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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 
 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1999 
TOWN AND COUNTRY (DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURE) (No2) ORDER 2013  

 
Agenda for a meeting of the Planning Committee, 16th October 2017, 10.00am, in 

the Ground Floor Meeting Room of Murray House, Mount Havelock, Douglas 
 

1. Introduction by the Chairman 
 
2. Apologies for absence 
 
3. Minutes 
To give consideration to the minutes of a meeting of the Planning Committee held on the 2nd 
October 2017. 
 
4. Any matters arising 
 
5. Delegated Decisions 
To note the decisions on those applications determined by the Director of Planning and 
Building Control, Head of Development Management or the Senior Planning Officers by the 
authority delegated to them by the Department under the appropriate legislation, for the 
period 26th September to 9th October 2017. 
 
6. To consider and determine Planning Applications 
Schedule attached as Appendix One. 
 
7. Appeals lodged  
To note any planning appeals lodged between the 26th September to 9th October 2017. 
 
8.     Site Visits 
To agree dates for site visits if necessary. 
 
9.      Any other business 
 
10.     Next meeting of the Planning Committee 
Set for October 30th 2017. 
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Appendix One 
PLANNING COMMITTEE Meeting, 16th October 2017 

Schedule of planning applications 
 
 

Item 1  
Land Adjacent Industrial Estate Ballafletcher 
Road Cronkbourne Douglas Isle Of Man  
 
PA17/00936/B 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Variation of condition 2 of PA 15/00004/B 
for the creation of a leisure/industrial 
development, to extend the period of 
approval for a further 2 years 

 

Item 2  
Cliffside And End Cafe The Promenade Laxey 
Isle Of Man IM4 7DD  
 
PA17/00006/B 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Demolition of existing dwellings, garage 
and outbuildings and erection of four 
dwellings 

 

Item 3  
Land Adjacent To Southern 100 Start 
Castletown By-Pass Castletown Isle Of Man   
 
PA17/00834/B 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Erection of a two storey building to 
provide motorcycling racing facilities 

 

Item 4  
17 And 19 Malew Street Castletown Isle Of 
Man    
 
PA17/00330/B 
Recommendation : Refused 

Additional use and conversion of retail 
units to form two residential units for 
permanent and tourist use 

 

Item 5  
4 Christian Road Douglas Isle Of Man IM1 
2SD   
 
PA17/00558/C 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Additional use of existing office (class 2) 
for education 

 

Item 6  
Kenilworth House The Promenade Port St. 
Mary Isle Of Man IM9 5DB  
 
PA17/00745/B 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Erection of a detached garage within 
existing rear yard 

 

Item 7  
Hazeldene 2 Ballaquinnea Cottages Braaid 
Road Glen Vine Isle Of Man IM4 2AS  
 
PA17/00868/B 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Two storey extension to rear and side of 
dwelling and creation of patio to rear 
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Item 8  
Building To Rear 80 Parliament Street 
Ramsey Isle Of Man   
 
PA17/00873/B 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Conversion and extension of existing store 
/ garage to provide residential living 
accommodation 

 

Item 9  
Former Howstrake Holiday Camp King 
Edward Road Onchan Isle Of Man IM3 2JP  
 
PA17/00910/B 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Variation of condition 2 of PA 15/00636/A 
for the approval in principle for the 
erection of a dwelling, to extend the 
period of approval for a further 2 years 

 

Item 10  
Farm House Ballamoar Farm Ramsey Road 
Laxey Isle Of Man IM4 7PP 
 
PA17/00919/B 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Alterations and extension to provide 
additional living accommodation 

 

Item 11  
10 West Quay Ramsey Isle Of Man IM8 1DW   
 
PA17/00930/B 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Conversion of existing building to a 
distillery, to include lifting and 
replacement of existing roof and 
alterations to the front elevation and 
installation of double doors 

 

Item 12  
Public Conveniences Marathon Terrace 
Queens Promenade Douglas Isle Of Man IM2 
4NH 
 
PA17/00942/B 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Erection of building containing public 
conveniences to replace derelict 
underground toilet facilities 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 16th October 2017 
 

 
 

Item 1   
Proposal : Variation of condition 2 of PA 15/00004/B for the creation of 

a leisure/industrial development, to extend the period of 
approval for a further 2 years 

Site Address : Land Adjacent Industrial Estate 
Ballafletcher Road 
Cronkbourne 
Douglas 
Isle Of Man 

Applicant : EfB (IoM) Ltd/Mr R Chatha 
Application No. : 
Case Officer : 

17/00936/B- click to view 
Miss S E Corlett 

 
RECOMMENDATION: To APPROVE the application 

______________________________________ 
 
Recommended Conditions and Notes for Approval  
C : Conditions for approval 
N : Notes (if any) attached to the conditions 
 
C 1. Approval of the details of design, external appearance of the building(s), internal layout, 
landscaping of the site (herein called 'the reserved matters') shall be obtained from the 
Planning Authority in writing before any development is commenced. 
 
Reason: to comply with the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure)(No2) Order 
2013. 
 
C 2. The application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the Planning 
Authority before the expiration of two years from the date of this permission. 
 
Reason: for the avoidance of doubt. 
 
C 3. The development to which this permission relates shall begin within 4 years of the date 
of this permission of within two years of the final approval of the reserved matters, whichever 
is the latter. 
 
Reason: to comply with Article 14 of the Town and Country Planning(Development 
Procedure)(No 2) Order 2013. 
 
C 4. This approval relates to the creation of a mixed use development providing warehousing, 
officers/retail accommodation and leisure facilities including service road and car parking as 
shown in drawing numbers 1699.01.P01, 1699.01.P02, 1699.01.P03 and 1699.01.P04 date 
stamped 31st August, 2017. 
 
Reason: for the avoidance of doubt. 
 
C 5. The plans and particulars submitted in accordance with Condition 2 above shall include: 
 
1. a Design Statement;  
2. a Green Travel Plan;  
3. details of cycle shelters; and 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=17/00936/B
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4. a detailed Transport Assessment, which should include, but not limited to, both a 
detailed parking and junction assessment. 
 
Reason: for the avoidance of doubt. 
 
C 6. The buildings shall not be used until the vehicular and pedestrian means of access have 
been constructed in accordance with the approved plans, and those means of access shall 
thereafter be kept available at all times for their respective purposes. 
 
Reason: for the avoidance of doubt. 
 
C 7. The buildings shall not be used until the car parking and manoeuvring areas have been 
provided in accordance with the approved plans, and those areas shall thereafter be kept 
available at all times for their respective purposes. 
 
Reason: for the avoidance of doubt. 
 
C 8. The goods to be sold within the trade counter/showroom/retail shop area must be 
restricted to alcohol, soft drinks, tobacco, bar type snacks and confectionery in conjunction 
with the office and warehouse unit associated therewith. 
 
Reason: for the avoidance of doubt. 
 
C 9. The retail unit may not be brought into operation until such time as the warehouse and 
offices associated therewith are in use. 
 
Reason: for the avoidance of doubt. 
 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
It is recommended that the following persons should not be given Interested Person Status as 
they are not considered to have sufficient interest in the subject matter of the application to 
take part in any subsequent proceedings and are not mentioned in Article 6(4): 
 
MyWay, who are not close enough to the site to be considered to be directly affected by the 
development. A company who put forward a similar case, IOM Enterprises, was not afforded 
interested person status in the case of 15/00004/B. 
 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THIS APPLICATION IS REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMITTEE DUE TO THE PLANNING 
HISTORY OF THE SITE  
 
THE SITE  
1.1 The site is a parcel of land which lies to the north of Ballafletcher Road. The site has a 
frontage to the road of 125m and stretches northwards away from the road by between 71m 
and 130m. To the west of the site is land which is part of a sports facility with rugby, cricket 
and football pitches and amenities: to the east is existing industrial/commercial development 
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in the form of Mannin Media's premises (who specialise in printing, signage, advertising and 
web design): to the north are the sports pitches and an HGV testing roadway. 
 
1.2 Access to the site is currently from the existing estate road which serves Mannin Media 
and a number of other premises within the Ballafletcher Industrial Estate. 
 
1.3 The site slopes downward from north to south and upward from east to west. 
 
THE PROPOSAL 
2.1 Proposed is the variation of one of the conditions of an approval in principle for the 
creation of a leisure/industrial development on the site to extend the period within which the 
reserved matters application must be submitted, for a further two years. The applicant 
explains that the additional time is requested in order to provide additional opportunity to 
design the details of the scheme. They comment that whilst approval was granted for an 
extension of time in September, 2015, there was a legal challenge to this decision which was 
not resolved until December, 2016. That approval required that the reserved matters 
application was to be received by 2nd September, 2017. This has provided inadequate time in 
which the fully detailed scheme could be prepared. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
3.1 The application to which this current application refers is 15/00004/A which itself was an 
application to vary the time condition attached to an earlier application, 11/01290/A which 
approved the principle of a mixed use development to provide industrial/warehousing, 
office/retail accommodation and leisure facilities including service road and car parking 
(discharging siting and means of access) on this site. 
 
3.2 11/01290/A proposed the layout of the site to accommodate a pub/restaurant (630 sq. 
m), play barn (300 sq m), office (300 sq m), 12 lane bowling alley (1225 sq m) and 
warehouse (1400 sq m) together with associated parking, access, marshalling area, children's 
play space and landscaping in the form of tree planting within a 7m wide strip parallel and 
alongside Ballafletcher Road. A new access was also to be provided off Ballafletcher Road to 
the leisure and office facilities. 
 
3.3 This was approved by the Planning Committee and an appeal was requested by the 
owner of a nearby property. Braddan Parish Commissioners also objected to the application. 
The appeal was dismissed by the Minister, having been so recommended by the independent 
inspector who noted that whilst part of the site was not designated for development, the 
surrounding area was no longer open, agricultural land and the inclusion of this area would 
have no material impact on safeguarding agricultural land nor the Manx countryside given the 
presence of the sports pitches at a higher level and, beyond them, the hospital. He 
considered that the warehouse element fell within the land use designation which had a 
strong functional link with the office, showroom and trade counter and a significant link with 
the public house, restaurant and motel especially as the motel would serve the company's 
business visitors. Whilst the other leisure uses had little direct functional link with the 
warehouse, it was not difficult to envisage how, taken together, they could reinforce the 
location as an attractive destination and help underpin the business vitality of the whole. He 
referred to the unlikelihood of this development diverting sales from the town centre as sales 
here are envisaged to be in larger bulk and he notes the condition imposed to deal with this. 
He appreciated the benefit of separating traffic serving the leisure elements from that 
associated with the industrial elements and therefore considered that the new access was 
acceptable. He acknowledged draft PPS Planning and the Economy as carrying weight as an 
indication of Ministerial intentions but notes that behind the PPS are real fiscal and economic 
pressures, unprecedented in our lifetime and how the development could have potential for 
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long term job creation and the establishment of a new corporate headquarters, both of which 
gave powerful support to the scheme. 
 
3.4 The application was approved subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. Approval of the details of design, external appearance of the building(s), internal layout, 
landscaping of the site (herein called 'the reserved matters') shall be obtained from the 
Planning Authority in writing before any development is commenced. 
 
2. The application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the Planning 
Authority before the expiration of two years from the date of this permission. 
 
3. The development to which this permission relates shall begin within 4 years of the date of 
this permission of within two years of the final approval of the reserved matters, whichever is 
the latter. 
 
4. This approval relates to the creation of a mixed use development providing warehousing, 
officers/retail accommodation and leisure facilities including service road and car parking as 
shown in drawing numbers 1699.01.P01, 1699.01.P02, 1699.01.P03 and 1699.01.P04 date 
stamped 16 September 2011. 
 
5. The plans and particulars submitted in accordance with Condition 2 above shall include: 
 
1. a Design Statement;  
2. a Green Travel Plan;  
3. details of cycle shelters; and 
4. a detailed Transport Assessment, which should include, but not limited to, both a 
detailed parking and junction assessment. 
 
6. The buildings shall not be used until the vehicular and pedestrian means of access have 
been constructed in accordance with the approved plans, and those means of access shall 
thereafter be kept available at all times for their respective purposes. 
 
7. The buildings shall not be used until the car parking and manoeuvring areas have been 
provided in accordance with the approved plans, and those areas shall thereafter be kept 
available at all times for their respective purposes. 
 
8. The goods to be sold within the trade counter/showroom/retail shop area must be 
restricted to alcohol, soft drinks, tobacco, bar type snacks and confectionery in conjunction 
with the office and warehouse unit associated therewith. 
 
9. The retail unit may not be brought into operation until such time as the warehouse and 
offices associated therewith are in use. 
 
3.4 The reserved matters application was not submitted within the appointed time, rather an 
application to extend the period in which the reserved matters could be submitted, was 
made, 15/00004/B. This was refused by the Planning Committee and taken to appeal by the 
applicant. The inspector considering the appeal recommended that it be allowed and the 
Minister accepted that recommendation on 30th July, 2015. A corrected notice was issued on 
2nd September, 2015 to provide a full list of conditions (one had been omitted in the original 
notice). 
 
3.5 The Inspector did not accept the Planning Committee's view that a recent approval for the 
creation of a wine warehouse, cafe and offices for the same applicant in a more central 
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location in Douglas (14/00836/B) was a material change in circumstances since the original 
decision and that this justified a requirement for the extension of time application to be 
refused as a Retail Impact Assessment was now required to be submitted to justify the 
development previously approved in principle on the application site. She considered that the 
Committee may have jumped to the conclusion that the more central site was to be an 
additional facility, not a stop-gap facility pending the final development of the Ballafletcher 
site. She considered that "entirely reasonable" to have such an interim facility. She also 
commented that the Committee was incorrect to require a Retail Impact Assessment for a 
development whose retail element was "far too small" to justify such a requirement. She 
considered that the Central Douglas Masterplan should be given "only minimal weight" in the 
assessment of that appeal as it refers to vacant sites in Douglas, not edge of town sites such 
as Ballafletcher Road, and was not part of the Development Plan. She concluded that there 
would be no material harm in allowing the appellant an extra 2 years for the submission of an 
application for the Reserved Matters and whilst some of the objectors had considered that the 
original approval should never have been granted, this was outwith the scope of that appeal. 
 
3.6 The Minister reiterated the conditions attached previously, modifying them to replace the 
reference to "the Planning Authority" with "the Department", removing the reference to 
development commencing within 4 years of the date of the approval in principle as this would 
have expired before the approval of the last of the reserved matters (condition 3) and adding 
reasons for every condition. He added in the decision letter, although this is not a condition of 
the approval in itself, that "to assist the Department's consideration of any future Reserved 
Matters application submission in respect to PA 11/01290/A and its impact on Douglas Town 
Centre, the Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture, the Hon R A Ronan MHK, has 
suggested that consideration be given to the submission of an economic assessment 
(including the anticipated benefits/dis-benefits and multiplier/displacement effect of the 
proposed development) as part of the supporting documentation to the application." 
 
3.7 This decision was subject to the submission of a Petition of Doleance to the Courts on the 
basis that firstly, it says that the decisions were unreasonable or irrational because the 
Inspector (on whose report Minister Ronan relied) failed to take into account a relevant fact 
(namely the cumulative impact of the two planning permissions enjoyed by EFB in respect of 
the Ballafletcher site and the Peel Road site) and also took into account an irrelevant factor 
(namely the intention of EFB in respect of the Peel Road site). Moreover, the Claimant says 
that the Inspector, and consequently Minister Ronan, were wrong to place too much reliance 
on a letter in support of EFB from Minister Shimmin (as he then was) and secondly, it says 
that the links between EFB and Chief Minister Bell (as he then was) resulted in special 
treatment for planning applications made by EFB, or that there was a perception of special 
treatment, and it is further alleged that there was apparent bias on the part of Minister 
Ronan, the decision-maker, in respect of the Ballafletcher site extension of time planning 
appeal. 
 
3.8 These grounds both failed and notice was given of this judgement on 9th December, 
2016. 
 
PLANNING POLICY 
4.1 The site lies within an area designated on the Braddan Local Plan of 1991 as 
Predominantly Industrial and partly as "Land Owned By Government (Open Space in 
Agricultural Use)". This is as it was when both of the earlier applications were determined. 
 
4.2 Cabinet Office has commenced the preparation of an Area Plan for the East which will, if 
and when adopted by Tynwald, replace the Area Plan for Laxey and Lonan, the Local Plans 
for Braddan, Douglas and Onchan and the Isle of Man Planning Scheme (Development Plan) 
Order 1982 as it refers to the parishes of Santon and Marown. The plan's preparation is still in 
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its preliminary stages, a Call for Sites having been undertaken and the Cabinet Office's 
response to these suggestions having been published. A draft Area Plan will have to be 
published before the end of May 2018 in order to accord with the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1999. 
 
4.3 The application site has been the subject of a proposal for development for employment 
purposes and Cabinet Office's published response is: the site is brownfield and not situated 
within a conservation area. There are no protected trees on the site or close to the boundary 
and it is judged that the surrounding land uses are compatible with the proposed employment 
use of the land. The site is situated close to both an existing employment area and residential 
area where there are good transport links and community facilities and it is thought that the 
required infrastructure improvements could be easily provided in this area. Overall, the site is 
judged to be a good employment site, improving the appearance of a currently derelict site 
and not harming the quality of the surrounding landscape. 
 
4.4 It can be confusing when planning applications are submitted at a time when a 
development plan or plans are being reconsidered and in some cases, developments can be 
considered premature where they would prejudice the proper consideration of the 
reconsideration process. This tends to be where a development is clearly contrary to the 
emerging advice, particularly where the existing land use designation would not support the 
proposed development either. In this current case, the majority of the land is designated for 
development, two previous applications for an identical development have been approved and 
the emerging advice is that the site is suitable for employment-based development.  
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
5.1 Braddan Parish Commissioners object to the application on the basis that the 
development should already have commenced and the courtesy of extending planning 
approval is rarely extended to other businesses on the Island (13.09.17). 
 
5.2 Highway Services comment "The proposal is to extend the period of approval of an 
approval in principle. There have been no changes in circumstances to warrant refusal of this 
application. Highway Services does not oppose this application subject to the same conditions 
being added as previously" (28.09.17). 
 
5.3 An objection to the application has been received from MyWay, a company based at 
Centre House, Little Switzerland, Douglas who are operators of "a large grocery store in 
Douglas town centre". They reiterate their previous objection to any retail permission on this 
site and they consider it to be contrary to the land zoning on the Braddan Local Plan of 1991 
and Business Policy 5 of the Strategic Plan. They suggest that the Employment Land Review 
of 2015, supplemented in 2017 identify a shortage of land for employment development in 
the east and what is proposed seems at odds with this. They are concerned that the 
documents submitted with the application are 7 years old and interim and proposed 
developments in the leisure market should be considered as impacting on this. They refer 
specifically to a site owned by the applicant on Peel Road which has permission for similar 
warehousing and office uses and suggest that the cumulative effect should be assessed 
before any permission is granted on this potentially valuable piece of industrial and 
technology land where the proposal is to low density employment uses such as warehousing 
and leisure (25.09.17). 
 
ASSESSMENT 
6.1 The most recent application which extended the original approval in principle, remained 
valid until 2nd September, 2017. This current application was submitted prior to that, on 31st 
August, 2017. For the purposes of the consideration of this current application, the provisions 
of the earlier application remain valid. As such, it is important to consider whether there have 
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been any changes in circumstance, policy or other material matters which would justify a 
decision which is different from that taken in respect of 15/00004/B and essentially 
11/01290/A. 
 
6.2 Whilst the Commissioners are concerned that the development should already have been 
commenced (perhaps they mean that the reserved matters details should have been 
submitted as the development cannot commence until they have been determined), this is 
not a valid reason to refuse the application. They also state that other businesses are not 
generally afforded the same courtesy although no evidence is provided to support this 
suggestion. 
 
6.3 Over time, the Department has only once refused an application for the variation of a 
condition which would extend the period of commencement, that being 15/00004/B for this 
site, which was subsequently approved on appeal. It is not clear why the Commissioners 
believe that other businesses are not extended the courtesy of extending their planning 
approvals. The opportunity is with any applicant to apply for such a variation to extend the 
period for commencement and the evidence would suggest that in all cases, this is granted by 
the Department. 
 
6.4 Some of the objections raised by MyWay are the same as those raised earlier and which 
were not accepted by the Minister or indeed in the legal challenge. Reference is made to the 
Employment Land Review which was first published just before the issue of the approval for 
the extension of time (15/00004/B). This identifies a general need for industrial land into the 
foreseeable future and particularly in the east of the Island where demand is highest. The 
statistics provided report that warehousing and distribution is an area which is not only 
expanding in employment but is projected to continue to do so up until 2026 (between 2014-
2016 wholesale distribution increased by 25.9%, second only to e-gaming) with retail 
distribution increasing by 1.4% and catering and entertainment increasing by 20%. In this 
report, the site is referred to specifically with the comments "Current planning application for 
warehouse and entertainment centre. Due to limited land availability for a mixed use 
development of this scale, officers have recommended there is sufficient justification to allow 
the land to be used for an alternative use." 
 
6.5 Simply because one type of industrial use may employ fewer people than another, this 
does not give the greater employment use priority over whether other forms of industrial use 
should be allowed to be developed. It is clear from the earlier applications, and the comments 
in the Employment Land Review, that it has been accepted that this land can be developed 
for the mix of uses proposed, not all of which are industrial and there has been no material 
change in policy or other information which would support a different conclusion now. 
Moreover, the Cabinet Office comments in the Area Plan for the East on this site, report that 
it is  within "an existing employment area and residential area where there are good transport 
links and community facilities" all of which make the proposed development acceptable, being 
accessible and relatively sustainable. 
 
6.6 The applicant has explained that the Peel Road site is currently not being progressed and 
due to other relatively recent changes in the consideration of that development by them (the 
future relocation of the current car showrooms alongside and the potential change in nature 
of the Peel Road area), it is not currently clear whether that development for a wine 
warehouse, cafe and offices, will proceed there. They advise that should the trade 
counter/showroom and retail shop area open, it would transfer to the site at Ballafletcher if 
and when this is available. 
 
CONCLUSION 
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7.1 It is not considered that there have been material changes in policy or circumstances 
which would warrant a decision different to those taken in respect of 11/01290/A and 
15/00004/B and as such the application is supported. 
 
INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
8.1 By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No 2) Order 2013 
(Article 6(4), the following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) The applicant, or if there is one, the applicant's agent; 
(b) The owner and the occupier of any land that is the subject of the application or any 
other person in whose interest the land becomes vested; 
(c) Any Government Department that has made written submissions relating to planning 
considerations with respect to the application that the Department considers material  
(d) Highway Services Division of Department of Infrastructure and  
(e) The local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated. 
 
8.2 The Planning Committee must determine:  
* whether any other comments from Government Departments (other than the Department 
of Infrastructure Highway Services Division) are material; and 
* whether there are other persons to those listed in Article 6(4) who should be given 
Interested Person Status. 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 16th October 2017 
 

 
 

Item 2   
Proposal : Demolition of existing dwellings, garage and outbuildings and 

erection of four dwellings 
Site Address : Cliffside And End Cafe 

The Promenade 
Laxey 
Isle Of Man 
IM4 7DD 

Applicant : Mrs Deborah Forster 
Application No. : 
Case Officer : 

17/00006/B- click to view 
Miss S E Corlett 

 
RECOMMENDATION: To APPROVE the application 

______________________________________ 
 
Recommended Conditions and Notes for Approval  
C : Conditions for approval 
N : Notes (if any) attached to the conditions 
 
C 1. The development hereby approved shall be begun before the expiration of four years 
from the date of this decision notice. 
 
Reason:  To comply with article 14 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) (No2) Order 2013 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning 
approvals. 
 
C 2. Prior to the commencement of any development, including demolition, a scheme to 
address potential danger as a result of landslip, together with a method statement and 
programme of works, shall be prepared by an appropriately qualified engineer and submitted 
to and agreed in writing by the Department. The works shall be carried out in accordance 
with the agreed scheme and none of the dwellings hereby permitted shall be occupied until 
the Department has confirmed in writing that the works have been satisfactorily completed in 
accordance with the agreed scheme. 
 
Reason: to ensure that the development site is appropriate for safe development, during and 
after demolition and construction. 
 
C 3. Notwithstanding the drawings and information provided, prior to the commencement of 
development, details of eaves, windows, external doors and external facing materials shall be 
submitted to and agreed in writing with the Department and the development shall be carried 
out in accordance with the agreed details. 
 
Reason: to ensure that the development has a positive impact on the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area as required by Environment Policy 35. 
 
C 4. Prior to the commencement of any work including demolition, a construction method 
statement must be approved by the Department, setting out how construction vehicles will 
access the site and where they will park, demonstrating that other users of the promenade 
will not be adversely affected or have their safety compromised whilst demolition and building 
works are undertaken on the site. The development must be undertaken in accordance with 
these details. 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=17/00006/B
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Reason: to ensure the safety and amenity of those who live and work in and visit the area 
surrounding the site. 
 
C 5. The garage spaces so marked on the approved drawings must be fully available at all 
times for the parking of vehicles in association with the occupation of the dwellings hereby 
approved and none of the dwellings may be occupied until such times as the corresponding 
garage space(s) and the external parking spaces are available for use in accordance with the 
approved drawings. 
 
Reason: to ensure that the required car parking standards are met in the interests of highway 
safety. 
 
Note. Manx Utilities have recommended that finished floor level is set at 6.2 metres above 
Douglas 02 Datum (i.e. 5.6m plus 600mm for residential properties), however the 
Department acknowledges that the final level will be influenced by the need to achieve 
vehicular access. 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
It is recommended that the following Government Departments should be given Interested 
Person Status on the basis that they have made written submissions relating to planning 
considerations:  
 
Manx Utilities (Flood Risk Management) 
 
It is recommended that the following persons should be given Interested Person Status as 
they are considered to have sufficient interest in the subject matter of the application to take 
part in any subsequent proceedings and are not mentioned in Article 6(4): 
 
The owner of Juicy ShedQuarters, Laxey Promenade who owns property close to the site itself 
and the only access to the site. 
 
It is recommended that the following persons should not be given Interested Person Status as 
they are not considered to have sufficient interest in the subject matter of the application to 
take part in any subsequent proceedings and are not mentioned in Article 6(4): 
 
The owner of 2, Glen View, Laxey who is not sufficiently close to the property to be directly 
affected by the proposal. 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THIS APPLICATION IS REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMITTEE DUE TO THE PLANNING 
HISTORY OF THE SITE  
 
THE SITE  
1.1 The site is a parcel of land at the south western end of Laxey Promenade. The site 
presently accommodates a two storey building which accommodated a former cafe with living 
accommodation above and alongside. The building is of poor form with large, horizontally 
proportioned windows on both floors of the main part of the building and more traditional 
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elements on the north eastern side. The south western end of the building has a shallow 
mono-pitched roof and the building is rendered although most of the paintwork is peeling off. 
 
1.2 No part of the building is occupied or used and most of the windows are boarded up.  
 
1.3 A pedestrian footway runs on the seaward side of the site which is outwith the application 
site. A vehicular access continues from the promenade in single vehicle width form 
(approximately 4m wide) to the application site. Double yellow lines are painted on the 
landward side of this stretch of highway.  
 
1.4 To the rear of the building is a steep cliff at the top of which are properties which front 
onto Old Laxey Hill, particularly Cliff Mount which was the site of a significant land slip some 
years ago, the result of which was that material fell down behind the application buildings. 
There are no signs of recent movement and the slope is covered in ferns and gorse. 
 
1.5 The promenade is characterised by the seafront on the south eastern side, abutted by a 
low concrete wall with a wide pavement. The buildings on the other side are varied in age, 
appearance and style with the cafe and ice cream kiosk forming an important feature visually 
and functionally set in a wide grassed area. Further toward the application site are Glevum - 
an Art Deco style building, Seaview, Curlew Cottage and Wavecrest, all more traditional 
properties, a two storey garage block associated with Wavecrest beyond which is a public 
toilet block with changing cubicles alongside and a single storey chalet building used by 
Creative Juices, a local company preparing juiced drinks and providing dietary and health 
advice. 
 
THE PROPOSAL 
2.1 Proposed is the redevelopment of the site, demolishing the existing buildings and their 
replacement with two buildings, one accommodating one unit of accommodation with integral 
garaging and the second accommodating three residential units each with an integral garage. 
The scheme is the same as that which was approved under 07/01201/B which was not 
implemented (see Planning History) other than the internal parking spaces have been 
widened in response to Highway Services request for the spaces to be 3m wide. 
 
2.2 The buildings are similar to each other - all three storey with a garage door at ground 
floor level and a pedestrian door either alongside or around the corner and the outer two and 
the single unit all finished in stonework. The upper floors are finished in roughcast render and 
have balconies on all with angle topped windows across the three units and the single unit 
having a projecting three storey bay on the elevation facing the sea with its balconies to the 
left with a three-part patio door on the ground floor. 
 
2.3 All roofing will be finished in slate. 
 
2.4 The windows will be aluminium framed units - either wide patio style doors/windows or 
more traditionally proportioned, smaller window which will be subdivided equally into two 
parts, one on top of the other and with both parts opening. 
 
2.5 Car parking will be provided within the garaging - 6m by 6m internal area for unit 1 and 
3m by 5.7m for units 2 and 4 and 3m by 9.6m for unit 3 with a further three spaces available 
within the site between units 1 and 2 and alongside unit 4.  
 
 
 
PLANNING POLICY 
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3.1 The site lies within an area designated on the Laxey and Lonan Area Plan of 2005 as 
Residential - part of the wider residential area which includes the residential properties, toilets 
and changing facilities referred to in paragraph 1.5 above. There is no specific reference to 
the site in the document. 
 
3.2 Most of the site falls within the Conservation Area: a small part which is currently 
undeveloped but one which unit 1 is proposed to be built, is outwith the Area. 
 
3.3 As such, the following Strategic Plan policies are considered relevant: 
 
3.3.1 Strategic Aim: to plan for the efficient and effective provision of services and 
infrastructure and to direct and control development and the use of land to meet the 
community's needs, having particular regard to the principles of sustainability whilst at the 
same time preserving, protecting and improving the quality of the environment, giving 
particular regard to our uniquely Manx natural, wildlife, cultural and built heritage". 
 
3.3.2 Strategic Policy 1 which states: "Development should make the best use of resources 
by: a) optimising the use of previously developed land, redundant buildings, unused and 
under-used land and buildings and re-using scarce, indigenous building materials; b) ensuring 
efficient use of sites, taking into account the needs for access, landscaping, open space and 
amenity standards and c) being located so as to utilise existing and planned infrastructure, 
facilities and services".  
 
3.3.3 Strategic Policy 2: "New development will be located primarily within our existing towns 
and villages, or, where appropriate, in sustainable urban extensions of these towns and 
villages. Development will be permitted in the countryside only in the exceptional 
circumstances identified in paragraph 6.3". 
 
3.3.4 Strategic Policy 3: Proposals for development must ensure that the individual character 
of our towns and villages is protected or enhanced by: 
(a) avoiding coalescence and maintaining adequate physical separation between settlements; 
and 
(b) having regard in the design of new development to the use of local materials and 
character. 
 
3.3.5 Strategic Policy 4; "Proposals for development must: a) protect or enhance the fabric 
and setting of Ancient Monuments, Registered Buildings (1), Conservation Areas (2), buildings 
and structures within National heritage Areas and sites of archaeological interest; b) protect 
or enhance the landscape quality and nature conservation value or urban as well as rural 
areas but especially in respect to development adjacent to Areas of Special Scientific Interest 
and other designations; and c) not cause or lead to unacceptable environmental pollution or 
disturbance". 
 
3.3.6 Strategic Policy 5: New development including individual buildings, should be designed 
so as to make a positive contribution to the environment of the Island. In appropriate cases, 
the Department will require planning applications to be supported by a Design Statement 
which will be required to take account of the Strategic Aim and Policies". 
 
3.3.7 General Policy 2 states: "Development which is in accordance with the land use zoning 
and proposals in the appropriate Area Plan and with other policies of this Strategic Plan will 
normally be permitted, provided that the development: 
 
b) respects the site and surroundings in terms of the siting, layout, scale, form, design and 
landscaping of buildings and the space around them; 
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c) does not affect adversely the character of the surrounding landscape or townscape; 
e) does not affect adversely public views of the sea; 
g) does not affect adversely the amenity of local residents or the character of the locality; 
h) provides satisfactory amenity standards in itself, including where appropriate safe and 
convenient access for all highway users, together with adequate parking, servicing and 
manoeuvring space; 
i) does not have an adverse effect on road safety or traffic flows on the local highways; 
k) does not prejudice the use or development of adjoining land in accordance with the 
appropriate Area Plan; 
l) is not on contaminated land or subject to unreasonable risk of erosion or flooding and 
m) takes account of community and personal safety and security in the design of buildings 
and the spaces around them." 
 
3.3.8 Housing Policy 4: New housing will be located primarily within our existing towns and 
villages, or, where appropriate, in sustainable urban extensions(1) of these towns and villages 
where identified in adopted Area Plans: otherwise new housing will be permitted in the 
countryside only in the following exceptional circumstances: 
 
(a) essential housing for agricultural workers in accordance with Housing Policies 7, 8, 9 and 
10; 
(b) conversion of redundant rural buildings in accordance with Housing Policy 11; and 
(c) the replacement of existing rural dwellings and abandoned dwellings in accordance with 
Housing Policies 12, 13 and 14. 
 
3.3.9: Environment Policy 35: Within Conservation Areas, the Department will permit only 
development which would preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the Area, and 
will ensure that the special features contributing to the character and quality are protected 
against inappropriate development. 
 
3.4 The site does not lie within any published flood risk zone although tidal flooding has 
previously been raised as a concern. Due to the topographical and geographical issues raised 
earlier, the following policies are also considered relevant: 
 
3.4.1 Environment Policy 11: Environment Policy 11: Coastal development will only be 
permitted where it would not: 
 
i) increase or transfer the risk of flooding or coastal erosion through its impact on natural 
coastal processes; 
ii) prejudice the capacity of the coast to form a natural sea defence; and 
iii) increase the need for additional coast protection works except where necessary to protect 
existing investment or development". 
 
3.4.2 Environment Policy 13 states: "Development which would result in an unacceptable risk 
from flooding, either on or off-site, will not be permitted. 
 
3.4.3 Environment Policy 28 states: "Development which would be at risk from ground 
instability or which would increase the risk from ground instability elsewhere will not be 
permitted unless appropriate precautions have been taken". 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
4.1 07/01201/B proposed the same development as is proposed in this current application 
and was approved at an appeal brought by Laxey Village Commissioners who were concerned 
at the style of development, the risk of landslip and the stability of the cliff behind, the risk of 
flooding from the sea and the impact of additional dwellings on existing congestion in the 
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area, particularly in the summer. This approval was extended until 2013 on 13th January, 
2012 with a note that any further extension of time was unlikely as the issues raised in the 
application should be properly and completely re-examined after that time. 
 
4.2 The inspector hearing that appeal commented that there had been a previous application 
for an almost identical scheme which was refused only on the grounds of slope stability. He 
agreed with that previous inspector's comments that there is potential to enhance the 
Conservation Area and he did not consider that there would be unacceptable consequences 
from the proposed parking. 
 
4.3 In terms of land stability, the inspector notes that the structural engineer's report did not 
prescribe the exact method of slope stabilisation but recommended a further topographical 
survey and a design produced from that. He states: 
 
"From the report I would accept that measures are available to contain the problem of land-
slip within acceptable limits. Furthermore, whilst at this stage, in the absence of the further 
study called for in the Arup report, there can be no absolute certainty, I consider the 
likelihood is that the necessary works could be undertaken on the appeal site without the 
need to secure the agreement of the adjoining landowners. The agreement of appropriate 
measures to address the question of slope stability should be regarded as a pre-requisite for 
the development to proceed. Those measures are not yet in place. However, in view of the 
conclusion that I have reached in the previous paragraph, rather than an outright rejection of 
the proposal because of the lack of information, the view may be taken that a condition could 
be imposed requiring the agreement of the necessary measures prior to the commencement 
of development and their satisfactory implementation prior to the occupation of the 
dwellings" (paragraphs 37 and 38). 
 
4.4 He observes that the site is already protected by a sea wall and the majority of the living 
accommodation would be on the upper floors which would be an improvement on the current 
situation and that it would be inappropriate to refuse the application on the basis of potential 
tidal inundation. He also describes the site as presently detracting from the appearance and 
character of the area (his paragraph 2). 
 
4.5 The earlier application, 06/00791/B proposed the same development but without any 
information on slope stabilisation or tidal inundation. That was refused without prejudice to a 
further application which addressed these issues. 
 
4.6 Prior to this, applications were approved for the conversion of the existing cafe to two 
flats (02/00745/B), refused for the creation of 3 parking spaces (02/00987/B for reasons 
relating to the impact on pedestrian safety), approved for the demolition of a building at the 
rear and the creation of parking spaces other than those refused as part of the same 
application (02/00987/B), approved for the demolition of the existing buildings (04/01063/B) 
but refused for the erection of 3 dwellings in the same application (for reasons relating to 
design and with a note indicating an expectation of information in any further application on 
the structural stability of the land behind, following the landslip). Permission was also refused 
for the redevelopment of the site to provide six dwellings (04/02573/B for reasons relating to 
over-development of the site, the design of the buildings and the unacceptable layout of the 
parking and access).  
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
5.1 Garff Commissioners indicate that they have no objection to the application (24.01.17 and 
04.08.17). On 25.08.17 they reiterate that they have no objection but recommend a flood risk 
assessment as required by Manx Utilities and that condition 5 as attached to 07/1201/B is 
reiterated in any approval notice. 
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5.2 The owner of Creative Juices which operates from the building alongside the public toilets 
to the north east of the site, comments that whilst she has no objection to the principle of the 
development, she is concerned at the narrow access which is often heavily congested and 
have fears about how the development would be implemented. She seeks assurance that her 
business will not be disrupted during the process (26.01.17). She reiterates these concerns on 
01.08.17.  
 
5.3 Manx Utilities require the submission of a flood risk assessment to detail the 
precautionary measures being taken to limit damage within the properties in the event of 
flooding. They also make comments about the Sewerage Act 1999 which are not material 
planning considerations (25.01.17). Following the submission of additional information by the 
applicant, Manx Utilities confirm that they have no objection to the proposal and are satisfied 
with the floor resilient measures proposed (28.09.17). They recommend a finished floor level 
set at 6.2m above Douglas Datum).  A note is recommended to highlight this, however, no 
condition is recommended to this effect as the ground floor use is limited to study/hallway 
and garaging and the actual finished floor level will therefore be influenced by the need to 
maintain vehicular access.   
 
5.4 The owner of 2, Glen View, South Cape considers that the development will be out of 
scale and character with this part of Laxey and will dominate the Promenade and people's 
enjoyment of it. She considers that the previous inspector's acceptance of the scheme was 
based upon the buildings being set back, which not all of them will be and considers that the 
windows included in the opposing gable on the north west end will overlook the adjoining 
public amenity area. She is concerned that traffic generated by the proposed use will add 
excessively to the existing problems experienced at the end of the promenade and could 
threaten the promenade as a place to park for those using other facilities around it, such as 
the green area and the picnic area. Such an increase in traffic could threaten pedestrian 
safety, including that relating to children who frequent the area. No details are provided on 
the proposed retaining wall and whilst this may be a matter for the Building Regulations, as 
the site lies within a Conservation Area, the details should be known now. Details of 
prevention of further land slippage should also be provided now along with prevention 
measures from tidal inundation and photographs are provided to illustrate how the sea can 
encroach into the site (07.04.17). 
 
5.5 Highway Services were initially concerned at the width and number of the parking spaces. 
The scheme was amended to increase the internal width of the garages to 3m. They finally 
advise on 28th September, 2017 that after having considered the amended plans and the 
earlier decisions on the site, they do not object, subject to a condition which reserves the 
garages for the parking of cars. 
 
ASSESSMENT 
6.1 The application should be considered afresh although the previous decision on an 
identical proposal is a significant material consideration and there have been no changes in 
policy or circumstance since then which would justify a different decision. Updated advice 
from authorities such as Manx Utilities in respect of environmental conditions such as flooding 
are, however, essential and this has been sought in this case. 
 
6.2 The scheme is essentially the same as that approved under 07/01201/B. Whilst concerns 
have been raised about the visual impact of the development, this is no different to what was 
considered acceptable in that earlier application and there have been no changes in the 
context or appearance of the site to justify a decision different to that on that basis.  
6.3 The existing building adds nothing to the character and appearance of the area either in 
terms of its basic design or its condition. This is as noted by the inspector in the consideration 
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of the earlier application. What is proposed will be more modern but the Promenade has a 
mixed character in terms of its buildings and this site is some distance from most of the other 
properties. It is not considered that the proposal will have an adverse impact on the character 
or appearance of the area and that both will be improved by the removal of the existing and 
the introduction of a new building which will hopefully be occupied and maintained. 
 
6.4 There are not quite enough spaces to have two full spaces per dwelling (the one 
alongside unit 4 has limited size and accessibility, but three of the four will have two spaces 
available to them and this was previously considered acceptable. It is also acceptable to 
attach a condition to any approval granted to retain the garage spaces for the parking of 
vehicles associated with the buildings approved to ensure that there is sufficient space to 
accommodate the vehicles generated by the occupation of the site. It is likely, given the 
exposure of the site, that occupants would wish their vehicles to be garaged rather than left 
outside in the sea air. 
 
6.5 The site is clearly near the sea and likely to be affected by it. The photographs provided 
by the owner of 2, Glen View demonstrate this. The existing situation is that there is a 
building which could be occupied where the living accommodation is provided at ground floor 
level which would be most affected by the prevailing water. As proposed, the living 
accommodation is lifted to first floor level, making any impact less significant and the 
applicant has advised that flood barriers could be fitted to the ground floor doors and tidal 
flaps to the new drains to prevent water backing up in the system. 
 
6.6 This is not greenfield site where there is no possibility of occupation or use and it is 
considered that what is proposed is better in terms of its appearance, use and design in 
respect of flood risk. 
 
CONCLUSION 
7.1 The application is recommended for approval. 
 
PARTY STATUS 
8.1 By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No 2) Order 2013 
(Article 6(4), the following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) The applicant, or if there is one, the applicant's agent; 
(b) The owner and the occupier of any land that is the subject of the application or any 
other person in whose interest the land becomes vested; 
(c) Any Government Department that has made written submissions relating to planning 
considerations with respect to the application that the Department considers material  
(d) Highway Services Division of Department of Infrastructure and  
(e) The local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated. 
 
8.2 The decision-maker must determine:  
* whether any other comments from Government Departments (other than the Department 
of Infrastructure Highway Services Division) are material; and 
* whether there are other persons to those listed in Article 6(4) who should be given 
Interested Person Status. 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 16th October 2017 
 

 
 

Item 3   
Proposal : Erection of a two storey building to provide motorcycling 

racing facilities 
Site Address : Land Adjacent To Southern 100 Start 

Castletown By-Pass 
Castletown 
Isle Of Man 

Applicant : Southern 100 Motorcycle Racing Ltd 
Application No. : 
Case Officer : 

17/00834/B- click to view 
Miss S E Corlett 

 
RECOMMENDATION: To APPROVE the application 

______________________________________ 
 
Recommended Conditions and Notes for Approval  
C : Conditions for approval 
N : Notes (if any) attached to the conditions 
 
C 1. The development hereby approved shall be begun before the expiration of four years 
from the date of this decision notice. 
 
Reason:  To comply with article 14 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) (No2) Order 2013 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning 
approvals. 
 
C 2. The building must be finished in a dark green colour and retained as such. 
 
Reason: to minimise the visual impact of the structure in the landscape. 
 
C 3. The unit may be used only for administration of the racing on the Billown Circuit and if 
such use ceases, the unit must be removed within one year of their last use or six months of 
the confirmation of the cessation of need, whichever is the sooner. 
 
Reason: to protect the countryside from unwarranted development. 
 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
It is recommended that the following agency should be given Interested Person Status on the 
basis that they have made written submissions relating to planning considerations:  
 
Manx Utilities 
 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THIS APPLICATION IS REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMITTEE DUE TO THE HISTORY OF 
THE SITE   

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=17/00834/B
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THE SITE 
1.1 The site is a long, triangularly shaped piece of land which lies immediately to the north of 
the Castletown Bypass (A5) highway as it passes to the north of the town. The application 
site is directly opposite a piece of open space which backs onto a number of residential 
properties - 10, 11, 12, 14 and 15, Bayr Grianagh,  and 17, Reayrt Lhean. This land is 
annotated on the submitted drawings as also being owned by the applicant. 
 
1.2 The site has on it, towards its western end, two portacabin type structures, one on top of 
the other, both coloured dark green. The structures are on site permanently and provide 
accommodation for the race control facility of the racing which is undertaken on the Billown 
Circuit or Southern 100 course. This starts at the site of the portacabins, runs west to 
Ballakaighen Corner then turns north up the A28 new Road to Douglas Road Corner in 
Ballabeg where the circuit turns east and runs along the A7 to Cross Four Ways where it turns 
south, past Malew Church and Great Meadow to join the Bypass where the circuit turns east 
to finish back at the portacabins.  
 
1.3 The structures provide accommodation of the electronic timing system as well as a 
manual support system which involves officials having to be able to see as far up the road as 
possible. As such it has not been possible to move the structure further back from the road. 
The portacabins have been in situ since 2006 and the applicant does not find the removal of 
the containers after every period of use acceptable as there are electricity points and other 
services which would be left uncovered and insecure on the site without the structure. 
 
1.4 The circuit is used for racing immediately before and after the TT racing fortnight at the 
end of May and first week in June and also for the Southern 100 races which are towards the 
start of July. 
 
THE PROPOSAL 
2.1 The application proposes the replacement of the existing structure with a new one. The 
new building will be set back 2500mm further than is the existing structure, following 
discussions with Highway Services who have previously expressed concern that the existing 
structure obscures visibility for those using an existing field access to the south east of the 
site and Manx Utilities regarding existing services which run close to the road.  
 
2.2 The structure will be functional - an monopitched roof pitched at 5 degrees atop a 
building which has an eaves level of 5.8m on one side and 6.2m on the other. The building 
will be 9.7m long and 4.7m wide, finished in dark green composite sheeting with two identical 
windows one of top of the other in the north west facing elevation (looking up the course in 
race direction) with larger windows in the gable facing directly onto the circuit and the south 
eastern elevation looking down the circuit at approaching machines having a continuous line 
of windows in the upper floor and shorter rows beneath interrupted by a pedestrian door. 
This elevation also includes lights and motifs associated with the racing club, the latter would 
require permission under the Control of Advertisements Regulations 2013. 
 
2.3 The applicant indicates that should racing cease on this circuit, the building will be 
removed. 
 
 
PLANNING POLICY 
3.1 The site lies within an area designated on the Area Plan for the South adopted in 2013 as 
not designated for a particular purpose and where, as such, there is a presumption against 
development. General Policy 3 of the Strategic Plan sets out exceptions to this general 
presumption as follows: 
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General Policy 3: Development will not be permitted outside of those areas which are zoned 
for development on the appropriate Area Plan with the exception of: 
 
a) essential housing for agricultural workers who have to live close to their place of work 
(Housing Policies 7, 8, 9 and 10) 
b) conversion of redundant rural buildings which are of architectural, historical, or social value 
and interest (Housing Policy 11) 
c) previously developed land which contains a significant amount of buildings; where the 
continued use is redundant; where redevelopment would reduce the impact of the current 
situation on the landscape or the wider environmental and where the development proposed 
would result in improvements to the landscape or wider environment 
d) the replacement of existing rural dwellings (Housing Policies 12, 13 and 14) 
e) location-dependant development in connection with the working of minerals or the 
provision of necessary services; 
f) building and engineering operations which are essential for the conduct of agriculture or 
forestry 
g) development recognised to be of overriding national need in land use planning terms and 
for which there is no reasonable and acceptable alternative and 
h) buildings or works required for interpretation of the countryside, its wildlife or heritage". 
 
3.2 The Area Plan for the South makes a reference to the Billown Circuit: 
 
"6.28.11 There are a number of annual events which also attract people to the South of the 
Island, such as the Southern 100 motorbike racing circuit, Manx and International car rallies, 
the Southern Agricultural Show, the Isle of Man Walking festival as well as various more local 
events which occur through the summer months and make the South a vibrant and 
interesting destination." 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
4.1 Department of Infrastructure Highway Services indicate that they do not object to the 
application, noting that the proposal is to replace an existing structure that is used as a race 
control facility for the Southern 100 road races with a new structure in a slightly altered 
location. Part of the existing structure obstructs visibility from an adjacent farm access and if 
the structure were replaced in the same location would prevent development of the land the 
is served by this access. The proposed structure will sit outside of the visibility splay.  
 
Highway Services does not oppose this application subject to the following condition: 
 
1. no part of the structure shall be located within 1.5m of the highway 
 
Reason: in the interest of highway safety (14.09.17). 
 
4.2 Castletown Commissioners raise no objection (05.09.17). 
 
4.3 Manx Utilities originally objected to the application on the basis that the proposal would 
take place over an existing electricity supply (07.05.17).  The applicant has inidcated that the 
amended plans have been informed by a site meeting with Manx Utilities, to ensure their 
concerns have been addressed.  Manx Utilities confirmed on 06.10.17 that, "Based on the 
revised drawing which has been submitted moving the proposed building further back from 
the edge of the road, I can advise that this addresses our concerns regarding proximity to 
buried electricity cables. Can you please withdraw our objection to this application". 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
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5.1 Planning approval was granted for the installation of the double tier portacabin structure 
for race control and timekeeping under PA 06/00343/R. This was a retrospective application 
as the structure was already on site, the Club having believed that the advice from the 
planning officers at the time being that temporary structures were perhaps more likely to be 
considered acceptable than a permanent building, meant that such temporary structures 
could be erected but retained on a permanent basis. This application was recommended for 
refusal by the planning officer, on the grounds that: 
 
1. The position of the portacabins interferes with the visibility in a westerly direction available 
to those drivers emerging from field 434037. As such, due to its position, the development 
would adversely affect road safety. 
 
2. The portacabins are of a temporary and poor appearance and would out of keeping in this 
location, on this part of the northern side of the A5 Bypass where there is very little built 
development. 
 
A note was recommended to be added to state: the Planning Committee has considerable 
sympathy with the efforts of the applicant to provide facilities for what is a popular and 
important event (the Southern 100 itself) and other racing events on this circuit. The Planning 
Committee also appreciates the inconvenience and cost of removing and installing equipment 
and structures on a temporary basis to facilitate the racing. However, this is not outweighed 
by the impact on road safety and the appearance of the structures. 
 
5.2 The Planning Committee however, approved the application, considering that the 
importance of the racing outweighed any visual detriment of the structures. Information 
provided at the time by the highways agency indicated that the issues relating to highway 
safety could be addressed and overcome. The application was approved subject to the 
following conditions and note: 
 
C 1. This approval relates to the retention of the existing portacabins as shown in the location 
and site plans and photographs all received on 27th February, 2006 for a period of two years 
after which time the portacabins must be removed from site and the site made good unless 
by that time there is in place a further permission to retain the structures. 
 
C 2. The portacabins may be used only for the purposes of time-keeping and race control of 
the road racing on the Billown Circuit. 
 
C 3. Prior to the next use of the portacabins for the approved purposes, the applicant must 
have approved by the Planning Authority a scheme for improvement to road safety as 
directed by the Department of Transport. 
 
C 4. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Control of Advertisements Regulations  2005, no 
advertising material may be displayed on the portacabins or on the site without the prior 
approval of the Planning Authority. 
 
N 1. The Planning Committee has permitted the retention of the portacabins for a temporary 
period to allow monitoring of road safety and the visual appearance of the structures and the 
site. During this period the Planning Committee would expect the portacabins to remain well 
maintained and painted and the site kept clean and tidy. 
5.3 There is nothing on the file which indicates that condition 3 was satisfied. 
 
5.4 Despite this clearly being a temporary approval, the structure was not removed after two 
years and no application was submitted for the retention of the building until 16/00651/B 
which sought just that and was approved subject to the following condition: 
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"This permission relates to the retention of the portable units shown in the submitted 
information, for a period of five years after which they must be removed from the site unless 
a further planning approval is granted allowing their retention thereafter. The units may be 
used only for administration of the racing on the Billown Circuit and if such use ceases, the 
units must be removed within one year of their last use or six months of the confirmation of 
the cessation of need, whichever is the sooner. 
 
Reason: to protect the countryside from unwarranted development." 
 
ASSESSMENT 
6.1 The issues here are as they were in 2006 and 2016 - whether there is any adverse visual 
or other impact from the structure and if so, whether there is any justification which over-
rides this for the structure to be retained. 
 
6.2 There can be little doubt that the proposed structure will not be harmonious with the 
otherwise natural roadside along the northern side of the ByPass although it is also noticeable 
that the existing units have been kept in a tidier and better coloured condition than was the 
case in 2006 and what is now proposed will be tidier still and not appear as much as a 
temporary structure, although clearly designed for a particular purpose associated with this 
stretch of road. The issue therefore is whether the need or desire for the units in this position 
on a permanent basis throughout the year overrides any visual impact and in assessing the 
latter, again, it is relevant that there are no representations expressing the view that the units 
are visually objectionable. 
 
6.3 It would be preferable if the structure were relocated outwith the periods between late 
May and mid July when they are needed: the periods when the units are not in use far 
exceed those when they are, however, the applicant has indicated that it was not easy to 
remove the previous units and deal with the services which remain there and could result in 
fencing and security which itself may have a visual impact and the relocation of something 
more permanent would be even more difficult. They have also previously been concerned 
that they have nowhere to store the units where this would or could be objectionable. The 
position is similar to the portable units which are installed alongside the Grandstand on 
Glencrutchery Road although the context of these is slightly different in that there are clearly 
other permanent features associated with the racing which gives rise to the need for the 
portable units whereas in the current case, the portable units are the only features on this 
part of the By Pass which give visual clues as to what occurs here three times a year and the 
site is otherwise rural. 
 
6.4 In this case, whilst it is considered that there is a visual impact from the units, it would 
appear that those who are affected by them - the local people of Castletown have either no 
objection to them or consider that the need overrides whatever impact there is. As such, it is 
recommended that the units should be allowed to remain. It is also highly relevant that the 
new structure will be moved further back than is the existing, significantly improving visibility 
for those using the access to the south east. However, it is vital that it remains only for as 
long as it is required in association with vehicle racing on the Billown Circuit and that it 
remains well maintained and painted a dark colour.  
 
 
CONCLUSION 
7.1 Whilst the building has a functional and unimaginative appearance, the applicant is in a 
difficult position in having no assurance that the building will continue to be required on a 
permanent basis and is therefore perhaps not in a position to spend more money on 
something more interesting. It is also the case that it is much less likely to have an interesting 
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and imaginative building which will be required to be removed if its justification ceases to 
prevail. On the basis of all of the above, the application is supported. 
 
INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
8.1 By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No 2) Order 2013 
(Article 6(4), the following persons are automatically interested persons: 
 
(a) The applicant, or if there is one, the applicant's agent; 
(b) The owner and the occupier of any land that is the subject of the application or any 
other person in whose interest the land becomes vested; 
(c) Any Government Department that has made written submissions relating to planning 
considerations with respect to the application that the Department considers material  
(d) Highway Services Division of Department of Infrastructure and  
(e) The local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated. 
 
8.2 The Planning Committee must determine: 
  
* whether any other comments from Government Departments (other than the Department 
of Infrastructure Highway Services Division) are material; and 
* whether there are other persons to those listed in Article 6(4) who should be given 
Interested Person Status. 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 16th October 2017 
 

 
 

Item 4   
Proposal : Additional use and conversion of retail units to form two 

residential units for permanent and tourist use 
Site Address : 17 And 19 Malew Street 

Castletown 
Isle Of Man 

Applicant : The Courtyard Ltd 
Application No. : 
Case Officer : 

17/00330/B- click to view 
Miss S E Corlett 

 
RECOMMENDATION: To REFUSE the application 

______________________________________ 
 
Reasons and Notes for Refusal 
R : Reasons for refusal 
O : Notes (if any) attached to the reasons 
 
R 1. The proposal, by virtue of the loss of the ground floor retail accommodation would 
reduce the extent of commercial floorspace available within the town and as such would 
dilute the interest and range of commercial operations therein, contrary to the objectives of 
the Government's Retail Strategy as well as Community Policy 4 of the Strategic Plan and 
Mixed Use Proposal 1 of the Area Plan for the South. 
 
R 2. Whilst the principal windows in the two units have been made smaller, they will still 
afford opportunities for lights to shine into the properties from vehicles approaching up Bank 
Street and for passing pedestrians to see clearly into the properties in an area which is 
characterised by commercial premises where pedestrians are encouraged to window shop. As 
such, it is considered that the units would provide inadequate privacy and amenity space 
contrary to General Policy 2h and m and Housing Policy 17. 
 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
It is recommended that the following persons should not be given Interested Person Status as 
they are not considered to have sufficient interest in the subject matter of the application to 
take part in any subsequent proceedings and are not mentioned in Article 6(4): 
 
The owner of The Malt House which is not sufficiently close to the site for them to be directly 
affected by the proposal. 
 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THIS APPLICATION IS REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMITTEE DUE TO THE NATURE OF 
THE PROPOSALS AND THE PLANNING HISTORY OF THE SITE     
  
This site has been the subject of a very recent application, 16/01317/B for the conversion of 
the application units into residential/tourist use. This application was refused and the current 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=17/00330/B
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proposal seeks to overcome the reasons for refusal. The application was considered at a 
recent meeting of the Planning Committee where a decision was deferred pending 
clarification of the advice which Castletown Commissioners had received and which resulted 
in their change of stance to support the application. This has now been provided and is set 
out in the Representations section of the report. 
 
THE SITE 
1.1 The site is part of the wider development known as Callow's Yard in the heart of 
Castletown. The development involved the linking of Malew and Arbory Streets with the 
redevelopment and alteration of buildings creating a mix of residential, retail, offices, cafes 
and tourist accommodation with a pedestrian link between the two streets with a communal 
public area in the middle. 
 
1.2 Since its original approval the scheme has been changed, seeing the creation of a public 
house/restaurant which has since been converted to residential units. The link between 
Malew Street and the central courtyard has not been available since the retail units at 17 and 
19 have been closed for business. A toilet and storage building within the scheme and a 
function suite have also been the subject of successful applications for conversion to 
residential and tourist use. 
 
1.3 The area of the scheme which is the subject of the current application relates to numbers 
17 and 19 which front onto Malew Street and back onto the rear of the units behind which 
front onto the inner courtyard. It is between these two units that the pedestrian access 
passes to link Malew and Arbory Streets. 
 
1.4 The units have a floor area of around 70 sq m (19 is slightly smaller than 17) and a 
frontage to Malew Street of around 7m each and number 17 would also have a door onto 
Malew Street. Unit 19 has its front door accesses from the pedestrian passageway whereas 
unit 17 also has an access directly onto Malew Street. The units each have a large window 
and a slightly smaller one, all with low cill levels, looking out onto Malew Street and no other 
windows. 
 
1.5 The units are currently unoccupied and are devoid of signage. The unit at number 21 is 
the home of an electricity substation and has a large window to the right of the front door, 
the window is obscured with opaque vinyl, the glazed part of the door also. To the left of the 
door is a set of double doors with vents in the lower third and obscured glazing above. To the 
left of these is another pedestrian door. 
 
1.6 To the north of the substation is a mixture of retail units interspersed with residential 
properties. Up until this point the frontages are all commercial in appearance and use. 
 
THE PROPOSAL 
2.1 Proposed is the use of the front units at 17 and 19, Malew Street as residential and/or 
tourist use along with physical changes to their appearance. The units would be in the form 
of two one bed units.   
 
2.2 This current application includes alterations to the buildings, removing the doorway in the 
central pedestrian walkway and leaving an open access into the walkway through to the 
central courtyard and to Arbory Street beyond. Also proposed is the alteration of the frontage 
windows from large shop windows to smaller, vertically proportioned domestic style windows 
matching the width of those above. A new doorway would be introduced off Malew Street 
into unit 19. Within the walkway an existing doorway into unit 19 will be blocked off with a 
second means of access into a hall retained off the walkway into this unit. Both units will have 
a door onto Malew Street and one off the internal walkway. 
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2.3 The applicant reiterates his supporting statement from the previous application, that the 
town has suffered from the closure of a number of offices and large businesses, the doctor, 
dentist and optician and this, together with a decline in tourism, the growth of internet 
trading and the expansion of two fuel filling stations at the perimeter of the town have 
reduced the demand for commercial space in the town centre. Despite rent free honeymoons 
it has not been possible to let the premises. The applicant has even employed a specialist 
retail consultant to review the market and attract suitable businesses to the site. They 
consider that history demonstrates that there has been no traditional retail or successful 
service retail activity in this location for over 30 years and around a third of the retail units in 
the town have been empty for several years. Their proposed residential use is to prevail until 
the local authority can devise a strategy to return footfall to the town centre to create a 
vibrant retail environment which they wholeheartedly support. 
 
2.4 They draw attention to other properties in Malew Street - residential properties with large 
windows. They clarify that the doors opening onto Malew Street will provide emergency 
access and will probably remain closed at all times but will reinforce the residential character 
of the property. They draw attention to 16, Malew Street, on the other side of Malew Street 
from the application property, which has large windows right onto the street. 
 
2.5 They do not accept that the change of use of these properties will dilute the range and 
interest of commercial operations as one third of commercial premises in the town are 
currently available for rent. They consider that Government's retail strategy to attract 
businesses to Castletown has failed and where new businesses have been encouraged to the 
town, such as Costa, they have been steered to existing buildings which required a change of 
use, rather than directing them to the town centre. If this is to be continued, the existing 
landlords with available space are prejudiced and any previous investment is ignored. 
 
2.6 They consider that they accord with Strategic Plan policy as they have endeavoured to 
find tenants for the units but none has materialised and without a successful and supported 
retail strategy to retain and attract business to the town, none will materialise. They consider 
that the physical changes to the building will enable any future retailers to have more internal 
wall space and as there are many residential properties which are affected by vehicle lights 
and close proximity of pedestrians so this cannot be given as a valid reason for refusal. They 
consider that the charm of the town is the interaction between pedestrians and residents. 
They do not consider that there is a prohibition to residential at ground floor in any of the 
policies and the interests of the town are not served by long term vacant premises. They do 
not consider that Government's Retail Strategy is a policy. 
 
PLANNING POLICY 
3.1 The site lies within an area designated on the Area Plan for the South adopted in 2013 as 
Mixed Use, reflecting the mixture of retail, offices, cafes, take-aways, residential and tourist 
uses which prevail in the area. Within Callow's Yard itself the complex accommodates units 
which have dual use as residential or tourism and retail and offices to enable easy changes 
between uses which are deemed acceptable and in accordance with the land use designation. 
The site also lies within the town's Conservation Area. 
 
3.2 The Strategic Plan sets out standards of car parking required for different sorts of 
development - residential units generally require two spaces per unit and retail uses spaces 
for service deliveries. It also states that:  
 
"These standards may be relaxed where development: a) would secure the re-use of a 
Registered Building or a building of architectural or historic interest; or b) would result in the 
preservation of a sensitive streetscape, or c) is otherwise of benefit to the character of a 
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Conservation Area d) is within a reasonable distance of an existing or proposed bus route and 
it can be demonstrated a reduced level of parking will not result in unacceptable on street 
parking in the locality" (A.7.6). 
 
3.3 Paragraph 6.1.2 describes "The majority of the retail provision in the South is within the 
existing settlements.  Most of this is located in the Service Centres of Castletown and Port 
Erin both of which offer some comparison and convenience retailing." It goes on at paragraph 
6.6.1 "In order to achieve town and village centres which are attractive, viable and full of 
vitality it is essential to encourage a mix of different uses to locate within the Mixed Use 
areas.  This will include elements of retail, office, light industrial, community facilities, leisure 
and tourism uses and residential as well as dedicated public spaces which will be a focus for 
community activity.  Uses which are not compatible with residential developments will not be 
supported within the Mixed Uses areas.  Generally there will be a presumption in favour of 
changes of use between the range of approved uses.  Whilst planning approval may be 
required for some changes, this would normally be supported subject to the buildings being 
suitable for the new use."   
 
3.2 At paragraph 6.6.2 of the Plan. "Development within an area of Mixed Use (as designated 
on the Proposals Map/Inset Maps) or those sites proposed for Mixed Use (identified on the 
Maps as 'Proposed Mixed Use') will comprise a mix of some or all of the following uses: 
residential; shops; financial and professional services; food and drink; research and 
development, light industry; hotels and hostels; hospitals, nursing homes and residential 
institutions; community uses; leisure; tourism and open space. For applications relating to 
sites proposed for Mixed Use, the mix and types of uses on the site will be determined on 
their merits in accordance with the Proposals in the Area Plan and the Isle of Man Strategic 
Plan Policies.  
 
3.3 Paragraph 6.6.5 of the Area Plan states, "In order to ensure that the vitality of the town 
and village centres is retained in terms of visitor attraction and activity after working hours, it 
is considered that retail should be the preferred use for ground floors of buildings within 
those areas designated for Mixed Use with residential use encouraged for the upper floors.  
Office use will also be acceptable on the upper floors but not at the expense of residential 
uses, and in certain circumstances on the lower floors. 
 
Mixed Use Proposal 1: 
In order to maintain and enhance the vitality of the Mixed Use areas in Port Erin, Castletown 
and Ballasalla, there will be a presumption in favour of the retention of existing retail units on 
the ground floor although each case will be determined upon its circumstances and merits." 
 
3.4 The Strategic Plan contains the following which is considered relevant to this application: 
Paragraph 9.4.5 states "It is accepted that in some circumstances a mix of uses can be 
appropriate within town centre locations such as residential flats above retail units or office 
accommodation, particularly where this can help to ensure the use of the area at different 
times during the day, thus helping to ensure the security and vitality of these areas." It 
should be clarified that where there is an apparent conflict of policy, whichever document was 
adopted later should carry more weight. 
 
3.5 The Isle of Man Strategic Plan provides, at the outset, on page 9 the Strategic Aim: 
 
To plan for the efficient and effective provision of services and infrastructure and to direct 
and control development and the use of land to meet the community's needs, having 
particular regard to the principles of sustainability whilst at the same time preserving, 
protecting, and improving the quality of the environment, having particular regard to our 
uniquely Manx natural, wildlife, cultural and built heritage.  



 

30 

 

 
3.6  The Strategic Plan policies require that development makes the best use of resources by 
utilising under-used land and buildings (Strategic Policy 1); that new development be located 
primarily within our existing towns and villages (Strategic Policy 2); proposals should protect 
or enhance the fabric and setting of Ancient Monuments and Conservation Areas (Strategic 
Policy 4); all new retail development must be sited within town and village centres (Strategic 
Policy 9); and favourable consideration will be given to proposals for improving the quality 
and condition of the existing housing stock and for the creation of flats by conversion of 
vacant and under-used space above commercial premises (Strategic Policy 12). It also 
requires that developments provide satisfactory amenity standards in itself and takes account 
of community and personal safety and security in the design of buildings and the spaces 
around them (General Policy 2h and 2m). 
 
3.7 Spatial Policy 2 identifies Castletown as a Service Centre that should provide regeneration 
and choice of location for housing, employment and services. 
 
3.8 Environment Policy 35 seeks to ensure that in Conservation Areas only development that 
would preserve or enhance the character of appearance of the area will be permitted. 
 
3.9 Environment Policy 43 supports proposals which seek to regenerate run-down area. Such 
proposals will normally be set in the context of regeneration strategies identified in Area 
Plans. The Department will encourage the re-use of sound built fabric rather than demolition. 
 
3.10 Housing Policy 17 provides guidance on the provision of apartments: The conversion of 
buildings into flats will generally be permitted in residential areas provided that: 
 
(a) adequate space can be provided for clothes-drying, refuse storage, general amenity, and, 
if practical, car-parking; 
(b) the flats created will have a pleasant clear outlook, particularly from the principal rooms 
and 
(c) if possible, this involves the creation of parking on site or as part of an overall traffic 
management strategy for the area. 
 
3.11 Community Policy 4 states that: 'Development (including the change of use of existing 
premises) which involves the loss of local shops and local public houses, will only be 
permitted if it can be demonstrated that the use is no longer commercially viable, or cannot 
be made commercially viable.'  The preceding text sets out  'The loss of facilities such as 
neighbourhood shops in towns and or village shops and public houses reduces customer 
choice and can also necessitate people travelling further to meet their needs. This is a 
particular problem in rural areas where village shops, post offices and public houses can be 
central to village life. It would be preferable to retain viable facilities, or those that can be 
made viable and where a change of use or re-development is proposed developers will be 
expected to show evidence of attempts to market the property as a business in these areas.' 
 
3.12 Transport Policy 7 requires all new development to provide parking in accordance with 
the Department's Standards, set out in Appendix 7 of the Strategic Plan.  These parking 
standards can be reduced or set aside in sustainable locations or in Conservation Areas, as 
appropriate.   
 
3.13 Paragraph 9.5.8 states, "The use of existing private residential properties as tourist 
accommodation may be acceptable if it can be demonstrated that it will not compromise the 
amenities of any neighbouring residents." Business Policy 13 states: "Permission will generally 
be given for the use of private residential properties as tourist accommodation providing that 
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it can be demonstrated that such use would not compromise the amenities of neighbouring 
residents." 
  
3.14 It is also relevant to have regard to Government's Retail Sector Strategy, developed by 
Department of Economic Development and published in 2013 although it acknowledges at 
paragraph 1.11 "While any future review of planning policy via the Strategic or Area Plans will 
have regard to the contents of this Retail Sector Strategy, it is noted that formulation of 
planning policy or land allocations must follow the procedures laid out in planning legislation. 
i.e. be based on a robust evidence base, be subject to formal public consultation and be 
capable of withstanding scrutiny and examination at a Planning Inquiry held by an 
independent Planning Inspector." The core aim of the strategy is "To promote competitive 
and accessible retail and leisure environments in our town centres, which offer choice and 
convenience for consumers, improve the economy and enhance resident's quality of life". It 
goes on, "Retailing is the central activity in the Isle of Man's town centres and a key 
component of the economy. The clear majority recommendation from the Retail Committee 
was for continuation of a town centre focussed approach. Future reviews of the Isle of Man 
Strategic Plan, Area Plans and other documentation should consider how to address this 
aspiration. Developing high quality town centre retail and leisure environments, making sure 
suitable sites and premises are available in them and that they are served by good transport 
and parking facilities will be the physical platform for a re-energised retail sector. While 
Douglas is the Island's main centre, Ramsey, Peel, Port Erin, Castletown, Onchan and other 
centres all play important and complementary roles which should be encouraged." 
 
3.15 The Strategy recommends that, "The commitment of centre traders and businesses is 
essential to protect and enhance the quality of town centre environments. Their involvement 
in developing appropriate maintenance regimes (e.g. control of litter and paved areas) and 
measures to improve the quality of retail frontages will be encouraged" and "3.41 Unused 
sites and premises can affect the quality and appeal of town centre retail and leisure 
environments. Existing legislation and other measures should be strengthened to encourage 
owners or tenants to improve them through effective enforcement actions and timely 
processes."  
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
4.1 The site as a whole has been the subject of a number of applications, the most recent of 
which have sought to increase the number of residential units, with concerns raised about the 
amount of car parking provided, the impact of changes to some frontages and the 
acceptability of so many units of this size within the town centre. The most useful decision in 
this respect is in respect of PA 14/00338/B which was approved at appeal following a refusal 
by the Planning Committee and recommendation for approval by the inspector which was 
finally accepted by the Minister, following an earlier refusal by another acting Minister whose 
decision was successfully challenged in the courts, quashed and referred back to the 
Department. 
 
4.2 This application is not identical to the previous application as it concerned largely the 
upper floors of the complex with a single proposal for change of a stairwell at ground floor 
level to facilitate the living accommodation above with alterations to the frontage which lost 
the shopfront and replaced it with a residential frontage with smaller windows and a door.  
The inspector notes at his paragraph 74 that, "8 Arbory Street is not a shop and its function 
as a stairwell is clearly apparent to passers-by. Its ground floor does, however, at least have 
the outward appearance of a retail frontage, which is appropriate to its location on this 
pedestrianised shopping street. From townscape and retailing perspectives, the application 
would have been that bit better had the ground floor of these premises converted to retail 
use." 
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4.3 The gist of the main objection from the acting Minister was that there was inadequate car 
parking for the development which would have resulted in inconvenience to the 
neighbourhood. Whilst there was some disagreement between the parties, the inspector and 
the acting Minister on the number of spaces required, the final determination was that the 
number of spaces should be lowered to account for the applicant's evidence from assessing 
the car parking requirement for those who actually live within the complex, fewer than normal 
having their own vehicles and, also considering the parking survey commissioned by 
Department of Infrastructure which concluded that if that Department and Castletown 
Commissioners continue to improve the management of the spaces within the town then the 
number of spaces which could be available would suffice, and that as such what was 
proposed was acceptable from a car parking and highway perspective. 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
5.1 Castletown Commissioners initially objected to the application on the basis that all ground 
floor premises currently designated as retail should remain as such and they suggest that 
there are encouraging signs of investment in the historic centre of the town and the 
conversion from retail space to residential at this juncture is considered a retrograde step 
(06.12.16). However, on 19th September, 2017 they reversed their position, advising that 
following extensive discussions with the applicant and professional advice being taken with 
regard to the future of retail and the potential benefits of shortening the retail  streetscape 
they wish to withdraw their earlier objection to the application and now support the 
application. They clarify that this decision was taken with specific reference to this application 
and is not a more general stance on a wider change in policy with regard to the conversion of 
retail policies. 
 
5.2 The advice that was received by the Commissioners has been summarised by them as 
follows: 
 
The advice was received from Martin Sewell who has previously provided advice to 
Government on retail strategies and has provided consultancy for M&S WHS, Boots, House of 
Frazer, B&Q, J Sainsbury, Tesco, Carrefour and around 200 more household names, as well 
as helping individual retailers in small towns survive. 
 
"Here's the information I supplied, and is, I believe, a widely held view as Retailing activity 
shrinks in number of transactions physically undertaken on the 'High Street'. Strip Retailing 
(Long length high streets) has given way to covered Malls supported by an adjacent car park 
and a consolidation of retailers into a more compact 'user friendly 'area. 
 
Evidence shows in Douglas where the 'centre' of the high street is around M&S and is a more 
sparsely shopped area on the 'Chrystals' side of the intersecting road at one end, and the 
'rarefied area' beyond Butler's Choice at the other. 
 
Port Erin however has 'survived' for longer, where the shopping area is in a neater square 
and easily accessible. 
 
It follows that vacant property in Castletown at the 'end 'of the current vacant area will 
remain the least attractive to any retail entrant to the locality, and any amount of rent 
discounting may be fruitless in comparison with vacant property nearer the square. It may be 
different if would- be retailers were falling over themselves, paying premiums to be in 
Castletown, but with so many vacant locations and so few existing shoppers this situation is 
unlikely for some long time to come. 
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It may even be argued that a well kept occupied residential property creates a far better 
impression to a consumer entering Castletown, than an empty shop with a 'for rent' sign in it, 
or even worse; one that is boarded up awaiting its fate!" 
 
5.3 The owner of The Malt House objects to the application as he believes this part of the 
town should remain retail on the ground floor and that new retail outlets are being started 
and that the site is on a tricky corner where there is no space for parking or even stopping 
temporarily and it isn't clear whether the proposal is for permanent residential or tourist uses 
which are contradictory (27.04.17). 
 
5.4 Highway Services advise that the proposal is to add tourist use to a residential dwelling. 
The existing access and parking arrangements will not be altered and there is no additional 
parking required. Highway Services do not oppose this application (24.05.17). 
 
ASSESSMENT 
6.1 The areas of potential concern relate to the possible impact of the changes on car 
parking, the impact of the use and changes to the building on the character and appearance 
of the area, the loss of commercial units and finally whether the proposal would provide 
satisfactory living conditions for those in the new units. 
 
Car parking 
6.2 The units have no parking provision on site whatever their proposed use. Whilst deliveries 
to the commercial units could happen on street, a similar arrangement could not occur for 
residential vehicles which would require longer term and more frequent parking provision. 
The issue of parking in the town has been well covered in previous applications with the 
conclusion that with better management, the town will have sufficient provision in the future. 
It is not considered that two additional single bedroomed units will add significantly to the 
current or future demand and as such it is not considered that the application should be 
refused for this reason. 
 
The impact of the proposed use on the character and appearance of the area 
6.3 The units are now to be physically changed, replacing the large shop windows with 
smaller, domestic scale fenestration and this is, understandably to address concerns raised in 
the previous application about the acceptability of large scale windows for a residential unit. 
Whilst not objectionable in themselves, the change from commercial scale windows in this 
location will change the character of the buildings from commercial at ground floor to 
residential, reinforcing the more subtle changes to the windows which will belie the residential 
rather than commercial uses within - for example curtains and ornaments being within the 
windows alongside the street and the pedestrian walkway through the units rather than items 
for sale and signage. This is apparent further down Malew Street where residential properties 
are intermixed with commercial. This visible change will visually and perhaps effectively 
shorten the commercial area of the town and perhaps even dissuade people from using the 
walkway through into the central area and on to Arbory Street and venturing further down 
Malew Street where there are still a few commercial premises. 
 
The loss of commercial units 
6.4 The area is designated as mixed use which describes a variety of uses. In the centre of 
the town, including the application units and those immediately opposite and alongside, the 
predominant ground floor use is commercial, whether this be a café, take-away, shop, office, 
estate agent or bank. The variety adds to the attractiveness of the town as a place to visit. 
Reducing the number of commercial units will dilute this range and particularly here, will 
visually reduce the commercial area, to the detriment of its vitality. Whilst the Commissioners 
have sought additional advice about the future of retail and the benefits of shortening the 
retail streetscape, it is not know from whom that advice was provided and in what context. As 
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such, it is difficult to give significant weight to this as evidence, other than the 
Commissioners' change of stance and taking into account their knowledge and experience of 
the town. 
 
6.5 It is clear from Mixed Use Policy 1 of the Area Plan that commercial uses are preferred on 
the ground floor. Whilst it is fully accepted that the units are not currently used and that 
previous attempts to secure a particular commercial user were thwarted by an unsuccessful 
application for an alcohol licence for the premises, premises can be vacant for a number of 
reasons. Costa Coffee has recently come to the town but chose to create premises from a 
Registered Building slightly outwith the main retail square rather than moving to within one of 
the commercial units available within the town. This demonstrates that the town in general is 
somewhere where operators will choose to locate even if this takes considerable care and 
effort, not to mention financial investment to create the premises. The applicant cites reasons 
why they think people do not wish to locate here - the expansion of the two petrol stations at 
the periphery of the town, with withdrawal from the town of the doctor and dentist's 
businesses (although there is a dental surgery now at 12, Malew Street), the withdrawal from 
the town of a number of major businesses, the lack of pedestrianisation of Malew Street past 
its junction with Bank Street and despite appointing an on and off Island retail specialist 
agent and advertising the premises.    
 
6.6 Whilst the advice provided to Castletown Commissioners indicates that vacant shops 
potentially have a worse impact on a retail area that an occupied dwelling, this presupposes 
that the shop units are presented as empty shops whereas their lack of occupancy could be 
disguised through the application of vinyls or murals which could add to the interest of the 
streetscene whilst remaining available to those who may wish to rent them. It is also the case 
that the units could be used for other commercial purposes which would attract life to the 
town - offices, professional practices, health or beauty practitioners.  
 
6.7 The advice also suggests that the town could benefit from the concentration of shop units 
to a geographically smaller area and this principle is not disputed. However, where the extent 
of that retail space should be should not be assessed on the basis of a single application and 
should be properly assessed with consideration of the rest of the town rather than on an ad 
hoc basis.  
 
Satisfactory living conditions 
6.8 The premises would have no windows which do not look directly onto space which is 
frequented by the passing public. The windows looking onto Malew Street, particularly that of 
number 17, would have the headlights of vehicles approaching up Bank Street and then 
turning north shining directly towards them and this will still be an issue, despite the windows 
being made smaller from the previous application. Whilst the units directly behind are subject 
to similar proximity to pedestrian traffic, the central area is less overtly commercial and it is 
much less likely that pedestrians will walk right past their front windows as is the case with 
the Malew Street windows which are part of a commercial row of frontages which potential 
shoppers are encouraged to look into. Similarly, whilst there are residential properties further 
up Malew Street and indeed Arbory Street, these are mainly within areas of predominantly 
residential use where people are not likely to peer into people's windows when they pass as 
they are within the main shopping area. These properties mainly, if not exclusively, also have 
private space and outlook to their rear. 
 
CONCLUSION 
7.1 Whilst there is considerable sympathy with the applicant's position of having a number of 
vacant premises within the complex which he would prefer to be occupied rather than vacant, 
the use of these units which front onto Malew Street as residential will have a significant and 
adverse impact on the attractiveness and vitality of Castletown as a place for people to shop 
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and visit. The appearance of residential units here will discourage visitors from thinking that 
they are still within the town centre where there are shops, cafes and facilities available and 
the commercial area will reduce, resulting in fewer commercial units for those interested in 
investing or operating here, to consider. The proposal is contrary to the objectives of the 
Government's Retail Strategy as well as Community Policy 4 of the Strategic Plan and Mixed 
Use Proposal 1 of the Area Plan for the South and as such the application is recommended for 
refusal. 
 
INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
8.1 By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No 2) Order 2013 
(Article 6(4), the following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) The applicant, or if there is one, the applicant's agent; 
(b) The owner and the occupier of any land that is the subject of the application or any 
other person in whose interest the land becomes vested; 
(c) Any Government Department that has made written submissions relating to planning 
considerations with respect to the application that the Department considers material  
(d) Highway Services Division of Department of Infrastructure and  
(e) The local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated. 
 
8.2 The decision-maker must determine:  
* whether any other comments from Government Departments (other than the Department 
of Infrastructure Highway Services Division) are material; and 
* whether there are other persons to those listed in Article 6(4) who should be given 
Interested Person Status. 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 16th October 2017 
 

 
 

Item 5   
Proposal : Additional use of existing office (class 2) for education 
Site Address : 4 Christian Road 

Douglas 
Isle Of Man 
IM1 2SD 

Applicant : Mr Peng Li 
Application No. : 
Case Officer : 

17/00558/C- click to view 
Miss Lucy Kinrade 

 
RECOMMENDATION: To APPROVE the application 

______________________________________ 
 
Recommended Conditions and Notes for Approval  
C : Conditions for approval 
N : Notes (if any) attached to the conditions 
 
C 1. The development hereby approved shall be begun before the expiration of four years 
from the date of this decision notice. 
 
Reason:  To comply with article 14 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) (No2) Order 2013 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning 
approvals. 
 
C 2. Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Department, the college shall not exceed 
170 persons at any one time. 
 
Reason: In the interests of highway safety. 
 
C 3. The educational use hereby approved shall not be undertaken outside the following 
times: Between 0800 and 1800 hours on weekdays and 0900 and 1700 hours on Saturdays.  
The use shall not be undertaken at any time on Sundays and/or Public Holidays. 
 
Reason:  In order to maintain the amenities of the area. 
 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
NONE 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THE APPLICATION IS BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMITTEE AS THE USE COULD BE 
CONSIDERED TO DIFFER FROM THE LAND USE DESIGNATION  
 
THE APPLICATION SITE  
 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=17/00558/C
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1.1 The application site is the former Bank of Ireland office building situated on the 
northern side of Christian Road and east of the junction with Kingswood Grove. The existing 
red brick building sits on the slope of the hill and is split over 4 storeys with the basement 
level incorporating an area of car parking and general plant rooms for the 3 floors above.  
 
1.2 The front elevation of the building faces onto Christian Road and is accessed here by a 
large external staircase leading to a columned front entrance canopy area at ground floor 
level. The lower ground floor basement parking area is also accessed from the front elevation 
and the site provides off road parking for up to 16 vehicles.  
 
THE PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 The application seeks planning approval for the additional use of the building for 
educational purposes. 
 
2.2 The proposal comprises two teaching elements; Healthcare Services Programme and 
an English Language Programme. The facility is aimed at foreign students and registered 
health care professionals that are looking to further their qualifications, offering courses in 
NVC Levels 3 and 4, and English language courses to aid their transition and learning. 
 
2.3 Within the application it is explained that the facility will accommodate 8 staff in the 
first year and 35 students. This is expected to grow to 235 students and an increase in staff 
numbers accordingly.  
 
2.4 The facility is to operate Monday to Friday from 0800 to 1800hrs. 
 
2.5 16 parking spaces will remain available by use of the occupants of the building 
(primarily staff). 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
 
3.1 There have been three previous planning applications on the site; these include the 
original development of the building in 1987 through to the erection of signage for the Bank 
of Ireland in 1996.  
 
- PA 96/00664/B - External alterations & provision of signage - APPROVED 
- PA 90/00220/B - Erect railings and gates at basement level - APPROVED 
- PA 87/00282/B - Erection of office building with associated car parking, former Water Board 
Offices - APPROVED 
 
PLANNING POLICY 
 
4.1 The Douglas Local Plan 1998 identifies the area as being 'predominantly offices' as 
such the following polies of the IOM Strategic Plan 2016 are considered materially relevant in 
the assessment of the current application. Whilst the proposed use is not explicitly in line with 
the land use designation, the general standards and considerations for development as set 
out in General Policy 2 are considered relevant to the consideration of the proposal. 
 
4.2 General Policy 2  
"Development which is in accordance with the land-use zoning and proposals in the 
appropriate Area Plan and with other policies of this Strategic Plan will normally be permitted, 
provided that the development: 
(b) respects the site and surroundings in terms of the siting, layout, scale, form, design 
and landscaping of buildings and the spaces around them; 
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(c) does not affect adversely the character of the surrounding landscape or townscape; 
(g) does not affect adversely the amenity of local residents or the character of the 
locality;  
(h) provides satisfactory amenity standards in itself, including where appropriate safe and 
convenient access for all highway users, together with adequate parking, servicing and 
manoeuvring space; 
(i) does not have an unacceptable effect on road safety or traffic flows on the local 
highways; 
(m) takes account of community and personal safety and security in the design of 
buildings and the spaces around them." 
 
4.3 Strategic Policy 1: 
"Development should make the best use of resources by:  
 
(a) optimising the use of previously developed land, redundant buildings, unused and under-
used land and buildings, and reusing scarce indigenous building materials;  
(b) ensuring efficient use of sites, taking into account the needs for access, landscaping, open 
space(1) and amenity standards; and  
(c) being located so as to utilise existing and planned infrastructure, facilities and services." 
 
4.4 Schools play an important role as a focus for community activity, providing not only 
schooling for children but also adult education, an increasing population, and changes in the 
profile and distribution of the population, are leading to demand for new and extended 
schools. Health care facilities such as nursing homes and residential homes are usually within 
residential areas and generate an effect on traffic flows. It is considered that the development 
of a health care training/teaching facility within a town centre location should adopt the 
relevant policy of Community Policy 5. 
 
4.5 Community Policy 5:  
"Permission will generally be given for proposals to improve or extend existing schools and 
institutions of higher education and to build new schools, subject to their being sited and 
designed in accordance with the other policies of this plan, having particular regard to the 
potential for community use of the buildings and the associated Open Space. " 
 
4.6 Appendix 7 of the same strategic plan provides a set of standards towards general 
parking requirements for buildings, although this does not set out a standard for educational 
use buildings it does set out a requirement for office space within town centres where 50 sq 
m of floor space requires 1 vehicle parking space. In addition to this paragraph A.7.6 also 
states: 
 
These standards may be relaxed where development: 
 
(a) would secure the re-use of a Registered Building or a building of architectural or historic 
interest; or 
(b) would result in the preservation of a sensitive streetscape; or 
(c) is otherwise of benefit to the character of a Conservation Area. 
(d) is within a reasonable distance of an existing or proposed bus route and it can be 
demonstrated a reduced level of parking will not result in unacceptable on street parking in 
the locality. 
 
 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
 



 

39 

 

5.1 Douglas Borough Council has no objection to the proposal (02/06/2017). 
 
5.2 The Department of Infrastructure Highway Services' requested a deferral on the 
application indicating that more information was need to assess whether the existing 16 
spaces will be sufficient to accommodate the needs of the building and that the increase in 
students suggests that there will be an element of congestion in the area at peak times. More 
information is required to understand the trips to and from the site for both students and 
staff (19/06/2017). 
 
5.3 In response to the Highway Services' request for a deferral the agent indicated during 
a telephone conversation that the 16 car parking spaces will be used by the staff and that the 
majority of students will be foreign nationals predominantly from Asia and unlikely to have a 
vehicle for the time in which they are on the Island. The agent also explained that the 
applicant is to enrol a student support officer who will help the students to find 
accommodation within the town centre and thus requiring as little transportation as possible, 
and that student will also be encouraged to cycle or walk to the college or take public 
transport or car share. (14/07/2017). 
 
5.4 The agent supported the above with an email on 01/09/2017 which included a 
supporting Highway Statement. 
 
5.5 Highway Services initially recommended a temporary 3 year period for the proposal, 
however it was indicated by the agent the building would be obtained on a 10 year lease and 
that if it education use was considered unacceptable after 3 years that there would be a 
significant financial loss. 
 
5.6 Following the above, Highway Services provided updated comments highlighting the 
difficulty in fully understanding the impact of the proposal. Although it is expected most 
students will arrive by foot or public transport, this is not a certainty. They note the use of the 
building as an office (as per its approved use) could result in a significant number of staff 
travelling to work by private car without highways control. Highway Services accept and 
support the use of the building as a college, however recommend a condition be added 
relevant to the number of people in the building at any one time not exceeding 170. The 
restricted condition will allow some element of control in the usage of the building in the 
interest of highway safety (19/09/2017). 
 
ASSESSMENT 
 
6.1 The existing building has a lawful use as an office and as such the main considerations 
in the determination of the current application is whether the proposed additional educational 
use would adversely affect neighbouring properties in particular residential amenities and 
secondly, whether the traffic and parking resulting from the proposal would cause adverse 
impacts to local highways, existing on-street parking in the area and/or highway safety 
concerns. 
 
IMPACT ON AMENITIES 
 
6.2 In terms of the uses and potential impacts upon neighbouring properties, substantial 
planning weight is attached to the previous use as an office which would have a significant 
number of comings and goings from the site especially first thing in the morning and towards 
the early evenings.  It is noted that the additional education use would have similar level of 
usage throughout the daytime hours stated between 0800 -1800hrs. Given the town centre 
location of the site and the nearby residential properties there is a general level of activity 
during these times of the day that is to be expected, the additional use as an educational 
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space is not expected to generate any significant differences now as to what is already in 
existence from the neighbouring office spaces and retail units. It is unlikely that the proposal 
will have an adverse impact upon neighbouring amenities and it is relevant that there have 
been no objections from local residents.  
 
IMPACT ON HIGHWAYS 
 
6.3 In terms of parking provisions the site can accommodate a number of 16 parking 
spaces via the existing basement area and the directly adjoining spaces just outside of the 
building. Previous application PA 87/00282/B for the original development of the office 
building indicated that the total internal floor area to be used by the office space 
accommodated 864 sq m which required the provision of at least 17 parking spaces. 
Following amended plans the application was able to accommodate 18 parking spaces and 
the scheme was considered acceptable. The proposal now achieves 16 spaces. It is likely that 
the standard size of vehicles and the size of individual parking spaces has increased over time 
and thus reducing overall availability on site.  Some of these spaces are achieved through 
double banking. 
 
6.4 Given the town centre location of the proposal and that the visiting students are 
unlikely to have their own vehicles during the time in which they are on the Island it is 
expected that many will walk, cycle or take public transport to reach the site and that the 
hours of use are during peaks times of public transport services. 
 
6.5 Within the local area there are a number of various office buildings and retail units. 
These businesses have a varied size and consequently a varied number of staff and/or 
visitors. Disc zone parking surrounds the local area and a public car park is available for use 
on a pay and display service.  Although it is unknown what the daily routine of the 
educational facility is during 0800 - 1800hrs or how long the average classes, lectures or 
workshops will be, it is expected that any students or staff frequenting the site, in its first 
instances, will not be significantly different to those working, living or shopping in the area. 
The use of disc zone parking and public car parks is a commonality in town centre locations. 
 
6.6 Highway Services requested that the application be deferred indicating that the 
proposal at its topmost attendance will generate congestion at peak times and that more 
information is required detailing the nature of the trips to and from the site for both students 
and staff. The response provided by the agent sets out the expected use of the 16 parking 
spaces by the permanent staff only and that the foreign students at the college will most 
likely not have a car during their time on the Island and that the town centre accommodation 
will mean that walking and cycling will be the most common travel option, with out of town 
accommodation benefitting from public transport.  
 
6.7 Extensive discussions with both the agent and Highway Services Officer concluded the 
recommendation of a suitably worded condition restricting the number of people in the 
building at any one time. This condition would allow some element of control of the usage of 
the building and seek to prevent congestion at peak times in the interest of highway safety. 
The variation of which could allow for more students to be in the building following a greater 
assessment of the traffic implications of the educational use once established. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
7.1 It is not expected that the educational use will be so far removed from the existing 
office use in terms of traffic coming and going from the site and surrounding area to warrant 
a concern or to generate any significant adverse impacts to warrant a refusal. Overall, the 
proposed use will make the best use of existing resources by occupying a redundant and 
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underused building for which the benefits outweigh any potential negative impacts. The town 
centre location will best utilise existing and planned infrastructure, facilities and services 
helping to meet and comply with the tests of Strategic Policy 1 and General Policy 2. 
 
7.2 Highway Services have recommended a condition be added restricting the use of the 
building to 170 people at any one time. While the proposed use is unlikely to generate a 
significant impact on the area, it has been considered that the inclusion of the highways 
condition will add an element of control. The condition will allow suitable establishment of the 
facility relative to the capital expenditure necessary to carry out the development. Any 
subsequent application to vary the condition can benefit from a thorough assessment of the 
highway impacts of the development.  
 
INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
 
8.1 By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No 2) Order 
2013 (Article 6(4), the following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) The applicant, or if there is one, the applicant's agent; 
(b) The owner and the occupier of any land that is the subject of the application or any 
other person in whose interest the land becomes vested; 
(c) Any Government Department that has made written submissions relating to planning 
considerations with respect to the application that the Department considers material  
(d) Highway Services Division of Department of Infrastructure and  
(e) The local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated. 
 
8.2  The Planning Committee must determine:  
o whether any other comments from Government Departments (other than the 
Department of Infrastructure Highway Services Division) are material; and 
o whether there are other persons to those listed in Article 6(4) who should be given 
Interested Person Status. 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 16th October 2017 
 

 
 

Item 6   
Proposal : Erection of a detached garage within existing rear yard 
Site Address : Kenilworth House 

The Promenade 
Port St. Mary 
Isle Of Man 
IM9 5DB 

Applicant : Mr Stefan Dalini 
Application No. : 
Case Officer : 

17/00745/B- click to view 
Miss S E Corlett 

 
RECOMMENDATION: To APPROVE the application 

______________________________________ 
 
Recommended Conditions and Notes for Approval  
C : Conditions for approval 
N : Notes (if any) attached to the conditions 
 
C 1. The development hereby approved shall be begun before the expiration of four years 
from the date of this decision notice. 
 
Reason:  To comply with article 14 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) (No2) Order 2013 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning 
approvals. 
 
C 2. The garage doors may not open inwards such that they would prevent the use of the 
internal space for the parking of vehicles or outward  so as to obstruct the lane. 
 
Reason: in the interests of highway safety. 
 
C 3. The garage may be used only for the parking of vehicles in association with the 
occupation of Kenilworth House. 
 
Reason: to secure sufficient car parking in association with the property. 
 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
It is recommended that the following persons should be given Interested Person Status as 
they are considered to have sufficient interest in the subject matter of the application to take 
part in any subsequent proceedings and are not mentioned in Article 6(4): 
 
The owner of 1, Kenilworth House who shares the application site with the applicant. 
 

_____________________________________________________________ 
Planning Officer’s Report 

 
THIS APPLICATION IS REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMITTEE AS THERE IS AN 
OBJECTION FROM PORT ST MARY COMMISSIONERS AND THE APPLICATION IS 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=17/00745/B
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RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL. WHILST HOUSEHOLDER APPLICATIONS ARE EXCEPTED 
FROM THIS CATEGORY OF APPLICATION WHICH AUTOMATICALLY ARE REFERRED TO THE 
COMMITTEE, HOUSEHOLDER APPLICATIONS ARE DEFINED AS REFERRING TO A SINGLE 
DWELLING HOUSE AND THIS REFERS TO A BUILDING USED AS FLATS. 
 
THE SITE   
1.1 The site is the curtilage of Kenilworth, a four storey property which sits in the terrace of 
former boarding house situated on Port St. Mary promenade. The terrace comprises mainly 
Victorian properties, many of which are now residences or apartments, with a few more 
modern properties which have infilled former gaps. The application property is one such 
modern building and whilst it mirrors the form and height of those around it, it lacks the 
depth of windows and string course details which its neighbours have. 
 
1.2 The property has to its rear, a lane which has the four storey buildings on one side and 
smaller dwellings on the other, leading to a more open aspect than may be expected from a 
rear lane such as this. 
 
1.3 The terrace has a mix of open rear back yards, yards which are enclosed by solid walls 
with pedestrian gates within them and ones with vehicular access. The application property 
has an open yard which has an area of just under 12m by just under 7m. In the information 
submitted by the applicant, two vehicles were parked there.  
 
1.4 The property is subdivided into four apartments. The applicant currently owns three of 
them. 
 
THE PROPOSAL 
2.1 Proposed is the erection of a garage in the rear yard. It would be set back from the lane 
edge by between 400mm and 750mm and the elevation to the lane will accommodate one 
garage door which is 4.5m wide and a pedestrian door alongside. The garage would 
accommodate a maximum of two vehicles. To the rear of the parking area will be a storage 
area. There will be two windows and a pedestrian door in the rear elevation. The parking 
spaces will be 5.3m and 7.2m unobstructed length (the two pedestrian doors open inward 
and reduce the available space) and there would be 6.6m overall width available within the 
garage. 
 
2.2 The building would have a pitched roof with the ridge running parallel with the rear lane 
and an eaves height of 2.5m and a ridge height of 4.2m. The building would have smooth 
painted render walls and grey metal panel roofing. The garage door will be white steel 
sectional door and window frames and doors white uPVC. 
 
PLANNING POLICY 
3.1 The site lies within an area designated on the Area Plan for the South as Predominantly 
Residential. The site also lies within a proposed Conservation Area for the village. In the CA 
Appraisal refers to the frontage of the promenade buildings but not the rear.  
 
3.2 The general standards of development as set out General Policy 2 are applicable as 
follows: the development should: 
 
(b) respect the site and surroundings in terms of the siting, layout, scale, form, design and 
landscaping of buildings and the spaces around them; 
(c) not affect adversely the character of the surrounding landscape or townscape; 
(g) not affect adversely the amenity of local residents or the character of the locality; 
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(h) provide satisfactory amenity standards in itself, including where appropriate safe and 
convenient access for all highway users, together with adequate parking, servicing and 
manoeuvring space and 
(i) not have an unacceptable effect on road safety or traffic flows on the local highways." 
 
3.3 Whilst EP 35 requires that development in a Conservation Area should preserve or 
enhance the character or appearance of the area, the CA is not yet adopted but in any case, 
the rear lane is not acknowledged as of importance to the designation of the Area and as 
such, it is not considered reasonable to require that this development preserves or enhances 
the character or appearance of the proposed Conservation Area. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
4.1 The building was approved as four apartments under 88/00623/B and since then no 
applications have been submitted for this site. No particular reference was made in that 
application to the number of parking spaces in the rear yard, only that there would be parking 
in the rear yard. 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
5.1 Port St. Mary Commissioners object to the application, considering that the garage would 
block the light to the rear of one of the apartments and would reduce the available parking 
from four spaces to two. They also express concerns about rights of way across the area 
where the garage will be built (31.08.17). 
 
5.2 The owner of flat 1 also objects on the basis of the loss of car parking where on-street 
spaces are in demand and that the garage would block his light to the rear bedroom. He also 
points out that he has not agreed to any loss of rights of way or his parking space (30.08.17). 
Further to this, the neighbour changed his mind and wrote in, indicating that he no longer 
had an objection (19.09.17). 
 
5.3 Highway Services raise no objection (14.08.17). Following a request to clarify their 
position given the objections from the neighbours and local authority, they confirmed the 
following: 
 
"The proposal is to erect a double garage and storage within a back yard that is currently 
used for car parking. The proposal is of sufficient size to accommodate 2 cars and permit 
pedestrian access, the door is wide enough for 2 cars to access/exit independently. The 
proposal incorporates a sectional door that will not obstruct the lane, a condition is required 
to prevent this door being changed to 2 outward opening gate style doors. Highway Services 
does not oppose the application subject to a condition cannot be altered without planning 
approval (25.09.17). 
 
ASSESSMENT 
6.1 The issues in this case are whether the proposed garage would have any adverse impact 
on the occupation of the adjacent flats and whether there would be any adverse impact on 
the safety and convenience of those using the adjacent highway network either through the 
use of the garage or the reduction in car parking spaces. 
 
6.2 The neighbour initially considered that the garage would adversely affect the light and 
outlook from his rear windows but later withdrew this comment. The garage would have 
more of an effect on the light and outlook from the rear windows than do the parked 
vehicles, which are lower. However, vehicles coming and going, particularly at night with 
lights, can have quite a considerable impact on the living conditions of those with windows 
within the area where the vehicles are manoeuvring.  The garage will remove this impact 
although replacing it with a permanent structure whose impact will be there all the time. 
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There will be 6m between the windows and the garage wall and this is considered enough to 
prevent a substantial impact on the outlook from these windows. 
 
6.3 The garage will reduce parking from a maximum of four spaces to two. However, if the 
four flats are occupied separately, two of the spaces will be inaccessible if the two in front are 
in use, which reduces the capacity, realistically, to two usable spaces which is no fewer than 
what will result from the proposal. There is also space on the promenade for vehicles to be 
parked if there is no space at the rear. The reduction in spaces is therefore considered to be 
acceptable. 
 
6.4 The inclusion of a pedestrian door in the rear facade reduces the accessibility of the 
spaces, but not so much so that the spaces are inaccessible. The garage door will need to 
slide across or up rather than opening in or out as either would reduce the use of the lane by 
other users or the garage for use, neither of which is acceptable. 
 
CONCLUSION 
7.1 The application is now considered to be acceptable. 
 
INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
8.1 By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No 2) Order 2013 
(Article 6(4), the following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) The applicant, or if there is one, the applicant's agent; 
(b) The owner and the occupier of any land that is the subject of the application or any 
other person in whose interest the land becomes vested; 
(c) Any Government Department that has made written submissions relating to planning 
considerations with respect to the application that the Department considers material  
(d) Highway Services Division of Department of Infrastructure and  
(e) The local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated. 
 
8.2 The decision-maker must determine:  
* whether any other comments from Government Departments (other than the Department 
of Infrastructure Highway Services Division) are material; and 
* whether there are other persons to those listed in Article 6(4) who should be given 
Interested Person Status. 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 16th October 2017 
 

 
 

Item 7   
Proposal : Two storey extension to rear and side of dwelling and creation 

of patio to rear 
Site Address : Hazeldene 2 Ballaquinnea Cottages 

Braaid Road 
Glen Vine 
Isle Of Man 
IM4 2AS 

Applicant : Mr Paul Salisbury 
Application No. : 
Case Officer : 

17/00868/B- click to view 
Miss S E Corlett 

 
RECOMMENDATION: To APPROVE the application 

______________________________________ 
 
Recommended Conditions and Notes for Approval  
C : Conditions for approval 
N : Notes (if any) attached to the conditions 
 
C 1. The development hereby approved shall be begun before the expiration of four years 
from the date of this decision notice. 
 
Reason:  To comply with article 14 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) (No2) Order 2013 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning 
approvals. 
 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
It is recommended that the following persons should be given Interested Person Status as 
they are considered to have sufficient interest in the subject matter of the application to take 
part in any subsequent proceedings and are not mentioned in Article 6(4): 
 
the owners of 1, Ballaquinnea Cottages which abuts the site. 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THIS APPLICATION IS REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMITTEE AT THE REQUEST OF THE 
HEAD OF DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT 
 
Preamble  
The site was the subject of an application for alterations and extensions which was refused at 
appeal. This application seeks to address those reasons for refusal. 
 
 
THE SITE 
1.1 The site is an existing semi-detached dwelling which sits on the western side of the A26 
road which leads south from Glen Vine to the Braaid. The property is a traditional two storey 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=17/00868/B
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cottage which has a simple un-extended frontage to the road and a less attractive flat roofed 
annex on the rear which adjoins a similar structure on the rear of the adjoining property with 
a small single storey pitched roofed annex alongside to the north.  
 
1.2 The site also accommodates outbuildings to the south of the house and an access some 
35m to the south of the house. 
 
1.3 The property is currently undergoing renovation: the inside has been stripped down to 
the original walling and refitted. Works have commenced at the rear, lowering the natural 
ground level and the commencement of retaining walls around the sides and rear. The 
ground level at the rear of the application property is now around 1-1.5m lower than the rear 
garden of the adjacent property, 1, Ballaquinnea Cottages. 
 
THE PROPOSAL 
2.1 Proposed is the extension of the property partly at the rear and to the southern side. The 
extension does not come as close as the previous scheme did to the rear of 1, Ballaquinnea 
Cottages and will step out by 1.2m from the existing flat roofed annex which spreads across 
the rear of both properties, at a distance of 2.8m from the boundary with number 1. The 
previous proposal was 700mm away from the boundary, flat roofed and projected out 2m 
from the existing flat roofed annex. 
 
2.2 The extension will have a pitched roof with the eaves slightly higher than that of the 
existing flat roofed annex, mirroring the existing pitch as viewed from 1, Ballaquinnea 
Cottages but continuing down the side of the southern gable, providing an asymmetric gable 
as viewed from the south. This will mirror the slope of the main roof but be considerably 
longer, extending down to ground floor ceiling level. There will be no windows in the short 
side elevation facing 1, Ballaquinnea Cottages and vertically proportioned windows in the rear 
of the new extension with three roof lights in the rear pitch. In the southern elevation there 
will be one central first floor window and a single pedestrian door and a set of three patio 
doors to the left at ground floor level. All roofing will be at the same ridge level as the 
existing main roof and all finish materials will match those in the existing house. 
 
2.3 The area to the rear of the house has partly been excavated to a distance of 3.5m from 
the rear of the property, in advance of the proposed extension, lowering the level of the rear 
of the house below that of the rear of number 1 with a new 1.1m high retaining wall building 
close to the rear boundary with number 1 with the existing timber fence sitting behind and 
above it. 
 
PLANNING POLICY 
3.1 The site lies within an area designated as of High Landscape Value and Scenic 
Significance and not designated for development on the Isle of Man Planning Scheme 
(Development Plan) Order 1982. As the property is a traditional one, further extensions will 
be guided by Housing Policy 15 which states: 
 
"The extension or alteration of existing traditionally styled properties in the countryside will 
normally only be approved where these respect the proportion form and appearance of the 
existing property. Only exceptionally will permission be granted for extensions which measure 
more than 50% of the existing building in terms of floor space (measured externally)." 
 
3.2 Development is also generally expected to comply with the principles of good 
development as set out in General Policy 2 as follows: 
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"Development which is in accordance with the land use zoning and proposals in the 
appropriate Area Plan and with other policies of this Strategic Plan will normally be permitted, 
provided that the development: 
 
b) respects the site and surroundings in terms of the siting, layout, scale, form, design and 
landscaping of buildings and the space around them; 
c) does not affect adversely the character of the surrounding landscape or townscape; 
g) does not affect adversely the amenity of local residents or the character of the locality; 
k) does not prejudice the use or development of adjoining land in accordance with the 
appropriate Area Plan; 
l) is not on contaminated land or subject to unreasonable risk of erosion or flooding and 
n) is designed having due regard to best practice in reducing energy consumption." 
 
3.3 Planning Circular 3/91 provides advice on the design of residential development in the 
countryside, including providing examples of how traditional property should and should not 
be extended. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
4.1 The site has only been the subject of one previous application, 16/01162/B which was for 
extensions at the rear, referred to in 2.1 above.  This was refused by the Department then 
recommended for refusal by the inspector and refused by the Minister, for the reasons that: 
 
The position and size of the proposed extension would have an adverse impact on the living 
conditions of those in 1, Ballaquinnea Cottages in terms of the outlook and light from the 
dwelling and rear garden and as such would fail to comply with General Policy 2g of the Isle 
of Man Strategic Plan 2016. 
 
4.2 He added a further reason for refusal which was not included initially as follows: 
 
The proposed extension would be out of keeping with the form and appearance of Hazeldene, 
a traditionally styled property in the countryside, and would measure more than 50% of the 
floor space of that building, contrary to Housing Policy 15 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 
2016. 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
5.1 Marown Parish Commissioners seek a deferral until after 20th September, 2017 
(13.09.17) and then confirm that they have no objection on 22nd September, 2017. 
 
5.2 The owners of 1, Ballaquinnea Cottages strongly object to the application. They consider 
that the application is premature pending an investigation of the unauthorised works 
undertaken at the rear. They consider that the roofing details need to be shown in greater 
detail and that the proposed two storey extension will have an adverse impact on the outlook 
and light from the rear of their property and the works would destroy the symmetry of the 
two cottages. They are also concerned about the provision for sewage in that the sewage 
pipe currently runs along the back walls of both properties to a septic tank in the field on the 
opposite side of the road. Three properties are currently served by this tank which is at 
capacity. They consider that the extension, which nearly doubles the amount of floor space of 
the original property is out of keeping with the area (09.09.17). 
 
5.3 Highway Services indicate that there is no highway interest in the application (07.09.17). 
 
 
 
ASSESSMENT 
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6.1 The issue here is whether the proposed works would have any adverse impact on the 
living conditions of those in number 1 and also whether there would be any adverse impact 
on the character of the property. 
 
6.2 The proposed extension is smaller and further away than what was proposed previously 
and as such, whilst there will be some impact on sunlight later in the day available to number 
1, this would not be a significant change to what presently exists. In terms of outlook, the 
setting back of the extension would help mitigate the higher level of the pitch but this would 
be something better to look at, if it is visible, than an area of flat roof which could be less 
visible. The inspector was critical of the previous scheme due to the overpowering impact that 
extension would have had on the kitchen window of number 1 and in terms of the outlook 
from it but the shortening of the length of the proposed extension and its position further 
away now addresses these concerns. 
 
6.3 The inspector considered that the "bulk and unattractive flat roofed structure would be 
totally out of character with the original dwelling" (paragraph 23). He did not agree that the 
extension would respect the proportion, form and appearance of the existing property as is 
required by Housing Policy 15. In pre-application discussions the applicant was encouraged to 
move away from flat roofed extensions for this reason. 
 
6.4 What is now proposed represents an increase of 28% above the existing floor area which 
is significantly lower than the 50% referred to in HP15. Whilst the extension does not follow 
the forms advised in Planning Circular 3/91, it similarly does not fall foul of those shown as 
ways in which traditional property should not be extended. The extension will provide a 
greater slope of roof as viewed from the front but the pitch matches that of the main house 
and the extension is set back by over two metres - almost half of the width of the gable - 
which reduces the impact as viewed as part of the dwelling. The new gable, whilst not the 
same as what currently exists, is considered an interesting asymmetric profile which respects 
the slope of the existing roof, just not its length. 
 
CONCLUSION 
7.1 It is considered that the proposal now satisfies both GP2 and HP15 and the application is 
supported. 
 
INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
8.1 By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No 2) Order 2013 
(Article 6(4), the following persons are automatically interested persons: 
 
(a) The applicant, or if there is one, the applicant's agent; 
(b) The owner and the occupier of any land that is the subject of the application or any 
other person in whose interest the land becomes vested; 
(c) Any Government Department that has made written submissions relating to planning 
considerations with respect to the application that the Department considers material  
(d) Highway Services Division of Department of Infrastructure and  
(e) The local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated. 
 
8.2 The Department must determine:  
* whether any other comments from Government Departments (other than the Department 
of Infrastructure Highway Services Division) are material; and 
* whether there are other persons to those listed in Article 6(4) who should be given 
Interested Person Status. 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 16th October 2017 
 

 
 

Item 8   
Proposal : Conversion and extension of existing store / garage to provide 

residential living accommodation 
Site Address : Building To Rear 

80 Parliament Street 
Ramsey 
Isle Of Man 

Applicant : Mr Jon Cowley 
Application No. : 
Case Officer : 

17/00873/B- click to view 
Mr Jason Singleton 

 
RECOMMENDATION: To APPROVE the application 

______________________________________ 
 
Recommended Conditions and Notes for Approval  
C : Conditions for approval 
N : Notes (if any) attached to the conditions 
 
C 1. The development hereby approved shall be begun before the expiration of four years 
from the date of this decision notice. 
 
Reason:  To comply with article 14 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) (No2) Order 2013 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning 
approvals. 
 
C 2. The parking space available in the garage on site must be available for the parking of 
vehicles in association with the residential units hereby approved. 
 
Reason: to ensure that there is the provision of car parking on site. 
 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
None 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THIS APPLICATION IS REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMITTEE AS THERE IS AN 
OBJECTION FROM THE LOCAL AUTHORITY AND THE APPLICATION IS RECOMMENDED FOR 
APPROVAL 
 
APPLICATION SITE    
1.1 The application site is the curtilage of a three-storey, end-of-terrace building located 
to the western end of Parliament Street, in Ramsey, which sits quite prominently around the 
edge of Parliament Square.  Also included is a two-storey outbuilding to the rear of the site 
and which has access onto a rear lane running parallel between Parliament and Taubman 
Streets.   
 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=17/00873/B
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1.2 Number 80 itself is currently operating as a retail outlet at ground floor level and 
appears to have been used as, or is in use as, office and residential on the two floors above.  
The outbuilding, meanwhile, is shown to be in storage use, although it is not known with 
what this storage is connected. 
 
PROPOSAL 
2.1 Proposed is the conversion and extension of the existing store / garage to provide 
residential living accommodation.  The scope of works is contained to the rear of the building 
and would see an infill extension at first floor level to create an outrigger from the rear 
elevation of the building.  
 
2.2 The proposal would create a two bedroom flat accessed from the rear lane with the 
main outlook towards the west.  The built form would carry the ridge level of the rear annex 
and would extend the west elevation upwards.  The section of development would measure 
6.3m x 4.1m and finished to match the existing property.  
 
2.3 The proposed flat would have a combined floor are of 96m2, with one bedroom / 
bathroom and entrance being on the ground floor and the second bedroom and open plan 
lounge, kitchen/dining on the first floor above the garage. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
3.1 The following previous planning applications are considered relevant in the 
assessment and determination of this application; 
 
3.2 15/00699/B - Alterations to building including replacement shop front, windows and 
roof work, creation of self-contained apartment and removal of chimney stack. Approved at 
appeal with conditions. 
 
1. The development hereby approved shall be begun before the expiration of four years 
from the date of this decision notice. 
 
Reason: To comply with Article 14 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) (No 2) Order 2013, and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning 
approvals. 
 
2. The 2 French windows in the gable wall immediately above the neighbouring property 
Dolce Vita shall be deleted from the scheme, as shown on Drwg No 04 Revision A received on 
3 September 2015. 
 
Reason:  In order to prevent any prejudice to the future use or development of the 
neighbouring property Dolce Vita. 
 
3. The part of the outbuilding marked "Store" on Drwg No JC08, accessed via the new 
garage door, shall at all times be made available for the parking of a private motor car 
belonging to a resident of the apartments hereby approved. The apartments hereby approved 
shall not be occupied until this parking space is made available for such use. 
 
Reason:  To provide off-street parking. 
 
 
 
PLANNING STATUS 
4.1 In terms of local plan policy, the application site is within an area zoned as 'Mixed Use 
- Town Centre' on the Ramsey Local Plan. 



 

52 

 

 
4.2 In terms of strategic plan policy, the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 contains the 
following policies that are considered specifically material to the assessment of this 
application; 
 
4.3 General Policy 2 
Development which is in accordance with the land-use zoning and proposals in the 
appropriate Area Plan and with other policies of this Strategic Plan will normally be permitted, 
provided that the development: 
(b) respects the site and surroundings in terms of the siting, layout, scale, form, design 
and landscaping of buildings and the spaces around them; 
(c) does not affect adversely the character of the surrounding landscape or townscape; 
(g) does not affect adversely the amenity of local residents or the character of the 
locality; 
(h)  provides satisfactory amenity standards in itself, including where appropriate safe and 
convenient access for all highway users, together with adequate parking, servicing and 
manoeuvring space; 
(i) does not have an unacceptable effect on road safety or traffic flows on the local 
highways; 
 
4.4 Housing Policy 17 states: 'The conversion of buildings into flats will generally be 
permitted in residential areas provided that: 
(a) adequate space can be provided for clothes-drying, refuse storage, general amenity, 
and, if practical, car-parking; 
(b) the flats created will have a pleasant clear outlook, particularly from the principal 
rooms and 
(c) if possible, this involves the creation of parking on site or as part of an overall traffic 
management strategy for the area'. 
 
4.5  Paragraph 8.12.1 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 states: 
"As a general policy, in built up areas not controlled by Conservation Area or Registered 
Building policies, there will be a general presumption in favour of extensions to existing 
property where such extensions would not have an adverse impact on either adjacent 
property or the surrounding area in general." 
 
4.6 Transport Policy 7 is also relevant: 'The Department will require that in all new 
development, parking provision must be in accordance with the Department's current 
standards.'  The standard in respect of town centre residential development is one car 
parking space per each one-bedroom flat and two spaces per each two-bedroom flats but this 
can be relaxed when having regard to: 
(a) the location of the housing relative to public transport, employment, and public 
amenities; 
(b) the size of the dwelling; 
(c) any restriction on the nature of the occupancy (such as sheltered housing); and 
(d) the impact on the character and appearance of the surrounding area. 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
5.1 Ramsey Town Commissioners indicate that the proposed layout does not appear to 
provide a suitable standard of living accommodation expected for a 2 bedroomed property 
and the proposal does not comply with the Strategic Plan parking standards which would 
require 2 parking spaces (21.09.17). 
5.2 Highways Services have commented that the proposal is to convert and extend a 
storage building and garage to a residential dwelling and garage. The proposal is within the 
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town centre with good public transport and pedestrian links. Highway Services does not 
oppose this application (07/09/17). 
 
ASSESMENT 
6.1 The fundamental issues to consider in the assessment of this planning application are 
contained within the guidance of Housing Policy 17, which requires new dwellings provided 
through a building's conversion have a clear outlook, adequate amenity space and car parking 
where practical. 
 
6.2 The design of the flat is large enough to accommodate a lounge, kitchen and dining 
room. There would appear to be adequate space to allow for the drying of clothes. The living 
environment of the proposed flat is deemed to be acceptable. Whilst some may not consider 
this the most pleasant of outlooks, it does offer distant views with plenty of natural light and 
distant views out towards the adjacent properties, albeit its character is varied and not 
unattractive but a busy and vibrant streetscene. 
 
6.3 Being with the town centre development there is no outdoor amenity space provided. 
However there is ease of level access to good public open space that would provide a degree 
of respite from the activity in the area, namely Ramsey town centre and the beach and other 
leisure areas.  The current bin provision for the benefit of the property is to be retained for 
the use of the flats is accessed of the rear service lane. 
 
6.3 The proposed extension would be finished to reflect the existing in terms of materials 
used and colour. The design and form is to reflect the existing two storey aspect at the rear 
of the site to match the build lines and heights which is deemed acceptable without causing a 
detrimental impact to the streetscene or that of No.80. 
 
6.4 With regard to parking, it is noted on the application form that one space is provided, 
assuming this is the garage.  Given there was a previous condition on the garage for the use 
of flats as per the 2015 application. In this case, the condition can be added to this 
application making it available for all three units.  
 
6.5 In any case, Transport Policy 7 requires one parking space per one bedroom 
apartment and two per two bedroom apartment. Highway Services have not objected but 
given the application site is with the town centre location which is within close proximity to 
primary public transportation links.  Provision is allowed within the Strategic Plan in Appendix 
7, Parking standards, A.7.1  which says "however, in general, the need to find a use for 
redundant buildings which are in sound condition will outweigh the drawback of any shortfall 
in parking provision". The site is immediately adjacent the bus stop, offering routes 
throughout the Island.  The strategic plan also allows for a relaxed standard where "In the 
case of town centre and previously developed sites, the Department will consider reducing 
this requirement having regard to: (a) the location of the housing relative to public transport, 
employment, and public amenities".  There are also taxi ranks, local services and employment 
opportunities to encourage pedestrian movement amongst the above. The application site is 
amongst the most sustainable locations on the Island and so an objection on grounds of a 
lack of parking is not considered significant enough to warrant a refusal. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
7.1 For the above reasons, it is concluded that the planning application would not harm 
the use and enjoyment of neighbouring properties or the highway network and would comply 
with aforementioned planning policies of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 and is 
recommended for approval. 
INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
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8.1 By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No 2) Order 2013 
(Article 6(4), the following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) The applicant, or if there is one, the applicant's agent; 
(b) The owner and the occupier of any land that is the subject of the application or any 
other person in whose interest the land becomes vested; 
(c) Any Government Department that has made written submissions relating to planning 
considerations with respect to the application that the Department considers material  
(d) Highway Services Division of Department of Infrastructure and  
(e) The local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated. 
 
8.2 The decision-maker must determine:  
* whether any other comments from Government Departments (other than the Department 
of Infrastructure Highway Services Division) are material; and 
* whether there are other persons to those listed in Article 6(4) who should be given 
Interested Person Status. 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 16th October 2017 
 

 
 

Item 9   
Proposal : Variation of condition 2 of PA 15/00636/A for the approval in 

principle for the erection of a dwelling, to extend the period of 
approval for a further 2 years 

Site Address : Former Howstrake Holiday Camp 
King Edward Road 
Onchan 
Isle Of Man 
IM3 2JP 

Applicant : Allprop Ltd 
Application No. : 
Case Officer : 

17/00910/B- click to view 
Mr Chris Balmer 

 
RECOMMENDATION: To APPROVE the application 

______________________________________ 
 
Recommended Conditions and Notes for Approval  
C : Conditions for approval 
N : Notes (if any) attached to the conditions 
 
C 1. The development hereby approved shall be begun either before the expiration of four 
years from the date of this approval or before the expiration of two years from the date of 
approval of the last of the reserved matters. 
 
Reason:  To comply with article 14 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) (No2) Order 2013. 
 
C 2. Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the Department before 
the expiration of two years from the date of this approval and thereafter the development 
shall only be carried out in accordance with the details as approved. 
 
Reason:  To avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning approvals. 
 
C 3. Approval of the details of siting, design, external appearance of the building[s], internal 
layout, landscaping of the site (hereinafter called "the reserved matters") shall be obtained 
from the Department in writing before any development is commenced. 
 
Reason:  To comply with the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure)(No2) 
Order 2013. 
 
C 4. The application for reserved matters must include a detailed survey of all existing trees 
on site within the development area together with a method statement for the protection of 
all existing trees on site which are to be retained. The existing trees must be protected by the 
erection of fencing at an adequate distance from the tree trunk and during construction and 
demolition works the protected areas must remain free from vehicles and materials in order 
to protect the tree roots. Any work necessary within the protected area must be detailed in 
the method statement. The development must be undertaken in accordance with the method 
statement. 
Note: the applicant should liaise with the Forestry Directorate, Department of the 
Environment, Food & Agriculture in the preparation of this document and observe the 
principles of BS 5837. 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=17/00910/B
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Reason: in order to preserve the visual amenities of the area. 
 
C 5. The dwelling must be predominantly single storey and all built development forming the 
dwellinghouse, excluding the access and driveway, should be kept within the "minimum 
development area" (shaded in blue) as shown on drawing 28538-02.   
 
The applicant is strongly recommended to discuss any Reserved Matters application with the 
Planning Directorate prior to submission. 
 
REASON: in order for the dwelling to fit comfortably and unobtrusively into the landscape, it 
is important that it is a low lying development utilising the topography of the site to reduce 
the height and mass of any dwelling. 
 
C 6. Prior to any works commencing on site the access and visibility splays on drawing no 
28538-2001-03 rev A date stamped 24/08/2017 (or subsequent drawing approved by the 
Planning Authority) shall be constructed and remain free from obstruction thereafter. 
 
Reason: In the interests of Highway Safety 
 
C 7. Prior to any works commencing on site all existing vehicle accesses shall be permanently 
blocked up. 
 
Reason: In the interests of Highway Safety 
 
C 8. The development hereby approved shall not be occupied or operated until the parking 
and turning areas have been provided in accordance with the approved plans. Such areas 
shall not be used for any purpose other than the parking and turning of vehicles associated 
with the development and shall remain free of obstruction for such use at all times. 
 
Reason:  To ensure that sufficient provision is made for off-street parking and turning of 
vehicles in the interests of highway safety. 
 
C 9. No development shall commence until a full and comprehensive photographic survey of 
the existing buildings/site; has been submitted to and agreed in writing by the Department.  
The applicant is advised to consider the Planning Directorates advice leaflet on historic 
building photographic surveys. 
 
Reason:  In order to retain a record of the site in the interests of local history. 
 
C 10. The details of the landscaping of the site to be provided as part of the Reserved Matters 
application should take account of the ecological value and natural landscape of the site and 
as such should avoid any large area of formal gardens. 
 
Reason:  In the interest of visual amenity and ecological value. 
 
C 11. The application for Reserved Matters must include a visual impact assessment, not only 
from the land, but also as viewed from the sea. 
 
Reason:  In the interest of visual amenity. 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
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None 
_____________________________________________________________ 

 
Planning Officer’s Report 

 
THE APPLICATION IS BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMITTEE GIVEN THE HISTORY OF THE 
SITE AND AS THE PROPOSAL IS CONTRARY TO THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN BUT 
RECOMMENDED FOR AN APPROVAL. 
 
1.0 THE SITE 
1.1 The application site comprises of a parcel of land that is located at Howstrake in 
Onchan which is to the east of King Edward Road. The site previously contained a holiday 
camp and derelict remnants of that previous development remain (an outline of history of the 
site is set out with the planning policy section of this report). 
 
2.0 PROPOSAL  
2.1 The application seeks approval for variation of condition 2 of PA 15/00636/A for the 
approval in principle for the erection of a dwelling, to extend the period of approval for a 
further 2 years. 
 
2.3 The applicants have advised that there was consideration and still is interest in 
persons buying the site with one firm offer being made.  However this was put on hold 
following the discovery of asbestos (within remaining buildings) on the site.  This required a 
lengthy clean-up process which was further delayed due to the difficulty of finding aq 
qualified contractor on the Isle of Man.  While asbestos removal was ongoing (August 2016 to 
April 2017) it was not appropriate to show potential buyers around the site.  The asbestos 
removal was completed in April 2017 which delayed effective site marketing by 8 months.  
Marketing of the site recommenced in July 2017 as well as negotiations with interested 
parties. 
 
3.0 PLANNING POLICY 
3.1 In terms of local plan policy, the application site is located within a wider area of land 
that designated as i) open space; and ii) ecological interest/semi natural vegetation under the 
Isle of Man Planning Scheme (Onchan Local Plan) Order 2000 Map No. 1. The site is 
annotated as area 5 on the local plan and is specifically referred to within Planning Circular 
1/2000 (the written statement that accompanies the local plan) at paragraphs 3.13, 4.8, 4.9, 
4.10, 4.11, 4.12 & 4.13. 
 
3.2 Paragraph 3.13 states: "The Howstrake Holiday Camp (Area 5) has a previous history 
as having been used for tourism and is in dire need of attention and restoration. The 1989 
Onchan Local Plan provided for the development of the site for tourism with some residential: 
however this policy was accompanied by a provision which permitted a five year period for an 
application to be approved in detail for such a development: failing this the site would revert 
to having an accepted use as Open Space where development would not be approved. Since 
that five year rule became applicable the site has remained derelict with the buildings falling 
further into disrepair and the site remaining as unattractive as it has been for the previous 
decade and before. The Department initially considered that rather than the site remaining 
derelict and unattended, some development may achieve the restoration of the site for the 
benefit of all who may view it. However, after careful consideration, the Department 
considers that the benefits of restoring some of the site would be outweighed by the 
permanent presence of buildings on the site, in a position where such buildings have not 
been for considerable time. The Department is aware this is one of the few headlands in 
Onchan which has not been subject to development and as such, the Department would wish 
to continue the policy contained in the previous Onchan Local Plan that, having failed to 



 

58 

 

secure a detailed approval for a sympathetic development on the site within the five year life 
of the previous local plan, that the site return to Open Space. The Department would 
encourage the possible future use of the site for purposes of Public Open Space with 
provision of a public right of way through to Groudle Beach and Glen." 
 
3.3 Paragraph 4.8 states: "This site lies alongside the King Edward Road just to the south 
east of the Groudle Holiday Village. The site once accommodated a holiday camp but the site 
has long since been used as such: latterly the buildings have fallen into disrepair and 
dereliction and when viewed from the King Edward Road, Groudle headland or the 
Ballameanagh Road do little to contribute positively to the appearance of the coastline." 
 
3.4 Paragraph 4.9 states: "The Onchan Local Plan adopted by Tynwald in 1989 included a 
policy which indicated that the site may be suitable for the development of tourist 
accommodation but required that a detailed application was to be approved within five years 
of the adoption of the plan or the site was to revert to a status of Open Space with a 
presumption against development. No detailed approval was granted. The Department 
resolved in the first draft of the revision of the local plan to identify development 
opportunities in order to achieve some tidying up of the site. The Department has received 
views on this proposal and has reviewed its initial decision in the light of these comments." 
 
3.5 Paragraph 4.10 states: "The Department reconsidered the options which could be 
pursued with respect to this site: the stance of designation of the site for Open Space could 
be continued (see also paragraph 2.7) which would have the advantage of protection of the 
site from the development of new buildings which would limit the visual intrusion on views of 
the site and limits any destruction of habitat for wildlife (the site is valuable for ecology - see 
Section 10 Open Space and Nature Conservation). The downside of this policy is that it is 
unlikely that the existing unsightly buildings would be removed or tidied up without some 
incentive and that the current state of affairs would continue indefinitely." 
 
3.6 Paragraph 4.11 states: "Another option would be to continue the zoning of Tourism on 
the site and restrict development on the site to that area which is already built upon. This 
would have had the advantage of tidying up the site and possibly securing a public right of 
way across the site, thus presenting some opportunity for public amenity. The drawbacks of 
this policy include a risk that nothing would happen on the site, bearing in mind the changing 
nature of tourism and that the site would continue to deteriorate as it has for the past decade 
or so. Also, any new development would be likely to have a significant visual impact and may 
have had an adverse impact on the wildlife of the area." 
 
3.7 Paragraph 4.12 states: "A further alternative option would be to encourage a limited 
amount of residential development on the site instead of tourist accommodation. This may 
have the advantage of limiting to a smaller area the part of the site to be built upon and 
which may secure a better style of development. Disadvantages include a possible 
detrimental impact on ecology from domestic curtilages and constant human presence on the 
site and the obvious visual impact of houses on the coast where there has been none 
previously." 
 
3.8 Paragraph 4.13 states: "It is concluded that the most appropriate option for the 
Howstrake Holiday Camp site is to designate the land as Open Space. Whilst this does not 
achieve an instant improvement of the site in visual terms which was the option preferred by 
the Department in the first draft and something to which the Inspector hearing the public 
inquiry would aspire, it does not change what many have become accustomed to see. The 
Department considers that whilst there may be benefit from tidying up the site and reclaiming 
part of it, the cost of this is the permanent visual impact of dwellings on the site where there 
has been none previously. Few if any of the headlands in Onchan remain free from 
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development and, bearing in mind its exposed and rural location, the Department considers 
that this too should remain free from new development. The Department would encourage 
use of the site as Public Open Space with public rights of way through the site to Groudle 
Glen and the beach." 
 
3.9 Planning Circular 1/2000 also includes two policies that are considered specifically 
material to the assessment of the planning application. 
 
3.10 Policy O/RES/P/22 states: "Outside those areas designated for residential development 
new dwellings will generally not be permitted within the Local Plan area. This applies 
particularly to the rural part of the district where the countryside is already protected by 
Planning Circular 1/88 the provisions of which will continue to be applied. In addition it should 
be noted that the countryside in its entirety within the district is designated by the Local Plan 
as of high landscape value and scenic significance in accordance with the provisions of the 
Island Strategic Plan Eastern Sector (Planning Circular 9/91)."  
 
3.11 It should be noted that Planning Circular 1/88 has been superseded by the publication 
of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2007 and that the Island Strategic Plan Eastern Sector 
(Planning Circular 9/91) was time limited for five years and is now expired. 
 
3.12 Policy O/NC/P/2 states: "In order to preserve the areas of interest for nature 
conservation within the study area, there will be a general presumption against any 
development which would have an adverse impact or effect on any area of ecological interest 
including both those identified in this document and others which may be subsequently 
identified as of interest or value to nature conservation." 
 
3.13 In terms of strategic plan policy, the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2007 contains the 
following policies that are considered specifically material to the assessment of this current 
planning application. 
 
3.14 General Policy 3 states: "Development will not be permitted outside of those areas 
which are zoned for development on the appropriate Area Plan with the exception of: 
 (a) essential housing for agricultural workers who have to live close to their place of work; 
(Housing Policies 7, 8, 9 and 10); 
 (b) conversion of redundant rural buildings which are of architectural, historic, or social 
value and interest; (Housing Policy 11); 
 (c) previously developed land(1) which contains a significant amount of building; where 
the continued use is redundant; where redevelopment would reduce the impact of the current 
situation on the landscape or the wider environment; and where the development proposed 
would result in improvements to the landscape or wider environment; 
 (d) the replacement of existing rural dwellings; (Housing Policies 12, 13 and 14); 
 (e) location-dependent development in connection with the working of minerals or the 
provision of necessary services;   
 (f) building and engineering operations which are essential for the conduct of agriculture 
or forestry;   
 (g) development recognised to be of overriding national need in land use planning terms 
and for which there is no reasonable and acceptable alternative; and  
 (h)  buildings or works required for interpretation of the countryside, its wildlife or 
heritage." 
 
3.15 Environment Policy 1 states: "The countryside and its ecology will be protected for its 
own sake. For the purposes of this policy, the countryside comprises all land which is outside 
the settlements defined in Appendix 3 at A.3.6 or which is not designated for future 
development on an Area Plan. Development which would adversely affect the countryside will 



 

60 

 

not be permitted unless there is an over-riding national need in land use planning terms 
which outweighs the requirement to protect these areas and for which there is no reasonable 
and acceptable alternative." 
 
3.16 Environment Policy 4 states: "Development will not be permitted which would 
adversely affect: 
(a) species and habitats of international importance: 
(i) protected species of international importance or their habitats; or 
(ii) proposed or designated Ramsar and Emerald Sites or other internationally important 
sites. 
(b) species and habitats of national importance: 
(i) protected species of national importance or their habitats;  
(iii) proposed or designated National Nature Reserves, or Areas of Special Scientific 
Interest; or  
(iv) Marine Nature Reserves; or 
(v) National Trust Land. 
(c) species and habitats of local importance such as Wildlife Sites, local nature reserves, 
priority habitats or species identified in any Manx Biodiversity Action Plan which do not 
already benefit from statutory protection, Areas of Special Protection and Bird Sanctuaries 
and landscape features of importance to wild flora and fauna by reason of their continuous 
nature or function as a corridor between habitats.  
Some areas to which this policy applies are identified as Areas of Ecological Importance or 
Interest on extant Local or Area Plans, but others, whose importance was not evident at the 
time of the adoption of the relevant Local or Area Plan, are not, particularly where that plan 
has been in place for many years. In these circumstances, the Department will seek site 
specific advice from the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry if development 
proposals are brought forward." 
 
3.17 Housing Policy 4 states: "New housing will be located primarily within our existing 
towns and villages, or, where appropriate, in sustainable urban extensions of these towns and 
villages where identified in adopted Area Plans: otherwise new housing will be permitted in 
the countryside only in the following exceptional circumstances: 
(a) essential housing for agricultural workers in accordance with Housing Policies 7, 8, 9 
and 10; 
(b) conversion of redundant rural buildings in accordance with Housing Policy 11; and 
(c) the replacement of existing rural dwellings and abandoned dwellings in accordance 
with Housing Policies 12, 13 and 14." 
Area Plan for the East of the Island  
3.18 Since the approval in principle application the Cabinet Office has embarked upon the 
preparation of an Area Plan for the East of the Island which includes Onchan as well as the 
wider parish of Marown and the parishes of Braddan, Santon, the administrative area of Garff, 
Crosby and the Borough of Douglas.  
 
3.19 The Area Plan Process includes two main phases of public consultation - preliminary 
publicity (to determine the scope and key issues) and the draft plan stage.  The Preliminary 
Publicity stage of the Area Plan for the East was completed on 26th May 2017. 
 
3.20 In order to identify Potential Development Sites, a Call for Sites was carried out in 
2016, and the Cabinet Office has also proactively identified a number of additional sites which 
should be considered.  A Site Assessment Framework, against which Potential Development 
Sites can be considered, has been published with four stages.  The first two stages 
(preliminary screening and critical constraints) sought to remove sites from further 
consideration which are in clear conflict with the Strategic Plan due to their location or 
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characteristics (respectively).  The third stage is to carry out detailed consideration of various 
issues (with no pass/fail) and the final stage considers developability.   
 
3.21 The draft site assessments were published for comment as part of the Preliminary 
Publicity (and submissions for new/additional sites were also invited).  The consultation 
documentation clarified that no decisions had been made and not all sites included in the 
consultation will be allocated in the final plan.  It also noted that Existing Site Allocations will 
not automatically be rolled forward.  Instead, exiting Site Allocations and sites with 
unimplemented Planning Approval being considered as Potential Development Sites.  
3.22 The Preliminary Publicity stage of the Area Plan for the East was completed on 26th 
May 2017.  The application site currently under consideration has been proposed by the 
owners for consideration for 15 dwellings on the site and this is now being considered by the 
Cabinet Office with a draft site assessment was published for this site (ref. OH009), which 
due to its status as draft and due to the relatively early stage of the process, can be given 
very limited weight in the determination of planning applications.  
4.0 PLANNING HISTORY  
4.1 The application site has been subject of a number of previous planning applications 
that are considered specifically material to the assessment of this current planning 
application: 
 
4.2 Planning application 86/00317/A sought approval in principle to develop A) part of site 
for residential use and b) part of site for tourist use. This application was refused in 1986. 
 
4.3 Planning application 87/00637/A sought approval in principle to development of land 
to form 12 residential plots and 25 self-contained tourist chalets. This application was refused 
in 1987. 
 
4.4 Planning application 88/04256/A sought approval in principle to 150-bedroomed 
hotel/conference/health facilities and 200 residential units. This application was approved in 
1989. 
 
4.5 Planning application 94/00816/B sought approval for the erection of hotel with 
associated parking. This application was refused in 1994. 
 
4.6 Planning application 94/00817/A sought approval in principle for the erection of 200 
dwellings. This application was refused in 1994. 
 
4.7 Planning application 09/01041/A sought approval in principle for the erection of a 
detached dwelling. This application was refused in 2009 for the following reasons: 
"R 1. The proposed development represents unwarranted development that is contrary to 
the land use designation of the application site as i) open space; and ii) ecological 
interest/semi natural vegetation under the Isle of Man Planning Scheme (Onchan Local Plan) 
Order 2000 Map No. 1 and the presumption against the development of such areas set out 
within Planning Circular 1/2000 and the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2007. Specifically, the 
proposal is contrary to the provisions of Policy O/RES/P/22 and Policy O/NC/P/2 of Planning 
Circular 1/2000 and the provisions of General Policy 3, Environment Policy 1, Environment 
Policy 4 and Housing Policy 4 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2007. 
 
R 2. Notwithstanding the first reason for refusal the planning application a) fails to 
demonstrate that minimum visibility splays of 2 x 36m can be achieved from the application 
site onto the adjoining highway; and b) does not provide sufficient information regarding the 
means of surface water and foul sewage disposal from the application site." 
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4.8 Planning application 15/00636/A sought approval in principle for the erection of a 
residential dwelling with ancillary staff and office accommodation addressing siting and means 
of access.  This was approved 28.08.2015. 
 
5.0 REPRESENTATIONS  
5.1 Onchan Commissioners (received on 20.09.2017) recommend approval. 
 
5.2 Department of Infrastructure Highway Services do not oppose the application 
(received on 25.09.2017) subject to the following comments: 
"The proposal is to extend an approval in principle for a period of 2 years. There have been 
no significant changes that affect this application. 
 
Highway Services does not oppose this application subject to the same conditions as those 
applied to PA 15/00636/A." 
 
6.0 ASSESSMENT  
6.1     The application is to vary a condition that seeks to restrict the time limit for the 
implementation of the application. This would have the effect of adding an additional four 
years to the time in which the permission should be implemented. 
 
6.2     The principal issue in the assessment of this application is whether there have been 
any material changes, in planning terms, since the application was last approved; for example 
policy changes, a change to the land use designation,  new or altered legislation, or site 
circumstances that would lead to a different decision being made. 
 
6.3     Since the initial approval there have been no material planning changes which have 
arisen.  The Onchan Local Plan and the Isle of Man Strategic Plan policies have not been 
superseded and therefore continue to comprise the Development Plan.  There have not been 
any relevant appeal decisions that indicate a different approach to those policies should be 
taken and no new legislation has been brought into force.   
 
6.4 For information the complete Planning Officers Assessment is included in full below; 
 
"6.1 It should firstly be noted that the information provided with this current application, 
compared to the refused application in 2009 is vast.  The previous application (09/01041/A) 
was extremely limited.  The previous application comprised a location plan that defined the 
application site in red, a set of completed forms, a small supplementary statement that 
expanded on the questions contained within the application form and a number of 
photographs of the site. It should also be noted that the location plan showed an indicative 
dwelling, but which was not to scale.  That application was not taken to an appeal.  The 
current is supported by more comprehensive information and has been subject to some pre-
application dialogue with 3rd parties.    
 
6.2 Given the land-use designation and the type of development the following elements 
are relevant to consideration in the determination of this application; (a) principle of 
development and potential impact upon the visual amenities of the area; (b) potential impact 
upon highway safety; (c) potential impact upon the ecology of the area; and (d) potential 
impact on historic structures. 
 
PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT AND POTENTIAL IMPACT UPON THE VISUAL AMENITIES OF 
THE AREA  
6.3 The starting point for any development within the countryside (i.e. open space not 
designated for development) is General Policy 3 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan.  This policy 
states that development will not be permitted outside of those areas which are designated for 
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development on the appropriate Area Plan.  However, this policy does list possible exceptions 
for new development in the countryside. 
 
6.4 Fundamentally, in terms of planning policy there is a long established presumption 
against new residential development in the countryside/land not designated for development.  
As identified earlier within the planning policy section of this report, this presumption against 
is set out in two different ways. Firstly, the site where the proposed dwelling would be sited is 
not zoned for residential development under the Onchan Area Plan Order 2000. Secondly, 
General Policy 3 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan, states that in such areas new dwellings will 
generally not be permitted.  
  
6.5    The proposed dwelling do not serve a viable agricultural holding nor replace an existing 
dwelling and therefore fails these potential exceptions for development in the countryside.  
Accordingly, the application could be refused for these reasons. 
 
6.6 However, General Policy 3 paragraph c is potentially most relevant for this application.  
This policy relates to previously developed land which contains a significant amount of 
building; where the continued use is redundant; where redevelopment would reduce the 
impact of the current situation on the landscape or the wider environment; and where the 
development proposed would result in improvements to the landscape or wider environment.  
It is arguably this policy which is key in the determination of the application. 
 
6.7 It is clear from the Onchan Local Plan, as indicated within the Planning Policy section 
of this report, that the Planning and Building Control Directorate (then referred to as the 
Department) did consider the possibility of developing the site, as the site under the 1989 
Onchan Local Plan was designated for development for tourism with some residential; 
however, a five year period was imposed on the site for a application in detailed to be 
approved on the site. An Planning application (88/04256/A) sought approval in principle for a 
150-bedroomed hotel/conference/health facilities and 200 residential units and this 
application was approved in 1989, the same year the 1989 Local Plan was adopted.  
However, a detailed scheme for this or any other development did not occur and the site 
designated reverted to Open Space and as it has remained since.   
 
6.8 It is accepted by The Onchan Local Plan that the site has; "…fallen into disrepair and 
dereliction and when viewed from the King Edward Road, Groudle headland or the 
Ballameanagh Road do little to contribute positively to the appearance of the coastline".  
However, there are also comments within the plan that a scheme for limited amount of 
residential development on the site instead of tourist accommodation could have been 
undertaken, which has the benefit of securing a better style of development.  The 
disadvantage of this route of development could be the possible detrimental impact on 
ecology from domestic curtilages and constant human presence on the site and the obvious 
visual impact of houses on the coast where there has been none previously. 
 
6.9 The final conclusion of the Onchan Local Plan finally indicates that; "The Department 
considers that whilst there may be benefit from tidying up the site and reclaiming part of it, 
the cost of this is the permanent visual impact of dwellings on the site where there has been 
none previously. Few if any of the headlands in Onchan remain free from development and, 
bearing in mind its exposed and rural location, the Department considers that this too should 
remain free from new development. The Department would encourage use of the site as 
Public Open Space with public rights of way through the site to Groudle Glen and the beach." 
 
6.10 It is clear the Planning Directorate when coming to this final conclusion when 
preparing the Onchan Local Plan, gave consideration for the site potentially being developed 
either for tourist purposes or a limit amount of residential dwellings (i.e. more than one), but 
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both considered having the drawbacks of the potential impact upon the ecology or the visual 
impact; although it was accepted in both options had the potential to tidying up the site and 
to secure a better style of development.  A potential argument for the current scheme is 
when the Onchan Local Plan was being prepared; a scheme had not been prepared showing 
how development could have appeared on the site and does not appear to have considered 
the potential for just one dwelling, rather a number of dwellings.  
 
6.11 As indicated within paragraph 6.6 of this report, there is the provision for developing 
on sites within the countryside which are accepted as being "previously developed land". 
 
6.12 The definition of this is term within Appendix 1 of the IOM Strategic Plan states: 
"Previously-developed land is that which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, 
including the curtilage of the developed land and any associated fixed surface infrastructure.' 
The definition includes defence buildings, but excludes: 
o Land that is or has been occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings. 
o Land that has been developed for minerals extraction or waste disposal by landfill 
purposes where provision for restoration has been made through development control 
procedures. 
o Land in built-up areas such as parks, recreation grounds and allotments, which, 
although it may feature paths, pavilions and other buildings, has not been previously 
developed. 
o Land that was previously-developed but where the remains of the permanent 
structure or fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape in the process of time (to 
the extent that it can reasonably be considered as part of the natural surroundings). 
There is no presumption that land that is previously-developed is necessarily suitable for 
housing development nor that the whole of the curtilage should be developed." 
 
6.13 The applicants indicate that in terms of redundancy the site for tourist purposes 
ceased in 1973 and has since remained closed and become redundant and derelict.  These 
comments are accepted and it is considered the site is clearly redundant.  In terms of the 
amount of built development on the site currently there are currently two existing single 
storey buildings, the largest measuring approximately 47 metres in width and 7 metres in 
depth with a pitched roof and the second building measuring approximately 36 metres in 
width and 6 metres in depth with a flat roof.  There is also the original outdoor swimming 
pool complex (swimming and paddling pool) which has an overall width of approximate 30 
metres and length of 12 metres.  Between and surrounding the buildings are a number of 
concrete hard surfaces and foot/road ways serving the accommodation blocks and also some 
which runs up the hillside from the former camp site to the King Edward Road, one of which 
runs adjacent to the existing bus shelter, which is now in a poor state of repair and closed 
off.  There are also a number of smaller structures such as; a tennis court, boundary fencing, 
internal fencing, steps, drainage systems and terracing of the grounds.  All of these buildings 
are apparent from public views, mainly from the King Edward Road.  From these views the 
site appears in a poor state of repair, derelict and has an adverse impact upon the visual 
amenities of the area.  More distant views of the site can be seen from the north of the site, 
across the valley, from Ballamenagh Road and the Groudle Glen Railway.  From these distant 
views the buildings and certainly the areas of hard surfacing are less visible and has less of a 
visual impact than views from King Edward Road.  The applicant has submitted a series of 
photo-montages to illustrate these impacts. 
 
6.14 The submission includes indicative plans of how the footprint of the dwelling could 
positioned.  It should be noted and be made very clear, the Planning Directorate when 
considering the submitted plans and visualisations are being considered as indicative plans 
only. 
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6.15 Early discussion with the applicant's agent, prior to the application being submitted, 
discussed the type/design of dwelling which was considered to be potentially most suitable 
for this site and potentially comply with planning policy.  It was considered a more traditional 
design approach (i.e. Manx vernacular/Georgian) would be unsuitable for this site and would 
potential result in a dwelling being very apparent within the countryside.  Accordingly, it was 
considered a more contemporary approach would be better suited which could be designed 
with the contours of the land - the site being on a hillside with potentially large amounts of 
glazing, natural roofing (sedum roof) and finished with dark materials could help to blend the 
property with the surrounding landscape.  Following these discussions the applicants have 
chosen the more contemporary approach, in their indicative illustrations submitted with the 
application.   
 
6.16 Whilst this application is in principle only and no detailed design of the dwelling has 
been submitted, the applicants within the design principles have indicated that any detailed 
development would ensure that a design that is of high quality reflecting Howstrakes location, 
and ensure the built form responds to the existing topography and land form.  This would be 
undertaken by maintaining development at single storey level, progressively stepped into the 
landscape.  The proposal would also maximise the reuse of existing cleared, graded and 
platformed land.  Furthermore they indicate that to minimise the visual exposure of built form 
through terraced, stepped and variable building massing appropriately integrated with 
landform, topography and vegetation. 
 
6.17 The scheme would also include the demolition of all existing derelict buildings, existing 
tree cover will be extended; boundary treatment will be restored to traditional stone wall 
along King Edward Road, replacing existing poorly maintained post and wire fencing; sea 
views will be maintained; and the proposed dwelling will be integrated into the landscape 
reducing visual impact.   
 
6.18 Arguable the main issue of this proposal is whether the proposed works would reduce 
the impact of the current situation on the landscape or the wider environment; and where the 
development proposed would result in improvements to the landscape or wider environment 
as indicated by General Policy 3.   The difficult in considering this proposal against this 
criteria, is the fact there are no detailed designs, only indicative proposals/photographs.  
Originally when the application was submitted the supporting report made mention to a floor 
area of the new building and also included the amount/type of accommodation which could 
be accommodated.  This did raise concern, as referring to a specific floor area at an approval 
in principle stage could allow the acceptance of a dwelling of such a size, without knowing at 
this stage the detailed design.  Accordingly, all mention of the site and type of 
accommodation has been removed from the application and this application does not 
considered a dwelling of a specific size.  However, the applicants have indicated on drawing 
28538-02 a minimum area for development (shaded in blue) and a maximum indicative area 
for development (shaded in orange).  What is considered is whether the principle of a 
dwelling with ancillary office accommodation could be accommodated on this site, in 
accordance with planning policy.  In this case it is consider whether a single dwelling could be 
accommodated on the site, using the design principles indicated by the applicants, including 
appropriate well designed landscaping, which could all result in reducing the impact of the 
current situation on the landscape and the wider environment and result in improvements to 
the landscape and wider environment.  It is considered this scheme presents the opportunity 
for the development of a bespoke dwelling incorporating a very high quality exemplar 
standard of design which the Planning Directorate would seek for any future detailed 
application, should the approval in principle application be approved.   
6.19 It is considered the majority of the development should be located within the area 
shaded blue on drawing 28538-02, given this is the area where the majority of existing built 
development exists and to ensure any potential development is contained rather than 
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expanding into areas which are mainly undeveloped.  Furthermore, it should be noted that 
this permission is only for a single dwelling, and it is highly unlikely more than this would be 
considered acceptable. Accordingly, a condition should be attached which requires the 
majority of development be contained within the minimum development area.   The reasons 
for this view are that any additional dwellings would likely increase the need for potentially 
more vehicular access; driveways; built development due to additional dwellings; garages; 
larger areas of landscaped gardens, and together with the domestic paraphernalia that could 
be anticipated to accompany additional dwellings all of which would potentially have a greater 
visual impact and go beyond the requirements of General Policy 3 paragraph c. 
  
6.20 A new access would also be proposed which would be located approximately 180 
metres to the north of the smaller of the two existing buildings which form the centre of the 
former campsite and where the potential siting of the new dwelling would likely be located.  
This new access would introduce a vehicular entrance which does not currently exist along 
this stretch of the King Edwards Road.  The existing vehicular entrance to the site is to the 
southern corner of the site, on a bend along the King Edward Road, adjacent to the existing 
disused bus shelter.  This existing entrance would be blocked off with a low level Manx stone 
wall.  Overall, whilst the new access will have a visual impact it is not considered the impact 
would be so great to warrant a refusal, especially as it would provide a much safer access to 
the site.  The likely driveway again could utilise the contours of the site and with well-
designed and sensitively designed landforms/landscaping could be undertaken to ensure the 
driveway would have little visual impact to the area.  It is also noted that the existing 
driveway and footpaths serving the site would be removed and therefore the potential impact 
of the new access would be negated by this. 
 
POTENTIAL IMPACT UPON HIGHWAY SAFETY 
6.21 The proposed access was discussed prior to the application being submitted and 
following discussions between the applicant's agent and Highway Services.  This access would 
provide the required visibility splays in both directions and accordingly Highway Services have 
no objection, subject to the conditions listed within the representations section of this report, 
which from a planning point of view, raises no concerns and should be attached to any given 
approval. 
 
POTENTIAL IMPACT UPON THE ECOLOGY OF THE AREA 
6.22 A concern was raised during the Onchan Local Plan process about re-developing the 
site, and a reason why the site wasn't designated for development, related to the potential 
damage to the ecology of the site if it were developed.  This was also a reason for the refusal 
of the previous application 09/01041/A given the site is within an area designated as 
ecological interest/semi natural vegetation. 
 
6.23 Due to this the applicant's agent contacted Manx Wildlife Trust to undertake a survey 
of the site and surrounding area.  Following this a detailed Ecological Survey report was 
prepared and produced as part of the applicants planning application.  The survey included 
the likelihood of bats, owls and various birds from nesting within the site, namely the existing 
buildings.  It was concluded that it was no activity of such nesting within the buildings, 
although whilst visiting the site it was observed that Blackbirds, Wren, Shell duck, Meadow 
Pipit and hearing gull could be nesting around the site. 
 
6.24  A survey for frogs was also undertaken but no evidence of frogs was found. 
 
6.25 The report also undertook a survey for the Common Lizards, which historically a 
record exists of a common lizard being taken by a magpie from the Howstrake Camp Site.  
However the exact location for this record is currently unclear.   Overall, no evidence (four 
visits) of lizard activity was encounter within the site.  In conclusion it is indicated within the 
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report that the site is used by individual animals from time to time and a precautionary 
approach should be taken if any existing buildings are to be demolished. 
 
6.26 The report also concludes that the habitats/plant species within the site are not 
regarded as being particular significant or rarity within the Isle of Man.   
 
6.27 Comments received from the Wildlife Division (DEFA) indicate that they considered 
there are potential lizards on the site and could have been missed by the reporter of the 
Ecologic survey.  It is considered at this stage from the evidence produced; it is considered a 
single dwelling on the site could be accommodated without significantly affecting the ecologic 
of the site.  Condition/s could be attached which required further site investigations and 
surveys be undertaken and such information be produced at any future Reserved Matters 
Stage.  
 
POTENTIAL IMPACT ON HISTORIC STRUCTURES 
6.28 Although of historical interest, the buildings have not been suggested or assessed for 
potential registration.  However, Manx National Heritage has requested that a photographic 
survey and record is made of the existing structures.  This can be dealt with by way of a 
condition." 
 
7.0     CONCLUSION 
7.1     It has been previously assessed that the development proposed for a single dwelling 
only is acceptable without causing undue harm to local residential amenity and also without 
causing undue harm to the natural environment, visual amenities of the street scene or cause 
undue harm on public amenity.  No significant material circumstances have altered since the 
original approval in principle was issued. The only difference relates to the Area Plan for the 
East commencing, and although the site has been put forward for 15 potential dwellings on 
the site, the Area Plan process due to its status as draft and due to the relatively early stage 
of the process, can be given very limited, if any weight, in the determination of this currently 
planning application.  
 
7.2     Accordingly, it is considered for those reasons it is appropriate to approve the variation 
of condition 2 and extend the approval for a further two years, and that the other conditions 
previously attached to that approval be carried forward here, should this recommendation be 
accepted.  
 
8.0 INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
8.1  By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No 2) Order 
2013 (Article 6(4), the following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) The applicant, or if there is one, the applicant's agent; 
(b) The owner and the occupier of any land that is the subject of the application or any 
other person in whose interest the land becomes vested; 
(c) Any Government Department that has made written submissions relating to planning 
considerations with respect to the application that the Department considers material  
(d) Highway Services Division of Department of Infrastructure and  
(e) The local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated. 
 
8.2  The Planning Committee must determine:  
o whether any other comments from Government Departments (other than the 
Department of Infrastructure Highway Services Division) are material; and 
o whether there are other persons to those listed in Article 6(4) who should be given 
Interested Person Status. 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 16th October 2017 
 

 
 

Item 10   
Proposal : Alterations and extension to provide additional living 

accommodation 
Site Address : Farm House 

Ballamoar Farm 
Ramsey Road 
Laxey 
Isle Of Man 
IM4 7PP 

Applicant : Xanadu Holdings Ltd 
Application No. : 
Case Officer : 

17/00919/B- click to view 
Mr Chris Balmer 

 
RECOMMENDATION: To APPROVE the application 

______________________________________ 
 
Recommended Conditions and Notes for Approval  
C : Conditions for approval 
N : Notes (if any) attached to the conditions 
 
C 1. The development hereby approved shall be begun before the expiration of four years 
from the date of this decision notice. 
 
Reason:  To comply with article 14 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) (No2) Order 2013 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning 
approvals. 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
None 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THE APPLICATION IS BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMITTEE AS THE PROPOSAL COULD BE 
CONSIDERED TO BE GREATER THAN THE GENERALLY APPROVED 50% THRESHOLD FOR 
EXTENDING TRADITIONAL PROPERTIES IN THE COUNTRYSIDE. 
 
1.0 THE APPLICATION SITE 
1.1 The application site is the curtilage of Farm House, Ballamoar Farm, Ramsey Road, 
Laxey which is a traditional two storey Manx farmhouse with three upper windows above a 
central doorway which is flanked by single windows either side.  The dwelling includes a 
curved Manx stone porch to the front elevation.  To the rear the dwelling has a cat slide roof 
design.  The site is located to the western side of the Ramsey Road and Laxey Village is to 
the southwest of the site. 
 
1.2 Within the site are also a number of stone two and single storey outbuildings which 
have been converted to residential accommodation in the past.  
 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=17/00919/B
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2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
2.1 This planning application seeks approval for the alterations and extension to provide 
additional living accommodation.  The proposal consists of increasing the roof height of the 
dwelling (approx 2 m) together with the installation of pitched roofed dormer windows to the 
front and rear elevations to create additional habitable accommodation and the erection of a 
garage with habitable accommodation above onto the side of the dwelling.  
 
2.2 It should be noted that the current application is identical to this previously approved 
application (09/01900/B) which has now expired. 
 
3.0 PLANNING HISTORY 
3.1 The application site has been the subject of a number of previous planning 
applications; however, only the following is considered relevant in the determination of this 
application:  
 
3.2 Alterations and erection of extensions to dwelling including the formation of a second 
floor and garage - 09/01900/B - APPROVED -  
 
4.0 PLANNING POLICY 
4.1 In terms of local plan policy, the application site lies within an area of Area of High 
Landscape or Coastal Value and Scenic Significance not designated for development under 
the Laxey and Lonan Local Plan.   
 
4.2  In terms of strategic plan policy, the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 contains the 
following policies that are considered specifically material to the assessment of this current 
planning application: 
 
4.3 General Policy 3 states: "Development will not be permitted outside of those areas 
which are zoned for development on the appropriate Area Plan with the exception of: 
a) essential housing for agricultural workers who have to live close to their place of work 
(Housing Policies 7, 8, 9 and 10) 
b) conversion of redundant rural buildings which are of architectural, historical, or social value 
and interest (Housing Policy 11) 
c) previously developed land which contains a significant amount of buildings where the 
continued use is redundant; where redevelopment would reduce the impact of the current 
situation on the landscape or the wider environmental and where the development proposed 
would result in improvements to the landscape or wider environment 
d) the replacement of existing rural dwellings (Housing Policies 12, 13 and 14) 
e) location-dependant development in connection with the working of minerals or the 
provision of necessary services; 
f) building and engineering operations which are essential for the conduct of agriculture or 
forestry 
g) development recognised to be of overriding national need in land use planning terms and 
for which there is no reasonable and acceptable alternative and 
h) buildings or works required for interpretation of the countryside, its wildlife or heritage." 
 
4.4  Environment Policy 1 states: "The countryside and its ecology will be protected for its 
own sake. For the purposes of this policy, the countryside comprises all land which is outside 
the settlements defined in Appendix 3 at A.3.6 or which is not designated for future 
development on an Area Plan. Development which would adversely affect the countryside will 
not be permitted unless there is an over-riding national need in land use planning terms 
which outweighs the requirement to protect these areas and for which there is no reasonable 
and acceptable alternative." 
 



 

70 

 

4.5 Environment Policy 2 states: "The present system of landscape classification of Areas 
of High Landscape or Coastal Value and Scenic Significance (AHLV's) as shown on the 1982 
Development Plan and subsequent Local and Area Plans will be used as a basis for 
development control until such time as it is superseded by a landscape classification which 
will introduce different categories of landscape and policies and guidance for control therein. 
Within these areas the protection of the character of the landscape will be the most important 
consideration unless it can be shown that:  
(a) the development would not harm the character and quality of the landscape; or  
(b) the location for the development is essential." 
 
4.6 Housing Policy 15 states: "The extension or alteration of existing traditionally styled 
properties in the countryside will normally only be approved where these respect the 
proportion form and appearance of the existing property. Only exceptionally will permission 
be granted for extensions which measure more than 50% of the existing building in terms of 
floor space (measured externally)." 
 
5.0 REPRESENTATIONS 
5.1 The Department of Infrastructure Highway Services do not oppose the current 
planning application (received on 25.09.2017). 
 
5.2 Garff Parish Commissioners have no objection (12.09.2017). 
 
6.0 ASSESSMENT 
6.1 Firstly, it must be acknowledged that an identical scheme was approved under 
application 09/01900/B and whilst this application has now expired, there is substantial 
planning weight attached to this decision, especially as there have not been any policy 
changes since this decision in 2010. 
 
6.2 The principal issues to consider in the assessment of the application are; the potential 
impact upon the character and appearance of the property; and the impact upon the 
character and appearance of the area in general. 
 
6.3 The previous Planning Officer made the following determination: 
 
"The planning application seeks approval for alterations and erection of extensions to the 
dwelling contained within the application site. The proposal consists of increasing the roof 
height of the dwelling together with the installation of dormer windows to create additional 
habitable accommodation and the erection of a garage with habitable accommodation above 
onto the side of the dwelling. 
 
The dwelling sits within a small group of residential properties, formed from various previous 
developments that include barn conversions. As stated earlier in this report the relevant 
planning policy consideration is Housing Policy 15 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2007. 
Taking this and the definition of floor space and floor area set out by appendix 1 of the Isle of 
Man Strategic Plan 2007 into account the proposed increase in floorspace equates to 37%. It 
is considered that the proposed development suitably respects the proportion, form and 
appearance of the existing dwelling. Accordingly, the proposal accords with Housing Policy 
15." 
 
6.4 If the new roof accommodation is taken into account then the proposal represents 
71% increase.  While the IOMSP does define floor space by stating: 
 
"Floor Space and Floor Area (see Housing Policy 13-15)  



 

71 

 

Where there are references to "floor space" and "floor area", the space or area in question 
should be measured externally, and should not include attics or outbuildings."  
 
6.5 However, there is an argument that where a scheme proposes increasing the roof 
height and/or introducing dormer windows which do not current exists, and therefore 
increasing the massing and built form of a property within the countryside, then this is going 
beyond the standard definition of 'attic space' and is affectively an extension and the floor 
space created should be taken into account when calculation the percentage increase figure.     
 
6.6 The existing property is apparent from the adjacent highway, albeit only apparent 
when immediately passing the site due to existing landscaping which runs within and along 
the roadside boundary of the site.  Furthermore distance views of the dwelling when 
approaching the site are mainly screened given roadside landscaping in the area and existing 
built development, namely the converted barns to the north of the site.  However, merely 
arguing that development is not wholly or significantly visible from public views, does not give 
an automatic justification for the relaxation of policies relating to new development.   
 
6.7 In terms of Housing Policy 15 this states that extensions will normally only be 
approved where these respect the proportion, form and appearance of the existing property 
and only exceptionally will permission be granted for extensions which measure more than 
50% of the existing building in terms of floor space. 
 
6.6 In terms of the size of the extension the proposal has a floor area of 182.1 square 
metres (inc roof space and side extension). This equates to a percentage increase of 71% 
(total floor area of dwelling once extended 436.1sqm) once the extensions are completed.    
Accordingly, this proposal does go beyond the generally permitted 50% threshold.  However, 
further consideration should be taken, including the design and appearance of the proposed 
extension and whether the works would be appropriate for the character and appearance of 
existing dwelling and the countryside setting. 
 
6.7 The design of the side extension in terms of its proportion and form are of a tradition 
appearance, with a gable ended extension to the original farmhouse. It is considered the 
proportion, form, design, scale and finish would be appropriate and in keeping with the 
traditional property.   
 
6.8 The increase of the roof height and inclusion of pitched roof dormer windows are 
again considered acceptable.  The new roof pitched would be approximately 42 degrees 
which is more in keeping with traditional Manx farmhouse properties than the current roof 
pitch of 37 degrees at the from and to the rear the elongated rear cat slide roof which has a 
17 degree roof pitch which is not especially attractive or in keeping.  The pitched roof 
dormers are again considered acceptable, partially the ones to the front elevation which have 
the correct width, depth, height and vertical emphasis, tying in with the windows below. 
 
6.8  Overall, it is considered the design, size, proportion, form and finishes of the 
extensions would be appropriate and in keeping with the character and appearance of the 
existing traditional property for the reasons given and therefore considered to comply with 
Housing Policy 15 and Environment Policies 1 & 2 of the IOM Strategic Plan.  
 
7.0 CONCLUSIONS 
7.1 For these reasons the proposal is considered to comply with the relevant polices of the 
Strategic Plan and therefore recommended for an approval. 
 
8.0     INTERESTED PERSON PARTY STATUS 
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8.1  By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No 2) Order 
2013 (Article 6(4), the following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) The applicant, or if there is one, the applicant's agent; 
(b) The owner and the occupier of any land that is the subject of the application or any 
other person in whose interest the land becomes vested; 
(c) Any Government Department that has made written submissions relating to planning 
considerations with respect to the application that the Department considers material  
(d) Highway Services Division of Department of Infrastructure and  
(e) The local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated. 
 
8.2  The Planning Committee must determine:  
o whether any other comments from Government Departments (other than the 
Department of Infrastructure Highway Services Division) are material; and 
o whether there are other persons to those listed in Article 6(4) who should be given 
Interested Person Status. 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 16th October 2017 
 

 
 

Item 11   
Proposal : Conversion of existing building to a distillery, to include lifting 

and replacement of existing roof and alterations to the front 
elevation and installation of double doors 

Site Address : 10 West Quay 
Ramsey 
Isle Of Man 
IM8 1DW 

Applicant : Fynoderee Limited 
Application No. : 
Case Officer : 

17/00930/B- click to view 
Mr Chris Balmer 

 
RECOMMENDATION: To APPROVE the application 

______________________________________ 
 
Recommended Conditions and Notes for Approval  
C : Conditions for approval 
N : Notes (if any) attached to the conditions 
 
C 1. The development hereby approved shall be begun before the expiration of four years 
from the date of this decision notice. 
 
Reason:  To comply with article 14 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) (No2) Order 2013 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning 
approvals. 
 
C 2. Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Department, no customers shall be served 
or remain in the building outside the following hours 0800hrs till 2200hrs. 
 
Reason:  In the interests of the residential amenity of the area and as the application has 
specifically listed these times and the application have been considered on this basis. 
 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
None 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THE APPLICATION IS BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMITTEE AS THE PROPOSAL COULD BE 
CONSIDERED TO BE CONTRARY TO THE LAND USE DESIGNATION 
 
1.0 THE APPLICATION SITE 
1.1 The application site is 10 West Quay, Ramsey which is a single building with mono 
pitched roof with a large glazed shop front with pedestrian doorway which both directly face 
towards the Quayside.  The building appears in a poor state of repair.  To the eastern side of 
the building is a vehicular gated access which leads to an open yard area which runs along 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=17/00930/B
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the side of the building.  However this section does not serve the application site but the rear 
of properties along Parliament Street. 
 
2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
2.1 Full planning approval is sought for conversion of existing building to a distillery, to 
include lifting and replacement of existing roof and alterations to the front elevation and 
installation of double doors. 
 
2.2 The proposed would be micro-distillery for the production of Manx spirts, namely gin, 
rum and whiskey.  The site would also be proposed to have pre-arranged visits for people to 
view the facilities and taste the produce.  The applicants are also proposing to sell their 
produce from the site as well as wholesale, via off licences on the IOM and a range of e-
commerce purchase options for export worldwide. 
 
2.3 The proposal also includes alteration to the external alterations and finishes of the 
building.  The mono pitch roof would be replaced with a flat roof, while the front elevation 
would see the existing shop front (window/doorway) being removed and replaced with a pair 
of timber doors.  It is proposed to open the timber doors and have a fully glazed window and 
doorway setback behind, so that people walking past the building can see into the distillery 
and to provide more natural light into the building.  The front elevation would also be 
changed in terms of materials used, from a painted render to a mixture of Manx stone facing 
and a painted render coloured a putty colour. 
 
3.0 PLANNING HISTORY 
3.1 The following previous applications are considered relevant in the determination of 
this application: 
 
3.2 Alterations and erection of extension to rear of existing shop - 14/00342/B  -
APPROVED 
 
3.3 Alterations and extension to rear of shop - 01/00707/B - APPROVED 
 
4.0 DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICIES 
4.1 The Ramsey Local Plan identifies the site for Mixed Use - Town Centre purposes.  The 
site is also within a Conservation Area. 
 
4.2 The Written Statement accompanying the Local Plan has one policy, R/TC/P6, which is 
considered relevant.  It reads:  "The West Quay area is allocated for mixed use, with a 
presumption in favour of rehabilitation and conversion (as against demolition) of the 
warehouse buildings".  As the site does not contain a warehouse building, it is not considered 
that the second element of this policy is especially relevant. 
 
4.3 The Strategic Plan, meanwhile, contains several policies of relevance listed below: 
 
4.4 General Policy 2 states: "Development which is in accordance with the land-use zoning 
and proposals in the appropriate Area Plan and with other policies of this Strategic Plan will 
normally be permitted, provided that the development:  
(a) is in accordance with the design brief in the Area Plan where there is such a brief;  
(b) respects the site and surroundings in terms of the siting, layout, scale, form, design and 
landscaping of buildings and the spaces around them;  
(c) does not affect adversely the character of the surrounding landscape or townscape;  
(d) does not adversely affect the protected wildlife or locally important habitats on the site or 
adjacent land, including water courses;  
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(e) does not affect adversely public views of the sea;  
(f) incorporates where possible existing topography and landscape features, particularly trees 
and sod banks;  
(g) does not affect adversely the amenity of local residents or the character of the locality;  
(h) provides satisfactory amenity standards in itself, including where appropriate safe and 
convenient access for all highway users, together with adequate parking, servicing and 
manoeuvring space;  
(i) does not have an unacceptable effect on road safety or traffic flows on the local highways;  
(j) can be provided with all necessary services;  
(k) does not prejudice the use or development of adjoining land in accordance with the 
appropriate Area Plan; 
(l) is not on contaminated land or subject to unreasonable risk of erosion or flooding;  
(m) takes account of community and personal safety and security in the design of buildings 
and the spaces around them; and  
(n) is designed having due regard to best practice in reducing energy consumption." 
  
4.5 Environment Policy 22 states: "Development will not be permitted where it would 
unacceptably harm the environment and/or the amenity of nearby properties in terms of: 
i)     pollution of sea, surface water or groundwater; 
ii) emissions of airborne pollutants; and 
iii) vibration, odour, noise or light pollution." 
 
4.6 Environment Policy 35 reads: "Within Conservation Areas, the Department will permit 
only development which would preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the Area, 
and will ensure that the special features contributing to the character and quality are 
protected against inappropriate development". 
 
4.7 Transport Policy 7: "The Department will require that in all new development, parking 
provision must be in accordance with the Department's current standards.  
 
The current standards are set out in Appendix 7." 
 
5.0 REPRESENTATIONS 
5.1 Highway Services do not object to the planning application and make the following 
comments (25.09.2017): 
"The proposals are to convert and refurbish an existing building for retail storage into a 
micro-distillery and associated accommodation. 
 
The site is located in the town centre of Ramsey and is therefore close to local amenities and 
public transport links. Given the type of use, it is not expected there will be a material 
increase in traffic generation in comparison with the previous use. Service vehicle access 
arrangements are limited but there is a yard to the side of the building that could be used, 
failing that delivery / collections associated with proposed use are catered for on West Quay 
in front of the building. 
 
There is no off street parking proposed with the proposals however, given the site's 
sustainable location and the fact that there are car parks nearby, this is not an issue that 
raises concerns to such an extent to warrant a reason for refusal. 
 
The proposals are therefore considered acceptable from a highways aspect. 
 
There are no suggested conditions." 
 
5.2 Ramsey Town Commissioners fully support the planning application (25.09.2017). 
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6.0 ASSESSMENT 
6.1 The material planning issues which need to be taken into account are; the principle for 
the use of the existing building; potential visual impact upon the conservation area; the 
potential impacts upon highway safety/parking provision, and potential impact upon 
neighbouring amenities. 
 
THE PRINCIPLE FOR THE USE OF THE EXISTING BUILDING 
6.2 In relation to the use of the building, the site is designated as "mixed uses" within a 
"town centre" location.  The proposed use would be regarded more as a light industry 
process.  This could be considered not to strictly comply with the "Mixed Use - Town Centre" 
land use designation, namely as the Local Plan does define other sites which are designed 
with the same "Mixed use" but also with a "light industrial" designation.  This site is not within 
this "light industrial" designation.  Notwithstanding this, the Quayside in this area does still 
have a variety of uses which again would arguably not fall within this "Town Centre" 
designated, being car showrooms, agricultural trade sales and a number of public houses. 
 
6.3 Further, in paragraph 9.6 of the Ramsey Local Plan this states: 
 
"Workshops, warehouses and trading stores form an important element of land use on the 
East and West Quays and their impact and demand on the town centre are different from 
retail uses….". 
 
6.4 The paragraph also states: 
 
"…it is considered important to encourage the retention of the harbour trade which helps 
maintain the vitality and interest of the town centre." 
 
6.5 The proposed use is a micro-distillery which is not significant in size or scale and 
would have some ancillary elements of retail by people visiting the site to visit and purchase 
drinks produced on site.  However, the main use would be light industry and give the above 
reasons it is considered such use on this site is considered appropriate and to the character of 
uses along West Quay.  It is also noted that this site has previously been granted planning 
approval to be used as a retail unit, therefore the retail aspect of this new proposal would 
again be considered acceptable. 
 
POTENTIAL VISUAL IMPACT UPON THE CONSERVATION AREA 
6.6 The site is within a Conservation Area and, as such, any and all development should 
seek to preserve or enhance the character of that Conservation Area.  The removal of the 
existing shop front and replaced as proposed will represent a vast improvement over the 
appearance of current building, which has a detrimental impact to the area currently.  The 
proposal would introduce a flush wall fan which faces the adjacent yard area of the property.  
However, from a visual point of view, this would be limited due to the tall gate to the yard 
and given its position, size and running flush with the wall.  Accordingly, it is considered all 
the proposed works should be commended, beneficial to the visual amenities of the area and 
to the individual building complying with General Policy 2 and Environment Policy 35 
 
POTENTIAL IMPACTS UPON HIGHWAY SAFETY/PARKING PROVISION 
6.7 In terms of parking provision, there is no parking provision provided within the site 
nor is it realistic for such parking to be provided.   A loading designated to the front of the 
property does exist, which would be utilised for collections and deliveries to the distillery.  The 
applicants consider such collections and deliveries would be occasionally. 
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6.8    The applicants highlights that there is sufficient parking available at nearby public car 
parks nearby and also along the Quayside itself which has a number of on-street parking 
spaces. 
 
6.9   Overall, whilst the site does not provided the required level of on-site parking and relies 
on off-street/car parks/public transport; it is considered given the previous use of the 
building, and as the site is within a sustainable town centre location, the proposal from this 
respect is also acceptable, complying with General Policy 2 and Transport Policy 4.  
 
POTENTIAL IMPACT UPON NEIGHBOURING AMENITIES 
6.10 Environment Policy 22 states that development will not be permitted where it would 
unacceptably harm the environment and/or the amenity of nearby properties.  In relation to 
this matter the applicants comment that: 
"In terms of the effect of the operating process on neighbours, the Still room will include an 
extract system that will be of a design that results in no external noise or odour being 
generated.  The distillation process, by its very nature, occurs in sealed vessels and pipework 
and creates very limited odour.  It is not proposed to go about the processing of what is 
called fermented washed in the building (and which processes can involve some odour 
creation associated, with, for example breweries).  The Applicant intends to work with other 
existing businesses on the Island that already produce such base products, on a collaborative 
basis, with a view to keeping the working process in the building to that of the creative art of 
distilling." 
 
6.11 The applicants also state: 
 
"The distilling process, and particularly at the scale that will be possible within a building of 
this size, is very quiet and un-intrusive to neighbours.  It is also noted that there are no 
immediate residential neighbours to the building, all other uses being retail outlets, or subject 
to being developed, an element of office use at 11-12 West Quay.". 
 
6.12 It is noted the two neighbouring buildings are a public house and an empty building 
with permission to demolish and building an office building.  The properties to the rear Nrs 30 
to 34 Parliament Street are retail at ground floor level.  Nrs 30 & 32A is occupied by Looneys 
of Ramsey which is a department store and Nr 34 Parliament Street has two residential flats 
at the upper floors. 
 
6.13 Notwithstanding this given the processes the applicants are proposing it is not 
considered the proposal would result in a significant adverse impact upon neighbouring 
amenities complying with Environment Policy 22. 
 
7.0 CONCLUSION  
7.1 There is not considered to be an objection to the application in respect of either the 
principle or the details proposed.  Indeed, it is considered that the design changes and the 
use proposed will likely uplift the application site and also the streetscene in which it sits.  It 
is therefore recommended that approval, subject to conditions, be granted. 
 
8.0        INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
8.1    By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No 2) Order 
2013 Article 6(4), the following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) The applicant, or if there is one, the applicant's agent; 
(b) The owner and the occupier of any land that is the subject of the application or any 
other person in whose interest the land becomes vested; 
(c) Any Government Department that has made written submissions relating to planning 
considerations with respect to the application that the Department considers material  
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(d) Highway Services Division of Department of Infrastructure and  
(e) The local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated. 
 
8.2      The decision maker must determine:  
o whether any other comments from Government Departments (other than the 
Department of Infrastructure Highway Services Division) are material; and 
o whether there are other persons to those listed in Article 6(4) who should be given 
Interested Person Status. 
 

 



 

79 

 

PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 16th October 2017 
 

 
 

Item 12   
Proposal : Erection of building containing public conveniences to replace 

derelict underground toilet facilities 
Site Address : Public Conveniences 

Marathon Terrace 
Queens Promenade 
Douglas 
Isle Of Man 
IM2 4NH 

Applicant : Douglas Borough Council 
Application No. : 
Case Officer : 

17/00942/B- click to view 
Mr Chris Balmer 

 
RECOMMENDATION: To APPROVE the application 

______________________________________ 
 
Recommended Conditions and Notes for Approval  
C : Conditions for approval 
N : Notes (if any) attached to the conditions 
 
C 1. The development hereby approved shall be begun before the expiration of four years 
from the date of this decision notice. 
 
Reason:  To comply with article 14 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) (No2) Order 2013 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning 
approvals. 
 
C 2. The roof of the building hereby approved is to surfaced with a sedum system as shown 
in drawing E&R 17 004 1004 A and must be carried out in the first planting and seeding 
seasons following the completion of the development or the occupation of the hereby 
approved toilets, whichever is the sooner.  Any plants which die, are removed, or become 
seriously damaged or diseased must be replaced in the next planting season with others of a 
similar size and species. 
 
Reason:  To ensure the provision of an appropriate finish of the building and to protect the 
visual amenities of the conservation area.  
 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
It is recommended that the following persons should not be given Interested Person Status as 
they are not considered to have sufficient interest in the subject matter of the application to 
take part in any subsequent proceedings and are not mentioned in Article 6(4): 
4 Port Jack, Onchan 
4 Royal Avenue West, Onchan 

_____________________________________________________________ 
Planning Officer’s Report 

 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=17/00942/B
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THIS APPLICATION IS BROUGHT BEFORE PLANNING COMMITTEE AS THE PROPOSAL COULD 
BE CONSIDERED TO BE CONTRARY TO THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN BUT RECOMMENDED FOR 
AN APPROVAL 
 
1.0     THE SITE 
1.1     The site is the former underground Public Conveniences along Queens Promenade and 
to the southeast of Marathon Terrace within Douglas.  The site current includes the 
entranceways (staircase) to the two former male and female underground toilets surrounded 
by gardens with the exception of a public footpath which runs from the Promenade Walkway 
though the site to the Queens Promenade carriageway. 
 
2.0     THE PROPOSAL 
2.1   Full planning approval is sought for the erection of building containing public 
conveniences to replace derelict underground toilet facilities.  The building would have a low 
angled hipped roof with a sedum roof finish and a mixture of painted render plinth and Manx 
stone cladding to walls. southeast & northwest elevations are  proposed to have historical 
artwork/photographs (3m x 2m) attached to them.  
 
2.2 The applicants have confirmed that the proposed 'historical artwork' is to be images & 
text referencing the surrounding area (horse trams, internment camps etc.) and there is not 
going to be any advertisement incorporated into the artwork whatsoever. 
 
2.3 Douglas Borough Council carried out a Douglas Town Centre Toilet Review, the main 
finding from this review is the lack of facilities between the Villa Marina and the Terminus 
Tavern.  From this review they looked into re-opening the underground toilets but the 
following issues meant this was not feasible. 
 
2.4 The applicants stated that the existing underground toilets are disused and in a state 
of disrepair.  They also indicate that there is no disabled access to them as there are two set 
of stairs and they are also classes as 'confined space' and ventilation of the toilets are not 
suitable.  There are also many cracks which cause the toilets to be constantly flooded.  
Finally, one reason the toilets were originally closed was because of the anti-social behaviour 
taking place and there are concerns this could happen again if they were to open them again. 
Accordingly, these are the reason why the current application has been proposed on this site.  
 
3.0     PLANNING HISTORY 
3.1 The following previous planning applications are considered relevant in the 
determination of the proposed planning application: 
 
3.2 Approval in principle for the erection of male/female and disabled toilet block, Queens 
Promenade, Douglas - 97/01542/A - APPROVED 
 
3.3 Erection of replacement public toilets, Queens Promenade, Douglas - 98/00937/B - 
REFUSED for the following reason: 
"R 1. The design of the building as proposed is not of a standard appropriate to its location 
and whilst accepting the general form and massing, it would benefit from greater attention to 
detail.  Any future proposal should be one which restricts the exterior walls to brick only, 
should incorporate modelling to the blank walls with moulded brick edges and the applicant 
should consider the use of "Victorian" cast iron work." 
 
 
 
4.0     PLANNING POLICY  
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4.1      In terms of the current land use designation the site is identified as being an area of 
'Public Open Space' and as a 'Principal Traffic Route' under the Douglas Local Plan Order 1998 
(See Appendix 2).  The site is within the Douglas Promenades Conservation Area. 
 
4.2     The Strategic Plan policies of material relevance to the consideration of this application 
are set out below. 
 
4.3     General Policy 2 states: "Development which is in accordance with the land-use zoning 
and proposals in the appropriate Area Plan and with other policies of this Strategic Plan will 
normally be permitted, provided that the development: 
(a) is in accordance with the design brief in the Area Plan where there is such a brief; 
(b) respects the site and surroundings in terms of the siting, layout, scale, form, design 
and landscaping of buildings and the spaces around them; 
(c) does not affect adversely the character of the surrounding landscape or townscape; 
(d) does not adversely affect the protected wildlife or locally important habitats on the site 
or adjacent land, including water courses; 
(e) does not affect adversely public views of the sea; 
(f) incorporates where possible existing topography and landscape features, particularly 
trees and sod banks; 
(g) does not affect adversely the amenity of local residents or the character of the 
locality; 
(h) provides satisfactory amenity standards in itself, including where appropriate safe and 
convenient access for all highway users, together with adequate parking, servicing and 
manoeuvring space; 
(i) does not have an unacceptable effect on road safety or traffic flows on the local 
highways; 
(j) can be provided with all necessary services; 
(k) does not prejudice the use or development of adjoining land in accordance with the 
appropriate Area Plan; 
(l) is not on contaminated land or subject to unreasonable risk of erosion or flooding; 
(m) takes account of community and personal safety and security in the design of 
buildings and the spaces around them; and 
(n) is designed having due regard to best practice in reducing energy consumption." 
 
4.4 Environment Policy 35 is perhaps the crucial policy: "Within Conservation Areas, the 
Department will permit only development which would preserve or enhance the character of 
appearance of the area, and will ensure that the special features contributing to the character 
and quality are protected against inappropriate development." This echoes the provision of 
Planning Policy Statement 1/01, policy CA/2, which states: "When considering proposals for 
the possible development of any land or buildings which fall within the conservation area, the 
impact of such proposals upon the special character of the area, will be a material 
consideration when assessing the application. 
 
Where a development is proposed for land which, although not within the boundaries of the 
conservation area, would affect its context or setting, or views into or out of the area; such 
issues should be given special consideration where the character or appearance of a 
conservation area may be affected." 
 
4.5 Recreation Policy 2 states: "Development which would adversely affect, or result in 
the loss of Open Space or a recreation facility that is or has the potential to be, of recreational 
or amenity value to the community will not be permitted except in the following 
circumstances:  
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(a) where alternative provision of equivalent community benefit and of equivalent or better 
accessibility is made available; and  
(b) where there would be an overall community gain from the development, and the 
particular loss of the open space or recreation facility would have no significant unacceptable 
effect on local open space or recreation provision or on the character or amenity of the area." 
 
5.0     REPRESENTATIONS 
5.1     Douglas Borough Council does not object (22.09.2017). 
 
5.2     DOI Highway Services confirmed no highway interest (06.10.17). 
 
5.3 The owner/occupier of 4 Port Jack, Onchan (also occupies 2 Marathon Terrace) 
objects to the application which can be summarised as (01.10.17); application 10 years ago 
was refused for new toilets; the proposal will look unsightly and interrupt the beautiful view 
from many people properties of the sea an main promenade; we currently operate a 
hairdressers at 2 Marathon Terrace and we allow people to use our toilets when asked which 
is very rare; there are facilities at the Terminus Tavern Pub approx 500 yards away; the 
underground toilets closed 25-30 years ago and have hardly been missed; and could the 
sewerage pumping station building 150 yards north of the site be used to accommodate the 
toilets. 
 
5.4 The owner/occupier of 4 Royal Avenue West, Onchan objects to the application which 
can be summarised as (28.09.17); application 10 years ago was refused for new toilets; the 
proposal will look unsightly and interrupt the beautiful view from many people properties of 
the sea an main promenade; I have lived, worked and own a property on Marathon Terrace 
and I know hardly anyone has missed those old public toilets closed 25-30 years ago; there 
are facilities at the Terminus Tavern Pub approx 500 yards away; and could the sewerage 
pumping station building 150 yards north of the site be used to accommodate the toilets 
which would be a cheaper option. 
 
6.0     ASSESSMENT 
6.1     The key considerations in the determination of this planning application are the 
principle of developing the site, and second are the potential visual impacts upon the 
Conservation Area. 
 
PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPING THE SITE 
6.2 As indicated previously the site is designated as Public Open Space and it could be 
argued that the proposal represent a loss of such space. Recreation Policy 2 indicates that 
Development which would adversely affect, or result in the loss of Open Space or a recreation 
facility that is or has the potential to be, of recreational or amenity value to the community 
will not be permitted except in the following circumstances: (a) where alternative provision of 
equivalent community benefit and of equivalent or better accessibility is made available; and  
(b) where there would be an overall community gain from the development, and the 
particular loss of the open space or recreation facility would have no significant unacceptable 
effect on local open space or recreation provision or on the character or amenity of the area. 
 
6.3 It is considered the proposal for public toilets with a modest footprint of 3m x 3.4m 
does not represent a significant loss of open space provision (0.4%), while it does reinstate 
public facilities to this area of the promenade which have not had such facilities for a number 
of decades.  Accordingly, it is considered the application would comply with Recreation Policy 
2. 
 
POTENTIAL VISUAL IMPACTS UPON THE CONSERVATION AREA AND COUNTRYSIDE 
SETTING 
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6.4 When considering any development within a Conservation Area the Department has a 
duty to determine whether such proposals are in keeping with not only individual buildings, 
but the special character and quality of the area as a whole.  With this in mind it is very 
relevant to consider Environment Policy 35 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan (adopted June 
2016).  This policy indicates that development within Conservation Areas will only be 
permitted if they would preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the Area, and 
will ensure that the special features contributing to the character and quality are protected 
against inappropriate development. 
 
6.5 The proposal is a modest building in terms of footprint and size/height and the use of 
Manx stone and sedum roof are quality finishes which would complement the Promenade.   
 
6.6 The application has been discussed with the Conservation Officer who has no 
concerns with the proposal. 
 
6.7 The design and finish is of a high quality and its size and mass would also help the 
building fit within the area.  Whilst the proposal would increase the level of built development 
on the site, it is considered the design, scale and siting would be appropriate and would not 
have a detrimental impact upon the visual amenities of the Conservation Area.  The proposal 
therefore complies with Environment Policy 35 of the IOM Strategic Plan. 
   
7.0     CONCLUSION 
7.1     The use of a mixture of traditional finishes with a more contemporary roof finish and a 
modestly sized building in the manner proposed by the application is acceptable and therefore 
it is considered that the proposal would preserve the character, and appearance, of that 
Conservation Area.    It is therefore recommended that the planning application be approved.  
  
8.0 INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
8.1  By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No 2) Order 
2013 (Article 6(4), the following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) The applicant, or if there is one, the applicant's agent; 
(b) The owner and the occupier of any land that is the subject of the application or any 
other person in whose interest the land becomes vested; 
(c) Any Government Department that has made written submissions relating to planning 
considerations with respect to the application that the Department considers material  
(d) Highway Services Division of Department of Infrastructure and  
(e) The local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated. 
 
8.2  The Planning Committee must determine:  
o whether any other comments from Government Departments (other than the 
Department of Infrastructure Highway Services Division) are material; and 
o whether there are other persons to those listed in Article 6(4) who should be given 
Interested Person Status. 
 


