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LISBURN & CASTLEREAGH CITY COUNCIL 

 
Minutes of Meeting of the Planning Committee held remotely and in the Council 
Chamber, Island Civic Centre, The Island, Lisburn, on Monday 1 March 2021 at 
10.30 a.m. 

 

 

  
PRESENT: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Present in Chamber: 
Alderman O Gawith (Chairman) 
 
Aldermen W J Dillon MBE, J Tinsley 
 
Councillors J Craig, U Mackin and A Swan 
 
Present at remote location: 
Alderman D Drysdale (Vice-Chairman),  
 
Alderman A Grehan 
 
Councillors M Gregg, J McCarthy, J Palmer  

 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 

 
 
        Present in Chamber: 

Head of Planning and Capital Development 
Member Services Officer (PS) 
Member Services Officer (RN) 
Members Services Officer (DH) 
 
 
Present in Remote Location: 
Director of Service Transformation 
Principal Planning Officer (RH) 
Senior Planning Officer (RT) 
Senior Planning Officer (MB) 
Attendance Clerk (BS) 
 
Legal Adviser: 
B Martyn - Cleaver Fulton & Rankin  

 
  

 
Commencement of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, welcomed everyone to the meeting 
which was being live streamed to enable members of the public to hear and see 
the proceedings.   

 
He stated that Planning Officers, the Council’s Legal Advisors and those speaking 
for or against the applications would be attending the meeting remotely. 
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The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised on housekeeping and 
evacuation procedures.  The Member Services Officer (RN) then read out the 
names of the Elected Members in attendance at the meeting. 
 
Councillor U Mackin arrived at 10.31 am 
 
 

1.     Apologies 
 

It was noted that Councillor J McCarthy would be leaving the meeting early and 
that Councillor J Craig would be arriving late. 

 
2. Declarations of Interest  
 

The Chairman sought Declarations of Interest from Members and reminded them 
to complete the supporting forms which had been left at each desk.  He indicated 
that a form would also be available for those Members attending remotely. 
 
The following Declarations of Interest were made: 
 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to LA05/2020/0791/F stating that he had been 
approached by both the agent and the applicant however he had not 
commented and had not formed an opinion. 

• During the course of the meeting Alderman J Tinsley submitted a form 
advising that with reference to LA05/2020/0791//F he had been contacted 
by the agent but had made no comment and had not formed an opinion. 

 
 

3. Minutes of the Planning Committee Meeting held on 1 February 
2021 
 
It was proposed by Alderman J Dillon, seconded by Councillor A Swan, and 
agreed that the minutes of the Committee meeting held on 1 February 2021 as 
circulated be signed. 
 

4. Report from the Head of Planning and Capital Development 
 
4.1 Schedule of Applications  
    
The Chairman reminded Members that they needed to be present for the entire 
determination of an application.  If absent for any part of the discussion they would 
render themselves unable to vote on the application. 
 
The Legal Adviser highlighted paragraphs 43 - 46 of the Protocol for the Operation 
of the Lisburn & Castlereagh City Council Planning Committee which, he advised, 
needed to be borne in mind when determinations were being made. 
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(1) LA05/2020/0705/O - Infill dwelling and garage on Lands south east of 18 
  Clogher Road, Lisburn. 
 
 
The Senior Planning Officer (RT) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr A Larkin who wished to speak in support of the 
application and who had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• The recommendation is based on the fact there is not yet a vacant site but 

when the demolition takes places there will be. 
• He provided an example of an incidence where the Planning Appeals 

Commission had supported such a situation. 
• He stated that it made no sense for the applicant to remove a part of a building 

prior to application. 
• He stated that there would be no suggestion of a ribbon of development. 
• He stated that the proposal would respect the existing development pattern. 

 
 
Mr Larkin then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked whether there were other similar appeal 
decisions and was advised that this was the only one Mr Larkin was aware 
of but others have based their recommendations upon it. 

• Alderman J Dillon sought clarification on why part of the building needed to 
be demolished and was advised that this needed to be done to create an 
infill site and so that the plot met the size required by the infill policy.  He felt 
the removal could be secured by condition. 

• Councillor M Gregg asked Mr Larkin to talk him through the plot sizes with 
the aid of one of the slides and Mr Larkin proceeded to outline the plot sizes 
stating that the Planning Unit had attached a lot of weight to the width of 
these whilst determining whether or not they were in character.  He said the 
difference in size was minimal.  He said that the site was well integrated 
and highlighted the differences in distances between buildings stating that 
quite a lot of these were smaller than would be the case with the application 
site. 

• Councillor J McCarthy felt that the important thing was the difference in the 
distance between buildings on differing plots rather than on the same plot.   
Mr Larkin responded that the Planning Policy did not make this distinction. 

• The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith then referred to comments within Mr 
Larkin’s written submission which he felt lacked consistency. 

 
There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers 
during which the following issues arose: 
 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked whether the building being vacant would mean it 
would be considered differently and was advised by the Head of Planning 
and Capital Development that it would not as the policy required the 
physical context to be examined. 
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• Alderman J Dillon stated that this was not a normal application and if the 
Committee were minded to approve it, could a precedent be set? The Head 
of Planning and Capital Development outlined how the Planning Appeals 
Commission would have considered the appeal case referred to in an 
evidential context comparing the two cases in the same Council Area 
against one another.  He highlighted the word ‘gap’ in the policy description 
stating the dictionary definition as a space between two things ad that if the 
gap does not exist he felt that it could set a precedent for other sites in the 
future.  He referred to an application recently before the Committee which 
required a building to be constructed to create a gap stating that as the 
building did not exist it could not be counted as part of the assessment.   
This is the reverse and stated that there was a balance to be struck 
between what the policy states and the other example offered by the agent. 

 
During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Alderman D Drysdale stated that he would support the recommendation.  
He felt this could open the floodgates and set a precedent.  He felt there 
was currently no gap and he also felt that the plot size was out of character. 

• Councillor A Swan stated that he would support the recommendation.  
There was no gap at this location and a gap site exists where there is a 
gap. 

• Alderman J Dillon stated that having heard all the evidence he fully 
supported the recommendation. 

• Councillor J McCarthy said that he did not think there was a gap and did not 
think that creating one was in the spirit of the policy. 

• The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, said he had a certain sympathy for this 
application however as it stands at the moment there is no gap.  Should the 
applicant wants to create a gap he could do so at his own risk prior to 
making the application. 

 
 

The Committee, having considered the information provided within the report of 
the Planning Officer and by those making representations, agreed by a majority of 
10:0 with 0 abstentions to refuse the application as outlined in the Officer’s report.  
 
 
(2) LA05/2020/0791/F - Agricultural fodder store on Lands 30m north east of 
  10 Killynure Road West, Carryduff.  

          
 
The Senior Planning Officer (MB) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
Councillor J Craig arrived at 11.28 am. 
 
The Meeting was paused briefly at 11.30 am to allow the first speaker the 
opportunity to join the meeting which resumed at 11.37 am.  
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The Committee received Mr C Griffiths who wished to speak in opposition to the 
application and who had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• He ran a day nursery beside the application site and had a children’s play area 

adjacent to where the store would be sited. 
• He outlined ongoing septic tank issues. 
• He stated that the store would attract vermin and odour close to where 

children would be playing and he went on to highlight alternative locations 
which could have been utilised. 

 
Mr Griffiths then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Alderman D Drysdale sought clarification on the proximity of the proposed 
fodder store to the play area and was advised that this was 10 metres and 
that the existing shed was hard up against one of his buildings which had 
been extended in recent years. 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked whether complaints regarding odour had been 
made to Environmental Health and was advised that he had mentioned it to 
the Council but was not aware of any action being taken. 

 
The Committee received Mr Colin McAuley who wished to speak in support of the 
application and who had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• He outlined the operation of the farm explaining that the current fodder store 

was around half a mile from the cattle shed it serviced and it would be more 
efficient to have the fodder store adjacent to the cattle shed. 

• He outlined the capacity of the other farm buildings. 
• He emphasised that the proposed shed would be only minimally visible and 

would integrate.  Environmental Health had no objections. 
 
Mr McAuley then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Councillor A Swan asked what was meant by the term ‘fodder’ and was 
advised that this referred to hay bales used for feed and for dry bedding. 

• Alderman D Drysdale referred to the siting of the proposed shed stating that 
the Planning Officer had felt that insufficient evidence had been submitted 
to support its requirement.  Mr McAuley explained that the primary farm 
buildings were around half a mile away so hay needed to be transported 
across the farm holding, he stated that this was an inefficient practice.  
Alderman Drysdale asked whether Mr McAuley was saying that this 
constituted exceptional circumstances and Mr McAuley confirmed that he 
was. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked whether the silo was covered and how the sheds 
were used and Mr McAuley went on to provide information on this. 

• Councillor U Mackin asked whether there were any other critical points that 
Mr McAuley wished to make and Mr McAuley responded that the applicant 
and himself failed to see how this application could be deemed to be 
detrimental to rural character. 
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• Alderman J Tinsley stated that the existing farm was substantial and asked 
whether all of the buildings were fully utilised and were there any other 
options for the location of this shed on the farm.  Mr McAuley highlighted 
that the policy did allow for circumstances where there was no other 
availability for the efficient running of the farm.  He explained that the shed 
had been extended but there was no facility for dry fodder and this raised 
the efficiency issue, he said that this application was an attempt to 
consolidate and make the farm more efficient. 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked for the size of the existing shed and the size of 
the new shed and was advised that area was 625 metres squared and 135 
metres squared respectively. 

• Alderman A Grehan asked whether the serviceable lane was used to move 
the fodder and was advised that this was the case however the lane was of 
poor quality and it was not an efficient practice. 

• Councillor M Gregg referred to the final paragraph of the policy asking 
whether there were any other alternative sites available and was advised by 
Mr McAuley that to provide storage for fodder in the vicinity of the cattle 
shed there were no other alternatives which would alleviate the problem. 

• Councillor J McCarthy asked where the fodder was currently located and 
how many trips were made and was advised that it was currently stored in 
the centre of the existing farm and was moved half a mile to the cattle shed 
which had been extended due to expansion of the farm.  He estimated that 
fodder needed to be transported once a day, sometimes twice. 

• Councillor J McCarthy asked how many workers there were on the farm 
and was advised that the Lowe family ran the farm but he was unaware of 
the number of workers. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked for a slide of the farm to be put up and asked if 
there was silo in the shed.  Mr McAuley provided clarification on the 
photographs and confirmed that there was no silo in the cattle shed. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked whether it was a slotted cattle shed and if so why 
was there a need for bedding.  Mr McAuley explained the requirements. 

 
 
At this stage Councillor U Mackin proposed that the determination of this 
Planning Application should be deferred fora site visit to enable members of 
the Committee to view the site and context.  This proposal was seconded by 
Alderman J Dillon and by a majority vote indicated by a show of hands the 
proposal was supported by the Committee. 

 
 
(3) LA05/2020/0716/O - Site for dwelling and garage on a Site to west of 161 
  Ballynahinch Road, Hillsborough. 
 
 
The Senior Planning Officer (RT) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Ms Carrie McDonagh who wished to speak in support of 
the application and who had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
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• She highlighted the corner dwelling explaining that an area of frontage was not 
a separate site but the lawn area was managed and landscaped for 
convenience with gaps in the fencing leading the occupiers to the front 
section. 

• She referred to plot size stating that the difference was due to the fact that 
planners had considered the section referred to above as being separate 
when in fact if formed part of the plot size at that site. 

• The site could suitably accommodate a dwelling that integrates with its 
surroundings and the rural character of the area is not harmed. It is compliant 
with CTY 8 (and accordingly is an exception to CTY 1), CTY 13 and CTY 14. 
 

 
Ms McDonagh then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Councillor J Craig sought clarification on the situation at the corner site 
referred to by Ms McDonagh who confirmed that this strip did form part of 
the site and that the gaps in the fencing were there for access. 

• Alderman J Tinsley sought clarification of the frontage sizes which was 
provided by Ms McDonagh. 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked whether the garage was visible when driving 
down the road and was advised that it was not visible at the front due to 
conifers and could be seen from further back depending on topography. 

• Councillor J McCarthy referred to the boundary around the plot and Ms 
McDonagh went on to outline the lawn fence and drainage area at the 
corner site. 

 
 
There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers 
during which the following issues arose: 
 

• Alderman J Dillon sought clarification on the size of the gap site.  The Head 
of Planning and Capital Development proceeded to outline the curtilage of 
the site with the aid of photographs explaining why the land to the edge of 
the main road  is included in the plot. 

• Councillor J Craig asked whether the Planning Unit had concluded that the 
second fence, which had been put up in the past for safety reasons, had 
reduced the size of the plot and was advised that this would have been a 
judgement decision taken when the site had been viewed, officers had 
concluded that the natural curtilage was that of the inside fenced area. 

• Councillor J Craig said that this was an example of an instance where local 
knowledge was invaluable.  He outlined that it was with the owners’ consent 
that the second fence was erected in the past due to health and safety 
concerns as there had been a number of serious road accidents at the 
junction. 

• The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, asked whether planning history at the 
site might indicate what was originally approved and the Head of Planning 
and Capital Development asked Planning Officers to have this information 
sought from the files. 

• Councillor A Swan outlined that his own house was a similar scenario but 
was within the original red line area. 
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• At this point the Senior Planning Officer (RT) re-joined the meeting and 
confirmed that the original red line was around the larger area which 
extended all the way to the road.   

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development clarified that as this was a 
1995 history there wouldn’t be significant information held on file and he 
also reminded the Committee that the other issues raised still needed to be 
considered. 

• Alderman J Tinsley sought clarification on the frontage sizes which was 
provided to him. 
 

At this stage, Councillor J Craig proposed that the determination of this application 
be deferred pending the receipt of further information, specifically boundary maps 
and information on the agreement with the owner regarding the erection of the 
second barrier.  The proposal was seconded by Alderman J Dillon and by a 
majority vote indicated by a show of hands the proposal was supported by the 
Committee. 
 
Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith declared the meeting adjourned at 12.46 
 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith declared the meeting resumed at 1.36 pm 
 
 
Councillor J McCarthy did not return to the meeting. 

 
 

 
(4) LA05/2019/0705/F - Residential development proposal incorporating 110 
  dwellings in a mix of 10 detached, 98 semi-detached and 2 apartments 
  with access from Meadowvale Road, cycle and pedestrian access from 
  Alveston Drive, play park, public open space, associated landscaping and 
  ancillary works to include temporary package sewage treatment plant on 
  land to the south east of Meadowvale Road and south of Alveston Drive 
  and Killynure Green.  
 
 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr D Worthington and colleagues who wished to speak 
in support of the application and who had provided the Committee with a written 
submission in advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• This was a third generation housebuilders who build high quality homes. 
• He outlined the proposal which he stated was medium density. 
• He advised that local community consultation had been carried out and 

feedback had resulted in changes being made to the proposal. 
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• There were no objections from statutory consultees. 
• The proposal includes an equipped play area. 
• The proposal includes pedestrian facilities. 
• The proposal will support construction jobs. 

 
Mr Worthington and his colleagues then responded to Members’ queries as 
follows: 
 

• Councillor J Palmer asked how much the proposal will cause water to rise 
at the location and was advised that Planning Policy requires this to be 
considered and mitigated.  He outlined the mechanisms being put in place 
to address it. 

• Councillor M Gregg referred to construction traffic not coming through 
Meadowvale and asked whether this was subject to another Planning 
Application.  He was advised that it was not and that the developer would 
be happy to accede to that request. 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to the sewerage infrastructure treatment plant 
and asked if this was a meanwhile exercise and who would be ultimately 
responsible.  He was advised that discussions on this were currently 
ongoing with NI Water who viewed it as a pilot project.  If it is not adopted 
by NI Water then it will need to be maintained through a Management 
Company. 

• Councillor U Mackin asked if there was a time limit on that and was advised 
that there was not. 

 
There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers 
during which the following issues arose: 
 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to the issue of the sewerage treatment plant 
and said that he was not convinced that there were any long term 
guarantees and would like to see this issue addressed.  He also sought 
clarification on the 1 in 100 year fluvial maps which were then put up on the 
screen.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development went on to explain 
that any new development must not exacerbate any flood risk so measures 
must be put in place to mitigate this.  He outlined the measures being put in 
place in this instance and the approvals which are required during the 
process.  He also highlighted an area of buffer planting which would ensure 
that the development is stepped back from the flood plain.  The Head of 
Planning and Capital Development then referred to the sewerage treatment 
plant stating that the Committee could seek further detail to be submitted on 
this prior to the completion of any dwelling.   Councillor U Mackin stated that 
he felt this would be prudent. 

• Councillor U Mackin then highlighted an area of existing development which 
was causing him concerns regarding flooding and the Head of Planning and 
Capital Development explained the changes made recently in the area 
which, he said, should not affect this development due to the topography in 
the surrounding area. 

• Councillor M Gregg asked how social housing requirements were 
addressed with this application. 

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development stated that this was a 
principle rather than a policy and was required in areas where a specific 
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housing need has been identified.  He said that it had been the case that 
there had not been an identified need at this location due to the fact that 
Killynure, to the north of this location, had a recent history of approval for 
social housing and therefore the need for social housing in this area is 
considered met. 

• Councillor M Gregg asked the Planning Officer to read out the NI Housing 
Executive response and explain how this did not identify a housing need for 
this site.  The Principal Planning Officer read out the relevant paragraphs 
from the NI Housing Executive consultation response and the Head of 
Planning and Capital Development went on to explain how this had been 
interpreted by the Planning Unit. 

 
 At this stage Alderman A Grehan stated that she was a member of the Board of 

the NI Housing Executive which she wished to be noted however she did not 
consider that there was a conflict of interest in this application. 

 
During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 

 
 

• Councillor M Gregg referred to comments made by Councillor U Mackin 
and stated that he would support a condition regarding the management of 
the sewerage works and would like to see this in place prior to the 
completion of the first dwelling.  He also stated that he felt that the NI 
Housing Executive had in fact specified their requirements for this site and 
stated that he did not see how the Planning Officers had interpreted this the 
way that they had and he therefore felt he could not support the approval of 
the application. 

• Councillor U Mackin wished to encourage the inclusion of a Condition 
regarding the management and maintenance of the sewerage treatment 
works. 

• Councillor A Swan agreed with Councillor U Mackin’s comments. 
• The Head of Planning and Capital Development outlined the condition that 

could be put in place in respect of the management and maintenance of the 
sewerage treatment works. 

• Councillor U Mackin stated that it was his fear that the Management 
Company may not always be there and he gave an example on an instance 
where this had occurred in the past. 

• Councillor J Palmer was concerned at the reliance on a private company for 
sewerage management and for that reason felt he could not support the 
application. 

• Alderman D Drysdale stated that he concurred with comments made re the 
sewerage treatment plant and on social housing but I do not think it is 
enough to refuse the application and for that reason he would be supporting 
it. 

• Alderman J Dillon said that he would be supporting the application, he felt 
that the sewerage issues were outside the control of the Committee. 

• Alderman O Gawith said that he did not think that the sewerage issues 
should prevent the Committee approving the application, it was up to the 
purchaser’s solicitor to cover these issues with their client during the 
purchase process, he said he would be supporting the application. 
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• Alderman A Grehan said she was pleased to see that Co-ownership 
purchasing was an option and looked forward to seeing the emergence of a 
Social Housing Policy, she said she would be supporting the application. 

 
 

The Committee, having considered the information provided within the report of 
the Principal Planning Officer and by those making representations, agreed by a 
majority of 7:2 with 1 abstentions to approve the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report.   
 
It was further agreed by the Committee, that the drafting of conditions should be 
delegated to Planning Officers and should include the following: 
 
(a) that a sewerage management and maintenance plan be put in place; and 
(b) that this take place prior to the first dwelling being completed. 
 
 
Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith declared the meeting adjourned at 2.44 pm 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith declared the meeting resumed at 2.50 pm 
 
 
(Councillor J Craig did not return to the meeting at this stage). 
 
 

4.2  Appeal Decision in respect of planning application LA05/2019/0750/F 
 
  Having been provided with information on the above appeal decision it was 

 proposed by Councillor A Swan, seconded by Alderman J Dillon and agreed that 
 the information be noted.  

 
4.3     Submission of Pre-application Notice (PAN) – Proposed Park and Ride 

 Facility including tarmacked parking area, landscaping, boundary fencing,  CCTV 
 and floodlighting (powered by solar panel array and associated battery 
 storage building), cycle shelter building, storm water detention pond and 
 widening of Station Road to facilitate right hand turning land into site and 
 footpath provision for pedestrian access to train station on lands 65 metres 
 north of Moira Train Station. 

 
   Having been provided with information on the above Pre-application Notice, it 

  was proposed by Councillor A Swan seconded by Councillor M Gregg and 
  agreed that the information be noted. 

 
   (Councillor J Craig entered the meeting at 2.52) 
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 4.4 An economic review of small-scale wind energy projects in Northern Ireland 
 
   Having been provided with information on the above review which had been 

  produced by KPMG and commissioned by Renewable NI, it was proposed by 
  Councillor A Swan, seconded by Alderman J Dillon and agreed that the  
  information circulated be noted.   

 
   Councillor M Gregg stated that he welcomed this report and highlighted some 

  significant comments from within it. 
 

 4.5 Letter of intention to carry out works under statutory powers 
 
   The Committee had been provided with copy correspondence from White Young 

  Green who had been commissioned on behalf on NI Water to carry out works  
  under statutory powers. 

 
   It was proposed by Councillor J Craig seconded by Councillor M Gregg and 

  agreed that the information be noted. 
 
 
 4.6 Statutory Performance Indicators –  January 2021 
 
   Having been provided with the above information which included a verbal update 

  advising that going forward information would also be provided to the Committee 
  on Enforcement statistics,   

 
   It was proposed by Councillor A Swan, seconded by Councillor J Craig and 

  agreed that the information be noted.  
  

 
5. Confidential Business 

 
 The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, advised that the matters contained in the 

confidential report would be dealt with “In Committee” due to containing 
information to which a claim to legal professional privilege could be maintained in 
legal proceedings. 

 
 “In Committee” 

 
 It was proposed by Alderman J Dillon, seconded by Councillor J Craig and 

agreed that the following matters be considered “in committee”, in the absence of 
members of the press and public being present.  The livestream was paused at 
this stage. 

 
   5.1 Judicial Review Decision – LA05/2019/1270/F 
 
 It was agreed by the Committee that the verbal update provided by the Director 

of Service Transformation in respect of the above be noted. 
 
   5.2  Protocol for the Operation of the Planning Committee 
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 It was proposed by Alderman J Dillon, seconded by Councillor A Swan and 
agreed by the Committee that feedback provided by Members of the Committee 
regarding the amendment of the Protocol for the Operation of the Planning 
Committee be taken on Board by the Director of Service Transformation and 
incorporated into the final document.  This document would then come back to 
the Planning Committee before being presented to the Corporate Services 
Committee in due course. 

 
 

 Resumption of Normal Business 
 
 It was proposed by Councillor J Craig, seconded by Councillor A Swan and 

agreed to come out of committee and normal business was resumed.  The 
livestream recommenced. 

 
 At this stage the Chairman, Alderman O Gawith asked if there was any other 

business and Alderman D Drysdale requested an update on a legal matter.   
 
 It was agreed by the Committee that, as this constituted information in relation to 

which a claim to legal professional privilege could be maintained in legal 
proceedings, the subject should be discussed in Committee. 

 
 
 “In Committee” 
 
 It was proposed by Councillor J Craig, seconded by Councillor A Swan and 

agreed that the following matter be considered “in committee”, in the absence of 
members of the press and public being present.  The livestream was paused at 
this stage. 

 
 

 Update on Legal Matters 
 
 An update on legal matters was provided by the Legal Advisor and the Head of 

Planning and Capital Projects and the information was noted by the Committee. 
 
 

 Resumption of Normal Business 
 
 It was proposed by Councillor A Swan, seconded by Councillor J Craig and 

agreed to come out of committee and normal business was resumed.  The 
livestream recommenced. 

 
 

 
6.    Any Other Business 

 
 

 6.1 Alderman D Drysdale 
   Use of Drones 
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 Alderman D Drysdale advised that the use of drones may have many uses for 
Council one of which might be to act as an alternative to a site visit. 

 
 Councillor M Gregg welcomed this stating that it would be very useful. 
 
 
There being no further business, the meeting concluded at 4.10 pm. 
 
 

 
 

       ____________________________________    
      CHAIRMAN / MAYOR   


	3. Minutes of the Planning Committee Meeting held on 1 February 2021

