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LISBURN & CASTLEREAGH CITY COUNCIL 

 
Minutes of Meeting of the Planning Committee held in the Council Chamber, 
Lisburn & Castlereagh City Council Offices, Island Civic Centre, The Island, 
Lisburn on Monday 4 November 2019 at 12.30 p.m. 

 

 

  
PRESENT: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Councillor JD Craig (Chairman) 
 
 Councillor O Gawith (Vice-Chairman) 
 
 Aldermen D Drysdale, A Grehan and W.J. Dillon 
 
Councillors  M Gregg, U Mackin, J McCarthy, C McCready and 
John Palmer   

 
OTHER MEMBERS: 

 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 

 
Alderman J Tinsley 

 
 

Director of Service Transformation 
Head of Planning and Capital Development 
Principal Planning Officer (RH) 
Senior Planning Officer (RT) 
Member Services Officer  
Attendance Clerk 

 
Legal Advisor: 
B Martyn - Cleaver Fulton & Rankin  

 
Department for Infrastructure, Roads Service 
Mr B Finlay 

 
 

  
 

Commencement of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor JD Craig, welcomed everyone to the meeting.   
 
Introductions were made by the Chairman and some housekeeping and evacuation 
announcements were made by the Director of Service Transformation who also 
highlighted to those in the public gallery that information on the procedures of the 
Committee was available at the rear of the Council Chamber. 

 
(Alderman D Drysdale arrived at 12.40 pm) 
 
1.      Apologies 

 
It was agreed that apologies be recorded on behalf of Councillor A Swan.  
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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. 
 
The following Declarations of Interest were made: 
 

• The Deputy Mayor, Councillor J McCarthy, declared in an interest in Item 
4.1(1), Application No LAO5/2018/1133/F, and Item 4.1(2), Application No 
LAO5/2018/1100/O, on the basis that his employer would be speaking in 
support of these applications. 

• The Chairman, Councillor J Craig, referred to Item 4.1(5), Application No 
LAO5/2018/0887/F, and advised that the speaker on this application was a 
distant relative but that he had not predetermined the outcome of the 
application. 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to Item 4.1(5), Application No 
LAO5/2018/0887/F, and advised that he had met with the objectors to this 
application but had not given advice on the matter and had not 
predetermined the outcome of the application. 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to Item 4.1(3) Application No 
LAO5/2018/0931/O, and advised that he had called this application in and 
had met with the objectors but he had not predetermined the outcome of 
the application. 

• Councillor John Palmer referred to Item 4.1(2), Application No 
LAO5/2019/0625/O, and stated that he had called this application in on 
behalf of the applicant, he had advised on the process but had not 
predetermined the outcome of the application. 

• Alderman A Grehan declared an interest in Item 4.1(7), LAO5/2019/0677/F,  
on the basis that she had lobbied for a play area at this area 

• During the course of the meeting, Councillor John Palmer declared an 
interest in Item 4.1(7), Application No LAO5/2019/0677/F, on the basis that 
he had lobbied on behalf of the community. 

 
 

3. Minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on Monday 7 October 2019 
 

It was proposed by Alderman WJ Dillon, seconded by Councillor M Gregg, and 
agreed that the Minutes of the Committee Meeting held on Monday 7 October 
2019 as circulated be confirmed and signed. 

 
4. Report of 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. 
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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. 
 
The Chairman advised that there were a number of speakers in attendance 
making representation on some of the applications and therefore the Schedule of 
Applications would be taken out of order to enable these applications to be taken 
first. 
 
The Chair advised that he had agreed to allow consideration of Items 4.1(1) and 
4.1(2) to be deferred to later in the meeting as the speakers had indicated that that 
they had been delayed from attending due to particular circumstances.  Alderman 
WJ Dillon stated that, while he concurred with the Chairman’s decision in this 
instance, he considered that such a decision should be taken rarely. 
 

(5)  LA05/2018/0887/F – Replacement dwelling in conjunction with detached 
garage/wood store at 60 Ballynahinch Road, Dromara 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined in the 
circulated report, 
 
The Committee received Mr Jonathan Wilson who wished to speak in opposition to 
the application, highlighting the following: 
 
• The Planning Service did not carry out its procedures with due diligence 
• The Roads Service was not allowed to do its job 
• The NIEA had not been given full information 
• He read out correspondence from the Roads Service indicating that initially it 

had considered the vehicular entrance to the site to be unacceptable and that 
the applicant had not demonstrated how the display lines had been improved 

• The original entrance was 30-40ft away from the bad bend and the first 
entrance was always a pedestrian entrance 

• The new vehicular entrance was only made by removing the hedge along the 
frontage of the site 

• There was no evidence of any tarmacked entrance 
• The applicant had not provided evidence that the new entrance was the 

original entrance to the site 
 

There then followed a question and answer session and Mr Wilson responded to 
Members comments and queries as follows: 

 
• In response to a query by Councillor U Mackin, Mr Wilson stated that the size 

of the replacement dwelling was considerably larger than the original one and 
the windows were not all to the back or on gable walls 

• With regard to the survey carried out by NIEA, he stated that this did not take 
account of expanding foam filling window gaps and replacement tiles which 
were evidence that there had been attempts to prevent bats getting into the 
building 

• He advised that the evidence to support his objections was the 
correspondence with the Roads Service.  He stated that sight lines for a 
building on a 60mph road should be 80 metres either side and in this case 
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the measurements were 50 metres to one side and 30 metres to the other 
side 

• He referred to a serious road traffic accident on the road where one person 
had been hospitalised. 
 

The Committee welcomed Mr Sam Hawthorne and Ms Sharon McMurray who 
wished to speak in support of the application.  Mr Hawthorne advised that he and 
Ms McMurray did not intend to make a presentation but were available to answer 
Members’ queries.   
 
There then followed a question and answer session, during which Mr Hawthorne 
responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 
• It was not possible to provide an alternative entrance to the replacement 

dwelling due to third party issues on the land 
• There was no attempt to block the entry of bats and the survey was carried 

out by one of the leading specialists in Northern Ireland 
• There were always 2 entrances to the property, one pedestrian and one 

vehicular.  The applicant had the option of using either as the new entrance 
and they had gone for a position in the middle of the site in order to achieve 
the best sight lines 

• This was a replacement dwelling and the applicant could have renovated the 
existing dwelling and retained the existing entrance   

• The allegation regarding attempts to block bats was unfounded.  The survey 
carried out indicated that there was no evidence of bats 

• Mr Hawthorne referred to a photograph he had recently taken showing gates 
leaning against the gable of the property.  He indicated that these were the 
original gates that had been removed.  The Chair ruled that photo would not 
be circulated at the meeting 

• In response to further queries by Members, Mr Hawthorne provided further 
clarification regarding the location of the original pedestrian and vehicular 
entrances.  He advised that the two entrances had been clearly noted in 
drawings provided to the Roads Service 

 
There then followed a question and answer session with the Planning Officers and 
the representative of DfI Roads Service when the following issues arose: 
 
• Mr B Finlay advised that the Roads Service was only aware of one set of 

gates at the frontage because the hedge had been taken away at the time of 
its inspection.  He stated that a roads order had not been required for the 
removal of the hedge 

• Following the site visit, he indicated that Roads Service had sought further 
clarification from the agent regarding entrances and, following this, it took the 
view that the proposed new entrance was a better option than where the 
previous pedestrian or vehicular entrances appeared to have been located. 

• In response to the Chair’s query regarding any evidence that indicated there 
had been vehicular access to the property, the Head of Planning and Capital 
Development referred to a photograph in the file showing a vehicle parked to 
the right hand side of the dwelling and a pedestrian gate at the south west 
corner.  The Chair ruled that this photo be circulated to Members at the 
meeting 
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• The Head of Planning and Capital Development outlined the chronology of 
the application and advised that, at the completion of the planning process, 
the response from the Roads Service was that the application was 
acceptable 

• Mr B Finlay advised on the Roads Service mapping system highlighting 
reports of accidents and reported that there had been 2 traffic accidents in 
recent years that had occurred at some distance from the site 

• Mr B Finlay advised on standard sight lines and on the variation from the 
standard that occurred at the site.  He stated that the new entrance was an 
improvement on what would have been there had the applicant opted to 
renovate the property rather than seek a replacement dwelling   

• The Principal Planning Officer provided information on the increased floor 
area and ridge height of the new dwelling compared to the original building; 
she advised that the second floor in the new building would accommodate a 
play room and study 

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development clarified the extent to which 
the original building could be extended under permitted development   

 
During the debate that followed, Alderman D Drysdale stated that he was satisfied 
that it had been demonstrated that there had been a vehicular entrance to the 
original property.  He did not consider that there was enough evidence presented 
to persuade him to overturn the Planning Officer’s recommendation. 
 
Alderman A Grehan stated that she would like a site visit to clarify issues such as 
the entrances to the site and replacement roof tiles on the original property.  The 
Chairman, Councillor J Craig agreed with that suggestion. 
 
Alderman WJ Dillon stated that this was a replacement dwelling rather than a new 
development and he considered that the Planning Officer’s recommendation was 
correct. 
 
It was proposed by Alderman A Grehan and seconded by the Chairman, 
Councillor J Craig, and, following a vote of 8:0, it was agreed that determination of 
this application be deferred for a site visit. 
 

(3)  LA05/2018/0931/O – Proposed 1 no infill dwelling and garage (Biodiversity 
Checklist submitted) on lands 104m north west of no 48 Ballycoan Road, 
Belfast 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined in the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Ms Jennifer Mawhinney who wished to speak in 
opposition to the application, highlighting the following: 
 
• The application was located in an area of outstanding natural beauty but, 

because it was an outline application, no detail had been provided showing 
existing site conditions or boundary vegetation   

• As a preliminary point it was indicated that the application was invalid asey 
information was lacking to enable the Committee to reach a decision and a 
site visit would be useful 
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• The CTY13 weighting given by the planners regarding integration of the 
development was wrong 

• CTY13 stated that a new building would be unacceptable if it was prominent 
or lacked natural boundaries or relied on new landscaping   

• Three of the four boundaries had no existing landscaping; there was no 
boundary to the north east; mature vegetation providing screening at the 
frontage to Ballycoan Road would be removed to provide satisfactory sight 
lines 

• The site was located on a hill with landscaping to the rear.  Further screening 
was proposed with substantial planting required on all four boundaries 

 
There was a question and answer session during which Ms Mawhinney responded 
as follow: 
 
• The lack of integration meant the proposal was out of character with 

neighbouring properties.  There were 2 types of sites in the area:  those 
where dwellings were on the road and those where dwellings were set further 
back and screened.  This development proposal would be set back on the 
site but would not be screened 

• There were other issues raised by objectors including roads, wildlife and infill 
policy 

• Ms Mawhinney did not believe that the Committee had sufficient information 
to take a decision on this application 

 
There then followed questions to the Planning Officers and the following issues 
arose: 
 
• The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that planning officer 

had visited the site and would not have brought a report in front of the 
Committee if they considered there not to be  sufficient information to make a 
recommendation 

• With regard to integration, the Planning Officer had set out in the report why 
they considered that application to be compliant with CTY13.  The Head of 
Planning and Capital Development also noted Ms Mawhinney did not raise 
any in principle concerns with policy CTY 8 

• Councillor John Palmer queried whether the site lay within the Lagan Valley 
Regional Park or just outside it and whether there had been any consultation 
with LVRP 

• While the proximity to the LVRP was being checked, in a query raised by 
Councillor Caleb McCready the Head of Planning and Capital Development 
explained that a neighbouring property did not appear on the Google map 
due to it being a fairly new development 

 
Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor JD Craig, declared the meeting adjourned at 2.18 pm 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor JD Craig, declared the meeting resumed at 2.36 pm 
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 (Councillor C McCready did not return to the meeting at 2.36 pm) 
 
• The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that, during the 

break, officers had checked the position and could confirm that the site did 
not lie within the Lagan Valley Regional Park and therefore consultation was 
not required with LVRP.   

• Clarification was also provided in relation to the provision of a Design and 
Access Statement. 

 
(Councillor C McCready returned to the meeting at 2.38 pm) 
 
• The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that the site 

frontage of 45 metres was in keeping with other nearby frontages and the 
pattern of development in the area. 

• With regard to integration, officers were satisfied that the site had the ability 
to meet requirements regarding level of enclosure.  In this case, some 
hedging to the front would be opened up to improve access but there was 
hedging to the side, the land sloped upwards to the rear and the hill behind 
provided a backdrop and sense of enclosure; and additional landscaping 
would supplement this. 

 
During the debate which followed, Councillor Mackin indicated that he was not 
convinced the site was fully occupied with one dwelling and he feared that, if 
approval were granted, there would be a further application submitted for an 
additional dwelling. 
 
Alderman D Drysdale stated that this was an outline planning application; he 
considered that there was enough information supplied and he agreed with the 
Planning Officer’s recommendation. 
 
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 8:1 with 1 abstention to approve the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report and subject to the conditions stated therein. 
   
Councillor C McCready abstained from the vote as he had not been present for the 
entirety of the discussions on this application.              
 

 (2)  LA05/2019/0625/O – Proposed site for 2 no dwelling and garages on lands 
adjoining south west of no.40 Eglantine Road, Lisburn 

 
The Senior Planning Officer (RT) presented this application as outlined in the 
circulated report. 
 
There was no speakers to this application. 
 
There were no questions for the Planning Officers. 
  
At this stage a representative for the applicant indicated that he had wished to 
speak to the meeting.  It was however confirmed by the Head of Planning and 
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Capital Development that the Unit had not received a formal request for speaking 
rights on behalf of the applicant.   
 
In the debate that followed, Alderman D Drysdale indicated that he felt that the 
Committee should uphold the Planning Officer’s recommendation. 
 
Councillor U Mackin queried whether the matter could be deferred to allow the 
applicant speaking rights at a future meeting.  The Head of Planning and Capital 
Development advised the Committee on the grounds on which an application 
could be deferred as specified in the Planning Protocol.  A proposal by Councillor 
John Palmer that the application be deferred to allow the applicant speaking rights 
was withdrawn.   
 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the Report of 
the Senior Planning Officer, agreed by a majority of 9:0 with 1 abstention to refuse 
the application as outlined in the Officer’s report. 
 

(6)  LA05/2019/0536/F - Proposed replacement changing rooms and new 
security fence to same and minor alterations to existing car park at Aghalee 
Playing Fields, Lurgan Road, Aghalee 

 
The Senior Planning Officer (RT) presented this application as outlined in the 
circulated report. 
 
There was no speakers to this application. 
 
There were no questions for the Planning Officers. 
 
In the debate which followed, Alderman D Drysdale stated that this development 
fitted in with the Council’s drive to improve the health and well-being of the 
community and the update of facilities was overdue. 
 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the Report of 
the Senior Planning Officer, 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 contained therein. 
 
(Alderman A Grehan and Councillor John Palmer left the meeting at 3.19 pm) 

 
(7)  LA05/2019/0677/F – Construction of a children's play area age range 2 to 14 

to cater for toddler, junior and accessible play. The works shall include 
installation of play equipment, impact absorbent surfacing, fencing and 
landscaping at Open green space at The Green, Tonagh Drive, Lisburn 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined in the 
circulated report. 
 
There was no speakers to this application. 
 
There were no questions for the Planning Officers. 
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In the debate that followed, Councillor C McCready welcomed the proposal saying 
it was good for the community and for the children in the area.  In response to his 
query as to whether there would be any removal of trees to accommodate the 
proposal, the Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that any 
landscape changes would be made good on completion. 
 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the Report of 
the Principal Planning Officer, agreed by a majority of 8:0 with 0 abstention to 
approve the application as outlined in the Officer’s report and subject to the 
conditions contained therein. 
 
(Alderman A Grehan and Councillor John Palmer returned to the meeting at 3.26 
pm; Alderman D Drysdale left the meeting at 3.27 pm)) 
 

(8)  LA05/2019/0814/F - Proposed enclosure over the green waste area at 
Carryduff Household Recycling Centre, 8 Comber Road, Carryduff – 
(Mandatory) 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined in the 
circulated report. 
 
There was no speakers to this application. 
 
There were no questions for the Planning Officers. 

 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the Report of 
the Principal Planning Officer, agreed by a majority of 9:0 with 0 abstention to 
approve the application as outlined in the Officer’s report and subject to the 
conditions contained therein. 
 
Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor JD Craig, declared the meeting adjourned at 3.32 pm 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor JD Craig, declared the meeting resumed at 3.52 pm 
 
 (The Deputy Mayor, Councillor J McCarthy, did not return to the meeting at 3.52 
pm) 

 
(1)  LA05/2018/1133/F – Application under Section 54 of the Planning Act 

(Northern Ireland) 2011 to remove Condition 3 attached to Appeal 
2015/A0175 (S/2015/0073) - The dwelling shall be sited within the area 
hatched black on approved map on lands adjacent to 28 Lany Road, Lisburn 

 
The senior Planning Officer (RT) presented this application as outlined in the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr Andy Stevens who wished to speak in support of the 
application, highlighting the following: 
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• Mr Stevens advised that a planning appeal had been granted in 2016 and 

imposed a siting condition in respect of the proposed replacement dwelling. 
• Since the appeal decision, the development of holiday lets and camping pods 

on the site restricted the area within which a replacement dwelling was to be 
located 

• The appeal specification dealt with the principle of a replacement dwelling 
and, while it stated that the proposed dwelling should be contained within the 
curtilage of the original building, he argued that the use of the term ‘should’ 
was not mandatory 

• Planning Office considered the curtilage was not so restricted that it could not 
accommodate a modest dwelling  

• He disputed the Planning Office’s contention that there was no evidence of 
any benefits of an alternative position for the replacement dwelling   

• He stated that Planning Office should indicate how or where a modest 
development could be accommodated within the hatched area 

• He asked the Committee to overturn the planning recommendation or to 
defer the application to allow further negotiation to take place regarding a 
suitable site for the replacement dwelling 

 
This was followed by a question and answer session during which the following 
issue arose: 
 
• Alderman WJ Dillon referred to the condition imposed by PAC and queried 

whether the Planning Committee could remove that condition when it had not 
been imposed by the Council.  Mr Stevens stated that the PAC condition was 
based on the site as it was in 2016 but that a number of planning permissions 
had been issued in the intervening period that changed the situation.  The 
main issue now was the position of the replacement dwelling and the 
possibility of achieving a compromise either to vary the PAC condition or to 
remove it. 

 
The Committee received Mr Pat Catney MLA who wished to speak in support of 
the application highlighting the following: 
 
• He suggested that a common sense approach to the issue would be to issue 

a deferral on the basis that new evidence had been submitted 
• The granting of permissions for holiday lets and camping pods had created a 

change in circumstances since the appeal decision 
• There was room for compromise in order to achieve solutions to the issues 

and a short deferral could bring this to a speedy conclusion 
• It was not feasible to accommodate 2 dwellings and 2 tourist units within the 

original curtilage 
 
There then followed a question and answer session where the following issues 
arose: 
 

• In response to a query by Alderman WJ Dillon regarding the new evidence 
referred to, Mr Catney stated that, when the appeal was granted, there had 
been no holiday lets or camping pods on the site   
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• He suggested that it was a material fact that permission had been given to 
camping pods situated outside the curtilage area.  He suggested that the 
condition could be varied and the hatch area expanded 

• Both the Chairman, Councillor J Craig, and Alderman WJ Dillon queried why 
the applicant had submitted an application for other buildings within the 
curtilage just a year after the PAC had imposed the condition regarding siting 
of the replacement dwelling.  Mr Catney stated that these were queries for 
the applicant rather than for him 

• With the agreement of the Chair, Mr Stevens was asked to respond to these 
queries.  He advised that the applicant was entitled to submit other planning 
applications 

 
There then followed questions to the Planning Officers.  Alderman WJ Dillon 
enquired whether, if the Council was minded to remove the condition, would that 
then open up the possibility of further development on the site.   
 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that this issue had been 
dealt with in the Planning Officer’s report and he outlined the various proposals 
and permissions associated with the site. 

 
(Councillor John Palmer left the meeting at 4.24 pm) 
 
In Committee 
 
At this stage it was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Councillor U 
Mackin, and agreed to go into committee to receive legal advice in the absence of 
the press and the public. 
 
Legal advice was received. 
 
Resumption of Normal Business 
 
It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Alderman WJ Dillon, and 
agreed to come out of Committee and normal business was resumed. 
 
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 7:0 with 0 abstention to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report. 
 

(4)  LA05/2018/1100/O – Proposed infill dwelling and garage on lands between 
Nos 124 and Nos 126 Moira Road, Hillsborough 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined in the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr Andy Stevens who wished to speak in support of the 
application, highlighting the following: 
 
• The Planning Office disputed that this was an infill opportunity. 
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• The Planning Office had initially indicated that it was considering approval but 
then decided to refuse on one minor consideration 

• PAC did not preclude the sub-division of side gardens being considered as 
infill opportunities 

• The Planning Office had solely concentrated on the site frontage of 33 
metres.  However planning policy made it clear that the gap between 
buildings on either side was a material consideration and in this case the gap 
was 58 metres 

• This was a small gap site that had always existed 
• He outlined why he did not consider this to be ribbon development. 
• The applicant would be allowed to build an ancillary building on this site 

under permitted development and there would be no great difference 
between the proposed building and an ancillary building 

• The proposed development would be screened by vegetation and would not 
impact upon the rural character of the area 

• The proposal was contained by development on either side 
• There had been no objections from neighbours or from statutory agencies 

 
There then followed a question and answer session when the following issues 
arose: 
 
• Mr Stevens clarified that the gap between one dwelling to another was 58 

metres 
• In response to a comment by Councillor O Gawith that, if the proposal was 

approved, there would be 3 dwellings at the location with permitted 
development rights, Mr Stevens suggested that conditions could be imposed 
on an approval to limit permitted development rights for the development 

 
The Committee then received Mr Pat Catney MLA who wished to speak in support 
of the application highlighting the following: 
 
• The main issue was whether this was a gap site. 
• There was 58 metres between the buildings and this constituted a gap site. 
• The applicant could go for an ancillary building on the site  
• He had thought that the application was being passed for approval and was 

surprised to see it being presented as a refusal 
• The proposal fitted in perfectly with the layout of the road 
• The buildings could be screened off with vegetation 
• A small gap site was not defined in planning policy 
• He considered that this was a clear cut case for the Committee and that a 

refusal was not the correct decision 
 
There then followed a question and answer session during which Mr Catney 
responded to Members’ queries which included the issue regarding the length of 
the frontage. 
 
The Committee received Mr Edwin Poots MLA who wished to speak in support of 
the application highlighting the following: 
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• He stated that dwellings in the area had originally been labourers’ cottages 
with large gardens generally to the rear 

• In this instance the dwelling had a large garden to one side and the 
opportunity existed for development in the side garden 

• PAC had found cases with similar side garden development to be acceptable 
• The issue was whether the site provided adequate amenity space and 

parking for the existing residents 
• He referred to previous planning applications at Lisburn Road, Glenavy, and 

Clogher Road, Lisburn, and said the latter was approved based on the critical 
issue of the gap between the buildings on either side. 

• He referred to the lengths of the gap between buildings on the site and the 
frontage and suggested that too much emphasis was being placed on these 
measurements 

• He stated that planning policy allowed development if there was no 
demonstrable harm and he argued that, in this case, there was no such harm 

• He stated that this site clearly met the criteria of a gap site 
• Any refusal would be on very narrow grounds and in contravention of what 

had been approved by PAC on previous occasions 
 
There were no questions for Mr Poots MLA 
 
There then followed questions to the Planning Officers during which the following 
issues arose: 
 
• The Head of Planning and Capital Development clarified issues regarding the 

cases referred to by Mr Poots.  He explained why one appeal decision which 
was the subject of judicial review proceeding was not considered and how 
the learning from the other was applied to this application as the gap was 
accepted 

• In response to a query by Alderman Grehan, he advised that a group of 
dwellings further up the Moira Road with similar sized frontages as the 
proposed site had not been taken into account because there was a 
separation distance of over 400 metres between those buildings and the site 

• In response to a query by Alderman WJ Dillon regarding the earlier indication 
that approval would be issued, the Head of Planning and Capital 
Development stated that a final recommendation on an application was not 
made until the assessment had been completed 

 
Alderman WJ Dillon then expressed the view that he did not have enough 
evidence in front of him to reach a decision on this application.   
 
It was proposed by Alderman WJ Dillon, seconded by the Chairman, Councillor J 
Craig, and agreed, on a vote of 5:2 with 0 abstention, that determination of this 
application be deferred for a site visit. 
 
(Councillor John Palmer returned to the meeting at 5.29 pm; Alderman A Grehan 
left the meeting at 5.30 pm) 

 
4.2 Submission of Pre-Application Notices (PAN)  

 
4.2.1 Modification to PAN in respect of DIIB (amended consultation dates) 
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The Committee was provided with copy of the report, proposal form and site 
location plan and it was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Councillor 
C McCready, and agreed to note the information provided in relation to the above 
Pre-Application Notice. 
 
(Alderman A Grehan returned to the meeting at 5.33 pm) 
 
4.3 Appeal Decision in respect of 2018/E0069 Your ref EN/2019/0034/CA 
 
It was proposed by Alderman WJ Dillon, seconded by Councillor John Palmer, and 
agreed that the Committee note the information provided in respect of the above 
Appeal Decision. 
 
4.4 Statutory Performance Indicators September 2019 

 
The Committee was provided with copy and it was proposed by Councillor M 
Gregg, seconded by Councillor C McCready, and agreed to note a draft monthly 
performance indicator from the Department of Infrastructure. 

 
4.5 Advance Notice of Listing in respect of Hangars (Former Aircraft Assembly 

Hangers), Gate 3, Maze, Long Kesh, 94B Halftown Road, Lisburn 
 
The Committee was provided with copy and it was proposed by Councillor C 
McCready, seconded by Alderman WJ Dillon, and agreed to note correspondence 
including a location map from the Department for Communities regarding a notice 
of listing in respect of hangars (former aircraft assembly hangars) at Gate 3, Maze, 
Long Kesh, 84B Halftown Road, Lisburn. 

 
5. Any Other Business 

 
5.1 Replacement IT Equipment – Councillor M Gregg 
 
In response to a query by Councillor M Gregg, the Head of Planning and 
Community Development advised any request for upgrade of IT equipment should 
be directed to the IT section and would be dealt with on a case by case basis.  He 
also advised that work was ongoing in respect of a software package in relation to 
the planning portal. 
 

There being no further business, the meeting concluded at 5.38 pm. 
 
 
 
 

      
 ____________________________________        
  CHAIRMAN / MAYOR    

   


