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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 
 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1999 
TOWN AND COUNTRY (DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURE) ORDER 2019 

 
Agenda for a meeting of the Planning Committee, 26th September 2022, 10.00am, 
in the Ground Floor Meeting Room of Murray House, Mount Havelock, Douglas 
 
Please note that participants are able to attend in a public meeting in person or 
virtually via Microsoft Teams. For further information on how to view the meeting 
virtually or speak via Teams please refer to the Public Speaking Guide and 
‘Electronic Planning Committee – Supplementary Guidance’ available at 
www.gov.im/planningcommittee. If you wish to register to speak please contact 
DEFA Planning & Building Control on 685950.  
 
 
1. Nomination of Chair to act 

Due to the recent resignation of the Chair Mrs Christian MHK the members must 
nominate from those in attendance to act as Chair 

 
2. Apologies for absence 
 
3. Minutes 
To give consideration to the minutes of a meeting of the Planning Committee held on the 5TH 
September 2022. 
 
4. Any matters arising 
 
5. To consider and determine Planning Applications 
Schedule attached as Appendix One. 
Please be aware that the consideration order, as set down by this agenda, will be revisited on 
the morning of the meeting in order to give precedent to applications where parties have 
registered to speak. 
 
6.      Site Visits 
To agree dates for site visits if necessary.  
 
7.     Section 13 Agreements 
To note any applications where Section 13 Agreements have been concluded since the last 
sitting. 
 
8.     Any other business 
 
9.    Next meeting of the Planning Committee 
Set for 10th October 2022. 

http://www.gov.im/planningcommittee
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 Appendix One 
PLANNING COMMITTEE Meeting, 26th September 2022 

Schedule of planning applications 
 
 
Item 5.1  
Field 312909 And 312711 Main Road St 
Johns Isle Of Man   
 
PA21/00365/A 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Approval in principle for the erection of 1 
detached bungalow addressing means of 
access 

 
Item 5.2  
22 - 28 North Quay Douglas Isle Of Man IM1 
4LE   
 
PA22/00149/GB 
Recommendation : Refused 

Demolition of No's 22, 23 ,25, 26, 27 and 
28 North Quay, conversion of No. 24 
North Quay and redevelopment to provide 
ten apartments and three bar/restaurant 
units (use class 3) (in association with 
22/00148/CON) 

 
Item 5.3  
22 - 28 North Quay Douglas Isle Of Man IM1 
4LE   
 
PA22/00148/CON 
Recommendation : Refused 

Registered buildings consent for the 
demolition of the Registered Buildings 
No's 27 - 28 North Quay and Demolition 
of No's 22, 23, 25 and 26 North Quay 
which are buildings within a Conservation 
Area. 

 
Item 5.4  
Kennaa Farm Stables Kennaa Equestrian 
Centre  Kennaa Road St Johns Isle Of Man 
IM4 3LW 
 
PA22/00464/B 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Erection of a building to provide a 
Veterinary Practice 

 
Item 5.5  
Land To The West Of 17 Royal Park Royal 
Park Ramsey Isle Of Man   
 
PA22/00520/B 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Proposed erection of dwelling 

 
Item 5.6  
Balthane Junction Douglas Road Ballasalla 
Isle Of Man IM9 2DJ  
 
PA22/00567/B 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Installation of larger junction and 
pedestrian crossings and the creation of a 
highway and footpath with associated 
works. 

 
Item 5.7  
Airship Hanger Base Jurby Industrial Estate 
Jurby Isle Of Man IM7 3BD  
 
PA22/00172/C 
Recommendation : Permitted 

Change of use of parking site to overnight 
camping facility for club members 

 
 
Item 5.8  
Field 335429 Adjacent To Dinahs Cottage 

Window / door alterations and roofing 
works to agricultural storage building 
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Main Road Glen Maye Isle Of Man IM5 3AU 
 
PA21/01347/B 
Recommendation : Permitted 

(retrospective) 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 26th September 2022 
 
 
 

Item 5.1   
Proposal : Approval in principle for the erection of 1 detached bungalow 

addressing means of access 
Site Address : Field 312909 And 312711 

Main Road 
St Johns 
Isle Of Man 
 

Applicant : Mr David Davies 
Application No. : 
Planning Officer : 

21/00365/A- click to view 
Mr Paul Visigah 

 
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 26 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) Order 2019 
 
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) Order 
2019. 
 
C 4. The application for the reserved matters must include a detailed landscaping and 
planting plan which demonstrates how the introduction of new trees and shrubs will result in 
an acceptable visual and ecological impact on the area.  
 
Reason: appropriate landscaping can enhance the site in terms of the visual impact and 
effect on well-being, ecology, drainage, cooling, traffic calming, the value of the 
development and the environment. 
 
C 5. The application for reserved matters must include details of the approach taken to 
integrate the recommended Preliminary Ecological Appraisal mitigation measures within the 
development. 
 
Reason: to enhance the ecological impact of the development. 
 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=21/00365/A
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C 6. The application for the reserved matters must include an Archaeological Report for the 
site, which includes a programme of archaeological work in accordance with a written 
scheme of investigation and measures for mitigation of any adverse impact thereon. The 
development must be undertaken in accordance with the recommendations of the 
Archaeological Report.  
 
Reason: to ensure compliance with Strategic Policy 4 and POLICY: RES/P/1 of the St. John 
Local Plan. 
 
C 7. The application for the reserved matters must include the following highway 
information: 
i. Formal right of permanent access to site via Balladoyne Estate Road ; 
ii. Full geometric and technical details for the means of access to / from the site; 
iii. Details of all parking provision which demonstrates that a range of vehicles including 
those larger than standard cars, can be accommodated within the site; 
iv. Details of the storage of waste receptacles; 
v. Vehicle tracking information relating to a box van and a refuse vehicle demonstrating 
that they can satisfactorily access, manoeuvre within and egress from the site; 
vi. Details of the provision of secure bicycle storage; 
vii. The surface treatment of any roadways and other parts of the site which will not be 
covered by buildings; 
viii. Details of the construction access to the site. 
 
Reason: the submitted information does not demonstrate how these matters will 
satisfactorily be addressed. 
 
Reason for approval: 
The proposal is considered acceptable and to be in accordance with the land use designation 
of the St. John Local Plan and appropriate to POLICY: RES/P/1 (Development Brief for Area 
1) of the Local Plan. Overall, it is concluded that the information provided demonstrates that 
proposed detached bungalows could be accommodated within the site without any adverse 
impact on the Environment as set out in General Policy 2 of the Strategic Plan. 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
It is recommended that the owners/occupiers of the following properties 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 4(2): 
 
12 Strathallan Crescent, Douglas as they do not clearly identify the land which is owned or 
occupied which is considered to be impacted on by the proposed development in accordance 
with paragraph 2A of the Policy, and they have not explained how the development would 
impact the lawful use of land owned or occupied by them and in relation to the relevant 
issues identified in paragraph 2C of the Policy, as is required by paragraph 2D of the Policy. 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THIS APPLICATION IS REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMITTEE AS THE DEVELOPMENT 
AND COULD BE CONSIDERED TO BE CONTRARY TO THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
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0.0   PREAMBLE 
0.1   This application was originally on the agenda for 29.11.2021 and was deferred by the 
Planning Committee, pending the outcome of the Petition of Doleance submitted for the 
broader site area.  Since then, the applicants have submitted information to indicate that the 
Petition of Doleance was withdrawn and that the land had been partitioned as per a new land 
subdivision pan. The partition agreement states the following: 
 
-     A legal permanent access route to the Balladoyne estate from the western plot. 
-     A temporary construction access for PA20/00787/B including access to our site. 
-     Access to the MUA sewer manhole 9701 for 20/00787/B. 
 
The applicant further stated that: 
-     The appeal report for 20/00787/B confirmed that PA 19/01324/B was still extant and the 
applicant could implement either proposal. 
 
The report is unchanged.  
 
0.2    Post Meeting dated  29.11.2021: 
The Case Officer noted that the proposal description is wrong as it refers to two dwellings 
although an amended plan has been submitted with only one dwelling now proposed. As 
such, the applicants have been notified and an updated application form has been submitted 
to this effect. The application has, therefore, been re-advertised with the amended 
description. 
 
0.3   The Committee at their meeting on 22.8.2022 decided that its decision on the 
application be further deferred until a revised Location and Site Plan which does not conflict 
with other site layouts for the area be submitted and circulated. The new Site and Location 
plan has now been received and circulated. The report is unchanged.  
 
1.0 THE SITE  
1.1 The site is a parcel of land which lies to the south of the A1 Peel to Douglas Road 
running through St John's and between St John's Primary School and the Balladoyne 
residential estate comprising a mix of bungalows and dormer bungalows. Directly south of the 
application site is the St. Johns primary School which is only separated by the dismantled 
railway line which abuts the north boundary of the school. This site is a part of Area 1 which 
was designated within the St. John's Local plan to house a maximum of six (6) residential 
units. 
 
2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
2.1 The application seeks approval for approval in principle for the erection of 1 detached 
bungalow addressing means of access. The applicants have indicated on the application form 
that only the principle and means of access would be assessed in this application. 
 
2.2 The submitted plans show that the proposal seeks to rely on the construction route 
approved under PA 20/00245/B as the construction access to the site. The plans also indicate 
that this construction access would be closed up once the dwelling has been completed, and 
that permanent access would be via Balladoyne estate. It is also noted that foul sewer would 
be through Balladoyne estate. As well, the proposed bungalow location, size (footprint) and 
orientation, parking space provisions, bin and bike storage locations and the position of 
electrical charging points are also depicted. Although it should be noted that these are all 
indicative and would not be assessed as part of the current application. 
 
2.3 The applicants have provided a response to DOI Highways request for a co-ordinated 
approach to the number of units as well as the temporary and permanent access 
arrangements to ensure a satisfactory means of access and plot layout between the various 
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applicants for Area 1 in a letter dated 10 May 2021. They highlight ongoing court proceedings 
other land owners as a reason why the concerns raised by highways could not be addressed. 
 
2.4 A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (August 2021) is provided which notes the 
following: 
o The site is comprised of semi-improved acid/neutral grassland bordered with 
hedgerows and with scrub encroachment in places; 
o The border of scrub in the north of Field 312909 is comprised of European Gorse, 
Bracken, Bramble (Rubus fruticosus agg.) and Rosebay Willowherb (Chamaenerion 
angustifolium);  
o Hedgerows border the fields within the site and are typically comprised of traditional 
Manx hedgebanks topped with scrub and trees; 
o In places the hedgebanks have areas of exposed stone, providing suitable habitat for 
Common Lizard; 
o Three mature trees within the hedgerows have been identified as having Potential 
Roost Features (PRFs) for bats and birds; 
o No Common Lizards were seen during the walkover survey but there is a record of 
lizards within 500m of the site, which shows evidence of breeding (the record is of a juvenile 
Common Lizard). This record is from approximately 400m to the north of the site, within the 
National Park Arboretum; 
o No Common Frogs were seen during the walkover survey and there are no records of 
Common Frog within 500m of the site. The site contains suitable terrestrial habitat 
(unmanaged grassland and scrub) for frogs but there are no waterbodies to provide suitable 
breeding habitat; 
o The site provides suitable foraging and nesting habitat for a range of bird species and 
has good habitat connectivity with the nearby Bird Sanctuary, Registered Tree areas and the 
riparian woodland of the Central Valley Phase 2 site; 
o There are 16 records of four species of bat within 500m of the site, including evidence 
of roosting. Pipistrelle bats were found roosting 150m to the north-east of the site and Brown 
Long-eared bats were found 280m to the south-east; 
o No notable invertebrates were recorded during the survey, although a Dor Beetle 
(Geotrupidae sp.) Bumble Bee species (Bombus sp.), Moth species (Lepidoptera) True Flies 
(Diptera) were observed; 
o No rare or scarce plants were found during the survey. This was to be expected due 
to the agricultural use of the site; 
o No invasive non-native species were found during the survey, however a previous 
survey (MWT 2020) found Hybrid Bluebells along the western hedgerow of Field 312711; and 
o No notable fungi was found during the survey, but this was to be expected due to the 
time of year. 
 
3.0 PLANNING POLICY 
3.1 The site is within an area of land identified in the St. John's Local Plan 1999 as land 
designated for residential development, as part of an area recognised as 'Area 1'.  However, 
the field where the construction access runs through and joins with the main road (Field 
312711) is designated as 'open space' and also within the proposed Conservation Area. This 
field is specifically referred to within paragraph 3.1 as one which was specifically designated 
as Open Space from its previous designation as Residential, in order to acknowledge its 
contribution to the amenities of the village by being open and affording views of Slieau 
Whallian in the background and also offers a welcome break in development along the 
roadside at this point in the village. The site is not susceptible to flooding as shown on the 
Isle of Man Indicative Flood Maps. The site is also not within a Registered Tree Area, and 
there are no protected trees on site.  
 
3.2 Area 1 of the St John's Local Plan was originally designated for development as part of 
the 1982 Development Plan and that low density housing could be sited in the smaller area 
with minimal impact on the amenities of adjoining residents and without compromise to 
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Tynwald Hill and DOI recommended that its vehicular access should be though Balladoyne 
Estate. Responses to this proposal were received from many residents of Balladoyne who 
were opposed to the development for a number of reasons but principally on the grounds of 
additional traffic and use by construction vehicles would be detrimental to amenities. Manx 
National Heritage were also concerned for the potential impact on a mediaeval chapel and 
crop marks in fields west of Balladoyne estate. It was accepted that Area 1 should remain 
designated for residential development for a limited number of dwellings and that permanent 
access be via Balladoyne estate but that construction access must not pass through the 
estate. On this basis Policy RES/P/1 and Development Brief for Area 1 were considered 
appropriate for inclusion within the written statement. 
 
3.2.1 "POLICY: RES/P/1 
2.11 RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SHALL BE PERMITTED WITHIN DEVELOPMENT AREA 1 IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THE FOLLOWING DEVELOPMENT BRIEF. 
Development Brief 
a. The maximum number of units which may be developed on this site is six (6). 
b. All dwellings shall be single storey (dormer accommodation will not be permitted). 
c. No detailed application for development of any dwelling will be approved until such time as 
a detailed application for the installation of roads and sewers together with the indication of 
plots and landscaping, has been approved by the Planning Committee. 
d. The application for the development of the site must include an indication of the temporary 
route to be used by construction traffic and such route must not be through the Balladoyne 
estate. Such a temporary route must be removed and the site made good when construction 
works are completed. 
e. Permanent access to the site after the development is completed may be taken through 
the Balladoyne estate. 
f. No development may commence until the applicant has secured the implementation of a 
programme of archaeological work in accordance with a written scheme of investigation 
which has been submitted to and approved by the Department. Such a scheme must be 
included as part of any detailed application for consideration and the applicant is strongly 
recommended to consult Manx National Heritage in this respect. 
g. Whilst field 9378 (that immediately behind Balladoyne Farmhouse) has been included 
within the development area, this land may only be used or developed in association with the 
existing adjacent properties (Balladoyne Farmhouse, "Allo" and 11, Balladoyne Estate and the 
building known as the Methodist Church) and may not be used for the erection of any new 
dwellings." 
 
3.3 The Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 also contains some policies which are considered 
to be specifically material in the assessment of the planning application: 
 
3.4 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: 
 
(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 watercourses; 
(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; 
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(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;  
 
3.5 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. 
 
3.6 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. 
 
3.7 Strategic Policy 2: New development will be located primarily within our existing towns 
and villages, or, where appropriate, in sustainable urban extensions(2) of these towns and 
villages. Development will be permitted in the countryside only in the exceptional 
circumstances identified in paragraph 6.3. 
 
3.8 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 of 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."  
 
3.9 Strategic Policy 10: "New development should be located and designed such as to 
promote a more integrated transport network with the aim to:  
(a) minimise journeys, especially by private car;  
(b) make best use of public transport;  
(c) not adversely affect highway safety for all users, and  
(d) encourage pedestrian movement." 
 
3.10 Environment Policy 4: 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; 
(ii) proposed or designated National Nature Reserves, or Areas of Special Scientific Interest; 
or 
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(iii) Marine Nature Reserves; or 
(iv) 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. 
 
3.11 Transport Policy 1: "New development should, where possible, be located close to 
existing public transport facilities and routes, including pedestrian, cycle and rail routes." 
 
3.12 Transport Policy 3: "New development on or around existing and former rail routes 
should not compromise their attraction as a tourism and leisure facility or their potential as 
public transport routes, or cycle / leisure footpath routes." 
 
3.13 Transport Policy 4: "The new and existing highways which serve any new 
development must be designed so as to be capable of accommodating the vehicle and 
pedestrian journeys generated by that development in a safe and appropriate manner, and in 
accordance with the environmental objectives of this plan." 
 
4.0 OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
4.1 Whilst not adopted planning policy, DEFA's Residential Design Guide (2021) is a 
material consideration in the assessment of this application as, "It is intended to apply to any 
residential development within existing villages and towns, including individual houses, 
conversions and householder extensions. Section 3.3 of the guidance relates specifically to 
transport Issues. 
 
4.2 The Manual for Manx Roads sets out the requirements for access to site and other 
services that accompany it. Paragraphs 3.2.12 relates to access, 3.2.13 refers to parking, 
3.2.14 - 3.2.15 borders on drainage, 3.2.16 deals with utilities, while 5.1.61 to 5.1.65 guides 
service vehicles access and circulation. The guide for achieving the required visibility splays 
are also clearly illustrated in Section B.3 of the Manual. Paragraphs 5.2.37 and 5.2.38 of the 
manual relates specifically to visibility along the street edge from driveways, while paragraphs 
5.2.39 and 5.2.40 refer to obstacles to Visibility. 
 
5.0 PLANNING HISTORY 
5.1 Approval was granted for the Creation of new vehicular entrance, and construction 
route across field (312711) to the application site which is within Field 312909 on 24 August 
2020 under PA 20/00245/B.  
 
5.1.1 The conditions of approval within that scheme are considered to be relevant to the 
current application as they set the parameters within which any development carried out to 
benefit from the temporary construction access should be set out to ensure highway safety, 
protection of trees and the preservation/restoration of the landscape after development. 
 
5.2 It will also be vital to consider the Inspectors Report for PA 19/01324/B which was 
initially refused by the Planning Officer but granted approval by the Planning Inspector for the 
erection of a detached dwelling on part of Field 312909 to which the site belongs being within 
Area 1.  
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5.2.1 Key elements of that Inspectors Report relevant to the current scheme include:  
"65. The proposal, as a whole, includes only a turning head at the end of the Balladoyne 
estate road to function as access to future plots, together with some drainage details. 
However, I consider that this is sufficient information to indicate how road access and 
drainage would be provided for any future phases of development. 
 
66. There is no other evidence of concern regarding the proposal, save in relation to safe 
construction access, archaeology and ecology and certain other matters discussed below. 
Otherwise, I consider proposal to be acceptable in principle with reference to Policy RES/P/1 
and the Area 1 Development Brief of the SJLP and GP2 (a) of the IMSP. 
 
Access 
70. After inspection though, I find merit in the argument of the Appellants that that the scale 
and type of construction traffic and deliveries over the likely construction period of six months 
or so would not be so much above the normal usage of the road to warrant an express 
requirement to use the temporary alternative. 
 
72. In both alternative access arrangements, I consider, on the evidence that adequate 2.4m 
by 45m or 35m vision splays could be provided, either within the appeal site or over public 
land. Subject to the submission of details of the temporary road construction and junction 
geometry, I regard the access proposals as acceptable. 
 
74. If the scheme were approved as submitted, the developer would have the option either to 
build the temporary access or simply to rely upon the estate road. 
 
75. Naturally, if construction use of the estate road were not expressly prohibited, it can be 
assumed that the temporary construction access would not be built. This would be strictly out 
of compliance with the stipulation of Policy RES/P/1 that there be no construction access via 
the estate. However, that stipulation envisaged the construction of up to six dwellings. I 
consider that for the construction of just one dwelling, that provision could reasonably be set 
aside. 
 
Archaeology 
76. It is clearly evident from information put forward by MNH that there is potential for 
important archaeological remains to be to present beneath the appeal site, including human 
burials close to the nearby historic seat of Manx democracy. If such remains are present the 
only ethical approach would be to clear the site, with implications for cost and delay to the 
start of the development. 
 
77. In the circumstances, a planning condition is essential to require archaeological 
investigation, excavation and recording as appropriate before any development commences. 
 
Ecology 
78. Similarly, it is evidently necessary to safeguard known wildlife on the appeal site by way 
of planning conditions to secure mitigation measures recommended by the Preliminary 
Ecological Appraisal with respect to bats, nesting birds and lizards as well as to protect trees 
and replace hedges important as wildlife habitat. Therefore, a detailed landscaping plan 
should also be required by condition to secure and control the replacement planting. With 
that condition in place, the development would protect local habitats in compliance with EP4 
of the IMSP." 
 
5.3 PA 20/00787/B which is the most recent application for Area 1 is considered relevant 
to the current application. Paragraphs 6.2 and 6.3 of the Officer report states thus: 
"Principle 
6.2 The application site is allocated for residential development for a maximum of six 
single-story storey dwellings, without dormers, served by roads and sewers for which an 
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advance comprehensive layout is required to be approved as well as a programme of 
archaeological work provided, and there is to be no construction access via the Balladoyne 
estate. 
 
6.3 Proposed is the erection of 5 dwellings coupled with the 1 already approved under 
19/01324/B and thus bringing the total in line with the 6 referred to in Policy RES/P/1. Each 
of the proposed dwellings are single storey although the roof spaces would be capable of 
accommodating a second floor, each roof would contain only roof-lights and there are to be 
no dormers and in this respect would be compliant with Part (b) of Policy RES/P/1. The 
proposal includes a turning head at the end of the Balladoyne estate road and how access to 
each of the 6 plots would be achieved and there are details shown to demonstrate 
conceptually how drainage can be achieved. This level of detail mimics that considered 
sufficient by the Inspector of 19/01324/B and it would be unreasonable to not accept this 
level of detail now. Matters relating to safe access, archaeology and ecology are covered in 
more detail below but on a whole the principle of the proposal is considered to be acceptable 
in respect of the land use designation, RES/P/1 and GP2(a)". 
 
5.4 Other applications within the broader site area which are considered relevant to the 
application include: 
 
5.5 PA 11/00690/B for Residential estate layout of six plots, roads and sewers including 
temporary construction access to site off Station Road Fields 312909 And 314758 Land 
Adjacent To Balladoyne St John's Isle Of Man - REFUSED at appeal. 
 
4.4.1 The Inspector accepted that the construction access was intended to be temporary 
but that it could be there for a year or more and the highway conditions of Station Road from 
which that access was to be formed was already dangerous and its use by construction 
vehicles would make this worse, and the risk of accident too real and too serious to be 
tolerated for that length of time and would have an unacceptable effect on highway safety. 
The St John's Local Plan does not suggest a route for the construction access in the 
Development Brief for Area 1 other than it must not go through Balladoyne. Just because the 
proposal via Station Road is unacceptable does not mean that Area 1 is undevelopable, but 
that better options have not yet been explored.  
 
5.6 PA 15/00345/A - Approval in principle for a temporary access road for constructions 
traffic through field 312711 - Approved 
 
5.5.1 The principle for development was accepted given the residential land use designation 
in the St Johns Local Plan which the temporary construction access was to serve. DOI were 
content that an access could be designed here in such a way as to be safe. The access from 
the A1 would present some advantages over the access approved from Station Road although 
still not ideal. If there were a concern for the living conditions of those in Westville as well as 
the health of the trees alongside, the route could be relocated further from the boundary to 
avoid this impact but this would need to form part of the reserved matters (REM) application. 
The standard REM conditions were added along with appropriately worded conditions relating 
to highway safety including detailed design sufficient to accommodate HGV access and 
egress, appropriate radius turning, visibility of at least 40m, wheel washing facilities and no 
discharge of water on the highway. A condition demonstrating that construction traffic would 
be suitable distance from Westbury and the trees, and that the temporary construction access 
may only be used and available for use to facilitate the development of fields 312909 and 
314758 and must upon completion of said development be closed off and the route restored 
to agricultural field.  
 
6.0 REPRESENTATIONS 
Copies of representations received can be viewed on the government's website. This report 
contains summaries only. 
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6.1 The Department of Infrastructure (DOI) Highways Division have made the following 
representations regarding the application: 
 
6.1.1 Representations received 27 April 2021: 
Additional Information required dealing with the following: 
o Coordinated approach to the number of units proposed for the area which would be 
above the threshold for number of dwelling stipulated within the local plan when PA 
19/01324/B, 20/00737/B, and the current application are put together; as well as the 
temporary and permanent access arrangements to ensure a satisfactory means of access and 
plot layout to these proposed plots in the event that all the applications become successful. 
 
o Geometric and technical details for means of access to each plot considering the fact 
that the submitted drawing layout is too schematic. These details should include the layout of 
the pedestrian and vehicle areas within each plot, including bicycle and car parking, waste bin 
storage arrangements to the applicable standard. 
 
6.1.2 Representations received 1 June 2021 (DNOC): 
o Highway Services accepts the revision to one unit on the understanding that 
construction access is via Peel Road and access on occupation is taken from Balladoyne.  
o As drawn, the access on occupation may not be deliverable depending on the 
outcome of the legal challenges described. 
o As drawn, the Balladoyne access remains reliant on the construction as well as an 
agreement to connect and use of the street(s) approved under PA: 19/01324/B. These streets 
would remain private unless transferred to the IOM Government (DOI) under an s4 Highway 
Agreement to become highway maintainable at public expense. An alternative arrangement 
may need to be explored. 
o Notwithstanding as drawn, there is need to provide the full geometric and technical 
details for the means of access to / from the including the adoptable standard street layout as 
indicated in the Manual for Manx Roads. 
o prior to commencement details will be required under a suitably worded condition for 
the layout of the plot access, pedestrian and vehicle areas within it, including bicycle and car 
parking, waste bin storage arrangements to the applicable standard. On this basis we do not 
oppose this proposal subject to conditions. Should this not be the case please re-consult. 
 
6.1.3 Having reviewed the additional and amended plans submitted by the applicants, DOI 
Highways notes the additions and amendments uploaded on 24 September 2021 and make 
no further comments to those issued on 1 June 2021 (28 September 2021). 
 
6.2 The Ecosystem Policy Team 
6.2.1 Consultation on 20 May 2021: They recommend that an ecological report be 
submitted with the application, with the report stating the protection and mitigation that will 
be provided for birds and common lizards. The report should also state measures to prevent 
the spread of Hybrid bluebell during the construction phase of the development. 
 
6.2.2 Consultation on 1 October 2021: 
They indicate that: 
o The contents of the Ecological Appraisal Report are in order and that they are content 
with the findings. 
o Any suggested mitigation should be included as an approval condition for the detailed 
application rather than this application. 
o Should there be a requirement for tree and shrub removal, artificial nest and roost 
boxes for birds and bats should be integrated onto the new buildings. The plans for these 
boxes should be provided at the detailed application stage. 
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6.3 Representation from the Department of Infrastructure (DOI) Flood Risk Management 
Division confirms that they 'Do not oppose' in the letter dated 20 May 2021. 
 
6.4 Manx National Heritage have expressed concerns over the possible impacts of the 
proposed temporary access on the potential for nesting birds in existing mature trees and 
field hedgerows around the site. They have also noted that any removal of the hedgerows, 
sod banks and verges (to facilitate the development) could impact on common lizards which 
become active during the bird nesting season. They suggest that any work on trees and sod 
banks be carried out between 1st September and the last week in February when there would 
be minimal impacts on birds (26 April 2021). 
 
6.5 The German Parish Commissioners have no objections in principle to the erection of 
dwellings on this site. However, they have made the following comments regarding the 
application (6 May 2021): 
o  It would appear that there are two parties in conflict and it could constitute over 
development by stealth, as the two houses on 21/00365/A would fit into the two vacant 
spaces on application number 20/00787. 
o They object to the visibility splay for the temporary access road proposed to serve this 
site. It should not go as far as the pedestrian crossing and the front of the Methodist Hall, the 
pedestrian crossing is used by both Primary Schools. 
o There are no details as to how the development will address the road through 
Balladoyne which has already been damaged by Construction traffic and they have 
designated a bin collection point on the plan without consultation with the Commissioners. 
 
6.5.1 Subsequent to their previous representation, the Commissioners have made the 
following comments in a letter dated 3 June 2021: 
 
The Commissioners have no particular objection to the development of this site, but question 
the fact that the proposal is to build at the end of a temporary access road when access 
through Balladoyne Estate has not yet been established which could lead to the property 
being land locked once the temporary access has been removed. 
 
6.6 The Owners/Occupiers of 12 Strathallan Crescent, Douglas has written in to request 
that they be granted IPS as they own part of the application site. They also noted that no 
ecological report and Archaeological Report has been provided as part of the current 
application although the previous application for the site required that they be submitted with 
the current application. As well, they note that there is no junction improvements with Peel 
Road indicated on previous application requirements for this site. Sight lines are not indicated 
as previously required at the junction. They have, however, stated that they do not object to 
the application, but consider that the information requirements of previous applications 
should also be required on this application. (28 April 2021/8 June 2021). 
 
7.0 ASSESSMENT  
7.1 Given that the applicants have clearly indicated that only the principle and means of 
access should be considered in this application, the key issues in this case are the principle of 
the proposed development and potential highway safety impacts. The impacts on ecology 
would only be considered as it would enable proper evaluation of this element of the scheme 
during a detailed application for the site. 
 
7.2 The principle of the development (General Policy 2, Housing Policy 4, Strategic Policies 
1 & 2) 
7.2.1 As outlined within the planning policy section of this report, the site is designated for 
residential development and therefore the proposal for residential development is acceptable 
in terms of complying with the land-use designation.   
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7.2.2 It is also vital to note that Strategic Policies 1 & 2 require that new dwellings be 
located within existing sustainable settlements; being located so as to utilise existing and 
planned infrastructure, facilities and services, and that developments should optimise the use 
of previously developed land.  This proposal would meet these aims which essentially seek 
development within exiting settlements rather than the countryside.  This scheme would also 
align with Housing Policy 4 which reiterates that new housing will be located primarily within 
our existing towns and villages.  
 
7.2.3 A key issue here, however, lies in the fact that the Development Brief for Area 1 of the 
St. John local plan has stipulated the maximum allowable number of dwellings here to be six, 
with approval now granted for six dwellings under PA 20/00787/B and 19/01324/B (approved 
at appeal), which implies that the current application would enable the erection of the 
seventh dwelling in the area, should approval be granted. Whilst the current scenario would 
exceed the maximum allowable set out in Policy Res/P/1 (the development brief), paragraph 
2.9 of the Local Plan Written Statement clearly states that the then DoT (Department of 
Transport) said that the site could, in traffic terms, satisfactorily accommodate up to a 
maximum of 20 dwellings.  
 
7.2.4 It would be vital to note here that there is ongoing court proceeding for part of area 1 
which borders on decisions for PA 19/01324/B which has the potential to alter the outcome 
with regard to the total number of dwellings within Area 1. Whilst land ownership is not a 
material planning consideration, the outcome the court proceedings could materially alter 
planning decisions that have been made for the broader site area (Area 1). 
 
7.2.5 Accordingly, given the above reasons, it is considered that the principle of developing 
the site for residential development is acceptable. It is also considered that the area of the 
site is large enough to accommodate a dwelling with the footprint proposed, with sufficient 
land allowance to ensure that the required amenities are provided, with the only key concern 
being that the current application proposes a seventh dwelling which would be above the six 
dwellings designated within the Local Plan for the Area. It should, however, be noted here 
that the failure to comply with Policy RES/P/1 of the Local Plan is not an automatic reason to 
refuse the proposal given the current issues with the broader site area highlighted within 
paragraphs 7.2.3 and 7.2.4 above. More so, the other matters listed within paragraph 7.1 still 
need to be considered and weighed within the context of the current proposal. 
 
7.3 Highway Impact (Transport Policy 1, 3 and 4, Strategic Policy 10, and General Policy 
2h & i). 
7.3.1 As has been noted earlier, the proposed additional dwelling increases the total number 
of dwellings to seven, exceeding the maximum allowable by one. However, traffic generation 
for one additional dwelling would not increase the pressure on the existing access through 
Balladoyne estate to such a level as to warrant refusal of the scheme. It is also considered 
that at the time of the preparation of the local plan, the then DoT said that the site could, in 
traffic terms, satisfactorily accommodate up to a maximum of 20 dwellings (see paragraph 
2.9 of Written Statement). 
 
7.3.2 As proposed, the permanent access for the application site would be is undeliverable 
given that the site would be land locked and dependent on permanent access being delivered 
under both 19/01424/B and / or 20/00787/B. As well, the proposed permanent access would 
be at variance with the already approved plan for part of the broader site area considering 
the proposed permanent access would be over already approved dwelling (Plot 1 under PA 
20/00787/B). This would result in the development failing to comply with General Policy 2 (k) 
as creating this permanent access could prejudice the use or development of adjoining land 
which has been designated for residential development on the local plan. Moreover, the 
requirements of GP 2(h) would also be unmet in that safe and convenient access is 
undemonstrated. It would, however, be vital to note that part (c) of the development brief 
clearly states that "no detailed application for development of any dwelling will be approved 
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until such time as a detailed application for the installation of roads and sewers together with 
the indication of plots and landscaping has been approved by the Planning Committee". Given 
that this proposal is only in principle and not a detailed application, it is not considered that 
the scheme could be refused for failing to provide details of a permanent access in this case. 
 
7.3.3 It is also considered that the location of the application site, and within close proximity 
to a public transport corridor would ensure that the site benefits from other modes of 
transportation, and minimise the reliance on the use of private cars. The site is also within 
close proximity to the heritage trail which could also serve as an alternative route for 
pedestrian movements from the site to neighbouring localities and communities. These would 
ensure that the scheme aligns with Strategic Policy 10 and Transport Policy 1 of the Strategic 
Plan. 
 
7.3.4 Based on the foregoing, and given that the advice of the transport professionals and 
their comments are heavily relied upon and as the transport professionals do not object, it is 
considered that whilst the deliverability of the permanent access has not been established, 
the proposal could still be achievable should these be resolved with the other applicants for 
the broader site area or during the detailed application for the site. As such, it is considered 
that the scheme as proposed would broadly comply with the requirements of General Policy 2 
(h&i) and Transport Policy 4. Albeit, conditions should be attached to ensure that the full 
application provides full geometric and technical details for the means of access to and from 
the site, including the adoptable standard street layout as indicated in the Manual for Manx 
Roads, in addition to providing detailed plans which clearly show the layout of the plot access, 
pedestrian and vehicle areas within it, including bicycle and car parking, and waste bin 
storage arrangements to the applicable standard. 
 
7.4 Impacts on Ecology (Environment Policy 4 and Strategic Policy 4) 
7.4.1 The application has sought to provide a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal which 
indicates that the scheme could be sensitively integrated into the area without significant 
adverse impacts on ecology. Whilst comment related to the Wildlife Act 1990 and the 
protection of nesting birds and other protected species such as bats and lizards on site have 
been noted, the Wildlife Act is a separate legislation which has its controls and protective 
measures separated from the planning process. As such, this has not been given due 
consideration within the assessments on ecology. 
 
7.4.2 The fact that the proposed application is for an approval in principle with the 
applicants clearly stating that only the issue of the principle and means of access should be 
considered under the current scheme implies that full details relating to impacts on ecology 
would be considered under a detailed application for the site. Besides, the Ecosystem Policy 
Team has advised that any suggested mitigation should be included as an approval condition 
for the detailed application rather than this application. They also advise that plans for the 
integration of artificial nest and roost boxes for birds and bats should be provided at the 
detailed application stage, should there be a requirement for tree and shrub removal on the 
site.  
 
7.4.3 Based on the foregoing, and given that there are no significant adverse impacts 
resulting from the scheme, it is considered that the proposal would comply with Environment 
Policy 4 and Strategic Policy 4 of the Strategic Plan. 
 
7.5 Other Matters  
7.5.1 Archaeological Report  
Concerns have been raised in respect of an Archaeological Report for the site by the 
owners/occupiers of 12 Strathallan Crescent, Douglas. Whilst these comments are noted, the 
requirements of part (f) of the development brief which stipulates that such details be 
submitted as part of a detailed application for consideration should be noted in this case, 
given that the current application is an approval in principle. Albeit, a condition would be 
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imposed to ensure that an Archaeological Report accompanies any detailed application for the 
site. 
 
7.5.2 Highway Issues along Peel Road 
The comments made by the German Parish Commissioners regarding the visibility splay for 
the temporary access road, as well as the comments made by the owners/occupiers of 12 
Strathallan Crescent, Douglas regarding sight lines and junction improvements with Peel Road 
are noted. However, it would be vital to state here that the current proposal does not involve 
the creation of a new construction access but relies on a previous approval for a construction 
access under PA 20/00245/B which the Commissioners stated that they had no objection to 
on 12 August 2020. Therefore, it is not considered that issues related to the construction 
access should be the subject of the current application, given that approval has already been 
granted for the construction access. 
 
8.0 CONCLUSION 
8.1 For the above reasons, it is considered the principle of residential development with 
means of access as shown on the submitted plans is appropriate on this site and 
recommended that the application be approved with attached conditions. 
 
9.0 INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
9.1 By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) Order 2019, the 
following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) the applicant (including an agent acting on their behalf);  
(b) any Government Department that has made written representations that the Department 
considers material;  
(c) the Highways Division of the Department of Infrastructure;  
(d) Manx National Heritage where it has made written representations that the Department 
considers material;  
(e) Manx Utilities where it has made written representations that the Department considers 
material;  
(f) the local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated; and  
(g) a local authority adjoining the authority referred to in paragraph (f) where that adjoining 
authority has made written representations that the Department considers material. 
 
9.2 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 above who should be given Interested 
Person Status 
 
9.3 The Department of Environment Food and Agriculture is responsible for the 
determination of planning applications.  As a result, where officers within the Department 
make comments in a professional capacity they cannot be given Interested Person Status. 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 26th September 2022 
 
 
 

Item 5.2   
Proposal : Demolition of No's 22, 23 ,25, 26, 27 and 28 North Quay, 

conversion of No. 24 North Quay and redevelopment to 
provide ten apartments and three bar/restaurant units (use 
class 3) (in association with 22/00148/CON) 

Site Address : 22 - 28 North Quay 
Douglas 
Isle Of Man 
IM1 4LE 
 

Applicant : Kelman Ltd 
Application No. : 
Principal Planner : 

22/00149/GB- click to view 
Mr Chris Balmer 

 
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 demolition the registered building 27-28 North Quay is unacceptable as the 
application does not demonstrate that all reasonable efforts have been made to preserve the 
building nor provided sufficient justification for its total loss. As such, the unnecessary loss of 
the building would fail to preserve the building, its setting and features of special 
architectural and historic interest and is contrary to SP4, GP2, EP 30, 31 and 32 of the Isle of 
Man Strategic Plan 2016, RB/3, RB/6  of Planning Policy Statement 1/01 Policy and Guidance 
Notes for the Conservation of the Historic Environment of the Isle of Man, Area Plan for the 
East 2020; and Our Island Plan 2022. 
 
R 2. The loss of the registered building situated within the North Quay Conservation Area is 
unacceptable as the application has failed to demonstrate reasonable effort has been made 
to retain the structures or provide sufficient justification for their loss and would fail to 
preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the North Quay Conservation Area and 
is contrary to SP4, GP2, EP35 and 39 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016, CA/2, CA/6 of 
Planning Policy Statement 1/01 Policy and Guidance Notes for the Conservation of the 
Historic Environment of the Isle of Man, Area Plan for the East 2020; and Our Island Plan 
2022. 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

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:  
 
Isle of Man Fire & Rescue Service 
 
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 4(2): 
 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=22/00149/GB
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2 Tennis Road, Douglas  
2 Glen View, South Cape, Laxey  
Manx Taxpayers' Alliance of Merchants House, 24 North Quay, Douglas; 
The Isle of Man Building Conservation Forum (Legislative Buildings, Douglas); 
Marlene M. Maska MLC (Legislative Buildings, Douglas); 
The Old Barn, Phildraw Road, Ballasalla  
9 Fort William, Douglas  
Flat 1, Chandler House, 1, Ridgeway Street, Douglas 
The Isle of Man Natural History and Antiquarian Society  
 
as they do not clearly identify the land which is owned or occupied which is considered to be 
impacted on by the proposed development in accordance with paragraph 2A of the Policy; are 
not within 20m of the application site and the development is not automatically required to be 
the subject of an EIA by Appendix 5 of the Strategic Plan, in accordance with paragraph 2B of 
the Policy; as they do not refer to the relevant issues in accordance with paragraph 2C of the 
Policy and as they have not explained how the development would impact the lawful use of 
land owned or occupied by them and in relation to the relevant issues identified in paragraph 
2C of the Policy, as is required by paragraph 2D of the Policy. 
 
Manx Taxpayers' Alliance as they do not refer to the relevant issues in accordance with 
paragraph 2C of the Policy and as they have not explained how the development would 
impact the lawful use of land owned or occupied by them and in relation to the relevant 
issues identified in paragraph 2C of the Policy, as is required by paragraph 2D of the Policy. 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THIS PLANNING APPLICATIONS IS BROUGHT BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMITTEE AT THE 
REQUEST OF THE DIRECTOR OF PLANNING & BUILDING CONTROL 
 
1.0 THE APPLICATION SITES  
1.0.1 The application site comprises of Nr's 22, 23 ,25, 26, 27 and 28 North Quay which 
form part of a row of properties of various styles along the northern side of North Quay with 
Queen Street running along the northern boundaries (rear) of the properties.  Nr 28 is located 
on a corner plot with North Quay and Queens Street junction.  The Saddle Public House, multi 
storey car parks run to the north of the application properties on the opposite side of Queens 
Street.  The site is within North Quay Conservation Area and Nrs 27 & 28 North Quay are 
Registered Buildings. 
 
1.0.2 The site is very close to the Lord Street bus Station and within walking distance of 
Douglas Town centre facilities.  There are a number of other public and private car parks 
within the area. Queen Street has very limited formal footpath provision, whilst North quay is 
substantially pedestrianized, with some limited vehicle lay-by type parking for loading and 
disabled drivers.  Queen Street provides access to a number of car parks and 'The Saddle' 
public house is located at the Eastern end at its junction with North Quay.   
 
1.0.3 As mention the application properties vary in style, height, scales, form, finishes and 
overall design.  Accordingly the below comment son each of the properties individually; 
 
Nrs 22 - 23  
1.0.4 The applicant has indicated that the existing No. 22-23 property consists of a 
traditional three & half-storey plus basement building facing North Quay, constructed of 
rendered Manx stone walls under pitched slated roof.  To the rear is a later two-storey 
addition which houses a garage and rooms above, together with a three-storey rendered and 
pitched sate roofed former storage building.  The site has a footprint of 188 square metres.  
The applicant has noted that the application site is currently accessed via Queen Street to the 
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rear and North Quay to the front (both having one-way direction of travel for vehicles).  The 
application site currently has a garage and a storage building.  The former is difficult to 
access safely and the latter has only pedestrian access.  The building dates to the 19th 
century probably mid. The buildings can be seen in historic photos of the quay, the building 
makes a positive contribution to the character of the conservation area being traditional 
quayside buildings in their original context.    
 
Nr 24 (Merchant House) 
1.0.5 The applicants have indicated that this is an office building over three full floors of 
accommodation with the roof space served by rooflights. There are four parking spaces at the 
rear at ground floor level underneath the upper floors.  It is a fairly imposing building of three 
storeys, and with a well-proportioned frontage attractively decorated with consistent render 
detailing around windows and doors, at eaves level and in the form of prominent pilasters. 
 
Nos 25 - 26  
1.0.6 The applicants have indicated that the existing No. 25 property consists of a 
traditional four-storey building facing North Quay, constructed of rendered Manx stone walls 
under a pitched slated roof.  To the rear is a number of single-storey additions which house a 
portion of sales floor, together with outbuilding stores, and which are constructed of Manx 
stone and brick under pitched slated roofs.  The applicants have indicated that the existing 
No. 26 property is a vacant site formed from the remnants of a former traditional four-storey 
building facing North Quay, but which had suffered a fire in the early part of the 20th 
Century, and which was substantially demolished in the 1960's.  The North Quay elevation 
had been enclosed using a profiled asbestos cement agricultural sheet, and the roof has been 
created using profiled metal sheeting.  The rear elevation is a mix of Manx stone and 
concrete blockwork.  This section of the building was formerly used as a parking and delivery 
bay for the former 'Newsons' warehouse/shop.  The applicants have indicated that the 
combined site for No. 25-26 has a footprint of 128.41 square metres. 
 
1.0.7 The applicants have indicated that the application site is currently accessed via Queen 
Street to the rear and North Quay to the front (both having one-way direction of travel for 
vehicles). No.25 is a shop with dwelling above.  No.26 was a delivery bay and limited parking 
for the adjacent retail unit.  The latter is difficult to access safely as entry was from North 
Quay and then exit via Queen Street which has very limited visibility.  The building dates to 
the 19th century probably mid. The site also contains a vacant site which once was an 
identical building to the one still standing and probably constructed at the same time. The 
surviving building can be seen in historic photos of the quay, the building makes a positive 
contribution to the character of the conservation area being a traditional quayside building.   
The site is adjacent to the registered building the former Newsons' warehouse. 
 
Nrs 27 - 28  
1.0.8 The applicants have indicated that the existing Nr 27 property consists of a traditional 
four-Storey warehouse building facing both North Quay and Queen Street to the rear, and is 
constructed of Manx stone walls under a pitched slated roof.  Further they comment that Nr 
28 consists of a traditional two-storey building (with small cellar), which is currently accessed 
via No.27.  The building is constructed of rendered and painted Manx stone walls under a 
pitched slate roof, and forms the corner of the junction of North Quay with Queen Street.  
The existing building has undergone significant alteration to its openings in the past. The 
applicants have indicated that the application site is currently accessed via pedestrian access 
from North Quay.  The former retail use used the adjacent No. 26 for loading/parking. 
 
1.0.9 The applicants have indicated that the combined site for No27-28 has a footprint of 
168 square metres. 
 
1.0.10 The Registered Buildings Officer has commented that Newsons Warehouse, no 27-28 
North Quay is a registered building dating back to the late 18th century; they are important 
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survivors illustrating the development of Douglas' quayside and emerging industry of trade.  
They are good examples of the island's vernacular architecture particularly in an area that 
was substantially cleared in the 1930's.  As historic quayside buildings they provide the 
character and context to the conservation area. 
 
2.0 PROPOSAL 
 
2.0.1 The application seeks approval for the demolition of No's 22, 23 ,25, 26, 27 and 28 
North Quay, conversion of No. 24 North Quay and redevelopment to provide ten apartments 
and three bar/restaurant units (use class 3) (in association with 22/00148/CON).  Accordingly, 
only Nr 24 (Merchant House) would be retained. 
 
Nrs 22 & 23 
2.0.2 The proposal which would replace Nrs 22 & 23 would be a four storey building which 
includes accommodation within the roof space and roof terrace set behind a glazed 
balustrade. This building would have a flat roof.  The building would be finished in painted 
render.  From the front elevation (facing North Quay) the proposal would be approximately 
13.8m in height and to the rear 15m.  This building currently has a height of 12.6m to the 
front elevation and 13.2m to the rear elevation.  The rear elevation of this section of the 
building and which is opposite the rear of the multi storey car park would change 
significantly, from a low level three storey building with cat slide roof, to a full four storey 
property. 
 
Nr 24 
2.0.3 The property Nr 24 (Merchant House) would be retained and externally would not be 
altered in the main, with the exception of an external ramp to the access onto North Quay.  
The rear elevation would be altered, with the current under croft parking being replaced with 
accommodation.  Eves details would also be altered. 
 
Nrs 25 - 26  
2.0.4 The buildings in question would be demolished and replaced with a new four story 
buildings.  The property replacing Nr 25 would have a similar design to the proposals on Nrs 
22 & 23, having a traditional three storey elevation facing North Quay, with an additional 
storey within a flat roofed element which has a roof terrace in front, set behind a glazed 
balustrade.  The new building replacing Nr 26 would differ in style and appearance again 
being three and half storeys, being finished in stone and dormers within the roof space.  This 
aspect is also taller than Nr 25.  This aspect of the proposal would continue through to the 
adjacent development on Nr 27.    
2.0.5 Currently, Nr 25 has a height of approximately 13m to the front and rear elevations.  
The new proposal (Nr 25) would have a height of 13.7m to the front elevation and 15m to 
the rear elevation.  The building on Nr 26 has a height of approximately 10.8m to front and 
rear elevations.  The new proposal would have a height of approximately 15m to the front 
and rear elevations. 
 
Nrs 27 - 28  
2.0.6 The existing buildings on site are the Registered Buildings known as the former 
Newsons building.  The proposal would be to completely demolish these and replaced with a 
new four storey building in the main, but which steps down to three, two and single storeys 
to the corner section of Nr 28.  Currently, Nr 27 (main warehouse stone building) has a 
height of approximately 13m to the front and rear elevations whereas Nr 28 has a height of 
approximately 7.3m to the front and rear elevations.  The ground floor of the new proposals 
would accommodate 3 bars/restaurants. While the upper levels in the main would 
accommodate 5 residential apartments.   
 
2.0.7 The four storey building is proposed to be finished in the main with a stone finish to 
the front elevation, render to the rear elevations and dark coloured roof covering.   
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2.0.8 No details of any commercial flues are included in this application (the Department 
would likely have concern of any extraction flues to the rear of the building being proposed in 
the future) , albeit it is noted the applicants comments that the internal layouts shown are 
indicative as future tenants will have their own particular requirements but they have been 
provided therefore as indicative layouts to demonstrate that all the usual required 
accommodation can be accommodated and that refuse management for each unit is possible. 
 
2.0.9 It should be noted that no details are included on the plans which indicated what 
materials for the external walls, roof finishes, and door or window finishes.   Further the 
proposal shows each property has a similar ramp access with glazed balustrading.  However, 
this appears to fall outside the red line and therefore is not a matter which can be considered.  
A further application would be need to address the ramps.  
 
2.0.10 In terms of the concept of the proposals and the overall design the applicants 
comment; 
"4.1 Having established the only viable building to be retained on the site is number 24 
North Quay we took the view that it is this 'anchor' building that should provide the starting 
point for the redevelopment design solution  
 
4.2 Using this principle we designed the buildings on either side of Merchants House to 
terminate at a roof terrace at third floor thus limiting their visual impact from a street view to 
the balustrade upstands that would be visible. In addition, these buildings although traditional 
in form and fenestration are more modern in appearance to provide a contrast to no. 24. 
Their flat roofed and fully glazed fenestration at third floor level add to this contrast and the 
variety to the ridge lines to enable the flat roof portions to be significantly lower than 
Merchants House.  
 
4.3 Merchants House has therefore been allowed to dominate its immediate neighbours and 
stand out between them.  
 
4.4 In considering nos. 25-28 North Quay we believed that some elements of the existing 
warehouse should be retained including the traditional former lifting tower used for hoisting 
goods up and inward via a lifting beam at the head. We have re translated this feature as a 
glass tower spanning between upper floor apartments which further serves to place emphasis 
on the apartment's entry position below. To take the current buildings references further we 
have proposed that the proposed building be stone faced rather than rendered and the third 
floor dormered to hold the eaves line no higher than Merchant's House.  
 
4.5 As the existing buildings 27/28 step from three to two story at the corner with a change 
in material (stone to render) we have interpreted this form in another more modern way by 
stepping the apartment terraces downward in three steps. Again, as the buildings proposed 
either side of Merchants House, this part of the building is traditionally rendered but it has 
modern glass and steel balustrades and window materials to enable a contrast with the more 
traditional stone building created adjacent." 
 
 
2.1.1 The following points are noted from the applicant's Design and Access Statement in 
support of the application; 
"Physical Context  
6.1.1 The North Quay and Quayside area is one of Douglas key urban attributes along with its 
two-mile promenade. The development of the marina has kick started a number of quayside 
developments such as Quay West and a major apartment block of 38 units on 31- 39 south 
quay currently under construction. In addition, the area has benefitted from the semi 
pedestrianisation of the north quay with bars and restaurants enjoying outdoor seating areas 
that previously would have been unavailable before this initiative.  
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6.1.2 This development will bring a section of the North Quay currently empty and unused 
back to life by the provision of active frontages and residential occupation.  
 
6.1.3 In addition the proposed mix of retention and sympathetic redevelopment will produce 
a scheme which positively contributes to the architecture of the North Quay Conservation 
Area and enhances it.  
 
6.2 Social Context  
6.2.1 The Isle of Man has continued to grow in recent years thanks to the influx of financial 
and digitally based businesses that have taken advantage of its offshore status. These 
companies have had to import staff from the UK and further afield to utilize the necessary 
skill sets of certain individuals required by their business. The Island can be easily 'sold' to 
such people by its beautiful environment and countryside, however it's indoor leisure offer 
has been harder to sell by comparison with the facilities generally available to UK residents. 
The number of indoor leisure offers are however growing, and the provision of three modern 
bar and restaurant facilities proposed within this application can only reinforce that growth. 
These units are also more likely to attract restaurant chains who will be more receptive to 
long leases if purpose-built premises are being offered. The benefits to the local community 
and the local area also apply, where the North Quay as a night out destination will become 
even more attractive.  
 
6.2.2 Many town centres struggle with upper floor use as retail and leisure offers are the 
primary driver in these locations and people are unwilling to live in an apartment without 
outlook in an urban environment. The North Quay has the advantage of an attractive outlook 
over a marina in a south facing direction and consequently the provision of ten apartments of 
this quality within this environment will provide no difficulty with sales. The residential use 
then provides a balance of occupation with leisure units ensuring the development remains 
consistently vibrant 24/7. The provision of large quality apartments where people want to live 
close to their workplace will not only benefit local people but those referenced in 5.2.1 above 
who are looking to come to Island to live and work.  
 
6.3 Economic Context  
6.3.1 Three purpose-built retail units will generate employment opportunities for at least 30 - 
40 people locally and the business and individuals will all pay taxes. The provision of these 
facilities will also generate spending for local people and tourists. Some years ago, the IOM 
Government began an initiative to use the North Quay as the TT 'Hub' for Douglas to spread 
the leisure and entertainment offer further than the promenade. This initiative failed because 
it was premature, as not enough outlets and variety of outlets existed to provide a draw. This 
development will help grow the area as a destination and help enable an attractive tourist 
promotion of the quayside.  
 
6.3.2 The investment for this development is significant and the construction industry is one 
of the largest sectors of the Isle of Man economy. It is a difficult site to develop and there are 
easier sites to develop on green fields and suburban environments. Willingness to develop 
this site should therefore be regarded as an opportunity not only to boost the construction 
economy but to provide Douglas with an economic generator in both the short and longer 
terms." 
 
3.0 PLANNING HISTORY   
3.0.1 The following previous planning applications are considered relevant in the 
determination of this application; 
 
3.0.2 Registered buildings consent for the demolition of the Registered Buildings No's 27 - 
28 North Quay and Demolition of No's 22, 23, 25 and 26 North Quay which are buildings 
within a Conservation Area - 28 North Quay - 22/00148/CON - PENDING CONSIDERATION 
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3.0.3 Registered Building Consent for refurbishment and conversion of existing building to 
form cafe bar/restaurant at ground and first floor, with business hub/club on upper floors 
above - RB 289 (in connection with application 18/01333/GB) - Former Newsons Warehouse, 
27-28 North Quay - 18/01334/CON - APPROVED 
 
3.0.4 Refurbishment and conversion of existing building to form Cafe Bar/Restaurant at 
ground and first floor, with business hub/club on upper floors above (RB 289 - in connection 
with RB application 18/01334/CON) - Former Newsons Warehouse, 27-28 North Quay - 
18/01333/GB - APPROVED 
 
3.0.5 Registered Building Consent for the demolition elements of PA 18/01331/B - 25-26 
North Quay - 18/01332/CON - APPROVED 
 
3.0.6 Demolition of existing buildings and erection of building incorporating dining and 
support facilities for a restaurant/bar at ground floor level, and 6 apartments on the floors 
above (in connection with RB application 18/01332/CON) - 25-26 North Quay - 18/01331/B - 
APPROVED 
 
3.0.7 Registered Building Consent for the demolition elements of PA 18/01329/B - 22-23 
North Quay - 18/01330/CON - APPROVED 
 
3.0.8 Demolition of part of existing building to rear, conversion of remaining building, 
erection of new build element to rear of site, all to form cafe/bar/restaurant at ground and 
basement levels and 6 apartments on floors above (in connection with RB application 
18/01330/CON) - 22-23 North Quay - 18/01329/B - APPROVED 
 
3.0.9 Demolition of existing building and replacement with mixed use development including 
restaurant/cafe/bar, 6 apartments on the upper floors, rooftop garden, and associated 
parking/refuse facilities - 22-23 North Quay - 17/01320/B - REFUSED on the following 
grounds; 
"R1. The proposal by way of its layout, scale, form and design would have a significant 
deleterious impact on the character and quality of the streetscene and is considered to be 
contrary to General policy 2 (b); (c) of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 . 
R2. The proposed design of the front façade would fail to preserve or enhance the character 
and appearance within Conservation Area within which it is located and is therefore contrary 
to Environment Policy 35 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan. 
R3. The application site is identified as being within a flood risk area and there is no flood risk 
assessment put forward or mitigating design measurers to protect occupants of the building 
or the building itself to address the concerns of flood risk, it is therefore contrary to EP10 and 
GP2(l). 
R4. In the absence of any evidence for consideration to override the general presumption to 
retain building in this conservation area, the proposal would be considered contrary to EP39 
and PP 1/01 as there is no justification to warrant an exception for demolition. 
R5. The design of the proposal in relation to the access to the residential apartments does not 
take account of personal safety or security and so is considered contrary to Strategic Plan 
policy GP2(m)". 
 
3.0.10 Conversion of existing shop, dwelling and warehouse to offices - 22 - 23 North Quay - 
14/01243/B - APPROVED 
 
3.0.11 Alterations and extension to office  - The Merchants House, 24 North Quay - 
00/02205/B - APPROVED 
 
3.0.12 Alterations and refurbishment to create office accommodation and gallery - The 
Merchants House, 24 North Quay - 97/00783/B - APPROVED 
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3.0.13 Approval in principle to demolition of existing and erection of new shop/offices - The 
Merchants House, 24 North Quay - 90/01498/A - REFUSED at APPEAL 
 
4.0 KEY DOCUMENTS 
4.1 Material Considerations 
 
Town and County Planning Act 1999 
4.1.1 Section 10(4) of the Town and Country Planning Act states: 
"In dealing with an application for planning approval… the Department shall have regard to -  
(a) The provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the application, 
(b) Any relevant statement of planning policy under section 3; 
(c) Such other considerations as may be specified for the purpose of this subsection in a 
development order or a development procedure order, so far as material to the application; 
and 
(d) All other material considerations." 
 
4.1.2 Section 143 of the Equality Act (2017) places a duty on public bodies to promote 
equality, eliminate discrimination, advance equality of opportunity and foster good relations.  
 
4.1.3 Section 68 of the Flood Risk Management Act (2013) indicates that any published 
Flood Risk Management Plan and the extent to which the proposed development creates an 
additional flood risk are material considerations. 
 
4.1.4 Section 16(3) of the Town and Country Planning Act (1999) states, "In considering — 
(a) whether to grant planning approval for development which affects a registered building or 
its setting, or (b) whether to grant registered building consent for any works, the relevant 
Department shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its 
setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses". 
 
4.1.5 Section 18(4) of the Town and Country Planning Act (1999) states, "(4) Where any 
area is for the time being a conservation area, special attention shall be paid to the 
desirability of preserving or enhancing its character or appearance in the exercise, with 
respect to any buildings or other land in the area, of any powers under this Act". 
 
4.1.2 In light of (a) above, it is considered that two key documents are: 
o The Area Plan for the East (2020); and 
o The Isle of Man Strategic Plan (2016). 
 
4.1.3 These documents are considered in more detail in 4.2 and 4.3 below. 
 
4.1.4 The following documents are also considered to be relevant: 
 
o Our Island Plan 2022 - "Our economic success is of course dependent on many 
factors, and recent experiences with COVID have served to highlight both the strengths and 
weaknesses in our economic performance. It was right to embark on the significant project 
that is now underway to put together the complete picture of our economic make up and 
identify the policy levers we might choose to use for future success. As that picture develops, 
we outline our determination to build a diverse economy with strong foundations that 
provides opportunity and progress for people." 
 
o Manual for Manx Roads - "The Manual for Manx Roads (MfMR) is published by the Isle 
of Man Government's Department of Infrastructure. Our aims are: 
o to ensure the highway network enhances accessibility to goods and services and encourage 
a diversity of transport modes  
o to ensure the highway network provides for safe interactions between transport modes  
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o to maintain a safe, inclusive and serviceable highway network" 
 
o Planning Policy Statement 1/01 - Conservation Of The Historic Environment Of The 
Isle Of Man- POLICY CA/2 SPECIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 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. 
 
o The principles of the Residential Design Guidance 2021 which sets out a number of 
general development standards which are a material consideration. 
 
o The site is within an area identified as high tidal flood risk. 
 
o The site is within the North Quay Conservation Area.  No.27-28 is included on the List 
of Registered Buildings (No.289).   
 
4.1.5 All the documents are available on the government website. 
 
4.2 The Area Plan for the East (adopted 2020) 
4.2.1  The site is within an area designated as "Mixed Use Proposal Area - Quayside" by the 
Area Plan for the East.   
 
4.2.2  The Area Plan for the East Written Statement states; 
"Mixed Use Area 7 - The Quayside  
The Quayside area has undergone regeneration on its northern side which has enhanced the 
area as a destination for people visiting restaurants and bars. On its southern side, industrial 
uses in older warehouse type buildings predominate. Redevelopment of the southern side to 
complement the quayside as a whole is to be encouraged. The Quays are also strategic 
freight corridors and maintaining access for commercial vehicles, including HGV's, must be 
considered in any proposed development. Due to the former industrial uses of South Quay, 
significant site preparation including decontamination may be required.   
 
Town Centre - Mixed Use Proposal 7  
There will be a presumption in favour of food and drink and other leisure-type uses on North 
Quay.  
There will be a presumption in favour of the comprehensive re-development of the southern 
side of the quay, including the potential re-positioning of the highway of South Quay between 
Old Castletown Road and Fort Anne Road, for new uses in the following categories: o Tourism 
o Offices o Food and Drink o Leisure o Reception and function venues o Business hubs/share-
service offices o Residential uses at first floor level and above." 
 
4.2.3 Paragraph 6.8 of The Area Plan for the East Written Statement states; 
 "The historic built environment  
Local character and key features within the built environment, such as Registered Buildings 
and other heritage assets play a significant role in promoting economic and social prosperity 
by providing attractive living and working conditions. In addition, they provide economic 
opportunities through tourism, leisure and recreational uses. It is therefore essential that local 
character is safeguarded, particularly those features which fundamentally define the historic 
built environment in the East. Particularly:  
o the buildings and structures associated with the roles of Douglas and Laxey as historic 
seaside resorts;  
o the harbours of Douglas and Laxey;  
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o the historic infrastructure of the Steam Railway, Electric Tramway and Horse Trams; and  
o the historic grain of Douglas and Laxey old towns, including their street layouts, town yards, 
plot sizes and landscape settings.  
The significance of Manx heritage assets in the built environment is increased by their relative 
scarcity. Registered Buildings and Conservation Areas which might not necessarily achieve 
such status in the United Kingdom have gained a higher status in the Isle of Man where their 
contribution to national identity and the Island's story is highly valued.  
Existing and new development can exist side by side, even with some visual differences 
presented by old and new building styles. New development should not seek to mimic 
existing development but be of its own time. Such innovation is crucial and with good 
precedent: some of the Island's best architectural examples emerged from the building 
design competitions of the Edwardian era." 
 
4.2.4 Urban Environment Proposal 3 states; "Development proposals must make a positive 
contribution to local character and distinctiveness. Traditional or contemporary approaches 
may be appropriate, depending upon the nature of the proposal and the context of the 
surrounding area." 
 
4.2.4 Paragraph 6.9 of The Area Plan for the East Written Statement states; 
"Creative Re-use  
As stated in the Strategic Plan, Paragraph 7.25: 'Conservation of the built environment and 
archaeological features should be viewed as an asset to be promoted and not as a constraint 
to be overcome'.  
 
It is recognised that retaining the best examples of built heritage for future generations 
benefits the resident population by celebrating its unique national identity and increasing the 
sense of wellbeing and improved quality of life brought about by beautiful surroundings. The 
value of mid and late-20th Century architecture should not be ignored as the best examples 
of these periods contribute to a rich and vibrant built heritage. Supporting the continued use 
and retention of these buildings requires a pragmatic and dynamic understanding of different 
potential uses. A proposed use which retains a building of heritage value, but requires 
modification to that building, is superior to a proposal which leads only to demolition or decay 
of that building." 
 
4.2.5 Urban Environment Proposal 4 states; "Proposals which help to secure a future for 
built heritage assets, especially those identified as being at the greatest risk of loss or decay, 
will be supported." 
 
4.2.6 Paragraph 6.3 of The Area Plan for the East Written Statement states;  
"Area Plan Objectives; 
iv. To identify and celebrate the historic urban environment so that it retains an active and 
productive role in contemporary life." 
 
4.2.7 Paragraph 6.4 of The Area Plan for the East Written Statement states; 
"Area Plan Desired Outcomes 
v. There will be greater recognition of the contribution the East's historic value to the local 
and visitor economy and to the quality of life on the Island.  
vi. The long term future of valuable heritage assets will be assured by creative reuse." 
 
4.2.8 Transport Proposal 1 states; "Development proposals must take into account the 
Active Travel Strategy and any specific actions set out in the Active Travel Action Plan." 
 
4.3 Isle of Man Strategic Plan (adopted 2016) 
4.3.1 In light of the above, it is considered the policies from the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 
(adopted 2016) set out below are relevant in the determination of this application. 
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4.3.2 The Strategic Plan takes its lead from the Government aims which include the pursuit 
of manageable and sustainable growth based on a diversified economy which is intended to 
raise the standard of living of the people of the Island and to provide the resources to sustain 
and develop public services. It also includes the protection and improvement of the quality of 
the environment such that it continues to be an asset for future generations. 
 
4.3.3 The Strategic Aim is:  
"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." 
 
4.3.4 The Strategic Aim is noted but not considered directly further, as the relevant aspects 
are unpacked by the relevant detailed policies which are identified below.  
 
4.3.5 Strategic Policy 1 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 reusing 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." 
 
4.3.6 Strategic Policy 2 states: "New development will be located primarily within our 
existing towns and villages, or, where appropriate, in sustainable urban extensions (2) of 
these towns and villages. Development will be permitted in the countryside only in the 
exceptional circumstances identified in paragraph 6.3." 
 
4.3.7 Strategic Policy 3 states: "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." 
 
4.3.8 Strategic Policy 4 states: "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 of 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." 
 
4.3.9 Strategic Policy 5 states: "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." 
 
4.3.10 Strategic Policy 9 states: "All new retail development (excepting neighbourhood shops 
and those instances identified in Business Policy 5) and all new office development (excepting 
corporate headquarters suitable for a business park(1) location) must be sited within the 
town and village centres on land zoned for these purposes in Area Plans, whilst taking into 
consideration Business Policies 7 and 8." 
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4.3.11 Strategic Policy 10 states: "New development should be located and designed such as 
to promote a more integrated transport network with the aim to:  
 (a) minimise journeys, especially by private car;  
 (b) make best use of public transport;  
 (c) not adversely affect highway safety for all users, and  
 (d) encourage pedestrian movement" 
 
4.3.12 Spatial Policy 1 states: "The Douglas urban area will remain the main employment and 
services centre for the Island." 
 
4.3.13 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." 
 
4.3.14 General Policy 4 states: "Where appropriate the Department will enter into Agreements 
under section 13 of the 1999 Town and Country Planning Act which may:  
(a) restrict the use of land;  
(b) require land to be used in a particular way;  
(c) restrict the operations which may be carried out in, on, under or over land;  
(d) require operations or activities to be carried out in, on, under or over land or;  
(e) require payments to be made to the Department either in a single sum or periodically, in 
particular as commuted sums for open space or parking provision, or other social or cultural 
provision, including public art, which is necessary and directly associated with the 
development proposed." 
 
4.3.15 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; (ii) proposed or designated National Nature Reserves, or Areas of Special 
Scientific Interest; or (iii) Marine Nature Reserves; or (iv) 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 
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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." 
 
4.3.16 Environment Policy 5: In exceptional circumstances where development is allowed 
which could adversely affect a site recognised under Environmental Policy 4, conditions will be 
imposed and/or Planning Agreements sought to: (a) minimise disturbance; (b) conserve and 
manage its ecological interest as far as possible; and (c) where damage is unavoidable, 
provide new or replacement habitats so that the loss to the total ecological resource is 
mitigated. 
 
4.3.17 Environment Policy 10 states: "Where development is proposed on any site where in 
the opinion of the Department of Local Government and the Environment there is a potential 
risk of flooding, a flood risk assessment and details of proposed mitigation measures must 
accompany any application for planning permission. The requirements for a flood risk 
assessment are set out in Appendix 4." 
 
4.3.18 Environment Policy 13 states: "Development which would result in an unacceptable 
risk from flooding, either on or off-site, will not be permitted." 
 
4.3.19 Environment Policy 30 states: "There will be a general presumption against demolition 
of a Registered Building. In considering proposals for demolition or proposed works which 
would result in substantial demolition of a Registered Building, consideration will be given to:  
o the condition of the building;  
o the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and the value derived 
from its continued use (based on consistent long-term assumptions); 
 o the adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; and  
o the merits of alternative proposals for the site." 
 
4.3.20 Environment Policy 35 states: "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." 
 
4.3.21 Paragraph 7.32.2 states; 
"The general presumption will be in favour of retaining buildings which make a positive 
contribution to the character or appearance of the Conservation Area. When considering 
proposals which will result in demolition of a building in a Conservation Area, attention will be 
paid to the part played in the architectural or historic interest of the area by the relevant 
building and the wider effects of demolition on the building's surroundings and on the 
Conservation Area as a whole. In addition, consideration will be given to:  
o the condition of the building;  
o the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and the issue derived 
from its continued use (based on consistent long-term assumptions);  
o the adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; 
 o the merits of alternative proposals for the site." 
 
4.3.22 Environment Policy 39 states: "The general presumption will be in favour of retaining 
buildings which make a positive contribution to the character or appearance of the 
Conservation Area." 
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4.3.23 Environment Policy 42 states: "New development in existing settlements must be 
designed to take account of the particular character and identity, in terms of buildings and 
landscape features of the immediate locality. Inappropriate backland development, and the 
removal of open or green spaces which contribute to the visual amenity and sense of place of 
a particular area will not be permitted. Those open or green spaces which are to be preserved 
will be identified in Area Plans." 
 
4.3.24 Environment Policy 43 states: "The Department will generally support proposals which 
seek to regenerate run-down urban and rural areas. Such proposals will normally be set in 
the context of regeneration strategies identified in the associated Area Plans. The Department 
will encourage the re-use of sound built fabric, rather than its demolition." 
 
4.3.25 Housing Policy 1 states: "The housing needs of the Island will be met by making 
provision for sufficient development opportunities to enable 5,100 additional dwellings (net of 
demolitions), and including those created by conversion, to be built over the Plan period 2011 
to 2026." 
 
4.3.26 Housing Policy 4 states: "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." 
 
4.3.27 Housing Policy 5 states: "In granting planning permission on land zoned for residential 
development or in predominantly residential areas the Department will normally require that 
25% of provision should be made up of affordable housing. This policy will apply to 
developments of 8 dwellings or more." 
 
4.3.28 Business Policy 1 states: "The growth of employment opportunities throughout the 
Island will be encouraged provided that development proposals accord with the policies of 
this Plan." 
 
4.3.29 Recreation Policy 3 states: "Where appropriate, new development should include the 
provision of landscaped amenity areas as an integral part of the design. New residential 
development of ten or more dwellings must make provision for recreational and amenity 
space in accordance with the standards specified in Appendix 6 to the Plan." 
 
4.3.30 Recreation Policy 4 states: "Open Space must be provided on site or conveniently 
close to the development which it is intended to serve, and should be easily accessible by foot 
and public transport." 
 
4.3.31 Transport Policy 1 states, "New development should, where possible, be located close 
to existing public transport facilities and routes, including pedestrian, cycle and rail routes". 
 
4.3.32 Transport Policy 4 states, "The new and existing highways which serve any new 
development must be designed so as to be capable of accommodating the vehicle and 
pedestrian journeys generated by that development in a safe and appropriate manner, and in 
accordance with the environmental objectives of this plan." 
 
4.3.33 Transport Policy 6 states: "In the design of new development and transport facilities 
the needs of pedestrians will be given similar weight to the needs of other road users." 
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4.3.34 Transport Policy 7 states: "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." 
 
4.3.35 Community Policy 11: The design and use of all new buildings and of extensions to 
existing buildings must, as far as is reasonable and practicable, pay due regard to best 
practice such as to prevent the outbreak and spread of fire. 
 
4.3.36 Energy Policy 5 states: "The Department will prepare a Planning Policy Statement on 
Energy Efficiency. Pending the preparation and adoption of that PPS the Department will 
require proposals for more than 5 dwellings or 100 square metres of other development to be 
accompanied be an Energy Impact Assessment." 
 
4.3.37 General Policy 1 states: "The determination of matters under Part 2 (Development 
Control) and Part 3 (Special Controls) of the 1999 Town and Country Planning Act shall have 
regard to the provisions of the Development Plan and all other material considerations." 
 
4.4 Planning Policy Statement 1/01 Policy and Guidance Notes for the Conservation of the 
Historic Environment of the Isle of Man includes policies in relation to the following. 
o General criteria for registered building applications (PPS1-RB3) 
o Proposals for change of use of registered buildings (PPS1-RB4) 
o Alteration of Registered Buildings (PPS1-RB5) 
o A presumption against the Demolition of Registered Buildings (PPS1-RB6) 
o Recording of Buildings prior to Demolition (PPS1-RB7) 
o Access for persons with disabilities (PPS1-RB8) 
o Giving Special Consideration to Conservation Areas (PPS1-CA/2) 
o Presumption against the demolition of buildings within Conservation Areas (PPS1-
CA/6) 
 
4.5 Net Zero Emissions by 2050  
4.5.1 In July 2020, the Isle of Man Government published their Action Plan for Achieving 
Net Zero Emissions by 2050 - Phase 1 Progress Report & Delivery Strategy Post COVID-19 
Pandemic (Version 2). The document provides an update on the progress of the Isle of Man 
Government Phase 1 Climate Action Plan, which was supported unanimously in January 2020, 
taking into account the positive impact that the lockdown as a result of the COVID-19 
pandemic has had on sustainable travel habits, predominantly related to an increase in the 
number of people working from home.  The document sets out a number of transport related 
actions for delivery to progress towards Net Zero by 2050, including the provision of cycle 
racks in public buildings, electric public service vehicles, hybrid buses, mobile working, 
promoting the use of public transport and active travel and developing an all-Island electric 
vehicle charging network.  The implementation of this TP will assist the Island with 
progressing towards the Isle of Man Government's Net Zero emissions targets. 
 
4.6 IoM Government's Active Travel Strategy (2018 - 2021)  
4.6.1 The Isle of Man Government's Active Travel Strategy was published in May 2018 and 
sets out the strategy to increase the number of people using more active modes of travel on 
a regular basis, i.e. walking and cycling. The aim of the strategy is to put in place a series of 
mechanisms which will help facilitate more active travel, achieving a modal shift away from 
motorised transport. 
 
4.7 Climate Change Bill 2020 
4.7.1 Climate Change Bill has received Royal assent, albeit it is not yet in force and 
therefore has little planning weight; although it does give a clear direction of travel.  If this 
had been in force the application would need to undertake the following; 
"(a) demonstrate that the application has been made having regard to the following climate 
change policies —  
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(i) the maximisation of carbon sequestration;  
(ii) the minimising of greenhouse gas emissions;  
(iii) the maintenance and restoration of ecosystems;  
(iv) biodiversity net gain;  
(v) the need for sustainable drainage systems; and  
(vi) the provision of active travel infrastructure; or  
(b) explain why consideration of one or more of those polices is not practicable in relation to 
the proposed development." 
 
4.7.2 As mentioned, as it is not yet in force the application is not required to.  However, 
while the application is perhaps silent on the "carbon sequestration" the submission does 
appear to cover the other points raised by the Bill. Further, the recently approved Residential 
Design Guide 2021 does include "Sustainable Construction" section which does include a 
number of aspects including, construction materials, building design and climate change 
resilience.  While this design guide relates to residential development, it is considered it is still 
useful to consider and show the direction of travel of the Department/IOM Government.  It 
also included the following; 
"2.5.4 As well as complying with relevant Legislation (Wildlife Act 1990) proposals should aim 
to:  
o protect and enhance the existing biodiversity on site through the retention and protection of 
existing wildlife features (as a priority);  
o compensating against their loss where retention is not possible (as a last resort); and 
o by providing enhancement measures. 
 
2.5.5 The outcome should be to achieve an overall net gain in biodiversity. Consideration 
should be given to the following points.  
o Retention and protection of important habitats for wildlife such as mature trees, hedges, 
sod banks, ponds & semi-natural habitats.  
o Protection of features from the impacts of artificial lighting.  
o Retention and protection of bat roosts or bird nest sites within buildings (e.g. designing roof 
space to retain bat roosts or swift nest sites).  
o Where reasonable and proportionate, providing alternative wildlife features as 
compensation, should retention of existing features not be possible (e.g. creation of a new 
sod bank or the erection of integrated bat and bird bricks). 
o Providing additional opportunities for wildlife on site via the creation of natural or artificial 
features (e.g. creation of ponds, provision of bat or bird boxes, choosing landscaping plants 
that are good for insects)." 
 
4.8 Our Island Plan 2022 states; 
"Our strategic objectives translate into multiple actions across Government to make the vision 
to a reality. Fundamental measures and metrics have yet to be developed and our plans for 
these are discussed in more detail throughout the document. 
Fundamentally however, there are critical issues that we must respond to and therefore we 
will: 
…Tackle the housing crisis by ensuring everyone has a suitable and affordable place to call 
home and our housing stock meets the needs of our population now and into the future…" 
4.8.1 And  
"Our vision for building great communities is one where everyone has a suitable and 
affordable place to call home and our housing stock meets the needs of our population now 
and into the future." 
 
4.8.2 "Establish a Housing and Communities Board to bring together and focus policy and 
actions across Government on housing for all. This will include legislative, financial and 
practical interventions as appropriate as a priority for our Island, so that public and private 
sector housing is accessible, secure and affordable. This will be informed by a debate on 
housing to take place at January 2022 Tynwald sitting." 
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4.8.3 Further the Our Island Plan 2022 states; 
"Ensure new developments align with our sustainability goals, existing homes can become 
more environmentally friendly and Conservation Areas are protected and enhanced". This is 
to ensure; "To ensure that planning is able to support high level strategic commitments for 
housing, economic growth, regeneration and protection and enhancement of our built 
heritage." 
 
5.0 CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
Full comments can be viewed via the online planning website. 
 
5.1 Local Authority  
5.1.1 Douglas Borough Council made the following final comments (16.05.2022); 
"Following consideration of the planning applications listed above by the Council's 
Environmental Services Committee at a meeting held on the 16/05/22, I can advise that after 
careful consideration of the proposed development the Committee unanimously resolved to 
support both applications." 
 
5.2 Government Departments 
5.2.1 DOI Highway Services made the following comments; 
 
21.02.2022 
"There is insufficient detail provided to allow highways to make an assessment of this 
proposal. There was no pre-application contact made on this proposal on highway matters 
despite Planning requesting such.  
A transport statement is necessary which should include an accessibility audit, safety 
assessment and details of servicing.  
Bicycle parking is necessary at one space per bedroom for the proposed apartments and 
provision for staff for the retail units based on the sqm gfa. The layout of the bicycle parking 
should be shown for the proposed uses.  
Ramps are shown within the adopted highway and would require agreement of Highway 
Services for installation. Further details are necessary of the formation.  
Manual for Manx Roads provides more information on highway and transport related 
requirements. Highway Agreements and licences will be necessary for demolition and 
construction after grant of any planning consent .  
Recommendation: Additional information" 
 
11.03.2022 
"Highways Development Control notes the revised description notified on 10 March 2022 and 
has no further comments to add to those made on 21 February 2022." 
 
5.2.2 Additional information was provided by the applicants in response to Highway Services 
initial comments.  Following this information Highway Services confirmed they considered the 
information was sufficient. 
 
5.3.1 The DEFA Registered Buildings Officer has provided comments which are informed by 
the application submission but also by a "planning submission - structural document review" 
prepared by Mann Williams Consulting Civil and Structural Engineers, whom were engaged by 
the Department to considered the proposal in terms of the structural condition of the 
buildings forming part of this application.  This document review has been prepared by Jon 
Avent, a CARE Accredited Conservation Engineer, member of the IHBC, advisor to the 
National Trust on their Specialist Advisor Panel and with over 30 years experience in the 
inspection and appraisal of historic and listed buildings.  The findings of this report will be 
noted later in this report. 
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5.3.2 The DEFA Registered Buildings Officer objects to the application on the following 
grounds (28.07.2022); 
"Recommendation 
Refuse on heritage impact 
 
Scope of comments 
These comments relate to the demolition of a registered building and other buildings located 
within a conservation area and the redevelopment of the site.  
 
Statutory and Policy context 
 
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1999  
S16 Registered buildings: supplementary provisions  
 
(3) In considering — 
 
(a) whether to grant planning approval for development which affects a registered 
building or its setting, or 
 
(b) whether to grant registered building consent for any works, 
 
the relevant Department shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building 
or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.   
S18 Designation of conservation areas 
 
(4) Where any area is for the time being a conservation area, special attention shall be paid 
to the desirability of preserving or enhancing its 
character or appearance in the exercise, with respect to any buildings or 
other land in the area, of any powers under this Act 
 
National policy: THE ISLE OF MAN STRATEGIC PLAN 2016 
 
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; 
 
Environment Policy 30: There will be a general presumption against demolition of a 
Registered Building. In considering proposals for demolition or proposed works which would 
result in substantial demolition of a Registered Building, consideration will be given to: 
o The condition of the building; 
o The cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and the value 
derived from its continued use (based on consistent long-term assumptions); 
o The adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; and the merits of 
alternative proposals for the site. 
 
Environment Policy 31: There will be a presumption against the removal of any Registered 
Building from the Register. 
 
Environment Policy 32: Extensions or alterations to a Registered Building which would affect 
detrimentally its character as a building of special architectural or historic interest will not be 
permitted.  
  
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 
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will ensure that the special features contributing to the character and quality are protected 
against inappropriate development.  
 
Environment Policy 37: As a general policy, advertisements within Conservation Areas will be 
permitted only if: 
i) the proposal preserves or enhances the Conservation Area; 
ii) the signage is in a style appropriate to the character of the area; 
iii) traditional materials and finishes are used and glossy and highly 
reflective materials are excluded from proposals; and 
iv) internally illuminated box fascia and projecting box signs are excluded from the proposals.  
Environment Policy 39: The general presumption will be in favour of retaining buildings which 
make a positive contribution to the character or appearance of the Conservation Area. 
 
 
 
Planning Policy Statements:   
1/01 Policy and Guidance Notes for the Conservation of the Historic Environment of the Isle 
of Man 
 
POLICY RB/3 
General criteria applied in considering registered building applications 
The issues that are generally relevant to the consideration of all registered building 
applications are:- 
 
o The importance of the building, its intrinsic architectural and historic interest and rarity, 
relative to the Island as a whole and within the local context; 
 
o The particular physical features of the building (which may include its design, plan, 
materials or location) which justify its inclusion in the register; descriptions annexed to the 
entry in the register may draw attention to features of particular interest or value, but they 
are not exhaustive and other features of importance, (e.g. Interiors, murals, hidden 
fireplaces) may come to light after the building's entry in the register; 
 
o The building's setting and its contribution to the local scene, which may be very important, 
e.g. Where it forms an element in a group, park, garden or other townscape or landscape, or 
where it shares particular architectural forms or details with other buildings nearby (including 
other registered buildings). 
 
POLICY RB/6 DEMOLITION  
There will be a general presumption against demolition and consent for the demolition of a 
registered building should not be expected simply because redevelopment is economically 
more attractive than repair and re-use of an historic building; or because the building was 
acquired at a price that reflected the potential for redevelopment, rather than the condition 
and constraints of the existing historic building. Where proposed works would result in the 
total or substantial demolition of a registered building, an applicant, in addition to the general 
criteria set out in RB/3 above, should be able to demonstrate that the following 
considerations have been addressed:- 
 
o The condition of the building, the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its 
importance and to the value derived from its continued use. Any such assessment should be 
based on consistent and long term assumptions. Less favourable levels of rents and yields 
cannot automatically be assumed for historic buildings and returns may, in fact, be more 
favourable given the publicly acknowledged status of the building. Furthermore, historic 
buildings may offer proven performance, physical attractiveness and functional spaces that in 
an age of rapid change may outlast the short-lived and inflexible technical specifications that 
have sometimes shaped new developments. Any assessment should take into account 
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possible tax allowances and exemptions. In rare cases where it is clear that a building has 
been deliberately neglected in the hope of obtaining consent for demolition, less weight 
should be given to the costs of repair;  
 
o The adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use. An applicant must show that 
real efforts have been made, without success, to continue the present use, or to find new 
uses for the building. This may include the offer of the unrestricted freehold of the building 
on the open market at a realistic price reflecting the building's condition. 
 
o The merits of alternative proposals for the site. Subjective claims for the architectural merits 
of a replacement building should not justify the demolition of a registered building. There 
may be very exceptional cases where the proposed works would bring substantial benefits for 
the community; these would have to be weighed against preservation. Even here, it will often 
be feasible to incorporate registered buildings within new development, and this option 
should be carefully considered. The challenge presented by retaining registered buildings can 
be a stimulus to imaginative new designs to accommodate them. 
 
POLICY RB/7 RECORDING OF BUILDINGS 
In the event of the granting of registered building consent to alter, extend or demolish a 
registered building, written notice of a proposal to carry out the approved works must be 
given to the Department of Local Government and the Environment and Manx National 
Heritage and for a period of at least one month following the service of such notice, 
reasonable access to the building must be made available for the purposes of recording the 
same, prior to the commencement of the approved works. Hidden features of interest are 
sometimes revealed during works of alteration, especially in older or larger buildings: chimney 
pieces, fireplaces, early windows and doors, panelling, early earth-based construction or other 
features may come to light. If there is any likelihood that hidden features may be revealed, 
conditions may be attached to an approval to ensure their retention or proper recording and 
may require exploratory opening up work to be carried out prior to considering the full 
content of an application for registered building consent. An applicant may also be required to 
pay wholly or in part for the cost of recording the building. 
 
 
POLICY CA/2 SPECIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS  
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. 
 
POLICY CA/6 DEMOLITION  
Any building which is located within a conservation area and which is not an exception as 
provided above, may not be demolished without the consent of the Department. In practice, 
a planning application for consent to demolish must be lodged with the Department. When 
considering an application for demolition of a building in a conservation area, the general 
presumption will be in favour of retaining buildings which make a positive contribution to the 
character or appearance of the conservation area. Similar criteria will be applied as those 
outlined in RB/6 above, when assessing the application to demolish the building, but in less 
clear cut cases, for example, where a building could be said to detract from the special 
character of the area, it will be essential for the Department to be able to consider the merits 
of any proposed new development when determining whether consent should be given for 
the demolition of an unregistered building in a conservation area. Account will be taken of the 
part played in the architectural or historic interest of the area by the building for which 
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demolition is proposed, and in particular of the wider effects of demolition on the building's 
surroundings and on the conservation area as a whole. 
 
Report detail 
The former Newson's Warehouse, no 27-28 North Quay is a registered building dating back to 
the late 18th century when the quay was developed from lands in the ownership of the 
Nunnery estate.  No 27 was constructed as a warehouse and has been used for that purpose 
for most of its life and remains mostly unaltered. No 28 would appear to have been 
constructed possibly as a house put quickly to use as a public house up until 1913 after which 
time it was used by a chandler prior to being used as part of the Newson's shop.   They are 
important survivors illustrating the development of Douglas' quayside and emerging industry 
of trade. They are good examples of the island's vernacular urban quayside architecture 
particularly in an area that was cleared in the late 19th century then again in the 1930's.  The 
buildings now represent the only surviving warehouse and the oldest buildings on the entire 
quay, they are unique and a surviving remnant of older Douglas that predates the City's 19th 
Century tourism boom expansion and extensive clearing and re-development of the 1930's.  
 
The application site also includes other buildings that are within the North Quay Conservation 
Area, 22, 23, 24 Merchants House, 25, 26 (gap site). These non-registered buildings all date 
from the 19th century the grandest being Merchants House. No 26 the gap site once housed 
a similar building to No 25 and appears to have been partly destroyed by fire in the early 20th 
Century and demolished by the 1960's. All the buildings can be seen in historic photos 
attached to this report. As historic quayside buildings they provide the character and context 
to the conservation area, they show how, as the quay developed, plots were devised and sold 
off, this provides the rhythm and townscape pattern which has previously suffered from the 
loss of buildings along the quay.  
 
All the buildings affected by this application make a positive contribution to the Conservation 
Area's character and appearance.  
 
The proposals seek the total loss of all the historic buildings and their replacement with new 
development with the exception of Merchants House no 24 which will still result in a 
substantial amount of alteration particularly to the rear of the property. 
 
As the application affects a registered building it is a statutory requirement for the decision 
maker to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building, its setting and any 
features of special interest S16 of The Act must be taken into account by the Department 
when making its decision. 
 
Also as the application affects a conservation area, the statutory requirement to pay special 
attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the 
conservation area S18 of The Act must be taken into account by the Department when 
making its decision. 
 
Loss of 27-28 the registered building 
The proposals seek the demolition of the registered building, the application has included 
numerous structural reports in relation to the registered building all by different companies. 
The owner produced a report in Nov 2021 stating the building was in an imminent state of 
collapse. This information was provided to the Department prior to the submission of the 
current proposals. The Department sought the views of Mann Williams Consulting, a 
conservation accredited structural engineering firm experienced in dealing with historic 
buildings.  Their view on the registered building's structural condition disagrees with the view 
of the owner's Engineer, given the volume of structural reports submitted by the applicant, 
the Department sought a review of all the submitted reports by Mann Williams. The review of 
the submitted information is attached to my comments. In summary the view of the 
Department's experts is that; 
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o Following an extensive review of documents submitted as part of the current planning 
application it is concluded that there has been no substantive or quantified evidence 
presented by the building owner or their appointed advisors that the building is either on the 
point of imminent collapse or that any case for demolition of the protected structure exists. 
 
o No case for demolition has been set out despite giving the applicants advisors ample 
opportunity to identify specific evidence to support their claim of imminent collapse. 
 
o Having visited the building and carried out a visual inspection, and with the benefit of 
over 30 years of historic building inspection including numerous similar structures, it is my 
professional opinion that the building is not in imminent danger of collapse and is capable of 
repair and renovation. 
 
It is clear therefore that the advice sought by the Department from an experienced structural 
engineer is that the building is not in a state of collapse and is capable of repair.  
 
EP30 of the Strategic Plan and RB/6 of PPS1/01 are quite clear that there is a presumption 
against the demolition of registered buildings. Both Policies outline considerations which can 
be summarised as; 
 
o The condition of the building; 
 
The applicant has stated that the building is in imminent state of collapse as of Nov 2021, 
which given the time and winter weather that has passed would appear to weaken this 
statement. The Department's own expert Structural Engineer disputes this and considers the 
building is capable of repair. The applicants submitted a report from 2018 by the Morton 
Partnership that formed part of the application submission approved for the conversion of the 
building 18/01333/GB and 18/01330/CON also supports this view. All subsequent reports 
discuss the poor condition of the building, having been in its current ownership since 2016 
there is no evidence to suggest that any meaningful repair or maintenance has occurred to 
the property nor any of the recommendations from the earliest report having been 
undertaken. This is further supported by the loss of the historic roof covering to No28 in 2020 
which has not been reinstated. All evidence within the existing reports points to a decline in 
the buildings condition. As the application fails to demonstrate that any meaningful repair or 
maintenance has been undertaken by the owner since 2016 any argument for the loss of the 
building due to its condition must be mindful of this evidence.  
 
o The cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and the value 
derived from its continued use (based on consistent long-term assumptions); 
 
The application fails to address this point and has provided no information or evidence to 
satisfy this point. 
 
 
o The adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; and the merits of 
alternative proposals for the site. 
 
The application fails to provide any information to show that any effort has been made to 
incorporate the registered building into the wider development.  To the contrary given the 
language used when discussing the registration of the building within the planning statement 
it is clear that no attempt has been to retain the building when developing these proposals, 
this is in in direct contrast to the extant approvals 18/01333/GB and 18/01330/CON. 
 
Loss of 22, 23 and 25 
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As previously stated all the structures date to the 19th Century and form part of the historic 
quayside townscape by virtue of their scale, massing and survival they make a positive 
contribution to the character of the Conservation area. The scheme proposes their total loss. 
EP39 of the Strategic Plan and CA/6 of PPS1/01 state there is a presumption in favour of 
retaining buildings that make a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area.  No 22-23 were in part retained by extant approvals 18/01329/B and 
18/01330/CON, however the current application fails to demonstrate that any attempt has be 
made to try to work with the existing structures nor has it demonstrated this is not possible in 
terms of fabric or economic viability.  No evidence has been submitted to show that any 
meaningful repair or maintenance has been undertaken during their current ownership with 
the minimum of at least try to prevent any further decline in their condition.  
 
While the extant approvals 18/01331/B and 18/01332/CON permitted the loss of No 25, the 
loss of the building was considered justifiable because of overall heritage benefits of the 
entire scheme which included the repair and reuse of the registered building.  The current 
proposals have made no attempt to do so and therefore without the benefits and 
justifications of the extant approvals. 
 
The proposed replacement buildings 
 
While I consider the overall scale of the replacement buildings to be generally respectful of 
the character of the conservation area there is still an overall increase in massing which lacks 
any justification. I consider that improvements could be made to the massing and detailing of 
the buildings, The replacement building for 22-23 reads as one, where the historic rhythm 
was two, across the entire new elevation the uniformity of fenestration results in a too 
homogenous appearance that lacks character, the fenestrations particularly  in the buildings 
either side of  merchants house are too large and there should be variation in the positioning 
to better reflect individual properties to provide character and break up the proposed 
massing. The detailing of the "replacement" warehouse reads as inauthentic, the use of half 
dormer detail is lacking any context or local distinctiveness and is not found outside of 
domestic settings on the island. The replacement for No28 results in a building far larger in 
scale and massing than the historic structure, the stepping down terracing and creation of 
outside balcony space lacks the character that the diminutive corner building provides. The 
rear elevation is concerning due to the entire rear elevation reading as one monolithic block, 
little regard has been paid to trying to break up this massing to respect the character that 
these rear lanes typically have, whilst this can be understood to have less value than principle 
elevations, they still are part of the conservation area which should be preserved or 
enhanced. These comments however do not endorse or encourage the proposals in their 
current form.     
 
Conclusion 
 
Based on the information submitted I object the proposals on heritage grounds, as they will 
result in the loss of a registered building, the oldest building on the quay the last remaining 
historic quayside warehouse and the loss of other historic quayside buildings. The loss of 
these buildings would be to the detriment of the conservation area where no clear and 
convincing justification has been made. It is disappointing that no attempt has been made to 
incorporate more of this historic fabric into the development proposals. There are multiple 
examples of constructive conservation, re-using and adapting historic buildings as part of 
placemaking and creating local distinctiveness being at the heart of development schemes 
and it is disappointing the benefits of this type of development are not being seen or 
encouraged across the island.   The proposals in my view fail to preserve the registered 
building the loss of which would fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of 
the conservation area and are contrary to polices GP4, EP30, 35 and 39 of the Strategic Plan, 
policies RB/6, CA/2 and CA/6 of PPS1/01 and I therefore object on heritage grounds to these 
applications." 
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5.4.1 DEFA Ecosystem Policy Officer (04.03.2022) makes the following summarised 
comments; 
"Most of the buildings proposed for renovation or demolition are traditional Manx buildings 
with slate roofs, in a poor state of repair. The photos included in the Morton Partnership 
report shows that there are numerous potential entry points for bats including slipped slates, 
holes under and around the guttering, holes in the stonework, holes under the ridge tiles etc. 
The buildings are also located next to a river corridor in an area with multiple bat records, of 
numerous species, within a 1km radius. All features which increase the likelihood of bats 
being present.  
 
The Bat Conservation Trust Bat Survey Guidelines 2016 (3rd Edition) recommend that bat 
surveys are undertaken prior to the conversation, modification or demolition of any building 
located immediately adjacent to water and pre-1914 buildings with slate roofs, regardless of 
location.  
 
Therefore the Ecosystem Policy Team request that a preliminary assessment for bats, to 
determine the suitability of these properties to hold roosting bats, is undertaken prior to 
determination of this application. If the preliminary assessment identifies the properties as 
suitable or if evidence of bats is found, then further bat surveys will be required and a report 
detailing the findings and appropriate mitigation measures to ensure their protection during 
and after development, should be submitted to Planning for written approval prior to 
determination of this application. 
 
The initial assessment and surveys must be undertaken by a suitably qualified ecological 
consultancy and following best practise, as detailed in the Bat Conservation Trusts Bat 
Surveys for Professional Ecologists - Good Practice Guidelines (3rd Edition 2016).  
 
Preliminary assessments for bats can be undertaken at any time throughout the year. 
However, if emergence/re-entry surveys to confirm roost presence are required then there 
are seasonal requirements.  
 
Bat surveys are required to identify the species of bat utilising the property, their abundance 
and whether they are breeding and this will determine the mitigation required.  
 
The dilapidated state of the building including broken windows and holes under the guttering 
also mean that the building has potential for nesting birds and therefore we recommend that 
an assessment for nesting birds is undertaken and a report detailing the findings submitted to 
Planning for written approval prior to determination of this application (this could be done at 
the same time as the bat assessment). If nesting birds or evidence of nesting birds are found 
then appropriate mitigation measures to ensure their protection during and after 
development, will need to be secured. Even if current evidence is not found, because of the 
suitability the building will need to be checked over by an ecologist and any entry points 
blocked prior to the demolition elements taking place.  
 
The presence of bats and birds will not prevent the building from being redeveloped, or areas 
demolished, but provision must be shown for their ongoing protection.  
 
We request that the survey reports are submitted prior to determination in line with best 
practise, which is referred to in Section 9.2.4 of the British Standard Biodiversity - Code of 
Best Practise for Planning and Development (BS 42020:2013). Which states: The presence or 
absence of protected species, and the extent to which they could be affected by the proposed 
development, should be established before planning permission is granted; otherwise all 
material considerations might not have been considered in making the decision. The use of 
planning conditions to secure ecological surveys after planning permission has been granted 
should therefore only be applied in exceptional circumstances, such as where original survey 
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work will need to be repeated because the survey data might be out of date before 
commencement of development, etc." 
 
And 
"Additionally, because of the suitability of the property, and as mitigation for the loss of bird 
nesting space, the Ecosystem Policy Team request that a condition is secured on approval for 
multiple integrated swift nest boxes to be installed high up in the north face of the buildings. 
Plans should be provided to Planning for written approval showing the type of box and their 
location. The works should then be undertaken as per these details." 
 
5.5.1 DOI Flood Risk management Division comment (20.06.2022); 
"Whilst the Flood Risk Management Department has no objections to this application we 
would like to point out that the development is in area that is subject to regular tidal 
flooding." 
 
And 
 
"Suggest a planning condition that the ground & basement floors cannot be changed to 
residential accommodation as it would be a flood risk" 
 
5.6.1 The former Minister of Enterprise comments (23.06.2022); 
"I write in connection with the above applications, in my capacity as Minister of the 
Department for Enterprise.  
 
The Department for Enterprise has a direct interest in positively supporting economic 
development, inward investment, regeneration and currently the development of additional 
living accommodation within town centres and it is with those interests that the Department 
makes comment.  
 
I am aware that the application is currently in abeyance pending ongoing matters relating to 
part of the site which is subject to registered building status. However, the Department 
wishes to place on record its support from an economic viewpoint for development of this 
nature in what is a prime location for leisure, hospitality and residential development and its 
concerns as to the loss of investment should the development not proceed.  
 
In summary the Department understands: o An initial planning application was submitted and 
approved - retaining 27/28 North Quay; 2 o Subsequently the Applicant has commissioned 
two separate specialist structural surveys, both of which cast doubt on any ability to retain / 
restore elements structurally, and commercially; o Revised applications (as outlined above) 
have been submitted, which have the unanimous support from Douglas Borough Council, for 
the demolition and replacement of the buildings; o DEFA has served notice on the Applicant 
to undertake remedial works and this is currently pending a court hearing on appeal; o 
Meanwhile the planning application is not being brought forward for consideration as far as 
the Department is led to believe from the Applicant.  
 
The proposed development as submitted would represent a significant circa £8m investment 
in the continued regeneration of lower Douglas and the provision of additional leisure / 
hospitality facilities will contribute further to the development of a 'cluster' along North Quay 
which builds on the existing offer in the area and will enhance the perception of Lower 
Douglas in terms of both the daytime and night-time economy.  
 
The proposals also address another priority for Government in terms of the redevelopment of 
brownfield, or redundant, sites to deliver a mix of commercial and residential development for 
the benefit of residents and the broader economy.  
 



43 
 

The Department does not have expertise in respect of the registered building issues, and 
makes no comment on this aspect other than to note the conflicting views of the expert 
reports prepared whereby two appear to support the view of the owner of the site that the 
buildings at 27/28 North Quay are beyond repair and remediation and one report 
commissioned by DEFA disputes this.  
 
Taking that aside, the Department is concerned that even if such works were feasible, future 
use of the buildings could be so limited that any future development would potentially be 
commercially unviable, particularly given the nature of working with Manx Stone and the 
absence of on-Island capacity to work with such materials.  
 
The Department has had sight of the high level commercial viability assessment by the 
owners of the site, including full build costs and consider that the margin is at the lower end 
of what would reasonably be expected as a return on investment based on demolition and 
rebuild.  
 
Clearly, if retention of existing structures is required, including extensive remediation works (if 
even possible), then the development may not prove viable, a view shared by the Applicants 
structural engineers in their separate reports, and the site could therefore likely remain in a 
state of dereliction and underuse for the foreseeable future.  
 
The Department has had sight of the Applicant's specialist advisors response to the DEFA 
survey but has not been given sight of any response from DEFA.  
It is also of note that a previous application for partial demolition of registered buildings on 
the site, and refurbishment of the whole site was supported. Whilst the Department is not 
qualified to comment on the historical importance of No's 27/28, the Department would 
support the notion that there is a clear net economic gain overall if the whole site can be 
redeveloped in a manner which is sympathetic to the original design, even if it is not viable to 
retain the existing structures.  
 
The Department has been asked by the Applicant to provide a view on the current planning 
application and provide support to request that the application be brought to a determination 
at the earliest opportunity.  
 
Noting the economic benefits that would arise from such a proposed investment, regeneration 
and provision of new hospitality and residential facilities on the site, the Department wishes 
to confirm its support for the application as proposed, on economic grounds noting: o The 
proposals for an £8m privately funded regeneration of the area; o The provision for new 
restaurants and new apartments in line with existing economic desires to continue to develop 
North Quay as a vibrant leisure and residential offering; o The concerns highlighted in two 
structural reports over the technical ability to retain 27/28, and the difficulty in finding local 
contractors prepared to develop a safe statement of works in support of such; o The concerns 
highlighted in both reports surrounding commercial viability of trying to retain 27/28, 
supported by the Applicants own commercial appraisal being at the lower end of commercial 
viability ranges on a new build basis; o The full support of other key stakeholders including 
Douglas Borough Council who unanimously supported the Application and wish to see the 
development as submitted proceed.  
 
Furthermore the Department is concerned that continuing delays in bringing these matters to 
determination risks the loss of significant investment in the regeneration of a prime 
brownfield site in Douglas, with the likelihood of the site remaining dormant for many years.  
 
Whilst the Department is not qualified to comment on the current enforcement action in 
respect of the registered buildings, it would suggest that the economic value of the 
opportunity is such that the application should be brought forward for determination at the 
earliest possible opportunity, as the planning process may ultimately determine that the 
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demolition and replacement with sympathetic regeneration is a suitable application given the 
broader economic and strategic outcomes in the proposals proposed.  
 
The Department considers that the proposals are fully in line with both the Department's and 
broader Government's objectives to support and facilitate brownfield development which 
delivers attractive economic and social benefit.  
 
As such, the Department would urge for the planning application to be determined, and 
wishes to place on record its support for the application, ahead of waiting for the result of 
ongoing legal challenge to avoid the risk of losing a significant investment in our capital City." 
 
5.7.1 DOI Public Estates & Housing Division make the following comments (07.08.2022); 
"We refer to the aforementioned planning application, and we can confirm that we have 
looked at the detail of the application and have considered the provision of a 25% Affordable 
Housing requirement.  
 
Current data drawn from Housing Division records for Douglas indicates that there are 203 
persons on the general public sector waiting list for affordable housing to rent in the area.  
 
There are 151 persons on the First-time Buyers Register seeking to purchase a first home in 
the east of the Island, including Douglas. Of this total number of applicants, 49 are on the 
Active Purchaser List who are seeking to purchase a home within the next 12-18 months. This 
figure is not indicative of likely final purchases as the ability to progress to completion would 
depend upon personal circumstances and mortgage ability at point of allocation.  
 
The department would request that consideration be given by the Planning Committee to 
include a requirement, in respect of any approval granted for this site, for the applicant to 
enter into a Section 13 Agreement with the Department to provide either affordable housing, 
based upon the usual calculation of 25% of the number of units approved within the 
application, or an equivalent Commuted Sum." 
 
5.7.2 01.09.2022 
"…We wouldn't accept affordable units on this site as the design of the units in terms of areas 
etc. does not accord with the Design Guide, therefore we have calculated the Commuted 
Sum, which is £134,928.67." 
 
5.8.1 Manx National Heritage has objected to the application (04.04.2022); 
"I write on behalf of Manx National Heritage ('MNH'), whose statutory responsibilities 
pertaining to the protection of the cultural and natural heritage of the Isle of Man are defined 
under the terms of the Manx Museum and National Trust Act. 
 
We note the revised description of the proposed works and our submission takes this into 
account. 
 
Historical Significance 
These applications propose the demolition and replacement of all but one of the buildings 
currently comprising a frontage of 55m on North Quay in Douglas.  These buildings lie at the 
very heart of the North Quay conservation area and arguably make one of the most 
significant and characterful contributions of all to the quality of the area, with their mix of 
forms and heights, and their obvious age. 
 
In particular, we would like to draw attention to the warehouse at No 27, which is one of an 
increasingly rare type of structure once common in the older quarters of the Island's ports.  
These buildings have a distinctive form, height and orientation (usually gable-on to the 
quayside), with rare examples lying parallel to the quay: No 27 is an example of the latter. 
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With the recent loss of the Farmers' Combine building in Ramsey (33 West Quay), the former 
Newson's warehouse is one of only three such buildings to enjoy protected status, and the 
only one to survive in something like its historical form (the others being The Granary in 
Castletown, RB 48, and 26 West Quay Ramsey, RB 139).   A survey undertaken by MNH 
whilst opposing the de-registering of the Farmers' Combine demonstrated that almost all 
other, non-registered, warehouses have been significantly altered and are not of sufficient 
quality to merit protection except by inclusion within a conservation area.  By this measure 
alone, the continued protection and preservation of No 27 from demolition is clearly merited. 
 
Structural Issues 
We are aware of the various engineer's assessments of the buildings presently standing on 
the application site.  We are not qualified structural engineers.  However, we note the 
conclusions of the Morton Partnership report (see Section 5 of the 2018 report) suggesting a 
series of localised repairs and interventions to Nos 25, 26, 27 and 28.  We also note the long 
experience of this specialist consulting practice in the assessment of historic buildings, and 
their longstanding familiarity with the Isle of Man and its built heritage; indeed, we have 
made use of their services in the preservation and maintenance of several historic structures 
and monuments in our own care.  We also note that this report was prepared for an 
architectural practice previously retained to investigate the redevelopment of this site. 
 
We also note the conclusions of the Mann Williams report commissioned by DEFA in response 
to the applicant's report commissioned from Structura.  The Mann Williams report, while 
noting the need for some local repair, clearly and systematically dismisses the conclusions of 
the Curtins and Structura reports relating to supposed active movement and instability in the 
structure of No 27.  We particularly note that there might have been cause for concern in the 
accuracy of the Morton report due to the time elapsed between its preparation and that of 
the Curtins and Structura reports, but that such doubts are rebutted by the observations and 
conclusions of the Mann Williams report.  We would also like to observe that such concerns 
need never have been considered in the first place had the owner of the properties shown 
overt sign of maintaining the buildings in good order during the time that has elapsed 
between the various reports: instead it is obvious - and disappointing - that there have been 
no interventions to address the observations noted in the Morton report, despite this have 
been prepared on behalf of the owner.  
 
We note that several of the reports also draw attention to the condition of No 28; we would 
comment, however, that the removal some significant time ago of its historical roof covering 
and temporary replacement with roof-felt and battens can scarcely have helped its condition.  
We would suggest once again that this does not demonstrate an appropriate level of care for 
a protected building. 
 
Design 
We are disappointed in the designs put forward for the replacement of Nos 22, 23, 25-28 
North Quay.  These fall significantly short of the quality required to mitigate the loss of so 
much visual interest and character at the heart of the North Quay conservation area.  In 
particular, the regularising of floor levels and fenestration results in quite inappropriate and 
bland uniformity across the whole of this 55m frontage.  The size and proportions of much of 
the proposed fenestration makes no attempt to acknowledge the character and variety that is 
currently visible in the existing buildings, and the almost-square shape of those in the building 
replacing Nos 22 and 23, and similar examples in No 27, are particularly incongruous and ill-
chosen. 
 
Conclusion 
In summary, having read the available structural reports, we wish to place on record our 
objection to the demolition of the warehouse No 27, and the adjacent building No 28, the 
protected status of which requires a more caring approach to their maintenance and a much 
more imaginative and sympathetic approach to their retention and re-use.  We would also 
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wish to record our disappointment at the quality of the design of the proposed replacement 
buildings, which in our view is not an adequate substitute for the loss of character, interest 
and cultural heritage inherent in the existing structures on the site. 
 
Should the Planning Committee decide to approve this scheme, we would recommend that, 
as a minimum, a detailed measured and photographic record should be made of the buildings 
prior to their demolition.  In making this recommendation we would however wish to place on 
record our professional view that this would hardly mitigate the loss of so much heritage from 
the core of the conservation area. 
 
We trust that the above comments are of help to the Committee in making its decision." 
 
The IOM Fire and Rescue Service make the following comments (13.09.2022); 
"o The third floor apartment does not comply with the Fire Precautions (Houses in 
Multiple Occupation and Flats) Regulations 2016 due to both the master bedroom and 
bedroom 2 being inner rooms. 
o I cannot determine how the basement stores area is accessed as there is no 
corresponding staircase on the ground floor. 
o The rear exits from the units on the ground floor all egress via bin stores; means of 
escape must be clear of obstruction." 
 
5.9 Other Organisations 
5.9.1 The Chair of the Isle of Man Building Conservation Forum (BCF) - Marlene M Maska 
MLC writes (Terms of Reference included in letter) object to the application which can be 
summarised as (09.03.2022); it is rare for the Forum to make submissions on individual 
applications; however, it is considered that in this matter, the gravity of the impact upon our 
historic built heritage, if the application is successful, is of such order that we feel compelled 
to make a submission at this time for your consideration; Nr 27 & 28 North Quay (Newson's) 
were entered onto the Protected Buildings Register on 13th April 2018, partly on the 
recommendation of BCF; it is noted that it is the responsibility of the owner of a Registered 
Building to ensure that it is maintained in a state of good repair; unfortunately, although 
several Structural Engineers have provided reports on the condition of the buildings since 
2018, some of which have included recommendations for repairs to protect them from further 
water ingress including suggesting other works to retain their structural integrity, it appears 
very little has been done in this regard;  it could be interpreted , by some, as "constructive 
neglect"; Nr 27 is unique and last surviving Warehouse on the North Quay frontage; BCF 
would argue that the rear the example of a surviving building, the more important it 
becomes, Nr28 also falls within this category; There are many examples, including some on 
out own Island, there Registered Buildings have been re-purposed and been given a new 
lease of life through change of use and sensitive repair whilst respecting their importance;  
There is an extant approval for the retention and incorporation of the Registered Buildings 
into a redevelopment in the immediate locality; we would therefore contend that there is no 
justifiable reason for the current proposal to demolish these Registered Buildings to be 
approved, such proposal flies in the face of approved and adopted Conservation and 
Registered Building Policy;  Although the current proposal is being promoted as one which 
'honours local heritage' we would aver quiet to the contrary, namely the destruction of two 
Registered Buildings is totally outside the sport of honouring local heritage and should not be 
permitted; We refer to the widely accepted term 'Embodied Carbon' i.e. the Carbon Footprint 
embodied in the materials and built fabric already existing in the Registered Buildings; we 
would submit it is accordingly unacceptable when we are in a Climate Change Emergency, to 
destroy historic buildings - over 230 years old and the last survival in this area, or even across 
the entire Island, to be relegated to a landfill hole in the grounds; We would support an 
appropriate re-use of the Registered Building as outlined above and in line with the extant 
Approval. 
 
5.9.2 09.09.2022 
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Additional comments are made rising concerns that should the Planning Committee, in early 
course, grant (inter alia) approval for the demolition of the building, this would 'set the tone' 
of the attitude relevant to the Registered Building and the subject matter of the Repairs 
Notice itself, due to be considered on 10th and 11th November 2022. This might be difficult 
to ignore and might be deemed to be prejudicial in terms of matters before the Court but 
related to a decision which is already being considered or determined, in the public domain; 
Whilst it might be said that if Planning Approval is granted, as a Statutory Consultee, MNH 
may Appeal the decision; my past experience, during my nine-plus years as the Isle of Man's 
first Building Conservation Officer, is that in such similar difficult cases, buildings are put 
increasingly and dangerously 'AT RISK' when their uncertain future is being determined; and 
in the absence of opportunity and /or willingness to engage in the best interests of 
retaining/re-purposing the Registered Building and in the wider context of the Island's Built 
Heritage; and demolition of a Registered Building should be seen as a last resort, and only 
once all other options have been explored: I am very concerned that there may be an 
embedded determination by some parties, to make this building disappear! 
 
5.10.1 The Isle of Man Natural History and Antiquarian Society object to the application 
which can be summarised as (25.03.2022); The Society helped in undertaking the research 
on Nos 25-28 North Quay which led to the Registration of Nos 27 and 28 North Quay; s 
greatly concerned at the reasons given for the proposed demolition of them and the structure 
that is proposed to replace them and other premises on North Quay; The Society notes that 
the applicant Kelman Ltd who is owner of the buildings has sought to demote the 
architectural and historic building importance of Nos 27 and 28 in particular. This is despite 
the fact that as owner of the buildings since 2016 and during 2017, when initial public 
consultation was undertaken with regard to potential registration of the buildings, following 
their entry on 13th April 2018 into the register on account of their "special architectural or 
historic interest", Kelman Ltd did not seek to challenge the registration; The Operational 
Policy on the Principles of Selection for the Registration of Buildings in to the Protected 
Buildings Register states that In applying the statutory criteria and considerations, as set out 
above, the Department will also consider the following principles (interalia): Age and rarity. 
The older a building is, and the fewer the surviving examples of its kind, the more likely it is 
to have special interest and before 1800, all buildings that contain a significant proportion of 
their original fabric are likely to be registered; This is not referred to by the applicant; In 
terms of the condition of the building, this is not a criterion that is taken into account when 
Registering the building; While it was noted that condition might not be particularly good, in 
respect of Nos 27 and 28 the Society fully supported the planning applications 
PA18/01333/GB & 18/01334/CON or refurbishment and conversion; This applied to the 
retention of the front parts of Nos 22, 23 as well as all of the Registered Buildings; The 
Society notes that while the current applicant Kelman Limited was the owner at the time he 
was not applicant and did not comment on the application. Significantly, Kelman Ltd did not 
challenge the veracity of the report on the condition of the buildings submitted as part of the 
above application; . It would appear that following the Morton report in 2018, the applicant / 
owner has not had a condition survey undertaken until March 2021. This suggests that 
despite knowing the condition of the building the applicant / owner did not see the need to 
undertake any repairs; We therefore consider that demolition of the Registered Buildings Nos 
27 and 28 and of all of Nos 22 and 23 are not justified on the basis of condition; In terms of 
cost of repairing and maintaining in relation to its importance the previously approved and 
extant applications for the redevelopment incorporating bar, restaurant and 6 apartments, as 
above, a financial appraisal was made to justify the proposal; No consideration has been 
given in the current application to cost of alternative solutions or to cost in relation to the 
importance of the retention of the buildings vs importation of construction materials. No 
statement with regard to carbon release or the sustainability of the development has been 
made; We therefore considers it is unacceptable given the overall scale of the development 
that no equivalent financial appraisal to that previously submitted has been made in support 
of the current application let alone one that takes into account the National importance of No 
27; With regard to the adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use, the Society is 
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not aware of any efforts by the owner / applicant to maintain the buildings so that they could 
be used; this despite the fact that the need for repairs for Nos 27 and 28 in particular had 
been clearly identified as part of the earlier planning consent;  In 2019 it was noted that the 
roof of No 28 was being stripped off; We would therefore consider that no effort has been 
made to maintain the Registered Buildings in particular and possibly the others in use. 
Moreover given that there is extant approval for the refurbishment of the buildings this lack of 
action represents 'constructive demolition'; With regard to the merits of alternative proposals 
for the site the Society notes that the applicant states that a "major upgrade" is planned for 
the locality including the Registered Buildings; What is proposed seeks to replace a mix of 
architectural height with a degree of uniformity thus losing much of the colour and character 
of the locality, particularly when seen as a whole, from South Quay; For No27, instead of a 3 
/ 4 storey gable-ended 3-4 bay warehouse with an uneven distribution of openings, the 
proposal is for 4 storey building increased in height from the original with a hipped roof with 
extensive overhangs, incorporating 5 half-dormers in the roof instead of only the structure for 
the former hoist above third floor level, a regular distribution of windows and a large glazed 
frontage for the ground floor; No 28 instead of a very modest corner building with tapering 
pitched roof, the proposal is for a series of flat roof terraces with glazed barriers and a 
standard non conservation related glazed frontage and signage onto both North Quay and 
Queen Street; These bear no resemblance to the characterful buildings or vernacular style 
that they propose to replace. The previous extant consents for renovation of No 27 did not 
perceive the existing ceiling heights of the upper floors to be a problem in the conversion;  At 
ground floor level the dominant 'windowscape' has no place in the heritage / character of the 
North Quay Conservation Area. Both rely on the use of much of the pavement for outside 
seating area; The proposals would not sit comfortably in the Street scape of North Quay and 
are therefore in themselves contrary to Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 General Policy 2 b, c, 
and g; All the replacement buildings except that on the corner are to be raised to the height 
of Merchant's House No 26 eaves level; and Isle of Man Natural History and Antiquarian 
Society therefore consider that while there is no objection to the proposed use (except of the 
amount of pavement use) in the application, the extent of demolition proposed is not justified 
by the architecture of the proposal which fails to match the varied character and former use 
of the existing particularly its Registered Buildings. 
 
The occupier (tenants - Manx Taxpayers' Alliance) of Merchants House, 24 North Quay write 
to support the scheme which can be summarised as (02.03.2022); the surrounding buildings 
are substantially dilapidated and empty buildings in desperate need of replacement; this 
proposal is an excellent development because it will substantially improve a section of the 
North Quay; area has a great potential and proposed development appears to offer 
opportunities to improve local business activity, provide a number if environmentally sensitive 
and low carbon apartments and to do all of this in a manner which is sensitive and respectful 
of the culture heritage of area. 
 
5.11 Other Comments 
5.11.1  The owner/occupier of 2 Tennis Road, Douglas writes to support the scheme which 
can be summarised as (18.02.2022); while the Newson's building is interesting it is in their 
view beyond saving and is now a derelict eyesore. 
 
5.11.2 The owner/occupier of 2 Glen View, South Cape, Laxey writes to object to the scheme 
which can be summarised as (13.08.2022); This application site is at the heart of Douglas 
North Quay Conservation Area designated in 1990 and arguably contains the oldest extant 
buildings within it. The latter have subsequently been Registered "by reason of its special 
architectural and historic interest."; Registration which was not challenged was at a time 
when the building was in the same ownership as present; Subsequently a scheme to renovate 
the building along with redevelopment and refurbishment of others nearby was given consent 
PA 18/01334/CON & 18/01333GB; It is of significance that the renovation / refurbishment of 
Nos 27 - 28 (Newsons) was linked in terms of planning consent with the simultaneous 
consent of PA18/01329/B and 18/01330/CON) for 22-23 North Quay and PA18/01331/B and 
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18/01332/CON for 25 -26 North Quay. The reason for this was that from a financial point of 
view the development of the latter properties was stated to be necessary to support the 
relatively high cost of the repair, renovation and conversion of the Registered Buildings; It is 
also of significance that No 24 which appears to have been in a different ownership was not 
part of any of the above proposals. Nevertheless the potential developer, different from the 
current owner / developer, considered that a financially viable scheme could be undertaken; 
By way of contrast the current scheme includes No 24 and therefore enables the developer to 
make proposals which tie this building into the whole scheme and make it more financially 
profitable. Despite this however the developer says it is essential now to additionally demolish 
all the buildings apart from No 24 and including the Nos 27 - 28 , the Registered Buildings, to 
achieve economic success of the scheme as a whole; This in only two years since the 
previous scheme was approved on 11 March 2019; The application merely seeks to prove 
how it supports the business policy aspect of the Strategic Plan. This is not a requirement / 
justification under either planning policy or planning law for demolition of Registered 
Buildings; No financial study has been submitted to justify the current proposals; No apparent 
repairs have been undertaken particularly on the Registered Buildings and no reason given for 
this; No assessment has been undertaken as to the merits of alternative proposals for the site 
has been undertaken. With the exception of No 24 the whole emphasis is on the fact that 
wholesale demolition and redevelopment must be undertaken; The wording of Environment 
Policy 30 in relation to potential demolition of Registered Buildings does not state that only 
some criteria may be considered. All should be looked at; The application therefore does not 
comply with either Environment Policy 30 or Environment Policy 39; It is noted that the 
Department of Enterprise consider this site most of which has been deliberately left empty 
should be considered as 'brownfield ' and again, in its terms seemingly, equated to a 
greenfield site in an urban area ie only usable as a cleared site; This is in total contradiction 
to Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 Strategic Policies 1(a), 3(b), 4(a), and 5; It is noted that in 
the Appendix to the above Tynwald report, this North Quay site is not listed as a site that has 
been identified by the Planning Policy Division as a brownfield site despite the Registered 
buildings in this application being unoccupied at the time. In effect Department of Enterprise 
seem to be supporting / encouraging constructive neglect leading to demolition of Heritage 
buildings in the Island; Numbers 27 and 28 North Quay are highly valuable assets both in 
their vernacular appearance and their representation of the historic values and uses of the 
quay. Inevitably their vernacular architecture is not highly decorated; it is functional. This 
does not diminish their importance; the other buildings in this application while not deemed 
through Registration designation to be so important all add to the character of the 
Conservation Area; and the proposed design promotes increased scale, and dominance, and 
increased glazing all at the expense of the surviving character of the North Quay Conservation 
Area. This is not good sustainable practice. 
 
5.11.3 The owner/occupier of The Old Barn, Phildraw Road, Ballasalla writes to support the 
scheme which can be summarised as (27.07.2022); It had become a derelict eyesore and is 
clearly a less than functional building for the needs of current times and location; Whilst I can 
appreciate a desire to preserve historic buildings, in this case, my view is that there is a 
justified need to improve the attractiveness of the harbour for improved tourism attractions or 
local residents leisure needs and or even residential or better business use; The harbour can 
do so much more to become an attractive hub for locals and visitors to boost our economy 
and this is a golden opportunity not to be missed; and I encourage you to show flexibility 
over the registered status of the old building and allow change of use and larger footprint. 
 
5.11.4  The owner/occupier of 9 Fort William, Douglas writes to object to the scheme which 
can be summarised as (20.08.2022); We are residents of Douglas Harbour and any planning 
application relating to Douglas Harbour, especially one impacting the North Quay 
Conservation Area, has an impact on us, on our property, and on our enjoyment of our 
environment and community; Former Newsons Trading Building (Nos 27 - 28) is Registered 
Building No 289 (Registered 13 April 2018) and is located in the Douglas North Quay 
Conservation Area; Registration is the highest level of protection and is evidence of its 
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"special architectural or historic interest"; Furthermore, by virtue of its location together with 
Nos 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26 in a conservation area, the Cabinet Office has determined these 
properties lie in an area "of special architectural and historic interest the character or 
appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance"; Contary to EP 30, 31 & 35 of the 
IOMSP; Both the Registered Building Officer (DEFA) and the Inspector of Ancient Monuments 
(MNH) oppose these applications; The Honorary Secretary on behalf of the Isle of Man 
Natural History and Antiquarian Society similarly objects. To avoid duplication, suffice it for us 
to state that we concur fully with their assessment and conclusions in all respects; 
Additionally, ownership of a registered building brings with it obligations to safeguard its 
structure and "to ensure it is maintained in a good state of repair". The current owner of this 
building has manifestly failed to do so having left Nos 27 & 28 derelict for several years and 
additionally stripped the slates from the roof of No 28 in an apparent effort to hasten its 
deterioration; It appears that the first engaged structural engineers, Morton Partnership, and 
more recently Mann Williams engaged independently by DEFA consider the buildings as 
structurally sound though badly neglected by the owner. Those engaged more recently by the 
owner: Curtins and Structura opine the building as structurally unsound. Both cannot be 
correct; We have no experience of Mann Williams, but we have engaged Morton Partnership 
in relation to our own 19th Century home overlooking Douglas Harbour similarly constructed 
of Manx stone. As arguably the most experienced and respected heritage structural 
engineering consultancy in Britain we would be inclined to accept their assessment of the 
structural state of the buildings; Since 2016 the Isle of Man has been designated a UNESCO 
Biosphere Reserve of which "sustainability" is a key element; respected and innovative 
London property developer, Jacob Loftus - CEO of General Projects, wrote recently in 
connection with the public inquiry to demolish and rebuild a major landmark building in 
London: "It is clear now, given the extent of the climate emergency, that retrofit must be the 
default for our industry, and demolition a last resort unless very considerable benefits can be 
created to justify it." If the Isle of Man is committed to sustainability and decarbonisation this 
must be taken into consideration in all planning and construction decisions; A financial 
viability report for PA 22/00148/CON and PA 22/0149/GB should be requested before 
presentation to the Planning Committee to help ensure the North Quay Conservation Area 
does not also become blighted by failed development and these applications fail utterly on 
planning, heritage, and design grounds, as well as on environmental and sustainability 
grounds and should therefore be refused. 
 
5.11.5 The owner/occupier of Flat 1, Chandler House, 1, Ridgeway Street, Douglas objects to 
the application which can be summarised as (09.09.2022); My reasons for concern are there 
is very limited parking in the area as it stands and to build a new development incorporating 
up to possibly 10 apartments without parking spaces as well as staff and customer parking for 
the bar and restaurant seems badly thought out and will no doubt encourage parking on the 
pedestrian/ cyclist shared space that runs all along North Quay as often happens in the 
evenings as it is. 
 
6.0 ASSESSMENT 
6.1 Main Issues 
o Statutory test (Town and County Planning Act 1999); 
o  Principle of Development (Local Plan land use allocation, MUP7, UEP3 & 4 from the 
Area Plan for East Written Statement and StP 1, 2, 9 & 11, SP1, GP 1 & 2, HP1, EP43, BP1, 9 
& 10 of the IOMSP); 
o Potential impact upon the visual amenities of the street scenes  (StP5, GP2, EP 42 & 
43 & UEP 2& 3); 
o Impact upon the Conservation Area/Registered Building (StP4, EP30, EP34,  EP35, 
EP39, EP42, EP43 and Planning Policy Statements: 1/01 & UEP3 and Our Island Plan 2022); 
o Affordable housing provision (GP4, HP1, HP 4, HP 5 & Our Island Plan 2022); 
o Impact on Neighbouring Residential Properties (GP2(g)); 
o Traffic Impacts / parking provision (StP10, GP2, TP 1, 4, 6, 7 & 8 and TP1 from Area 
Plan for East; Active Travel; Climate Change; Net Zero 2050); 
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o Open Space provision (GP4 & RP3); 
o Potential impacts upon ecology (EP4, EP5 & GP2); 
o  Potential impacts upon trees (EP3); 
o  Energy/Climate Change (EP5); 
o Drainage/Flooding (GP2, EP13); and  
o Fire provisions (CP10 & CP11). 
 
6.1 Statutory test 
6.1.1 Firstly, given the proposals involves the demolition of Registered Buildings and non- 
registered building which are all within a Conservation Area, the first consideration is the 
statutory tests, which have significant material planning consideration which are outlined 
within the Town and County Planning Act 1999. 
 
6.1.2 Section 16 (3) of the Town and Country Planning Act (1999) requires decision makers 
to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses in assessing works 
which may affect  registered building or its settings.  
 
6.1.3 In relation to the Registered Building (Nr 27 & 28 North Quay) this was added to the 
register in 2018 for the following reasons; 
"ARCHITECTURAL INTEREST AND/OR AESTHETIC QUALITY 
The premises are vernacular, made up of a typical 18th/19th Century quayside warehouse 
with a smaller building attached, of a shape that reflected the street layout.  They have an 
attractiveness and individuality that adds to the character of the conservation area. 
 
The rear of the buildings are less important. 
 
HISTORICAL INTEREST 
The premises are important in reflecting the history of the Island and Douglas' growth as a 
port town." 
 
GROUP VALUE 
The building forms part of North Quay Conservation Area and is an integral part of the street 
scene. 
 
RARITY 
It is thought to be the last remaining warehouse building in this part of Douglas 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT: WHY IS THIS BUILDING IMPORTANT? 
There is a particular rarity to the premises in both its history and design that makes it worthy 
of registration and it is considered to be of important to the character and appearance of the 
conservation area." 
 
6.1.4 As outlined above and from comment's received from the Principal Registered Building 
Officer, Manx National Heritage and from various historical interest groups; it is clear the 
existing Registered Building has significant heritage assets being the last warehouse building 
in the area (quayside) reflecting the history of the area and Douglas as a port town.  The 
statutory test requires the decision maker to have special regard to the desirability of 
preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest 
which it possesses in assessing works which may affect registered building or its settings. 
 
6.1.5 When considering this aspect given the application is proposing to demolish the 
Registered Building, there will be a total loss of the building and therefore the impact will 
have a total loss of significance to the special architectural and historic interest of the 
registered building.  Accordingly, the proposal would fail Section 16 (3) of the Town and 
Country Planning Act (1999) and a refusal can be made on this ground. 
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6.1.7 Further as the site is within North Quay Conservation Area as outlined, Section 18 (4) 
requires decision makers to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of conservation area in the exercise, with respect to 
any buildings or other land in the area, of any powers under this Act. 
 
6.1.8 There is no Conservation Appraisal for the North Quay Conservation Area (not unusual 
for older designations, this conservation area was adopted in 1990); however, the Principal 
Register Building Officer comments that; 
"The North Quay Conservation Area is an historic quayside it is of historic and architectural 
interest as a 18th century quayside that developed from plots that were divided and sold off 
from the Nunnery Estate, The Quay's development was key to the development of Douglas in 
becoming a prominent town and becoming capital of the Island. The quay is also a surviving 
remnant of historic Douglas that predates the 19th tourism boom most of which has been lost 
due to extensive urban clearance in the late 19th and early 20th centuries." 
 
6.1.9 The reasoning why the building was registered highlights that the registered building 
has an attractiveness and individuality that adds to the character of the conservation area and 
the building forms part of North Quay Conservation Area and is an integral part of the street 
scene.  Accordingly, the registered building is considered an important part of the character 
of the conservation area. 
 
6.1.10 Again, given the proposal would result in the total demolition of the registered building 
and results in a total loss of the building this would have a substantial harm to the character 
and appearance and history of conservation area and would neither preserve or enhance it.  
Accordingly, the proposal would fail Section 18 (4) of the Town and Country Planning Act 
(1999) and a refusal can be made on this ground. 
 
6.1.11 Given the application fails the statutory test of Section 16 (3) and Section 18 (4) of 
the Town and Country Planning Act (1999) which have significant planning weight, the 
application/s can be refused on these grounds, without any further consideration of the 
application.  However, in order the completeness the following planning policy considerations 
have also been considered.  
 
6.2 Principle of Development 
6.2.1 The site is within an area designated as "Mixed Use Proposal Area - Quayside" under 
the Area Plan for the East 2020.  The proposed scheme is for a mix of restaurant/bar use and 
residential, the main amount of the created and converted floor space being for residential 
use. The applicants comment; 
"4.6 In its general plan arrangement, the building has two entrances to access eight 
apartments and two penthouses. These apartments are of generous size (1,000 - 1,460sq. ft) 
with the two penthouses even larger (2050 sq. ft - 3055 sq. ft), and their outlook to the 
quayside marina is maximised as far as possible.  
 
4.7 At ground level three bar/restaurant units have been created. These vary in size between 
1,560 sq. ft and 2,850 sq. ft in size and although they use some of the ground floor area of 
Merchant's House, externally the appearance of no. 24 is unchanged." 
 
6.2.2 Mixed Use Proposal 7 comments that; "There will be a presumption in favour of food 
and drink and other leisure-type uses on North Quay."  The Area Plan isn't entirely clear if this 
seeks these leisure use to be accommodated through the building i.e. upper floors as well as 
ground level.  If it does, then this proposal would be contrary to this.  It is noted that Mixed 
Use Proposal 7 in terms of the South Quay it does specifically mention;"…Residential uses at 
first floor level and above.".  The Plan does also mention the use of upper floors within other 
areas of Mixed Use Area within the Town Centre.  However, if the Area Plan is seeking the 
North Quay to be used for leisure purposes (i.e. bars/clubs/restaurants etc); the introduction 
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of residential uses in this area will likely be impacted by such leisure's use, which operate 
during anti-social hours and will more likely to raise issues such as general disturbances and 
noise issues to the residents.   
 
6.2.3 Accordingly; while the proposed uses could be considered contrary due to the wording 
of the Mixed Use Proposal 7; it is considered on balance that the use of the upper floors for 
residential purposes to be acceptable. 
 
6.3 Potential impact upon the visual amenities of the street scenes   
6.3.1 Arguably this is one of the main issues with the proposal given its size and prominent 
location.  The separate but related issue of the potential impact upon the adjacent 
Conservation Area/nearby Registered Building will be dealt with later in this report.  This 
section therefore focuses on the general appearance of the building within the street scenes 
and not the Conservation Area/Registered Building elements, purely if those aspects are 
acceptable would the proposed design, form, scale, finish and overall design be acceptable on 
this site.   
 
6.3.2 There are considered to be a number of potential locations where the development 
would be apparent from public views, the following being considered to be the main primary 
views of the proposed development/site: 
o North Quay with views of the front elevation and eastern corner aspect of the 
development; 
o South Quay Views, namely the front elevation of the building; 
o Queen Street, namely the rear elevation of the building; 
o Fort Anne Road, namely the front elevation and corner aspect of the development; 
o Bridge Road, namely the front elevation of the building; 
 
6.4 North Quay 
6.4.1 Views from North Quay are arguably one of the most important and the aspect that 
the majority of persons visiting/passing the site will see of the proposal.   
 
6.4.2 Views of the building will be restricted from the east by the curvature of the Quay and 
the existing buildings along the Quayside.  The building only becomes apparent when passing 
Ridgeway Street where the open space in front the neighbouring building (former Power 
Station) opens up and the corner aspect (eastern elevations) of the building become 
apparent, namely the steps terraces up to the gable elevation (east) of the proposed four 
storey building. 
 
6.4.3 Currently the pitched roofed two storey element, in painted white render (Nr 28) will 
clearly alter in apparent with the introduction of the three stepped terraces, which include 
glazed balustrades and large glazed patio doors will be the main features public visible from 
this vantage point.   
 
6.4.4 As one approaches the site and views the site directly from the front of the proposed 
building, the full extent of the proposal will be apparent.  The exception of this is the upper 
flat roofed elements of Nr 22/23 and 25 with perhaps only the front glazed balustrading along 
the front elevation (roof level) being apparent.  
 
6.4.5 Further to the west of the site along North Quay again views will be apparent; albeit 
more angled views though the full extent of the front elevations will be seen.  The proposal 
would also be read in context of the other properties along North Quay which are clearly 
made up of various styles, finishes, scale and heights of buildings.   
 
6.5 South Quay  
6.5.1 Again views from South Quay play an important consideration albeit from a slightly 
further afield from the North Quay views, being on the opposite side of the quayside.   
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6.5.2 From South Quay, namely adjacent to the Swing Bridge, the site/proposal would be 
initially be screened given the curvature of the road and existing built development on the 
South Quay.  However, as you travel further west the proposed eastern elevation and angled 
views of the front elevation of the building are apparent.   These views become clearer and 
closer as you travel in a westerly direction and cross the road about at the junction of South 
Quay and Fort Anne Road.  From these rooms the full extent of the building is apparent 
including all the roofed elements, including the flat roofs of the buildings replacing Nr 22/23 
and 25.  These views remain until traveling further westerly where the proposal would be 
screened from sight due to the Douglas Bay Yacht Clubhouse which is located on the Tounge. 
 
6.6  Queen Street 
6.6.1 Given the narrowness of Queen Street and the curve in the road, coupled with existing 
built development, the full extent of the rear elevation would not be especially apparent in 
full.  The proposal does include to increase the mass and scale of development as indicated 
within the proposal section of this report and will increase the overbearing impact when 
travelling along Queen Street; albeit, not to an extent which is significantly greater than 
already exists, given existing built development on the site and neighbouring properties.  
 
6.7 Fort Anne Road 
6.7.1 The proposal would be apparent from limited places from Fort Anne Road, namely 
from the rear of the former Trafalgar Public House to Nr 1 Fort Anne Road.  Views from this 
location are elevated of the site and from a distance, having similar views as those identified 
on South Quay, being mainly angled views of the corner section of the development and 
views of the font elevation.  It should be noted that these views of the site would be screened 
should the approved development (18/01342/B) at 31-39 South Quay (which appears to have 
started, but then ceased) are undertaken. 
 
6.8 Bridge Road 
6.8.1 Views of the site from bridge Road are to the west of the site and more distant and 
angled; albeit the majority of the front elevation of the proposal is apparent and seen in 
context with the building along North Quay.   
 
6.9 Overall conclusion 
6.9.1 Firstly, it needs to be made clear that this section of the report will only consider the 
merits of the proposal in terms of the scale, forms, finishes, and overall design in the context 
of the Conservation Area and various street scenes identified previously.  It will not consider 
the issues relating to the demolition of the registered buildings and demolition of the 
buildings within a Conservation Area as this will be considered later in this report. 
 
6.9.2 It is noted the comments of the Registered Building Officer who raises some concern 
in the overall massing and detailing of the building.  They also raise concern that;  
"the replacement building for 22-23 reads as one, where the historic rhythm was two, across 
the entire new elevation the uniformity of fenestration results in a too homogenous 
appearance that lacks character, the fenestrations particularly in the buildings either side of  
merchants house are too large and there should be variation in the positioning to better 
reflect individual properties to provide character and break up the proposed massing." 
 
6.9.3 And 
"The detailing of the "replacement" warehouse reads as inauthentic, the use of half dormer 
detail is lacking any context or local distinctiveness and is not found outside of domestic 
settings on the island. The replacement for No28 results in a building far larger in scale and 
massing than the historic structure, the stepping down terracing and creation of outside 
balcony space lacks the character that the diminutive corner building provides." 
 
6.9.4 And 
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"The rear elevation is concerning due to the entire rear elevation reading as one monolithic 
block, little regard has been paid to trying to break up this massing to respect the character 
that these rear lanes typically have, whilst this can be understood to have less value than 
principle elevations, they still are part of the conservation area which should be preserved or 
enhanced." 
 
6.9.5 Concluding;  
"These comments however do not endorse or encourage the proposals in their current form." 
 
6.9.6 When considering the proposal General Policy 2 (b, c &g) needs to be addressed to 
ensure any development respects the site and surroundings in terms of the siting, layout, 
scale, form, design and landscaping of buildings and the spaces around them; does not affect 
adversely the character of the surrounding landscape or townscape; and does not affect 
adversely the amenity of local residents or the character of the locality. 
 
6.9.7 In terms of the massing, scale and form of the proposal overall; it is considered the 
proposal is acceptable.   A concerns remains that given the floor levels throughout the entire 
site being the same; this results in a more uniformed appearance given windows levels are at 
the same height.  This currently does not exists and this and conjunction of the former uses 
of each building differing, has resulted in a more un-uniformed appearance of the buildings all 
appearing individually, albeit part of a terrace.  In certain locations a more uniformed 
approach is preferred, but along the North Quay this uniformity plays an important feature to 
the character and appearance.   
 
6.9.8   The applicants have tried to replicate this element of individuality; in terms of use of 
materials and some different fenestration and the stepped roof design of the replacement 
buildings at Nrs 22/23 and 25 by use of a flat roof structure, set back from the front elevation 
of the building.  This in part does work; but does not replicate the existing character and 
appearance of the existing properties as well.  For example the introduction of the dormer 
windows to the main stone building, again are not found in warehouse styled buildings, which 
the proposed building is trying to replicate in appearance (i.e. Newson's building).  The 
architectural used appears a miss-match of styles trying to give a nod to the traditional styles 
of the existing buildings; although trying to squeeze as much accommodation as possible into 
the building.  This results in elements which are not traditional, including the proposed roof 
design of the main stone building proposed which has a crown roof (appears as pitched but 
has a flat roof in the centre of roof plane) to provide accommodation in the roof space albeit 
not a proper pitched roof, as this would result in a much taller building which would cause 
concern.  This is the same situation as the flat roofed elements/terraces to the proposals at 
Nrs 22/23 & 25; again with proper pitched roofs in line with the existing would result in the 
loss of the accommodation at the roof level.  However, what results is flat roof for these new 
buildings, which are not characterises of the quay side.   
 
6.9.9 It should be noted the rear elevation of the buildings have little architectural merit or 
quality, resulting in a significant large mass of continuous built development with no interest.  
This aspect does not comply with General Policy 2.  While it is noted that the current 
character and quality of Queens Street is not high and the views of this aspect of the 
development are not likely to be seen in their full extent (possible exception form top level of 
adjacent multi storey car park); this does not necessary warrant accepting further 
inappropriate development.  While this aspect is perhaps not a reason to refuse the 
application on its own; it is considered a negative aspect of the proposal. 
 
6.9.10 The plans do not include any details of finishes and should the application be 
approved a condition would need to be attached.  Particular aspects which the Department 
would seek are; 
o Traditional laid Manx stone (re-using existing stone on site); 
o All windows to the front elevation being timber/ aluminium sliding sash; 
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o More details of shop fronts in traditional styling;  
o Natural slate roofs; 
o Details of glazed balustrades; 
o Full schedule of finishes for remaining aspects. 
 
6.9.11 Overall; the proposal appearance to try to play homage to the original buildings on 
site including the former Newson's building and in terms of form and massing is successful; 
however, the uniformed fenestration and floor levels do reduce the interest currently found.  
Further, while there are aspects of the design which raise some concern; overall it is not an 
unattractive proposal and taking a holistically approach it is considered the proposal would 
not adversely impact the visual amenities from the various public views identified in this 
report previously.  If this where a totally blank site, then the approach taken is considered 
acceptable in terms of the overall context of the site and street scenes; especially in relation 
to the front elevation and would be appropriate in terms of the visual amenities of the various 
street scenes indicated and therefore comply with the relevant polices GP2, EP 42 & 43 of the 
IOMSP and UEP3 of the Area Plan for the East. However, the site isn't a blank site and the 
potential impacts upon the Conservations Area and the loss of Registered Buildings are a 
significant and important part of this assessment as they all play an interlinked aspect of the 
scheme. 
 
6.10 Impacts upon the Conservation Area/Registered Building - Policy consideration 
6.10.1 As outlined within the proposal section of this report the works would involve the total 
demolition of Nrs 22, 23, 25, 26 and Nrs 27 - 28 North Quay.  The latter Nr 27 & 28 make up 
the former Newson's building which is a Registered Building.  The remainder of the buildings 
are not, but are within a Conservation Area. 
 
6.10.2 Dealing with the loss of the Registered Building first.  This is arguable the main issue 
with the application.  As indicated by the Principal Registered Building Officer, as the 
application affects a registered building it is a statutory requirement for the decision maker to 
have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building, its setting and any features 
of special interest S16 of The Act must be taken into account by the Department when 
making its decision. 
 
6.10.3 The Our Island Plan 2022 which was recently approved by Tynwald specifically 
comments on the protection and enhancement of our built heritage stating; 
"Ensure new developments align with our sustainability goals, existing homes can become 
more environmentally friendly and Conservation Areas are protected and enhanced". This is 
to ensure; "To ensure that planning is able to support high level strategic commitments for 
housing, economic growth, regeneration and protection and enhancement of our built 
heritage." 
 
6.10.4   Further, PPS 1/01 - POLICY RB/6 DEMOLITION and Environment Policy 39 both 
indicate that the general presumption will be in favour of retaining buildings which make a 
positive contribution to the character or appearance of the Conservation Area.  The 
supportive text (par 7.32.2 of the IOMSP) of EP39 indicates that when considering proposals 
which will result in demolition of a building in a Conservation Area, attention will be paid to 
the part played in the architectural or historic interest of the area by the relevant building and 
the wider effects of demolition on the building's surroundings and on the Conservation Area 
as a whole. In addition, consideration will be given to; 
1) the condition of the building;  
2) the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and the issue 
derived from its continued use (based on consistent long-term assumptions);  
3) the adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; and  
4) the merits of alternative proposals for the site. 
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6.10.5 It is noted the application submission argues firstly that they do not consider the 
building is worthy of Registration.  However, this is not for consideration.  The buildings are 
and this application will not change that. The applicants/owners had the opportunity to 
appeal the Registration of the building but did not.  So that decision stands.  Further no 
application has been received to remove the building from the Register.   Accordingly, this 
application sole requirement is to determine whether the demolition of the building in 
accordance with EP39 and other relevant planning policies outlined and Government Aims 
which seek to protect the build environment and Conservation Areas. 
 
Condition 
6.11.1 In relation to EP39 policy the first aspect to consider is the condition of the Registered 
Buildings Nrs 27 & 28. Is should first be noted that when the previously approved scheme in 
2019 where considered and approved by the Planning Committee the application included a 
Structural Surveys report as part of the application from the Morton Partnership who are 
Consulting Civil & Structural Engineers, Historic Building Specialists. In relation to the 
Registered Buildings and the proposed conversion of them into a café/bar/restaurant at 
ground and first floor and with business hub/club on upper floor. They comment and 
concluded that; 
"The general proposal is to convert the building historically used as a shop to restaurant and 
business club. The imposed loading for the proposed use is less than original, therefore the 
structure is deemed to be able to transfer the proposed load. It is understood that none of 
the existing column is to be removed. The proposed scope of demolition should not 
compromise the overall stability and safety of the building." 
 
6.11.2 And 
"27 North Quay  
5.3.1 We recommend to remove the vegetation and gutter blockages at front and rear eaves. 
Gutters need to be re-levelled to provide continuous falls to downpipes.  
 
5.3.2 Vegetation should be removed at: west and east gable wall including chimneys, rear 
wall and around the front pitch skylight. Any making good to mortar joints to be in NHL 5 
lime mortar. 
 
5.3.3 Due to significant erosion of the east gable wall mortar joints we recommend to repoint 
the complete area with hydraulic lime mortar NHL 5.  
 
5.3.4 Rear elevation missing stones should be reinstated to prevent further damage to the 
masonry.  
 
5.3.5 We suggest to replace the failed pattress plate at East end of the rear elevation to 
match existing.  
 
5.3.6 Failed timber lintels should be replaced with like for like as set out in 3.3.2.2 and 
3.3.2.12. 5.3.7 The missing brace in the roof truss should be replaced.  
 
5.3.8 The cracks between the front wall and the party walls should be carefully opened up for 
inspection. If there is no tie between the two then we recommend that helical reinforcement 
be inserted to tie the two together and the cracks made good with lime mortar.  
 
5.4 28 North Quay 
 5.4.1 We recommend to remove the vegetation and gutter blockages at eaves. Gutters need 
to be re-levelled to provide continuous falls to downpipes.  
 
5.4.2 Full roof finishes replacement may be considered due to overall poor condition. We 
suggest to make good and watertight the roof pitches, ridge and flashing against North Quay 
No 27 gable wall.  
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5.4.3 We suggest to remove the embedded and rendered over downpipe at rear elevation to 
prevent external finishes gradual deterioration process.  
 
5.4.4 Decayed timbers within the roof should be repaired / replaced.  
 
5.4.5 The crack between the front wall and the party wall should be carefully opened up for 
inspection. If there is no tie between the two then we recommend that helical reinforcement 
be inserted to tie the two together and the cracks made good with lime mortar." 
 
6.11.3  In relation to the current application/s the applicant has employed the services of 
Curtins Consulting Limited and Structura Consulting Ltd to provide structural advice on the 
buildings in question.  The applicants in support of the demolition of the Registered Buildings 
state; 
"2.11 Curtins' report on 27 and 28 is based on a visual inspection of the buildings and it also 
considers the Morton Partnership report on these buildings which was undertaken on behalf 
of Kay Associates and dated October 2018. The subsequent Structura Report was undertaken 
in November 2021 and was more invasive. All reports are contained in the appendices  
 
2.12 The Curtins report concludes that 27 is in a dilapidated condition and exhibits instability 
with significant adverse structural movement and significant deterioration of the structure. 
The building is considered not to be a robust structure due to its open plan layout and no 
internal cross walls, out of plumb and leaning walls and eccentric gravity loading with rotation 
and an outward bulge of the wall at first floor. Whilst steel rods have been introduced their 
impact is limited and they simply tie together the front and rear walls and, in some instances, 
are completely corroded. They suggest that the extent of lean and bulge to the rear wall is 
such that progressive adverse movement will arise and ultimately render the building unstable 
and in a dangerous condition. They suggest that it is not possible to predict the rate of future 
adverse movement and monitoring of the wall should commence and further significant 
adverse movement will make the building an unsafe structure. They are aware of the 
Registered status of the building but suggest that the structural works to prevent further 
adverse movement of the rear wall are unlikely to be successful in the long term and would, if 
introduced, severely impair the use of the building. The introduction of new internal cross 
walls or an internal steel braced frame on new foundations to resist horizontal forces from the 
lean of the wall could be introduced but at the position of the bow, further rotation is likely to 
arise and such measures will only slow the rate of future adverse movement and would also 
limit the use of the building.  
 
2.13 They recommend the demolition of the rear wall which would necessitate a complete 
shoring and internal support of the site, to retain the remainder of the building but where the 
retained elements of the building would not be readily usable with less than 2m high ceiling 
heights and a distorted internal floor structure. It is their opinion that the retention of the 
remainder of the building and demolition of the rear wall is not viable for a commercial 
developer.  
 
2.14 They describe 28 as in a very dilapidated condition and not safe to enter and the internal 
structure is in a state of collapse with the gable walls showing cracking and distortion and 
with an outward lean. They suggest that the building has been altered from its original 
external arrangement with a newer shop front opening which has weakened and overloaded 
the masonry supporting structure and replacement of some of the original stonework and its 
replacement with calcium silicate brickwork. In their view, despite the Registered status of the 
building, considering the extent of the deterioration, state of collapse, non-original layout and 
weakened structure, the refurbishment of the structure of the building for future is not a 
viable option for a commercial developer and they would recommend full demolition.  
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2.15 They comment that the Morton Partnership report does not make any reference to the 
significant adverse structural movement to the rear wall, the gable wall or the front wall, floor 
and truss deflections and the assessment of the condition of the building must make 
reference to these structural defects. It also fails to make reference to the 6.3m wide shop 
front alteration which has weakened the structure, the non-original layout and materials 
which in Curtins' opinion, are fundamental to the retention of the building. A photograph is 
provided of the original frontage with the door and two smaller windows looking out over 
North Quay.  
 
2.16 The Structura Report identifies significant structural movement since the Curtins Report 
and that both buildings are structurally unstable and in danger of imminent collapse." 
 
6.11.4 Further the applicants comment; 
"2.54 As a consequence of this Report which was issued to both Building Control and the 
Planning Authority, public safety measures were implemented in November 2021 which are 
still in place. The Planning Department then commissioned their own Structural Report from 
Conservation Specialists Mann Williams. Their Engineer Mr John Avent spent less than half an 
hour in his inspection and concluded that No.28 demonstrated structural failure and instability 
and that the southeast corner be propped and retained pending more permanent repairs. The 
nature of the permanent repairs is not stated however and nor is there any indication of how 
they may be carried out. In its present state this building is considered dangerous by 
Structura and the propping of one corner will not make it safe to carry 'more permanent 
repairs'. Indeed, the building is so fragile that whilst it is possible to create an internal support 
structure, the condition of the random stone walling interwoven with timber wallplates that 
will have to be removed makes it impossible to tie the fabric back to it. The Mann Williams 
Report is silent on the method and the Structura view is that no safe or effective method is 
possible.  
 
2.55 As a consequence of the above in December 2021 the applicant commissioned Holland 
Contracting and Conservation to carry out an assessment of the hazards in in implementing a 
scheme of repairs. Holland Contracting are a specialist conservation contractor based in the 
West Midlands and they inspected no. 27 & 28 North Quay on 22nd December 2021. Their 
Company has over 40 years of experience in building restoration and building relocation. 
Their approach has enabled the restoration of buildings thought to be beyond repair and 
consequently the applicant thought it appropriate that they potentially could offer a safe 
scheme of restoration. Their subsequent Reports issued to the Applicant however stated that 
the works suggested by Mr Avent could not be carried out safely. Furthermore, they state 
that the only way to stabilize the north wall of no.28 would be to take it down and rebuild it. 
Holland contracting also recommend that further monitoring of the building be undertaken to 
determine if ongoing movement is taking place. Structural monitoring of the building took 
place in March 2021 and this survey is contained in the appendices. The rear wall in particular 
has significantly distorted in two directions despite the Patrisse restraints that have previously 
been applied. This process has continued before after the public safety measures took place 
in December 2021 and has demonstrated that movement is ongoing.  
 
2.55 Mann Williams further states that structural failure is as a consequence of poor 
maintenance and neglect. The applicant agrees that the building has had very little if any 
maintenance for the 20-30 years previous to their recent ownership however many of the 
structural defects are unrelated to water ingress. For example, the de bonding of cross walls, 
torsion of the timber trusses and instability of the rear wall.  
 
2.56 With reference to no.27 Mann Williams acknowledge the separation of south wall and 
west gable wall and the lack of restraint to the gable wall. They recommend the creation of 
an internal frame which takes support from floors and columns to enable stabilization of 
structure and the carrying out of repairs. Structura have re examined the building and 
produced a response to the Mann Williams Report (attached in appendices) - which effectively 
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concludes that it is an oversimplification of the complex and varied issues which the building 
has. The risks associated with the suggested repairs are significant and could potentially 
result in building collapse, or injury to operatives in the process, or both." 
 
6.11.5 In response the Department sought independent advice on the structural stability of 
the building and employed the services of Mann Williams and Jon Avent, a CARE Accredited 
Conservation Engineer, member of the IHBC, advisor to the National Trust on their Specialist 
Advisor Panel and with over 30 years experience in the inspection and appraisal of historic 
and listed buildings.  Mr Avent undertook a pre-arranged visit to carry out a visual inspection 
of the building and has considered the number of structural reports have been commissioned 
previously. 
 
6.11.6 The conclusions of Mann Williams states; 
"4.01 Number 27 and 28 North Quay have suffered from a lack of maintenance in recent 
years and are in need of care and attention to remedy that situation.  
 
4.02 Number 28 has suffered from poorly implemented historical alterations that have 
resulted in local failure and instability that requires attention reasonably urgently. It is 
suggested that the south east corner is propped and restrained to reduce the risk of 
movement pending more permanent repairs.  
 
4.03 Number 27 is a more substantial building that has areas of local weakness that has 
resulted from neglect and poor maintenance. The failure to maintain roof finishes has allowed 
water ingress to the east gable with resulting decay to timber purlin bearings with 
consequential reduction in restraint to the gable wall. In the temporary/short-term this could 
be stabilised by the introduction of internal bracing frames at attic level. The robust internal 
floor structures and internal columns would provide adequate support for this solution.  
 
4.04 At the intersection of south wall and west gable wall to number 27 there is historical 
separation, however there has been no evidence presented by Structra Consultants Ltd to 
identify any progressive movement. It is, however, acknowledged that this local separation 
has potential to reduce the lateral restraint to the from elevation and it would be sensible to 
implement stitching repairs which would be relatively easy to install. There are specialist 
contractors able to carry out this work using proprietary systems such as Cintec Anchoring 
which is widely used. https://cintec.com/reinforcement-anchoring/buildings-architecture/  
 
4.05 Areas of water ingress have locally resulted in isolated timber decay and it is considered 
essential that the roof finishes are repaired as a matter of urgency to protect the fabric and 
internal structure from decay.  
 
4.06 As part of the commission for this inspection and report a meeting held on site with Mr 
Kerwick of Structura Consulting Ltd on 20th November 2021 sought to provide the 
opportunity for the building owners appointed consultant to present the actual evidence of 
recent progressive movement to support what has previously only been their expressed 
opinions. No evidence was forthcoming or presented by Mr Kerwick of Structra Consulting Ltd 
at the meeting.  
 
4.07 In conclusion we would state that no evidence has been identified that would support a 
case for the demolition of number 27 and 28 North Quay and the building is not in danger of 
imminent collapse as stated by Structra Consulting Ltd. We would advise that the south east 
corner of 28 North Quay is provided with temporary support as soon as reasonably possible 
to provide protection in this locally vulnerable location..  
 
4.08 As a protected building it is obligated on the owner to repair and maintain and a 
significant proportion of the current condition of the building is a result of failure to meet this 
obligation." 
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6.11.7 No response to the above findings have been made by the applicants. 
 
6.11.8 As outlined by Morton Partnership, Mann Williams and highlighted by the Registered 
Buildings Officer; there appears little or no maintenance of the building in recent years and 
this is further evident by the removal of the slate roof at Nr 28 and not reinstated; leaving it 
open to elements.  There is no evidence provided by the submission that any maintenance 
has been undertaken or the recommendations of the Morton Partnership in 2018 for repairs 
works being done.  However, it is extremely clear from the findings and conclusions from 
Mann Williams who are structural experts in the field of historic and listed buildings that the 
existing Registered Buildings are not in a state of immediate collapses as suggested nor are 
they in such poor condition they cannot be reused i.e. as has been approved in 2019.   
 
6.11.9 Accordingly, the application fails this aspect of the policy.  Further, as outlined in 
section 6.1 of this report Section 16 (3) requires considerable weight the statutory duty 
required is high priority to desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features 
of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses taking into account the value of 
the heritage asset in question. Not all effects are of the same degree, nor are all heritage 
assets of comparable significance, and the decision maker must assess the actual significance 
of the asset and the actual effects upon it.   As outlined it is considered for the reasons within 
Section 6.1 the proposal would have a total loss of significance to the special architectural 
and historic interest of the registered building.  Accordingly, the proposal would fail Section 
16 (3) of the Town and Country Planning Act (1999) and a refusal can be made on this 
ground. 
 
Cost of repairing and maintaining 
6.12.1 Regarding the second part of the policy, the cost of repairing and maintaining it in 
relation to its importance and the issue derived from its continued use (based on consistent 
long-term assumptions).  As mentioned previously, there does not appear to have been any 
repairs /remedial works done to the existing buildings.  The Mann Williams also comments 
that no such works have been undertaken in recent times.  The applicants have agreed that  
"…that the building has had very little if any maintenance for the 20-30 years previous to 
their recent ownership".  No viability report has been provided which demonstrates that 
retention of the building is not viable.  To the contrary the previous approved applications did 
have a viability report and did consider this and considered it was viable to converted the 
existing Registered Buildings in 2018/19.  Accordingly, the proposal therefore fails this aspect 
of the policy requirement. 
 
The adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use 
6.13.1 The application does not provide any evidence that efforts have been made to retain 
the buildings in use.  No evidence has been provided of any potential advertising the property 
for rent etc.  The extant approval have not been commenced.   It fails this aspect of the 
policy. 
 
The merits of alternative proposals for the site 
6.14.1 As outlined earlier in this report the proposed replacement buildings would not be 
unattractive feature in the street scenes and would provide bar/restaurants at lower ground 
level and 10 apartments above.  It needs to be considered that the land use designation of 
the site is Mixed Use - albeit the Area Plan specifically indicates leisure only.  Accordingly, as 
mention previously this proposal may not full comply with the aim of the Area Plan and 
therefore reduces the "merits".  The previously approved scheme had resultant (i.e. leisure 
uses) at upper floors.  This proposal does not. 
 
6.14.2 Comments from the Registered Building Officer are also noted in terms of the 
replacement buildings who comments; 
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"While I consider the overall scale of the replacement buildings to be generally respectful of 
the character of the conservation area there is still an overall increase in massing which lacks 
any justification. I consider that improvements could be made to the massing and detailing of 
the buildings…" 
 
6.14.3 And 
"The detailing of the "replacement" warehouse reads as inauthentic, the use of half dormer 
detail is lacking any context or local distinctiveness and is not found outside of domestic 
settings on the island." 
 
6.14.4 And 
"The replacement for No28 results in a building far larger in scale and massing than the 
historic structure, the stepping down terracing and creation of outside balcony space lacks the 
character that the diminutive corner building provides…." 
 
6.14.5 Accordingly with these comments in mind it is not considered the merits of alternative 
proposals for the site outweigh the strong presumption against the demolition of the existing 
building.  Further it is noted that with the extant approval which would result in a 112 cover 
restaurant and bar and residential apartments on the site; it has been demonstrated that the 
retention of the Registered building and new build elements can be achieved on this site; 
without the need to demolition the Registered Buildings.    Therefore, the proposal is 
considered to fail this final aspect of the policy. 
 
6.14.6 In conclusion it is considered in relation to PPS 1/01 - POLICY RB/6 DEMOLITION and 
Environment Policy 39 the proposal would be contrary to them. 
 
IMPACT ON CONSERVATION AREA - Demolition of building and new development 
6.15.1 There are two main elements to consider in terms of the impacts upon the 
Conservation Area, firstly the demolition of buildings within a Conservation Area and second 
the potential impact of the whole development upon the character and quality of the 
Conservation Area.  The reasoning why the registered buildings are consider to have 
significant importance and why the building was registered in 2018 and why the building has 
a significant impact upon the character and quality of the North Quay Conservation Area are 
outlined within paragraph 6.1.4 of this report. 
 
6.15.2 Regarding the first part the proposal results in the demolition of Nrs 22, 23 and 25 & 
26.  Please see sections 1.0.4 and 1.0.6 for details of each building.  It should be noted the 
previous approved applications did included Nrs 22 & 23 in the scheme being retained in part, 
namely the whole of the front façade and part of the rear facade only.  It did proposed to 
demolish 25 & 26, albeit Nr 26 is a cleared site in the original building having been destroyed 
by fire a number of decades ago and asbestos sheeting installed to front elevation and roller 
shutter door. 
 
6.15.3 In terms of policy Environment Policy 35 indicates that 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. Environment Policy 39 indicates that there will be general 
presumption will be in favour of retaining buildings which make a positive contribution to the 
character or appearance of the Conservation Area.  Paragraph 7.32.2 of the IOMSP goes into 
additional detail and outlines that in additional to the above there will also be consideration 
to:  
o the condition of the building;  
o the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and the issue derived 
from its continued use (based on consistent long-term assumptions);  
o the adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; 
 o the merits of alternative proposals for the site. 
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6.15.4 Planning Policy Statement 1/01 - Conservation of the Historic Environment of the Isle 
of Man CA/2  and CA/6 also requires consideration; albeit this outlines similar consideration to 
the polices indicated above.  As mention earlier in this report, Section 16(3) of the Town and 
Country Planning Act (1999) also requires that the Department shall have special regard to 
the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural 
or historic interest which it possesses. 
 
Nrs 22 & 23 
6.16.1 In relation to Nrs 22 & 23 the Morton Partnership undertook a structural survey of the 
building as part of the previous approved application which converted and extended these 
buildings.  The conclusion of this report was the buildings where;  "Both front and rear 
elevations appear to be in satisfactory structural condition. There are minor cracks to the 
render but this is natural for elevations exposed to thermal action.".  They recommended a 
number of repair works and further investigation.  However, the applicants of the previous 
application who commissioner the structural report considered the front and rear external 
walls being structurally capable of being retained and incorporated into the approved scheme. 
 
6.16.2 The current applicants have undertaken their own structural report on these buildings 
(Curtins) and have raised concern of the findings of Morton Partnership.  They have 
concluded that; 
"Due to the number of structural defects discovered and the difficulty, or impossibility of 
correction Curtins concluded that 'due the extent of dilapidation, cellular plan layout of the 
property and difficulties in providing longevity to the structure we would recommend 
complete demolition of the properties'.". 
 
6.16.3 The applicants also comment that; 
"3.2.3 It had been suggested by the earlier Morton Report that both the front and rear 
elevations appear to be in good structural condition and from this conclusion a scheme of 
façade retention was proposed by the owner/applicant.  
 
3.2.4 Curtins Report however was more specific in its content and identified that widespread 
render cracks were visible extending between windows and door heads were exhibiting decay 
and spalling. The render cracking also suggests the timber window heads within the walls are 
decaying and it is impossible to prevent this decay or remove these lintels without major 
structural support works. The friable mortar in these walls will also adversely affect their long-
term stability.  
 
3.2.5 Significant sagging in the floors was noted by both reports however Curtins Report is 
again specific in that the existing joists are undersized and would either need replacing or 
reinforcing.  
 
3.2.6 Sagging in the roof structure was also noted which is as a consequence of roof tile 
replacement being heavier than the original covering.  
 
3.2.7 For all these reasons and more listed in their Report we believe Curtins recommendation 
for complete demolition can be fully justified.  
 
3.2.8 In addition, these buildings have been extensively altered over the years. Curtins report 
notes that the window openings are not original and commercial shopfronts have been 
added. It is also apparent that these buildings do not contribute significantly to the 
Conservation Area by comparison to Merchants' House adjacent which obviously does." 
 
6.16.4 The structural report also comment on the merits of retaining the front elevation 
(North Quay) of the building and raises a number of concerns.  It indicates that;  
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"…the wall must be laterally restrained with a temporary shoring system extending from 
basement level. The shoring system adds to complexity in the demolition process. Under the 
Isle of Man Construction, Design and Management Regulations 2007, Designers must reduce 
risks, and the introduction of the shoring system and retention of the façade represents 
increased risk in the demolition process. To our knowledge retention of facades with 
demolition has rarely been undertaken on the Isle of Man and the skills held by demolition 
contractors on the island are not suited to retention of a façade. Thereafter to provide 
longevity to the retained wall / façade, all the timber lintels must be replaced which will result 
in demolition of approximately 25% of the wall construction to facilitate lintel replacement. 
Due to the friable nature of the mortar, in the wall further damage to the façade will relatively 
easily arise from any accidental falls of materials during the demolition process. Taking 
account of the non robust nature of the wall, non original window apertures, extent of 
reconstruction to replace lintels and introduction of additional risk for demolition, we are of 
the opinion that 22 and 23 North Quay be demolished in whole including the façade." 
 
6.16.5   The Registered Building Officer in response has commented; 
"No 22-23 were in part retained by extant approvals 18/01329/B and 18/01330/CON, 
however the current application fails to demonstrate that any attempt has be made to try to 
work with the existing structures nor has it demonstrated this is not possible in terms of 
fabric or economic viability.  No evidence has been submitted to show that any meaningful 
repair or maintenance has been undertaken during their current ownership with the minimum 
of at least try to prevent any further decline in their condition." 
 
6.16.6 The existing buildings considering on their own context do not have significant 
architectural interest and arguably have lost a number of original features; including chimney 
stacks, original roof altered, perhaps taller roof added (a new roof has been added as noted 
by structural report), sliding sash windows removed and alterations to the ground floor to 
create shop windows.  Eves decorative details have also been lost to Nr 23.  It is also noted 
that the previous scheme proposed to remove the majority of the building; only leaving the 
front and sections of the rear façades.   It is also noted that to retain the existing front faced 
will require to remove 25% of the existing facade to make the necessary repairs to the lintels.   
 
6.16.7 Accordingly, while it is noted the concerns of the Registered Building Officer, it is 
considered given the existing properties in question individually are not of high architectural 
value and have had significant alterations in the past and would result in further loss to 
repair, it is considered the principle of the loss of these buildings is acceptable. 
 
Nrs 25 & 26 
6.17.1 Again details of these buildings are within sections 1.0.6 & 1.0.7 of this report.  As 
outlined by the Registered Buildings officer Nr 25 was permitted to be demolished (& 26) as 
the loss of the building was considered justifiable because of overall heritage benefits of the 
entire scheme which included the repair and reuse of the registered building.  The current 
proposals have made no attempt to do so and therefore without the benefits and 
justifications of the extant approvals. 
 
6.17.2 It first should be noted that the structure currently occupying Nr 26 is the asbestos 
sheeting structure which was installed a number of decades ago when the original building 
was demolished following a fire.  There are no objections to the removal of this structure.  
This currently has a negative visual impact upon the Conservation Area and the adjacent 
registered buildings.  Its removal is a beneficial aspect of the proposal. 
 
6.17.3 In relation to Nr 25, again a structural report was undertaken by the Morton 
Partnership.  This did not appear to raise any significant structural issues with the building, 
only making recommendations for repairs, clearing gutters etc.  Again the applicants have 
since undertaken a further structural report (Curtins) which concluded that Nr 25 is in a very 
dilapidated condition with the front wall being supported on two steel beams which are 
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severely corroded. The front wall as a consequence is not robust and is unstable. Curtins 
further recommend its demolition as a temporary shoring system is impractical for a number 
of reasons. The report also indicated that the Morton report does not mention these steel 
beams or their condition and concludes very few remedial measures are necessary. These 
conclusions miss the serious structural issues that this building exhibits and does not address 
them. 
 
6.17.4 The existing building (Nr 25) does have a greater level of architectural interests 
compared to Nr 22 & 23; albeit again has been altered in the past.  The changes include the 
installation of a large more modern shop window at ground floor level, original windows 
removed.  Further Nrs 25 and 26 share a party wall, which is understood could not practicably 
be retained on demolition of 25 North Quay.  It is noted that it was previously accepted that 
these buildings could be demolished, albeit as outlined due to the overall benefits of the 
scheme.   
 
Impacts upon the Conservation Area 
6.18.1 Turning to the second issue, this is a main issue to be considered in the assessment of 
this application, which is the impact of the proposed development upon the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area.  The Department has a duty to determine whether 
such proposals are in keeping with not only the individual building, 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 which 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.  As mention earlier in this report, Section 18(4) of the 
Town and Country Planning Act (1999) also requires that the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing its character or appearance in the exercise. 
 
6.18.2 The Registered Buildings officer indicates that; "As previously stated all the structures 
date to the 19th Century and form part of the historic quayside townscape by virtue of their 
scale, massing and survival they make a positive contribution to the character of the 
Conservation area. The scheme proposes their total loss."  
 
6.18.3 As outlined within section 6.4, in terms of the general form, scale and design, while 
there are elements of concerns; overall if the site was a blank site and the proposed scheme 
was being considered on this basis, then the proposal would likely be considered appropriate.  
However, that is not the case.  The proposal includes the removal of Registered Buildings and 
non-registered buildings.  
 
6.18.4 It is considered the replacement of the Nrs 22 & 23 and 25 & 26 individually is 
acceptable in principle for the reasons outlined previously, namely the existing buildings are 
not individually considered to be architecturally of interest given alterations in the past and 
being rather plain in form and appearance which can be easier to replicate.  It is agreed 
however that they add to the collective historical quayside which forms the character and 
quality of the Conservation Area.  It is considered the replacements of these with the new 
buildings would still retain this character and therefore could be considered to preserve the 
Conservation Area.  The works on Nr 26 represent an enhancement. 
 
6.18.5 However, this is not considered the case for the registered buildings Nrs 27 & 28.   
Theses buildings play an important part of the quayside and the Conservation Area, being 
individual and unique buildings in this area.  The proposals while not unattractive do not 
replicate the existing in terms of character and appearance.   Accordingly, it cannot be argued 
that the loss of the registered building can preserve or enhance the Conservation Area and 
therefore is contrary to EP35 and PPS 1/01 - CA/2. 
 
6.19 Affordable housing provision 
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6.19.1 Housing Policy 5 of the Strategic Plan indicates that the Planning Authority will 
normally require that 25% of provision should be made up of affordable housing.  This policy 
will apply to developments of 8 dwellings or more.  Given submission proposes 10 dwellings 
this equates to 2.5 affordable dwellings.  A Section 13 Legal Agreement would need to be 
entered into by the applicant and the Department to ensure the affordable housing is 
provided.  The applicants have proposed a commuted sum payment in lieu of Affordable 
Housing.  Public Estates & Housing Division have confirmed that a figure of £134,928.67 
would be required which the applicants have accepted.  The proposal therefore complies with 
Housing Policy 5. 
 
 
6.20 Impact on neighbouring residential properties 
6.21.1 The only residential property likely to be affected by the development would be the 
living accommodation for the landlord above the Saddle Inn public house to the rear of the 
site, opposite the proposed new terraced elements located on the corner of North Quay and 
Queen Street.  The upper floors levels of the Saddle Inn have two level of accommodation 
and have a total of three windows at each floor.  The front elevation of the Saddle Inn would 
be approximately 4m from the rear elevation of the opposite new built form.  It should be 
noted that this situation exists already, with the eves level of Nr 28 at approximately the 
same level as the cill level of the first floor windows.  The proposed stepped terrace element 
will likely have a natural impact compared to what current exists given the building at Nr 29 is 
two stores with a pitched roof, while the new proposal starts as a single storey flat roofed 
element and steps upwards to ta three storey flat roofed building.  Therefore some parts will 
be lower and others higher compared to the existing situation.  Taking the above into account 
there are no considered any significant adverse overbearing impacts upon out looks to 
warrant a refusal. 
 
6.22.2 In terms of light lost the impact is again similar in nature given the suns orientation 
(east to west), the orientation of the Saddle Inn being northeast of the site and the existing 
built form which is similar to the proposed.  The Saddle Inn will get early to mid-day sun but 
then will likely lose direct sun light for the remainder of the day.  This situation will be 
unchanged.   
 
6.23.3 The main concerns relates to overlooking from the proposed first and second floor 
roof terraces and from the first and second floor windows which serve as secondary windows 
to the new living areas (two windows at first level and one second at second floor).  It is 
considered all these windows would need to be obscure glazed, given their proximity (approx. 
4ms) from the upper windows of the Saddle Inn to prevent any significant overlooking 
resulting in a loss of privacy.    
 
6.24.4 Overall, it is considered the proposal would comply with General Policy 2 and the 
Residential Design Guide 2020. 
 
6.25 Traffic Impacts / parking provision  
6.25.1 The IOMSP Appendix 7 indicates the relevant parking standards for various 
developments.  In this case the 10 residential units would generate a total requirement of 1 
space per one bed unit (1 x 1 = 1) and 2 spaces per two bed unit (9 x 2 = 18) therefore 
these generate a total requirement of 19 parking spaces.  The ground floor bar/restaurants 
uses the IOMSP fall silence on the parking requirement; albeit for shops (similar uses 
age/generation) the IOMSP indicates that in town centres there should be "Space for service 
vehicle use". 
 
6.25.2 The proposal does not provide any off-street parking within the site.  Currently there 
are 4/5 off street parking spaces.  However, the IOMSP indicates that the parking standards 
outlined may be relaxed where development:  
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(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. 
 
6.25.3 The application is not re using a exiting Registered Building given it is proposing to 
demolition it.  Therefore this aspect of the policy does not apply.  Arguable because they are 
demolition one and the majority of the works are new, there should be some provision of 
parking. 
 
6.25.4 A concern with the provision of parking in this situation, can be the visual impact of 
ground floor parking and creation of accesses to the main elevations which have a 
detrimental visual impact to the street scene.  Further, basement parking in flood areas can 
cause concern; albeit other development in the area have overcome this aspect. 
 
6.25.5 As identified in paragraph 6.7.3 provision of parking can adversely affect the 
Conservation Area and certainly having car parking at ground floor level on this site, 
especially to the front elevation would cause concern.  However, as existing today there is 
scope for parking at the rear of the building, but this has not been proposed, instead 
additional accommodation for the bar/restaurant uses. 
 
6.25.6 The final exception (d), this is where the proposal does meet one of the exceptions in 
that it is with close proximity if existing bus routes (main bus station on Lord Street).  In 
terms of the second aspect of this exception, the applicants have not provided any 
information to demonstrate a reduced level of parking will not result in unacceptable on street 
parking in the locality i.e. parking survey etc; albeit given the limited amount of on street 
parking in the vicinity of the site it is unlikely such survey would demonstrate that the 
proposal would not have any impact to off street parking. 
 
6.25.7 The applicants have commented that; 
"2.32 Car parking is required by the Strategic Plan to be provided (Transport Policy 7) 
although Appendix Seven explains that "Most shopping facilities in established centres do not 
have onsite parking provided due to the intensive form of development and their location off 
the main highway, often in pedestrianized streets" with particular reference to Castletown, 
Ramsey, Peel and Douglas and goes on to state that it is "impractical" to require on-site 
parking for either staff or customers in such locations although it must be feasible for retail 
developments to be serviced. It also states that it is essential that there are sufficient areas of 
public car parking either in car parks or on street and that adequate controls are in place for 
these spaces to be available to those who need them.  
 
2.33 The standard expressed for town centre shops is only that space for service vehicle use 
is provided. The standard for the offices (some of the buildings' current lawful use) is one 
space for every 50 sq m of floor nett space - generally more than for dwellings where the 
standard is one space per one bed apartment and two spaces otherwise…". 
 
6.25.8 It is also important to consider that the principles of the IOMSP seek for sustainable 
development and that Transport Policy 1 which seeks that new development should, where 
possible, be located close to existing public transport facilities and routes, including 
pedestrian, cycle and rail routes.  The preamble to this policy is paragraph 11.2.3 which 
states that to meet environmental objectives new development should where possible be 
located and planned so as to reduce the need for travel and encourage means of travel other 
than by private car, in particular walking, cycling, and public transport use.   It further goes 
on to state that such sites should be within or contiguous with existing built centres which are 
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well served by public transport and which are within walking or cycling distance of the new 
development, and this will have the added benefit of strengthening the services, shops, 
employment opportunities and overall vitality of those centres. 
 
6.25.9 Further, within the Area Plan for the East Written Statement Transport Proposal 1 
states; "Development proposals must take into account the Active Travel Strategy and any 
specific actions set out in the Active Travel Action Plan.".   
 
6.25.10  The proposal includes a secure bicycle store for 10 bikes (i.e. one per apartment).  
 
6.25.11  It is noted that Highway Services have considered the application in detail both from 
a highway safety point of view, traffic generation and parking provision standpoint.   
 
6.25.12  Overall, while the proposal would not provide on-site parking it is considered the 
uses proposed on this specific site, especially given the number of apartments being fairly low 
in number, located in the centre of town, close to public transport links and good sustainable 
links, would all help meet the overarching aims of the IOMSP which seeks to promote 
sustainable development and travel which seeks to reduce the need for travel and encourage 
means of travel other than by private car, in particular walking, cycling, and public transport 
use.  The main thrust of the applicants argument in the under provision of the site is the 
sustainable location of the site.  It is therefore considered that the proposal would comply 
with GP2, TP 1, 4, 6 & 7 and TP1 from Area Plan for East.  Further, it is concluded the 
proposal would comply with the following Government Strategies; Net Zero Emissions by 
2050, IoM Government's Active Travel Strategy and the Climate Change Bill 2020 which all 
seek to reduce car travel for more sustainable means of travel. 
 
6.26 Open Space provision 
6.26.1 Recreation Policy 3 indicates that new residential development of ten or more 
dwellings must make provision for recreational and amenity space in accordance with the 
standards specified in Appendix 6 to the Plan.  A total of 624sqm of Public Open Space (POS) 
is required by this development. The proposal does not provide any POS on the site.  A 
commuted sum payment in lieu of POS has been £7,560 agreed with the applicants and 
Douglas Borough Council.   
 
6.26.2 Further, Douglas Promenade is within close proximity to the site which has various 
children's play areas and POS, so it is not considered the lack of such provision on this site 
would be detrimental to the area as a whole.   
 
6.26.3 Accordingly, the proposal would comply with Recreation Policy 3. A Section 13 
Agreement will be required to ensure the amount of POS is provided and retained. 
 
6.27 Potential impacts upon ecology  
6.27.1 Environment Policy 4 indicates that development will not be permitted which would 
adversely affect various protected species/habitats etc.  Further Environment Policy 5 
indicates that where development is allowed which could adversely affect protected 
species/habitats, conditions will be imposed and/or Planning Agreements sought to mitigate 
these impacts. 
 
6.27.2 The Ecosystem Policy Officer has Sought that given the traditional nature of the 
building and as that there are numerous potential entry points for bats including slipped 
slates, holes under and around the guttering, holes in the stonework, holes under the ridge 
tiles and as the buildings are also located next to a river corridor in an area with multiple bat 
records, of numerous species, within a 1km radius.  Therefore they confirm these are all 
features which increase the likelihood of bats being present. 
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6.27.3 The officer does seek a preliminary assessment for bats (bat survey) is undertaken 
prior to determination of this application.   It is noted that the officer does indicate that; "The 
presence of bats and birds will not prevent the building from being redeveloped, or areas 
demolished, but provision must be shown for their ongoing protection.". 
 
6.27.4 It is considered a condition could be attached which undertakes a bat survey prior to 
the commencement of any development, including demolition.  Further as recommend by the 
Officer a condition could be attached for multiple integrated swift nest boxes to be installed 
high up in the north face of the buildings. 
 
6.28 Energy/Climate Change  
6.28.1 Energy Policy 5 indicates that developments of this size will require an "Energy Impact 
Assessment".  This has not been provided by the applicants, nor any comments in relation to 
reducing in energy consumption, reduce fossil fuels consumption and reduce emissions which 
are also matters which Net Zero and the Climate Change Bill seeks.  Accordingly, the proposal 
is contrary to EP5.   
 
6.29 Drainage/Flooding 
6.29.1 The site is within a High Flood Risk Area (tidal) and Environment Policy 13 indicates 
that development which would result in an unacceptable risk from flooding, either on or off-
site, will not be permitted.  The Flood Risk Management Division have no objection to the 
application subject to ta condition restricting the ground floor uses to non-residential 
accommodation which is considered appropriate.  The finished floor levels of the ground floor 
is set at a level to mitigate the flood risk.  Noting the type of flooding is tidal, which can be 
predicated significant more so than river flood and with the appropriately worded condition as 
suggested, the proposal would be acceptable from this respect. 
 
6.30 Fire provisions 
6.31.1 Building Control will also consider the application in terms of fire related matters and 
during this process the IOM Fire and Rescue Service will comment further.  They have initial 
raised concerns; albeit matters that more relate to Building Control.  Accordingly, without any 
objection from the IOM Fire and Rescue Service at this stage in relation to relevant planning 
policy, it is considered the application from a planning perspective is acceptable in this 
respect. 
 
7.0 SECTION 13 LEGAL AGREEMENTS 
7.1 Should the application be approved S13 Legal Agreements would be required to be 
undertaken for commuted sum payment in lieu of Affordable Housing and Public Open Space.  
For the AFH a fee of £134,928.67 would be sought and £7,560 for the POS. 
 
8.0 CONCLUSION  
8.1.1 As outlined in this report the main concern of the application centres on the 
Registered Building (Nrs 27 & 28) and the proposed demolition of these.  EP30 of the 
Strategic Plan and RB/6 of PPS1/01 are quite clear that there is a presumption against the 
demolition of registered buildings.  The buildings in question are the oldest building on the 
quay and also the last remaining historic quayside warehouse which therefore makes them 
unique.  It has also not been demonstrated that they could not be retain and converted for 
similar uses as currently proposed or alternative uses.  The loss of these buildings would be 
to the detriment of the conservation area where no clear and convincing justification has 
been made. The proposals would fail to preserve the registered building the loss of which 
would fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area and 
are contrary to polices Section 16 (3) and Section 18 (4) of the Town and Country Planning 
Act (1999), GP4, EP30, 35 and 39 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016; policies RB/6, CA/2 
and CA/6 of PPS1/01 and the Our Island Plan 2022.  Accordingly, it is consider a refusal on 
these grounds could be made. 
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8.1.2 If the loss of the Registered Building is accepted and subsequently it must also be 
accepted that such loss would also not preserve or enhance the Conservation Area; then it is 
considered the proposed scheme could be considered acceptable in terms of the form, mass, 
design and finishes (subject to conditions) and would sit appropriately within the street scene 
and the Quayside. 
 
8.1.3 The proposal in terms of parking/highway safety raises not concerns.  The site is 
within a sustainable location and provisions adequate number of secure bicycle spaces within 
the building for use by the residents of the apartments.  
 
8.1.4 In terms of biodiversity it is consider appropriately worded conditions can be worded 
which seek bat surveys being undertaken before any demolition works and swift boxes being 
installed.   
 
8.1.5 The proposal does not include an Energy Impact Assessment and does not comment 
on how the new development would reduce energy consumption, reduce fossil fuels 
consumption and reduce emissions which are also matters which Net Zero and the Climate 
Change Bill seeks.  However, such matters would be considered at a Building Regulation 
stage and therefore it is not considered a reason to refuse the application. 
 
8.1.6 All other matters outlined in this report are considered acceptable. 
  
8.1.7 In conclusion while the proposal does comply with the majority of planning polices 
these are not considered to outweigh the strong policy objection against the demolition of a 
registered buildings and therefore the proposals would fail to preserve the registered building 
the loss of which would fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the 
conservation area. Accordingly, for these reasons it is recommended the application is 
refused. 
 
9.0 CONDITIONS 
9.1 Should the Planning Committee approve the application subject to a S13 Legal 
Agreement, the following conditions are recommended; 
 
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 26 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) Order 2019 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning approvals. 
 
C 2. The apartments shall not be occupied until the secure and covered bicycle store have 
been provided in accordance with the approved plans and details. The secure and covered 
bicycle store shall be retained at all times thereafter.  
Reason:  To promote sustainable travel in the interests of reducing pollution and congestion. 
 
C 3. All new windows (exception being retail units and patio doors) shall be painted 
softwood or aluminium, double hung vertical sliding sashes and shall be retained as such. 
 
Reason:  To ensure the satisfactory preservation of the Conservation Area. 
 
C 4. No development shall commence until samples of the traditional laid Manx l stone to 
be used in the construction of the external facing of the building(s) have been provided on 
site and approved in writing by the Department. The approved Manx stone shall be kept on 
site for reference until the development is completed. The development shall not be carried 
out unless in accordance with the approved details. 
 
Reason:   In the interests of the character and appearance of the site and surrounding area. 
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C 5. No development shall commence until a sample of all roofing materials to be used has 
been provided on site and approved in writing by the Department. The approved sample(s) 
shall be kept on site for reference until the development is completed. The development shall 
not be carried out unless in accordance with the approved details. 
 
Reason:   In the interests of the character and appearance of the site and surrounding area. 
 
C 6. No development shall commence until a bat survey has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Department. The bat survey shall identify impacts on bat species 
together with mitigation, where appropriate, including a timetable for its implementation. The 
development shall not be carried out unless in accordance with the approved details. 
 
Reason:  To provide adequate safeguards for the bats. 
 
C 7. No development shall commence until details of swift boxes and where they will be 
located on the buildings has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Department. 
The development shall no be occupied/operated till the swift boxes have been completed in 
accordance with the approved details and retained thereafter.  
 
Reason:  To provide adequate safeguards for the swifts. 
 
C 8. The ground floor of the units hereby approved shall not be used as residential 
accommodation (exceptions main entrance/stair lobby, bin store and cycle store associated 
with residential apartments). 
 
Reason: Due to the site being within a high flood risk and the safety of residents. 
 
Approved Drawing and Plan numbers: 
This approval relates to the submitted documents and drawings reference numbers all 
received; 
 
08.02.2022  
10 00 
10 01 
10 02 
10 03 
10 04 
10 05 
10 08 
10 101 
12 01 
12 02 
12 03 
 
Design and Access Statement prepared by SAVAGE + CHADWICK Chartered Architects dated 
February 2022 with includes the following appendices; 
A Curtins Consulting Engineers Reports  
B The Morton Partnership's Reports  
C Structura Engineers Report  
D Mann Williams Report  
E Structura Response  
F Holland Contracting Reports  
G JBA Flood study  
H Structural Movement Analysis 27/28 North Quay 
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9.0  INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
9.1  By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) Order 2019, the 
following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) the applicant (including an agent acting on their behalf);  
(b) any Government Department that has made written representations that the Department 
considers material;  
(c) the Highways Division of the Department of Infrastructure;  
(d) Manx National Heritage where it has made written representations that the Department 
considers material;  
(e) Manx Utilities where it has made written representations that the Department considers 
material;  
(f) the local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated; and  
(g) a local authority adjoining the authority referred to in paragraph (f) where that adjoining 
authority has made written representations that the Department considers material. 
 
9.2  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 above who should be given Interested 
Person Status. 
 
9.3  The Department of Environment Food and Agriculture is responsible for the 
determination of planning applications.  As a result, where officers within the Department 
make comments in a professional capacity they cannot be given Interested Person Status. 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 26th September 2022 
 
 
 

Item 5.3   
Proposal : Registered buildings consent for the demolition of the 

Registered Buildings No's 27 - 28 North Quay and Demolition 
of No's 22, 23, 25 and 26 North Quay which are buildings 
within a Conservation Area. 

Site Address : 22 - 28 North Quay 
Douglas 
Isle Of Man 
IM1 4LE 

Applicant : Kelman Ltd. 
Application No. : 
Principal Planner : 

22/00148/CON- click to view 
Mr Chris Balmer 

 
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 demolition the registered building 27-28 North Quay is unacceptable as the 
application does not demonstrate that all reasonable efforts have been made to preserve the 
building have been made or a sufficient justification for its total loss. As such, the 
unnecessary loss of the building would fail to preserve the building, its setting and features 
of special architectural and historic interest and is contrary to SP4, GP2, EP 30, 31 and 32 of 
the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016, RB/3, RB/6  of Planning Policy Statement 1/01 Policy 
and Guidance Notes for the Conservation of the Historic Environment of the Isle of Man, 
Area Plan for the East 2020; and Our Island Plan 2022. 
 
R 2. The loss of the registered building situated within the North Quay Conservation Area is 
unacceptable as the application has failed to demonstrate reasonable effort has been made 
to retain the structures or provide sufficient justification for their loss and would fail to 
preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the North Quay Conservation Area and 
is contrary to SP4, GP2, EP35 and 39 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016, CA/2, CA/6 of 
Planning Policy Statement 1/01 Policy and Guidance Notes for the Conservation of the 
Historic Environment of the Isle of Man, Area Plan for the East 2020; and Our Island Plan 
2022. 

 
______________________________________________________________ 

 
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 4(2): 
 
13 Victoria Terrace, Douglas; 
Manx Taxpayers' Alliance of Merchants House, 24 North Quay, Douglas; 
The Isle of Man Building Conservation Forum (Legislative Buildings, Douglas); 
Marlene M. Maska MLC (Legislative Buildings, Douglas); 
Old School House, Laxey; 
The Isle of Man Natural History and Antiquarian Society  
2 Glen View, South Cape, Laxey  

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=22/00148/CON
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The Old Barn, Phildraw Road, Ballasalla  
9 Fort William, Douglas  
Flat 1, Chandler House, 1, Ridgeway Street, Douglas 
 
as they do not clearly identify the land which is owned or occupied which is considered to be 
impacted on by the proposed development in accordance with paragraph 2A of the Policy; are 
not within 20m of the application site and the development is not automatically required to be 
the subject of an EIA by Appendix 5 of the Strategic Plan, in accordance with paragraph 2B of 
the Policy; as they do not refer to the relevant issues in accordance with paragraph 2C of the 
Policy and as they have not explained how the development would impact the lawful use of 
land owned or occupied by them and in relation to the relevant issues identified in paragraph 
2C of the Policy, as is required by paragraph 2D of the Policy. 
 
Manx Taxpayers' Alliance as they do not refer to the relevant issues in accordance with 
paragraph 2C of the Policy and as they have not explained how the development would 
impact the lawful use of land owned or occupied by them and in relation to the relevant 
issues identified in paragraph 2C of the Policy, as is required by paragraph 2D of the Policy. 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THIS PLANNING APPLICATIONS IS BROUGHT BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMITTEE AT THE 
REQUEST OF THE DIRECTOR OF PLANNING & BUILDING CONTROL 
 
1.0 THE APPLICATION SITES  
1.0.1 The application site comprises of Nr's 22, 23 ,25, 26, 27 and 28 North Quay which 
form part of a row of properties of various styles along the northern side of North Quay with 
Queen Street running along the northern boundaries (rear) of the properties.  Nr 28 is located 
on a corner plot with North Quay and Queens Street junction.  The Saddle Public House, multi 
storey car parks run to the north of the application properties on the opposite side of Queens 
Street. 
 
1.0.2 The site is very close to the Lord Street bus Station and within walking distance of 
Douglas Town centre facilities.  There are a number of other public and private car parks 
within the area. Queen Street has very limited formal footpath provision, whilst North quay is 
substantially pedestrianized, with some limited vehicle lay-by type parking for loading and 
disabled drivers.  Queen Street provides access to a number of car parks and 'The Saddle' 
public house is located at the Eastern end at its junction with North Quay.   
 
1.0.3 As mention the application properties vary in style, height, scales, form, finishes and 
overall design.  Accordingly the below comment son each of the properties individually; 
 
Nrs 22 - 23  
1.0.4 The applicant has indicated that the existing No. 22-23 property consists of a 
traditional three & half-storey plus basement building facing North Quay, constructed of 
rendered Manx stone walls under pitched slated roof.  To the rear is a later two-storey 
addition which houses a garage and rooms above, together with a three-storey rendered and 
pitched sate roofed former storage building.  The site has a footprint of 188 square metres.  
The applicant has noted that the application site is currently accessed via Queen Street to the 
rear and North Quay to the front (both having one-way direction of travel for vehicles).  The 
application site currently has a garage and a storage building.  The former is difficult to 
access safely and the latter has only pedestrian access.  The building dates to the 19th 
century probably mid. The buildings can be seen in historic photos of the quay, the building 
makes a positive contribution to the character of the conservation area being traditional 
quayside buildings in their original context.    
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Nr 24 (Merchant House) 
1.0.5 The applicants have indicated that this is an office building over three full floors of 
accommodation with the roof space served by rooflights. There are four parking spaces at the 
rear at ground floor level underneath the upper floors.  It is a fairly imposing building of three 
storeys, and with a well-proportioned frontage attractively decorated with consistent render 
detailing around windows and doors, at eaves level and in the form of prominent pilasters. 
 
Nos 25 - 26  
1.0.6 The applicants have indicated that the existing No. 25 property consists of a 
traditional four-storey building facing North Quay, constructed of rendered Manx stone walls 
under a pitched slated roof.  To the rear is a number of single-storey additions which house a 
portion of sales floor, together with outbuilding stores, and which are constructed of Manx 
stone and brick under pitched slated roofs.  The applicants have indicated that the existing 
No. 26 property is a vacant site formed from the remnants of a former traditional four-storey 
building facing North Quay, but which had suffered a fire in the early part of the 20th 
Century, and which was substantially demolished in the 1960's.  The North Quay elevation 
had been enclosed using a profiled asbestos cement agricultural sheet, and the roof has been 
created using profiled metal sheeting.  The rear elevation is a mix of Manx stone and 
concrete blockwork.  This section of the building was formerly used as a parking and delivery 
bay for the former 'Newsons' warehouse/shop.  The applicants have indicated that the 
combined site for No. 25-26 has a footprint of 128.41 square metres. 
 
1.0.7 The applicants have indicated that the application site is currently accessed via Queen 
Street to the rear and North Quay to the front (both having one-way direction of travel for 
vehicles). No.25 is a shop with dwelling above.  No.26 was a delivery bay and limited parking 
for the adjacent retail unit.  The latter is difficult to access safely as entry was from North 
Quay and then exit via Queen Street which has very limited visibility.  The building dates to 
the 19th century probably mid. The site also contains a vacant site which once was an 
identical building to the one still standing and probably constructed at the same time. The 
surviving building can be seen in historic photos of the quay, the building makes a positive 
contribution to the character of the conservation area being a traditional quayside building.   
The site is adjacent to the registered building the former Newsons' warehouse. 
 
Nrs 27 - 28  
1.0.8 The applicants have indicated that the existing Nr 27 property consists of a traditional 
four-Storey warehouse building facing both North Quay and Queen Street to the rear, and is 
constructed of Manx stone walls under a pitched slated roof.  Further they comment that Nr 
28 consists of a traditional two-storey building (with small cellar), which is currently accessed 
via No.27.  The building is constructed of rendered and painted Manx stone walls under a 
pitched slate roof, and forms the corner of the junction of North Quay with Queen Street.  
The existing building has undergone significant alteration to its openings in the past. The 
applicants have indicated that the application site is currently accessed via pedestrian access 
from North Quay.  The former retail use used the adjacent No. 26 for loading/parking. 
 
1.0.9 The applicants have indicated that the combined site for No 27-28 has a footprint of 
168 square metres. 
 
1.0.10 The Registered Buildings Officer has commented that Newsons Warehouse, no 27-28 
North Quay is a registered building dating back to the late 18th century; they are important 
survivors illustrating the development of Douglas' quayside and emerging industry of trade.  
They are good examples of the island's vernacular architecture particularly in an area that 
was substantially cleared in the 1930's.  As historic quayside buildings they provide the 
character and context to the conservation area. 
 
2.0 PROPOSAL 
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2.0.1 The application seeks approval for the Registered buildings consent for the demolition 
of the Registered Buildings No's 27 - 28 North Quay and Demolition of No's 22, 23, 25 and 26 
North Quay which are buildings within a Conservation Area.  Accordingly, only Nr 24 
(Merchant House) would be retained. 
 
Nrs 22 & 23 
2.0.2 The proposal which would replace Nrs 22 & 23 would be a four storey building which 
includes accommodation within the roof space and roof terrace set behind a glazed 
balustrade. This building would have a flat roof.  The building would be finished in painted 
render.  From the front elevation (facing North Quay) the proposal would be approximately 
13.8m in height and to the rear 15m.  This building currently has a height of 12.6m to the 
front elevation and 13.2m to the rear elevation.  The rear elevation of this section of the 
building and which is opposite the rear of the multi storey car park would change 
significantly, from a low level three storey building with cat slide roof, to a full four storey 
property. 
 
Nr 24 
2.0.3 The property Nr 24 (Merchant House) would be retained and externally would not be 
altered in the main, with the exception of an external ramp to the access onto North Quay.  
The rear elevation would be altered, with the current under croft parking being replaced with 
accommodation.  Eves details would also be altered. 
 
Nrs 25 - 26  
2.0.4 The buildings in question would be demolished and replaced with a new four story 
buildings.  The property replacing Nr 25 would have a similar design to the proposals on Nrs 
22 & 23, having a traditional three storey elevation facing North Quay, with an additional 
storey within a flat roofed element which has a roof terrace in front, set behind a glazed 
balustrade.  The new building replacing Nr 26 would differ in style and appearance again 
being three and half storeys, being finished in stone and dormers within the roof space.  This 
aspect is also taller than Nr 25.  This aspect of the proposal would continue through to the 
adjacent development on Nr 27.    
 
2.0.5 Currently, Nr 25 has a height of approximately 13m to the front and rear elevations.  
The new proposal (Nr 25) would have a height of 13.7m to the front elevation and 15m to 
the rear elevation.  The building on Nr 26 has a height of approximately 10.8m to front and 
rear elevations.  The new proposal would have a height of approximately 15m to the front 
and rear elevations. 
 
Nrs 27 - 28  
2.0.6 The existing buildings on site are the Registered Buildings known as the former 
Newsons building.  The proposal would be to completely demolish these and replaced with a 
new four storey building in the main, but which steps down to three, two and single storeys 
to the corner section of Nr 28.  Currently, Nr 27 (main warehouse stone building) has a 
height of approximately 13m to the front and rear elevations whereas Nr 28 has a height of 
approximately 7.3m to the front and rear elevations.  The ground floor of the new proposals 
would accommodate 3 bars/restaurants. While the upper levels in the main would 
accommodate 5 residential apartments.   
 
2.0.7 The four storey building is proposed to be finished in the main with a stone finish to 
the front elevation, render to the rear elevations and dark coloured roof covering.   
 
2.0.8 No details of any commercial flues are included in this application (the Department 
would likely have concern of any extraction flues to the rear of the building being proposed in 
the future) , albeit it is noted the applicants comments that the internal layouts shown are 
indicative as future tenants will have their own particular requirements but they have been 
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provided therefore as indicative layouts to demonstrate that all the usual required 
accommodation can be accommodated and that refuse management for each unit is possible. 
 
2.0.9 It should be noted that no details are included on the plans which indicated what 
materials for the external walls, roof finishes, and door or window finishes.   Further the 
proposal shows each property has a similar ramp access with glazed balustrading.  However, 
this appears to fall outside the red line and therefore is not a matter which can be considered.  
A further application would be need to address the ramps.  
 
2.0.10 In terms of the concept of the proposals and the overall design the applicants 
comment; 
"4.1 Having established the only viable building to be retained on the site is number 24 
North Quay we took the view that it is this 'anchor' building that should provide the starting 
point for the redevelopment design solution  
 
4.2 Using this principle we designed the buildings on either side of Merchants House to 
terminate at a roof terrace at third floor thus limiting their visual impact from a street view to 
the balustrade upstands that would be visible. In addition, these buildings although traditional 
in form and fenestration are more modern in appearance to provide a contrast to no. 24. 
Their flat roofed and fully glazed fenestration at third floor level add to this contrast and the 
variety to the ridge lines to enable the flat roof portions to be significantly lower than 
Merchants House.  
 
4.3 Merchants House has therefore been allowed to dominate its immediate neighbours and 
stand out between them.  
 
4.4 In considering nos. 25-28 North Quay we believed that some elements of the existing 
warehouse should be retained including the traditional former lifting tower used for hoisting 
goods up and inward via a lifting beam at the head. We have re translated this feature as a 
glass tower spanning between upper floor apartments which further serves to place emphasis 
on the apartment's entry position below. To take the current buildings references further we 
have proposed that the proposed building be stone faced rather than rendered and the third 
floor dormered to hold the eaves line no higher than Merchant's House.  
 
4.5 As the existing buildings 27/28 step from three to two story at the corner with a change 
in material (stone to render) we have interpreted this form in another more modern way by 
stepping the apartment terraces downward in three steps. Again, as the buildings proposed 
either side of Merchants House, this part of the building is traditionally rendered but it has 
modern glass and steel balustrades and window materials to enable a contrast with the more 
traditional stone building created adjacent." 
 
2.1.1 The following points are noted from the applicant's Design and Access Statement in 
support of the application; 
"Physical Context  
6.1.1 The North Quay and Quayside area is one of Douglas key urban attributes along with its 
two-mile promenade. The development of the marina has kick started a number of quayside 
developments such as Quay West and a major apartment block of 38 units on 31- 39 south 
quay currently under construction. In addition, the area has benefitted from the semi 
pedestrianisation of the north quay with bars and restaurants enjoying outdoor seating areas 
that previously would have been unavailable before this initiative.  
 
6.1.2 This development will bring a section of the North Quay currently empty and unused 
back to life by the provision of active frontages and residential occupation.  
 



78 
 

6.1.3 In addition the proposed mix of retention and sympathetic redevelopment will produce 
a scheme which positively contributes to the architecture of the North Quay Conservation 
Area and enhances it.  
 
6.2 Social Context  
6.2.1 The Isle of Man has continued to grow in recent years thanks to the influx of financial 
and digitally based businesses that have taken advantage of its offshore status. These 
companies have had to import staff from the UK and further afield to utilize the necessary 
skill sets of certain individuals required by their business. The Island can be easily 'sold' to 
such people by its beautiful environment and countryside, however it's indoor leisure offer 
has been harder to sell by comparison with the facilities generally available to UK residents. 
The number of indoor leisure offers are however growing, and the provision of three modern 
bar and restaurant facilities proposed within this application can only reinforce that growth. 
These units are also more likely to attract restaurant chains who will be more receptive to 
long leases if purpose-built premises are being offered. The benefits to the local community 
and the local area also apply, where the North Quay as a night out destination will become 
even more attractive.  
 
6.2.2 Many town centres struggle with upper floor use as retail and leisure offers are the 
primary driver in these locations and people are unwilling to live in an apartment without 
outlook in an urban environment. The North Quay has the advantage of an attractive outlook 
over a marina in a south facing direction and consequently the provision of ten apartments of 
this quality within this environment will provide no difficulty with sales. The residential use 
then provides a balance of occupation with leisure units ensuring the development remains 
consistently vibrant 24/7. The provision of large quality apartments where people want to live 
close to their workplace will not only benefit local people but those referenced in 5.2.1 above 
who are looking to come to Island to live and work.  
 
6.3 Economic Context  
6.3.1 Three purpose-built retail units will generate employment opportunities for at least 30 - 
40 people locally and the business and individuals will all pay taxes. The provision of these 
facilities will also generate spending for local people and tourists. Some years ago, the IOM 
Government began an initiative to use the North Quay as the TT 'Hub' for Douglas to spread 
the leisure and entertainment offer further than the promenade. This initiative failed because 
it was premature, as not enough outlets and variety of outlets existed to provide a draw. This 
development will help grow the area as a destination and help enable an attractive tourist 
promotion of the quayside.  
 
6.3.2 The investment for this development is significant and the construction industry is one 
of the largest sectors of the Isle of Man economy. It is a difficult site to develop and there are 
easier sites to develop on green fields and suburban environments. Willingness to develop 
this site should therefore be regarded as an opportunity not only to boost the construction 
economy but to provide Douglas with an economic generator in both the short and longer 
terms." 
 
3.0 PLANNING HISTORY   
3.0.1 The following previous planning applications are considered relevant in the 
determination of this application; 
 
3.0.2 Demolition of No's 22, 23 ,25, 26, 27 and 28 North Quay, conversion of No. 24 North 
Quay and redevelopment to provide ten apartments and three bar/restaurant units (use class 
3) (in association with 22/00148/CON) - 22/00149/GB - PENDING CONSIDERATION 
 
3.0.3 Registered Building Consent for refurbishment and conversion of existing building to 
form cafe bar/restaurant at ground and first floor, with business hub/club on upper floors 
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above - RB 289 (in connection with application 18/01333/GB) - Former Newsons Warehouse, 
27-28 North Quay - 18/01334/CON - APPROVED 
 
3.0.4 Refurbishment and conversion of existing building to form Cafe Bar/Restaurant at 
ground and first floor, with business hub/club on upper floors above (RB 289 - in connection 
with RB application 18/01334/CON) - Former Newsons Warehouse, 27-28 North Quay - 
18/01333/GB - APPROVED 
 
3.0.5 Registered Building Consent for the demolition elements of PA 18/01331/B - 25-26 
North Quay - 18/01332/CON - APPROVED 
 
3.0.6 Demolition of existing buildings and erection of building incorporating dining and 
support facilities for a restaurant/bar at ground floor level, and 6 apartments on the floors 
above (in connection with RB application 18/01332/CON) - 25-26 North Quay - 18/01331/B - 
APPROVED 
 
3.0.7 Registered Building Consent for the demolition elements of PA 18/01329/B - 22-23 
North Quay - 18/01330/CON - APPROVED 
 
3.0.8 Demolition of part of existing building to rear, conversion of remaining building, 
erection of new build element to rear of site, all to form cafe/bar/restaurant at ground and 
basement levels and 6 apartments on floors above (in connection with RB application 
18/01330/CON) - 22-23 North Quay - 18/01329/B - APPROVED 
 
3.0.9 Demolition of existing building and replacement with mixed use development including 
restaurant/cafe/bar, 6 apartments on the upper floors, rooftop garden, and associated 
parking/refuse facilities - 22-23 North Quay - 17/01320/B - REFUSED on the following 
grounds; 
"R1. The proposal by way of its layout, scale, form and design would have a significant 
deleterious impact on the character and quality of the streetscene and is considered to be 
contrary to General policy 2 (b); (c) of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 . 
R2. The proposed design of the front façade would fail to preserve or enhance the character 
and appearance within Conservation Area within which it is located and is therefore contrary 
to Environment Policy 35 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan. 
R3. The application site is identified as being within a flood risk area and there is no flood risk 
assessment put forward or mitigating design measurers to protect occupants of the building 
or the building itself to address the concerns of flood risk, it is therefore contrary to EP10 and 
GP2(l). 
R4. In the absence of any evidence for consideration to override the general presumption to 
retain building in this conservation area, the proposal would be considered contrary to EP39 
and PP 1/01 as there is no justification to warrant an exception for demolition. 
R5. The design of the proposal in relation to the access to the residential apartments does not 
take account of personal safety or security and so is considered contrary to Strategic Plan 
policy GP2(m)". 
 
3.0.10 Conversion of existing shop, dwelling and warehouse to offices - 22 - 23 North Quay - 
14/01243/B - APPROVED 
 
3.0.11 Alterations and extension to office  - The Merchants House, 24 North Quay - 
00/02205/B - APPROVED 
 
3.0.12 Alterations and refurbishment to create office accommodation and gallery - The 
Merchants House, 24 North Quay - 97/00783/B - APPROVED 
 
3.0.13 Approval in principle to demolition of existing and erection of new shop/offices - The 
Merchants House, 24 North Quay - 90/01498/A - REFUSED at APPEAL 
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4.0 KEY DOCUMENTS 
4.1 Material Considerations 
4.1.1 Section 10(4) of the Town and Country Planning Act states: 
"In dealing with an application for planning approval… the Department shall have regard to -  
(a) The provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the application, 
(b) Any relevant statement of planning policy under section 3; 
(c) Such other considerations as may be specified for the purpose of this subsection in a 
development order or a development procedure order, so far as material to the application; 
and 
(d) All other material considerations." 
 
4.1.2 In light of (a) above, it is considered that two key documents are: 
o The Area Plan for the East (2020); and 
o The Isle of Man Strategic Plan (2016). 
 
4.1.3 These documents are considered in more detail in 4.2 and 4.3 below. 
 
4.1.4 The following documents are also considered to be relevant: 
 
o Our Island Plan 2022 - "Our economic success is of course dependent on many 
factors, and recent experiences with COVID have served to highlight both the strengths and 
weaknesses in our economic performance. It was right to embark on the significant project 
that is now underway to put together the complete picture of our economic make up and 
identify the policy levers we might choose to use for future success. As that picture develops, 
we outline our determination to build a diverse economy with strong foundations that 
provides opportunity and progress for people." 
 
o Manual for Manx Roads - "The Manual for Manx Roads (MfMR) is published by the Isle 
of Man Government's Department of Infrastructure. Our aims are: 
o to ensure the highway network enhances accessibility to goods and services and encourage 
a diversity of transport modes  
o to ensure the highway network provides for safe interactions between transport modes  
o to maintain a safe, inclusive and serviceable highway network" 
 
o Planning Policy Statement 1/01 - Conservation Of The Historic Environment Of The 
Isle Of Man- POLICY CA/2 SPECIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 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. 
 
o The principles of the Residential Design Guidance 2021 which sets out a number of 
general development standards which are a material consideration. 
 
o The site is within an area identified as high tidal flood risk. 
 
o The site is within the North Quay Conservation Area.  No.27-28 is included on the List 
of Registered Buildings (No.289).   
 
4.1.5 All the documents are available on the government website. 
 
4.2 The Area Plan for the East (adopted 2020) 
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4.2.1  The site is within an area designated as "Mixed Use Proposal Area - Quayside" by the 
Area Plan for the East.   
 
4.2.2  The Area Plan for the East Written Statement states; 
"Mixed Use Area 7 - The Quayside  
The Quayside area has undergone regeneration on its northern side which has enhanced the 
area as a destination for people visiting restaurants and bars. On its southern side, industrial 
uses in older warehouse type buildings predominate. Redevelopment of the southern side to 
complement the quayside as a whole is to be encouraged. The Quays are also strategic 
freight corridors and maintaining access for commercial vehicles, including HGV's, must be 
considered in any proposed development. Due to the former industrial uses of South Quay, 
significant site preparation including decontamination may be required.   
 
Town Centre - Mixed Use Proposal 7  
There will be a presumption in favour of food and drink and other leisure-type uses on North 
Quay.  
There will be a presumption in favour of the comprehensive re-development of the southern 
side of the quay, including the potential re-positioning of the highway of South Quay between 
Old Castletown Road and Fort Anne Road, for new uses in the following categories: o Tourism 
o Offices o Food and Drink o Leisure o Reception and function venues o Business hubs/share-
service offices o Residential uses at first floor level and above." 
 
4.2.3 Paragraph 6.8 of The Area Plan for the East Written Statement states; 
 "The historic built environment  
Local character and key features within the built environment, such as Registered Buildings 
and other heritage assets play a significant role in promoting economic and social prosperity 
by providing attractive living and working conditions. In addition, they provide economic 
opportunities through tourism, leisure and recreational uses. It is therefore essential that local 
character is safeguarded, particularly those features which fundamentally define the historic 
built environment in the East. Particularly:  
o the buildings and structures associated with the roles of Douglas and Laxey as historic 
seaside resorts;  
o the harbours of Douglas and Laxey;  
o the historic infrastructure of the Steam Railway, Electric Tramway and Horse Trams; and  
o the historic grain of Douglas and Laxey old towns, including their street layouts, town yards, 
plot sizes and landscape settings.  
The significance of Manx heritage assets in the built environment is increased by their relative 
scarcity. Registered Buildings and Conservation Areas which might not necessarily achieve 
such status in the United Kingdom have gained a higher status in the Isle of Man where their 
contribution to national identity and the Island's story is highly valued.  
Existing and new development can exist side by side, even with some visual differences 
presented by old and new building styles. New development should not seek to mimic 
existing development but be of its own time. Such innovation is crucial and with good 
precedent: some of the Island's best architectural examples emerged from the building 
design competitions of the Edwardian era." 
 
4.2.4 Urban Environment Proposal 3 states; "Development proposals must make a positive 
contribution to local character and distinctiveness. Traditional or contemporary approaches 
may be appropriate, depending upon the nature of the proposal and the context of the 
surrounding area." 
 
4.2.4 Paragraph 6.9 of The Area Plan for the East Written Statement states; 
"Creative Re-use  
As stated in the Strategic Plan, Paragraph 7.25: 'Conservation of the built environment and 
archaeological features should be viewed as an asset to be promoted and not as a constraint 
to be overcome'.  
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It is recognised that retaining the best examples of built heritage for future generations 
benefits the resident population by celebrating its unique national identity and increasing the 
sense of wellbeing and improved quality of life brought about by beautiful surroundings. The 
value of mid and late-20th Century architecture should not be ignored as the best examples 
of these periods contribute to a rich and vibrant built heritage. Supporting the continued use 
and retention of these buildings requires a pragmatic and dynamic understanding of different 
potential uses. A proposed use which retains a building of heritage value, but requires 
modification to that building, is superior to a proposal which leads only to demolition or decay 
of that building." 
 
4.2.5 Urban Environment Proposal 4 states; "Proposals which help to secure a future for 
built heritage assets, especially those identified as being at the greatest risk of loss or decay, 
will be supported." 
 
4.2.6 Paragraph 6.3 of The Area Plan for the East Written Statement states;  
"Area Plan Objectives; 
iv. To identify and celebrate the historic urban environment so that it retains an active and 
productive role in contemporary life." 
 
4.2.7 Paragraph 6.4 of The Area Plan for the East Written Statement states; 
"Area Plan Desired Outcomes 
v. There will be greater recognition of the contribution the East's historic value to the local 
and visitor economy and to the quality of life on the Island.  
vi. The long term future of valuable heritage assets will be assured by creative reuse." 
 
4.3 Isle of Man Strategic Plan (adopted 2016) 
4.3.1 In light of the above, it is considered the policies from the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 
(adopted 2016) set out below are relevant in the determination of this application. 
 
4.3.2 The Strategic Plan takes its lead from the Government aims which include the pursuit 
of manageable and sustainable growth based on a diversified economy which is intended to 
raise the standard of living of the people of the Island and to provide the resources to sustain 
and develop public services. It also includes the protection and improvement of the quality of 
the environment such that it continues to be an asset for future generations. 
 
4.3.3 The Strategic Aim is:  
"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." 
 
4.3.4 The Strategic Aim is noted but not considered directly further, as the relevant aspects 
are unpacked by the relevant detailed policies which are identified below.  
 
4.3.5 Strategic Policy 1 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 reusing 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." 
 
4.3.6 Strategic Policy 4 states: "Proposals for development must:  



83 
 

(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 of 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." 
 
4.3.7 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:  
(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." 
 
4.3.8 Environment Policy 30 states: "There will be a general presumption against demolition 
of a Registered Building. In considering proposals for demolition or proposed works which 
would result in substantial demolition of a Registered Building, consideration will be given to:  
o the condition of the building;  
o the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and the value derived 
from its continued use (based on consistent long-term assumptions); 
 o the adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; and  
o the merits of alternative proposals for the site." 
 
4.3.9 Environment Policy 35 states: "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." 
 
4.3.10 Paragraph 7.32.2 states; 
"The general presumption will be in favour of retaining buildings which make a positive 
contribution to the character or appearance of the Conservation Area. When considering 
proposals which will result in demolition of a building in a Conservation Area, attention will be 
paid to the part played in the architectural or historic interest of the area by the relevant 
building and the wider effects of demolition on the building's surroundings and on the 
Conservation Area as a whole. In addition, consideration will be given to:  
o the condition of the building;  
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o the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and the issue derived 
from its continued use (based on consistent long-term assumptions);  
o the adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; 
 o the merits of alternative proposals for the site." 
 
4.3.11 Environment Policy 39 states: "The general presumption will be in favour of retaining 
buildings which make a positive contribution to the character or appearance of the 
Conservation Area." 
 
4.3.12 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; (ii) proposed or designated National Nature Reserves, or Areas of Special 
Scientific Interest; or (iii) Marine Nature Reserves; or (iv) 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." 
 
4.3.13 Environment Policy 5: In exceptional circumstances where development is allowed 
which could adversely affect a site recognised under Environmental Policy 4, conditions will be 
imposed and/or Planning Agreements sought to: (a) minimise disturbance; (b) conserve and 
manage its ecological interest as far as possible; and (c) where damage is unavoidable, 
provide new or replacement habitats so that the loss to the total ecological resource is 
mitigated. 
 
4.4 Planning Policy Statement 1/01 Policy and Guidance Notes for the Conservation of the 
Historic Environment of the Isle of Man includes policies in relation to the following. 
o General criteria for registered building applications (PPS1-RB3) 
o Proposals for change of use of registered buildings (PPS1-RB4) 
o Alteration of Registered Buildings (PPS1-RB5) 
o A presumption against the Demolition of Registered Buildings (PPS1-RB6) 
o Recording of Buildings prior to Demolition (PPS1-RB7) 
o Access for persons with disabilities (PPS1-RB8) 
o Giving Special Consideration to Conservation Areas (PPS1-CA/2) 
o Presumption against the demolition of buildings within Conservation Areas (PPS1-
CA/6) 
 
4.5 Town and County Planning Act 1999 
4.5.1 It should also be noted that Section 16 (3) of the Town and Country Planning Act 
(1999) requires decision makers to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the 
building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it 
possesses in assessing works which may affect  registered building or its settings and Section 
18 (4) requires decision makers to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of conservation area in the exercise, with respect to 
any buildings or other land in the area, of any powers under this Act. 
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4.6 Climate Change Bill 2020 
4.6.1 Climate Change Bill has received Royal assent, albeit it is not yet in force and 
therefore has little planning weight; although it does give a clear direction of travel.  If this 
had been in force the application would need to undertake the following; 
"(a) demonstrate that the application has been made having regard to the following climate 
change policies —  
(i) the maximisation of carbon sequestration;  
(ii) the minimising of greenhouse gas emissions;  
(iii) the maintenance and restoration of ecosystems;  
(iv) biodiversity net gain;  
(v) the need for sustainable drainage systems; and  
(vi) the provision of active travel infrastructure; or  
(b) explain why consideration of one or more of those polices is not practicable in relation to 
the proposed development." 
 
4.6.2 As mentioned, as it is not yet in force the application is not required to.  However, 
while the application is perhaps silent on the "carbon sequestration" the submission does 
appear to cover the other points raised by the Bill. Further, the recently approved Residential 
Design Guide 2021 does include "Sustainable Construction" section which does include a 
number of aspects including, construction materials, building design and climate change 
resilience.  While this design guide relates to residential development, it is considered it is still 
useful to consider and show the direction of travel of the Department/IOM Government.  It 
also included the following; 
"2.5.4 As well as complying with relevant Legislation (Wildlife Act 1990) proposals should aim 
to:  
o protect and enhance the existing biodiversity on site through the retention and protection of 
existing wildlife features (as a priority);  
o compensating against their loss where retention is not possible (as a last resort); and 
o by providing enhancement measures. 
 
2.5.5 The outcome should be to achieve an overall net gain in biodiversity. Consideration 
should be given to the following points.  
o Retention and protection of important habitats for wildlife such as mature trees, hedges, 
sod banks, ponds & semi-natural habitats.  
o Protection of features from the impacts of artificial lighting.  
o Retention and protection of bat roosts or bird nest sites within buildings (e.g. designing roof 
space to retain bat roosts or swift nest sites).  
o Where reasonable and proportionate, providing alternative wildlife features as 
compensation, should retention of existing features not be possible (e.g. creation of a new 
sod bank or the erection of integrated bat and bird bricks). 
o Providing additional opportunities for wildlife on site via the creation of natural or artificial 
features (e.g. creation of ponds, provision of bat or bird boxes, choosing landscaping plants 
that are good for insects)." 
 
4.9 Our Island Plan 2022 states; 
"Ensure new developments align with our sustainability goals, existing homes can become 
more environmentally friendly and Conservation Areas are protected and enhanced". This is 
to ensure; "To ensure that planning is able to support high level strategic commitments for 
housing, economic growth, regeneration and protection and enhancement of our built 
heritage." 
 
5.0 CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
Full comments can be viewed via the online planning website. 
 
5.1 Local Authority  
5.1.1 Douglas Borough Council made the following final comments (16.05.2022); 
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"Following consideration of the planning applications listed above by the Council's 
Environmental Services Committee at a meeting held on the 16/05/22, I can advise that after 
careful consideration of the proposed development the Committee unanimously resolved to 
support both applications." 
 
5.2 Government Departments 
5.2.1 DOI Highway Services made the following comments; 
 
21.02.2022 
"There is insufficient detail provided to allow highways to make an assessment of this 
proposal. There was no pre-application contact made on this proposal on highway matters 
despite Planning requesting such.  
A transport statement is necessary which should include an accessibility audit, safety 
assessment and details of servicing.  
Bicycle parking is necessary at one space per bedroom for the proposed apartments and 
provision for staff for the retail units based on the sqm gfa. The layout of the bicycle parking 
should be shown for the proposed uses.  
Ramps are shown within the adopted highway and would require agreement of Highway 
Services for installation. Further details are necessary of the formation.  
Manual for Manx Roads provides more information on highway and transport related 
requirements. Highway Agreements and licences will be necessary for demolition and 
construction after grant of any planning consent .  
Recommendation: Additional information" 
 
11.03.2022 
"Highways Development Control notes the revised description notified on 10 March 2022 and 
has no further comments to add to those made on 21 February 2022." 
 
5.2.2 Additional information was provided by the applicants in response to Highway Services 
initial comments.  Following this information Highway Services confirmed they considered the 
information was sufficient. 
 
5.3.1 The DEFA Registered Buildings Officer has provided comments which are informed by 
the application submission but also by a "planning submission - structural document review" 
prepared by Mann Williams Consulting Civil and Structural Engineers, whom were engaged by 
the Department to considered the proposal in terms of the structural condition of the 
buildings forming part of this application.  This document review has been prepared by Jon 
Avent, a CARE Accredited Conservation Engineer, member of the IHBC, advisor to the 
National Trust on their Specialist Advisor Panel and with over 30 years experience in the 
inspection and appraisal of historic and listed buildings.  The findings of this report will be 
noted later in this report. 
 
5.3.2 The DEFA Registered Buildings Officer objects to the application on the following 
grounds (28.07.2022); 
"Recommendation 
Refuse on heritage impact 
 
Scope of comments 
These comments relate to the demolition of a registered building and other buildings located 
within a conservation area and the redevelopment of the site.  
 
Statutory and Policy context 
 
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1999  
S16 Registered buildings: supplementary provisions  
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(3) In considering — 
 
(a) whether to grant planning approval for development which affects a registered 
building or its setting, or 
 
(b) whether to grant registered building consent for any works, 
 
the relevant Department shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building 
or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.   
S18 Designation of conservation areas 
 
(4) Where any area is for the time being a conservation area, special attention shall be paid 
to the desirability of preserving or enhancing its 
character or appearance in the exercise, with respect to any buildings or 
other land in the area, of any powers under this Act 
 
National policy: THE ISLE OF MAN STRATEGIC PLAN 2016 
 
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; 
 
Environment Policy 30: There will be a general presumption against demolition of a 
Registered Building. In considering proposals for demolition or proposed works which would 
result in substantial demolition of a Registered Building, consideration will be given to: 
o The condition of the building; 
o The cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and the value 
derived from its continued use (based on consistent long-term assumptions); 
o The adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; and the merits of 
alternative proposals for the site. 
 
Environment Policy 31: There will be a presumption against the removal of any Registered 
Building from the Register. 
 
Environment Policy 32: Extensions or alterations to a Registered Building which would affect 
detrimentally its character as a building of special architectural or historic interest will not be 
permitted.  
  
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.  
 
Environment Policy 37: As a general policy, advertisements within Conservation Areas will be 
permitted only if: 
i) the proposal preserves or enhances the Conservation Area; 
ii) the signage is in a style appropriate to the character of the area; 
iii) traditional materials and finishes are used and glossy and highly 
reflective materials are excluded from proposals; and 
iv) internally illuminated box fascia and projecting box signs are excluded from the proposals.  
Environment Policy 39: The general presumption will be in favour of retaining buildings which 
make a positive contribution to the character or appearance of the Conservation Area. 
 
Planning Policy Statements:   
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1/01 Policy and Guidance Notes for the Conservation of the Historic Environment of the Isle 
of Man 
 
POLICY RB/3 
General criteria applied in considering registered building applications 
The issues that are generally relevant to the consideration of all registered building 
applications are:- 
 
o The importance of the building, its intrinsic architectural and historic interest 
and rarity, relative to the Island as a whole and within the local context; 
 
o The particular physical features of the building (which may include its design, 
plan, materials or location) which justify its inclusion in the register; 
descriptions annexed to the entry in the register may draw attention to features of particular 
interest or value, but they are not exhaustive and other features of importance, (e.g. 
Interiors, murals, hidden fireplaces) may come to light after the building's entry in the 
register; 
 
o The building's setting and its contribution to the local scene, which may be 
very important, e.g. Where it forms an element in a group, park, garden or 
other townscape or landscape, or where it shares particular architectural forms or details with 
other buildings nearby (including other registered buildings). 
 
POLICY RB/6 DEMOLITION  
There will be a general presumption against demolition and consent for the demolition of a 
registered building should not be expected simply because redevelopment is economically 
more attractive than repair and re-use of an historic building; or because the building was 
acquired at a price that reflected the potential for redevelopment, rather than the condition 
and constraints of the existing historic building. Where proposed works would result in the 
total or substantial demolition of a registered building, an applicant, in addition to the general 
criteria set out in RB/3 above, should be able to demonstrate that the following 
considerations have been addressed:- 
 
o The condition of the building, the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its 
importance and to the value derived from its continued use. Any such assessment should be 
based on consistent and long term assumptions. Less favourable levels of rents and yields 
cannot automatically be assumed for historic buildings and returns may, in fact, be more 
favourable given the publicly acknowledged status of the building. Furthermore, historic 
buildings may offer proven performance, physical attractiveness and functional spaces that in 
an age of rapid change may outlast the short-lived and inflexible technical specifications that 
have sometimes shaped new developments. Any assessment should take into account 
possible tax allowances and exemptions. In rare cases where it is clear that a building has 
been deliberately neglected in the hope of obtaining consent for demolition, less weight 
should be given to the costs of repair;  
 
o The adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use. An applicant must show that 
real efforts have been made, without success, to continue the present use, or to find new 
uses for the building. This may include the offer of the unrestricted freehold of the building 
on the open market at a realistic price reflecting the building's condition. 
 
o The merits of alternative proposals for the site. Subjective claims for the architectural merits 
of a replacement building should not justify the demolition of a registered building. There 
may be very exceptional cases where the proposed works would bring substantial benefits for 
the community; these would have to be weighed against preservation. Even here, it will often 
be feasible to incorporate registered buildings within new development, and this option 
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should be carefully considered. The challenge presented by retaining registered buildings can 
be a stimulus to imaginative new designs to accommodate them. 
 
POLICY RB/7 RECORDING OF BUILDINGS 
In the event of the granting of registered building consent to alter, extend or demolish a 
registered building, written notice of a proposal to carry out the approved works must be 
given to the Department of Local Government and the Environment and Manx National 
Heritage and for a period of at least one month following the service of such notice, 
reasonable access to the building must be made available for the purposes of recording the 
same, prior to the commencement of the approved works. Hidden features of interest are 
sometimes revealed during works of alteration, especially in older or larger buildings: chimney 
pieces, fireplaces, early windows and doors, panelling, early earth-based construction or other 
features may come to light. If there is any likelihood that hidden features may be revealed, 
conditions may be attached to an approval to ensure their retention or proper recording and 
may require exploratory opening up work to be carried out prior to considering the full 
content of an application for registered building consent. An applicant may also be required to 
pay wholly or in part for the cost of recording the building. 
 
POLICY CA/2 SPECIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS  
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. 
 
POLICY CA/6 DEMOLITION  
Any building which is located within a conservation area and which is not an exception as 
provided above, may not be demolished without the consent of the Department. In practice, 
a planning application for consent to demolish must be lodged with the Department. When 
considering an application for demolition of a building in a conservation area, the general 
presumption will be in favour of retaining buildings which make a positive contribution to the 
character or appearance of the conservation area. Similar criteria will be applied as those 
outlined in RB/6 above, when assessing the application to demolish the building, but in less 
clear cut cases, for example, where a building could be said to detract from the special 
character of the area, it will be essential for the Department to be able to consider the merits 
of any proposed new development when determining whether consent should be given for 
the demolition of an unregistered building in a conservation area. Account will be taken of the 
part played in the architectural or historic interest of the area by the building for which 
demolition is proposed, and in particular of the wider effects of demolition on the building's 
surroundings and on the conservation area as a whole. 
 
Report detail 
The former Newson's Warehouse, no 27-28 North Quay is a registered building dating back to 
the late 18th century when the quay was developed from lands in the ownership of the 
Nunnery estate.  No 27 was constructed as a warehouse and has been used for that purpose 
for most of its life and remains mostly unaltered. No 28 would appear to have been 
constructed possibly as a house put quickly to use as a public house up until 1913 after which 
time it was used by a chandler prior to being used as part of the Newson's shop.   They are 
important survivors illustrating the development of Douglas' quayside and emerging industry 
of trade. They are good examples of the island's vernacular urban quayside architecture 
particularly in an area that was cleared in the late 19th century then again in the 1930's.  The 
buildings now represent the only surviving warehouse and the oldest buildings on the entire 
quay, they are unique and a surviving remnant of older Douglas that predates the City's 19th 
Century tourism boom expansion and extensive clearing and re-development of the 1930's.  
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The application site also includes other buildings that are within the North Quay Conservation 
Area, 22, 23, 24 Merchants House, 25, 26 (gap site). These non-registered buildings all date 
from the 19th century the grandest being Merchants House. No 26 the gap site once housed 
a similar building to No 25 and appears to have been partly destroyed by fire in the early 20th 
Century and demolished by the 1960's. All the buildings can be seen in historic photos 
attached to this report. As historic quayside buildings they provide the character and context 
to the conservation area, they show how, as the quay developed, plots were devised and sold 
off, this provides the rhythm and townscape pattern which has previously suffered from the 
loss of buildings along the quay.  
 
All the buildings affected by this application make a positive contribution to the Conservation 
Area's character and appearance.  
 
The proposals seek the total loss of all the historic buildings and their replacement with new 
development with the exception of Merchants House no 24 which will still result in a 
substantial amount of alteration particularly to the rear of the property. 
 
As the application affects a registered building it is a statutory requirement for the decision 
maker to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building, its setting and any 
features of special interest S16 of The Act must be taken into account by the Department 
when making its decision. 
 
Also as the application affects a conservation area, the statutory requirement to pay special 
attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the 
conservation area S18 of The Act must be taken into account by the Department when 
making its decision. 
 
Loss of 27-28 the registered building 
The proposals seek the demolition of the registered building, the application has included 
numerous structural reports in relation to the registered building all by different companies. 
The owner produced a report in Nov 2021 stating the building was in an imminent state of 
collapse. This information was provided to the Department prior to the submission of the 
current proposals. The Department sought the views of Mann Williams Consulting, a 
conservation accredited structural engineering firm experienced in dealing with historic 
buildings.  Their view on the registered building's structural condition disagrees with the view 
of the owner's Engineer, given the volume of structural reports submitted by the applicant, 
the Department sought a review of all the submitted reports by Mann Williams. The review of 
the submitted information is attached to my comments. In summary the view of the 
Department's experts is that; 
 
o Following an extensive review of documents submitted as part of the current planning 
application it is concluded that there has been no substantive or quantified evidence 
presented by the building owner or their appointed advisors that the building is either on the 
point of imminent collapse or that any case for demolition of the protected structure exists. 
 
o No case for demolition has been set out despite giving the applicants advisors ample 
opportunity to identify specific evidence to support their claim of imminent collapse. 
 
o Having visited the building and carried out a visual inspection, and with the benefit of 
over 30 years of historic building inspection including numerous similar structures, it is my 
professional opinion that the building is not in imminent danger of collapse and is capable of 
repair and renovation. 
 
It is clear therefore that the advice sought by the Department from an experienced structural 
engineer is that the building is not in a state of collapse and is capable of repair.  



91 
 

 
EP30 of the Strategic Plan and RB/6 of PPS1/01 are quite clear that there is a presumption 
against the demolition of registered buildings. Both Policies outline considerations which can 
be summarised as; 
 
o The condition of the building; 
 
The applicant has stated that the building is in imminent state of collapse as of Nov 2021, 
which given the time and winter weather that has passed would appear to weaken this 
statement. The Department's own expert Structural Engineer disputes this and considers the 
building is capable of repair. The applicants submitted a report from 2018 by the Morton 
Partnership that formed part of the application submission approved for the conversion of the 
building 18/01333/GB and 18/01330/CON also supports this view. All subsequent reports 
discuss the poor condition of the building, having been in its current ownership since 2016 
there is no evidence to suggest that any meaningful repair or maintenance has occurred to 
the property nor any of the recommendations from the earliest report having been 
undertaken. This is further supported by the loss of the historic roof covering to No28 in 2020 
which has not been reinstated. All evidence within the existing reports points to a decline in 
the buildings condition. As the application fails to demonstrate that any meaningful repair or 
maintenance has been undertaken by the owner since 2016 any argument for the loss of the 
building due to its condition must be mindful of this evidence.  
 
o The cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and the value 
derived from its continued use (based on consistent long-term assumptions); 
 
The application fails to address this point and has provided no information or evidence to 
satisfy this point. 
 
o The adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; and the merits of 
alternative proposals for the site. 
 
The application fails to provide any information to show that any effort has been made to 
incorporate the registered building into the wider development.  To the contrary given the 
language used when discussing the registration of the building within the planning statement 
it is clear that no attempt has been to retain the building when developing these proposals, 
this is in in direct contrast to the extant approvals 18/01333/GB and 18/01330/CON. 
 
Loss of 22, 23 and 25 
As previously stated all the structures date to the 19th Century and form part of the historic 
quayside townscape by virtue of their scale, massing and survival they make a positive 
contribution to the character of the Conservation area. The scheme proposes their total loss. 
EP39 of the Strategic Plan and CA/6 of PPS1/01 state there is a presumption in favour of 
retaining buildings that make a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area.  No 22-23 were in part retained by extant approvals 18/01329/B and 
18/01330/CON, however the current application fails to demonstrate that any attempt has be 
made to try to work with the existing structures nor has it demonstrated this is not possible in 
terms of fabric or economic viability.  No evidence has been submitted to show that any 
meaningful repair or maintenance has been undertaken during their current ownership with 
the minimum of at least try to prevent any further decline in their condition.  
 
While the extant approvals 18/01331/B and 18/01332/CON permitted the loss of No 25, the 
loss of the building was considered justifiable because of overall heritage benefits of the 
entire scheme which included the repair and reuse of the registered building.  The current 
proposals have made no attempt to do so and therefore without the benefits and 
justifications of the extant approvals. 
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The proposed replacement buildings 
 
While I consider the overall scale of the replacement buildings to be generally respectful of 
the character of the conservation area there is still an overall increase in massing which lacks 
any justification. I consider that improvements could be made to the massing and detailing of 
the buildings, The replacement building for 22-23 reads as one, where the historic rhythm 
was two, across the entire new elevation the uniformity of fenestration results in a too 
homogenous appearance that lacks character, the fenestrations particularly  in the buildings 
either side of  merchants house are too large and there should be variation in the positioning 
to better reflect individual properties to provide character and break up the proposed 
massing. The detailing of the "replacement" warehouse reads as inauthentic, the use of half 
dormer detail is lacking any context or local distinctiveness and is not found outside of 
domestic settings on the island. The replacement for No28 results in a building far larger in 
scale and massing than the historic structure, the stepping down terracing and creation of 
outside balcony space lacks the character that the diminutive corner building provides. The 
rear elevation is concerning due to the entire rear elevation reading as one monolithic block, 
little regard has been paid to trying to break up this massing to respect the character that 
these rear lanes typically have, whilst this can be understood to have less value than principle 
elevations, they still are part of the conservation area which should be preserved or 
enhanced. These comments however do not endorse or encourage the proposals in their 
current form.     
 
Conclusion  
 
Based on the information submitted I object the proposals on heritage grounds, as they will 
result in the loss of a registered building, the oldest building on the quay the last remaining 
historic quayside warehouse and the loss of other historic quayside buildings. The loss of 
these buildings would be to the detriment of the conservation area where no clear and 
convincing justification has been made. It is disappointing that no attempt has been made to 
incorporate more of this historic fabric into the development proposals. There are multiple 
examples of constructive conservation, re-using and adapting historic buildings as part of 
placemaking and creating local distinctiveness being at the heart of development schemes 
and it is disappointing the benefits of this type of development are not being seen or 
encouraged across the island.   The proposals in my view fail to preserve the registered 
building the loss of which would fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of 
the conservation area and are contrary to polices GP4, EP30, 35 and 39 of the Strategic Plan, 
policies RB/6, CA/2 and CA/6 of PPS1/01 and I therefore object on heritage grounds to these 
applications." 
 
5.4.1 DEFA Ecosystem Policy Officer (04.03.2022) makes the following summarised 
comments; 
"Most of the buildings proposed for renovation or demolition are traditional Manx buildings 
with slate roofs, in a poor state of repair. The photos included in the Morton Partnership 
report shows that there are numerous potential entry points for bats including slipped slates, 
holes under and around the guttering, holes in the stonework, holes under the ridge tiles etc. 
The buildings are also located next to a river corridor in an area with multiple bat records, of 
numerous species, within a 1km radius. All features which increase the likelihood of bats 
being present.  
 
The Bat Conservation Trust Bat Survey Guidelines 2016 (3rd Edition) recommend that bat 
surveys are undertaken prior to the conversation, modification or demolition of any building 
located immediately adjacent to water and pre-1914 buildings with slate roofs, regardless of 
location.  
 
Therefore the Ecosystem Policy Team request that a preliminary assessment for bats, to 
determine the suitability of these properties to hold roosting bats, is undertaken prior to 
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determination of this application. If the preliminary assessment identifies the properties as 
suitable or if evidence of bats is found, then further bat surveys will be required and a report 
detailing the findings and appropriate mitigation measures to ensure their protection during 
and after development, should be submitted to Planning for written approval prior to 
determination of this application. 
 
The initial assessment and surveys must be undertaken by a suitably qualified ecological 
consultancy and following best practise, as detailed in the Bat Conservation Trusts Bat 
Surveys for Professional Ecologists - Good Practice Guidelines (3rd Edition 2016).  
 
Preliminary assessments for bats can be undertaken at any time throughout the year. 
However, if emergence/re-entry surveys to confirm roost presence are required then there 
are seasonal requirements.  
 
Bat surveys are required to identify the species of bat utilising the property, their abundance 
and whether they are breeding and this will determine the mitigation required.  
 
The dilapidated state of the building including broken windows and holes under the guttering 
also mean that the building has potential for nesting birds and therefore we recommend that 
an assessment for nesting birds is undertaken and a report detailing the findings submitted to 
Planning for written approval prior to determination of this application (this could be done at 
the same time as the bat assessment). If nesting birds or evidence of nesting birds are found 
then appropriate mitigation measures to ensure their protection during and after 
development, will need to be secured. Even if current evidence is not found, because of the 
suitability the building will need to be checked over by an ecologist and any entry points 
blocked prior to the demolition elements taking place.  
 
The presence of bats and birds will not prevent the building from being redeveloped, or areas 
demolished, but provision must be shown for their ongoing protection.  
 
We request that the survey reports are submitted prior to determination in line with best 
practise, which is referred to in Section 9.2.4 of the British Standard Biodiversity - Code of 
Best Practise for Planning and Development (BS 42020:2013). Which states: The presence or 
absence of protected species, and the extent to which they could be affected by the proposed 
development, should be established before planning permission is granted; otherwise all 
material considerations might not have been considered in making the decision. The use of 
planning conditions to secure ecological surveys after planning permission has been granted 
should therefore only be applied in exceptional circumstances, such as where original survey 
work will need to be repeated because the survey data might be out of date before 
commencement of development, etc." 
 
And 
"Additionally, because of the suitability of the property, and as mitigation for the loss of bird 
nesting space, the Ecosystem Policy Team request that a condition is secured on approval for 
multiple integrated swift nest boxes to be installed high up in the north face of the buildings. 
Plans should be provided to Planning for written approval showing the type of box and their 
location. The works should then be undertaken as per these details." 
 
5.5.1 DOI Flood Risk management Division comment (20.06.2022); 
"Whilst the Flood Risk Management Department has no objections to this application we 
would like to point out that the development is in area that is subject to regular tidal 
flooding." 
 
And 
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"Suggest a planning condition that the ground & basement floors cannot be changed to 
residential accommodation as it would be a flood risk" 
 
5.6.1 The former Minister of Enterprise comments (23.06.2022); 
"I write in connection with the above applications, in my capacity as Minister of the 
Department for Enterprise.  
 
The Department for Enterprise has a direct interest in positively supporting economic 
development, inward investment, regeneration and currently the development of additional 
living accommodation within town centres and it is with those interests that the Department 
makes comment.  
 
I am aware that the application is currently in abeyance pending ongoing matters relating to 
part of the site which is subject to registered building status. However, the Department 
wishes to place on record its support from an economic viewpoint for development of this 
nature in what is a prime location for leisure, hospitality and residential development and its 
concerns as to the loss of investment should the development not proceed.  
 
In summary the Department understands: o An initial planning application was submitted and 
approved - retaining 27/28 North Quay; 2 o Subsequently the Applicant has commissioned 
two separate specialist structural surveys, both of which cast doubt on any ability to retain / 
restore elements structurally, and commercially; o Revised applications (as outlined above) 
have been submitted, which have the unanimous support from Douglas Borough Council, for 
the demolition and replacement of the buildings; o DEFA has served notice on the Applicant 
to undertake remedial works and this is currently pending a court hearing on appeal; o 
Meanwhile the planning application is not being brought forward for consideration as far as 
the Department is led to believe from the Applicant.  
 
The proposed development as submitted would represent a significant circa £8m investment 
in the continued regeneration of lower Douglas and the provision of additional leisure / 
hospitality facilities will contribute further to the development of a 'cluster' along North Quay 
which builds on the existing offer in the area and will enhance the perception of Lower 
Douglas in terms of both the daytime and night-time economy.  
 
The proposals also address another priority for Government in terms of the redevelopment of 
brownfield, or redundant, sites to deliver a mix of commercial and residential development for 
the benefit of residents and the broader economy.  
 
The Department does not have expertise in respect of the registered building issues, and 
makes no comment on this aspect other than to note the conflicting views of the expert 
reports prepared whereby two appear to support the view of the owner of the site that the 
buildings at 27/28 North Quay are beyond repair and remediation and one report 
commissioned by DEFA disputes this.  
 
Taking that aside, the Department is concerned that even if such works were feasible, future 
use of the buildings could be so limited that any future development would potentially be 
commercially unviable, particularly given the nature of working with Manx Stone and the 
absence of on-Island capacity to work with such materials.  
 
The Department has had sight of the high level commercial viability assessment by the 
owners of the site, including full build costs and consider that the margin is at the lower end 
of what would reasonably be expected as a return on investment based on demolition and 
rebuild.  
 
Clearly, if retention of existing structures is required, including extensive remediation works (if 
even possible), then the development may not prove viable, a view shared by the Applicants 
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structural engineers in their separate reports, and the site could therefore likely remain in a 
state of dereliction and underuse for the foreseeable future.  
 
The Department has had sight of the Applicant's specialist advisors response to the DEFA 
survey but has not been given sight of any response from DEFA.  
It is also of note that a previous application for partial demolition of registered buildings on 
the site, and refurbishment of the whole site was supported. Whilst the Department is not 
qualified to comment on the historical importance of No's 27/28, the Department would 
support the notion that there is a clear net economic gain overall if the whole site can be 
redeveloped in a manner which is sympathetic to the original design, even if it is not viable to 
retain the existing structures.  
 
The Department has been asked by the Applicant to provide a view on the current planning 
application and provide support to request that the application be brought to a determination 
at the earliest opportunity.  
 
Noting the economic benefits that would arise from such a proposed investment, regeneration 
and provision of new hospitality and residential facilities on the site, the Department wishes 
to confirm its support for the application as proposed, on economic grounds noting: o The 
proposals for an £8m privately funded regeneration of the area; o The provision for new 
restaurants and new apartments in line with existing economic desires to continue to develop 
North Quay as a vibrant leisure and residential offering; o The concerns highlighted in two 
structural reports over the technical ability to retain 27/28, and the difficulty in finding local 
contractors prepared to develop a safe statement of works in support of such; o The concerns 
highlighted in both reports surrounding commercial viability of trying to retain 27/28, 
supported by the Applicants own commercial appraisal being at the lower end of commercial 
viability ranges on a new build basis; o The full support of other key stakeholders including 
Douglas Borough Council who unanimously supported the Application and wish to see the 
development as submitted proceed.  
 
Furthermore the Department is concerned that continuing delays in bringing these matters to 
determination risks the loss of significant investment in the regeneration of a prime 
brownfield site in Douglas, with the likelihood of the site remaining dormant for many years.  
 
Whilst the Department is not qualified to comment on the current enforcement action in 
respect of the registered buildings, it would suggest that the economic value of the 
opportunity is such that the application should be brought forward for determination at the 
earliest possible opportunity, as the planning process may ultimately determine that the 
demolition and replacement with sympathetic regeneration is a suitable application given the 
broader economic and strategic outcomes in the proposals proposed.  
 
The Department considers that the proposals are fully in line with both the Department's and 
broader Government's objectives to support and facilitate brownfield development which 
delivers attractive economic and social benefit.  
 
As such, the Department would urge for the planning application to be determined, and 
wishes to place on record its support for the application, ahead of waiting for the result of 
ongoing legal challenge to avoid the risk of losing a significant investment in our capital City." 
 
5.7.1 DOI Public Estates & Housing Division make the following comments (07.08.2022); 
"We refer to the aforementioned planning application, and we can confirm that we have 
looked at the detail of the application and have considered the provision of a 25% Affordable 
Housing requirement.  
 
Current data drawn from Housing Division records for Douglas indicates that there are 203 
persons on the general public sector waiting list for affordable housing to rent in the area.  
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There are 151 persons on the First-time Buyers Register seeking to purchase a first home in 
the east of the Island, including Douglas. Of this total number of applicants, 49 are on the 
Active Purchaser List who are seeking to purchase a home within the next 12-18 months. This 
figure is not indicative of likely final purchases as the ability to progress to completion would 
depend upon personal circumstances and mortgage ability at point of allocation.  
 
The department would request that consideration be given by the Planning Committee to 
include a requirement, in respect of any approval granted for this site, for the applicant to 
enter into a Section 13 Agreement with the Department to provide either affordable housing, 
based upon the usual calculation of 25% of the number of units approved within the 
application, or an equivalent Commuted Sum." 
 
5.7.2 01.09.2022 
"…We wouldn't accept affordable units on this site as the design of the units in terms of areas 
etc. does not accord with the Design Guide, therefore we have calculated the Commuted 
Sum, which is £134,928.67." 
 
5.8 Other Organisations 
5.8.1 Manx National Heritage has objected to the application (04.04.2022); 
"I write on behalf of Manx National Heritage ('MNH'), whose statutory responsibilities 
pertaining to the protection of the cultural and natural heritage of the Isle of Man are defined 
under the terms of the Manx Museum and National Trust Act. 
 
We note the revised description of the proposed works and our submission takes this into 
account. 
 
Historical Significance 
These applications propose the demolition and replacement of all but one of the buildings 
currently comprising a frontage of 55m on North Quay in Douglas.  These buildings lie at the 
very heart of the North Quay conservation area and arguably make one of the most 
significant and characterful contributions of all to the quality of the area, with their mix of 
forms and heights, and their obvious age. 
 
In particular, we would like to draw attention to the warehouse at No 27, which is one of an 
increasingly rare type of structure once common in the older quarters of the Island's ports.  
These buildings have a distinctive form, height and orientation (usually gable-on to the 
quayside), with rare examples lying parallel to the quay: No 27 is an example of the latter. 
 
With the recent loss of the Farmers' Combine building in Ramsey (33 West Quay), the former 
Newson's warehouse is one of only three such buildings to enjoy protected status, and the 
only one to survive in something like its historical form (the others being The Granary in 
Castletown, RB 48, and 26 West Quay Ramsey, RB 139).   A survey undertaken by MNH 
whilst opposing the de-registering of the Farmers' Combine demonstrated that almost all 
other, non-registered, warehouses have been significantly altered and are not of sufficient 
quality to merit protection except by inclusion within a conservation area.  By this measure 
alone, the continued protection and preservation of No 27 from demolition is clearly merited. 
 
Structural Issues 
We are aware of the various engineer's assessments of the buildings presently standing on 
the application site.  We are not qualified structural engineers.  However, we note the 
conclusions of the Morton Partnership report (see Section 5 of the 2018 report) suggesting a 
series of localised repairs and interventions to Nos 25, 26, 27 and 28.  We also note the long 
experience of this specialist consulting practice in the assessment of historic buildings, and 
their longstanding familiarity with the Isle of Man and its built heritage; indeed, we have 
made use of their services in the preservation and maintenance of several historic structures 
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and monuments in our own care.  We also note that this report was prepared for an 
architectural practice previously retained to investigate the redevelopment of this site. 
 
We also note the conclusions of the Mann Williams report commissioned by DEFA in response 
to the applicant's report commissioned from Structura.  The Mann Williams report, while 
noting the need for some local repair, clearly and systematically dismisses the conclusions of 
the Curtins and Structura reports relating to supposed active movement and instability in the 
structure of No 27.  We particularly note that there might have been cause for concern in the 
accuracy of the Morton report due to the time elapsed between its preparation and that of 
the Curtins and Structura reports, but that such doubts are rebutted by the observations and 
conclusions of the Mann Williams report.  We would also like to observe that such concerns 
need never have been considered in the first place had the owner of the properties shown 
overt sign of maintaining the buildings in good order during the time that has elapsed 
between the various reports: instead it is obvious - and disappointing - that there have been 
no interventions to address the observations noted in the Morton report, despite this have 
been prepared on behalf of the owner.  
 
We note that several of the reports also draw attention to the condition of No 28; we would 
comment, however, that the removal some significant time ago of its historical roof covering 
and temporary replacement with roof-felt and battens can scarcely have helped its condition.  
We would suggest once again that this does not demonstrate an appropriate level of care for 
a protected building. 
 
Design 
We are disappointed in the designs put forward for the replacement of Nos 22, 23, 25-28 
North Quay.  These fall significantly short of the quality required to mitigate the loss of so 
much visual interest and character at the heart of the North Quay conservation area.  In 
particular, the regularising of floor levels and fenestration results in quite inappropriate and 
bland uniformity across the whole of this 55m frontage.  The size and proportions of much of 
the proposed fenestration makes no attempt to acknowledge the character and variety that is 
currently visible in the existing buildings, and the almost-square shape of those in the building 
replacing Nos 22 and 23, and similar examples in No 27, are particularly incongruous and ill-
chosen. 
 
Conclusion 
In summary, having read the available structural reports, we wish to place on record our 
objection to the demolition of the warehouse No 27, and the adjacent building No 28, the 
protected status of which requires a more caring approach to their maintenance and a much 
more imaginative and sympathetic approach to their retention and re-use.  We would also 
wish to record our disappointment at the quality of the design of the proposed replacement 
buildings, which in our view is not an adequate substitute for the loss of character, interest 
and cultural heritage inherent in the existing structures on the site. 
 
Should the Planning Committee decide to approve this scheme, we would recommend that, 
as a minimum, a detailed measured and photographic record should be made of the buildings 
prior to their demolition.  In making this recommendation we would however wish to place on 
record our professional view that this would hardly mitigate the loss of so much heritage from 
the core of the conservation area. 
 
We trust that the above comments are of help to the Committee in making its decision." 
 
5.9.1 The Chair of the Isle of Man Building Conservation Forum (BCF) - Marlene M Maska 
MLC writes (Terms of Reference included in letter) object to the application which can be 
summarised as (09.03.2022); it is rare for the Forum to make submissions on individual 
applications; however, it is considered that in this matter, the gravity of the impact upon our 
historic built heritage, if the application is successful, is of such order that we feel compelled 
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to make a submission at this time for your consideration; Nr 27 & 28 North Quay (Newson's) 
were entered onto the Protected Buildings Register on 13th April 2018, partly on the 
recommendation of BCF; it is noted that it is the responsibility of the owner of a Registered 
Building to ensure that it is maintained in a state of good repair; unfortunately, although 
several Structural Engineers have provided reports on the condition of the buildings since 
2018, some of which have included recommendations for repairs to protect them from further 
water ingress including suggesting other works to retain their structural integrity, it appears 
very little has been done in this regard;  it could be interpreted , by some, as "constructive 
neglect"; Nr 27 is unique and last surviving Warehouse on the North Quay frontage; BCF 
would argue that the rear the example of a surviving building, the more important it 
becomes, Nr28 also falls within this category; There are many examples, including some on 
out own Island, there Registered Buildings have been re-purposed and been given a new 
lease of life through change of use and sensitive repair whilst respecting their importance;  
There is an extant approval for the retention and incorporation of the Registered Buildings 
into a redevelopment in the immediate locality; we would therefore contend that there is no 
justifiable reason for the current proposal to demolish these Registered Buildings to be 
approved, such proposal flies in the face of approved and adopted Conservation and 
Registered Building Policy;  Although the current proposal is being promoted as one which 
'honours local heritage' we would aver quiet to the contrary, namely the destruction of two 
Registered Buildings is totally outside the sport of honouring local heritage and should not be 
permitted; We refer to the widely accepted term 'Embodied Carbon' i.e. the Carbon Footprint 
embodied in the materials and built fabric already existing in the Registered Buildings; we 
would submit it is accordingly unacceptable when we are in a Climate Change Emergency, to 
destroy historic buildings - over 230 years old and the last survival in this area, or even across 
the entire Island, to be relegated to a landfill hole in the grounds; We would support an 
appropriate re-use of the Registered Building as outlined above and in line with the extant 
Approval. 
 
5.10.1 The Isle of Man Natural History and Antiquarian Society object to the application 
which can be summarised as (25.03.2022); The Society helped in undertaking the research 
on Nos 25-28 North Quay which led to the Registration of Nos 27 and 28 North Quay; s 
greatly concerned at the reasons given for the proposed demolition of them and the structure 
that is proposed to replace them and other premises on North Quay; The Society notes that 
the applicant Kelman Ltd who is owner of the buildings has sought to demote the 
architectural and historic building importance of Nos 27 and 28 in particular. This is despite 
the fact that as owner of the buildings since 2016 and during 2017, when initial public 
consultation was undertaken with regard to potential registration of the buildings, following 
their entry on 13th April 2018 into the register on account of their "special architectural or 
historic interest", Kelman Ltd did not seek to challenge the registration; The Operational 
Policy on the Principles of Selection for the Registration of Buildings in to the Protected 
Buildings Register states that In applying the statutory criteria and considerations, as set out 
above, the Department will also consider the following principles (interalia): Age and rarity. 
The older a building is, and the fewer the surviving examples of its kind, the more likely it is 
to have special interest and before 1800, all buildings that contain a significant proportion of 
their original fabric are likely to be registered; This is not referred to by the applicant; In 
terms of the condition of the building, this is not a criterion that is taken into account when 
Registering the building; While it was noted that condition might not be particularly good, in 
respect of Nos 27 and 28 the Society fully supported the planning applications 
PA18/01333/GB & 18/01334/CON or refurbishment and conversion; This applied to the 
retention of the front parts of Nos 22, 23 as well as all of the Registered Buildings; The 
Society notes that while the current applicant Kelman Limited was the owner at the time he 
was not applicant and did not comment on the application. Significantly, Kelman Ltd did not 
challenge the veracity of the report on the condition of the buildings submitted as part of the 
above application; . It would appear that following the Morton report in 2018, the applicant / 
owner has not had a condition survey undertaken until March 2021. This suggests that 
despite knowing the condition of the building the applicant / owner did not see the need to 
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undertake any repairs; We therefore consider that demolition of the Registered Buildings Nos 
27 and 28 and of all of Nos 22 and 23 are not justified on the basis of condition; In terms of 
cost of repairing and maintaining in relation to its importance the previously approved and 
extant applications for the redevelopment incorporating bar, restaurant and 6 apartments, as 
above, a financial appraisal was made to justify the proposal; No consideration has been 
given in the current application to cost of alternative solutions or to cost in relation to the 
importance of the retention of the buildings vs importation of construction materials. No 
statement with regard to carbon release or the sustainability of the development has been 
made; We therefore considers it is unacceptable given the overall scale of the development 
that no equivalent financial appraisal to that previously submitted has been made in support 
of the current application let alone one that takes into account the National importance of No 
27; With regard to the adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use, the Society is 
not aware of any efforts by the owner / applicant to maintain the buildings so that they could 
be used; this despite the fact that the need for repairs for Nos 27 and 28 in particular had 
been clearly identified as part of the earlier planning consent;  In 2019 it was noted that the 
roof of No 28 was being stripped off; We would therefore consider that no effort has been 
made to maintain the Registered Buildings in particular and possibly the others in use. 
Moreover given that there is extant approval for the refurbishment of the buildings this lack of 
action represents 'constructive demolition'; With regard to the merits of alternative proposals 
for the site the Society notes that the applicant states that a "major upgrade" is planned for 
the locality including the Registered Buildings; What is proposed seeks to replace a mix of 
architectural height with a degree of uniformity thus losing much of the colour and character 
of the locality, particularly when seen as a whole, from South Quay; For No27, instead of a 3 
/ 4 storey gable-ended 3-4 bay warehouse with an uneven distribution of openings, the 
proposal is for 4 storey building increased in height from the original with a hipped roof with 
extensive overhangs, incorporating 5 half-dormers in the roof instead of only the structure for 
the former hoist above third floor level, a regular distribution of windows and a large glazed 
frontage for the ground floor; No 28 instead of a very modest corner building with tapering 
pitched roof, the proposal is for a series of flat roof terraces with glazed barriers and a 
standard non conservation related glazed frontage and signage onto both North Quay and 
Queen Street; These bear no resemblance to the characterful buildings or vernacular style 
that they propose to replace. The previous extant consents for renovation of No 27 did not 
perceive the existing ceiling heights of the upper floors to be a problem in the conversion;  At 
ground floor level the dominant 'windowscape' has no place in the heritage / character of the 
North Quay Conservation Area. Both rely on the use of much of the pavement for outside 
seating area; The proposals would not sit comfortably in the Street scape of North Quay and 
are therefore in themselves contrary to Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 General Policy 2 b, c, 
and g; All the replacement buildings except that on the corner are to be raised to the height 
of Merchant's House No 26 eaves level; and Isle of Man Natural History and Antiquarian 
Society therefore consider that while there is no objection to the proposed use (except of the 
amount of pavement use) in the application, the extent of demolition proposed is not justified 
by the architecture of the proposal which fails to match the varied character and former use 
of the existing particularly its Registered Buildings. 
 
The occupier (tenants - Manx Taxpayers' Alliance) of Merchants House, 24 North Quay write 
to support the scheme which can be summarised as (02.03.2022); the surrounding buildings 
are substantially dilapidated and empty buildings in desperate need of replacement; this 
proposal is an excellent development because it will substantially improve a section of the 
North Quay; area has a great potential and proposed development appears to offer 
opportunities to improve local business activity, provide a number if environmentally sensitive 
and low carbon apartments and to do all of this in a manner which is sensitive and respectful 
of the culture heritage of area. 
 
5.11 Other Comments 
5.11.1  The owner/occupier of 2 Glen View, South Cape, Laxey writes to object to the 
scheme which can be summarised as (13.08.2022); This application site is at the heart of 
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Douglas North Quay Conservation Area designated in 1990 and arguably contains the oldest 
extant buildings within it. The latter have subsequently been Registered "by reason of its 
special architectural and historic interest."; Registration which was not challenged was at a 
time when the building was in the same ownership as present; Subsequently a scheme to 
renovate the building along with redevelopment and refurbishment of others nearby was 
given consent PA 18/01334/CON & 18/01333GB; It is of significance that the renovation / 
refurbishment of Nos 27 - 28 (Newsons) was linked in terms of planning consent with the 
simultaneous consent of PA18/01329/B and 18/01330/CON) for 22-23 North Quay and 
PA18/01331/B and 18/01332/CON for 25 -26 North Quay. The reason for this was that from a 
financial point of view the development of the latter properties was stated to be necessary to 
support the relatively high cost of the repair, renovation and conversion of the Registered 
Buildings; It is also of significance that No 24 which appears to have been in a different 
ownership was not part of any of the above proposals. Nevertheless the potential developer, 
different from the current owner / developer, considered that a financially viable scheme 
could be undertaken; By way of contrast the current scheme includes No 24 and therefore 
enables the developer to make proposals which tie this building into the whole scheme and 
make it more financially profitable. Despite this however the developer says it is essential now 
to additionally demolish all the buildings apart from No 24 and including the Nos 27 - 28 , the 
Registered Buildings, to achieve economic success of the scheme as a whole; This in only two 
years since the previous scheme was approved on 11 March 2019; The application merely 
seeks to prove how it supports the business policy aspect of the Strategic Plan. This is not a 
requirement / justification under either planning policy or planning law for demolition of 
Registered Buildings; No financial study has been submitted to justify the current proposals; 
No apparent repairs have been undertaken particularly on the Registered Buildings and no 
reason given for this; No assessment has been undertaken as to the merits of alternative 
proposals for the site has been undertaken. With the exception of No 24 the whole emphasis 
is on the fact that wholesale demolition and redevelopment must be undertaken; The wording 
of Environment Policy 30 in relation to potential demolition of Registered Buildings does not 
state that only some criteria may be considered. All should be looked at; The application 
therefore does not comply with either Environment Policy 30 or Environment Policy 39; It is 
noted that the Department of Enterprise consider this site most of which has been 
deliberately left empty should be considered as 'brownfield ' and again, in its terms 
seemingly, equated to a greenfield site in an urban area ie only usable as a cleared site; This 
is in total contradiction to Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 Strategic Policies 1(a), 3(b), 4(a), 
and 5; It is noted that in the Appendix to the above Tynwald report, this North Quay site is 
not listed as a site that has been identified by the Planning Policy Division as a brownfield site 
despite the Registered buildings in this application being unoccupied at the time. In effect 
Department of Enterprise seem to be supporting / encouraging constructive neglect leading 
to demolition of Heritage buildings in the Island; Numbers 27 and 28 North Quay are highly 
valuable assets both in their vernacular appearance and their representation of the historic 
values and uses of the quay. Inevitably their vernacular architecture is not highly decorated; 
it is functional. This does not diminish their importance; the other buildings in this application 
while not deemed through Registration designation to be so important all add to the 
character of the Conservation Area; and the proposed design promotes increased scale, and 
dominance, and increased glazing all at the expense of the surviving character of the North 
Quay Conservation Area. This is not good sustainable practice. 
 
5.11.2 The owner/occupier of The Old Barn, Phildraw Road, Ballasalla writes to support the 
scheme which can be summarised as (27.07.2022); It had become a derelict eyesore and is 
clearly a less than functional building for the needs of current times and location; Whilst I can 
appreciate a desire to preserve historic buildings, in this case, my view is that there is a 
justified need to improve the attractiveness of the harbour for improved tourism attractions or 
local residents leisure needs and or even residential or better business use; The harbour can 
do so much more to become an attractive hub for locals and visitors to boost our economy 
and this is a golden opportunity not to be missed; and I encourage you to show flexibility 
over the registered status of the old building and allow change of use and larger footprint. 
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5.11.3  The owner/occupier of 9 Fort William, Douglas writes to object to the scheme which 
can be summarised as (20.08.2022); We are residents of Douglas Harbour and any planning 
application relating to Douglas Harbour, especially one impacting the North Quay 
Conservation Area, has an impact on us, on our property, and on our enjoyment of our 
environment and community; Former Newsons Trading Building (Nos 27 - 28) is Registered 
Building No 289 (Registered 13 April 2018) and is located in the Douglas North Quay 
Conservation Area; Registration is the highest level of protection and is evidence of its 
"special architectural or historic interest"; Furthermore, by virtue of its location together with 
Nos 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26 in a conservation area, the Cabinet Office has determined these 
properties lie in an area "of special architectural and historic interest the character or 
appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance"; Contary to EP 30, 31 & 35 of the 
IOMSP; Both the Registered Building Officer (DEFA) and the Inspector of Ancient Monuments 
(MNH) oppose these applications; The Honorary Secretary on behalf of the Isle of Man 
Natural History and Antiquarian Society similarly objects. To avoid duplication, suffice it for us 
to state that we concur fully with their assessment and conclusions in all respects; 
Additionally, ownership of a registered building brings with it obligations to safeguard its 
structure and "to ensure it is maintained in a good state of repair". The current owner of this 
building has manifestly failed to do so having left Nos 27 & 28 derelict for several years and 
additionally stripped the slates from the roof of No 28 in an apparent effort to hasten its 
deterioration; It appears that the first engaged structural engineers, Morton Partnership, and 
more recently Mann Williams engaged independently by DEFA consider the buildings as 
structurally sound though badly neglected by the owner. Those engaged more recently by the 
owner: Curtins and Structura opine the building as structurally unsound. Both cannot be 
correct; We have no experience of Mann Williams, but we have engaged Morton Partnership 
in relation to our own 19th Century home overlooking Douglas Harbour similarly constructed 
of Manx stone. As arguably the most experienced and respected heritage structural 
engineering consultancy in Britain we would be inclined to accept their assessment of the 
structural state of the buildings; Since 2016 the Isle of Man has been designated a UNESCO 
Biosphere Reserve of which "sustainability" is a key element; respected and innovative 
London property developer, Jacob Loftus - CEO of General Projects, wrote recently in 
connection with the public inquiry to demolish and rebuild a major landmark building in 
London: "It is clear now, given the extent of the climate emergency, that retrofit must be the 
default for our industry, and demolition a last resort unless very considerable benefits can be 
created to justify it." If the Isle of Man is committed to sustainability and decarbonisation this 
must be taken into consideration in all planning and construction decisions; A financial 
viability report for PA 22/00148/CON and PA 22/0149/GB should be requested before 
presentation to the Planning Committee to help ensure the North Quay Conservation Area 
does not also become blighted by failed development and these applications fail utterly on 
planning, heritage, and design grounds, as well as on environmental and sustainability 
grounds and should therefore be refused. 
 
5.11.4 The owner/occupier of Flat 1, Chandler House, 1, Ridgeway Street, Douglas objects to 
the application which can be summarised as (09.09.2022); My reasons for concern are there 
is very limited parking in the area as it stands and to build a new development incorporating 
up to possibly 10 apartments without parking spaces as well as staff and customer parking for 
the bar and restaurant seems badly thought out and will no doubt encourage parking on the 
pedestrian/ cyclist shared space that runs all along North Quay as often happens in the 
evenings as it is. 
 
5.11.5  The owner/occupied of 13 Victoria Terrace objects to the application (02.03.2022) 
which can be summarised as; We successfully converted Mariners Wharf in Peel by reusing 
the existing stone and timber building. It was very similar to the warehouse subject to this 
application. I think we need to be forward thinking and look for Continuity not Conservation - 
this site has been in use since 1790 as Douglas became the key port in the IOM and later the 
capital; and the dinosaurs are the developers and their agents who think demolition and 
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rebuild is the only solution. Jane Entwistle the President of the Institute of Structural 
Engineers in the presidential address January this year called for engineers to be more 
creative and explore ways of reusing structures and how she expects all new graduates to be 
fully up to date with reuse. Similarly the Architect Journal have been running a campaign for 
Retrofit first. Looking for a sustainable environment requires us to be inventive and reuse 
what we have. This application should be refused and the developers referred to the existing 
approval. 
 
5.11.6 Marlene M. Maska MLC (09.09.2022) writes in a personnel capacity and not part of the 
Building Conservation Forum comment; 
"I remain very concerned that should the Planning Committee, in early course, grant (inter 
alia) approval for the demolition of the building, this would 'set the tone' of the attitude 
relevant to the Registered Building and the subject matter of the Repairs Notice itself, due to 
be considered on 10th and 11th November 2022. This might be difficult to ignore and might 
be deemed to be prejudicial in terms of matters before the Court but related to a decision 
which is already being considered or determined, in the public domain. Whilst it might be said 
that if Planning Approval is granted, as a Statutory Consultee, MNH may Appeal the decision; 
my past experience, during my nine-plus years as the Isle of Man's first Building Conservation 
Officer, is that in such similar difficult cases, buildings are put increasingly and dangerously 
'AT RISK' when their uncertain future is being determined; and in the absence of opportunity 
and /or willingness to engage in the best interests of retaining/re-purposing the Registered 
Building and in the wider context of the Island's Built Heritage. Demolition of a Registered 
Building should be seen as a last resort, and only once all other options have been explored: I 
am very concerned that there may be an embedded determination by some parties, to make 
this building disappear! I shall be obliged if this submission can be made for consideration by 
the Planning Committee." 
 
5.11.7 The owner/occupied of Old School House, Laxey supports the application commenting 
(23.03.2022): 
"Were looking forward to seeing the regeneration of this site which will greatly improve the 
look of the marina and Barbary coast area." 
 
6.0 ASSESSMENT 
6.1 The only issues to consider for this Registered Building application are; 
o Impact upon the Conservation Area/Registered Building (StP4, EP30, EP34,  EP35, 
EP39, EP42, EP43 and Planning Policy Statements: 1/01 & UEP3 and Our Island Plan 2022); 
 
6.1 Statutory test 
6.1.1 Firstly, given the proposals involves the demolition of Registered Buildings and non- 
registered building which are all within a Conservation Area, the first consideration is the 
statutory tests, which have significant material planning consideration which are outlined 
within the Town and County Planning Act 1999. 
 
6.1.2 Section 16 (3) of the Town and Country Planning Act (1999) requires decision makers 
to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses in assessing works 
which may affect  registered building or its settings.  
 
6.1.3 In relation to the Registered Building (Nr 27 & 28 North Quay) this was added to the 
register in 2018 for the following reasons; 
"ARCHITECTURAL INTEREST AND/OR AESTHETIC QUALITY 
The premises are vernacular, made up of a typical 18th/19th Century quayside warehouse 
with a smaller building attached, of a shape that reflected the street layout.  They have an 
attractiveness and individuality that adds to the character of the conservation area. 
 
The rear of the buildings are less important. 
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HISTORICAL INTEREST 
The premises are important in reflecting the history of the Island and Douglas' growth as a 
port town." 
 
GROUP VALUE 
The building forms part of North Quay Conservation Area and is an integral part of the street 
scene. 
 
RARITY 
It is thought to be the last remaining warehouse building in this part of Douglas 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT: WHY IS THIS BUILDING IMPORTANT? 
There is a particular rarity to the premises in both its history and design that makes it worthy 
of registration and it is considered to be of important to the character and appearance of the 
conservation area." 
 
6.1.4 As outlined above and from comment's received from the Principal Registered Building 
Officer, Manx National Heritage and from various historical interest groups; it is clear the 
existing Registered Building has significant heritage assets being the last warehouse building 
in the area (quayside) reflecting the history of the area and Douglas as a port town.  The 
statutory test requires the decision maker to have special regard to the desirability of 
preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest 
which it possesses in assessing works which may affect registered building or its settings. 
 
6.1.5 When considering this aspect given the application is proposing to demolish the 
Registered Building, there will be a total loss of the building and therefore the impact will 
have a total loss of significance to the special architectural and historic interest of the 
registered building.  Accordingly, the proposal would fail Section 16 (3) of the Town and 
Country Planning Act (1999) and a refusal can be made on this ground. 
 
6.1.7 Further as the site is within North Quay Conservation Area as outlined, Section 18 (4) 
requires decision makers to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of conservation area in the exercise, with respect to 
any buildings or other land in the area, of any powers under this Act. 
 
6.1.8 There is no Conservation Appraisal for the North Quay Conservation Area (not unusual 
for older designations, this conservation area was adopted in 1990); however, the Principal 
Register Building Officer comments that; 
"The North Quay Conservation Area is an historic quayside it is of historic and architectural 
interest as a 18th century quayside that developed from plots that were divided and sold off 
from the Nunnery Estate, The Quay's development was key to the development of Douglas in 
becoming a prominent town and becoming capital of the Island. The quay is also a surviving 
remnant of historic Douglas that predates the 19th tourism boom most of which has been lost 
due to extensive urban clearance in the late 19th and early 20th centuries." 
 
6.1.9 The reasoning why the building was registered highlights that the registered building 
has an attractiveness and individuality that adds to the character of the conservation area and 
the building forms part of North Quay Conservation Area and is an integral part of the street 
scene.  Accordingly, the registered building is considered an important part of the character 
of the conservation area. 
 
6.1.10 Again, given the proposal would result in the total demolition of the registered building 
and results in a total loss of the building this would have a substantial harm to the character 
and appearance and history of conservation area and would neither preserve or enhance it.  
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Accordingly, the proposal would fail Section 18 (4) of the Town and Country Planning Act 
(1999) and a refusal can be made on this ground. 
 
6.1.11 Given the application fails the statutory test of Section 16 (3) and Section 18 (4) of 
the Town and Country Planning Act (1999) which have significant planning weight, the 
application/s can be refused on these grounds, without any further consideration of the 
application.  However, in order the completeness the following planning policy considerations 
have also been considered.  
 
6.2 Impacts upon the Conservation Area/Registered Building - Policy consideration 
6.2.1 As outlined within the proposal section of this report the works would involve the total 
demolition of Nrs 22, 23, 25, 26 and Nrs 27 - 28 North Quay.  The latter Nr 27 & 28 make up 
the former Newson's building which is a Registered Building.  The remainder of the buildings 
are not, but are within a Conservation Area. 
 
6.2.2 Dealing with the loss of the Registered Building first.  This is arguable the main issue 
with the application.  As indicated by the Principal Registered Building Officer, as the 
application affects a registered building it is a statutory requirement for the decision maker to 
have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building, its setting and any features 
of special interest S16 of The Act must be taken into account by the Department when 
making its decision. 
 
6.2.3 The Our Island Plan 2022 which was recently approved by Tynwald specifically 
comments on the protection and enhancement of our built heritage stating; 
"Ensure new developments align with our sustainability goals, existing homes can become 
more environmentally friendly and Conservation Areas are protected and enhanced". This is 
to ensure; "To ensure that planning is able to support high level strategic commitments for 
housing, economic growth, regeneration and protection and enhancement of our built 
heritage." 
 
6.2.4   Further, PPS 1/01 - POLICY RB/6 DEMOLITION and Environment Policy 39 both 
indicate that the general presumption will be in favour of retaining buildings which make a 
positive contribution to the character or appearance of the Conservation Area.  The 
supportive text (par 7.32.2 of the IOMSP) of EP39 indicates that when considering proposals 
which will result in demolition of a building in a Conservation Area, attention will be paid to 
the part played in the architectural or historic interest of the area by the relevant building and 
the wider effects of demolition on the building's surroundings and on the Conservation Area 
as a whole. In addition, consideration will be given to; 
1) the condition of the building;  
2) the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and the issue 
derived from its continued use (based on consistent long-term assumptions);  
3) the adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; and  
4) the merits of alternative proposals for the site. 
 
6.2.5 It is noted the application submission argues firstly that they do not consider the 
building is worthy of Registration.  However, this is not for consideration.  The buildings are 
and this application will not change that. The applicants/owners had the opportunity to 
appeal the Registration of the building but did not.  So that decision stands.  Further no 
application has been received to remove the building from the Register.   Accordingly, this 
application sole requirement is to determine whether the demolition of the building in 
accordance with EP39 and other relevant planning policies outlined and Government Aims 
which seek to protect the build environment and Conservation Areas. 
 
Condition 
6.3.1 In relation to EP39 policy the first aspect to consider is the condition of the Registered 
Buildings Nrs 27 & 28. Is should first be noted that when the previously approved scheme in 
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2019 where considered and approved by the Planning Committee the application included a 
Structural Surveys report as part of the application from the Morton Partnership who are 
Consulting Civil & Structural Engineers, Historic Building Specialists. In relation to the 
Registered Buildings and the proposed conversion of them into a café/bar/restaurant at 
ground and first floor and with business hub/club on upper floor. They comment and 
concluded that; 
"The general proposal is to convert the building historically used as a shop to restaurant and 
business club. The imposed loading for the proposed use is less than original, therefore the 
structure is deemed to be able to transfer the proposed load. It is understood that none of 
the existing column is to be removed. The proposed scope of demolition should not 
compromise the overall stability and safety of the building." 
 
6.3.2 And 
"27 North Quay  
5.3.1 We recommend to remove the vegetation and gutter blockages at front and rear eaves. 
Gutters need to be re-levelled to provide continuous falls to downpipes.  
 
5.3.2 Vegetation should be removed at: west and east gable wall including chimneys, rear 
wall and around the front pitch skylight. Any making good to mortar joints to be in NHL 5 
lime mortar. 
 
5.3.3 Due to significant erosion of the east gable wall mortar joints we recommend to repoint 
the complete area with hydraulic lime mortar NHL 5.  
 
5.3.4 Rear elevation missing stones should be reinstated to prevent further damage to the 
masonry.  
 
5.3.5 We suggest to replace the failed pattress plate at East end of the rear elevation to 
match existing.  
 
5.3.6 Failed timber lintels should be replaced with like for like as set out in 3.3.2.2 and 
3.3.2.12. 5.3.7 The missing brace in the roof truss should be replaced.  
 
5.3.8 The cracks between the front wall and the party walls should be carefully opened up for 
inspection. If there is no tie between the two then we recommend that helical reinforcement 
be inserted to tie the two together and the cracks made good with lime mortar.  
 
5.4 28 North Quay 
 5.4.1 We recommend to remove the vegetation and gutter blockages at eaves. Gutters need 
to be re-levelled to provide continuous falls to downpipes.  
 
5.4.2 Full roof finishes replacement may be considered due to overall poor condition. We 
suggest to make good and watertight the roof pitches, ridge and flashing against North Quay 
No 27 gable wall.  
 
5.4.3 We suggest to remove the embedded and rendered over downpipe at rear elevation to 
prevent external finishes gradual deterioration process.  
 
5.4.4 Decayed timbers within the roof should be repaired / replaced.  
 
5.4.5 The crack between the front wall and the party wall should be carefully opened up for 
inspection. If there is no tie between the two then we recommend that helical reinforcement 
be inserted to tie the two together and the cracks made good with lime mortar." 
 
6.3.3  In relation to the current application/s the applicant has employed the services of 
Curtins Consulting Limited and Structura Consulting Ltd to provide structural advice on the 
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buildings in question.  The applicants in support of the demolition of the Registered Buildings 
state; 
"2.11 Curtins' report on 27 and 28 is based on a visual inspection of the buildings and it also 
considers the Morton Partnership report on these buildings which was undertaken on behalf 
of Kay Associates and dated October 2018. The subsequent Structura Report was undertaken 
in November 2021 and was more invasive. All reports are contained in the appendices  
 
2.12 The Curtins report concludes that 27 is in a dilapidated condition and exhibits instability 
with significant adverse structural movement and significant deterioration of the structure. 
The building is considered not to be a robust structure due to its open plan layout and no 
internal cross walls, out of plumb and leaning walls and eccentric gravity loading with rotation 
and an outward bulge of the wall at first floor. Whilst steel rods have been introduced their 
impact is limited and they simply tie together the front and rear walls and, in some instances, 
are completely corroded. They suggest that the extent of lean and bulge to the rear wall is 
such that progressive adverse movement will arise and ultimately render the building unstable 
and in a dangerous condition. They suggest that it is not possible to predict the rate of future 
adverse movement and monitoring of the wall should commence and further significant 
adverse movement will make the building an unsafe structure. They are aware of the 
Registered status of the building but suggest that the structural works to prevent further 
adverse movement of the rear wall are unlikely to be successful in the long term and would, if 
introduced, severely impair the use of the building. The introduction of new internal cross 
walls or an internal steel braced frame on new foundations to resist horizontal forces from the 
lean of the wall could be introduced but at the position of the bow, further rotation is likely to 
arise and such measures will only slow the rate of future adverse movement and would also 
limit the use of the building.  
 
2.13 They recommend the demolition of the rear wall which would necessitate a complete 
shoring and internal support of the site, to retain the remainder of the building but where the 
retained elements of the building would not be readily usable with less than 2m high ceiling 
heights and a distorted internal floor structure. It is their opinion that the retention of the 
remainder of the building and demolition of the rear wall is not viable for a commercial 
developer.  
 
2.14 They describe 28 as in a very dilapidated condition and not safe to enter and the internal 
structure is in a state of collapse with the gable walls showing cracking and distortion and 
with an outward lean. They suggest that the building has been altered from its original 
external arrangement with a newer shop front opening which has weakened and overloaded 
the masonry supporting structure and replacement of some of the original stonework and its 
replacement with calcium silicate brickwork. In their view, despite the Registered status of the 
building, considering the extent of the deterioration, state of collapse, non-original layout and 
weakened structure, the refurbishment of the structure of the building for future is not a 
viable option for a commercial developer and they would recommend full demolition.  
 
2.15 They comment that the Morton Partnership report does not make any reference to the 
significant adverse structural movement to the rear wall, the gable wall or the front wall, floor 
and truss deflections and the assessment of the condition of the building must make 
reference to these structural defects. It also fails to make reference to the 6.3m wide shop 
front alteration which has weakened the structure, the non-original layout and materials 
which in Curtins' opinion, are fundamental to the retention of the building. A photograph is 
provided of the original frontage with the door and two smaller windows looking out over 
North Quay.  
 
2.16 The Structura Report identifies significant structural movement since the Curtins Report 
and that both buildings are structurally unstable and in danger of imminent collapse." 
 
6.3.4 Further the applicants comment; 
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"2.54 As a consequence of this Report which was issued to both Building Control and the 
Planning Authority, public safety measures were implemented in November 2021 which are 
still in place. The Planning Department then commissioned their own Structural Report from 
Conservation Specialists Mann Williams. Their Engineer Mr John Avent spent less than half an 
hour in his inspection and concluded that No.28 demonstrated structural failure and instability 
and that the southeast corner be propped and retained pending more permanent repairs. The 
nature of the permanent repairs is not stated however and nor is there any indication of how 
they may be carried out. In its present state this building is considered dangerous by 
Structura and the propping of one corner will not make it safe to carry 'more permanent 
repairs'. Indeed, the building is so fragile that whilst it is possible to create an internal support 
structure, the condition of the random stone walling interwoven with timber wallplates that 
will have to be removed makes it impossible to tie the fabric back to it. The Mann Williams 
Report is silent on the method and the Structura view is that no safe or effective method is 
possible.  
 
2.55 As a consequence of the above in December 2021 the applicant commissioned Holland 
Contracting and Conservation to carry out an assessment of the hazards in in implementing a 
scheme of repairs. Holland Contracting are a specialist conservation contractor based in the 
West Midlands and they inspected no. 27 & 28 North Quay on 22nd December 2021. Their 
Company has over 40 years of experience in building restoration and building relocation. 
Their approach has enabled the restoration of buildings thought to be beyond repair and 
consequently the applicant thought it appropriate that they potentially could offer a safe 
scheme of restoration. Their subsequent Reports issued to the Applicant however stated that 
the works suggested by Mr Avent could not be carried out safely. Furthermore, they state 
that the only way to stabilize the north wall of no.28 would be to take it down and rebuild it. 
Holland contracting also recommend that further monitoring of the building be undertaken to 
determine if ongoing movement is taking place. Structural monitoring of the building took 
place in March 2021 and this survey is contained in the appendices. The rear wall in particular 
has significantly distorted in two directions despite the Patrisse restraints that have previously 
been applied. This process has continued before after the public safety measures took place 
in December 2021 and has demonstrated that movement is ongoing.  
 
2.55 Mann Williams further states that structural failure is as a consequence of poor 
maintenance and neglect. The applicant agrees that the building has had very little if any 
maintenance for the 20-30 years previous to their recent ownership however many of the 
structural defects are unrelated to water ingress. For example, the de bonding of cross walls, 
torsion of the timber trusses and instability of the rear wall.  
 
2.56 With reference to no.27 Mann Williams acknowledge the separation of south wall and 
west gable wall and the lack of restraint to the gable wall. They recommend the creation of 
an internal frame which takes support from floors and columns to enable stabilization of 
structure and the carrying out of repairs. Structura have re examined the building and 
produced a response to the Mann Williams Report (attached in appendices) - which effectively 
concludes that it is an oversimplification of the complex and varied issues which the building 
has. The risks associated with the suggested repairs are significant and could potentially 
result in building collapse, or injury to operatives in the process, or both." 
 
6.3.5 In response the Department sought independent advice on the structural stability of 
the building and employed the services of Mann Williams and Jon Avent, a CARE Accredited 
Conservation Engineer, member of the IHBC, advisor to the National Trust on their Specialist 
Advisor Panel and with over 30 years experience in the inspection and appraisal of historic 
and listed buildings.  Mr Avent undertook a pre-arranged visit to carry out a visual inspection 
of the building and has considered the number of structural reports have been commissioned 
previously. 
 
6.3.6 The conclusions of Mann Williams states; 
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"4.01 Number 27 and 28 North Quay have suffered from a lack of maintenance in recent 
years and are in need of care and attention to remedy that situation.  
 
4.02 Number 28 has suffered from poorly implemented historical alterations that have 
resulted in local failure and instability that requires attention reasonably urgently. It is 
suggested that the south east corner is propped and restrained to reduce the risk of 
movement pending more permanent repairs.  
 
4.03 Number 27 is a more substantial building that has areas of local weakness that has 
resulted from neglect and poor maintenance. The failure to maintain roof finishes has allowed 
water ingress to the east gable with resulting decay to timber purlin bearings with 
consequential reduction in restraint to the gable wall. In the temporary/short-term this could 
be stabilised by the introduction of internal bracing frames at attic level. The robust internal 
floor structures and internal columns would provide adequate support for this solution.  
 
4.04 At the intersection of south wall and west gable wall to number 27 there is historical 
separation, however there has been no evidence presented by Structra Consultants Ltd to 
identify any progressive movement. It is, however, acknowledged that this local separation 
has potential to reduce the lateral restraint to the from elevation and it would be sensible to 
implement stitching repairs which would be relatively easy to install. There are specialist 
contractors able to carry out this work using proprietary systems such as Cintec Anchoring 
which is widely used. https://cintec.com/reinforcement-anchoring/buildings-architecture/  
 
4.05 Areas of water ingress have locally resulted in isolated timber decay and it is considered 
essential that the roof finishes are repaired as a matter of urgency to protect the fabric and 
internal structure from decay.  
 
4.06 As part of the commission for this inspection and report a meeting held on site with Mr 
Kerwick of Structura Consulting Ltd on 20th November 2021 sought to provide the 
opportunity for the building owners appointed consultant to present the actual evidence of 
recent progressive movement to support what has previously only been their expressed 
opinions. No evidence was forthcoming or presented by Mr Kerwick of Structra Consulting Ltd 
at the meeting.  
 
4.07 In conclusion we would state that no evidence has been identified that would support a 
case for the demolition of number 27 and 28 North Quay and the building is not in danger of 
imminent collapse as stated by Structra Consulting Ltd. We would advise that the south east 
corner of 28 North Quay is provided with temporary support as soon as reasonably possible 
to provide protection in this locally vulnerable location..  
 
4.08 As a protected building it is obligated on the owner to repair and maintain and a 
significant proportion of the current condition of the building is a result of failure to meet this 
obligation." 
 
6.3.7 No response to the above findings have been made by the applicants. 
 
6.3.8 As outlined by Morton Partnership, Mann Williams and highlighted by the Registered 
Buildings Officer; there appears little or no maintenance of the building in recent years and 
this is further evident by the removal of the slate roof at Nr 28 and not reinstated; leaving it 
open to elements.  There is no evidence provided by the submission that any maintenance 
has been undertaken or the recommendations of the Morton Partnership in 2018 for repairs 
works being done.  However, it is extremely clear from the findings and conclusions from 
Mann Williams who are structural experts in the field of historic and listed buildings that the 
existing Registered Buildings are not in a state of immediate collapses as suggested nor are 
they in such poor condition they cannot be reused i.e. as has been approved in 2019.   
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6.3.9 Accordingly, the application fails this aspect of the policy.  Further, as outlined in 
section 6.1 of this report Section 16 (3) requires considerable weight the statutory duty 
required is high priority to desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features 
of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses taking into account the value of 
the heritage asset in question. Not all effects are of the same degree, nor are all heritage 
assets of comparable significance, and the decision maker must assess the actual significance 
of the asset and the actual effects upon it.   As outlined it is considered for the reasons within 
Section 6.1 the proposal would have a total loss of significance to the special architectural 
and historic interest of the registered building.  Accordingly, the proposal would fail Section 
16 (3) of the Town and Country Planning Act (1999) and a refusal can be made on this 
ground. 
 
Cost of repairing and maintaining 
6.4.1 Regarding the second part of the policy, the cost of repairing and maintaining it in 
relation to its importance and the issue derived from its continued use (based on consistent 
long-term assumptions).  As mentioned previously, there does not appear to have been any 
repairs /remedial works done to the existing buildings.  The Mann Williams also comments 
that no such works have been undertaken in recent times.  The applicants have agreed that  
"…that the building has had very little if any maintenance for the 20-30 years previous to 
their recent ownership".  No viability report has been provided which demonstrates that 
retention of the building is not viable.  To the contrary the previous approved applications did 
have a viability report and did consider this and considered it was viable to converted the 
existing Registered Buildings in 2018/19.  Accordingly, the proposal therefore fails this aspect 
of the policy requirement. 
 
The adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use 
6.5.1 The application does not provide any evidence that efforts have been made to retain 
the buildings in use.  No evidence has been provided of any potential advertising the property 
for rent etc.  The extant approval have not been commenced.   It fails this aspect of the 
policy. 
 
The merits of alternative proposals for the site 
6.6.1 As outlined earlier in this report the proposed replacement buildings would not be 
unattractive feature in the street scenes and would provide bar/restaurants at lower ground 
level and 10 apartments above.  It needs to be considered that the land use designation of 
the site is Mixed Use - albeit the Area Plan specifically indicates leisure only.  Accordingly, as 
mention previously this proposal may not full comply with the aim of the Area Plan and 
therefore reduces the "merits".  The previously approved scheme had resultant (i.e. leisure 
uses) at upper floors.  This proposal does not. 
 
6.6.2 Comments from the Registered Building Officer are also noted in terms of the 
replacement buildings who comments; 
 
"While I consider the overall scale of the replacement buildings to be generally respectful of 
the character of the conservation area there is still an overall increase in massing which lacks 
any justification. I consider that improvements could be made to the massing and detailing of 
the buildings…" 
 
6.6.3 And 
"The detailing of the "replacement" warehouse reads as inauthentic, the use of half dormer 
detail is lacking any context or local distinctiveness and is not found outside of domestic 
settings on the island." 
 
6.6.4 And 
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"The replacement for No28 results in a building far larger in scale and massing than the 
historic structure, the stepping down terracing and creation of outside balcony space lacks the 
character that the diminutive corner building provides…." 
 
6.6.5 Accordingly with these comments in mind it is not considered the merits of alternative 
proposals for the site outweigh the strong presumption against the demolition of the existing 
building.  Further it is noted that with the extant approval which would result in a 112 cover 
restaurant and bar and residential apartments on the site; it has been demonstrated that the 
retention of the Registered building and new build elements can be achieved on this site; 
without the need to demolition the Registered Buildings.    Therefore, the proposal is 
considered to fail this final aspect of the policy. 
 
6.6.6 In conclusion it is considered in relation to PPS 1/01 - POLICY RB/6 DEMOLITION and 
Environment Policy 39 the proposal would be contrary to them. 
 
IMPACT ON CONSERVATION AREA - Demolition of building and new development 
6.7.1 There are two main elements to consider in terms of the impacts upon the 
Conservation Area, firstly the demolition of buildings within a Conservation Area and second 
the potential impact of the whole development upon the character and quality of the 
Conservation Area.  The reasoning why the registered buildings are consider to have 
significant importance and why the building was registered in 2018 and why the building has 
a significant impact upon the character and quality of the North Quay Conservation Area are 
outlined within paragraph 6.1.4 of this report. 
 
6.7.2 Regarding the first part the proposal results in the demolition of Nrs 22, 23 and 25 & 
26.  Please see sections 1.0.4 and 1.0.6 for details of each building.  It should be noted the 
previous approved applications did included Nrs 22 & 23 in the scheme being retained in part, 
namely the whole of the front façade and part of the rear facade only.  It did proposed to 
demolish 25 & 26, albeit Nr 26 is a cleared site in the original building having been destroyed 
by fire a number of decades ago and asbestos sheeting installed to front elevation and roller 
shutter door. 
 
6.7.3 In terms of policy Environment Policy 35 indicates that 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. Environment Policy 39 indicates that there will be general 
presumption will be in favour of retaining buildings which make a positive contribution to the 
character or appearance of the Conservation Area.  Paragraph 7.32.2 of the IOMSP goes into 
additional detail and outlines that in additional to the above there will also be consideration 
to:  
o the condition of the building;  
o the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and the issue derived 
from its continued use (based on consistent long-term assumptions);  
o the adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; 
 o the merits of alternative proposals for the site. 
 
6.15.4 Planning Policy Statement 1/01 - Conservation of the Historic Environment of the Isle 
of Man CA/2  and CA/6 also requires consideration; albeit this outlines similar consideration to 
the polices indicated above.  As mention earlier in this report, Section 16(3) of the Town and 
Country Planning Act (1999) also requires that the Department shall have special regard to 
the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural 
or historic interest which it possesses. 
 
Nrs 22 & 23 
6.8.1 In relation to Nrs 22 & 23 the Morton Partnership undertook a structural survey of the 
building as part of the previous approved application which converted and extended these 
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buildings.  The conclusion of this report was the buildings where;  "Both front and rear 
elevations appear to be in satisfactory structural condition. There are minor cracks to the 
render but this is natural for elevations exposed to thermal action.".  They recommended a 
number of repair works and further investigation.  However, the applicants of the previous 
application who commissioner the structural report considered the front and rear external 
walls being structurally capable of being retained and incorporated into the approved scheme. 
 
6.8.2 The current applicants have undertaken their own structural report on these buildings 
(Curtins) and have raised concern of the findings of Morton Partnership.  They have 
concluded that; 
"Due to the number of structural defects discovered and the difficulty, or impossibility of 
correction Curtins concluded that 'due the extent of dilapidation, cellular plan layout of the 
property and difficulties in providing longevity to the structure we would recommend 
complete demolition of the properties'.". 
 
6.8.3 The applicants also comment that; 
"3.2.3 It had been suggested by the earlier Morton Report that both the front and rear 
elevations appear to be in good structural condition and from this conclusion a scheme of 
façade retention was proposed by the owner/applicant.  
 
3.2.4 Curtins Report however was more specific in its content and identified that widespread 
render cracks were visible extending between windows and door heads were exhibiting decay 
and spalling. The render cracking also suggests the timber window heads within the walls are 
decaying and it is impossible to prevent this decay or remove these lintels without major 
structural support works. The friable mortar in these walls will also adversely affect their long-
term stability.  
 
3.2.5 Significant sagging in the floors was noted by both reports however Curtins Report is 
again specific in that the existing joists are undersized and would either need replacing or 
reinforcing.  
 
3.2.6 Sagging in the roof structure was also noted which is as a consequence of roof tile 
replacement being heavier than the original covering.  
 
3.2.7 For all these reasons and more listed in their Report we believe Curtins recommendation 
for complete demolition can be fully justified.  
 
3.2.8 In addition, these buildings have been extensively altered over the years. Curtins report 
notes that the window openings are not original and commercial shopfronts have been 
added. It is also apparent that these buildings do not contribute significantly to the 
Conservation Area by comparison to Merchants' House adjacent which obviously does." 
 
6.8.4 The structural report also comment on the merits of retaining the front elevation 
(North Quay) of the building and raises a number of concerns.  It indicates that;  
"…the wall must be laterally restrained with a temporary shoring system extending from 
basement level. The shoring system adds to complexity in the demolition process. Under the 
Isle of Man Construction, Design and Management Regulations 2007, Designers must reduce 
risks, and the introduction of the shoring system and retention of the façade represents 
increased risk in the demolition process. To our knowledge retention of facades with 
demolition has rarely been undertaken on the Isle of Man and the skills held by demolition 
contractors on the island are not suited to retention of a façade. Thereafter to provide 
longevity to the retained wall / façade, all the timber lintels must be replaced which will result 
in demolition of approximately 25% of the wall construction to facilitate lintel replacement. 
Due to the friable nature of the mortar, in the wall further damage to the façade will relatively 
easily arise from any accidental falls of materials during the demolition process. Taking 
account of the non robust nature of the wall, non original window apertures, extent of 
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reconstruction to replace lintels and introduction of additional risk for demolition, we are of 
the opinion that 22 and 23 North Quay be demolished in whole including the façade." 
 
6.8.5   The Registered Building Officer in response has commented; 
"No 22-23 were in part retained by extant approvals 18/01329/B and 18/01330/CON, 
however the current application fails to demonstrate that any attempt has be made to try to 
work with the existing structures nor has it demonstrated this is not possible in terms of 
fabric or economic viability.  No evidence has been submitted to show that any meaningful 
repair or maintenance has been undertaken during their current ownership with the minimum 
of at least try to prevent any further decline in their condition." 
 
6.8.6 The existing buildings considering on their own context do not have significant 
architectural interest and arguably have lost a number of original features; including chimney 
stacks, original roof altered, perhaps taller roof added (a new roof has been added as noted 
by structural report), sliding sash windows removed and alterations to the ground floor to 
create shop windows.  Eves decorative details have also been lost to Nr 23.  It is also noted 
that the previous scheme proposed to remove the majority of the building; only leaving the 
front and sections of the rear façades.   It is also noted that to retain the existing front faced 
will require to remove 25% of the existing facade to make the necessary repairs to the lintels.   
 
6.8.7 Accordingly, while it is noted the concerns of the Registered Building Officer, it is 
considered given the existing properties in question individually are not of high architectural 
value and have had significant alterations in the past and would result in further loss to 
repair, it is considered the principle of the loss of these buildings is acceptable. 
 
Nrs 25 & 26 
6.9.1 Again details of these buildings are within sections 1.0.6 & 1.0.7 of this report.  As 
outlined by the Registered Buildings officer Nr 25 was permitted to be demolished (& 26) as 
the loss of the building was considered justifiable because of overall heritage benefits of the 
entire scheme which included the repair and reuse of the registered building.  The current 
proposals have made no attempt to do so and therefore without the benefits and 
justifications of the extant approvals. 
 
6.9.2 It first should be noted that the structure currently occupying Nr 26 is the asbestos 
sheeting structure which was installed a number of decades ago when the original building 
was demolished following a fire.  There are no objections to the removal of this structure.  
This currently has a negative visual impact upon the Conservation Area and the adjacent 
registered buildings.  Its removal is a beneficial aspect of the proposal. 
 
6.9.3 In relation to Nr 25, again a structural report was undertaken by the Morton 
Partnership.  This did not appear to raise any significant structural issues with the building, 
only making recommendations for repairs, clearing gutters etc.  Again the applicants have 
since undertaken a further structural report (Curtins) which concluded that Nr 25 is in a very 
dilapidated condition with the front wall being supported on two steel beams which are 
severely corroded. The front wall as a consequence is not robust and is unstable. Curtins 
further recommend its demolition as a temporary shoring system is impractical for a number 
of reasons. The report also indicated that the Morton report does not mention these steel 
beams or their condition and concludes very few remedial measures are necessary. These 
conclusions miss the serious structural issues that this building exhibits and does not address 
them. 
 
6.9.4 The existing building (Nr 25) does have a greater level of architectural interests 
compared to Nr 22 & 23; albeit again has been altered in the past.  The changes include the 
installation of a large more modern shop window at ground floor level, original windows 
removed.  Further Nrs 25 and 26 share a party wall, which is understood could not practicably 
be retained on demolition of 25 North Quay.  It is noted that it was previously accepted that 
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these buildings could be demolished, albeit as outlined due to the overall benefits of the 
scheme.   
 
Impacts upon the Conservation Area 
6.10.1 Turning to the second issue, this is a main issue to be considered in the assessment of 
this application, which is the impact of the proposed development upon the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area.  The Department has a duty to determine whether 
such proposals are in keeping with not only the individual building, 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 which 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.  As mention earlier in this report, Section 18(4) of the 
Town and Country Planning Act (1999) also requires that the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing its character or appearance in the exercise. 
 
6.10.2 The Registered Buildings officer indicates that; "As previously stated all the structures 
date to the 19th Century and form part of the historic quayside townscape by virtue of their 
scale, massing and survival they make a positive contribution to the character of the 
Conservation area. The scheme proposes their total loss."  
 
6.10.3 As outlined within section 6.4, in terms of the general form, scale and design, while 
there are elements of concerns; overall if the site was a blank site and the proposed scheme 
was being considered on this basis, then the proposal would likely be considered appropriate.  
However, that is not the case.  The proposal includes the removal of Registered Buildings and 
non-registered buildings.  
 
6.10.4 It is considered the replacement of the Nrs 22 & 23 and 25 & 26 individually is 
acceptable in principle for the reasons outlined previously, namely the existing buildings are 
not individually considered to be architecturally of interest given alterations in the past and 
being rather plain in form and appearance which can be easier to replicate.  It is agreed 
however that they add to the collective historical quayside which forms the character and 
quality of the Conservation Area.  It is considered the replacements of these with the new 
buildings would still retain this character and therefore could be considered to preserve the 
Conservation Area.  The works on Nr 26 represent an enhancement. 
 
6.10.5 However, this is not considered the case for the registered buildings Nrs 27 & 28.   
These buildings play an important part of the quayside and the Conservation Area, being 
individual and unique buildings in this area.  The proposals while not unattractive do not 
replicate the existing in terms of character and appearance.   Accordingly, it cannot be argued 
that the loss of the registered building can preserve or enhance the Conservation Area and 
therefore is contrary to EP35 and PPS 1/01 - CA/2. 
 
7.0 CONCLUSION  
7.1.1 As outlined in this report the main concern of the application centres on the 
Registered Building (Nrs 27 & 28) and the proposed demolition of these.  EP30 of the 
Strategic Plan and RB/6 of PPS1/01 are quite clear that there is a presumption against the 
demolition of registered buildings.  The buildings in question are the oldest building on the 
quay and also the last remaining historic quayside warehouse which therefore makes them 
unique.  It has also not been demonstrated that they could not be retain and converted for 
similar uses as currently proposed or alternative uses.  The loss of these buildings would be 
to the detriment of the conservation area where no clear and convincing justification has 
been made. The proposals would fail to preserve the registered building the loss of which 
would fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area and 
are contrary to polices Section 16 (3) and Section 18 (4) of the Town and Country Planning 
Act (1999), GP4, EP30, 35 and 39 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016; policies RB/6, CA/2 
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and CA/6 of PPS1/01 and the Our Island Plan 2022.  Accordingly, it is consider a refusal on 
these grounds could be made. 
 
7.1.2 If the loss of the Registered Building is accepted and subsequently it must also be 
accepted that such loss would also not preserve or enhance the Conservation Area; then it is 
considered the proposed scheme could be considered acceptable in terms of the form, mass, 
design and finishes (subject to conditions) and would sit appropriately within the street 
scenes and North Quay. 
 
8.0 CONDITIONS 
8.1.1 Should the Planning Committee approve the application subject to a S13 Legal 
Agreement, the following conditions are recommended; 
 
C 1. The works hereby granted registered building consent shall be begun before the 
expiration of four years from the date of this consent. 
 
Reason:  To comply with paragraph 2(2)(a) of schedule 3 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1999 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented registered building consents. 
 
C 2. No development shall commence until a bat survey has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Department. The bat survey shall identify impacts on bat species 
together with mitigation, where appropriate, including a timetable for its implementation. The 
development shall not be carried out unless in accordance with the approved details. 
 
Reason:  To provide adequate safeguards for the bats. 
 
Approved Drawing and Plan numbers: 
This approval relates to the submitted documents and drawings reference numbers all 
received; 
 
08.02.2022  
10 00 
10 01 
10 02 
10 03 
10 04 
10 05 
10 08 
10 101 
12 01 
12 02 
12 03 
 
Design and Access Statement prepared by SAVAGE + CHADWICK Chartered Architects dated 
February 2022 with includes the following appendices; 
A Curtins Consulting Engineers Reports  
B The Morton Partnership's Reports  
C Structura Engineers Report  
D Mann Williams Report  
E Structura Response  
F Holland Contracting Reports  
G JBA Flood study  
H Structural Movement Analysis 27/28 North Quay 
 
9.0  INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
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9.1  By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Registered Buildings) Regulations 2013, 
the following 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; 
(c) Manx National Heritage; and  
(d) The local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated 
 
9.2 In addition to those above, the Regulation 9(3) requires the Department to decide 
which persons (if any) who have made representations with respect to the application, should 
be treated as having sufficient interest in the subject matter of the application to take part in 
any subsequent proceedings relating to the application.   
 
9.3  The Department of Environment Food and Agriculture is responsible for the 
determination of planning applications.  As a result, where officers within the Department 
make comments in a professional capacity they cannot be given Interested Person Status. 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 26th September 2022 
 
 
 

Item 5.4   
Proposal : Erection of a building to provide a Veterinary Practice 
Site Address : Kennaa Farm Stables 

Kennaa Equestrian Centre  
Kennaa Road 
St Johns 
Isle Of Man 
IM4 3LW 

Applicant : Mrs Agnieszka & Mr Lukasz Kuberka 
Application No. : 
Planning Officer : 

22/00464/B- click to view 
Mr Paul Visigah 

 
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 26 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) Order 2019 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning approvals. 
 
C 2. The building hereby approved shall be removed and the ground restored to its former 
condition in the event that it is no longer used or required for the approved purpose. 
 
Reason: The building has been exceptionally approved solely to meet the stipulated need 
and its subsequent retention would result in an unwarranted intrusion in the countryside. 
 
C 3. The building may only be used for veterinary business on the site and as described in 
the application documents. 
 
Reason: The countryside is protected from development and an exception is being made on 
the basis of the equestrian and veterinary need only. As such, the building may only be used 
for the purposes for which it is approved. 
 
C 4. The new building, and only that part of the site defined within the red line boundary, 
may be used for the approved Veterinary business. No approval is hereby granted for the 
use of other buildings or sites within the broader site area (defined by the blue boundary) 
for the approved use. 
 
Reason: the countryside is protected from development and an exception is being made on 
the basis of the equestrian and veterinary need. 
 
C 5. 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 (Drawing No. 
21/26/01 and 21/26/05). Such areas shall not be used for any purpose other than for 
access, parking and turning of vehicles associated with the development and shall remain 
free of obstruction for such use at all times. 
 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=22/00464/B
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Reason:  To ensure that sufficient provision is made for safe access, off-street parking and 
turning of vehicles in the interests of highway safety. 
 
C 6. Notwithstanding the submitted details, details of site layout to create two mobility 
impaired parking provisions (spaces) within the site shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Department. The parking areas shall be provided to accord with the approved 
plan and permanently retained as such. 
 
Reason: In the interests of highway safety. 
 
Reason for approval: 
Overall, the proposal is considered acceptable in terms of both equestrian/veterinary need 
and visual impact and broadly accords with GP3, EP1 and EP's 19, 20, 21 and 14 of the 
Strategic Plan. 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
It is recommended that the owners/occupiers of the following properties 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 4(2): 
 
Cranstal, 31 Copse Hill Douglas, 
41 Clybane Rise, Douglas, 
22A Ormly Avenue, Ramsey, 
Rocksholme, Rocky Road, Bradda East, Port Erin, 
Apartment 5, Slieau Ree Apartments, Snugborough Avenue, Union Mills, 
The Lodge, Oak Hill, Port Soderick, 
Bon Accord, Rhencullen, Kirk Michael, 
Green Gates, Main Road, Castletown, 
 
As they are not within 20m of the application site and the development is not automatically 
required to be the subject of an EIA by Appendix 5 of the Strategic Plan, in accordance with 
paragraph 2B of the Policy. 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THIS APPLICATION IS REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMITTEE AS THE DEVELOPMENT IS 
CONTRARY TO THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN BUT IS RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL 
 
1.0 THE SITE 
1.1 The application site is the footprint of an existing equestrian building, hardstanding 
area, and connecting access which is within the estate of Kennaa Stables which sits within the 
Kennaa Equestrian Centre, Kennaa Road, St Johns. The site which is the subject of this 
application sits to the southeast of the main group of building on the broader site area. 
 
1.2 The existing building within the site building within the site has a footprint (external) 
measuring 441sqm, and has part of its elevation linked to the large equestrian building within 
the broader site area. The large equestrian building screens this building from public views 
when approaching the site from Kennaa Road, with views only attainable when within the 
farm and in front of the access to this part of the centre. There is significant tree clusters on 
the land situated on the south-eastern boundary of the application site. The site has access to 
parking for about 22 vehicles. 
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2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
2.1 Planning approval is sought for the Erection of a building to provide a Veterinary 
Practice. The proposal would involve demolishing the existing equestrian building on site with 
footprint measuring 441sqm, and its replacement with a new veterinary practice building 
measuring 515sqm external footprint (74sqm larger than the existing). 
 
2.2 The new building would be 28.2m long, 18.2m wide, and 4.6m high (3.3m to the 
eaves). The building will have its external walls make of dark green metal profiled panels on 
the upper sections, while the lower part of the building would be finished in smooth rendered 
finish (painted). The roof would have dark green metal profiled panels over, with a section of 
translucent panels over the equine clinic. The roller garage doors would be made of insulated 
composite aluminium - black finish, while the doors and windows would be black UPVC units. 
 
2.3 The new building will provide for 4 consultation rooms, and equine clinic, CT scanner 
& X-ray room, orthopaedic surgical theatre, surgical instrument sterilisation room, endoscopy 
& routine surgical theatre, physiotherapy & laser treatment room, euthanasia room, 
contagious disease room, isolation room, preparation/recovery room, pharmacy, dog ward, 
reception area, utility room, offices, and WC's, all served by a linking corridor. 
 
2.4 Additional Information provided as application details states the following: 
o Proposed veterinary practice at its maximum will have 10 full time and 2 part time 
employees requiring 11 parking spaces. 4 examination rooms with a 30-minute appointment 
slot, allowing for a possible 50% over run, 6 spaces will be required. In total number of car 
parking spaces for the veterinary practice is 17.  
o Vehicular access will not be changed and has visibility splays of 97m & 44m, 2.4m 
back from the road edge. The entrance is well established, used daily on a regular basis.   
o On average vehicles visiting the centre from 7am to 8pm are in the region of 105 
vehicles. (Liveries, employees, arena rentals & vets).   
o The development will have 21 spaces and 1 disability space (22 in total).   
o It is the intention to use the existing septic tank which is under the sand arena; once 
the property has been purchased the capacity of the tank will be established and if 
inadequate it will be replaced. 
o The operating hours are as follows: 
- 9am to 6pm 
- Out of hours emergencies only.  
 
2.5 The applicants have provided a Planning Statement which states the following: 
o The Business, Medicor Veterinary Practice Ltd has been established for 4 years, 
starting with a workforce of three, and have gained trust among its clients within a brief 
period. 
o Due to this success, the business has outgrown its current premises in terms of 
accommodating staff, as well as existing and potential clients. 
o Currently there is no equestrian clinic & rehabilitation centre on the island. The 
applicants are looking to create a world standard medical centre for small and large animals 
on the island that will allow service to animals locally without the necessity to travel to the 
United Kingdom. 
o To create such a facility, space and human resources are required, and the new 
premises will allow the practice to fit in more diagnostic equipment for existing & potential 
patients. 
o Presently Medicor Vets is based in the countryside, and as such they would like to 
remain in the rural surroundings as the rural location allows access to a safe environment to 
exercise the animals in a controlled, safe, and adapted area. 
o Until now the focus was only on small animals, the new location and the existing livery 
which stables fifty plus horses will give the practice the opportunity to provide a service for 
larger animals and especially equestrian needs. 
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o Kennaa Equestrian Centre is an established and well renowned horse business on the 
Island. Creating the premises at Kennaa would boost both businesses as clients of both often 
seek the consistency of the services and if possible, they would keep all their animals in one 
safe place. 
o Their goal is to obtain a CT scanner and MRI facilities that will allow the practice to 
introduce an advanced diagnostic centre, enabling them to introduce spinal and joint 
replacement surgeries on the island. 
o They intend to create 4 consult rooms and 3 surgical wards for small animals and a 
bespoke equestrian clinic to accommodate space for 2 vets and a stable for stationary 
treatment for horse patients. 
o The rural location would be ideal as space is needed to allow the rehabilitation and 
exercise for horses. 
 
3.0 PLANNING POLICY 
3.1 The site lies within an area designated on the Town and Country Planning 
(Development Plan) Order 1982 as within or very close to an area of Woodland and within a 
wider area of High Landscape Value and Scenic Significance. The site is not prone to flood 
risks, there are no registered trees on site, although large sections of the site are classed to 
be within a registered tree area. This is, however, no reflective of the current site conditions 
as the sections of the site marked to be within the registered tree area comprises 
hardstanding areas. 
 
3.2 Given the location of the site in an area not zoned for development, there is a 
presumption against development as set out in Environment Policies 1 and 2, and General 
Policy 3. However, there are policies and texts which support equestrian-related 
developments, as follows: 
 
3.3 "7.15 Equestrian Pursuits  
7.15.1 Equestrian activities are becoming increasingly popular in rural areas and on the 
fringes of our towns and villages. These activities can generally take place only on open, rural 
land, and often represent a useful way of diversifying traditional farming. The use of land as 
grazing land falls within the definition of agriculture (section 45 of the 1999 Town and 
Country Planning Act), and does not therefore involve development, but the keeping of 
horses and the operation of equestrian activities generally do involve development and may 
have an adverse impact on the appearance and character of the countryside. Sensitive siting 
and high standards of design, construction, and maintenance are necessary to ensure that 
there are no such adverse impacts. Whilst horses should be well housed, it will seldom be 
appropriate to use cavity-wall construction for stables, since such buildings may too easily be 
adapted for residential uses, so thwarting other policies of this Plan. Where new buildings are 
necessary, they should be sited close to existing building groups, and designed not only to 
blend with their surroundings but also to suit their specific purpose." 
 
3.4 Environment Policy 19 states: "Development of equestrian activities and buildings will 
only be accepted in the countryside where there will be as a result of such development no 
loss in local amenity, no loss of high quality agricultural land (Classes 1 and 2) and where the 
local highway network can satisfactorily accommodate any increase in traffic (see 
Environment Policy 14 for interpretation of Class 1 and 2)." 
 
3.5 Environment Policy 20 states: "There will be a presumption against large scale 
equestrian developments, which includes new buildings and external arenas, in areas of an 
Area of High Landscape or Coastal Value and Scenic Significance unless there are exceptional 
circumstances to override such a policy." 
 
3.6 Environment Policy 21 states: "Buildings for the stabling, shelter or care of horses or 
other animals will not be permitted in the countryside if they would be detrimental to the 
character and appearance of the countryside in terms of siting, design, size or finish. Any new 
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buildings must be designed in form and materials to reflect their specific purpose; in 
particular cavity-wall construction should not be used." 
 
3.7 Following policies within the Strategic Plan are also considered relevant: 
3.7.1 Transport Policy 4:  
"The new and existing highways which serve any new development must be designed so as 
to be capable of accommodating the vehicle and pedestrian journeys generated by that 
development in a safe and appropriate manner, and in accordance with the environmental 
objectives of this plan." 
 
3.7.2 Transport Policy 7: The Department will require that in all new development, parking 
provision must be in accordance with the Department's current standards. 
 
3.7.2.1 Appendix 7 Standards: 
Medical / health services - 3 spaces per consulting room plus staff parking. 
 
3.7.3 Environment Policy 2: 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. 
 
3.7.4 Environment Policy 4 protects biodiversity (including protected species and designated 
sites). 
 
3.7.5 Environment Policy 14: Development which would result in the permanent loss of 
important and versatile agricultural land (Classes 1-2) will not be permitted except where 
there is an overriding need for the development, and land of a lower quality is not available 
and other policies in this plan are complied with. This policy will be applied to (a) land 
annotated as Classes 1/2 on the Agricultural Land Use Capability Map; and (b) Class 2 soils 
falling within areas annotated as Class 2/3 and Class 3/2 on the Agricultural Land Use 
Capability Map. 
 
3.7.6 It would also be vital to consider the following policies within the Strategic Plan; 
General Policy 2, Infrastructure Policy 5, Community Policy 11, Community Policy 7 and 
Community Policy 10. 
 
4.0 PLANNING HISTORY 
4.1 The application site has not been the subject of any previous planning application that 
is considered to be specifically relevant to the assessment and determination of the current 
scheme. It is, however, considered that the site is part of a larger equestrian development 
which has an established presence within the broader site area. 
 
5.0 REPRESENTATIONS 
Copies of representations received can be viewed on the government's website. This report 
contains summaries only.  
 
5.1 The Department of Infrastructure (DOI) Highways Division have stated that the 
proposal raises no significant road safety or highway network efficiency issues. Accordingly, 
Highway Services Development Control raises no objection to the proposal subject to all 
access arrangements including visibility splays to accord to Drawing No. 21/26/01 and 
21/26/05 and to increase the mobility impaired parking provision to two spaces. 
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5.2 German Parish Commissioners have not made any comments regarding the 
application although they were consulted on 20.04.2022/ 08.08.2022. 
 
5.3 The Owners/occupiers of the following properties support the application: 
o Cranstal, 31 Copse Hill Douglas (26.04.22/27.04.22); 
o 41 Clybane Rise, Douglas (26.04.22); 
o 22A Ormly Avenue, Ramsey (26.04.22); 
o Rocksholme, Rocky Road, Bradda East, Port Erin (26.04.22); 
o Apartment 5, Slieau Ree Apartments, Snugborough Avenue, Union Mills (28.06.22); 
o The Lodge, Oak Hill, Port Soderick (28.06.22); 
o Bon Accord, Rhencullen, Kirk Michael (01.05.22); 
 
5.3.1 These support the application on the following grounds: 
o A facility that replaces 'off Island' treatment with local expertise is a massive step 
forward for both owners and the animals - large and small. 
o Inability of the island current facilities to provide quality care for spinal injuries. 
o There is no CT scan/MRI facility currently on the island. 
o Having the facility on island would reduce treatment times for animals. 
o The transportation of sick animals to the UK is not only a logistical challenge at times, 
but also unsafe. 
o The scheme would keep revenue on the island 
 
5.4 The Owners/occupiers of Green Gates, Main Road, Castletown, object to the 
application on the following grounds (10 June 2022): 
o Notice has not been displayed, 
o The proposed parking is inadequate as it does not meet the Strategic Plan standards, 
o Kennaa road is also narrow and often difficult to navigate, 
o Poor visibility and access, 
o The proposed plans would not meet veterinary hospital standards (not a Planning 
matter). 
 
5.5 In response to objections to the scheme, the applicant's agent has provided a 
response dated 13 June 2022 which states the following topics:  
o Planning notice has been issued by the planning department and displayed 
appropriately. 
o Based on the comments placed on the planning portal referring to the Strategic Plan 
parking standard, we are required to provide 3 spaces for each consulting room (which 
includes the consultant's space) and staff parking. 
o 11 (staff members) minus 4 (consultants) = 7 staff parking spaces required. 
o 4 (consultant rooms) x 3 parking spaces per room = 12 consultant parking spaces 
required. 
o 22 parking spaces have been proposed. 
o A dedicated space for equine clinic vehicles will be provided. 
o A road safety appraisal has been carried out and we are in consultation with the 
Highways Department. 
o We can assure the planning department that all areas of the proposed veterinary 
practice will meet current veterinary standards. 
 
6.0 ASSESSMENT 
6.1  There are two fundamental issues to consider in the assessment of the current 
application are: 
i. The acceptability of the Principle of the proposed development, 
ii. Visual impact on the wider countryside, 
iii. whether there would be adverse impacts on highway safety,   
iv. impact on neighbouring amenity, and 
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v. Loss of high quality agricultural soils. 
 
6.2 PRINCIPLE OF THE DEVELOPMENT (GP 3, EP 20, AND PARAGRAPH 7.15.1)  
6.2.1 The Strategic Plan seeks to direct new development towards existing settlements in 
order to protect the amenities of the Island's countryside. There is, however, a number of 
exceptional forms of development that can take place in areas that are not zoned for 
development either because their location is essential or because they result in little or no 
harm. Equestrian development, by virtue of its requirement for land, is generally located 
within rural areas. However the main consideration from a planning perspective is whether 
the development would have an unacceptable impact upon the character and amenities of the 
countryside. 
 
6.2.2 Whilst it is noted that the scheme would not cater wholly to equestrian needs given 
that the veterinary practice would cater for other animals such as dogs and cats, it would 
offer the much needed care for horses on the island given the scarcity of such practice on the 
island and the growing ownership of horses on the island as evidenced in the number of 
applications for the stabling of horses.  
 
6.2.3 The reasons provided by the applicant are that there is currently no equestrian clinic 
and rehabilitation centre on the island, and that they are looking to create a world standard 
medical centre for small and large animals on the island that will allow service to animals 
locally without the necessity to travel to the United Kingdom, are also worth considering. 
Besides, the fact that the facility would be situated within a large equestrian facility which 
holds a significant number of horses, and where there a number of events which attracts 
horses and their owners to the site would serve to make the scheme sustainable, as it would 
be located where horses frequently visit. This would serve to ensure that they can continue to 
provide the needed support to horses, as well as other animals brought to the site for care.  
 
6.2.4 From the information submitted and comments received from members of the public, 
it is evident that the business has a large client's base with a growing operation, and the 
information submitted would appear to clearly identify a need for the service within the 
equine sector and for livestock kept on farms within the island. Granting the operations within 
the building is not particularly equestrian as it is not a conventional equestrian need, its 
operations will support equestrian operations and facilitate veterinary care for other small and 
large animals alike, and as such it is considered that the proposal accords with the provisions 
set out in GP 3(h), and EP20. It is also vital to note that this scheme would clearly benefit the 
large livestock production currently on the island and which are also located within the 
surrounding countryside given its situation and proximity to farm operations by virtue of its 
location. 
 
6.2.5 Accordingly, it is considered the principle of the proposed development is acceptable 
and therefore complies with General Policy 3, Environment Policy 20 and Paragraph 7.15.1 of 
the Strategic Plan. 
 
6.3 VISUAL IMPACT ON THE WIDER COUNTRYSIDE (EP 21 AND EP2) 
6.3.1 In terms of visual impacts on the site and surrounding countryside, it is considered 
that the proposed building would be sited at a part of the site where the dominant views are 
towards the large equestrian arena, and where the existing tree on the southern boundary 
and within the registered tree area would provide constant screening from distant views from 
the south and eastern boundaries. Thus, the proposed building would be seamlessly 
integrated into the existing building group and built form on the broader site area without 
undue impact on the surrounding landscape. 
 
6.3.2 In terms of the siting, scale, colour, form and materials of the proposed building, it is 
considered that the building which is similar in appearance to the existing buildings on site, 
seeing the external walls would be made of dark green metal profiled panels on the upper 
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sections, while the lower section would be finished in smooth painted rendered finish. The 
green colour of the roof and cladding would also provide a level of camouflage from the open 
nature of the countryside.  It is also considered that the building would not be visible from 
public vantage points along the surrounding highway due to the nature of the site boundary 
and tree enclosures set up around the building. Accordingly, the proposal in terms of design, 
finish and siting would comply with the requirements of EP 21. 
 
6.3.3 The scheme would also not result in the loss of biota on site or any of the trees 
around the site as the building would be sited on an area of the site currently made up of 
hardstanding and not suitable for hosting biota. This would be compliant with the 
requirements of Environment Policy 2 (a) which seeks to ensure that development would not 
harm the character and quality of the landscape. 
 
6.4 IMPACT ON HIGHWAY SAFETY (TP4 and 7) 
6.4.1 In terms of highway safety impacts, it is considered that the site lies within a group of 
buildings for a mix of uses which includes tourist accommodation, gymnasium, residential, 
equestrian and agricultural and along an adopted highway which has perhaps a surprising 
amount of buildings, much of which is associated with Kennaa Farm or Kennaa Stables, and 
which have serves development here without creating undue highway safety and functionality 
concerns. Granting the scheme would result in some increase in traffic towards the site, it is 
not considered that this increase would be significantly higher than the traffic previously 
associated with the replaced building on the site which provided additional equestrian 
facilities within the broader site area, or unduly increase the traffic volumes to an extent that 
would detrimentally impact the properties in the locality.  
 
6.4.2 It is also considered that there is sufficient parking alongside which will accommodate 
the vehicles which would be generated by the use as proposed as there would be 12 spaces 
available to serve the consulting rooms, with the additional 10 spaces providing for 2 mobility 
impaired parking spaces and 8 additional free parking to serve other users of the site. 
Likewise, the advice offered by DOI Highways who are the professionals tasked with 
providing professional advice on highway safety concerns confirm that there would be no 
concerns with parking and highway safety. As such, it is not considered that there would be 
any concerns with regard to parking and highway safety resulting from the proposed 
development.  
 
6.5 IMPACT ON NEIGHBOURS (GP2) 
6.5.1 In terms of impacts on neighbouring amenity, it is considered that the nearest 
neighbour to the application site is 'Kennaa House' which is situated about 93.3m east of the 
proposed development, with the existing trees and mature landscaping on the site boundaries 
serving to further screen the development from these neighbours. It is also considered that 
the activities within the Kennaa equestrian facility, Kenna Farm, and Former Stables Kennaa 
Estate are such that would not be materially altered by the new development which is more 
aligned to the equestrian use of the broader site area. As such, it is not considered that any 
impact on the neighbours would be sufficient to warrant refusal of the scheme. 
 
6.6 LOSS OF HIGH QUALITY AGRICULTURAL LAND (EP's 14 and 19) 
6.6.1 EP19 allows for equestrian development provided that they do not result in the loss of 
high quality agricultural land. EP14 also states that development which would result in the 
permanent loss of important and versatile agricultural land (Classes 1-2) will not be permitted 
except where there is an overriding need for the development. High quality agricultural land 
is defined as being Class 1/2, Class 2/3 and Class 3/2 as annotated on the Agricultural Land 
Use Capability Map. The proposal site is shown as being Class 3 and as such falls outside the 
defined land protected by EP's 14 and 19. Evidence from the submitted pans and 
photographs indicate that the land is currently occupies a building with the surrounding land 
used as hardstanding for parking and other uses on the site. As such, the development would 
not remove the land from agricultural use. 
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7.0 CONCLUSION 
7.1 In summary, the proposal is considered acceptable in terms of equestrian need, 
benefit to livestock, and visual impact, and broadly accords with the aforementioned policies 
of the Strategic Plan.  The application is therefore recommended for approval. 
 
8.0 INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
8.1 By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) Order 2019, the 
following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) the applicant (including an agent acting on their behalf);  
(b) any Government Department that has made written representations that the Department 
considers material;  
(c) the Highways Division of the Department of Infrastructure;  
(d) Manx National Heritage where it has made written representations that the Department 
considers material;  
(e) Manx Utilities where it has made written representations that the Department considers 
material;  
(f) the local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated; and  
(g) a local authority adjoining the authority referred to in paragraph (f) where that adjoining 
authority has made written representations that the Department considers material. 
 
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 above who should be given Interested 
Person Status 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 26th September 2022 
 
 
 

Item 5.5   
Proposal : Proposed erection of dwelling 
Site Address : Land To The West Of 17 Royal Park 

Royal Park 
Ramsey 
Isle Of Man 
 

Applicant : Hartford Homes 
Application No. : 
Planning Officer : 

22/00520/B- click to view 
Mr Peiran Shen 

 
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 26 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) Order 2019 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning approvals. 
 
C 2. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Permitted 
Development) Order 2012 (or any Order revoking and/or re-enacting that Order with or 
without modification) no extension, enlargement or other alteration of the dwelling(s) hereby 
approved, other than that expressly authorised by this approval, shall be carried out, without 
the prior written approval of the Department. 
 
Reason:  To control development in the interests of the amenities of the surrounding area. 
 
C 3. The development hereby approved shall not be occupied until the means of vehicular 
access has been constructed in accordance with the approved plans. 
 
Reason:  In the interests of highway safety. 
 
C 4. The development hereby approved shall not be occupied 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 5. No development shall take place until full details of soft landscaping works have been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Department and these works shall be carried 
out as approved.  Details of the soft landscaping works include details of new planting 
showing, type, species, size and position of each.  All planting, seeding or turfing comprised 
in the approved details of landscaping must be carried out in the first planting and seeding 
seasons following the completion of the development or the occupation of the dwelling, 
whichever is the sooner.  Any trees or plants which die or become seriously damaged or 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=22/00520/B
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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 landscape setting to the development 
and protecting biodiversity 
 
C 6. Details of the secure cycling storage, as showing no drawing no. 10-01 shall be 
approved by the department in writing before its erection or installation and maintained 
thereafter. 
 
Reason; for the avoidance of doubt. 
 
Reason for approval: 
This application is considered to comply with General Policy 2 and Transport Policy 7 of the 
Strategic Plan and Residential Design Guide July 2021. 
 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
It is recommended that the owners/occupiers of the following properties 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 4(2): 
 
Owners/Occupiers of 12 Rheast Mooar Avenue, Ramsey 
Owners/Occupiers of 17 Royal Park, Ramsey 
 
as they satisfy all of the requirements of paragraph 2 of the Department's Operational Policy 
on Interested Person Status. 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THIS APPLICATION IS REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMITTEE AS THE OFFICER'S 
RECOMENDATION IS CONTRARY TO THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE LOCAL AUTHORITY. 
 
1.0 THE SITE 
1.1 The application site is the land to the west of 17 Royal Park, Ramsey. 
 
1.2 The site is a rectangular vacant plot of land of some 300sqm (10 x 30m) at Royal Park 
on the northern bend of this road within a predominantly residential area of Ramsey.  
 
1.3 The west boundary is with 12 Rheast Mooar Avenue. Trees and hedges are screening 
the side boundary of the site abut the garden, which sits at a slightly elevated position to the 
west of the site and has a patio window and kitchen window facing onto the site. 
 
1.4 The east boundary is with 16 and 17 Royal Park, a pair of semi-detached dwellings. 
Further towards the east are a terrace and more semi-detached dwellings sharing similar 
characters with 16 and 17 Royal Park. 
 
2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
2.1 The proposed work is the erection of a dormer bungalow. It sits closer to the west 
boundary of the site.  
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2.2 The dwelling consists of a pitched roof main dwelling and a mono-pitched roof front 
porch. The main dwelling is approx. 5.4m wide, projects approx. 9.4m and has a height of 
7.4m. The roof overhand would add another approx. 0.8m in width and 0.6m in projection. 
 
2.3 The proposed dwelling will have a living/dining room, a kitchen and a toilet on the 
ground floor. There will be three bedrooms and a bathroom on the first floor. 
 
2.4 The site will have a driveway on the north boundary and in front of the dwelling.  
There will also be a front garden formed with lawns and new plantations. 
 
3.0 PLANNING HISTORY 
3.1  Phase One, Fields 131161, 131047 & 134070, Ormly Fields with access vie Vollan 
Crescent - Proposed detailed House types for phase 1 of residential development comprising 
of 46 plots was APPROVED under PA 04/02310/B. 
 
3.2 Fields 131161, 131047, 134070,131049 and 131085 Ormly Fields with access vie 
Vollan Crescent - Proposed residential estate layout comprising of plots, road, and sewers for 
111 mixed density dwellings with associated open space and landscaping was APPROVED 
under PA 04/02311/B.  
 
3.3 Erection of a dwelling was REFUSED under PA 08/02191/B. The reason was the 
proposal would create a negative impact on the amenity of 12 Rheast Mooar Avenue and 
result in the loss of an area of public open space and detract from the character and 
amenities of the estate. 
 
3.4 Erection of a detached dwelling with associated parking was REFUSED at Appeal 
under PA 18/01106/B. The proposal is of similar mass to that of the PA 20/01063/B but the 
design is different. 
 
3.5 Proposed Erection of a 3 Bed Dormer Bungalow was REFUSED at Appeal under PA 
20/01063/B. The proposal is approx. 1m wider and 1.3m lower than the current application. 
They share a similar projection. The proposal consists of a two-storey dormer bungalow with 
an extension pitched and a front and rear dormer. 
 
3.6 The Inspector's Report list the reason for recommending refusal as the proposed 
dwelling "looks cramped on this narrow site" and therefore it "adversely affects the spacious 
nature and character of this part of the estate". The final reason for refusal on the decision 
notice is that the proposal would "be out of keeping and harmful to the appearance and 
character of the streetscene in this part of Royal Park, contrary to General Policy 2(b) and 
2(c) and Environment Policy 42 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016." 
 
4.0 PLANNING POLICY 
Site Specific 
4.1 The site is within an area designated as Proposed Residential in the Ramsey Local Plan 
1998. However, the surrounding area has been developed for residential use. This is reflected 
in the draft of the Area Plan for the North, which designated the area as predominantly 
residential. The Area Plan is currently under public consultation. Therefore, the area, in 
general, will be assessed as Predominantly Residential. 
 
Strategic Policy 
4.2 The Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 contains the following policies that are considered 
materially relevant to the assessment of this current planning application: 
 
Principles of Developments 
4.3 General Policy 2, which provides an overall requirement for all development, states:  
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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 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; 
(j) can be provided with all necessary services; 
(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." 
 
Visual Design 
4.4 Strategic Policy 3 and Housing Policy 6 focus on the visual design of developments, 
they state that the design should take account of the local materials, character and identity of 
its immediate locality, in terms of buildings and landscape features. 
 
Environment 
4.5 Strategic Policy 5 states: 
"New development, including individual buildings, should be designed so as to make a 
positive contribution to the environment of the Island." 
 
Parking 
4.6 Transport Policy 7 states:  
"The Department will require that in all new development, parking provision must be in 
accordance with the Department's current standards." 
 
4.7 Appendix 7.6 states that for typical residential development, there should be 2 spaces 
per unit, at least one of which is retained within the curtilage and behind the front of the 
dwelling. 
 
Other 
4.8 Community Policy 7, 10 and 11 state that the design of new development must, as far 
as is reasonable and practicable, pay due regard to existing best practise such as to prevent 
criminal and anti-social behaviour and outbreak and spread of fire. In addition, development 
should also provide proper access for fire-fighting vehicles and adequate supplies of water for 
fire-fighting purposes." 
 
4.9 Infrastructure Policy 5 particularly states that "Development proposals should 
incorporate methods for water conservation and management measures to conserve the 
Island's water resources." 
 
PPS and NPD 
4.10 There is no relevant Planning Policy Statement or National Policy Directive that applies 
to this application. 
 
5.0 OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
Strategy and Guidance 
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5.1 The Residential Design Guide (July 2021) guides the design of new houses and 
extensions to an existing property, as well as how to assess the impact of such development 
on the living conditions of those in adjacent residential property. 
 
5.2 RDG 2.0 sets out key considerations regarding achieving sustainable development 
both in the design and the physical construction process. 
 
5.3 RDG 3.0 sets out key considerations regarding design issues for new homes. 
 
5.4 RDG 3.1.3 states: 
"Nevertheless, it is important that the design of new residential developments, including their 
scale (including height), form, layout/orientation, and detailed design (including the materials 
used) is informed by and respects both the nature of the development site and the character 
of the neighbouring buildings and surrounding area." 
 
5.5 RDG 5 sets out key considerations regarding architectural details. These include 
window details and external finishing. The general idea is that development should fit in with 
the street scene and the building itself. 
 
5.6 RDG 6 "The Wider Site" sets out some key considerations regarding boundary 
treatment, trees, the driveway, and the front garden. 
 
5.7 RDG 7 sets out key considerations regarding the impact on neighbouring properties. 
These include the potential loss of light/overshadowing, overbearing impact upon outlook and 
overlooking resulting in a loss of privacy. 
 
6.0 REPRESENTATIONS 
6.1 Ramsey Town Commissioners objects to this application (04.07.2022). The comment 
states that "The application site was not included for development when the estate was 
initially laid out, being intended as public open space. The proposed dwelling does not respect 
the site and the surroundings in terms of the siting, layout, scale form, design and 
landscaping of buildings and spaces around them as set down in General Policy 2(b) and 2(c) 
of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016. In addition, it would adversely affect the amenity of 
local residents or the character of the locality. The proposal has the appearance of a property 
which has been squeezed into a narrow plot and will always look out of keeping with the rest 
of the estate." 
 
6.2 DoI Highway Services does not oppose this application (23.05.2022). The comment 
states that there are no significant road safety or highway network efficiency issues. 
 
6.3 DEFA Ecosystem Policy Team does not object to this application (07.06.2022). The 
comment states that the proposed native landscaping and bird brick are more than enough to 
make up for the loss of the existing hedge and these biodiversity provisions should be 
conditioned. 
 
6.4 Owners/Occupiers of 1 Royal Park (04.06.2022) and 12 Rheast Mooar Avenue 
(08.06.2022) wrote in objection to this application. The material considerations include 
negative impacts on outlook and privacy and a sense of overbearing. 
 
6.5 The comments mentioned in section 6.4 also contain these non-material 
considerations: disturbance caused by the construction of the proposal and disruption to 
hedges along the boundary. 
 
7.0 ASSESSMENT 
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7.1 The main considerations for this application are the principle of the development 
(particularly its land use), its impact on the character and streetscene of the area, on parking 
and neighbouring amenities. 
 
Principle of the Development 
7.2 One contention surrounding the site is its land use designation. Previously, PA 
18/01106/B was initially refused on the grounds that the proposal would result in the loss of 
an area of public open space, which was within the approval of PA 04/02310/B. However, this 
reason was not included in the reason for refusal by the Minister at the time. 
 
7.3 The inspector for the 2018 application also noted that although the front part of the 
site was shown as landscaped open space in the original 2004 approval, it was not designated 
as a public open space for protection. Since there are other open spaces within the 
surrounding area, and the proposal would still have a landscaped front garden, the 2018 
proposal is not considered to negatively impact the appearance of the site and the immediate 
area because of its proposed front garden. 
 
7.4 The comments and the recommendations of the Inspector have significant planning 
weight and are a material consideration which must be taken into account when determining 
this current application. The decision made by the Minister carries even more planning 
weight. Accordingly, it is considered that a refusal on the grounds of the loss of "Open Space" 
in itself would not be advisable, nor could it be sustained in an appeal. 
 
7.5 Similar comment was given within the appeal of PA 20/01063/B. The inspector agrees 
with the previous inspector's report and also noted that material planning considerations have 
changed since the 2008 refused application. 
 
7.6 In summary, it is considered the principle of developing the site for residential use is 
acceptable. It is to be noted that this is not an automatic reason to allow the proposal, as its 
impacts on other matters in this report still need to be assessed. 
 
Character and Streetscene of the Area 
7.7 This is arguably the main issue of the previous two proposals and the reason these 
previous applications were refused. The previous application proposed a dormer bungalow 
property that had a greater footprint than the current application. It also had a narrower gap 
to both the west and east boundaries (with 12 Rheast Mooar Avenue and 17 Royal Park). 
 
Character and Streetscene - Previous Applications 
7.8 The inspector for the 2020 application states that "the detached bungalow would 
appear both diminutive in relation to its two-storey and more substantial neighbours and that 
it would appear to be cramped on the narrow plot. It was, therefore, considered to be out of 
keeping and harmful to the appearance and character of the street scene in this part of Royal 
Park." 
 
7.9 The inspector continues to state that: the spaciousness character of this part of the 
Royal Park is a result of the semi-detached houses and the two end-terraced houses keeping 
a good distance from their respective boundaries on their open sides. The eastern wall of the 
proposed dormer bungalow, on the other hand, cannot mimic the western wall of No. 17 to 
leave as wide a gap as those between the pairs of semi-detached houses and the terraced 
houses." In addition, the inspector points out that the proposed would be the only detached 
house in this part of the Royal Park. 
 
7.10 While the narrow gap around the boundary would harm the character of the area, the 
inspector also considers that "the proposed detached dormer bungalow would still look 
cramped on this narrow site." 
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7.11 In summary, the concern was around the form (detached), scale and layout (width of 
the house compared to the width of the site) of the proposal. 
 
Character and Streetscene - Current Application 
7.12 The current proposal is different from the 2020 application in terms of scale and 
layout. The proposal is taller but narrower. The height of the dwelling (7.3m) is similar to the 
height of 17 Royal Park (7.7m), and the width is also similar to that of 17 Royal Park. The 
space between the boundary and the dwelling wall is also similar for these two properties 
(2.8m for the proposal and 3.2m for 17 Royal Park). These amendments make the proposal 
sharing more similarities with the existing dwellings in scale and layout. 
 
7.13 While still being detached, the proposal has a very different approach to design 
compared to the previous application. The proposal has the gable facing the road, while the 
previous proposal has a pitched roof the same as the existing one. There is no dormer on the 
roof but the proposal does keep the mono-pitched porch to increase resemblance with 17 
Royal Park. 
 
7.14 In summary, compared to the previously refused application, the current proposal has 
much more resemblance to the other existing dwellings on Royal Park. Therefore, it is 
considered that there is no negative impact on the character and streetscene of Royal Park. 
 
7.15 It is also closer to its western boundary. The minimum distance to the west boundary 
has been reduced to 1m compared to the previous 1.5m. Considering the hedge on the 12 
Rheast Mooar Avenue side has a screen the property from being visible at the Royal Park 
side. It is considered that there is no negative impact on the character and streetscene of 
Rheast Mooar Avenue. 
 
7.16 In summary, it is considered that the proposed dormer bungalow would sit better than 
the previously proposed bungalows. Furthermore, the design of the bungalow and its size, 
form and layout, while still smaller compared to other properties in the street scene, is now of 
a size which overcomes the comments of the Inspector who had concerns that the bungalow 
design "would appear both diminutive in relation to its two-storey and more substantial 
neighbours but, at the same time, would appear to be cramped within the width of a narrow 
corner plot". Overall; while a balanced decision, it is considered the proposal would fit much 
better with the street scene, whilst not appearing cramped within the site. 
 
Parking and Traffic 
7.17 The proposal contains two off-road parking spaces and there is no objection from 
highway services. Therefore, it is considered that there is no negative impact on parking or 
traffic. 
 
Neighbouring Amenities 
7.18 1 Royal Park is located to the north of the proposed dwelling at least 20m away from 
the new dwelling. Between the two properties is a fence which is to be retained and new 
landscaping is proposed to be planted along this boundary. Within the southern elevation of 
this neighbouring property, there are a total of six windows (three at ground level (kitchen 
dinner) and three dormer windows (bedroom/bathroom). The new dwelling would have a 
single bi-folding door at ground floor level (kitchen diner) and two dormer windows 
(bedrooms). These would be greater than the general guide (Residential Design Guide) which 
seeks a 20m gap to be retained between directly facing windows, especially primary habitable 
rooms (lounges/kitchen diners). In this case, this gap would be retained and with the existing 
fence line and future landscaping proposed; overlooking would not be so significant to 
warrant a refusal. Again, given the distance the proposal is from the neighbouring property 
and given the size/scale/height of the proposed dwelling; it is not considered the proposal 
would have significant adverse impacts through loss of light and/or overbearing impact. 
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7.19 12 Rheast Mooar Avenue is located to the southwest of the proposed dwelling 
measuring between 7.8m and 12.4m to the new dwelling. Between the two properties is 
mature hedgerows (approximately 2.5m to 3m in height) which are all to be retained. The 
applicants have also indicated that the floor level of the neighbouring property would be 1.5m 
above that of the ground level of the new dwelling. The proposed dwelling is also set back 
from this neighbouring property; therefore the side kitchen window of Nr 12 would not be 
impacted in terms of overbearing impact upon outlook, albeit the existing landscaping current 
prevents significant views outside the site. Furthermore, the applicants have also undertaken 
the '45 degree approach' (as outlined within the Residential Design Guide) and the height and 
position of the new dwelling would not cause concern in this respect. The sun's orientation 
(east to west) and the position of the new dwelling in relation to Nr 12; again raise no 
concern to warrant a refusal. There are also no proposed windows which have direct views 
into any window of this property to also cause concern. Overall, while there will be an impact 
of a dwelling upon the occupants of Nr 12, it is not considered the impacts are so adverse to 
warrant a refusal. 
 
7.20 The current proposal is approx. 1.1m higher than the previous proposal. To 1 Royal 
Park, the distance between dwellings does not change; to 12 Rheast Mooar Avenue, the 
impact of the proposal still does not outweigh the impact of the existing hedges. Therefore, it 
is considered that the impact on these neighbours did not change and the assessment from 
the 2020 application still stands. 
 
8.0 CONCLUSION 
8.1 The proposal is considered to comply with General Policy 2 and Transport Policy 7 of 
the Strategic Plan and Residential Design Guide July 2021. Therefore, it is recommended for 
an approval. 
 
9.0 INTEREST PERSON STATUS 
 
9.1 By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) Order 2019, the 
following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) the applicant (including an agent acting on their behalf);  
(b) any Government Department that has made written representations that the 
Department considers material;  
(c) the Highways Division of the Department of Infrastructure;  
(d) Manx National Heritage where it has made written representations that the 
Department considers material;  
(e) Manx Utilities where it has made written representations that the Department 
considers material;  
(f) the local authority in whose district which the land the subject of the application is 
situated; and  
(g) a local authority adjoining the authority referred to in paragraph (f) where that 
adjoining authority has made written representations that the Department considers material. 
 
9.2 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 above who should be given Interested 
Person Status. 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 26th September 2022 
 
 
 

Item 5.6   
Proposal : Installation of larger junction and pedestrian crossings and 

the creation of a highway and footpath with associated works. 
Site Address : Balthane Junction 

Douglas Road 
Ballasalla 
Isle Of Man 
IM9 2DJ 

Applicant : Department Of Infrastructure 
Application No. : 
Senior Planning 

Officer : 

22/00567/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 26 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) Order 2019 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning approvals. 
 
C 2. No development may be commenced nor any equipment, machinery or materials be 
brought onto the site for the purposes of the development until fencing has been erected in 
the location shown on the approved site plan (OTP-100322 by Manx Roots) in accordance 
with the recommendations of Section 6.2.2 of British Standard 5837:2012. The fencing shall 
be maintained in position until the development is complete. Within the Construction 
Exclusion Zone implemented in accordance with this condition, nothing shall be stored, 
placed or disposed of above or below ground, the ground level shall not be altered, no 
excavations shall be made, no mixing of cement or use of other contaminating materials or 
substances shall take place, nor shall any fires be lit, without prior written consent of the 
Department. The CEZ implemented in accordance with this condition shall be maintained in 
position until the development is complete. 
 
Reason: to ensure that all trees to be retained are protected from development during 
construction. 
 
C 3. No site clearance, preparatory work or development shall take place until a tree planting 
specification is submitted to and agreed in writing by the Department. Where applicable the 
tree planting specification shall adhere to the recommendations of BS8545:2014 (Trees: 
from nursery to independence in the landscape - recommendations) and in all cases shall 
include details of all trees to be planted, including a) their quantity, location (or density), 
species and size at date of planting; b) the approximate date when they are to be planted; 
and c) how they will be maintained until successfully established. The tree planting shall take 
place as agreed and any trees or plants (including those retained as part of the 
development) which within a period of 5 years from the completion of the development die, 
are removed, or, in the opinion of the Department, become seriously damaged or diseased 
shall be replaced in the next planting season with others of similar size and species, unless 
the Department gives written consent to any variation. 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=22/00567/B
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Reason: to ensure that the development is appropriately landscaped to sit comfortably and 
acceptably in its location. 
 
Reason for approval: 
The proposed widening of the existing Junction and pedestrian crossing with footpath and 
link to the bypass has been designed in accordance with the General Policy 2 and Transport 
Policy 2,34,5,6,8 and is recommended for approval. 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
It is recommended that the owners/occupiers of the following properties 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): 
 
Wayside Cottage, Station Road Ballasalla 
 
as they do not clearly identify the land which is owned or occupied which is considered to be 
impacted on by the proposed development in accordance with paragraph 2A of the Policy; are 
not within 20m of the application site and the development is not automatically required to be 
the subject of an EIA by Appendix 5 of the Strategic Plan, in accordance with paragraph 2B of 
the Policy; as they do not refer to the relevant issues in accordance with paragraph 2C of the 
Policy and as they have not explained how the development would impact the lawful use of 
land owned or occupied by them and in relation to the relevant issues identified in paragraph 
2C of the Policy, as is required by paragraph 2D of the Policy. 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THE APPLICATION IS BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMITTEE AT THE REQUEST OF THE 
PRINCIPAL PLANNER 
 
1.0 THE SITE 
1.1 The application site is the highway and land either side, known as Balthane Junction 
which connects Douglas road (A5) which feeds from the south, Balthane Road which serves 
the Industrial estate and Stations road which feeds in from the north and west. 
 
1.2  The carriage way is predominately tarmacked with a road marking at the end of each 
of the road and a painted roundabout.  There are a small number of residential properties 
along the road, with the majority of residential areas towards Ballasalla village. Within the 
application site are 4 pairs of semi-detached dwellings, which are currently not occupied and 
empty and owner by the local commissioners. 
 
2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
2.1 The existing junction is proposed to be redeveloped to form a larger (wider) junction 
capable of accepting an improved flow of traffic and to also link in with the new bypass route 
as part of the residential estate being built. 
 
2.2 The applicant notes the works will; "This will improve the safety and performance of 
the junction, including widening of footways and new crossings. Cycling and walking facilities 
will link in with the shared use route through the new development. Whilst most of the 
changes are within the footprint of the existing highway there are additional areas required to 
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construct the junction". When complete this bypass will reroute the A5 out of Ballasalla village 
centre. 
 
2.3 Part of the proposal would see the demolition of the 4 pairs of semi-detached 
buildings to allow for the connection to the new Bypass road and landscaped accordingly the 
sides of the new route.   
 
2.4 Part of the proposal would affect a number of trees as noted in the Arboricultural 
Impact Assessment which has identified the requirement to remove; 
2no category B trees, (Sycamores) 
9no category C trees, (Holly Sycamore) 
1no category C tree group (Plum) in order to facilitate the proposed development. 
5no category U trees (Ash, Sycamore) have been recommended for removal irrespective of 
the development proposal due to their poor structural or physiological health. 
 
2.4  To facilitate this change the demolition of the unoccupied Commissioners houses to 
the east is required, and in addition a small proportion of land take to the North West 
(grassed area with trees). 
 
2.5 The application is accompanied with a planning statement that highlights the general 
need for why the improvements are needed, the relevant policy considerations and design 
standards on the IoM and how the Technical aspects of the sites parameters have evolved 
the design to the proposal now submitted and an overall summary.  
 
2.6 Prior to submission, the roundabout and its design went through two public 
consultations, and additional consultation with affected parties in the vicinity. This has helped 
influence the design of the proposed scheme so those works would seek to comply with the 
relevant planning policies, design guides and best practice guidance.  
 
2.6 In addition are a number of comprehensive reports and diagrams concerning the 
existing trees on site and their biodiversity and mitigation measures contained within; 
o Arboricultural impact assessment by Manx Roots dated 10/03/22 
o Tree Constraints and Tree impact drawings and tree protection measurers with 
construction exclusion zones by Manx Roots dated 10/03/22 
o Tree Survey and Report by Manx Roots dated (CDG-2021) 
o Pre-felling tree inspection note: by Manx Wildlife Trust dated 27/06/22 with regard to 
roosting bats. 
 
2.8 The applicant has engaged specialist reports on the design and highway safety 
analysis as below; 
 
o Stage 1 and 2 Road safety Audit report for the new Junction by 'Wyllie: Lodge' Road 
safety consultants dated 27/04/22. 
 
o Designers Response to Safety Audit Stage 2 by 'Systra' dated 28/04/22 
 
o Junction Appraisal report by 'Systra' dated dated 13/08/22 
 
o Technical report by 'Systra' dated 20/10/20 which outlines and the four Junction 
options with risk analysis, sweep path analysis and visibility splay assessments and then 
recommendations on the preferred option that is detailed in this planning application. 
 
2.9  The applicant concludes that this proposal and its design will; "strengthen the Island's 
connectivity and provide opportunities for improvement of Ballasalla village in the future to 
enhance the sense of place and restore the focus on amenity and historical character. The 
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delivery of the junction will therefore achieve one of the Island's long term strategic 
objectives of improving connectivity to the airport and south". 
 
3.0 PLANNING POLICY 
3.1  The application site is identified on the Area Plan for the South as 'residential' and 
designated for development on Map 4 - Ballasalla. The site is not within a Conservation Area 
but is identified as being within an area of Surface Water flood risk. 
 
3.2 Within the written statement for the Area plan for the South within Section 7 
(Transport, Infrastructure and Utilities) the general need and requirement for the by-pass and 
a new road junction at Balthane Round-a-bout is referred to in detail and the pertinent 
paragraphs are listed below in full to provide clarity and context;  
 
Para 7.4.3; 
 "In addition to easing traffic congestion and improving traffic flow, such a road would greatly 
improve access to, and the accessibility of, the Balthane Industrial Estate. The Department 
considers that the access to the existing Estate is below current standards and in particular 
there should be a second point of access as a safety precaution and in the event of repairs 
being required. A link road off the By-pass road could provide this. There is also the potential 
for a further access road to Balthane from the northerly roundabout on the Douglas Road". 
 
Para 7.4.4; 
"In terms of overall transport provision in the South, the Department considers that the future 
provision of an eastern by-pass at Ballasalla would: 
i. reduce congestion in the village centre; 
ii. improve the general environment of the village for residents; and 
iii. improve journey times for all vehicles using the A5 both northbound and southbound. 
 
Para 7.4.5; 
"In addition, such a road, with limited access to the land around it, could: 
i. enable further residential development with related community facilities (such as Public 
Open Space) on the eastern side of the village; and 
ii. open up an area for further mixed employment use to the north and south of the new 
road". 
 
3.3 Transport Proposal 1: 
Provision shall be made for the construction of the Ballasalla By-pass to the east of Ballasalla 
and as part of the development of Site 3 as shown on the Ballasalla Inset Map (Map 4). Any 
applications which will prejudice the future development or construction of the By-pass will 
not be supported. 
 
3.4 The following policies from the 2016 Strategic Plan are considered pertinent in the 
assessment of this application; 
 
Strategic Policy  
4b Protection of the landscape and biodiversity 
5  Design and visual impact 
10   Sustainable transport 
 
Spatial Policy  
3 Identifies those Service Villages (Ballasalla) 
6 Protection and enhancement of principal gateways (Airport and harbours) 
 
General Policy  
2  General Development Considerations 
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Transport Policy  
2 linking to existing highways for all users 
3 protection of exiting rail routes for tourism and leisure 
4 Highway Safety 
5 Highway improvements and environmental objectives  
6 Equal weight for vehicles and pedestrians 
8 Need for transport assessments 
 
4.0 PLANNING HISTORY 
4.1 19/00137/B - Residential development comprised of 282 dwellings, associated 
highway and drainage infrastructure and public open space, and the construction of a new 
by-pass road between Douglas Road and the rear of Railway Terrace to include a new 
roundabout on Douglas Road and a bridge over the IOM Steam Railway line. Approved.  
  
5.0 REPRESENTATIONS (in brief) 
5.1 Malew Parish Commissioners commented (08/06/22) with no objection. 
 
5.2 DoI - Highways (Development Control) commented (27/05/22) & (18.08.22) do not 
object and comment; 
"The proposal raises no significant issues for road safety or network functionality with 
enhancements expected for all users after construction and allows appropriate connection to 
and from the Ballasalla bypass, the residential development proposed and under construction 
by Dandara, and by accommodating all turning movements and suitable cyclist and 
pedestrian facilities".  Highways Services deem the proposal is acceptable. 
 
5.3 DEFA Biodiversity (31.05.22) object and comment on the loss of the trees and its 
inherent biodiversity for their potential for breeding and nesting birds and bats; seek 
ecological mitigation measures; a low level lighting so as not to disrupt bats; concerns that 
bats may be in the dwellings proposed to be demolished. 
 
5.4 DEFA Forestry (09/09/22) object on the loss of the 2 Category B trees given their 
categorisation, specimen, size and loss of tree canopy.  As there is no replanting schedule to 
mitigate their loss, they do however suggest two planning condition for landscaping proposals 
and for protective fencing if the application is approved.  
 
5.5 Wayside Cottage Ballasalla commented 21/06/2; prefers this option of a round a bout 
to traffic lights; believes a smaller round-about like the one at the Whitestone would be more 
in keeping and would be adequate; the steps adjacent to the level crossing on the south side 
could be removed and a shallower ramp installed; not in favour of a pedestrian crossing 
controlled by lights and will foul the roundabout.  They claim I.P.S by the impact of the 
construction and traffic tail backs, they area immediately adjacent to the railway line crossing 
and 100 yards from the round a about.  
 
6.0 ASSESSMENT 
Principle 
6.1 The broad principle of this proposal to construct the Ballasalla By-pass and a re-design 
of this junction is intrinsic to the Area Plan for the South, which is also within a defined village 
of Ballasalla and as noted in para 3.2 of this report would meet the objectives of Transport 
Policy 1 of the Area Plan.  The proposal would also link into the previously approved 
application for the Bypass under PA 19/00137/B.  As such the general principle to re-develop 
this junction to accommodate the bypass is acceptable. 
 
Visual Impact  
6.2  The visual aspect here would be very different to the existing appearance and with 
the loss of the dwelling houses (unobjectionable) and trees to accommodate the Bypass will 
change the appearance of this junction from how it currently appears and operates.  The 
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appearance is more borne from a number of road safety audits, transport assessments where 
the design has gone through a number of permeations that can successfully accommodate 
vehicle and pedestrian users in a safe and appropriate manner.  The technical details have 
been fully assessed and incorporated into this design which has been publically consulted on 
and concluded that this proposal is the preferred option balancing safety, performance, cost 
and risk. 
 
6.3 Whilst its appearance will be different, what is proposed will be different in its 
operation and would be appropriate for this part of the village from a visual perspective and 
from a highway users legibility aspect too.  It is important to note the connectivity of the 
footpaths and access to the railway station and bus stops will not be detrimentally affected by 
this proposal and in any case will be enhanced by this scheme to offer wider paths and to 
ensure they are accessible for all users through a level surface.  
 
6.4 As such, the amenity of this proposal would visually reflect the use and would be an 
acceptable design for this part of the village and will strengthen the Island's connectivity and 
provide opportunities for improvement of Ballasalla village in the future to enhance the sense 
of place and restore the focus on amenity and historical character.  Any visual shortcomings 
would be outweighed by the practicality of a revised junction and bypass link and is judges to 
be acceptable in accordance with the General and Transport Policies. 
 
Trees and bio-diversity 
6.5 The proposal has identified 21 trees and 1 tree group in the vicinity of the works.  Of 
those there are 13 trees to be removed; 8 x Ash Trees - some with signs of disease); 1 x 
Horse Chestnut tree; 3 x Sycamore trees; and 1 x Plum tree group of 12no.  Whilst their loss 
is unfortunate given their close proximity to the proposed road widening works, it is noted 
that whilst Forestry only object to the loss of the two Category B Trees, both Sycamores.   
 
6.6  A balance has to be struck on the benefit of the proposal and the bypass offset 
against the loss of the existing trees and tree group.  Some comfort is taken in the remainder 
of the trees are made up of Ash which some are noted as showing signs of Ash Die back and 
the remainder are Sycamores.   Whist the visual impact from the loss of the trees will be 
noticeable if comparing the two, given the redesign of this entire junction their loss would not 
be as apparent.  
 
6.7 Within the AiA, the agent notes in para 4.4.1; "replacing the removed trees with 
suitable replanting will help mitigate the visual impact and, once established, could provide 
greater visual amenity than currently exists". 
 
6.8 It is noted that the Forestry Department have suggested two conditions to ensure 
those existing trees identified to be retained are suitable protected by appropriate fencing and 
that a landscaping proposal is submitted to offset and tree loss through planting mitigation 
that notes the size and species and specification for planting and after care. On balance whilst 
the loss of trees is always unfortunate, in this instance, the benefit of the proposal outweighs 
the loss of trees and their canopy to achieve the strategic aims of this proposal and can be 
mitigated through appropriately worded conditions.  
 
6.9 In terms of the comments from Biodiversity and presence of bats, it is noted the 
applicants commissioned a report from the Manx Wildlife Trusts, where they conclude that 
mitigation measures can be included that seek landscaping with Manx Native Wood species of 
equally the same canopy size and the provision for artificial nesting areas for birds and four 
artificial roost boxes for bats and creating verges in grasses and UK wildflowers.  
 
6.10 To address the above, the applicants submitted a revised drawing POO3/A and 
covering letter 09/08/22 that confirms, that on the demolition of the properties, MWT found 
no evidence of bats within the buildings, ecological mitigation measures will now include 
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wildflower grass verges and tree planting areas to the east of the round a bout and the tree 
removal to take place outside of the bird nesting season. In terms of Bats, they confirm a 
roost inspection will be carried out prior to any works on the trees and street lighting will be 
designed and maintained by Malew Commissioners under the permitted development order 
2012 by the applicant.  These aspects are deemed to be acceptable and the amended 
drawing P003/A conditioned to ensure implementation. 
 
Highway Safety 
6.11 The objective of a Road Safety Audit (RSA) is to identify any aspects of a road design 
or construction scheme that could give rise to road safety concerns and, where possible, to 
suggest modifications that would improve the road safety of the resultant scheme.  The 
comments from 'Wayside Cottage' are taken into account but as noted above, the proposed 
design would ensure compliance with modern highway standards (Manual for Manx Roads) 
and the roundabout will provide an efficient and safe junction for all users, and enhance the 
pedestrian and cyclist facilities. The junction will also cater for the A5 to be upgraded to a 
more consistent route in keeping with its role as a Primary Distributor from the airport and 
connectivity from the north and south.  
 
6.12 The comments from the Highways Development Control (who sit separately from the 
applicants in DoI) are heavily relied upon for their technical assessment on the detailed 
engineers design reports, road safety audits and quantum data as noted in para 2.8 of this 
report.  Whist the comments from Wayside Cottage on the preference of round a bout size 
and pedestrian crossing have been noted, greater weight is given to those transport 
professionals. 
 
6.13  Highways Development Management have considered the merits of the revised 
junction dimensions and four arms access arrangement to accommodate the Bypass highway 
noting visibility splays and safety for all users of the highway and footpaths. As the transport 
professionals their comments are heavily relied upon and their comments are noted as not 
objecting to this application and conclude their comments as noted in para 5.2 of this report.   
 
6.14 Having considered the highways safety aspect and the use of the proposed junction in 
a safe and appropriate manner, it would not be considered to have any adverse impact on 
the wider existing highway or upon those users entering and exiting the junction. As such the 
proposal would be considered to align with the principles of Gp2 h&I and TP2,3,4,5,6,8 and 
the relevant design guides (MfMR) and best practice guidance. 
 
7.0 CONCLUSION 
7.1 For the above reasons, it is concluded that the alterations would be an appropriate 
form of development that does not harm the use and enjoyment of neighbouring properties 
and would comply with aforementioned planning policies of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 
2016, and is recommended for approval. 
 
8.0  INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
8.1 By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) Order 2019, the 
following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) the applicant (including an agent acting on their behalf);  
(b) any Government Department that has made written representations that the Department 
considers material;  
(c) the Highways Division of the Department of Infrastructure;  
(d) Manx National Heritage where it has made written representations that the Department 
considers material;  
(e) Manx Utilities where it has made written representations that the Department considers 
material;  
(f) the local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated; and  
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(g) a local authority adjoining the authority referred to in paragraph (f) where that adjoining 
authority has made written representations that the Department considers material. 
 
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 above who should be given Interested 
Person Status 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 26th September 2022 
 
 
 

Item 5.7   
Proposal : Change of use of parking site to overnight camping facility for 

club members 
Site Address : Airship Hanger Base 

Jurby Industrial Estate 
Jurby 
Isle Of Man 
IM7 3BD 
 

Applicant : Mr Dean Ayres 
Application No. : 
Planning Officer : 

22/00172/C- click to view 
Mrs Vanessa Porter 

 
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 26 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) Order 2019 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning approvals. 
 
C 2. Notwithstanding the information provided within this application, no continuous stay 
may exceed 2 days, namely Friday and Saturday only and be no more than 34 weekends in 
each annum. 
 
Reason: the application has been assessed on the days and amount specified and no more. 
 
C 3. The proposed camping can only be used by IOMKRA Tracks Limited and associated race 
clubs and no other business/club or individual.  
 
Reason: the proposed overnight camping has been exceptionally approved solely to meet a 
specific need for IOMKRA Tracks Limited only. 
 
C 4. Overnight camping must be laid out in accordance with the revised site location plan 
dated 10 August 2022 at all times. 
 
Reason: in the interest of fire safety 
 
Reason for approval: 
The proposal is considered to support the Governments tourism strategy whilst not having 
any undue environment impacts, as such the proposal complies with Strategic Policy 1 & 8, 
General Policy 2, Transport Policy 10, Business Policy 11 & 14, and is supported. 
 
 
 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=22/00172/C
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Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
None 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THE APPLICATION IS BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMITTEE AS IT COULD BE CONSIDERED 
CONTRARY TO THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN BUT RECOMMENDED FOR AN APPROVAL 
 
THE APPLICATION SITE 
 
1.1 The application site is within the curtilage of the kart track and paddock which is situated 
to the South East of the Jurby Industrial Estate and North of the Jurby Airfield. The site itself 
is a concreted area which is currently being used as a parking area for the karting track and 
has approximately 136 spaces available. 
 
1.2 Also on the site are two steel containers which are used as toilets/ shower block and the 
site already has access to electricity via hook-ups. 
 
THE PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 The current planning application seeks approval for the overnight camping of members 
within the site which would comprise of Friday night and Saturday night, leaving Sunday, with 
a maximum of 60 people camping at any weekend. 
 
2.2 The proposal is to create four areas of overnight parking which will allow an approximate 
amount of 27 camping spaces. 
 
2.3 There is a slight conflict within the information which states that the race season is 1st 
March to the 2nd weekend in December, approximately 42 weeks out of the year where they 
would require camping but they have only requested camping 34 weekends per annum, 19 
weekends for the kart Club and 15 weekends for the bike club. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
 
3.1 There have been a number of applications upon the red lined site which include the 
erection of a hanger for the manufacture of aeronautical components and vehicles and 
formation of car park (PA87/00729/B - Permitted), installation of three steel storage 
containers (PA89/00644/B - Permitted), siting of advertisement on end of hanger 
(PA89/01063/D - Refused) and the display of advertisement (PA90/00977/D - Permitted). 
 
3.2 Outside of the red lined site, within the blue lined site there have been various 
applications approved for race-related development at the site, PA04/01234, 04/00180, 
06/00364, 06/01848, 93/01068 and 05/01960 all proposed pit lanes, bunds, advertising and 
trackways for the racing which occurs at the site. PA01/01497 proposed a temporary cabin 
and PA96/01351 proposed the principle of a film studio and ancillary buildings which was 
permitted but no application for reserved matters was submitted. 
 
3.3 Within the surrounding area there has been one application which is relevant to the 
assessment of this application PA13/91242/C, which is situated South of the site within the 
Jurby Airfield and was for the "Temporary change of use of land to provide a camp and 
festival site over the TT fortnight period" and was permitted. 
 
PLANNING POLICY 
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4.1 The site lies within an area zoned as Airfield on the 1982 North Map. The property is not 
within a Conservation Area or a Flood Risk Zone. 
 
4.2 The Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 highlights the need for regeneration of Jurby in line 
with the Jurby Study. This identifies the Airfield as being suitable for retention as a crisis 
contingency facility and standby for Ronaldsway Airport but also recommends that the airfield 
should continue to be used for leisure and recreation purposes. This study was undertaken by 
the then Department of Local Government and the Environment in the 1990s and was subject 
to public consultation and discussion but never formally adopted. As such the most relevant 
Strategic Policy would be Transport Policy 10 which seeks that development in and around 
the Island's airports, airfields and air traffic control sites will be controlled in a manner which 
ensure that the safe and efficient use of these facilities by aircraft is not compromised. 
 
4.3 This policy is followed by the below policies, which are relevant to the assessment of this 
application; 
 
4.3.1 Strategic Policy 1 which sets out that development should be located to make best use 
of previously developed land, redundant and underused buildings and utilising existing 
infrastructure 
 
4.3.2 Strategic Policy 2 which sets out that new development must be in existing settlements 
unless it complies with GP3. 
 
4.3.3 Strategic Policy 5 which seeks that new development, including individual buildings 
should be designed to make a positive contribution. 
 
4.3.4 Strategic Policy 10 seeks that new development should be located and designed to 
promote a more integrated transport network. 
4.3.5 General Policy 2 which sets out detailed "development control" considerations 
 
4.3.6 Environment Policy 4 seeks that new development will not adversely affect protected 
species  
 
4.3.7 Environment Policy 22 seeks that development will not be permitted where it would 
unacceptable harm the environment and/or the amenity of nearby properties. 
 
4.3.8 Transport Policy 1 seeks that new development should where possible be located close 
to existing public transport options. 
 
4.3.9 Transport Policy 4 which sets out that new development must be designed to be 
capable of accommodating vehicle and pedestrian journeys generated by the development in 
a safe and appropriate manner,  
 
4.3.10 Transport Policy 7 which sets out that new development requires parking according to 
the standards with appendix 7.  
 
4.4 The following tourism Strategic Policies are also relevant to this assessment due to the 
likelihood that the people travelling and staying on the site are from abroad. 
 
4.4.1 Strategic Policy 8 which seeks that tourist development proposals use existing built 
fabric, do not adversely affect environmental, agricultural or highway interests and they 
enable the enjoyment of natural and man made attractions. 
 
4.4.2 Business Policy 11 which seeks that tourism development must be in accordance with 
the sustainable development objectives of the Strategic Plan and the polies and designations 
which protect the countryside from development. 
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4.4.3 Business Policy 14 seeks that tourist development complies with the policies within the 
Strategic Plan. 
 
4.5 The following are relevant material considerations; 
 
4.5.1 Programme for Government 2016 - 2021 (approved in Tynwald) states the 
Governments strategic objectives for the next five years and identifies the initial priorities. 
One of the three main objectives being "An Island of Enterprise and Opportunity" 
 
4.5.2 There are a number of objectives within this document which could be considered 
relevant to this application, as set out below; 
- "We have an economy where local entrepreneurship is supported and thriving and more 
new businesses are choosing to call the Isle of Man home" 
- "We have a diverse economy here people choose to work and invest" 
- "We are an Island where people choose to live and visit" 
- "We have a planning system which supports sustainable growth"  
 
4.5.3 Destination Management Plan 2016 - 2020 (Status accepted by Department of 
Enterprise (DfE) in 2016) 
 
4.5.4 The IOM Destination Management Plan is an approved strategy of the Department of 
Enterprise, as such it is capable of being a material consideration. This is supplemented by 
more recent and detailed analysis of the tourism market on the Island. 
 
4.5.5 UNESCO Biosphere Isle of Man is all about keeping the Isle of Man a special place to 
live, work and visit. The Isle of Man is the first entire Island Nation in the world to receive this 
designation. 
 
4.5.6 The UNESCO Biosphere Isle of Man project does not seek to prevent any specific 
actions, but to promote enjoying and celebrating the Isle of Man to the full, making it an even 
better place to be and promoting engagement.  
 
4.6 It should also be noted that Jurby Airfield to the South of the site is an "Area of Special 
Scientific Interest." 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
 
5.1 The following representations can be found in full online, below is a short summery; 
 
5.2 Highway Services have considered the proposal and state "Do not Oppose." (03.03.22) 
 
5.3 No comments have been received from Jurby Commissioners at the time of writing this 
report. 
 
5.4 Clarification was requested and received from Visit IOM on whether the proposal would 
be counted as a campsite and as such assessed as one, to which they stated that the 
application would not be counted as a campsite. (11.05.22) 
 
ASSESSMENT 
 
6.1 The main issues to consider in the assessment of this planning application are: 
- principle 
- visual impact 
- neighbouring impact 
- other matters 
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6.2 PRINCIPLE 
 
6.2.1 When looking at the overall principle of whether overnight camping is acceptable upon 
this site it should be noted that whilst the application is just for overnight camping for two 
days of the week and not permanently that it is tantamount to a campsite and as such the 
following report has been based on this.  
 
6.2.2 Generally in planning terms tourist development is treated the same as any other form 
of development within the countryside, in that there is a presumption against it, whilst this is 
the case several campsites have been accepted throughout the Island, some brand new 
("Silly Moos" in Lezayre, Ballaugh Glen, Knockaloe Beg, Glendown Farm in Port St. Mary, 
Ballamoar Farm, Ballaugh, Pennybridge in Kirk Michael, Ballakaighen in Onchan), others 
which have existed in an unauthorised form for some time and some of which now have 
approval (Glenlough in Marown, for example). Encouragement is given for such facilities to be 
grouped near to existing buildings and where possible, to complement existing operations on 
the same site. 
 
6.2.3 It can be recognised that camping is becoming an important part of the Island's tourist 
attraction and that it is becoming increasingly popular form of tourist accommodation and 
understood that Department of Economic Development is supportive of initiatives which 
attract and accommodate more visitors to and on the Island, which is reflected somewhat in 
Business Policy 11. 
 
6.2.4 There are no Strategic Plan Policies which guide tourist related developments other than 
those which encourage the use of existing buildings, Environment Policy 16. However, it is 
generally accepted that where there is a need for camping facilities in association with 
particular events on the Island, campsites have been found acceptable. Noticeably these have 
been temporary permissions on football pitches during the periods of TT and MGP. These 
campsites can provide a income from the use which can provide much needed support for 
social and sports organisations. 
 
6.2.5 The proposal within this application is for overnight camping for the majority of the 
year, to facilitate members who are further afield and would need to travel to the site. On 
that basis the site itself would run differently to a "normal" campsite. The site hold several 
different types of karting events from your normal racing to night time endurance racing and 
motorbike events all of which would require a certain amount of space to house the vehicle 
used and depending on travelling a camper or overnight van. 
 
6.2.6 With the above in mind it should be noted that there are currently three campsites 
registered on the Visit IOM website within the North of the Island, which include Ballamoar 
Campsite - Ballaugh, Crossags Campsite - situated of Lezayre Road and Silly Moos Campsite - 
situated upon Lezayre Road. All of these campsites are a distance away from Jurby Airfield 
itself which in itself. 
 
6.2.7 Whilst there are no Strategic Policies as stated above with regards to campsites, the 
unique opportunity afforded within this site, is acceptable in principle. This is due to the fact 
that the addition of camping upon the site for two nights a week to members only, could 
ultimately a) provide a better quality service to the members of the site and b) improve the 
local economy due to the potential that more clients can come over, who will spend money 
within the local environment. 
 
6.3 VISUAL IMPACT 
 
6.3.1 When looking at the proposed visual impact of the proposed campsite upon the 
surrounding streetscene. Overall whilst the surrounding area is within a very open site, the 
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proposed site is situated to the South West of the Jurby Industrial estate which has several 
different types of structures and situated East to Isle of Man prison, both of which would 
minimalize any impact upon the streetscene, as such there is not deemed any reasons with 
regards to visual amenity which would warrant refusal. 
 
6.4 NEIGHBOURING IMPACT 
 
6.4.1 Turning towards whether there would be an impact upon the neighbouring sites. As 
previously stated the site is situated to the North East of the Isle of Man Prison, which is 
approximately 198m away from the site and the closest housing estate is The Threshold 
which is approximately 432m away from the site. Within the information provided by the 
applicant, they have stated that camping has occurred on an occasional basis within the site 
since around 2011 when the site was bought. 
 
6.4.2 With regards to excessive noise, the applicants have stated that generators and general 
noise would be turned off after 11 pm. There is a general acceptance that even without the 
camping that there would be amplified music, loud speakers and noise of the karts/bikes and 
other vehicles are going to be part and parcel of the events which would utilize the overnight 
parking.  
 
6.4.3 As such in lieu of receiving any comments from the neighbouring sites, which whilst not 
conclusive in itself that there is no impact, though it could be argued that occasional noise , is 
deemed there would be a minimal impact upon the neighbouring sites which could be 
affected by the site. 
 
6.5 OTHER MATTERS 
 
6.5.1 Lastly it should be noted that conditions should be attached to the site to lock down the 
potential of using the site for longer periods of time than the proposed two days per week, 
this is to make sure that the site does not turn into a campsite as it has not been assessed as 
such. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
7.1 The proposal is considered to support the Governments tourism strategy whilst not having 
any undue environment impacts, as such the proposal complies with Strategic Policy 1 & 8, 
General Policy 2, Transport Policy 10, Business Policy 11 & 14, and is supported. 
 
INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
 
8.1 By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) Order 2019, the 
following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) the applicant (including an agent acting on their behalf);  
(b) any Government Department that has made written representations that the Department 
considers material;  
(c) the Highways Division of the Department of Infrastructure;  
(d) Manx National Heritage where it has made written representations that the Department 
considers material;  
(e) Manx Utilities where it has made written representations that the Department considers 
material;  
(f) the local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated; and  
(g) a local authority adjoining the authority referred to in paragraph (f) where that adjoining 
authority has made written representations that the Department considers material. 
 
8.2 The decision maker must determine:  
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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 above who should be given Interested 
Person Status 
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PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA FOR 26th September 2022 
 
 
 

Item 5.8   
Proposal : Window / door alterations and roofing works to agricultural 

storage building (retrospective) 
Site Address : Field 335429 

Adjacent To Dinahs Cottage 
Main Road 
Glen Maye 
Isle Of Man 
IM5 3AU 
 

Applicant : Mr Mark & Mrs Carolyn Halliday 
Application No. : 
Planning Officer : 

21/01347/B- click to view 
Mrs Vanessa Porter 

 
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 26 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Procedure) Order 2019 and to avoid the accumulation of unimplemented planning approvals. 
 
C 2. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Permitted 
Development) Order 2012 (or any Order revoking and/or re-enacting that Order with or 
without modification) no extension, enlargement or other alteration of the dwelling(s) hereby 
approved, other than that expressly authorised by this approval, shall be carried out, without 
the prior written approval of the Department. 
 
Reason:  To control development in the interests of the amenities of the surrounding area. 
 
C 3. The structure hereby approved shall be used only in connection with the dwellinghouse 
Dinah's Cottage, Main Road, Glen Maye for private use only and may not be let out 
separately therefrom. 
 
Reason: The Department has assessed the impact of the proposal on the basis of the 
specified use and the documents submitted and to enable the Department to consider the 
implications of any subsequent change on the amenities of the area. 
 
Reason for approval: 
The proposal will have a limited visual or amenity impact and is therefore considered to 
comply with Environment Policy 1 and 2 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016. 
 
 
 
 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 

https://www.gov.im/planningapplication/services/planning/planningapplicationdetails.iom?ApplicationReferenceNumber=21/01347/B
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Interested Person Status – Additional Persons 
 
None 

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
THE APPLICATION IS BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMITTEE AS IT COULD BE CONSIDERED 
CONTRARY TO THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN BUT IS RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL 
 
THE APPLICATION SITE 
 
1.1 The application site is within the curtilage of Field No.335429, which is situated to the 
East of Dinah's Cottage, which is situated to the East of Main Road, Glen Maye. The field is 
currently within Dinah's Cottage ownership. 
 
1.2 Within the field is a stone building which has retrospectively had repairs done to it. 
 
THE PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 The current planning application seeks approval for the renovation works to the existing 
stone barn, these works include but not limited to; 
- re-roofing with natural slate 
- installation of heritage style black uPVC gutters and downpipes 
- installation of hardwood timber windows 
- installation of additional window above double door 
- replacement hardwood timber doors 
- re-pointing of structure using lime render 
- opening of rear door. 
- installation of stonework fan above double doors. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
 
3.1 Whilst there are no previous applications upon the site within this application, it is 
relevant to note that Dinah's Cottage has gone through a redevelopment itself under PA's 
17/00043/B & 14/00508/B. 
 
PLANNING POLICY 
 
4.1 The site lies within an area zoned as "Not designated for development" and an "Area of 
High Landscape Value and Scenic Significance" on the Isle of Man Development Order 1982, 
North Map. The site is not within a Conservation Area nor a Flood Risk Zone. 
 
4.2 Given the nature of the application it is appropriate to consider General Policy 3 which 
sets out development within sites not zoned for development, Environment Policy 1 which 
seeks to protect the countryside for its own sake and Environment Policy 2 which seeks that 
development within Areas of High Landscape Value and Scenic Significance does not harm 
the character and quality of the landscape. 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
 
5.1 The following representations can be found in full online, below is a short summery; 
 
5.2 Highway Services have considered the proposal and they have no highways interest. 
(19.11.21) 
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5.3 Patrick Parish Commissioners have considered the application and have no objection. 
(20.12.21) 
 
ASSESSMENT 
 
6.1 The key issue to consider in the assessment of this planning application is whether the 
works will adversely affect the character or appearance of the existing dwelling or the 
countryside with regards to the area being an area of High Landscape Value and Scenic 
Significance. 
 
6.2 In the first instance the principle of the development needs to be addressed, the field is 
situated with an area not zoned for development and the proposal does not fit within the 
exceptions within General Policy 3. 
 
6.3 Whilst there is nothing within the Strategic Plan on new development in the form of the 
alterations to existing structures for a residential use there have been applications for the 
renovation/re-building of structures within the countryside for the change into a residential 
dwelling.  
 
6.4 As such there are certain parameters which we can look at with regards to this 
application. 
 
6.5 The proposed works in themselves due to their location are not within a public vantage 
point, whilst this does not negate any impact from the works, the impact overall will be 
minimal as such the works proposed comply with Environment Policy 2. 
 
6.6 The structure in itself is of architectural and historical interest, having been seen on the 
historic mapping around the late 1800's, with the works revitalising a stone structure which 
would have ultimately slowly have gone to ruin. Having the structure revitalised adds to the 
character of the area and saves a historic structure from being lost, especially given that the 
structure was capable of renovation with minimal works. 
 
6.7 Turning towards whether the structure is redundant from its existing use and the 
proposed use to use it in connection with the residential property. Over time the surrounding 
fields and sites to the structure have been sold of separately with the structure being situated 
within a small plot. The information provided with the application state they deem the 
structure to have been a workers cottage, which was then converted for agricultural barn 
uses.  
 
6.8 During the officer's site visit, it could be seen that the use of the structure was 
tantamount to a residential garage, with there being no storage of agricultural equipment 
within it, which is in direct conflict with the information provided from the applicant and 
agent. 
 
6.9 Further clarification was requested to which the applicant's wishes are to use the 
structure for both uses. 
 
6.10 Due to its location and the surrounding sites around it, the likelihood of the structure 
being used solely as an agricultural barn would be minimal, as such the most likely 
eventuality is that the structure would be used for ancillary residential use, such as a garage. 
 
6.11 There are no other structures upon the Dinah's Cottage site which would provide space 
for a garage use as such the use of the structure as a garage is deemed acceptable, the 
structure is relatively small and still retains some of the original features inside such as the 
fireplaces. The use as ancillary residential would not increase its impact especially as it is in 
connection with Dinah's Cottage. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
7.1 Overall the renovation of the structure, of architectural and historic interest adds to the 
character of the streetscene, the works have a minimal impact and having looked at the 
information available, the use of the structure as ancillary to the main dwelling is deemed to 
comply with the relevant strategic policies, with a condition attached to link the structure to 
Dinah's Cottage only. 
 
INTERESTED PERSON STATUS 
 
8.1 By virtue of the Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) Order 2019, the 
following persons are automatically interested persons: 
(a) the applicant (including an agent acting on their behalf);  
(b) any Government Department that has made written representations that the Department 
considers material;  
(c) the Highways Division of the Department of Infrastructure;  
(d) Manx National Heritage where it has made written representations that the Department 
considers material;  
(e) Manx Utilities where it has made written representations that the Department considers 
material;  
(f) the local authority in whose district the land the subject of the application is situated; and  
(g) a local authority adjoining the authority referred to in paragraph (f) where that adjoining 
authority has made written representations that the Department considers material. 
 
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 above who should be given Interested 
Person Status 
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