe spiritl of Palicy CTY 22 of PPS 21 in the
rodnd, il is ane of the fypes of housing developmen that is accegtable in the

e in accordance with Policy CTY 1 thereol.  Accordingly. The
Departmanl's fist and fouwrth reasons for refusal are nol sustained and the
appeaal i allowed.









