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LISBURN & CASTLEREAGH CITY COUNCIL 

 
Minutes of Meeting of the Planning Committee held remotely and in the Council 
Chamber, Island Civic Centre, The Island, Lisburn, on Monday 6 December 
2021 at 10.00 a.m. 

 

 

  
PRESENT: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

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

 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 

 
 
        Present in Chamber: 

Head of Planning and Capital Development 
Member Services Officer (PS) 
Member Services Officer  (RN) 
 
Present in Remote Location: 
Director of Service Transformation 
Principal Planning Officer (RH) 
Senior Planning Officer (RT) 
Senior Planning Officer (MB) 
Senior Planning Officer (MCO’N) 
Legal Advisers – B Martyn and H Smyth, Cleaver Fulton &   
Rankin  

  
 
 
Commencement of Meeting 

 
The Chairman, Councillor A Swan, 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 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 
 

It was agreed that apologies for non-attendance at the meeting would be recorded 
from Councillor J Craig and that Alderman A Grehan had advised that she would 
be late.  Alderman D Drysdale said he would be leaving the meeting early. 

 
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, Councillor A Swan, then advised that Members of the Planning 
Committee (by virtue of being Members of the Council) had significant private or 
personal non-pecuniary interest in Planning Application LA05/2018/0979/F.  
However, the dispensation under paragraph 6.6 of the Code of Conduct applied 
and therefore Members might speak and vote on this application.  He advised that, 
as all Members had the same interest in this case, it was not considered 
necessary for each Member to individually declare their interest. 

 
 (Alderman A Grehan arrived at 10.10 am). 

 
 
The following Declarations of Interest were made: 
 

• Alderman J Dillon, Alderman J Tinsley, Councillor U Mackin, Councillor J 
Palmer, Alderman D Drysdale, Councillor J McCarthy and Alderman A 
Grehan all advised that they had been sent a brochure in respect of 
LA05/2020/0785/O but had made no comment and had not pre-determined 
the application. 

• Alderman J Tinsley referred to LA05/2020/0722/O and stated that he had 
been contacted by the agent/applicant regarding the application but had 
advised that he was a member of the Planning Committee and as such had 
to remain neutral. 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to LA05/2021/0850/F stating that he had 
received information on this some time ago but had made no comment and 
had not pre-determined it. 

• Councillor John Palmer referred to LA05/2021/0134/F advising that his wife 
was supporting local residents regarding it but stated that he himself had 
not pre-determined his decision. 
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• Councillor A Swan referred to LA05/2021/0134/F and stated that he had 
received information on the application but had made no comment and had 
not pre-determined it. 

 
 

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

4. Report from the Head of Planning and Capital Development 
 
4.1 Schedule of Applications  
    
The Chairman reminded Members that they needed to be present for the entire 
determination of an application.  If absent for any part of the discussion they would 
render themselves unable to vote on the application. 
 
The Legal Adviser highlighted paragraphs 43 - 46 of the Protocol for the Operation 
of the Lisburn & Castlereagh City Council Planning Committee which, she advised, 
needed to be borne in mind when determinations were being made. 
 
 

 (i) LA05/2021/0850/F - Regeneration of Carryduff Shopping Centre site 
  comprising demolition of existing buildings, erection of discount  
  supermarket, 3no retail units, cafe, bookmakers and drive through cafe, 
  provision of car parking, landscaping and associated site works (no  
  change to vehicular access) at Carryduff Shopping Centre, Church Road. 

 
 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr Dermot Monaghan who wished to speak in support of 
the application and who had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• The development would be anchored by Lidl, the store would be spacious with 

good accessibility and he went on to describe the facilities on offer. 
• There had been an emphasis on sustainability. 
• A large storage area had been incorporated to reduce the number of 

deliveries. 
• Walking and cycling were to be actively promoted and facilitated. 
• He described the other units and their design. 
• There was an emphasis on place-making and the development was 

pedestrian friendly. 
• Trees would be retained and new planning incorporated. 
• There were no objections and this was supported by statutory consultees. 



   PC   06 12 2021 
 

885 
 

• There would be jobs created – 35 in Lidl plus potential in the other stores and 
through construction. 

 
Mr Monaghan then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Councillor M Gregg asked whether the four electric car charging points 
were doubles or singles.  Mr Monaghan responded that he thought there 
were four in total however this could be reviewed on an ongoing basis. 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked how the parking provision compared with what 
was there previously and he asked if Mr Monaghan considered it was 
adequate.  Mr Monaghan responded that he was unaware what was there 
previously but was confident that there were adequate spaces available. 

 
The Committee received Councillor N Anderson who wished to speak in support of 
the application and who had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 

• This would be the jewel in the crown of Carryduff. 
• Local residents have had no town centre for many years and this will 

provide one. 
• He supported the application, there were no reasons to refuse it. 
• There would be economic benefit in the form of employment. 
• He outlined the community benefits. 
• He outlined the environmental and heritage benefits 
• He commended the application and urged approval. 

 
There were no questions for Councillor Anderson. 
 
There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers 
during which the following issues arose: 
 

• Councillor A Swan asked whether the drive through restaurant would 
increase vehicular traffic.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development 
advised that during the COVID period the use of drive through restaurants 
had increased and there had been some issues in respect of queuing 
capacity at some existing locations throughout the Council Area.  With the 
aid of a site layout drawing he described the queuing capacity at the site 
and that there was queuing capacity for at least 15 cars plus.  He said it had 
been considered that this would be adequate.  It was also confirmed that 
the Council had not been advised of who the Drive Thru operator was at 
this stage. 
 

• Alderman O Gawith asked what the Council policy was on the provision of 
electric charging points, he said that the new planning guidance in a paper 
to be discussed later urged the use of the most carbon reducing options.  
The Head of Planning and Capital Development outlined that there was no 
guidance beyond what is currently contained in the parking standards and 
reminded the member of the advice offered that Lidl were committed to 
increasing this if necessary.  
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During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Alderman J Dillon said that he considered this to be a well put together 
application and he gave it his full support.  

• Councillor J Palmer said he would be supporting the application and was 
confident that the anchor store would generate business. 

• Alderman D Drysdale said he welcomed the development and the creation 
of jobs and felt it had to be supported. 

• Councillor S Swan said that he also welcomed it.  
 
 The Committee, having considered the information provided within the Report of 

the Principal Planning Officer, and by those making representations, agreed by  
        a vote of 10:0 with 0 abstentions to approve the application as outlined in the 
               report and subject to the conditions stated therein. 
 
 

  (ii) LA05/2018/0979/F - Provision of footway, road alterations, landscaping 
  and traffic calming measures implemented at 12 Lurgan Road to 2 Lurgan 
  Road at the junction of Lurgan Road and Soldierstown Road, Aghalee. 

 
 
The Senior Planning Officer (MCO’N) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report.  She reminded members that it had previously been deferred 
so that speed control measures could be considered. 
 
There were no speakers on the application. 
 
There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers 
during which the following issues arose: 
 

• Alderman O Gawith said that he had noted with some disappointment that 
there was no mention of a reduced speed limit within the latest report.  He 
went on to highlight some contradictions within the report and sought 
clarification.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that 
the setting of speed limits fell under separate legislation which would be 
subject to a public consultation process.  The Head of Planning and Capital 
Development provided an example in Ballinderry where a mix of measures 
was used, he explained that it depended on what was being proposed by 
the applicant.  Members were advised the use of cushions on bus routes 
was a preferred option as they were less restrictive and that on balance that 
the use of cushion control measures were considered to be acceptable. 

• Alderman O Gawith said that in the report DfI (Roads) had expressed no 
preference, it was also stated that cushions are more frequently used on 
roads where there were ‘frequent’ bus services.  The Head of Planning and 
Capital Development went on to outline how the proposed design had been 
considered and emphasised that this was the first phase of a larger scheme 
in a rural location. 

• Councillor M Gregg said that the important factor was to consider what was 
safer for Aghalee village and he asked what the feedback had been from 
residents.  The Planning Officer referred to the original report which had 
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outlined this.  Whilst it was recognised that some measures were required it 
was explained that the appropriateness of the specific detail of the 
measures was determined by engineers. 

• Alderman D Drysdale asked whether this location was an accident black-
spot and was advised that there had been a single collision noted which 
was deemed as being minor in nature however the traffic calming measures 
were seen as being necessary to reduce further collisions. 

 
 

During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Alderman J Dillon said he welcomed the application, it was overdue and 
was what the area needed.  He felt that speed cushions were the correct 
option in this case. 

• Alderman J Tinsley said that he concurred with Alderman Dillon’s 
comments.  The proposals would enhance the village. 

• Councillor A Swan outlined issues he had experienced on a bus journey 
from the international airport when driving over ramps had resulted in back 
pain, he also alluded to the pollution issues with ramps. 

• Alderman O Gawith said he welcomed the application which was overdue 
but said that he would have preferred a lower speed limit and urged this to 
be progressed. 

• Councillor J Palmer said he supported the application and was content with 
the traffic calming measures incorporated saying that they could be 
reviewed if necessary. 

• Councillor M Gregg said he also welcomed the application however there 
was some debate on the most appropriate traffic calming measures.  He 
felt cushions would not slow traffic down adequately, particularly larger 
vehicles and highlighted the importance of getting this right at the start.  He 
proposed that the Committee put forward a hybrid solution using a mix of 
cushions with tables at junction points.  The Chairman, Councillor A Swan 
responded that this would result in the proposal needing to be re-designed. 

• Alderman J Tinsley said he did not wish to see this application being 
deferred a second time, he wanted to see it progressed and measures put 
in place. 

• Alderman O Gawith then asked who was responsible for putting the 
measures in place.  The Director of Service Transformation explained that 
the work would go out to tender and formed part of a funding application 
which was time pressured.  Councillor Gawith then asked whether it was 
possible to proceed but request that tables are put into junction points.  
The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded that this would 
necessitate the application going out for consultation again as the proposal 
would have changed.  Councillor M Gregg then withdrew his proposal but 
queried why the application had been deferred last month if it could not be 
amended. 

• Alderman J Dillon said he wanted to see the proposals progressed and 
suggested approving it and seeking a reduction in the speed limit. 

• Alderman D Drysdale concurred stating that the case would be different if 
this were an accident black-spot, however it was not.  He said that he was 
not in favour of ramps and considered speeding to be a policing matter. 
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• The Chairman, Councillor A Swan stated that sometimes there was good 
lost in the pursuit of perfection and for that reason he would be supporting 
the application. 
 

 
 The Committee, having considered the information provided within the Report of 

the Senior Planning Officer, and by those making representations, agreed by  
        a vote of 10:0 with 0 abstentions to approve the application as outlined in the 
               report and subject to the conditions stated therein. 
 
 

 Adjournment of Meeting 
 

 The Chairman, Councillor A Swan declared the meeting adjourned at 11.25 am 
 

 Resumption of Meeting 
 

      The Chairman, Councillor A Swan declared the meeting resumed at 11.30 am 
 
 

       (iii) LA05/2020/0722/O – Outline application for proposed dwelling and  
  garage on a farm approximately 140 metres north east of 18   
  Garlandstown Road, Glenavy, Crumlin. 

 
 
The Senior Planning Officer (RT) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr J Magill who wished to speak in support of the 
application and who had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 

• The main issue was the issue of active farming.  He went on to outline why 
he considered that this application met requirements and referred to a PAC 
decision which supported this. 

• He confirmed that no sites had been sold off which could be confirmed by 
land registry. 

• Regarding visual linkage, he stated that this was the closest option 
available due to obstruction caused by trees. 

• He outlined the rational regarding boundaries and height and said he could 
not see where the planning officers were coming from in terms of the 
settlement pattern. 

 
Mr Magill then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Alderman J Tinsley referred to the conacre arrangements and asked if the 
applicant also carried out some maintenance.  He was advised that his was 
the case.  Alderman Tinsley also asked if there was a time limit on the 
DAERA scheme and whether this was the nearest field.  He was advised 
that the DAERA scheme had a limit of ten years and confirmed that this 
was the nearest field to the farm dwelling. 
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• Alderman J Dillon sought clarification of the DAERA scheme and how it tied 
in with the single farm payment.  He was advised that it consisted of mainly 
trees and that there would have been a payment.  Alderman Dillon then 
asked how many years the farm had been let in conacre and sought 
confirmation on whether this person claimed Single Farm Payment.  He 
was advised that the conacre arrangements had been in place since 2015 
and that Single Farm Payment was claimed by that individual.  Alderman J 
Dillon asked that if that was the case, was that person not the farmer.  Mr 
Magill responded that it is not necessary for the applicant to be farming the 
land, the policy only requests that the farm is active and that is the case. 

• Councillor U Mackin asked whether the applicant maintained the land in any 
way, he also sought comment on whether any land had been sold off.  Mr 
Magill confirmed that his client maintained hedgerows and drainage and the 
general quality of the farm itself.  He said that it was his understanding that 
no land had been sold off and said that this could be checked with the Land 
Registry. 

• Councillor A Swan asked what the total area of the farm was and he was 
advised by Mr Magill that it was 7.27 hectares. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked whether there were any receipts submitted to 
support the maintenance of the land by the applicant.  He was advised by 
Mr Magill of difficulties experienced when trying to liaise with the Planning 
Unit.  Alderman Dillon then asked whether the onus was not on the 
applicant to submit the information and Mr Magill responded stating that it 
had been considered that provision of the business ID would be adequate. 

• Councillor M Gregg referred to a map which had formed part of the written 
submission received from Mr Magill and he asked whether this was the first 
time such a map had been submitted.  Mr Magill confirmed that this was the 
case. 

 
 
There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers 
during which the following issues arose: 
 
At this stage Alderman J Tinsley said that, given the lack of information received, 
he was proposing that the determination of the application be deferred for a period 
of one month pending the receipt of additional information.  The Head of Planning 
and Capital Development read out the policy requirements stating that the onus 
was on the applicant to prove that policy requirements were met.  The sequence of 
events regarding the receipt of information which, was fundamental to the 
application was outlined.  The Senior Planning Officer provided clarity on the 
information that had been requested by the case officer. Confirmation was also 
provided that on receipt of information provided with the speaking request a 
planning history check had been carried out and on the basis of this, advised that 
no opportunities had been sold off on the farm.   
 

Alderman J Tinsley’s proposal was put to the Committee, it was seconded by 
Councillor U Mackin and on a vote of 6 : 4 with 0 abstentions the proposal was 
carried. 
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The determination of the application was therefore deferred for a period of one 
month pending the receipt of additional information from the Agent to demonstrate 
that the farm business was active and established for the required period of time. 
 
(Alderman D Drysdale left the meeting at 12.10 pm and did not return) 
 
(The Legal Advisor B Martyn arrived at 12.15 pm and H Smyth left) 
 
 
 

 (iv) LA05/2021/0134/F - Landscaping to include paths, potting shed, garden 
  walls, planting scheme including 7 new parking spaces and pedestrian 
  crossing points to existing road and footpath on lands to the north of 5-10 
  Belvoir Crescent, BT28 1UA and to the south of 24-28 Belvoir Crescent. 
 
 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
The Chairman, Councillor A Swan advised that a written submission had been 
received from Mr D Allen who was unfortunately unable to attend the meeting.  He 
sought confirmation that members had received the document and read it. 
 
The Committee received Mr David Law 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: 
 

• Over many years complaints have been received from residents regarding 
issues with trees, grass maintenance, anti-social behaviour and dangers 
traffic situations. 

• He highlighted parking issues causing blocked pavements. 
• He advised of a meeting with residents which indicated that their concerns 

were safety issues for children, safety of the trees and anti-social 
behaviour. 

• The application will create a holistic design which would address these 
issues.  He stated that it would reduce the area of green but landscaping 
included hard standing areas as well. 

• He urged approval. 
 
Mr Law then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked how many people had attended the Public 
Consultation event and how many were supportive of the proposals.  Mr 
Law advised that the meeting had been held to ascertain issues of concern 
and that the design was reflective of those concerns, he said there was 
around a 75% turnout at the event. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked how many people had attended and was advised 
that there had been around 25/30 households represented.  Alderman 
Dillon then sought confirmation that the trees had been there for around 70 
to 80 years, Mr Law outlined the history of the development and provided 
information on the upkeep required to keep the trees safe, he said he was 
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trying to create a sustainable open space.  Alderman Dillon then asked 
whether a report from a horticulturalist had been obtained and he was 
advised that it had and that it had been acted upon and the trees had been 
removed.  Alderman Dillon asked whether the PSNI had been involved 
regarding the issues of anti-social behaviour.  Mr Law advised that to his 
knowledge they had not but he had been contacted over the years 
highlighting the issues. 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to the car parking area and asked how many 
spaces and what percentage of the space was used for parking, he also 
sought more information on the potting shed arrangement.  Mr Law, with 
the aid of a map, outlined the parking area which he stated was around 
seven or eight per cent of the total area.  He advised that the potting shed 
was envisaged as a communal space which would use horticulture as a 
means for community involvement. 

• Councillor J Palmer sought clarification of Mr Law’s future care home plans.  
Mr Law confirmed that he had ambitions to create accommodation for older 
people however that was outside the red line of this application and was out 
with it. 

• Alderman O Gawith sought clarification on the removal of trees, on how this 
would resolve parking issues and how we could assume that the proposal 
would resolve the anti-social behaviour issues.  Mr Law advised that there 
were often in excess of 12 cars parked on the footpath and this proposal 
would provide spaces for 7 of those vehicles so it would go a long way to 
resolving the issue.  Regarding the anti-social behaviour problems, he said 
that it was the case with good design and community involvement that the 
community take ownership and this would hopefully resolve the issues.   He 
also confirmed that one lime tree was scheduled for removal, he had held 
off on removing it as it was smaller than the others but it needs to be 
removed at this stage. 

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

• Alderman J Tinsley highlighted a potential typographical error in the report 
which was clarified by the Principal Planning Officer. 

• Councillor U Mackin asked how the parking affected residential amenity and 
loss of character.  With the aid of a slide, the Head of Planning and Capital 
Development described the location and outlined the orientation of the 
surrounding houses.  He advised that there was parking behind the houses 
but some residents chose to park in front.  The additional seven spaces 
proposed would encroach into the space.  He said that when changes are 
made the function and use of the space is often affected and when paths 
and a potting shed were introduced this changed the character of the open 
space and diminished its amenity value.  He said that this should have been 
done in consultation with the community and community benefit should 
have been demonstrated as part of the submission.  He advised that there 
were twelve letters of objection from residents who prefer the informal 
green space.  He advised that these were the issues which needed to be 
weighed by members of the Committee. 
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• Councillor U Mackin asked whether the objectors were from 12 different 
houses and was advised that there were ten different names associated. 

• Alderman O Gawith asked whether these were from households 
overlooking the space or from further away, he was advised that nine were 
immediately adjacent to the site.  Principal Planning Officer read out the 
addresses of the objectors. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked how many trees there were and he was advised 
that there were seven with one proposed to be removed.  Alderman J Dillon 
suggested that a site visit might be beneficial. 

• Councillor J Palmer asked whether there were any letters of support and 
was advised that there were not. 
 
 

During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Councillor A Swan said that he found the potting shed concept a bit strange 
and felt that that the proposal would result in less space being available for 
activities such as football. 

• Alderman Dillon re-visited his proposal to convene a site visit to view the 
site and context, the proposal was seconded by Councillor U Mackin but by 
a show of hands it was not supported, the proposal fell and the Committee 
proceeded to determine the application. 

 
 

The Committee, having considered the information provided within the report of 
the Principal Planning Officer and by those making representations, agreed by a 
majority of 7:0 with 2 abstentions to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report.  
 
 
Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor A Swan declared the meeting adjourned at 1.00 pm 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor A Swan declared the meeting resumed at 1.45 pm 
 
 
(v) LA05/2020/0785/O - Proposed erection of 11 no. detached dwellings, 
  improvements to existing access along Magheralave Road and associated 
  development at existing shale hockey pitch located to the rear of 25-33 
  Magheralave Road, Lisburn. 
 
 
The Senior Planning Officer (MB) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr Clyde Shanks who was accompanied by a member of 
the design team Mr Agus who wished to speak in support of the application and 
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who had provided the Committee with a written submission in advance of the 
meeting and highlighted the following: 
 

• He highlighted that the presumption in favour of development should be 
taken where there was no demonstrable harm. 

• He highlighted omissions from the report. 
• He said that the access was safe and would enhance what was currently in 

place. 
• He said that it appeared to be the case that DfI (Roads) preferred a sub-

standard access to an improved proposal. 
• He said that the application represented a benefit to the school and other 

users to enhance the offering at the school. 
• He urged approval 
• He said that some of the issues raised could be dealt with at the Reserved 

Matters stage. 
 
Mr Shanks then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Alderman J Tinsley said that the road safety issues could not be ignored 
and asked whether this could be achieved under DCAN15 and could the 
width allow for two lanes and a footpath.  He was advised that DCAN15 
ensured visibility splays and this is fully compliant where the lane meets the 
road.  Mr Agus said that the proposal was a betterment on DCAN15 and 
said that the arrangement that would be in place met the requirements of 
Creating Places.  The access was suitable for servicing up to twenty 
houses but DfI (Roads) are saying it is not safe in this location, he said this 
did not make sense.  He referred to some examples where accesses had 
been similar and had been approved. He said that the policy required 
improvement to be made and this was the case with this application. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked how many cars used the lane currently per day, he 
was advised that the existing access had seven spaces however it also 
served as an overflow car park for some school events.  Alderman Dillon 
said that this did not make sense as many cars used the access currently. 

• Councillor J McCarthy referred to the fact that Mr Shanks had stated that 
the Magheralave Road was similar to Magheralave Meadows, he asked 
how that conclusion had been reached.  Mr Agus said that the team had 
sought to establish the volume and speed of traffic on the Magheralave 
Road, which was 4,000 vehicles per day at around 20 mph, this, he stated, 
indicated similar behaviour to that on a housing road.  He advised that 
shared service accesses were suitable for up to 20 houses.  Councillor 
McCarthy asked whether the information had been shared with DfI (Roads) 
and it was confirmed that it had.  Mr Shanks said that it formed an integral 
part of the Transport Assessment submitted with the application. 

• Councillor J Palmer asked if there was a proposed passing space and was 
advised that the road widened out to 6m after the initial narrowing.  
Councillor Palmer then asked if 4.8m was wide enough for two cars and he 
was advised that it was. 

• Alderman A Grehan asked if the measurement width of the roads in the 
examples referred to previously was known.  Mr Shanks said that they were 
entirely on all fours with the application under consideration and Mr Agus 
provided information on the examples referred to.  Mr Shanks said that the 
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example on the Upper Newtownards Road was off a very busy four lane 
carriageway.  He said that if such an entrance was deemed safe in that 
location if must be safe in this application scenario. 

 
 
There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers, 
members were advised that representatives from Department for Infrastructure 
(Roads) were also present to respond to questions.  The following issues arose: 
 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked why it was considered that this application 
needed to be considered under DCAN15.  Policy AMP2 of PPS 3 was 
displayed on the screen and the Head of Planning and Capital 
Development explained that all applications exiting onto a public road 
needed to be considered under this policy.  He went on to read out the 
policy wording and salient paragraphs were highlighted.  He outlined the 
differences between the examples provided by Mr Shanks and the 
application under consideration.  Mr Shanks, he said, was asking the 
Committee to consider the Magheralave Road in a different way than 
planning officer’s and DfI Roads view it.  Planning officers consider the road 
to be considered as a public road connecting one place to another and it is 
not a residential road within a housing development.  
Mr Lawther, from DfI (Roads) then proceeded to explain their rationale 
which, he said, was the same as that outlined by the Head of Planning and 
Capital Development.  It was viewed that this was an intensification of an 
existing access and therefore DCAN 15 applied. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked how it could be viewed as intensification when it 
can be used by many more cars at the moment.  The Head of Planning and 
Capital Development said that this question took us back to the fact of 
comparing like with like.  The overflow arrangements were occasional, and 
that the site was not designed to accommodate residential use.  He 
highlighted potential vehicular movements and explained how this affected 
the decision taken by planning officers.  Mr Lawther explained the current 
use of the access which is its principal purpose and this is what was borne 
in mind when intensification was being considered.  Alderman Dillon stated 
that he did not believe there was intensification.  Mr S Cash from the DfI 
(Roads) outlined that it was his understanding that this was primarily a 
pedestrian entrance used occasionally by cars. 

• Councillor U Mackin asked whether there had been any relaxations to 
standards on the current access onto Magheralave Road and how sure 
officials were that the recommendation will stand up should there be an 
appeal.  Mr Cash responded that there was never surety in respect of an 
appeal however he was as certain as he could be that he could stand over 
the decision.  He stated that the current access would need to be 
researched.  Mr Lawther said that in his opinion the current access was in 
the main a pedestrian one and would not meet guidelines. 

• In response to a question from Alderman O Gawith Mr Lawther outlined 
DCAN 15 requirements. 

• Alderman J Tinsley said that the primary use of the site currently was that of 
a sports ground, however it was used occasionally for parking.  He asked if 
that needed to be taken on board.  The Head of Planning and Capital 
Development responded that its lawful use was as a hockey pitch, to use it 
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to justify intensification to facilitate a housing development would require an 
application for a change of use.  Members were advised that the occasional 
use for parking should be given little weight in the decision making process.  
The main issue is the status of the Magheralave Road and whether it is 
considered a main road or a street within a housing development. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked representatives of DfI (Roads) how they can say 
this is a pedestrian access when there were seven car parking spaces and 
it was used occasionally as a car park.  Mr Cash responded by advising 
that when he attended on site the gates were locked and it was being used 
as a pedestrian access only.  The Head of Planning and Capital 
Development put a slide on the screen to illustrate the car parking spaces, 
the running track and gates and a service road. 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to the fact that the Council may have provided 
assistance to the school in the past and asked if that was material.  He 
asked where the occasional parking would be facilitated in future.  The 
Head of Planning and Capital Development said that if the site was 
developed for housing then he was unsure where the occasional parking 
would be facilitated, the pitch has been identified as being surplus to 
requirements and presumably other arrangements will be made. 

 
During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Alderman J Dillon said that he felt there was considerable planning gain to 
be made.  He said the proposal would generate an income for the school 
and asked if the Committee was prepared to hinder that.  He said the 
application complied with Creating Places which should over-ride DCAN 15 
and he also felt that, should this go to appeal, it would be allowed.  He said 
there were no issues from a roads safety perspective and he said he would 
be supporting it. 
 

At this stage, Councillor J Palmer proposed deferring the determination of the 
application pending a site visit to view the site and context.  The proposal was 
seconded by Alderman J Dillon and members voted on it.  The vote tied at 4 votes 
in favour and 4 votes against and with the Chairman, Councillor A Swan having 
the deciding vote, he voted in favour of the proposal and it was carried. 
 
It was therefore agreed that the determination of the application be deferred 
pending a site visit being arranged to view the site and context. 
 
 
Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor A Swan declared the meeting adjourned at 2.55 pm 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor A Swan declared the meeting resumed at 3.02 pm 
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4.2 Statutory Performance Indicators – October 2021  
 
 Members had been provided with information on the three statutory indicators for 

the month of October 2021 and were provided with a verbal update from the 
Head of Planning and Capital Development. 

 
 It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Councillor J McCarthy and 

agreed by the Committee that the information be noted. 
 
 

  4.3 Submission of Pre-application Notice (PAN) for refurbishment works comprising 
replacement of the existing shale athletics pitch with a new 3G pitch, 
floodlighting, fencing, ball catch netting, reconfiguration of existing car park, car 
park lighting, access improvements and all associated works at Laurelhill Sports 
Zone, 22 Laurelhill Road, Lisburn. 

 
Members had been provided with information on the above Pre-application  
Notice and it was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Alderman J  
Dillon and agreed by the Committee that the information be noted. 
 
 

 4.4 Advanced Notice of Listing in respect of Creamery Building (off Alderwood 
  Hill), Knockbracken Healthcare Park, Saintfield Road, Belfast, Beechill, BT8 
  8BH 

 
   Members had been provided with information from the Historic Environment 

  Division (HED) notifying of its intention to list a Creamery Building, off Alderwood 
  Hill, Knockbracken Healthcare Park, Saintfield Road, Belfast, Beechill, BT8 8BH 
  under section 80(1) of the Planning Act (NI) 2011.  It was confirmed that  
  correspondence on this which had been requested at a recent meeting of the 
  Development Committee had been sent. 

 
   It was proposed by Alderman M Gregg, seconded by Alderman A Grehan and 

  agreed by the Committee that the information be noted. 
 

 4.5 A1 Junctions (Phase 2) Road Improvement Scheme – Supplementary  
  Environmental Assessment Report – Concrete Vehicle Restraint System  
  (CVRS) 

    
   Members had been provided with information from the Department for  

  Infrastructure which informed them of a change in the type of central reserve 
  vehicle restraint system (VRS) proposed for the above scheme. 

 
   Councillor M Gregg said he was disappointed that the concrete barrier had to be 

  installed. 
 
   It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Alderman J Dillon and 

  agreed by the Committee that the information be noted and that it also be noted 
  that no response is required. 
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 4.6 DAERA Consultations 
 
   Members had been provided with information from the Northern Ireland  

  Environment Agency which advised of the reasons for delays to consultation 
  responses from DAERA and the actions proposed to address the impact on 
  processing times for applications with outstanding responses. 

 
   Councillor M Gregg said he was concerned that similar situations may be  

  replicated by other consultees and there was some discussion on this. 
 
   It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Alderman J Dillon and 

  agreed by the Committee that the information be noted. 
 
 
 4.7 Notification by telecommunication operator(s) of intention to utilise  

  permitted development rights 
   
   Members had been provided with information on two telecommunication  

  operators who had advised of their intention to utilise permitted development 
  rights at a total of three locations within the Council area to install electronic 
  communications apparatus in accordance with Part 18 (Development by  
  Electronic Communications Code Operators) F31 of the Planning (General 
  Permitted Development) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015. 

 
   It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Councillor John Palmer 

  and agreed by the Committee that the information be noted. 
 
 
 4.8 Notification by Strategic Planning, Department for Infrastructure of  

  Screening determination of whether a development is EIA development 
 
   Members were advised that in accordance with Regulation 15(2) of The Planning 

  (EIA) Regulations (NI) 2017 the Department for Infrastructure has notified the 
  Council of its determination in respect of LA03/2021/0940/F which is an  
  application made under Section 54 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011, seeking  
  permission to develop land without compliance with planning conditions 7  
  (seeking removal of daylight only operating hours restriction) and 12 (seeking 
  variation to barge sizes previously attached to planning permission   
  LA03/2017/0310/F at Lough Neagh, within the Mid Ulster District Council, Antrim 
  & Newtownabbey Borough, Armagh, Banbridge & Craigavon Borough and 
  Lisburn & Castlereagh City Council areas.  Members were advised of the key 
  issues. 

 
   Councillor M Gregg voiced his reservations at allowing further excavations and 

  asked that wider discussion be sought on the extended excavation. 
 
   Alderman J Dillon urged caution given the potential impact on employment. 
 
   The Head of Planning and Capital Development undertook to seek advice and 

  respond to Councillor M Gregg regarding the best way for him to raise his  
  concerns. 
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   It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Councillor John Palmer 

  and agreed by the Committee that members note the detail of this notification 
  that the proposed variation of these two planning conditions is considered to be 
  EIA Development and that no response is required by the Council. 

 
 
 4.9 New Guide for Council Planning Authorities on Climate Change 
 
   Members had been provided with information on the launch of a joint guide for 

  Council Planning Authorities on Climate change from the Royal Town and  
  Planning Institute (RTPI) and Town and Country Planning Association (TCPA). 

 
   Councillor M Gregg said that he welcomed this albeit that it was a little too late 

  to feed into the Local Development Plan.  He asked if the information had  
  been circulated to planning policy makers and was advised, by the Head of 
  Planning and Capital Development, of an event he had attended which had also 
  been attended by some people who had been present at COP26.  He said that it 
  was apparent that this was on the agenda of Central Government. 

 
   Alderman O Gawith said that he felt there was content here that the Council 

  could become more pro-active with and he went on to give some examples. 
 
   Alderman J Dillon voiced his concerns at the way government was handling such 

  issues and referred to reports he had been made aware of. 
 
   Councillor M Gregg responded that he was only interested in facts and disputed 

  the information Alderman Dillon had been referring to. 
 
   It was proposed by Alderman O Gawith, seconded by Councillor M Gregg and 

  agreed by the Committee that the information contained in the guide for Council 
  Planning Authorities on Climate Change be noted. 

 
 
 4.10 Correspondence in relation to Ammonia Emitting Projects    
 
   Members had been provided with information from Shared Environmental  

  Services in relation to Ammonia Emitting Projects. 
 
   It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Alderman J Tinsley and 

  agreed by the Committee that the information be noted. 
 
 
 
 4.11 Submission of Pre-application Notice (PAN) – proposed replacement of the 

  existing all-weather astro-turf pitch with new 3G pitch, additional car parking 
  spaces, floodlighting, fencing, ball catch netting, pedestrian and vehicle access 
  gates, retaining walls, an access path and all associated site works at Lough 
  Moss Leisure Centre, Hillsborough Road, Carryduff. 
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   Members were provided with information on the above Pre-application Notice 
  and it was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Alderman J Tinsley 
  and agreed by the Committee that the information be noted. 

 
 
5. Confidential Business 

 
 The Chairman, Councillor A Swan advised that the matters contained in the 

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

 
 
 “In Committee” 

 
 It was proposed by Alderman J Tinsley, 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. 

 
 
 5.1  Recent Judicial Review decision with implications for governance  

  arrangements on deciding planning applications. 
 
 It was agreed by the Committee that they note the information provided by the 

Director of Service Transformation and the fact that this matter will be referred to 
the Corporate Services Committee. 

 
 
 5.2 Verbal Item – Update on Judicial Reviews 
 
 It was agreed by the Committee that they note the verbal update provided by the 

Director of Service Transformation on the status of ongoing Judicial Reviews. 
 
 
 Resumption of Normal Business 
 

   It was proposed by Alderman O Gawith, seconded by Alderman J Dillon and  
   agreed to come out of committee and normal business was resumed. 
 

 
 

6. Any Other Business 
 

 1. The Chairman, Councillor A Swan 
   Compliments of the Season 
 
   The Chairman, Councillor A Swan wished to express the compliments of 

  the season to all present. 
 
 2. Councillor John Palmer 
   Compliments of the Season 
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   Councillor John Palmer thanked the Chairman and wished to extend the 

  same good wishes to him on behalf of the Committee. 
 
  
 
There being no further business, the meeting concluded at 4.00 pm. 

 
 

       ____________________________________    
      CHAIRMAN / MAYOR    
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