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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 Friday 4 June 2021 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, J McCarthy, J Palmer 
and A Swan 

 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 

 
 
        Present in Chamber: 

Head of Planning and Capital Development 
Member Services Officer (PS) 
Member Services Officer (CR) 
Attendance Clerk (LMcN) 
 
Present in Remote Location: 
Chief Executive 
Director of Service Transformation 
Principal Planning Officer (RH) 
Senior Planning Officer (RT) 
Senior Planning Officer (MB) 
 
Legal Adviser: 
B Martyn - Cleaver Fulton & Rankin  
H Smyth – 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. 
 
(Councillor J McCarthy, Councillor J Palmer and Alderman A Grehan arrived at 
10.35 am). 
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The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised on housekeeping and 
evacuation procedures.  The Member Services Officer (CR) then read out the 
names of the Elected Members in attendance at the meeting. 
 

1.     Apologies 
 

There were no apologies. 
 
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 Chairman stated that, with reference to application LA05/2021/0534/F where 
the applicant was the Council, all Members had the same interest and therefore 
paragraph 6.6 of the Code of Conduct applied and it was not necessary for 
individual declarations of interest to be made. 
 
The following Declarations of Interest were made: 
 

• Alderman A Grehan referred to LA05/2017/1124/F and LA05/2018/0412/F 
stating that she had had talks with the developer and stated that she would 
be withdrawing for the determination of those two applications. 

• Councillor A Swan referred to LA05/2020/0229/F and advised that he was a 
Board Member of Lagan Valley Regional Park however he was 
subsequently advised by the Head of Planning and Capital Development 
that the particular application referred to had been withdrawn from the 
Schedule. 

• After the meeting and by way of a completed form, Alderman D Drysdale 
advised that as Chairman of Inspire Business Park, he was aware that a 
board colleague had been involved in an advisory capacity with the 
developer.  The Board met once a month and he had not been approached 
by this individual in any way regarding the application. 

3. Minutes of the Planning Committee Meeting held on 10 May  2021 
 
It was proposed by Alderman J Dillon, seconded by Alderman J Tinsley, and 
agreed that the minutes of the Committee meeting held on 10 May 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. 
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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. 
 

  (1)  LA05/2021/0534/F – Proposed staff welfare unit and timber fence  
  enclosing the site on  lands at Blaris Cemetery, 25 Blaris Road, Lisburn, 

   Recommendation: Approval 

The Senior Planning Officer (RT) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
There were no speakers in connection with this application. 
 
There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers 
during which the following issues arose: 
 

• Councillor M Gregg sought clarification on the neighbourhood notification 
process in respect of this application and the Senior Planning Officer 
outlined the required procedures providing confirmation that procedures 
had been adhered to.   
 

• Councillor M Gregg highlighted the importance of ensuring a consistent 
approach and the Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that 
there was a statutory requirement in respect of neighbourhood notification 
and went on to outline the process carried out in this instance.  He also 
reminded the Committee that advertisements were placed in the press, he 
assured them that in this case all requirements had been met. 

 
  The Committee, having considered the information provided within the Report of 
   the Senior Planning Officer agreed by a unanimous vote to approve the application  
   as outlined in the report and subject to the conditions stated therein. 

 
 Adjournment of Meeting 
 
 The Chairman declared a short adjournment at 11.00 am to allow for speakers to 

be contacted as the meeting was now running ahead of the timings indicated.   
The livestream was paused. 

 
 Resumption of Meeting 
 
 The Chairman declared the meeting resumed at 11.10 am.  The livestream 

resumed. 
 
 

(2) LA05/2019/1115/F - Proposed (retrospective) 4 additional ancillary guest 
 accommodation units comprised of 3 glamping domes (2  of which are  
 retrospective) and 1 glamping hut, 4 hot tubs and associated decking and 
 pathways, 1 toilet/shower block and 1 no. electrical distribution shed at 
 591 Saintfield Road, Carryduff.   
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(3) LA05/2019/1116/F – Revised supporting cable park hub to approved 
 building under LA05/2018/0803/F including store room, plant room, 
 reception, changing block, toilet block, jetty (retrospective) and sand 
 sports area adjacent to cable park. (Retrospective) at 591 Saintfield Road, 
 Carryduff.   

 
(4) LA05/2019/1314/F – Proposed extension to existing boathouse building to 
 provide two first floor restaurants with kitchen and utility facilities. 
 Proposed second floor multi-use conference facility. Change of use from 
 existing retail unit to provide complementary seating area to existing cafe. 
 Proposed external lift and fire escape staircase at 591 Saintfield Road, 
 Carryduff.   
 
The above three applications give rise to the same reasons for refusal they are to 
be heard as part of the same presentation. 
 

 The Chairman then outlined that the applicant had requested that the   
determination of the above three applications be deferred pending the receipt of 
additional information in the form of a transport assessment which was to be 
received on 16 June 2021 and the Committee were asked if they were agreeable 
to accede to this request. 

 
 Alderman J Tinsley highlighted that one of the applications had been refused on 
 the grounds of an in principle objection and sought clarification on the reasons for 
refusal.  He was advised by the Head of Planning and Capital Development that 
all of the above applications were refused solely on the grounds of traffic and 
transport, he explained that the detail of the second refusal reason referred to 
would be further considered should the applications be deferred. 

 
 Alderman J Tinsley then said that in the light of that he had no reason not to 
 agree  to the request for a deferral. 
 
 Councillor A Swan wondered whether a one month deferral would be adequate 
 and stated that he would like to see information on recent accidents at the 
 location coming being provided.   
 

The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that recent road 
changes at the location might affect statistics and outlined that attributing any 
accidents at the location to the business would be difficult.  He advised that DfI 
(Roads) could provide accident history at the location and undertook to attempt 
to have this information provided in a timely manner. 

 
 Councillor J Craig sought information on how much time the applicant had been 
 provided with until this stage to provide the information and stated that in the past 
 other applicants had not been allowed this extra time. 
 

 The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded that the three 
 applications had been submitted at different times, were in part retrospective and 
that the information had been sought early in the application processes.  In its 
absence recommendations to refuse had been brought forward.   
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He advised the Committee that the Planning Unit was now in the position of 
having a firm commitment that the information would be received by 16 June 
2021 and it was now up to the Committee to decide whether or not it wished to 
accede to the request or to refuse it. 

 
 Alderman J Dillon stated that he would very reluctantly agree to this request 
 however the applicant had been given ample time to submit the required 
 information. 
 

 Councillor U Mackin said that he felt that eighteen months was ample time to 
 provide information, he outlined that he considered that if applicants did not 
 provide information in a timely manner then it resulted in the Council not being 
 able to meet its turnaround applications in a reasonable timescale.  He said he 
would not be supportive of a deferral and did not feel that one month would be 
adequate time for a traffic report to be assessed. 

 
 Councillor J Palmer said that he felt the provision of a traffic assessment was 
 important as the traffic situation at the location had recently changed significantly. 
 
 Councillor M Gregg said that he considered that the Committee owed it to local 
 residents to be fair, he had some sympathy regarding pressures on the 
 Committee however there was now a firm commitment from the applicant that the 
 information will be received by 16 June 2021 and in light of that he felt that the 
 request for a deferral should be agreed to. 
 
 Alderman J Tinsley asked the Head of Planning and Capital Development 
 whether he considered that one month would be adequate in real terms, he also 
 sought clarification on the timeline regarding the request for this information.   
 
  The Senior Planning Officer (MB) consulted the file and provided members with 
 information on the history of engagement with the applicant since January 2020. 
 
  The Head of Planning and Capital Development informed the Committee that the 

applicant had suggested that the   information had not been forthcoming due to 
traffic flows not being considered normal due to the Covid-19 pandemic.  He 
advised that  there was now an opportunity to bring back a report and to ask DfI 
Roads to expedite the assessment as a matter of urgency. 

 
 Councillor A Swan queried how valuable the traffic report would be given that the 
 facility had been closed until fairly recently. 
 

 Councillor J Palmer highlighted instances where determinations had been 
 deferred for one month but had not come back to the Committee within that time 
 frame specified.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development outlined 
potential reasons for such circumstances arising and acknowledged that the 
timings in these cases would be challenging. 

 
At this point and at the request of the Chairman, the applicant’s transport 
consultant provided some background to the transport assessment to be carried 
out. 
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Councillor M Gregg said he was encouraged by the fact that this matter could be 
prioritised and he proposed deferring the determination of the applications for a 
period of one month as long as the information is received by the indicated date 
and if not forthcoming, the application should come back to the Committee for 
determination in July 2021. 

 
  Councillor J Craig wondered why the applications had been put onto the 

Schedule of Applications at the meeting if Council Officers were aware of the 
background information. 

 
 Alderman D Drysdale highlighted the possibility of the applicant appealing the 

decision and felt it important to wait until all information had been received before 
making a decision. 

 
Alderman J Dillon then seconded the proposal made by Councillor M Gregg and 
by a majority vote it was agreed that the applications be deferred a period of one 
month to allow information to be provided within the indicated date.  The view 
expressed was that if the information was not forthcoming and/or it proved on 
review to be inadequate that the applications should come back to the 
Committee for determination in July 2021. 

At this stage the Chairman, Alderman O Gawith advised that, as the meeting was 
now ahead of schedule, the Confidential Report of the Chief Executive would be 
the next item considered. 

 
5. Confidential Business 

 
 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 Councillor J Craig, seconded by Councillor M Gregg 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. 

 
 5.1 Judicial Reviews 
 
 It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg seconded by Councillor J McCarthy and 

agreed that the information provided by the Chief Executive and Legal Advisor 
both verbally and within the circulated report be noted. 

 
 Resumption of Normal Business 
 

   It was proposed by Councillor J McCarthy, seconded by Alderman J Tinsley and 
       agreed to come out of committee and normal business was resumed.  The  
       livestream re-commenced. 
 
 At this stage the Chairman, Alderman O Gawith said that consideration of the 

applications on the Schedule of Applications would be resumed as the time had 
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now been reached when those making representations on the next application had 
been advised to attend the meeting. 

 
(5) LA05/2020/0662/F - Proposed retention of temporary outdoor digital 
 entertainment screen including temporary outdoor drive-in cinema and all 
 other associated site works at 1 Mealough Road, Carryduff.  

 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith asked the Committee if they wished to add this 
application to the list of other applications at this location which had been deferred 
pending additional information earlier in the meeting. 
 
This was put to the Committee and by a majority vote it was agreed that the 
application be added to the list of those applications at this location deferred 
earlier in the meeting for a period of one month as long as the information was 
received by the indicated date and if not forthcoming, the applications should 
come back to the Committee for determination in July 2021. 
 
The Chairman, Councillor O Gawith, said that at this stage he wished to resume 
the consideration of the Confidential Report as the meeting was now running 
ahead of scheduled timings. 
 
Confidential Business (resumed) 

 
 Confidential Report of the Head of Planning and Capital Development. 
 
 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 Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Aldlerman D Drysdale 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. 

 
 5.2 Dundrod Appeal 
 
 It was proposed by Councillor J McCarthy, seconded by Councillor A Swan and 

agreed that the information provided both verbally and within the circulated report 
be noted. 

 
 Resumption of Normal Business 
 

 It was proposed by Alderman D Drysdale , seconded by Councillor J McCarthy 
and agreed to come out of committee and normal business was resumed.  The 
livestream resumed. 

 
 Adjournment of Meeting 
 
 The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, declared the meeting adjourned at 12.30 pm 
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 Resumption of Meeting 
 
 The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, declared the meeting resumed at 1.45 pm 
 
 (Alderman J Dillon and Alderman A Grehan did not return to the meeting, 

Alderman A Grehan had declared an interest in the following 2 applications). 
 

(6) LA05/2017/1124/F - 507 residential units comprising a mix of detached 
 houses, semi-detached houses, townhouses and apartments; internal site 
 distributor and access roads; open space and landscaping; access 
 roundabout on Glenavy Road and associated realignment works; new bus 
 lay-by on Glenavy Road; improvements to Glenavy Road/ Brokerstown 
 Road junction and Glenavy Road/ Nettlehill Road/ Ballymacash Road mini 
 roundabout junction; widening of part of Brokerstown Road to provide a 
 new bus lay-by facility for Ballymacash Primary School; cycle/footway 
 connections; and associated site works on agricultural land south of 
 Glenavy Road and west of Brokerstown Road 
 Lisburn; section of Glenavy Road from Penworth Green to Ballymacash 
 Road; mini roundabout at Ballymacash Road, Nettlehill Road and 
 Brokerstown Road; and section of Brokerstown Road from Glenavy Road 
 junction to west of Glenbrae. 
 

  and 
 

(7) LA05/2018/0412/F - Road improvement works involving widening and 
 signalisation of Prince William Road/Ballymacash Road staggered priority 
 junction and provision of controlled crossing facilities; widening of Prince 
 William Road to provide 4 running lanes connecting Nettlehill Road 
 signalised staggered junction at Ballymacash Road; and associated site 
 works on lands along Prince William Road from its junction with Nettlehill 
 Road to 200 metres south of its staggered junction with Ballymacash 
 Road including Prince William Road/ Ballymacash Road staggered 
 junction and Prince William Road/Nettlehill Road junction Lisburn. 
 

The above two applications were taken together.      
 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented these applications as outlined within 
the circulated report advising that a further 5 objections had been received since 
the reports had been circulated.  Members were also advised that Mr C Dickinson 
from DfI (Roads) was in attendance to respond to any questions they might have. 
 
The Committee received Mr Paul Givan MLA 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 highlighted the pressure on public services in the area 
• He highlighted the failures regarding the delivery of infrastructure in the area in 

the past i.e. conditions 10, 11, 12, 14 and 15 of a previous Article 40 
agreement 

• He outlined the significant objections received to the proposal and stated that 
the local community did not support it 
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• He urged refusal 
 
Mr Given then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Councillor J Craig said that the issues referred to went back decades in the 
area and asked if Mr Givan was aware of any negotiations taking place 
between the developer and the local community.  Mr Given stated that there 
had been a litany of false ‘nods’ to this community who no longer had faith 
in any promises that would be made regarding the delivery of infrastructure, 
he stated that they wished to see the infrastructure in place before 
development takes place. 

• Councillor U Mackin wished to clarify a point in Mr Givan’s written 
submission regarding condition 10 of the previous Article 40 and was 
advised that the widening and signalisation issues had not been resolved 
and yet the community was being asked to accept more housing. 

• Councillor U Mackin asked how school and community provision would be 
impacted and was advised by Mr Givan that there were three schools in the 
area all of which were over-subscribed.  Land had been identified for a 
school but nothing had taken place to indicate that this was going to be 
progressed, pupils in the area could not get into the local schools.  He 
advised that there were community facilities in the area and that the Council 
needed to ascertain what benefits would arise however these proposals will 
put pressure on them. 

• Councillor J Palmer asked whether Mr Givan was content that NI Water had 
capacity to service the proposed homes and Mr Givan responded that local 
residents were concerned at the flooding risk and additional housing would 
worsen this, however this was a professional judgement to be taken by 
statutory consultees. 

• Alderman D Drysdale asked whether Mr Givan took any comfort from the 
undertakings of this developer to deliver the infrastructure given his delivery 
on promises recently in the area, he also asked for comment on the fact 
that NI Water had stated that they were content with the application.  Mr 
Givan confirmed that some works had been carried out but the substantive 
roadworks had not and the community had lost faith.  He went on to 
highlight how he considered that the phasing process contradicted other 
comments within the report. 

 
The Committee received Alderman S P Porter 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 highlighted that there had been 142 objections 
• He said that the Council needed to take a holistic approach 
• He highlighted the infrastructure issues in the area and the totality of 

surrounding developments 
• He outlined the history of non-delivery of infrastructure projects 
• He said that there would be flooding issues arising from the over-development 

of the area 
• He said that there was no capacity in local schools 
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• He stated that he was opposed to the application but if it were to be approved 
he requested that a condition be put in place to ensure that no houses were 
occupied until the infrastructure was in place. 

 
There were no questions from the Committee for Alderman S P Porter. 

 
The Committee received Mr Dermot Monaghan and members of the applicant’s 
design team 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 fully concurred with the case officer’s report 
• The Conditions referred to by objectors are not related to this application, He 

outlined Phase 1 of this application which had resulted in infrastructure being 
commenced and said that he felt this should provide the Committee with 
confidence 

• He advised that a site had been set aside for school provision and that it was 
the responsibility of the Education Authority to deliver this when it sees fit. 

• He stated that NI Water had confirmed capacity and he stated that the 
proposal would not exacerbate flood risk. 

 
Mr Monaghan then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Councillor J Craig referred to local opposition to the proposals and asked 
whether the applicant had communicated with the community and with DfI 
(Roads). He also referred to NI Water capacity asking whether this 
development can link into the existing system.  Mr Monaghan responded 
that three community consultative events had taken place and information 
had been shared.  He outlined the conditions under the Phase 1 application 
which had been complied with and stated that Phase 11 would be the same 
and he felt that this should re-assure the Committee.   Regarding NI Water 
he said that they had confirmed capacity.  Councillor J Craig said that he 
was sure there was capacity to take the sewerage however he was aware 
that NI Water currently had issues with linkages and asked whether re-
assurance had been provided on this.  The Design Team Drainage Expert, 
Mr M Hardy, responded outlining ongoing discussions which he said were 
taking place with NI Water on network upgrades required. 

• Councillor M Gregg referred to the fact that there had been no affordable 
housing considered within the proposal and he voiced his disappointment 
that there had been zero inclusion.  He referred to sewerage capacity 
stating that he also was aware that there were issues with linkages.  He 
referred to the conditions and phasing and asked what discussions had 
taken place regarding that.  Mr Hardy provided information on the 
procedure carried out regarding the assessment of drainage with NI Water 
which he advised was still ongoing.  Regarding affordable housing, Mr 
Monaghan stated that there was no policy requiring this provision, he said 
there was a good mix of housing of various sizes which would meet a range 
of needs.  He then went on to outline how it was envisaged the phasing 
would work.  Mr Mulligan referred to affordable housing advising that often 
purchases in conjunction with the NI Co-Ownership Housing occurred in the 
background providing a natural mix. 
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• Councillor J Palmer sought clarification of the Environmental Health 
consultation response and was advised that initially there were concerns at 
noise however these have since been addressed.  Councillor J Palmer also 
sought information on pre-development enquiries and was advised that this 
would be ongoing as was normal in such circumstances. 

• Alderman D Drysdale sought an update on infrastructure upgrades and 
consultation with Translink which was provided by Mr Mulligan and Ms 
Celine Daly from the applicant’s design team. 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to traffic movement and asked for information 
on the junction onto Glenavy Road at Nettlehill/Prince William Road.  Ms 
Daly explained the improvements which would be made at various junctions 
within the proposed scheme. 

• Alderman D Drysdale sought clarification on what infrastructure was already 
in place and what was not and Ms Daly responded with the aid of a map 
and confirmed the phasing of the house building and infrastructure 
provision. 

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

• Alderman D Drysdale wished to ask Mr C Dickinson from DfI (Roads) 
whether he was content that the proposals would help traffic flow given the 
number of houses proposed and the resultant increase in traffic.  Mr 
Dickinson responded that to the best of their ability and assessment the 
works put forward would address the impact of the proposed development 
on traffic. Regarding LD1 issues, these were borne in mind when the 
proposal was considered and the Knockmore junction was in the process of 
being agreed.  He said that the assessment was that the proposals were as 
optimal a situation as could be established.  He advised that Translink had 
been consulted extensively and have said that they can extend the demand 
as long as the infrastructure is in place. 

• Councillor U Mackin sought clarification of the Section 76 Agreement 
proposed and how it is an improvement on the previous Article 40 if the 
situation arose that the housing part of the development was sold to a third 
party.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development referred to the LD1 
lands and the Article 40 outlining the junctions involved.  He went on to 
explain the history and the opportunities missed by DfI (Roads) to take 
enforcement action.  He said that the relationship between junction 3 and 
the applications on the schedule today was crucial as had been outlined by 
Ms Daly.  He advised that the Section 76 covered matters outside the site 
as well and also applied to any successors to the land, it also provided a 
monitoring framework which could be utilised.   

• Alderman J Tinsley wished to acknowledge the amount of work which had 
been done by the planning unit on this application.  He asked if these 
proposals would complete development in the area and was advised by 
Head of Planning and Capital Development that it would.  He asked for 
some information on the dwellings which were located close to the active 
farm and the impact it would have on them and was advised that 
paragraphs 225 and 227 of the report dealt with noise and air quality issues 
which had been carried out to ascertain the impact of the active farm.  He 
advised that Environmental Health had responded with conditions to 
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address the issues and the owner of the farm, who is also the developer 
was happy to enter into the agreement, he advised that this was normal 
procedure when dealing with development on the edge of settlements.  
Alderman J Tinsley then asked who would maintain the play areas and was 
advised that no approach had been made to transfer these to Council so 
conditions had been put in place to have them maintained by the 
development of a management company which would be normal 
procedure.  Alderman Tinsley also sought clarification on the term ‘working 
strips’ which was provided by the Head of Planning and Capital 
Development. 

• Councillor J Craig wished to ask a question of Mr C Dickinson, DfI (Roads) 
and asked for information on the mitigation of accidents regarding the plans 
to link lanes on the Knockmore Road with the Prince William Road.  Mr 
Dickenson referred to the revised plans and crossings envisaged stating 
that the concerns would have been borne in mind and confirmed that 
pedestrian safety was the main concern when schemes were being 
assessed.  He advised that he did not have knowledge of the specific plans 
under consideration but provided assurance that signalling was one of the 
major considerations in such circumstances.  The Head of Planning and 
Capital Development highlighted that this was a separate design process 
but wondered if Ms Daly wished to make any comments.  With the use of a 
map Ms Daly explained the design of the junctions referred to. 

• Councillor M Gregg highlighted that the transport assessment was 4 years 
old, he asked why six protected trees were being removed, he also asked 
whether the other end of the Brokerstown Road had been considered for an 
upgrade.  Mr Dickinson explained how the transport assessment met 
requirements and confirmed that he was unaware of other upgrades outside 
the red line of this proposal.  The Principal Planning Officer explained how 
the trees had been considered within the site.  The general location of the  
trees identified to be removed were outlined.. 

• Councillor M Gregg said that the separation distances were slightly less 
than what was recommended in Creating Places and was advised by the 
Head of Planning and Capital Development that Creating Places was 
guidance rather than policy, he then went on to outline the various 
scenarios within the application which led the Planning Unit to be content 
with the separation distances within the proposal. 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked whether the transport assessment would have 
taken on board the impact of the school and was advised that the school 
would not be considered as it was not there, if nothing comes forward from 
the Education Authority it is difficult to consider its impact.  Alderman 
Tinsley also asked whether the requirements of the NI Housing Executive 
were ignored and was advised by the Head of Planning and Capital 
Development that at the moment the aspirations of the NI Housing 
Executive were not encompassed by planning policy, he said that the 
Planning Unit could encourage the inclusion of affordable homes but there 
was no policy in place to make it mandatory. 

• Councillor M Gregg then asked to what lengths were such discussions 
explored in this application and was advised by the Head of Planning and 
Capital Development that it had been discussed and Mr Mulligan had 
explained his rational regarding Co-ownership applications. 
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• Councillor J Palmer sought clarification on traffic on the Brokerstown Road 
and was advised that this was outside the scope of these applications. 
 

During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Councillor A Swan said that after listening to the discussion he felt there 
were no planning reasons to overturn the recommendation of the Planning 
Unit and therefore he would be supporting it. 

• Councillor U Mackin stated that, in principle, this area was zoned for 
housing, he outlined his reservations around the road network stating that 
the fact that there would be ‘no net detriment’ was no comfort given the 
severe problems in the area currently, he therefore did not see any merit in 
approving the proposals.  He also voiced his concern at the fact that NI 
Water had not finalised proposals at this stage and he was not therefore 
content regarding the treatment of sewerage. 

• Alderman D Drysdale said that he felt the Committee had been well 
informed, he felt that there was no evidence or grounds to support the 
refusal of the applications and he therefore would be supporting the 
recommendation. 

• Councillor J Craig said that he was not sure why the developer had not 
been open and transparent about his proposals from the outset.  He shared 
some of the concerns already voiced by others in relation to sewerage 
system connectivity and was surprised that the up-front cost of this was not 
yet known, he stated that on the whole he had concerns at project delivery 
and could not support the recommendation. 

• Councillor M Gregg said that had Article 40 Agreements been followed 
through in the past there would not have been so many objections to these 
applications.  He outlined his concerns at the lack of inclusion of affordable 
housing stating that an opportunity to provide 100 units had been missed.  
He outlined the cumulative effect of this and said that he did not understand 
why the Planning Unit had not pressed for more affordable housing to be 
included.  He outlined some contradictions in comments made by DfI 
(Roads) on the traffic report and said he felt that the Brokerstown Road 
would be used as a rat run.  He also outlined his concerns at waste water 
treatment and at the lack of capacity in local schools.  He said that he felt 
he could not support the proposals given the fact that there were too many 
reassurances that could go wrong. 

• Councillor J Palmer stated that it was his opinion that the proposals did not 
provide what the community needed in terms of water, schools and 
infrastructure. 

• Councillor A Swan stated that it was his opinion that the Committee were 
expecting the developer to do too much, he stated that when the vote on 
the application was being taken he would be requesting a recorded vote. 

• Alderman D Drysdale said that the land was set aside for the school and 
would not be built by the Education Authority until they were unable to fill 
places elsewhere.  He said that he felt the developer would be appealing 
the decision should the recommendation not be upheld and the Committee 
would not have support from statutory consultees as they had all stated 
they were content. 
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• Alderman J Tinsley voiced his concerns at odour and noise and the 
cumulative effect of the issues raised.  He said the matter was finely 
balanced but he did not feel he could support the recommendation. 

• Councillor J McCarthy said that the Committee needed to be careful it was 
not judging this application on what had gone wrong in the past.  He stated 
that it was his opinion that this developer had delivered on promises made, 
he felt the school issues lay with the Education Authority and said that he 
would be supporting the recommendation. 

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development recognised the concerns 
expressed by a number of members but highlighted the importance of the 
committee engaging with planning policy when making their decision and 
that they may wish to take advice in that respect. 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to the issues of waste water and the fact that 
the applicant’s drainage expert had stated that discussions on this were still 
ongoing with NI Water, he said that he felt this was contrary to policy to 
PPS15.  He also referred to roads issues stating that these proposals would 
not be helping change that situation given the cumulative impact.  He stated 
that he felt that some of his questions had not been fully answered.   

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded to say that the 
consultation response from NI Water offered no objection tot he proposal 
and that it only for Rivers Agency to comment on the discharge of storm 
water into a watercourse and therefore PPS15 was not engaged.  He said 
that should the committee feel that some information was not up to date the 
decision could be deferred pending the receipt of adequate up to date 
information.   

• Councillor U Mackin said that he felt he did not have adequate, up to date 
information on sewerage and on traffic impact and proposed a deferral of 
the decision pending the receipt of this. 

• Councillor J McCarthy sought clarification on the use of policy in PPS3 as a 
refusal reason.  Clarification was provided by the Head of Planning and 
Capital Development that we could not consideration the cumulative impact 
of development were it had already been considered and addressed 
through other application processes.   This application must be considered 
in respect of the detail of the submitted transport assessment.   

• The proposal made by Councillor U Mackin was seconded by Councillor J 
Craig who felt he could not make an informed decision given the responses 
received to questions asked at the meeting. 

• Councillor A Swan said he could not comprehend why the developer would 
be investing in the proposals if he could not connect to the sewerage 
infrastructure. 

• Councillor M Gregg responded that unfortunately this had been the case in 
other locations in the past, he said he would like to see more information on 
affordable housing and its part in the decision making process. 

• Alderman J Tinsley said he would like to see more information on the 
impact of the active farm i.e. distances, layout etc. 
 

Having been proposed and seconded the proposal was then put to the 
Committee.  The Chairman asked Councillor A Swan if he was still requesting a 
recorded vote and Councillor Swan responded indicating that as this was not a 
vote to determine the application, it was not necessary for names to be 
recorded.   
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On a show of hands it was agreed by a majority vote to defer the 
determination of the two planning applications outlined above pending receipt 
of additional information on: 

 
(i) Waste water treatment 
(ii) Clarification on Transport issues and capacity of network 
(iii) Interpretation of policy on affordable housing 
(iv) The relationship between new housing and the existing farm. 

 
(8) LA05/2020/0078/F - Part-retrospective application for the erection of a 
 holiday park within the grounds of existing Let's Go Hydro resort. 
 Development comprises of 18 touring caravan/motorhome hook-up 
 pitches (including removal and relocation of 10  unauthorised existing 
 hook-up pitches), retention in-situ of 1 safari tent, erection of 5  new safari 
 tents, ancillary communal toilet & caravan waste disposal facilities and 
 associated site works at 591 Saintfield Road, Carryduff. 
     

  The Chairman advised that the above application had been withdrawn 
  in its entirety from the Planning System.  
 

 (9) LA05/2020/0941/F – Proposed temporary outdoor digital entertainment 
  screen including temporary outdoor drive in cinema and other  
  entertainment use at Lets Go Hydro water park at 1 Mealough Road, 
  Carryduff.   

 
  The Chairman advised that the above application had been withdrawn
  in its entirety from the Planning System.  
 

 (10) LA05/2020/0229/F – Proposed eight small light industrial units, at  
  the existing Drumbo Park site and also the addition of a new water  
  harvesting tank associated with the dog track maintenance at Drumbo 
  Park, 57 Ballyskeagh Road, Lisburn  
   

  The Chairman advised that the above application had been withdrawn 
  from the Schedule as the applicant had been unable to attend the  
  Committee Meeting due to personal circumstances.  
 
 Adjournment of Meeting 
 The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith declared the meeting adjourned at 5.00 pm 
 
 Resumption of Meeting 
 The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith declared the meeting resumed at 5.10 pm 
 
 The two legal advisors did not return to the meeting. 
 

4.2  Statutory Performance Indicators – April 2021 
 
  Members had been provided with performance statistics for April 2021 and were 

provided with a verbal update from the Head of Planning and Capital 
Development who responded to a number of questions from members of the 
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Committee.  It was proposed by Councillor J Craig, seconded by Councillor M 
Gregg and agreed that the  information be noted. 

 
 Alderman D Drysdale commended planning officers for their hard work stating 

that it was much appreciated. 
 

 4.3   Marine Plan for NI 
 
   Members had been provided with information on consultation carried out  

  regarding a draft Marine Plan for NI together with information on how DAERA 
  plan to address the comments received and it was agreed by the Committee that 
  the information be noted. 

 
 4.4 Notification of the Intention to use Permitted Development 
 
   Members had been provided with information received from EE notifying  

  of their intention to utilise Permitted Development at Strawberry Hill, 158  
  Ballynahinch Road, Lisburn.   It was proposed by Councillor J Craig, seconded 
  by Councillor M Gregg and agreed by the Committee that the information be 
  noted. 

 
 4.5 Major Applications Decided in 2020/2021 
 
   Members were reminded that at a previous meeting of the Committee they had 

  requested that information be provided on Major Applications which had been 
  decided in 2020/2021.   

 
   The Head of Planning and Capital Development had put together a report  

  providing the information which had been circulated to members in advance of 
  the meeting.  It was agreed by the Committee that the information be noted. 

 
   The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, commended the planning team for their work 

  in the above regard. 
 
 4.6 Historic Buildings Council 
 
   Members had been provided with a copy of the Chairman of the Historic Building  

  Council’s Report for the period 2016 – 2020, it was highlighted that the report 
  also provided detail on a range of other Historic Building matters. 

 
   It was  proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Councillor A Swan and 

  agreed by the Committee that the information be noted. 
 
   The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith thanked the Historic Building Council for its 

  input to the Planning process. 
 
 4.7 Clarification of the Declaration of ICNRP compliance issues 
 
   Members had been provided with information on notification by Clarke Telecom 

  of their intention to use permitted development and clarification of the  
  Declaration of ICNRP compliance at Dromara TE, Begney Hill Road, Dromara. 
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   It was proposed by Councillor J McCarthy, seconded by Councillor M Gregg and 
  agreed by the Committee that the information be noted. 

 
 4.8 Use of technology in the operation of the Planning Committee 
 
   Members were reminded that they had requested that consideration be given to 

  the use of video or other similar technology in the operation of the planning 
  committee to assist in the decision making process. 

 
   The Head of Planning and Capital Development had circulated a report providing 

  information on some of the restraints regarding this and setting out options 
  and it was agreed by a majority vote that the pilot scheme as outlined within the 
  report be further explored. 

 
6. Any Other Business 

 
 Thanks 

 
 The Head of Planning and Capital Development thanked the Chairman, 

Alderman O Gawith and the Vice-Chairman Alderman D Drysdale for their 
contribution during their year in office. 

 
 The Chairman then responded by thanking the officer for his comments and 

outlined how much he had enjoyed his year as Chairman of the Committee.  He 
thanked staff for their input mentioning Directors, Head of Service, officers in the 
Planning Unit, Members Services, IT and Technicians.  He went on to thank the 
members of the Committee for their input and wished his successor well. 

 
 Councillor M Gregg wished to pay tribute to the Chairman and Vice-Chairman for 

their work during the year and also wished to thank all staff involved. 
 

 Alderman D Drysdale referred to the difficulties of the past year and paid tribute 
to the Chairman for the work he had carried out during the past year and he went 
on to wish the incoming Chairman well for the year ahead. 

 
 Councillor A Swan acknowledged the work undertaken by the Chairman and 

Vice-Chairman of the Committee and thanked them for all of their achievements. 
 

 Councillor J McCarthy concurred with comments made and wished to put on 
record his thanks to the Chairman, Vice-Chairman and officers. 

 
 

 
There being no further business, the meeting concluded at 5.40 pm. 

 
 

       ____________________________________    
      CHAIRMAN / MAYOR    
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