Development Management Officer Report
Committee Application

Summary

Committee Meeting Date: 18 April 2023

Application ID: LA04/2022/1280/F

Target Date:

Proposal:
Proposed social housing led, mixed tenure

residential development comprising of 52 no.

dwellinghouses and 87 no. apartments with
public open space, children's play park,
landscaping, car parking, associated site
works and infrastructure and access

arrangements from Blackstaff Road (139 no.

units in total).

Location:

Former Kennedy Enterprise Centre (north of
Westwood Shopping Centre), Blackstaff Road,
Belfast BT11 9DT.

Referral Route: Major development

Recommendation: Refusal

Applicant Name and Address: Agent Name and Address:
Johncorp (No.2) Ltd Turley

C/O Rushmere House Hamilton House

Cadogan Park 3 Joy Street

Belfast Belfast

BT9 BT2 8LE

Executive Summary:

This application seeks full planning permission for a proposed social housing led, mixed tenure
residential development comprising of 52 no. dwellinghouses and 87 no. apartments with public
open space, children's play park, landscaping, car parking, associated site works and
infrastructure and access arrangements from Blackstaff Road (139 no. units in total). Further
information is awaited from the applicant on the nature of the proposed tenure mix.

The site comprises land last used for industrial purposes. The site benefits from an extant
permission for retail use (extension to the Westwood Centre). The site is currently vacant and the
majority of former industrial/lemployment buildings have been demolished.

The key issues to be considered in the assessment of this application are:

Design and layout
Housing need

Access, parking and traffic management
Other environmental considerations — Drainage, Contamination, Noise, Impact on
Designated Sites/Natural Heritage Assets

The principle of the proposed residential use at this location

Loss of employment land last used as industrial

Loss of retail land within the designated Westwood District Centre
Compatibility of housing with adjacent uses

The application site is located in an industrial/employment and commercial area. The site is
adjacent to the Westwood Shopping Centre and close to the Kennedy Centre. Surrounding lands




Application ID: LA04/2022/1280/F

in the immediate context are all in non-residential uses. Officers consider that the introduction of
a residential development in this area would not be compatible with the surrounding existing land
uses some of which operate 24/7. Furthermore, many of the existing businesses in the area
operate unrestricted hours/noise levels and in addition would benefit from permitted development
rights to expand or changes within their current Use Class. The development has the potential to
adversely impact on existing businesses should it be approved.

In draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan (dBMAP) (v2004), the site is zoned as a Major Area of
existing Employment/Industry (Ref: BT 011/30). In dBMAP (v2014), the site is designated as part
of the Westwood District Centre (Ref: BT 010/5) following the granting of an extension to the
Westwood Centre in the interim period between the publication of the Draft Plans. Within the
Belfast Urban Area Plan 2001 (BUAP), the site is not zoned and is white-land within the
settlement development limit. Whilst the zoning of the site has changed between the draft plans,
a residential use on the site would not comply with either version of dBMAP.

NI Water has objected to the application on grounds that sufficient waste-water treatment
capacity is not available at present for the proposed development and foul sewage network
capacity issues. NIEA has raised concerns regarding foul sewage arrangements. These issues
are dealt with in detail in the main report.

NIHE confirms that there is a need for affordable housing in the area. This is a material
consideration. However, Officers advise that this housing need is not sufficient to override the
serious concerns about the appropriateness of the site for any form of housing.

The Senior Urban Design Officer raises concerns regarding the suitability of the proposed
residential use at this location, design concerns including the outlook from proposed units,
pedestrian routes through the site, linear parking areas, boundary treatments and articulation of
apartments/houses.

One representation has been received from an adjoining business, raising concerns regarding
safety risk, traffic impact and impact on/of adjoining existing businesses.

The matters raised in the representations are considered in the main report.

Recommendation

Having regard to the development plan, relevant policy context and other material considerations,
including the representation received, the proposed development is considered unacceptable. It
is recommended that full planning permission is refused for the reasons set out in the report.

Delegated authority is sought for the Director of Planning and Building Control to finalise the
wording of reasons for refusal and to deal with any other matters which may arise.
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Selection of Proposed Elevations - House Types
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Proposed Elevations — Apartments
Block A — Blackstaff Road Elevation
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BLOCK A- Rear (Blackstaff Road) Elevation
Scale 1:100
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Block B — Blackstaff Road Elevation
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Block C — Blackstaff Road Elevation
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BLOCK C - Rear Elevation
Scale 1:100

Block D — Blackstaff Road Elevation
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2.0

2.1

Characteristics of the Site and Area

The site comprises a former industrial complex and is located in an existing commercial
and industrial/employment area. The majority of the buildings on the site have been
demolished or are in a state of poor disrepair. The Westwood Centre and associated car
parking abuts the site to the immediate south. Lidl supermarket is located to the
immediate west. There are significant level changes between ground levels/finished floor
levels of the site and the abutting lands/ buildings to the south and west. The Kennedy
Centre is situated to the north/north west. Existing industrial/employment premises are
located to the north and east. Belfast City Council Civic Amenity Site is located opposite
the site on the eastern side of the Blackstaff Road.

3.0

3.1

Description of Proposal

The application proposes a social housing led, mixed tenure residential development
comprising of 52 no. dwellinghouses and 87 no. apartments with public open space,
children's play park, landscaping, car parking, associated site works and infrastructure
and access arrangements from Blackstaff Road (139 no. units in total). However, the
application does not confirm what the tenure mix would be and this information is
awaited. The Design and Access Statement indicates that the scheme will comprise of
social and private houses and apartments but no further breakdown has been provided.
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3.2 The application follows a Pre-Application Discussion (PAD) with officers.
4.0 Planning Assessment of Policy and Other Material Considerations
4.1 Policy Context
Regional Planning Policy
o Regional Development Strategy 2035 (RDS)
e Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS)
¢ Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS 3) — Access, Parking and Movement
¢ Planning Policy Statement 4 (PPS 4) — Planning and Economic Development
e Planning Policy Statement 7 (PPS 7) — Quality Residential Environments
e Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS 8) — Open Space, Sport and Outdoor
Recreation
¢ Planning Policy Statement 12 (PPS 12) — Housing in Settlements
e Planning Policy Statement 13 (PPS 13) — Transportation and Landuse
¢ Planning Policy Statement 15 (PPS 15) — Flood Risk
Local Planning Policy Context
o Belfast Urban Area Plan (2001) BUAP
o Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (v2004)
¢ Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (v2014)
¢ Belfast Local Development Plan Draft Plan Strategy 2035
Other Material Considerations
e Developer Contribution Framework
e Creating Places
o Belfast Agenda
4.2 Relevant Planning History

On the site:-

LA04/2020/0975/PAN - Proposed residential development with associated car parking
and access, Lands to south and west of Blackstaff Road (north of Westwood Shopping
Centre, Belfast. PAN acceptable 16.06.20.

LA04/2020/0700/PAD - Proposed mixed tenure social and affordable residential
development, Lands to the south and west of Blackstaff Road (north of Westwood
Shopping Centre),

Belfast.

LA04/2018/0968/F - Application under Section 54 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland)
2011 in respect to planning permission LA04/2017/1399/F for the variation of conditions
2, 3 and 4 to allow for the reallocation of approved convenience and comparison
floorspace between Unit 11 and Unit H, Westwood Shopping Centre, Kennedy Way,
Belfast, BT11 9BQ. Permission granted 07.08.2018

Z/2011/1494/F - Proposed extension and alterations to existing Westwood Centre to
provide new car parking, new retail and ancillary storage incorporating a 35,000 ft sq food
store, Westwood Shopping Centre, Kennedy Way, Belfast, BT11 9BQ. Permission
granted 29.11.2012
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4.3

43.1

4.3.2

Z/2004/2742/F - Proposed extension to existing Westwood Shopping Centre to provide
new retail and storage units incorporating a 35,000 sq.ft foodstore along with additional
carparking, Westwood Shopping Centre, Kennedy Way, Belfast. BT11 9BQ. Permission
granted 03.12.2008.

Adjacent to the site:-

LA04/2022/1280/F - Partial redevelopment of former Kennedy Way Waste Water
Treatment Works to include the development of new Mechanical & Electrical (M&E)
workshops, storage, changing facilities and ancillary offices (development to include
three new buildings 1) the main hub building; 2) a store to hold an alternative bottled
water supply; and 3) a generator store), access improvements, parking, service yards,
storage areas, contractors compound, boundary fencing, cesspool, solar PV panels and
landscaping, Former NI Water Ltd Sewage Treatment Works Blackstaff Road Belfast
BT11 9DT. Decision pending. This application is due to be considered at the April 2023
Planning Committee.

Consultations

Statutory Consultations

Responses from statutory consultees are summarised below. Further detail concerning
their feedback is provided in the main assessment section of the report, where
appropriate.

DFI Roads — Objection but further information received and being considered.
DFI Rivers Agency — No objection subject to a condition.
NI Water — Objection

DAERA NIEA — Water Management Unit - potential to adversely affect the surface water
environment, Regulation Unit — No objections subject to conditions, Natural Environment
Division — No objection

Non-Statutory Consultations

Responses from non-statutory consultees are summarised below. Further detail
concerning their feedback is provided in the main assessment section of the report,
where appropriate.

BCC Environmental Health — Whilst not providing an objection, they raise concerns
regarding noise impacts associated with existing adjacent commercial and
industrial/employment uses and potential future conflicts that may evolve under permitted
development rights.

BCC Economic Development Unit - Employability and skills related Developer
Contributions Section 76 clauses should be applied during the construction phase of the
development.

BCC Urban Design Officer — Whilst not providing an objection, raises concerns
regarding the suitability of residential development at this location and design concerns
including outlook from proposed units, pedestrian routes through the site, linear parking
areas, boundary treatments, articulation of apartments/houses.

BCC Waste Management Team — No objections.

NIHE — Should the Council be minded to approve a residential development on the site
and it is satisfied that a high quality attractive environment for households to live and
work can be achieved, the Housing Executive would seek to impose the affordable
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4.4

4.4.1

4.4.2

housing in the emerging Draft Plan Strategy and ensure at least 20% of any housing
proposals were affordable.

Crown Estates — No objection.

SES - Project would not have an adverse effect on the integrity of any European site
either alone or in combination with other plans or projects.

NIE — No objection.

BCC Plans and Policy Team — No objection — advises that prevailing regional policy
applies including SPPS and PPS 4. Consideration should be given to the implications of
introducing a residential use to this location and the long-term viability of the overall
employment zoning.

BCC Landscape Planning and Development Team — No objection.

BCC Tree Officer — Recommends further tree and landscaping and suitable tree planting
species.

PSNI — Notable concern highlighted regarding pedestrian linkages to the surrounding
area and the informal alleyway to the Kennedy Centre. General advice provided on
designing out crime.

Representations

The application has been advertised and neighbours notified. One third-party objection
has been received and raises the following issues:

o Safety risk
o Housing families and young children on a busy industrial estate.
o HGV traffic transiting adjacent (high frequency & 24 hours per day).
o Inthe past there have been serious pedestrian/vehicle collisions at the
bend where this housing estate is planned to be located. A previous
employee was seriously injured with a broken pelvis.

o Currently only one way in and out of the industrial estate.

o Intensification of existing access which is extremely congested and has
had numerous road traffic accidents in the past.

o The number of parking spaces for the planned development looks
insufficient. This would lead to parking on the Blackstaff Road where
HGVs are meeting frequently. Further congestion.

o Traffic is already an issue leaving the estate and traffic lights / roundabout
would be essential.

o U-Store construction is nearing completion and would add to already
heavily congested road.

o Would need another separate entrance/exit if this was to go ahead.

e Environment

o Several industrial sites located within the industrial estate.

o Noise issues/complaints from new residents. We operate 24 hours per
day, 7 days per week and have waste extraction and compactors on our
site that may disturb residents during the night.

o Air quality/smell/pest complaints (e.g. Recycling centre, sewage treatment
works, Keenan Seafoods and North Down Group).

The matters raised in the representation are considered in the report.
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5.0

5.1

52

521

522

5.2.3

524

525

5.2.6

PLANNING ASSESSMENT
Key Issues
The key issues to be considered in the assessment of this application are:

The principle of the proposed residential use at this location

Loss of employment land last used as industrial

Loss of retail land within the designated Westwood District Centre

Compatibility of housing with adjacent uses

Design and layout

Housing need

Access, parking and traffic management

Other environmental considerations — Drainage, Contamination, Noise, Impact on
Designated Sites/Natural Heritage Assets

Development Plan Context

Section 6(4) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 states that in making any
determinations under the Act, regard is to be had to the local development plan, and the
determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise.

The adoption of the Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan (BMAP) in 2014 was declared
unlawful as a result of a judgement in the court of appeal delivered on 18 May 2017. This
means that the Belfast Urban Area Plan 2001 (BUAP) provides the statutory plan context
for the area.

Both versions of dBMAP 2015 (v2004 and v2014) are material considerations. Draft
BMAP 2015 (dBMAP 2014), in its most recent, post-examination form remains is
considered to have significant weight. It was at the most advanced stage possible prior to
adoption. However, in assessing this application regard is also had to the provisions of
draft BMAP which was published in 2004 (dBMAP 2004).

Belfast Urban Area Plan 2001 (BUAP)

The site is located on un-zoned white-land within the development limits of Belfast. BUAP
states that the Westwood Centre offers a major opportunity for enhancing shopping
provision in the west of the city.

Draft BMAP (2004 and 2014) designations

In dBMAP (v2004) the site is within settlement development limit and zoned as a Major
Area of existing Employment/Industry (Ref: BT 011/30). In dBMAP (v2014) the site is also
within the settlement development limit and designated as part of the Westwood District
Centre (Ref: BT 010/5).

The Belfast Local Development Plan Draft Plan Strategy 2035 will guide future planning
application decision making to support the sustainable spatial growth of the city up to
2035. The draft Plan Strategy has been subject to examination by the Planning Appeals
Commission and the Council has been provided with a copy of their Report, together with
a Direction from the Department for Infrastructure in relation to additional required steps
before it can be adopted. Paragraph 1.10 of the Strategic Planning Policy Statement
(SPPS) states that a transitional period will operate until such times as a Council’s Plan
Strategy has been adopted. Accordingly, whilst the Draft Plan Strategy is now a material

Page 12 of 39




Application ID: LA04/2022/1280/F

5.3

53.1

5.3.2

5.3.3

5.3.4

54

541

5.4.2

543

consideration it has limited weight until it is adopted and during this transitional period
existing policies will be applied including the SPPS and relevant PPSs.

Principle of the proposed residential use at this location

Policy SFG2 of the RDS seeks to grow the population of the City of Belfast. Policy SFG3
of the RDS seeks to enhance the role of Belfast City Centre as the regional capital and
focus of administration, commerce, specialised services and cultural amenities.

The SPPS sets out five core planning principles of the planning system, including
improving health and well-being, supporting sustainable economic growth, creating and
enhancing shared space, and supporting good design and place making. The SPPS
states at paragraph 1.13 (page 7) that a number of policy statements, including PPS3,
PPS4 and PPS7 remain applicable under ‘transitional arrangements.

Paragraphs 4.11 and 4.12 require the safeguarding of residential and work environs and
the protection of amenity. Paragraphs 4.13-17 highlight the importance of creating shared
space, paragraphs 4.18-22 details that sustainable economic growth will be supported.
whilst paragraphs 4.23-27 stress the importance of good design.

The proposed residential development is proposed to be located on land last used for
economic development purposes and therefore falls to be assessed under Policy PED 7
and PED 8 of PPS 4 — Planning and Economic Development. The assessment is set out
in detail below. The proposal is also required to be assessed under retail policy set out in
the SPPS and the residential proposal is assessed in accordance with relevant policy set
out in the SPPS and Policy QD 1 of PPS 7 — Quality Residential Developments. The area
within which the residential development is proposed to be located is an existing
commercial and industrial/employment area and it is considered that the principle of
residential development at this location would be incompatible with the surrounding
context and would be unacceptable due to the potential conflict that could arise with
existing adjacent commercial and industrial businesses. The assessment of Policy is set
out below.

Policy Considerations

In dBMAP (v 2014) the site is zoned as a Major Area of existing Employment/Industry.
Policy PED 7 - of PPS 4 states that in respect of ‘Zoned’ land that ‘Development that
would result in the loss of land or buildings zoned for economic development use in a
development plan (either existing areas or new allocations) to other uses will not be
permitted, unless the zoned land has been substantially developed for alternative uses.

In this case planning permission was granted for an extension to the Westwood Centre
(2/2011/1494/F) on 29 November 2012. A previous permission (Z/2004/2742/F) for a
similar development was approved on 03 December 2008. Planning approval
Z/2011/1494/F has been enacted and although no development has been carried out on
the application site the permission remains live.

Under the BUAP the site is un-zoned and therefore Policy PED 7 would apply insofar as
it relates to un-zoned land. Policy PED 7 states that in respect of ‘Un-zoned’ land that ‘On
un-zoned land a development proposal that would result in the loss of an existing Class
B2, B3 or B4 use, or land last used for these purposes, to other uses will only be
permitted where it is demonstrated’ that the proposal complies with a number of criteria
which are set out and considered below. The site was last used for economic
development uses.
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544

545

5.4.6

54.7

5.4.8

The proposal is assessed below against the criteria set out in Policy PED 7.

¢ redevelopment for a Class B1 business use or other suitable employment use
would make a significant contribution to the local economy; Not applicable the
proposed development is for a residential use.

o the proposal is a specific mixed-use regeneration initiative which contains a
significant element of economic development use and may also include residential
or community use, and which will bring substantial community benefits that
outweigh the loss of land for economic development use; The proposal is not for a
mixed use and does not contain an element of economic development.

e the proposal is for the development of a compatible sui generis employment use
of a scale, nature and form appropriate to the location; The proposed
development does not include any employment use.

¢ the present use has a significant adverse impact on the character or amenities of
the surrounding area; The present use of the site is currently vacant land which is
capable of redevelopment.

¢ the site is unsuitable for modern industrial, storage or distribution purposes; There
iS no evidence to suggest that the site could not be redeveloped for modern
industrial, storage or distribution purposes.

¢ an alternative use would secure the long-term future of a building or buildings of
architectural or historical interest or importance, whether statutorily listed or not;
There are no buildings of heritage value located on the site.

o there is a firm proposal to replicate existing economic benefits on an alternative
site in the vicinity. There is no associated proposals to replicate economic benefits
on an alternative site in the vicinity.

The proposal does not meet the criteria set out in Policy PED 7. Notwithstanding, officers
consider that greater weight should be attached to the more recent zoning as a
designated District Centre given the advanced stage that dBMAP (v2014) had reached,
as well as the planning permission for extension of the Westwood Centre, which remains
extant (Z/2011/1494/F).

Policy PED 8 of PPS 4 states that ‘A proposal for development in the vicinity of an
existing or approved economic development use that would be incompatible with this use
or that would prejudice its future operation will be refused.’ The amplification text sets out
a number of examples of where these circumstances could potentially arise and states
that ‘new development, such as housing, could prejudice the continued existence of a
particular economic development use.’

The amplification text further states that ‘The requirements of non-planning legislation, for
example those relating to public health and environmental pollution, may result in costly
new requirements and restrictions being imposed on such businesses as a consequence
of new neighbouring development. In such circumstances, the Department may refuse
planning permission for new development in order to avoid jeopardising employment in
the existing enterprise.’

It is the view of officers that the introduction of a residential use in this commercial and
industrial/employment area would be incompatible with surrounding land uses which do
not have restrictions regarding hours of opening/operation, delivery times and noise
levels. Furthermore, such businesses would benefit from permitted development rights
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5.4.9

5.4.10

5.5

551

5.5.2

5.6

5.6.1

which could allow them to lawfully expand their operations without requiring planning
permission or move within the Use Classes Order.

The objection received from a neighbouring business (Huhtamaki) advises that it
operates 24/7 and that its waste extraction and compactors operate at night. The
objection also states that HGV traffic pass through adjacent on a high frequency basis
and 24 hours per day and have raised concerns regarding noise issues/complaints
arising from new residents. Officers consider that the issues set out in the objection
provides evidence that the proposed development would be incompatible with its
immediate surrounding context.

The objection also raises concerns regarding air quality/small and pest complaints as a
result if existing operators in the area. The proposal is considered to be incompatible with
the existing surrounding context and fails to satisfy Policy PED 8 of PPS 4.
Environmental Health has considered the Noise Impact Assessment and subsequent
Addendums that have been submitted in support of the application and raise concerns
regarding the potential risk due to the complexity of the location and future impacts that
may reasonably be expected to occur given the predominantly commercial nature of the
area

Loss of Land Designated as a District Centre

The SPPS states that ‘Planning Authorities should retain and consolidate existing district
and local centres as a focus for local everyday shopping’. The site is designated in the
most recent development plan i.e. dBMAP (v2014) as part of the Westwood District
Centre. The plan is silent on a residential use within this designation. District centres are
essentially zoned as retail / commercial spaces within the city and the BUAP recognises
that the Westwood Centre offers a major opportunity for enhancing shopping provision in
the west of the city. The proposed use would limit potential further expansion of the retail
function of the Westwood District Centre and could lead to additional retail development
being relocated to less appropriate locations. As such, it is considered that the principle
of housing at this location is unacceptable. The proposal is contrary to the designation in
dBMAP (v2014) which designates the site as a District Centre and paragraph 6.276 of
the SPPS, as it fails to retain and consolidate this existing district centre as a focus for
local everyday shopping and it has the potential to undermine the function of the district
centre. Refusal is also recommended on this basis.

Whilst the development plan context has changed from employment/industry zoning to a
designated district centre in draft BMAP versions, this does not justify the proposed
residential use on the site.

Compatibility of housing with adjacent uses

Environmental Health notes that the proposed housing is in a predominantly brownfield
commercial/industrial area and is surrounded to the east and north by a busy road
frequented by HGVs servicing the various commercial businesses in the area. The
commercial premises nearby include: two supermarkets with service delivery yards
immediately neighbouring the site, a refrigerator trailer park, a Council waste recycling
site, a 24hr printing/packaging business, a wholesale distributor of fresh food produce,
and a fish products premises. The neighbouring businesses have unrestricted
operational times for access/activities. At least four of the neighbouring businesses
currently operate at night as well as during the day. There are no restrictions in terms of
noise levels that apply to these existing uses and as such the introduction of a sensitive
use such as residential has the potential to adversely impact on existing businesses.
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5.6.2

5.6.3

5.6.4

5.6.5

5.6.6

5.6.7

Environmental Health advises that the decision regarding the suitability of the site for
residential end use should consider the risk of potential conflict in future with the existing
other commercial uses/activities in terms of potential impacts that may evolve under
permitted development rights and how any complaints associated with these would be
effectively investigated and indeed resolved. An objection from an adjacent business
raises concerns regarding potential noise complaints arising from new residents.

The Environmental Health response advises that the Noise Impact Assessments
‘revealed high road traffic noise impacting some areas of the site closest to the Blackstaff
Rd and low frequency noise activity impacting other areas of the site at night. It was
advised by RSK [applicant’s consultant] that the source of the low frequency noise was
most likely from refrigerated vehicles in the area. There are also humerous pieces of
plant and equipment mounted at rooftop and rear walls of neighbouring commercial
premises which were identified as needing further consideration. RSK subsequently
provided further information and assessment of plant and equipment impact using
predictive noise modelling inputting noise measurements and/or data for the plant and
equipment identified close to the development. The modelled predictions of plant noise at
two of the worst-case receptor locations across the site was then used by RSK within
detailed fagade calculations to determine a sound reduction specification for windows
and alternative means of ventilation and to demonstrate that internal noise levels within
habitable rooms could be achieved against specific assessment criteria.’

The Environmental Health response further advises that ‘Noise associated with lower
frequencies can be particularly problematic to mitigate. The applicant’s noise consultants
have provided information on examples of glazing configurations which Environmental
Health, whilst cautious regarding the methodology employed, consider that it may be
possible to provide a window with the necessary sound reduction performance identified
in the Noise Impact Assessment.

However, Environmental Health has raised concerns about the calculations submitted by
the noise consultants which applied a relaxation of the low frequency noise ‘Where there
is a complex site location surrounded by many different types of noise sources such as
road traffic and various commercial activities, the potential for and hence the significance
of any uncertainty increases. For that reason, it was not considered appropriate to apply
this relaxation of the noise impact.’ This uncertainty raises serious concerns for planning
officers as to whether appropriate measures can mitigate against the high noise levels
likely to occur on the site/surrounding area.

The applicant’s Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) identifies two of the key noise sources
as plant noise from a vent on the gable wall of ASDA and predicted refrigerated trailer
noise associated with a potential worst-case scenario of 35 refrigerated HGVs located at
the AGRO Merchant lorry park at Blackstaff Road immediately to the north of the site.
The Environmental Health response advises that the NIA predicts a noise level which is
significantly higher than the upper noise threshold limit within private amenity areas
suggested in the WHO 1999 Community Guidelines on Noise as the level whereby there
the potential for onset of serious annoyance.

The applicant’s noise consultants have presented confirmation by email that the applicant
has agreement, in principle from ASDA, to allow the applicant/developer to fit an in-line
duct attenuator to this fan to significantly reduce the noise impact on the nearest
proposed rear gardens. This would require works beyond the site boundary and could not
be included as a condition. Officers note that no formal confirmation of agreement with
ASDA/Westwood Centre to carry out such works has been forthcoming and that this
mitigation measure would need to be secured by a Section 76 planning agreement.
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5.6.8

5.6.9

5.6.10

5.6.11

5.6.12

Officers have advised that the lorry park does not benefit from planning permission and
Environmental Health response states that the NIA suggests that the low frequency noise
impacting the site may be strongly associated with the operation of these trailers.
However, it should be noted that the night-time noise measurement survey was
unattended and did not definitively identify this site as the main and only source of low
frequency noise activity. Other businesses operating nearby such as North Down group
involve the loading and dispatch of refrigerated delivery trucks which commence
operations as early as 4am and use the Blackstaff Rd access route in and out. In
addition, Keenans Seafoods, also located along Blackstaff Road to the west and north of
the site, require access by refrigerated vans/trucks at various times of the day including
night-time. It would therefore be inappropriate to interpret that the absence of activities at
the AGRO Merchant lorry park site would necessarily make a significant reduction to
noise impacting the site. The NIA would have to be reviewed/revised to consider the
extant approved use of that site as a waste facility and consider activity noise from North
Down and Keenan Seafoods which the latest plant and equipment noise modelling
assessment did not include (accepted by Environmental Health on the basis that a worst
case had been factored in for the AGRO site).

With regard to the proposed amenity areas, the NIA states that noise in most external
amenity areas will not exceed the 50-55 dBLaeq tideal range. However, Environmental
Health stresses that the guidance does not refer to this is an “ideal range”, but lower and
upper limits. Environmental Health advises that these limits at which the WHO has
suggested have the potential to result in onset of annoyance (50dBLaeq) and potential for
onset of serious annoyance (55dBLaeg).

Environmental Health advises that the applicant’s predicted noise levels for the
communal area of Block A next to the ASDA service yard is based on noise from plant
only. Whereas, the impact of road noise should also be taken into account, which were
noted as high as 65dBLaeq. The communal amenity areas to the proposed blocks of
apartments (including roof terrace areas) would be exposed to noise levels more than the
WHO guidelines upper threshold limit of 55dBLaeq. Information remains outstanding in
respect of noise impact from road traffic and plant on the terrace areas.

Environmental Health refers to the guidance which states that ‘the acoustic environment
of external amenity areas that are an intrinsic part of the overall design should always be
assessed and noise levels should ideally not be above the range 50-55dBLaeq,16hr.’
Development should be designed to achieve the lowest practicable noise levels in these
external amenity spaces but should not be prohibited. In this case, the amenity areas are
considered an intrinsic part of the overall scheme and necessary to provide a quality
residential environment and planning officers consider that the proposal has failed to
demonstrate that the noise impact on amenity areas across the development is
satisfactory.

In conclusion, Environmental Health advises that the development location has been
considered in terms of noise impact associated with existing neighbouring uses and
activities operating during the day and over the assessment period. Environmental Health
highlights that there is potential for other noise sources to impact on the proposed
development that either were not or cannot be captured during the noise measurement
survey. For example, there could be seasonal operational variations at other
neighbouring sites as well as logistical variations on different days of the week) and
potential for other noisy activities at some point in the future to commence at
neighbouring sites through permitted development rights available to those neighbouring
commercial/light industrial uses. The surrounding business premises would also be able
to change activities in accordance with the Use Classes Order.
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Environmental Health is of the view that although the noise assessment has
demonstrated that facades may mitigate against existing noise as measured and
modelled on site, the location still presents a potential risk in terms of its complex location
and future impacts that may reasonably be expected to occur given the predominantly
commercial nature of the area. Whilst Environmental Health has provided draft
conditions, these are on a without prejudice basis. They indicate that these are numerous
and onerous which in itself demonstrates the complexities involved in deciding to develop
this site for residential end use among an established commercial/ industrial area with
numerous existing and potential future noise sources.

Officers conclude that the proposed housing is incompatible with its commercial
surroundings. The site is not considered suitable for housing and the proposal is contrary
to paragraphs 4.11, 4.25-27 and 4.34 of the Strategic Planning Policy Statement, Policy
PED 8 of Planning Policy Statement 4, and criteria (a) and (h) of Policy QD 1 of Planning
Policy Statement 7 — Quality Residential Environments. Refusal is recommended on this
basis.

Design and Layout
The proposal has been assessed against the SPPS and Policy QD1 of PPS 7 as follows.

Policy QD1 of PPS7 states that ‘Planning permission will only be granted for new
residential development where it is demonstrated that the proposal will create a quality
and sustainable residential environment. The design and layout of residential
development should be based on an overall design concept that draws upon the positive
aspects of the character and appearance of the surrounding area’ Furthermore, ‘Al
proposals for residential development will be expected to conform to all of the following
criteria:’

a) the development respects the surrounding context and is appropriate to the
character and topography of the site in terms of layout, scale, proportions,
massing and appearance of buildings, structures and landscaped and hard
surfaced areas;

The proposal consists of a mix of 139 residential units with a density of 55.6 units per
hectare. The Westwood Shopping Centre and Lidl Supermarket abut the site to the south
and west and their floor levels sit at a much higher level than the application site. Belfast
City Council Civic Amenity Site is located opposite the site to the east. NI Water Former
Waste Water Treatment Works which is the subject of a separate planning application
(LA04/2022/1479/F) is located to the south east. Existing established
industrial/employment sites are located to the north, west and north east and include
Huhtamaki, North Down Group, Keenan Seafoods and Virgin Media along with a number
of other businesses located within Fern Business Park, Holly Business Park and within
the wider Blackstaff industrial estate. The Kennedy Shopping Centre is located to the
west/north west with a service yard accessed via Blackstaff Road. The surrounding area
is characterised by commercial and industrial/employment development some of which
operates 24 hours per day, 7 days a week without controls on hours of operation, delivery
times, noise levels.

There are no residential units in the immediate surrounding context and the nearest
housing is located off Kennedy Way (at Stockman’s Avenue/Drive) 275m to the south of
the site and on Andersonstown Road 112m to the west of the site. Officers consider that,
if approved, residential development at this location would result in the introduction of an
incompatible use within the existing commercial and industrial/lemployment area and
such a development would be out of keeping with the existing character and appearance
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of the surrounding context. The Senior Urban Design Officer considers that the site would
effectively be an island site surrounded by uses that would not be considered
complementary or ‘good neighbours’ to residential use and has expressed serious
reservations about the suitability of this site for residential use given the immediately
surrounding industrial and commercial/retail context and the pressures these competing
uses place on the site. The provision of housing in this industrial and commercial context
would represent poor place-making.

In terms of house types, the development proposes a social led housing scheme
comprising 139 units which comprise of 4 apartment blocks providing 87 apartments, and
52 houses including 46 two storey dwellings, 4 two and a half storey dwellings and 2
single storey dwellings. The Design and Access Statement indicates that the scheme will
comprise of social and private houses and apartments but no further breakdown has
been provided.

Three apartment blocks (Blocks A, B and C) are proposed to be located fronting onto
Blackstaff Road (eastern boundary) and vary in height. The tallest most southerly block
(Block A) is 6 storeys high (18.5m high) reducing to 5 storeys (16.25m high), the middle
block (Block B) is 5 storeys (15.5m) reducing to four storeys (13.2m) and the northern
block (Block C) is 4 storeys (12.5m) reducing to 3 storeys (10.15m) high. The fourth block
located at the north-western portion of the site is similar in design to Block C albeit with a
contrasting predominantly red brick finish as opposed to the buff brick finish on Block C.
Block D is also 4 storeys high (12.5m high) reducing to 3 storeys (10.15m). Block A is
proposed to sit adjacent to the adjoining ASDA store, part of the Westwood District
Centre and the 6 storey element is comparable in height to that of the adjacent Asda
store as illustrated in the contextual elevation below. The scale of apartment Blocks B
and C reduce along Blackstaff Road from 5 storeys to 3 storeys. Adjoining development
to the east, north is generally akin to 2 storeys in height. Taking account of the
surrounding context i.e. predominantly large scale commercial and industrial buildings the
height and scale of apartment blocks and proposed houses is considered acceptable.

ASDA Block A Block B Block C

i

PROPOSED STREET ELEVATIONFF - Scale 1:500 ]_

Contextual Elevation — Blackstaff Road

The 52 houses are proposed to be laid out in a number of terraces some of which front
onto a central communal amenity area. Other terraces are proposed back-to-back with
garden or garden and parking to the rear of the properties. Two detached bungalows are
provided to cater for residents with mobility needs. The design of the proposed dwellings
includes a variety of contemporary house types/apartment blocks and a limited palette of
materials/external finishes which include red and buff facing brick, dark grey cladding
panels, dark coloured PPC aluminium doors and windows (to apartments), grey PVC
windows and doors for houses and concrete roof tiles. The use of a limited palette of
materials across the development would serve to provide a cohesive design approach
and unify the development.

The Urban Design Officer considers that greater depth could be applied to the facades of
the four apartment blocks by way of deeper window/door reveals and the potential for
more vertical and horizontal shifts in the form including the insertion of terraces and
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variation in roof forms to enhance the residential character of these 4 blocks. The
applicant has been provided with the opportunity to address this and in response has
noted the suggestions but no amendments have been proposed. Whilst it is considered
that the suggested improvements would improve the design quality, the design of the
proposed apartments and houses is nevertheless considered acceptable.

The change in levels between the finished floor levels of dwellings numbered 77-83 and
86 (which are located in the south-western part of the site) and the ground level of the
Westwood Centre Car park / rear of Lidl ranges from between c.7.4 m and 8.1m. A new
4m high retaining wall is proposed along the rear boundary of these properties as set out
on Drawing Nos. 4A — Proposed Site Plan and 05 — Proposed Site Plan — Boundary
Treatments (see extract below). The retaining wall will be supported by an existing steep
embankment along part of the site’s western boundary. The embankment continues
further along the site boundary enclosing a triangular portion of the site which is proposed
to be gated. Trees and boundary screen planting are proposed on the existing
embankment. The 4m high retaining wall supported by the existing embankment will be
located within 8 — 11 metres of the rear wall of the aforementioned dwellings and would
result in a poor outlook for prospective occupiers of these properties as illustrated in the
section drawing below. The rear of Lidl Supermarket would sit in close proximity to the
top of the embankment which is marginally lower than the ridge height of dwellings
numbered 77- 83.

Extract from Drawing No. 5 — Proposed Site Plan — Boundary Treatments
(4m high retaining wall coloured yellow)

.

I |
No. 80 Lidl, Andersonstown Road
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Boundary Treatments would vary across the site, however, there is a predominance of
close boarded fences to delineate gardens particularly rear gardens and as a
consequence, concerns arise regarding the resultant visual impact. The Urban Design
and Tree Officers consider that there is further opportunity to include additional planting
particularly in rear gardens to soften what would be large expanses of unbroken and
continuous close boarded fencing particularly within gardens of numbers 93 - 117 in the
northern central part of the site. The Tree Officer also considers there to be too much
close boarded fencing to the rear of units numbered 93 — 117 and has raised concerns
regarding the visual appearance of this fencing which will be viewed through the gaps
between the housing blocks and along the Blackstaff Road to the north. The Tree Officer
considers the proposal for 9 trees within rear gardens (dwellings numbered 70, 72, 74,
75, 76, 77, 82, 86, 87) to be inappropriate and advises that efforts should be made to
secure additional suitable tree planting within private gardens. The applicant was
provided with the opportunity to address the Tree Officer's comments. No amendments
were proposed by the applicant’s team to address this matter.

Boundary treatment along the Blackstaff Road is predominantly a low level brick wall with
metal railings above (1.1m high) which is considered acceptable. Trees are also
proposed along the boundary which will help soften the visual impact of the proposed
development. The Tree Officer considers that it would be appropriate for a mix of trees to
be planted along the Blackstaff Road rather than one variety which he considers is
susceptible to fungal disease and shorter lifespans. Boundary treatment enclosing the
amenity space adjacent to Block A comprises a low red brick wall with a close boarded
acoustic fence above (2.5m high) fronting onto Blackstaff Road and a 2.5m solid timber
fence along the southern boundary of the amenity area along with a 1.8m high hit and
miss fence along the western boundary of the amenity area.

Dwellings numbered 70-76 located along the southern portion of the site would have a
rear outlook onto the side wall of the adjoining Westwood Centre/Asda Supermarket (see
section below). Whilst boundary treatments are proposed and include planting (boundary
screen planting and 5 trees within individual gardens of dwellings numbered 70, 72, 74,
75, 76 on Drawing 04A — Site Layout) and a 2.5m timber close boarded fence the side
wall of ASDA (c.18m high) located 16.6m from the rear of these dwellings would
dominate views from the rear of these properties resulting in a poor outlook for
prospective residents. Given the orientation of the site and the path of the sun it is
considered that the proximity of the Westwood Centre/Asda Supermarket would give rise
to overshadowing of a significant portion of the rear gardens of these properties resulting
in a poor environment for prospective occupants.

Extract from Drawing No. 83 — Site Sections (Section I-I)
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No. 71

The primary view from apartments in Block D which face west would result in prospective
occupants looking westwards into the existing adjacent warehouse building currently
occupied by Virgin Media, the ground level of which sits c. 2.3m above the ground level
and finished floor level of Block D. Four new trees are proposed along part of the
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boundary. Notwithstanding, it is considered that landscaping along part of the boundary
would not mitigate the poor outlook to the adjacent warehouse and commercial buildings
beyond from this viewpoint as illustrated in the section drawing below. The Senior Urban
Design Officer considers that residents of Block D would be subject to close range views
west (c. 21m between Block D and the adjacent warehouse) onto a large two storey
industrial building, yard and telecommunications tower and to the north views would be
directed towards a mix of industrial units complete with large working yards, storage
areas and loading/parking bays. It is noted that the parking of lorries/trailers on a site to
the north, opposite the proposed Block D does not benefit from planning permission and
an enforcement investigation has been opened regarding this issue and is ongoing.

Extract from Drawing No. 82b — Site Sections (Section G-G)
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Views from the apartment Blocks A, B and C looking eastwards would overlook the
Council’s Civic Amenity Site, existing industrial development at Holly Business Park
further east and the former NI Water Waste Water Treatment Works site. Outlook from
the apartments in a north easterly direction will overlook Fern Business Park, the North
Down Group premises, Huhtamaki premises as well as the industrial/employment units
located beyond. Block A is also positioned within metres of the southern boundary of the
site and the NE corner of the immediately adjacent Asda superstore, with its side
elevation overlooking the flat roof of Asda and its roof top equipment. The resultant
impact would provide a poor outlook for prospective occupants resulting in a poor quality
residential environment. This opinion is shared by the Senior Urban Design Officer.

The outlook from houses looking onto the central public open space is welcomed.
However, this does not apply to all units. Parking has been provided in the form of in-
curtilage parking for 42 houses (numbered 70 — 117 excluding nos. 87-92), rear parking
for 10 houses (numbered 87-92 and 118 — 121) and communal parking for the four
apartment blocks (A, B, C and D). In curtilage parking is provided in the main to the front
of the houses with a few located to the side and rear. The resultant impact is that the
outlook from the front of many of the dwellings would be over areas dominated by car
parking with little or no front gardens/open space and minimal landscaping proposed to
soften these areas resulting in a layout which offers a poor quality outlook for prospective
occupants. The Senior Urban Design Officer considers that linear parking to the front of
apartment Block A, B and C would benefit from being broken up further to reduce their
visual dominance. The Tree Officer considers that appropriate proposed planting and
planted boundaries could be used to delineate public and private spaces particularly to
the front of properties highlighted in red on the plan below to achieve a higher quality
streetscape and reduce the visual impact of vehicle parking to the front of dwellings. The
applicant was provided with the opportunity to address the Tree Officer's comments.
However, no amendments were proposed by the applicant’s team to address this matter.
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In summary, it is the view of officers that the proposed residential development within an
existing established commercial and industrial/employment area would be out of
character with the surrounding context. In addition, the proposed poor outlook from
apartments as demonstrated above would result in a poor quality environment for
prospective officers and would fail to satisfy criterion (a) of Policy QD 1 of PPS 7. Refusal
is recommended on this basis.

b) features of the archaeological and built heritage, and landscape features are
identified and, where appropriate, protected and integrated in a suitable manner
into the overall design and layout of the development;

The site does not lie within an area of archaeological potential and there are no
archaeological or built heritage on the site. There are no landscape features on the site
which are worthy of retention and existing trees on site are to be removed.

c) adequate provision is made for public and private open space and landscaped
areas as an integral part of the development. Where appropriate, planted areas or
discrete groups of trees will be required along site boundaries in order to soften
the visual impact of the development and assist in its integration with the
surrounding area;

Policy OS 2 of PPS 8 (Open Space, Sport and Recreation) states that ‘The Department
will only permit proposals for new residential development of 25 or more units, or on sites
of one hectare or more, where public open space is provided as an integral part of the
development’ and that ‘A normal expectation will be at least 10% of the total site area.’
(residential developments of 300 units or more require 15% of the total site area).

The applicant has provided the map below which sets out a breakdown of private
(communal) amenity space (coloured blue) and public amenity space (coloured pink)
within the development which states that public amenity space equates to 13.5% of the
site area. BCC Landscape Planning and Development Team (LPDT) advise that they are
satisfied that the overall provision of proposed amenity open space (13.5% of the total
site area) for a development of this scale and consider it compliant with
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recommendations set out in Policy OS 2 of PPS8 Open Space, Sport and Outdoor
Recreation.

Officers consider that a number of areas which include narrow strips around the car
parking areas associated with Blocks A, B and C do not satisfy the requirements of public
open space and have not been included in the officers’ calculations. Notwithstanding, the
overall provision of public open space equates to 10.7% and the proposal is considered
to satisfy this requirement of Policy OS 2.

Drawing No. 81 — Proposed Site Amenity Areas
RO . S . L@

Policy OS2 further states that ‘For residential development of 100 units or more, or for
development sites of 5 hectares or more, an equipped children’s play area will be
required as an integral part of the development.” The largest public open space area
provided for within the central part of the site includes a communal amenity area and the
provision of an equipped children’s play area which is welcomed by the Tree Officer.
BCC LPDT consider that the proposed open space is integral to the overall design and
layout of the development, especially in the creation of a green, central core and are
supportive of the proposed equipped children’s play area. An equipped children’s play
area is proposed within the communal open space area and therefore this policy
requirement is satisfied.

In terms of private amenity, the proposal makes provision for a range of rear garden sizes
and communal amenity areas at apartments for future residents. Creating Places states
that ‘a variety of different garden sizes should be provided and back garden provision
should therefore be calculated as an average space standard for the development as a
whole, and should be around 70 sq m per house or greater.” Individual gardens in the
houses proposed range from 38 sgm to 171 sqgm. The average amount of amenity
provision per house is 70.96 sgm and therefore meets the recommended standard.

The long-term management of communal open space areas would normally be secured
through the use of a Section 76 Planning Agreement.

Amenity space for the four apartment blocks is provided in the form of communal roof
terraces for each apartment and communal amenity space around the buildings. This is
calculated as an average of 40 sqm per unit for Block A, 18.5 sgm per unit for Block B,
19.5 sgm per unit for Block C and 29.5 sgm per unit for Block D. ‘Creating Places’
recommends that communal open space ‘should range from a minimum of 10 sq m per
unit to around 30 sq m per unit’. The proposed level of amenity space per apartment are

Page 24 of 39




Application ID: LA04/2022/1280/F

5.7.25

5.7.26

5.7.27

5.7.28

5.7.29

5.7.30

5.7.31

5.7.32

within or exceed the recommended ranges and are considered acceptable. The
apartments would also benefit from the proximity to the central communal area of open
space within the development.

Roof terraces are proposed on all for apartment blocks. Environmental Health response
indicates that it has not been satisfactorily demonstrated that noise levels across the site
would be acceptable.

A landscape plan and associated landscape management plan have been submitted
which proposes planting within the development. LDPT welcome the inclusion of a range
of soft landscaped areas, including tree, shrub, hedge and buffer planting and consider
that landscape proposals will help improve amenity value for residents and enhance local
biodiversity and that the proposed species mix and planting specifications are
acceptable, and are also content with information submitted as part of the Landscape
Management Plan. The Tree Officer considers the proposal for 9 trees within rear
gardens to be inappropriate and advises that efforts should be made to secure additional
suitable tree planting within private gardens.

In reference to Policy QD1 of PPS7 Quality Residential Environments, adequate
provision has also been made for private and public open space with the inclusion of
amenity areas within the development.

The proposal is considered to comply with the recommended standards set out in
Creating Places and Policy OS 2 and complies with Policy QD1 criterion (c).

d) adequate provision is made for necessary local neighbourhood facilities, to be
provided by the developer as an integral part of the development;

The application site is located adjacent to two designated district centres (Westwood and
Kennedy Centres) which provide a range of facilities to cater for the needs of prospective
occupants. Notwithstanding, given the scale of the development no such facilities are
required.

(e) a movement pattern is provided that supports walking and cycling, meets the
needs of people whose mobility is impaired, respects existing public rights of way,
provides adequate and convenient access to public transport and incorporates
traffic calming measures;

There are two proposed vehicular access points to the development site off Blackstaff
Road although these access roads are not connected within the development and no
traffic calming measures have been provided. The applicant has indicated that the
current layout limits the potential for the site to be used as a rat-run. The Senior Urban
Design Officer has raised concerns that the layout primarily caters for the needs of the
private car over the needs of the pedestrian and considers that connecting both internal
streets to provide a more permeable layout across the site and avoid a design approach
that relies on a series of ‘dead-ends’ (four in total) would have been appropriate.

The PSNI response advises that ‘This new development is located within a brown field
site and this could have implications given that this is residential building amongst
commercial space whereby there may be more activity during various hours of the day
and the pedestrian access through the entire development could be a cause for concern.’

No formal pedestrian linkages have been provided to link the site with surrounding
amenities. There is an existing footpath along Blackstaff Road which links to Kennedy
Way and the wider area. There is also an existing informal pedestrian route through to
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the Kennedy Centre car park to the west from Blackstaff Way. This is not controlled by
the applicant whose team advised that this pedestrian route is closed at night-time and is
not relied upon to serve the development. In any event, the use of this link provides
access to the car park of the Kennedy Centre with no direct/dedicated pedestrian link to
the Andersonstown Road or surrounding amenities. Prospective occupants of the
development, including children would be required to walk along the footpath which runs
from the site along Blackstaff Road through the informal link to a car park serving the
Kennedy Centre and would be required to navigate their way through the Kennedy
Centre car park to the Andersonstown Road to access local amenities such as schools
and public transport.

Accessing the bus service along Kennedy Way would potentially require residents to
cross the busy 4 lane carriageway with the existing pedestrian crossing some distance
away (c. 500m) from the junction of Blackstaff Road and Kennedy Way at the junction of
Kennedy Way and the Andersonstown Road.

The PSNI was requested to provide a view on connectivity to the surrounding
developments via the informal link. In response the PSNI advised that ‘The potential
pedestrian linkages to the surrounding area and the alleyway which forms part of this
would carry risk of notable concern.” The PSNI response also states that in respect of
vehicular traffic ‘Local Police suggest that there would be concerns with the infrastructure
in respect of vehicle access via Kennedy Way. This is an extremely busy/congested
junction and the additional 139 units will only increase vehicular footfall in the area.’

Notwithstanding the above concerns raised by the PSNI, DFI Roads has verbally advised
that they have no objections on road safety grounds. However, officers consider that the
proposal fails to provide adequate connectivity to surrounding amenities and no
pedestrian linkages to surrounding amenities are proposed to serve prospective
occupants of the proposed development. It is therefore considered that the proposal fails
to meet criterion (e) of Policy QD 1.

(f) adequate and appropriate provision is made for parking;

The Transport Assessment sets out the parking requirements in accordance with PPS 3
and Creating Places. The total number of spaces required is 253.

Table 3-1: PPS3 Parking Requirements

oo No. of In-curtilage Parking No.. of Spat:'es
Bedrooms Spaces Standards Units Required
2 2 2.25 28 63
Terrace 3 2 2.5 12 30
4 2 2.75 4 11
Detached 2 2 2.75 6 17
3 2 2.75 2 6
Apartments L N/A 1.25 ’/ J
2 15 79 119
Total 138 253

Policy AMP 7 of PPS 3 states that ‘Development proposals will be required to provide
adequate provision for car parking and appropriate servicing arrangements. The precise
amount of car parking will be determined according to the specific characteristics of the
development and its location having regard to the Department’s published standards or
any reduction provided for in an area of parking restraint designated in a development

Page 26 of 39




Application ID: LA04/2022/1280/F

5.7.38

5.7.39

5.7.40

5.7.41

5.7.42

plan. Proposals should not prejudice road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of
traffic’ The policy goes on to set out a number on instances where a reduced level of car
parking may be acceptable which include ‘where, through a Transport Assessment, it
forms part of a package of measures to promote alternative transport modes; or where
the development is in a highly accessible location well served by public transport;’.
Parking is provided in the form of private in curtilage spaces (84) and communal spaces
(86). In total 170 spaces are proposed to serve the development. Cycle parking is
proposed at a number of locations throughout the development including adjacent to
Apartment Blocks A, C and D providing 52 cycle parking spaces.

DFI Roads is expected to be satisfied with the level of car parking proposed and its
arrangement given a commitment from the developer to enact a Travel Plan which sets
out proposals for green travel measures to support the reduced level of parking, namely
the provision of travel cards for the first three years of occupation of each dwelling and
discounted membership of a car club for 3 years. Such measures would normally be
secured through a Section 76 Agreement. The proposed development is considered to
comply with PPS3 and criterion (f) of Policy QD 1.

(9) the design of the development draws upon the best local traditions of form,
materials and detailing;

The built form, predominantly characterised by proposed apartments blocks and rows of
two storey terraced dwellings reflects the character of residential developments found in
the wider area such as along and off the Andersonstown Road. The mix of red brick and
buff brick finish reflects the finishes and materials of established dwellings within the
wider vicinity of the site. The proposed design of the development is considered to
comply criterion (g) of Policy QD 1.

h) the design and layout will not create conflict with adjacent land uses and there
is no unacceptable adverse effect on existing or proposed properties in terms of
overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, noise or other disturbance;

The concerns about the compatibility of the proposed housing with adjacent commercial
uses is addressed in the previous section of the report.

The proposal itself would not give rise to unacceptable overlooking, loss of light,
overshadowing or adverse impacts on adjacent properties (the primary concern being the
adverse impact of adjacent land-uses on the proposed housing). In this regard, the
proposal is compliant with criterion h).

i) the development is designed to deter crime and promote personal safety.

The Planning Statement accompanying the application states that ‘The proposed
development has been designed to Secured by Design standards with the site and
individual properties adequately enclosed and defended by appropriate boundary
treatments. Careful consideration has also been given to the site layout to ensure that
there are no isolated areas of communal open space which are not overlooked and that
could give rise to anti-social behaviour. The dwellings have been arranged to overlook
the areas of open space within the site to allow passive surveillance for the safety and
security of those using the areas. The communal areas will be appropriately and
adequately lit by street-light at night.’

The applicant has indicated that ‘As the development will be developed and managed by
a social housing provider it will be subject to ‘Designing Out Crime’ design review. This
post planning process will help mitigate against antisocial behaviour. The development
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will be registered by ‘Secure by Design’ and evaluated against their criteria. All social
housing projects are required to meet these requirements.’

The PSNI in their response provides advice on designing out crime. The Senior Urban
Design Officer also highlights that such matters require to be considered early in the
design and considers the site somewhat vulnerable given its isolated location in the
middle of a retail/industrial park where the predominant surrounding uses cease
operation in the early evening.

Notwithstanding, comments from the PSNI and the Senior Urban Design Officer it is
considered that on balance the proposed development does not conflict with criterion i) of
Policy QD 1. For the avoidance of doubt this section of the report deals with secure by
design issues in respect of the internal layout of the development. The concerns
regarding the informal link between Blackstaff Road and the Kennedy Centre remain.

Space Standards

Eighty, 2 bed apartments (3 person) and seven, 1 bed (2 person) apartments are
proposed within the apartment blocks and all meet the space standards set out in the
addendum to PPS 7 and the draft LDP. The Planning Statement accompanying the
application states that the ‘development has been designed in its entirety to meet current
requirements of the Housing Association Guide and LifeTime Homes.’

Housing Need

The consultation response from the Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE) advises
that: ‘The wider context of the area reflects this industrial/ commercial designation and
our initial viewed based on wider non-housing land uses in the immediate locality, the
Council should satisfy themselves that any departure from a Major Area of Existing
Employment/Industry use is justified and that any residential development in such a
location would provide a high quality attractive environment for households to live and
work.” The response further states that ‘Should the Council be minded to approve a
residential development on the site and it is satisfied that a high quality attractive
environment for households to live and work can be achieved, the Housing Executive
would seek to impose the affordable housing in the emerging Draft Plan Strategy and
ensure at least 20% of any housing proposals were affordable. Social need in West
Belfast has traditionally been high. A high proportion of public stock is now privately
owned, with tenants utilising the house sales scheme. The development is located within
the Andersonstown Common Landlord Area and part of the Middle West Belfast Housing
Need Area (HNA) where demand for social housing is high. The projected housing needs
assessment for Middle West Belfast over the period 2021-2026 indicates that 889 new
social housing starts are required to address waiting list demand for this catchment area.’

Whilst it is recognised that there is a significant need for social housing in this part of the
city, there are fundamental issues about the suitability of the site for housing, as set out
above. Officers consider that the proposal for social housing is not of itself sufficient to
outweigh the concerns raised regarding the introduction of residential development within
a predominantly commercial and industrial/employment area. Furthermore, the
applicant’s team has advised that discussions are ongoing with a number of Housing
Associations who are aware of the surrounding development and consider the site
appropriate for residential development. Confirmation has not been provided that a
partnership has been established with a Housing Association to develop the site.

The provision of affordable housing, including the final level and mix of social and
intermediate housing, would normally be secured through a Section 76 Agreement where
there is planning justification for it.

Page 28 of 39




Application ID: LA04/2022/1280/F

59

591

5.9.2

5.9.3
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5.9.6

5.10

5.10.1

5.10.2

5.10.3

5.10.4

Traffic, Movement and Parking

The proposal has been assessed against the SPPS and Policies AMP1, AMP 2, AMPS6,
AMP7 and AMP8 of Planning Policy Statement 3 and general principles of Planning
Policy Statement 13.

A total of 170 car parking spaces are proposed to serve the development along with 52
cycle parking spaces. The Transport assessment advises that 253 parking spaces would
be required in accordance with the Parking Standards, but a reduced level of car parking
is provided as various sustainable transport options are available as an alternative to the
private car such as several bus stops, a Glider route and a nearby train station
(Balmoral).

A Travel Plan and Transport Assessment have been submitted in support of the
development. The Travel Plan sets out measures to reduce dependency on travel by car
and promote sustainable travel modes. Green travel measures in the form of a
implementation of a Travel Plan, Residential Travel Pack, 3-year residential Travel Card,
discounted membership of a car club (50%) for a 3 year period car club scheme.

The Transport Assessment sets out an assessment of the traffic impact of the proposed
development which has been considered by DFI Roads.

An objection on behalf of the adjacent existing business Huhtamaki, raised concerns
regarding the traffic impact of the proposal and intensification of the existing access
which is extremely congested and states that there have been numerous road traffic
accidents in the past and the insufficiency of parking spaces. DFI Roads previously
objected to the proposal however further information has been submitted and is being
considered. DFI Road’s latest position on the application will be subject to an update at
the Planning Committee meeting.

Officers consider that the proposal complies with the SPPS, Policies AMP1, AMP 2,
AMP6, AMP7 and AMPS8 of PPS 3 and the general principles of Planning Policy
Statement 13.

Environmental Considerations
Drainage

The application is supported by a Flood Risk Assessment. The proposal has been
considered against policies FLD 1-5 of Revised PPS15. DFI Rivers have raised no
objections under Policies FLD 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 subject to a condition which relates to the
submission of a Final Drainage Assessment.

NI Water has objected to the proposal on the basis that there is insufficient waste water
treatment capacity available to service the proposed development. They have also
advised that the foul sewer network cannot presently serve this development proposal
without significant risk of environmental harm and detrimental impact on existing
properties. Importantly, NI Water makes allowance for existing significant committed
development across the city. Such development, which includes un-implemented
permissions across the city, will not all come forward at once.

In practical terms it is considered unreasonable for the Council to refuse planning
permission for the proposed development on the basis that NI Water’s pre-existing
commitments to connect to significant levels of un-implemented development across the
city. Moreover, NI Water has not provided evidence that the proposed development
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5.10.5

5.10.6

5.11

5.11.1

5.12

5.12.1

5.13

5.13.1

would have a direct and detrimental impact on waste-water infrastructure or environment,
particularly in the context of impacts over and above what has already been committed
across the city.

NI Water confirms that it has a programme for WWTW improvements which will increase
capacity over the coming years. Whilst NI Water advises that it cannot support the
proposal at this time, some additional capacity will be available from July 2023 as a result
of the completion of initial upgrade work, subject to an Impact Assessment. The
development, if approved, would not come forward until after July 2023.

The Tree Officer welcomes the opportunity for Water butts proposed within dwellings and
apartment blocks which will serve to promote SuDS.

Contamination

The application is supported by a Land Contamination Assessment and further
addendums submitted in response to queries raised by Environmental Health.
Environmental Health considers that a Detailed Remediation Strategy would be required
and should address issues around potential vapour risk and identify the properties which
require vapour protection measures. In addition, the remediation strategy would be
required to incorporate a Materials Management Plan and set out how contaminated soils
on the site are proposed to be moved and reused in a manner that would not pose a risk
to end users and mitigation measures relating to the banked area in the western part of
the site and details on the clean capping layer in all landscape areas. Furthermore,
Environmental Health recommends a condition that the banked area located in the west
part of the site is subject to a separate GQRA and that a verification report is submitted
and approved by the Council prior to any occupation. NIEA has no objection to the
proposed development subject to conditions/informatives if permission is granted.
Officers are satisfied that the measures set out in the negative conditions recommended
by Environmental Health and NIEA would, if implemented, not result in any adverse
impact on prospective occupants.

Air Quality

The application is supported by an Air Quality Impact Assessment. An objection raises
concerns regarding air quality complaints arising from potential occupants due to existing
business/operators in the area. Environmental Health has reviewed the assessment and
concludes in regard to traffic impact that estimated road transport emissions, as a result
of the proposed development, are likely to have a ‘negligible’ impact on nitrogen dioxide
and particulate matter concentrations in the local area. With regard to construction phase,
subject to mitigation measures proposed, there would be no significant adverse dust
effects arising from the construction phase of the proposed development. Environmental
Health raises no objection on air quality grounds subject to conditions regarding the use
of centralised combustion sources.

Impact on Protected Sites/Priority Species and Habitats

In accordance with Regulation 43(1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.)
(Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended) Shared Environmental Services (SES) on behalf of
the Council has carried out an appropriate assessment and having considered the
nature, scale, timing, duration and location of the project, SES advises that the
development would not have an adverse effect on the integrity of any European site,
either alone or in combination with other plans or projects. In reaching this conclusion,
SES has assessed the manner in which the project is to be carried out including
mitigation measures. This conclusion is subject to mitigation measures being conditioned
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5.13.2

5.14

5141

5.14.2

5.15

5.15.1

5.15.2

5.15.3

in any approval which require agreement on the method of sewage disposal or granting
of consent to discharge prior to commencement.

The Council, in its role as the competent Authority under the Conservation (Natural
Habitats, etc.) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended), and in accordance
with its duty under Regulation 43, should adopt the HRA report, and conclusions therein,
prepared by Shared Environmental Service, dated 10/10/2022. This found that the project
would not have an adverse effect on the integrity of any European site.

Developer Obligations

Para 5.69 of the SPPS states that ‘Planning authorities can require developers to bear
the costs of work required to facilitate their development proposals.’ Relevant further
guidance is provided by the Council’'s Developer Contribution Framework, adopted in
2020.

Were the application to be found to be acceptable by the Committee, the following
measures would be required to be secured through a Section 76 planning agreement:

e Provision of affordable housing;

o Green Travel Measures in the form of implementation of a Travel Plan, a travel
card for each unit a period of 3 years and 50% subsidised membership of a car
club for each unit for 3 years along with the implementation of a Travel Plan
including a Travel Co-ordinator;

Employability and Skills interventions during the construction phase;

¢ Long term management and maintenance of communal and public open space; a

e Agreement with ASDA to fit an in-line duct attenuator to its gable wall to reduce
the noise impact on the nearest proposed rear gardens.

Pre-Application Community Consultation

In accordance with the requirements of Section 27 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011, the
applicant served a Proposal of Application Notice (PAN) on Belfast City Council on 02
August 2021 (LA04/2021/1830/PAN). Belfast City Council responded confirming that the
PAN and associated approach met the requirements of Section 27 of the Planning Act
and was acceptable subject to additional consultation with the West Belfast Partnership
Board.

A Pre-Application Community Consultation Report has been produced to comply with the
statutory requirement laid out in Section 28 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011.
The purpose of a PACC report is to confirm that pre-application community consultation
has taken place in line with statutory minimum requirements. The report has confirmed
advertising for the public (website) event and that the website event in lieu of the public
event took place in accordance with section 5 of The Planning (Development
Management) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015. The report also confirmed that
information leaflets had been distributed to c. 650 properties in the surrounding area.

The report states that 20 comments were left via the online feedback form. The PACC
report advises that the comments received fell into 4 categories i.e. traffic congestion,
need for social housing, support for local businesses and need for additional schools and
medical facilities.
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5.15.4

5.15.3

The PACC report states that ‘The Applicant has undertaken a comprehensive pre-
application consultation exercise. Throughout this process the Applicant and project team
has sought to directly engage with the general public and elected representatives for the
area. All of the feedback received during the consultation has been fully analysed...The
general concerns and issues that were raised by respondents focused mostly on
concerns around traffic congestion & management, the need of housing (particularly
social housing) along with provision of local services inclusion Schools & Hospitals. The
design team has taken time to carefully consider the feedback and has provided a
response to each of the key areas raised during the consultation feedback process. The
proposals for new homes of the site were welcomed by those who fed back to the team
during the consultation period.’

The Pre-Community Consultation Report submitted satisfactorily demonstrates that the
applicant has complied with the requirements of Sections 27 and 28 of the Planning Act
(NI) 2011 and Section 5 of The Planning (Development Management) Regulations
(Northern Ireland) 2015 and has adhered to Council recommendations during the PAN
process. The PACC report is considered acceptable.

6.0

Summary of Recommendation

6.1

6.2

Having regard to the development plan, relevant policy context and other material
considerations, including the consultation responses and representation received, the
proposed development is considered unacceptable. It is recommended that full planning
permission is refused for the reasons set out in the report.

Delegated authority is sought for the Director of Planning and Building Control to finalise
the wording of reasons for refusal and to deal with any other matters which may arise

Draft Reasons for Refusal:

1.

The proposed development is located within a designated District Centre as identified in the
draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (v2014). The proposal would reduce the land
available within the District Centre to deliver retail and other appropriate commercial uses
and would fail to retain and consolidate the District Centre as a focus for local everyday
shopping. The proposal is contrary to paragraph 6.276 of the SPPS and Designation
BT010/5 — Westwood Centre of the draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (v2014).

The application site is surrounded by existing commercial uses and businesses, many of
which are not subject to restrictions on hours of operation or other controls. The proposed
housing would be a poor-quality living environment for residents who would be subject to
unacceptable noise and environmental impacts, both from within the houses/apartments
and the outdoor amenity space/open space. The application fails to demonstrate that the
noise levels would be satisfactory. The site is not considered suitable for any form of
housing and the proposal is contrary to paragraphs 4.11, 4.25-27 and 4.34 of the Strategic
Planning Policy Statement, Policy PED 8 of Planning Policy Statement 4, and criteria (a)
and (h) of Policy QD 1 of Planning Policy Statement 7 — Quality Residential Environments.

The application site is surrounded by existing commercial uses and businesses, many of
which are not subject to restrictions on hours of operation or other controls. The proposed
development has the potential to adversely affect the operations and viability of existing
surrounding commercial uses and businesses and generally compromise the ability of the
industrial estate to provide employment and economic growth. The proposal is contrary to
paragraphs 4.20 — 4.21 of the Strategic Planning Policy Statement and Policy PED 8 of
Planning Policy Statement 4.
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4. The proposed development would be located on an existing commercial/industrial park,
resulting in poor place making and an unsuitable residential living environment.
Specifically, access to the development would be through an incongruous industrial
estate/commercial park. Secondly, the proposed development would provide a poor quality
residential environment for prospective occupants by reason of poor outlook from Blocks A,
B, C and D onto the existing commercial and industrial/employment area. Thirdly, the
overbearing impact of the retaining wall and embankment onto the dwellings and rear
gardens numbered 77-83 and 86 on Drawing No. 04A — Site Layout. Fourthly, the
overbearing nature of the Westwood Shopping Centre/ASDA on apartments within Block A
and the dwellings and rear gardens numbered 70-76 on Drawing No. 4A — Site Layout. The
proposal is contrary to paragraphs 4.12, 4.25-27 and 4.34 of the Strategic Planning Policy
Statement and criteria (a) and (h) of Policy QD1 of Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 7 —
Quality Residential Environments . and Policy PED 8 of Planning Policy Statement 4, and
unacceptable.

5. The proposal fails to provide adequate connectivity to surrounding amenities and would
result in an isolated housing development within an existing commercial and
industrial/employment area and encourage use of an unsafe informal link to the Kennedy
Centre. The proposal is contrary to paragraphs 4.12 and 4.24-27 of the Strategic Planning
Policy Statement and criteria (e) of Policy QD 1 of Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 7 —
Quiality Residential Environments.

6. The application is not accompanied by a Section 76 planning agreement to secure the
Green Travel Measures (Travel Plan, Travel Cards for each unit for a 3 year period,
Discounted Membership of a Car Club), Employability and Skills interventions, long term
management and maintenance of private communal and public open space areas which
would be required to manage and mitigate the development. The proposal is contrary to
paragraph 5.69 of the SPPS, Policy AMP 7 of Planning Policy Statement 3, Policy OS 2 of
Planning Policy Statement 8 and Chapter 9 of the Developer Contributions Framework.

Notification to Department (if relevant): Not Required

Date of Notification to Department:
Response of Department:

Representations received from Elected Members: None
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ANNEX
Date Valid 14th July 2022
Date First Advertised 5th August 2022

Date Last Advertised

Details of Neighbour Notification (all addresses)

The Owner/Occupier, 1 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, 1,6a ,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, 10 Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial
Estate,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, 11 Blackstaff Road,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, 14 Andersonstown Road,Andersonstown,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AJ
The Owner/Occupier, 14a ,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, 16a ,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, 19 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, 19a ,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, 1c ,Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast,
Antrim, BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, 2 Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast, Antrim,
BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, 2 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, 3 Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast, Antrim,
BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, 3 Blackstaff Way,Ballymurphy,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9DS

The Owner/Occupier, 3,3 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, 4,4-5 ,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, 45 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, 47 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, 5 Blackstaff Road,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, 5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, 5-8a Dc Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP
The Owner/Occupier, 5a ,Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate,
Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, 6 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, 6,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, 7 Blackstaff Road,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, 9 Blackstaff Road,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Ess,Blackstaff Way,Ballymurphy,Antrim,

The Owner/Occupier, Factory 7,Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Fern Business Enterprise,Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial
Estate,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Holly Business Park,Blackstaff Way, Ballymurphy, Belfast, Antrim,
BT11 9DS

The Owner/Occupier, Kennedy Enterprise Centre,2 Blackstaff Road,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
oDT

Page 34 of 39



Application ID: LA04/2022/1280/F

The Owner/Occupier, NI Water, Sewage Treatment Works,Blackstaff Road, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Office,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, The Managment, Westwood Shopping Centre,Kennedy Way,
Belfast, Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Tyre Depot,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 1,4 Blackstaff Way,Ballymurphy,Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 1,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 1,Westwood Shopping Centre,Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 1-2,Westwood Retail Park,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 10,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 10,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 10,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim, BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 11 ,Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast,
Antrim, BT11 9BL

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 11,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier,

Unit 11,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 11,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim, BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 12,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 12,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 12,Kennedy Enterprise Centre,2 Blackstaff
Road,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 12,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy
Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 13,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 14,2 Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial
Estate,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 14,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 14,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 14,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 15,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 15,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 15,Kennedy Enterprise Centre,2 Blackstaff
Road,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 15a,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ
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The Owner/Occupier, Unit 16,2 Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 16,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 16,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 16/17/18,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way,
Belfast, Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 17,2 Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 17,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 17,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 17-18, Westwood Shopping Centre,Kennedy
Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 18,2 Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 18,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 18,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 18,Kennedy Enterprise Centre,2 Blackstaff Road, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 19,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 19,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 19a,2 Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate,
Belfast, Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 19b,2 Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate,
Belfast, Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 19b,Kennedy Enterprise Centre,2 Blackstaff Road, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 1a,2 Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 1a,Kennedy Enterprise Centre,2 Blackstaff Road, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 2,3 Blackstaff Way,Ballymurphy,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9DT
The Owner/Occupier, Unit 2,4 Blackstaff Way,Ballymurphy,Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 2,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 2,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 2,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 2,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 20,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 20,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 21,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP
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The Owner/Occupier, Unit 21,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 22,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 22,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 22, Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 23,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 23, Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 24,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 24,Kennedy Enterprise Centre,2 Blackstaff Road, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 24, Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 25,Kennedy Enterprise Centre,2 Blackstaff Road, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 25,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 26,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 27,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 28, Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 29,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 3 ,Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 3,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 3,Kennedy Enterprise Centre,2 Blackstaff Road, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 3,Westwood Retail Park,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 3,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier,Unit 3,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 35,Kennedy Enterprise Centre,2 Blackstaff Road, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 36,Kennedy Enterprise Centre,2 Blackstaff Road, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 39,2 Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 3a,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 4,48 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP
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The Owner/Occupier, Unit 4,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 4, Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 4, Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 4-5,Westwood Retail Park,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast, Antrim,
BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 4-5,Westwood Retail Park,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast, Antrim,
BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 5 ,Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast,
Antrim, BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 5,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 5,Blackstaff Road,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 5,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 5,Kennedy Enterprise Centre,2 Blackstaff Road, Belfast,
Antrim, BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 5,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 5/6, Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 5a,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 6,2 Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 6,48 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 6,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 6,Westwood Retail Park,51 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,
The Owner/Occupier, Unit 6,Westwood Retail Park,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 6,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 6/7,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 6/7,D C Silencers Complex,Kennedy Way, Belfast, Antrim,
BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 7,2 Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast,
Antrim, BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 7,48 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 7,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 7,D C Silencers Complex,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 7,Westwood Retail Park,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast, Antrim,
BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 7,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim, BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 7,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim, BT11 9BQ
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The Owner/Occupier, Unit 7-8,M1 Business Park,Blackstaff Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
aDsS

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 7b,2 Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way Industrial Estate, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9DT

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 8,48 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 8,5 Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 8,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 8, Westwood Retail Park,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast, Antrim,
BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 8, Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim, BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 8, Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 8a,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 9,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way,Belfast,Antrim,BT11
9AP

The Owner/Occupier, Unit 9,Westwood Shopping Centre,51 Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9BQ

The Owner/Occupier, Units 1,16,17 & 18,D C Enterprise Centre,Kennedy Way, Belfast,
Antrim,BT11 9AP

The Owner/Occupier, West Belfast Enterprise Centre,Blackstaff Road,Kennedy Way
Industrial Estate,Belfast,Antrim,BT11 9DT

Date of Last Neighbour Notification 10th August 2022

Date of EIA Determination 21st July 2022

ES Requested No
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