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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 Monday 02 November 2020 
at 10.30 a.m. 

 

 

  
PRESENT: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Present in Chamber: 
Alderman O Gawith (Chairman) 
 
Alderman D Drysdale (Vice-Chairman) 
 
Aldermen WJ Dillon, A Grehan and J Tinsley 
 
Councillors J Craig, M Gregg, U Mackin and A Swan 

 
 
 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 

 
Present in Remote Location: 
Councillors J McCarthy and J Palmer 

 
        Present in Chamber: 

Head of Planning and Capital Development 
Member Services Officers (2)  
 
Present in Remote Location: 
Director of Service Transformation 
Principal Planning Officer (RH) 
Senior Planning Officer (RT) 
Senior Planning Officer (MB) 
Senior Planning Officer (MCON) 
Attendance Clerk 
 
Ms C McCallion, HED, DfC 
Mr l Walsh, DfI, Rds 
Mr S Cash, DfI Rds 
 
Legal Advisers: 
S Masterson & 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 advised that 9 Members were present in the Council 
Chamber and 2 Members were participating in the meeting remotely.   

 
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 then read out the names of 
the Elected Members in attendance at the meeting. 
 

1.     Apologies 
 

There were no apologies for non-attendance at the meeting. 
 
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 J McCarthy referred to application no LA05/2019/0529/F and 

stated that, although he had not attended the site meeting, he considered he 
had enough information to enable him to take part in the discussion. 

• Councillor J McCarthy referred to application no LA05/2017/0537/F and 
advised that he had spoken to the applicant and had advised regarding the 
planning process but he had not formed or expressed an opinion. 

• Councillor J McCarthy declared an interest in application no 
LA05/2020/0354/F on the basis that there was a close family connection with 
the application and he would be withdrawing from the discussion. 

• Councillor A Swan referred to application no LA05/2020/0354/F and stated 
that he had been approached regarding this application but had not 
expressed an opinion on it. 

• Alderman J Tinsley referred to application no LA05/2019/0529/F and said 
that he had been approached by objectors and had facilitated a meeting but 
that he had not expressed or formed an opinion. 

• Alderman J Tinsley referred to application no LA05/2020/0003/F and said he 
had been approached by and spoken to the applicant and to objectors and 
would withdraw from the meeting when the application was being considered. 

• Alderman J Tinsley referred to application no LA05/2019/1212/F and said he 
had communicated with the applicant but had not formed an opinion. 

• Alderman J Tinsley referred to application no LA05/2020/0354/F and said he 
had spoken with the applicant and with objectors but had not formed or 
expressed an opinion. 

• Alderman A Grehan declared an interest in application no LA05/2017/0537/F 
on the basis that she was a member of NI Housing Executive. 

• During the course of the meeting, Alderman A Grehan, Councillor J Craig 
and Councillor J McCarthy declared in interest in application no 
LA05/2020/0003/F on the basis that they knew the applicant and they 
withdrew from the meeting. 

 
3. Minutes of the Planning Committee Meeting held on 5 October 

2020 
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It was proposed by Alderman J Dillon, seconded by Councillor M Gregg, and 
agreed that the minutes of the Committee meeting held on 5 October 2020 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 46 - 48 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. 
  
(i) LA05/2020/0346/F - Relocation and substitution of previously approved 

replacement dwelling (LA05/2016/0857/F) at 1A Moss Lane, Stoneyford, 
Lisburn 

 
The Senior Planning Officer (RT) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
There were no speakers in respect of the application. 
 
In response to Members’ queries, the Senior Planning Officer provided clarification 
on the change in the location of the dwelling and the rationale behind the S76 
agreement which was a protective measure to ensure that only one of the 
approved dwellings was constructed. 
 
Members had no comment to make during the debate. 
 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the report of 
the Senior Planning Officer, agreed by a majority of 11:0 with 0 abstention to 
approve the application as outlined in the Officer’s report and subject to the 
conditions outlined therein.   
 
(ii) LA05/2019/1212/F - Erection of one turbine with 50 metre tower and 52 

metre rotor diameter to replace existing turbine on Lands 217 metre east of 
106 Ballinderry Road, Aughacarnan, Lisburn. (MB 

 
The Senior Planning Officer (MB) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
There were no speakers in respect of this application but Members were advised 
that Ms C McCallion from HED, Department for Communities, was in attendance 
to answer any queries. 
 
There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers and 
Ms McCallion during which the following issues arose: 
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• The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that the planners 
had taken a different view on the impact of the proposal on the listed building 
than that taken by HED. 

• Ms McCallion advised that the building together with its outbuildings had 
received a B2 listing grade and she provided further information on the 
history and location of the building. 

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised on height and 
separation distances and confirmed that a noise impact assessment had 
been carried out. 

• He also advised that the owner of the listed building did not fall within the 
requirements for neighbour notification as it was located more than 200 
metres from the application site.   

• He indicated that planners did not know whether the listed building was 
occupied.  Ms McCallion advised that the last time it had been inspected by 
HED it had been occupied. 

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development provided clarification 
regarding the replacement of a turbine on the site and the Senior Planning 
Officer advised regarding turbine heights and blade measurements. 

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development stated that advice from all 
statutory consultants was taken into account by planners but was not always 
accepted.  He advised however that, where advice such as that from Roads 
Service related to safety matters, this would be given appropriate weight. 

• He advised regarding the landscape visual assessment and stated that the 
views of the site were limited  

• He explained that the 3 month noise inspection following installation was to 
check and verify that the turbine was operating within the specified levels 
and, if it was found not to be, enforcement action could be taken. 

• The Senior Planning Officer confirmed that no specific reason had been 
given for replacing the previous turbine with a larger one but it was probably 
down to greater efficiency. 

 
During the debate that followed, the following comments were made: 
 
• Councillor M Gregg believed the wind turbine was sustainable and was 

replacing one on the site.  It did not cause demonstrable harm to the 
landscape.  Northern Ireland was not ahead of targets for sustainable energy.  
This turbine would provide some small improvement to the electricity 
generated on this site.  He indicated that he would be supporting the planning 
recommendation. 

• Alderman J Tinsley agreed with Councillor Gregg’s comments and said he 
knew the area well.  He also would support the planning recommendation. 

• Councillor A Swan said he was not a great fan of wind turbines.  He felt that 
the listed building was not a tourist attraction and did not provide any 
economic benefit for the local area.  He indicated he would support the 
planning recommendation. 

• Councillor J Craig said that this was an efficient system of generating energy.  
Separation distances between the site and the listed building were well 
beyond minimum levels.  He was not convinced that there would be a 
detrimental impact on the listed building.  His main concern was regarding 
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noise levels and these would have to be monitored.  He indicated he would 
support the planning recommendation. 

• Alderman J Dillon said he felt the planners had made the right decision. 
 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the report of 
the Senior Planning Officer, agreed by a majority of 11:0 with 0 abstention to 
approve the application as outlined in the Officer’s report and subject to the 
conditions outlined therein.   
 
(Having declared an interest in the following application, Councillor J McCarthy left 
the meeting at 11.39 am) 
 
(iii) LA05/2020/0354/F - Change of use to office premises for business 

management services activity. External modifications to existing building to 
include new window openings in gable end elevations, replacement front 
doors & glazed screens and smooth plaster render to front elevation. 
Perimeter security lighting and CCTV installation to building exterior. 
Erection of a prefabricated metal shed to act as external store. 2.1m high 
timber fence to rear and side boundaries and metal open mesh high 
security fencing and access gates to front boundary at 19A Maghaberry 
Road Maghaberry 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr P Lavery who wished to speak in support of the 
application.  Mr Lavery had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• He had entered into informal consultation with the planning office and would 

follow advice received in order to ensure compliance with planning policy. 
• There had been limited changes to the building. 
• The proposal was bringing back into use an economic unit. 
• The change from retail to office space would bring a reduction in noise and 

road traffic levels. 
• The offices would operate 9-5 and during the working week; this meant that 

activity was less intensive than the retail business. 
• He outlined perimeter enhancement measures.   

 
Mr Lavery then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 
• With regard to concerns about light pollution expressed by owners of 

neighbouring properties, Mr Lavery advised that LED lighting installed had 
been positioned and designed so that it flooded down the side of the building 
and did not impact on adjacent properties. 

• He confirmed that windows on the gable wall had obscured glass. 
 
The planning officers then responded to Members’ queries confirming that 
Environmental Health had advised that they had not received any complaints in 
relation to light pollution and that they were content with the proposal. 
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In the debate that followed, the following comments were made: 
 
• Councillor John Palmer expressed concern about light pollution affecting 

other properties. 
• Councillor A Swan stated that any complaints had been addressed and he 

would be supporting the planning recommendation. 
• Alderman D Drysdale stated that all issues had been dealt with by the 

planning officers.  He stated that lighting was for security purposes and there 
had been lights and security cameras on the retail property.  He would be 
supporting the planning recommendation. 

• Councillor J Craig also indicated he would support the recommendation. He 
said impressive efforts had been made to address issues raised by 
neighbouring property owners.  The change to LED lights would mean less 
light bleed into adjacent properties. 

• Alderman J Dillon also indicated support for the recommendation.  He said it 
would be a betterment for the area and there would be less traffic generated 
by office activity than by retail use.   

• Councillor M Gregg advised there had been some issues with LED lighting 
when first introduced but these had been resolved and it provided more 
directional lighting than had been used on the retail unit.    While he noted the 
applicant had worked with the planning office, he was disappointed that this 
was a retrospective application. 

 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the report of 
the Principal Planning Officer and by those making representation, agreed by a 
majority of 10:0 with 0 abstention to approve the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report and subject to the conditions outlined therein.   
 
(Councillor J McCarthy returned to the meeting at 11.58 am) 
 
Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, declared the meeting adjourned at 11.58 am 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, declared the meeting resumed at 12.07 pm 
 
(Having declared an interest in the following application, Alderman J Tinsley did 
not return to the meeting at 12.07 pm) 
 
(iv) LA05/2020/0003/F - Proposed infill dwelling and garage approximately 40m 

south east of 19A Mullaghcarton Road, Lisburn 
 
The Senior Planning Officer (MCON) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
It was proposed by Councillor J Craig, seconded by Councillor M Gregg and 
agreed to go into committee to receive legal advice in relation to potential conflict 
of interest. 
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In Committee 
 
Legal advice was obtained. 
 
It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Alderman J Dillon and 
agreed to come out of committee and normal business was resumed. 
 
Out of Committee 
 
(At this stage in the meeting Alderman A Grehan, Councillor J Craig, and 
Councillor J McCarthy declared an interest in the application on the basis that they 
knew the applicant and left the meeting at 12.29 pm) 
 
The Committee received Ms G Shields who wished to speak in opposition to the 
application.  Ms Shields had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• She was speaking on behalf of herself and her neighbours at 19A 

Mullaghcarton Road.   
• The proposal was not within the spirit of the planning policy. 
• The plans were based on the use of a sliver of land rather than having 

continuous road frontage.   
• Sight lines were not achievable without the use of lands that were not in the 

ownership of the applicant and would not be released to the applicant. 
• There were road safety issues. 
• The revised plans were not a true representative of what was on the ground.   

 
In response to Members’ queries, Ms Shields confirmed that she had submitted 
objections to both planning applications for the site.  She advised that the 
applicant would not be able to achieve sight lines without both her and the 
neighbour on the other side releasing land.   
 
The Committee received Ms V Jackson who wished to speak in support of the 
application.  Ms Jackson had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• She and her family were living in temporary accommodation to the west of 

the proposed site. 
• She had been diagnosed with a serious illness last year and there would be 

long-term side effects.   
• She was now dependent on her husband for care. 
• The current temporary accommodation was not fit for purpose. 
• The family required a site close to her husband’s business so that he could 

continue to provide care for herself and their son.  
• If the proposal was turned down, her husband would be forced to close his 

business. 
• The site had been offered to them by a family member and there was no 

other suitable sites that would meet the family’s needs.   
 
Ms Jackson then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
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• She stated that, with regard to sightlines, DfI Roads had not raised this as an 
issue. 

• She advised that the family had moved into their current temporary 
accommodation in order to provide care for a family member who lived 70m 
west of the business. 

• She advised that, if approval was not granted, her husband would have to 
leave work as her illness meant she was not able to care for herself and her 
son. 

  
The Chairman noted that Mr Edwin Poots MLA had requested speaking rights but 
was not in attendance at the meeting.  He had provided a written submission in 
advance of the meeting which Members were asked to note. 
 
There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers 
during which the following issues arose: 
 
• The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that DfI Roads had 

no objection to the application subject to inclusion of a condition in respect of 
visibility splays.  This meant that satisfactory access had to be in place 
before any development could commence on the site. 

• He advised that one of the main reasons for refusal was the issue of ribbon 
development.   

• The only part that had frontage was the access to the site and this meant it 
did not comply with the criteria for an infill site. 

• At this stage, the Chairman allowed Ms Jackson to respond to a query 
regarding suitable alternatives.  She advised that the mobile home had damp 
and structural issues and there was not enough space in the yard where it 
was located to allow for a building.  She provided further clarification 
regarding her care needs. 

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development provided further information 
regarding the location and layout of the site. 

• He also provided clarification regarding planning policy CTY6 and advised 
that the test of the policy was whether genuine hardship would be caused if 
planning permission was refused and whether suitable alternatives had been 
explored. 

• He advised that the planning unit had weighed the evidence provided and 
concluded that the medical circumstances were not severe enough to justify 
approval for a permanent dwelling on the site. 

 
During the debate session, the following comments were made: 
 
• Councillor A Swan said that the application was similar to one dealt with by 

the Committee last month.  He referred to the issue of sight lines which he 
found confusing.  He noted that the mobile home had been occupied prior to 
the onset of the illness.  He stated that it was a difficult case but, in order to 
be consistent, he would be supporting the planning recommendation. 

• Alderman J Dillon stated that he had great sympathy with the applicant due 
to her illness but he did not feel that CTY6 criteria had been met and he 
would be supporting the planning recommendation. 

• Councillor U Mackin considered that the planning recommendation was very 
harsh.  He felt there was clearly a case of special domestic circumstances 
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and that the medical evidence provided was strong. He felt that the dwelling 
did have some frontage to the road but he stated that CTY6 was the 
overriding principle.  He would not be supporting the recommendation. 

• Councillor John Palmer agreed with Councillor Mackin’s comments.  He 
considered it to be a totally different application than the one the Committee 
had dealt with last month.  He would not be supporting the planning 
recommendation. 

• Councillor M Gregg stated that similar applications had been turned down in 
the past but they had not provided strong medical evidence.  He agreed with 
Councillor Mackin’s comments.  He had some concerns about sight lines but 
conditions could be put in place to cover this.  He would not be supporting 
the recommendation. 

• Alderman D Drysdale stated that after weighing up the arguments for and 
against the application, he would be supporting the planning 
recommendation. 

• The Chairman, Alderman W Gawith, referred to the issues that had been 
raised and considered it to be finely balanced.  However he indicated that he 
considered that the planners had got the balance right and would be 
supporting the recommendation. 

 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the report of 
the Senior Planning Officer and by those making representations, agreed by a 
majority of 4:3 with 0 abstention to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report.   
 
Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, declared the meeting adjourned at 1.22 pm 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, declared the meeting resumed at 1.55 pm 

 
 
(v) LA05/2019/0529/F - Proposed fertiliser storage compound extension (to 

Greenfield Fertilisers), fencing, landscaping/bunding, access and ancillary 
site works on lands approximately 20m south of the existing Greenfield 
Fertilisers Factory at 20 Glenavy Road Ballynanaghten and north of 
Soldierstown Road Moira 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr S Magee who wished to speak in opposition to the 
application.  Mr Magee had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• The existing site was a blight on the landscape and was started without 

planning permission. 
• The site was an eye and an ear sore. 
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• The expansion of commercial premises might create jobs but that that did not 
bring it within the meaning of exceptional circumstances. 

• The applicant could not point to anything that would satisfy the test of 
exceptional circumstances. 

• There was no evidence that this expansion would create jobs. 
• There were other sites in the area that could be used for this purpose and 

were more suitably located. 
• The local residents had submitted detailed objections to the proposal. 

 
Mr Magee then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 
• With regard to other suitable sites, Mr Magee stated that there were multiple 

alternative sites as the locality was surrounded with disused quarries.  He 
stated that the applicant should have considered the issue of planning 
approval before purchasing additional land.  He stated that the land 
purchased had not been up for sale and the applicant had approached the 
previous owners with a view to purchasing the site. 

• With regard to environmental impact, he said that local residents were 
concerned about the nature of materials stored on the site.  They were stored 
outdoors under tarpaulin covering and residents were concerned about the 
risk of leachate from the site. 

• He advised that local residents were not in a position to conduct their own 
environmental assessment. 

• Neighbouring residents believed that there had been breaches of 
environmental regulations at the existing site which had impacted upon their 
properties. 

• In terms of road safety, the road was already an accident black spot and 
additional HGVs operating from the site would exacerbate the problem and 
also increase noise pollution. 

• He did not accept that splitting the site would increase traffic in the area.  He 
felt that increasing storage capacity at the site would compound a problem 
already in existence.   

• He advised that a number of properties had experienced changes in the 
water run-off from the site but their owners were not in a position to have an 
assessment carried out. 

• He referred to the plastic covering on the material and expressed concern 
that storage was not in a shed or covered area.   

• He questioned where the exceptionality was that would allow expansion of 
the site. 

• If storage was moved to a disused quarry site, there would be a degree of 
screening available that was not possible on this site.  He stated that this was 
not a NIMBY objection but was based on residents’ concerns over a number 
of years. 

• He disagreed that road accidents should only be considered relevant if they 
were at the entrance to the site and indicated that PSNI could provide 
statistics regarding road accidents on roads passing the site. 

• While he accepted that the statutory consultees had not objected to the 
proposal, he said that the Council should also take in account the views of 
local residents. 
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The Committee received Councillor S Carson, who wished to speak in opposition 
to the application.  Councillor Carson had provided the Committee with a written 
submission in advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• Councillor Carson advised that he was speaking on behalf of local residents 

and that Mr Magee had articulated many of the relevant issues. 
• The proposal would have an impact on the amenity of neighbouring 

residential property. 
• There was particular concern regarding bunding and stacking of bales and 

residents were of the view that this should be considered for all the 
properties.   

• Any screening of the bunding would not be immediate and would take some 
time to take effect. 

• There were concerns regarding road traffic issues. 
• There were also concerns regarding increased run-off from the site and its 

impact on local properties. 
• There was photographic evidence of flooding of driveways of local properties. 

 
Councillor Carson responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 
• Residents considered that the existing site was not being fully utilised and 

they queried the need for expansion.  There were 3 other planning approvals 
for this site and there was a section of the site where excavation works had 
been carried out.  Aerial photographs would indicate that the site was not 
being fully utilised. 

• With regard to flooding issues, Councillor Carson accepted that Rivers 
Agency had not raised this as an issue but residents considered that there 
was a direct correlation between flooding of properties and excavation works 
that had taken place at the site. 

• He was not aware if residents had made formal complaints to the Rivers 
Agency. 

• He considered that it would be for the applicant to explain the rationale for 
purchasing additional space when the current site was under-utilised. 

• With regard to stacking of fertiliser, he considered that a consistent approach 
should be taken for all properties. 

• He did feel that the infilling of the site over recent years had caused the 
flooding issues. 

 
The Committee received Mr Bell and Mr Davidson who wished to speak in support 
of the application.  Mr Bell had provided the Committee with a written submission 
in advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• The proposal represented an investment of £1m in the local economy and 

could double jobs. 
• The proposal was compliant with planning policy. 
• The statutory consultees had offered no objections to the proposals. 
• Concerns about flooding had not been supported by any evidence. 
• The applicant was happy to accept draft conditions to the planning approval. 
• Proposed landscaping would result in effective screening. 
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• Mr Davidson stated that the business had been a good neighbour over the 
years and would remain so. 

• There had been no complaints regarding the business operations over 20 
years. 

• The business was reliant on imports and exports and greater storage 
capacity would help it to deal with irregularities in supply and delivery that 
could arise with Brexit. 

 
Mr Bell and Mr Davidson responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 
• Mr Bell advised that, with regard to flooding issues, the applicant had liaised 

with the Rivers Agency and had agreed to install a hydro brake at the site.  
Consultants had also been engaged to carry out a drainage assessment. 

• With regard to employee numbers, Mr Davidson advised that there were 
currently 15 employees.  The proposal would ensure the retention of those 
jobs and he saw no problem in doubling that number in the future. 

• Mr Bell advised that there had been no complaints to the Rivers Agency or 
Environmental Health regarding the business. 

• He said that there would be no change to lighting at the site. 
• He confirmed that access would be from Glenavy Road. 
• He advised that space on the existing site and location of existing buildings 

would not be suitable to facilitate the movement of fork lift trucks to and from 
storage areas. 

• He indicated the position of a water stream on the site. 
 
There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers 
during which the following issues arose: 
 
• The Head of Planning and Capital Development provided further clarification 

regarding the hydro brake system. 
• He advised that the planners had consulted widely regarding drainage and 

flooding issues including the Rivers Agency, Environmental Health and 
Waste Management Unit.  Rivers Agency had confirmed that the site was not 
located on a flood plain.  A drainage assessment had been carried out.  
Agencies were content with the proposal subject to appropriate conditions.   

• With regard to the employment zoning, he confirmed that a small section of 
the proposal lay within that zone to the north east and the balance extended 
outside the zone to the south.  He advised that the reason for the extension 
was a consequence of operations on the site and he outlined the 
manufacturing/storage processes.  He outlined the planning policies as 
detailed in the report.  He referred to the exceptionality reasons.  He advised 
that issues considered were the significant operation already occurring on the 
site, the need to move large bodies of material around the site and the type 
of equipment necessary to do that.  The planners were of the view that the 
proposal would make a significant contribution to the local economy; the 
development would not undermine the rural character and he referred in this 
connection to the protection provided by bunding; and relocation of the 
enterprise was not possible due to operational issues. 

• He provided further clarification regarding bunding including height 
differentials and separation distances. 
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• With regard to environmental impact, planners had consulted widely with 
agencies such as Rivers Agency, NI Water, HED, HSE, DfI Roads, 
Environmental Health, NIEA Heritage Division and Shared Environmental 
Services and none of these agencies had objected to the proposal. 

• With regard to reports of flooding, the Head of Planning and Capital 
Development said that no evidence had been submitted to support that. 

• He advised that there had been no proposal to reduce ground level on the 
site and planners had to consider the proposal as presented. 

• With regard to exceptional circumstances, he referred to paragraph 79 in the 
planning report and summarised these again. 

 
In the debate that followed the following comments were made: 
 
• Alderman D Drysdale advised that agricultural operations could sometimes 

be not very pleasing.  He said that a lot of the issues including flooding was 
hearsay and not supported by evidence.  He felt that the Committee would be 
open to challenge if it overturned the planning recommendation. 

• Councillor A Swan agreed with Alderman Drysdale.  He considered that 
splitting the site and having a storage area at another location would only 
increase traffic levels in the area.  He would be supporting the planning 
recommendation. 

• Alderman J Tinsley was concerned about the environmental impact of the 
proposal and indicated that he remained torn on the issue. 

• Alderman J Dillon said that the business had been operational for 25 years.  
He had represented the area for over 40 years and had never had any 
complaints about it.  He considered the business to be a success story for 
the local area. 

• Councillor John Palmer stated that he was in two minds about the application 
and that he felt that the whole of the existing site was not being used in its 
totality. 

• Councillor M Gregg said he had a number of concerns with the primary one 
being access to the site and he felt if approval was given it should be on 
condition that access was solely from Glenavy Road.  He said that the 
bunding proposals would alleviate what could be a blight on the landscape.  
On balance, he was in favour of the recommendation subject to a condition 
regarding access. 

• Councillor U Mackin welcomed the investment, the retention of jobs and the 
possibility of additional jobs.  He agreed with Councillor Gregg’s comments 
regarding access arrangements.  He had concerns about the bunding 
proposals which would require a lot of raw material.  Despite some 
reservations, he would be supporting the planning recommendation. 

• Councillor J Craig sated that he agreed with Alderman Dillon’s comments.  
He had represented the area for 9 years and had never received any 
complaints.  He was reassured that a lot of consideration had been given to 
drainage issues.  He considered that there should be a condition attached to 
any approval to cover access only from the main road.  He indicated he 
would support the planning recommendation. 

• At this stage, the Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that the 
issue of inclusion of a condition relating to access could be delegated to 
planners to consider and include if required. 
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• Councillor M Gregg proposed that a condition be included to provide for 
access only being provided from the Glenavy Road with the precise wording 
to be delegated to officers. 

• Councillor U Mackin suggested a further condition regarding reduction of 
ground levels on the site.  The Director of Planning and Capital Development 
advised however that this would require further deferral of the application to 
allow renegotiation with the applicant.  Councillor Mackin then indicated that 
he did not wish further deferral to take place. 

 
It was proposed by Councillor A Swan, seconded by Alderman D Drysdale, and 
agreed to go into committee to receive legal advice on the planning conditions in 
respect of ground levels. 
 
In Committee 
 
Legal advice was obtained. 
 
It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Councillor A Swan, and 
agreed to come out of committee and normal business was resumed. 
 
Out of Committee 
 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the report of 
the Principal Planning Officer and by those making representation, agreed by a 
majority of 9:2 with 0 abstention to approve the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report and subject to the conditions outlined therein and that officers be 
delegated to consider and include if necessary a further condition relating to 
access to the site.  
 
(Alderman J Dillon and Councillor U Mackin left the meeting at 4.15 pm) 
 
Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, declared the meeting adjourned at 4.15 pm 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, declared the meeting resumed at 4.22 pm 

                                                                                                                          
 
(vi) LA05/2018/0139/F - The construction of phase 3 of the North Lisburn Feeder 

Road joining the recently constructed Phase 2 section, north of B101 
adjacent to Lady Wallace Mews and ties into existing alignment of Pond Park 
Road just north of junction with Oldpark Road. The realignment provides 
upgraded junctions with the Beanstown Road and Oldpark Road and makes 
provision for a new turning head for residents where the existing Pond Park 
Road alignment is stopped up. 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
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The Committee received Mr S Minshull who wished to speak in opposition to the 
application.  Mr Minshull had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• The proposed new road blocked access to 2 replacement dwellings on land 

owned by his family. 
• The proposal did not show how any of the fields along the road were to be 

accessed. 
• The planning process had commenced in 2003 and the family had received 

no communications regarding planning applications and had been excluded 
from the planning process. 

• He questioned why the Beantown Road was considered integral to the new 
road proposal. 

 
Mr Minshull responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 
• He confirmed that two points of access would be blocked off by the proposal 

and the family had not been contacted by planners. 
• He advised that the addresses of these properties were 2 and 4 Beantown 

Road.  He stated that the properties had been demolished and were to be 
replaced. 

• He advised that the properties had not been occupied since 2003 and 
planning approval had been obtained for replacement dwellings. 

• In response to a query regarding postponement of road works due to a will 
dispute, Mr Minshull advised again that the family had not received 
notification about the new road.   

• He stated that the developer had approached the family in 2005 to try to 
acquire land but that had not progressed. 

• He confirmed that he had submitted an objection to the proposal. 
• He advised that DfI Roads Service had indicated that they would be vesting 

the lands but that this had not happened. 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawaith, advised that a representative of DfI Roads 
Service, Mr L Walsh, was in attendance to assist with any relevant queries. 
 
There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers and 
Mr Walsh, during which the following issues arose: 
 
• In response to a query as to why there had been no neighbourhood 

notification in this case, the Head of Planning and Capital Development had 
advised that neighbour notification had not taken place in respect of this 
proposal.  The planners had instead completed a Certificate D notice which 
was advertised in local press to notify all interested parties regarding the 
proposal.  Mr Walsh advised that due to the difficulty in notifying all relevant 
land owners regarding the proposal, a Certificate D had been submitted and 
advertised in the local press.   

• Mr Walsh advised that there had been correspondence between the family 
and Roads Service. 

• He indicated that, with regard to compensation, the planning process would 
be completed before commencement of the process to acquire lands. 
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• With regard to properties on the site, the Principal Planning Officer advised 
that there was outline approval for replacement dwellings but there were no 
RM applications. 

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that the proposed 
road was in line with the two properties on the site. 

• He stated that the proposed road would be a protected route and access 
directly to it would not be allowed. 

• He provided clarification regarding the roles of the Roads Service who had 
submitted the planning application and the developer who would be carrying 
out the road works. 

• He also advised that the planning application and the process of vesting 
lands were separate processes. 

• Mr Walsh stated that the position of the road was fixed and it was his 
understanding that the issue of location of replacement dwelling would be 
something to be considered in an RM application. 

• Mr Walsh explained that on occasion it was necessary to vest more land than 
required in order to avoid landlocking sites. 

 
In the debate that followed the following comments were made: 
 
• Councillor J Craig did not understand how the speaker had not been 

informed about the proposal until now.  He indicated that he would be 
supporting the planning recommendation. 

• Councillor M Gregg was also surprised that the objector was not notified.  He 
expressed concern about speed levels on the Pond Park Road and enquired 
whether speed measures could be put in place to control speed levels.  The 
Director of Planning and Capital Development explained that setting of speed 
limited was introduced under separate legislation and would be progressed 
once construction had commenced.  Mr Walsh advised that a road safety 
audit had been undertaken and a further audit would be carried out for the 
completed scheme. 

• Councillor John Palmer expressed the view that further consideration should 
have been given as to how the objector’s lands were to be used and how he 
was going to be compensated. 

 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the report of 
the Principal Planning Officer and by those making representation, agreed by a 
majority of 8:1 with 0 abstention to approve the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report and subject to the conditions outlined therein 
   
It was further proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Alderman J Tinsley, 
and agreed to write to DfI Roads Service requesting that a speed limit of 30mph 
be introduced at the residential section of the Pond Park Road. 
 
 (Having declared an interest in the next item, Alderman A Grehan left the meeting 
at 5.11 pm) 

 
(vii) LA05/2017/0537/F - 14 social housing apartments (2 x 1 bed and 12 x 2 bed) 

with associated car parking, site access and landscaping (Amended scheme) 
at former Richard Crothers Autos, 11 Sloan Street, Lisburn 
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Before the application was presented to the Committee, it was proposed by the 
Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, seconded by Councillor J Craig, and agreed that 
the determination of the above planning application be deferred to allow for a site 
visit to take place to view the site and context.  
 
4.2 Appeal Decision in respect of Planning Application LA05/2018/1137/F 
 
The Committee was provided with copy of an appeal decision in respect of 
planning application LAO5/2018/1137/F and it was proposed by Councillor M 
Gregg, seconded by the Vice-Chairman, Alderman D Drysdale, and agreed to note 
the decision to dismiss the appeal. 
 
In response to a query by Councillor A Swan regards the ratio of appeal 
dismissals, the Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that he would 
bring forward a report to the Committee’s next meeting on this matter. 

 
4.3 Statutory Performance Indicators – September 2020 

 
The Committee had been provided with information on Statutory Performance 
Indicators for September 2020 and it was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, 
seconded by the Vice-Chairman, Alderman D Drysdale, and agreed that this 
information be noted. 
 
Councillor M Gregg wished to put on record his thanks to the planning office staff 
for their hard work over the past number of months to maintain service delivery.  
He acknowledged the Chair’s effective management of planning meetings and the 
commitment by individual Members in attending and contributing to meetings.   
Alderman D Drysdale mentioned in particular the support he had received from the 
Principal Planning Officer.  Councillor M Gregg also referred to the contribution 
made by the Member Services Officers.   

 
4.4 The Twenty-fifth Addition to the List of Buildings of Special Architectural or 

Historical Interest in the LCCC Area 
 
The Committee was provided with copy and it was proposed by Councillor M 
Gregg, seconded by the Vice-Chairman, Alderman D Drysdale, and agreed that 
the twenty-fifth addition to the list of buildings of special architectural or historical 
interest in the LCCC area be noted 

 
4.5 Submission of Pre-application Notice (PAN) – Residential development 

comprising approximately 100 dwellings (apartments, detached, semi-
detached, bungalows and townhouses) with associated car parking and 
landscaping at 49 – 51 Hillsborough Older Road, Lisburn 

 
The Committee was provided with copy report and appendices and it was 
proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by the Vice-Chairman, Alderman D 
Drysdale, and agreed to note the information on the content of the Pre-application 
Notice.   
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The Head of Planning and Capital Development indicated that he would liaise 
directly with Councillor John Palmer regarding an issue raised by him in 
connection with this PAN. 
 

5 Any Other Business 
 

5.1 Review of Protocol 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, referred to the review of protocol and 
enquired whether Members would be available for a review meeting later in the 
month.  It was agreed that arrangements for a review meeting be made to follow 
on from the proposed site meeting. 

 
 
 

     ____________________________________    
      CHAIRMAN / MAYOR    
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