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LISBURN & CASTLEREAGH CITY COUNCIL 

 
Minutes of Meeting of the Planning Committee held in the Council 
Chamber, Lisburn & Castlereagh City Council Offices, Island Civic Centre, 
The Island, Lisburn on Monday 7 October 2019 at 12.30 pm 

 

 

PRESENT: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Councillor J Craig (Chairman) 
 
Councillor O Gawith  (Vice-Chairman) 
 
Aldermen  J Dillon MBE JP, D Drysdale, A Grehan 
Councillors  M Gregg, U Mackin, C McCready, John Palmer, 
A Swan 

OTHER  
MEMBERS: 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 

Councillor N Anderson 
Councillor M Guy 
 
Director of Service Transformation 
Head of Planning and Capital Development 
Principal Planning Officer (RH) 
Senior Planning Officers (RT and MB) 
Committee Secretary  
Attendance Clerk 

 
Cleaver Fulton & Rankin 
Brendan Martyn (Legal Advisor) 

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

 
It was agreed that apologies be recorded on behalf of the Deputy Mayor, 
Councillor J McCarthy.  The Chairman, Councillor J Craig, Alderman D Drysdale, 
and Alderman J Dillon advised that they would have to leave 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. 
 
The following Declaration of Interest was made: 
 

• Councillor A Swan declared a non-pecuniary interest in LA05/2018/0903/O 
as the applicant was known to him and also as he was a member of the 
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local Community Association, he stated that he would leave the Chamber 
during its determination. 

 
3. Minutes 
 
 It was proposed by Alderman J Dillon, seconded by Alderman D Drysdale and 
 agreed that the following Minutes be confirmed and signed. 
 

• Minutes of the Meeting of Planning Committee held on 2 September 2019. 
  
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 

 item.  If absent for any part of the discussion they would render themselves 
 unable to vote on the application. 
 
He advised that three applications had been withdrawn by the applicant and/or 
their agent and that whilst they appear on the Schedule they would not be heard. 
 
The Legal Adviser highlighted paragraphs 46 - 48 of the Protocol for the 
Operation of the Lisburn & Castlereagh City Council Planning Committee which, 
he advised, needed to be borne in mind when determinations were being made. 

 The Chairman advised that there were a number of speakers in attendance 
 making representation on some of the applications and therefore the Schedule of 
 Applications would be taken out of order to enable these applications to be taken 
 first. 
 
 The Chairman advised, that in order for the Committee to receive legal advice 
 from the Legal Advisor, in advance of applications being heard, it would be 
 necessary for the meeting to go ‘in Committee’. 
 
 In Committee 
 
 It was proposed by Alderman J Dillon, seconded by Councillor A Swan and 
 agreed that, in order to receive legal advice,  the meeting go ‘in Committee’, in 
 the absence of members of the press and members of the public. 
 
 Councillor A Swan left the meeting at 12.46 having declared an interest in the 
 application the legal advice referred to. 
 
 The Legal Advisor provided the Committee with a verbal update on a legal 
 matter relating to one of the applications on the Schedule. 
 
 The Committee agreed to take this application first. 
 
 Resumption of Normal Business 
 
 It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Alderman J Dillon and 
 agreed to come out of committee and normal business was resumed. 
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      (1) LA05/2018/0903/O – Phase one of proposed residential development of 
approximately 9 units and associated landscaping and access to the Drumbo 
Road on lands 50m west of 4 Back Road, Drumbo (Exceptions apply). 

 
 The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report.  She advised that additional information had been submitted 
late the previous Friday afternoon in respect a request for the application to be 
deferred and that this information had been circulated to Members. 
 
The Committee received Mr David Donaldson and Mr Iain Stewart who wished to 
speak in support of the application and whose comments included the following: 
 

• They had requested the opportunity to make amendments to the proposal 
to reduce the number of houses and amend the scheme to make it more 
acceptable to the Planning Unit 

• The comments made by objectors had not been supported by statutory 
consultees 

• There was no up to date Development Plan for Drumbo, he outlined the 
plan history for the area highlighting that the Lisburn Area Plan was now 
very dated and BMAP had not been adopted. 

• He advised that there was an absence of supply in respect of housing in 
Drumbo which was unsatisfactory 

• He stated that the development could not be contrary to an up to date plan 
as none was in place 

• The fall-back in place, the two houses which had received approval, must 
be a material consideration 

• He did not see how ribbon development would occur as a buffer was 
included 

• He outlined the Minister’s comments made in the past which, he 
considered, supported the view that the number of houses in such a 
situation was not the issue 

• He stated that precedent would not be set due to the unique set of 
circumstances 

 
  This was followed by a question and answer session during which Alderman J 
  Dillon questioned the speakers on why they were seeking a deferral at this late 
  stage, given that the application had been in the system for some 18  
  months. He was advised that this was due to the fact that, on receiving the case 
  officer’s report, it was considered that it would be fair and reasonable to be 
  allowed to address those aspects which the Planning Unit had issue with. 
 
  The Committee then explored how the amendments would establish the principle 
  of development and what form of correspondence and communication had taken 
  place with the Planning Unit up to this point so that their comments could have 
  been taken on board at an earlier stage.  During this discussion the Chair  
  requested that the Head of Planning and Capital Development outline the  
    chronology of engagement which  had taken place with the Agents.  He 
  read out a series of e-mails which had exchanged between the Agents and the  
  Planning Unit and included key dates relevant to the queries raised by Alderman 
  J Dillon. 
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  Alderman D Drysdale sought to clarify on the applicant’s comments regarding the 
  absence of a Development Plan for the area.  Mr Donaldson responded that 
  the seven refusal reasons cited by the Planning Unit were interlinked and,  
  because of the previous approval on the site, a lot of them had been addressed, 
  however the SPPS stated that Councils should be guided in practice by an up to 
  date plan and there was no way that the 2001 Lisburn Area Plan could be  
  considered as being up to date.  He stated that this was the exceptional  
  circumstance and material consideration which needed to be take account of. 
 
  The Chairman then referred to the request to defer the determination of this 
  application for a period of one month stating that he considered that this request 
  needed to be dealt with at this stage in proceedings. 
 
  Councillor U Mackin said that the new information, a change in design, surely 
  meant a new application and that the Committee should consider what was in 
  front of it today. 
 
  Alderman J Dillon said that he had not heard anything to support a deferral of the 
  determination. 
 
  Alderman D Drysdale concurred stating that he had not heard anything that 
  would support a deferral and felt that the application should proceed to be  
  determined. 
 
  Alderman A Grehan then stated that she would like to clarify a legal matter on the 
  principle of development and it was therefore agreed to go ‘in Committee’ to 
  receive legal advice. 
 
 In Committee 
 
 It was proposed by Alderman A Grehan, seconded by Councillor M Gregg and 
 agreed that, in order to receive legal advice,  the meeting go ‘in Committee’, in 
 the absence of press and public being present. 
 
 The Legal Advisor clarified a number of legal queries. 
 
 Resumption of Normal Business 
 
 It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Alderman J Dillon and 
 agreed to come out of committee and normal business was resumed. 
 
 Councillor M Gregg stated that, for him, the request for a deferral hinged on the 
 principle of development and whether this was established under the previous 
 approval. 
 
 The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded by reading out 
 paragraph 36 of the Case Officer’s Report and referred to the fact that Mr 
 Donaldson had emphasised that the Lisburn Area Plan was now out of date. 
 
  The Head of Planning and Capital Development provided clarification in relation 
 to the Lisburn Area Plan remaining the extant Local Development Plan context 
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 and reminded Members that the site was outside the settlement limits in both 
 the Lisburn Area Plan and the draft BMAP. 
 
 Members were also advised that the planning history for 2 dwellings only on the 
 site which were accessed from a private driveway was a material consideration 
 and the reasons for refusal were set out in the Case Officer’s Report. 
 
 The Head of Planning and Capital Development provided clarification as to how 
 the planning history was weighed in the assessment of the application and that 
 the application for two large houses was deemed as an exception to PPS21. 
 
 At this point it was proposed by the Chairman, Councillor J Craig and seconded 
 by Councillor O Gawith that the determination of this application be deferred for a 
 period of one month.  This was put to the Committee and by a majority vote of 
 5:4 the proposal fell and the Committee proceeded to determine the application. 
 
  During the ensuing debate Alderman D Drysdale advised that he was not  
  convinced that the recommendations of the Planning Officer could be overturned.  
  In his opinion the Lisburn Area Plan might be 18 years old but it was still the 
  current plan. 
 
  Alderman J Dillon concurred stating that he had not been convinced that this 
  application should be approved and stated that rules and regulations could not 
  be turned on their head. 
 
  The Committee, having considered the information provided within the Report of 
  the Principal Planning Officer and by those making representations agreed by a 
  majority of 8:0 with 1 abstention to refuse the application for the reasons outlined 
  in the Officer’s report. 
 
  (Alderman D Drysdale then left the meeting at 2.15 pm and did not return).  
 
  (Councillor A Swan returned to the meeting at 2.15 pm) 

 
  (2) LA05/2019/0266/F – Development of Driver and Vehicle Agency Test Centre 

and Operational Depot including associated offices, landscaping, car parking, 
electrical sub-station, retaining wall and improvements to sections of access 
road from junction of Milltown Road and Hospital Road at Hydebank, 4 
Hospital Road, Belfast – (Major) 

 
 The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
Speaking rights had been requested by Ms Harrison, Mr Heasley and Mr Cousins 
who were to speak in support of the application, however Mr Heasley confirmed 
that they were content not to speak at the meeting as they considered that all of 
their points had already been covered by the Principal Planning Officer. 
The Committee received Councillor N Anderson who wished to speak in support 
of the application and whose comments included the following: 
 

• There should be a pre-disposition to approve this application 
• There were no reasons to refuse it 
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• This was a vacant site 
• This would create employment 
• This would improve on the status quo 

 
  There were no questions for Councillor Anderson. 
 
  Councillor Gregg wished to confirm that the road would be upgraded and it was 
  confirmed by the Principal Planning Officer that improvements would be made to 
  the existing junction with the existing Hospital Road carriage way from the  
  Milltown Road to the site access widened. 

 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the Report of 
the Principal Planning Officer, agreed by a majority of 9:0 with 0 abstentions to 
approve the application as outlined in the Officer’s report and subject to the 
conditions outlined therein. 

  
      (3) LA05/2018/1107/F – Three new dwellings consisting of one detached 

(replacement) dwelling and two additional (semi-detached) dwellings at 3 
Four Winds Avenue, Belfast. 

  
(Alderman J Dillon left the meeting at 2.30 pm). 
 
The Senior Planning Officer (MB) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Councillor N Anderson who wished to speak in 
opposition to the application and whose comments included the following: 
 

• This represented an increase in density – there is currently one bungalow 
which would be increased to three houses.  This could set precedent and 
this would negatively impact the area. 

• This would impact amenity – the increased ridge height would impact on 
residents in Windrush and on the Saintfield Road and would cause over-
shadowing.  One house in particular would be affected, he stated that the 
increase in ridge height and separation distances would have a negative 
impact. 

• This would negatively impact on character as there are predominantly 
bungalows at the location and, as these were houses, it may set a 
precedent in terms of character. 

 
  Councillor A Swan wished to clarify the ridge height increase and this was 
  confirmed to be 2 metres.   
 
  Councillor Mackin asked Councillor Anderson to outline how he considered that 
  Planning Policy had been infringed.  Councillor Anderson stated that it was his 
  opinion that the quality of developments and their character were important and 
  that PPS7 referred to these general planning issues.  He also stated that he 
  considered that this development had gone beyond the 10% increase referred to 
  in the policy and suggested that a site meeting might clarify this for the  
  Committee. 
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  In response to a question from Councillor O Gawith, Councillor N Anderson 
  corrected comments made by him advising that it was actually residents of 
  Newton Park, rather than the Saintfield Road, who would be adversely affected 
  by this development. 

 
The Committee received Mr Azman Khairuddin who wished to speak in support 
of the application and whose comments included the following: 
 

• Regarding the comments on density and the setting of precedent this was 
not the case due to this exceptional site 

• Amenity and character are addressed within the case officer’s report 
• He outlined how the design team had set about designing the scheme 

stating that the sites were almost identically replicating the existing pattern 
of development 

• This was a very large site so can comfortably take the three houses 
• There had been scope to put in a more dense scheme but they opted for 

the three houses which replicated what was already in place 
• The proposal is a transition between the various heights of what is already 

in place 
• The site is to the west of a gap so there is no significant overshadowing 

 
   
  This was followed by a question and answer session which focused on clarifying 
  the size of the plot of the bungalow and the style and type of the surrounding 
  house types which Mr Khairuddin advised included an apartment block. 
 
  The Committee then posed some questions to the Planning Officer seeking  
  clarification on the 10% increase referred to by Councillor N Anderson. 
 
  The Head of Planning and Capital Development outlined the detail of policies 
  QD1 and PPS7 and LC 1 of the second addendum to PPS7 providing  
  clarification of this policy context. 

 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the Report of 
the Senior Planning Officer and by those making representations, agreed by a 
majority of 8:0 with 0 abstentions to approve the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report and subject to the conditions stated therein. 
 
Adjournment of meeting 
 
The Chairman declared the meeting adjourned at 3.00 pm 
 
Resumption of meeting 
 
The Chairman declared the meeting resumed at 3.25 pm 
 

       (4) LA05/2019/0205/F – Retention of existing 2 bed ancillary annexe with 
alterations and extensions including raising of eaves and ridge to 
accommodate first floor bedrooms at 134 Mealough Road, Carryduff (Called 
in). 
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 The Senior Planning Officer (RT) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
(Alderman J Dillon returned to the meeting at 3.35 pm but was unable to vote on 
the application as he was not present for the entire item). 
 
The Committee received Mr Colin McAuley who wished to speak in support of the 
application and whose comments included the following: 
 

• The applicant’s daughter, her husband and their young daughter have 
occupied the existing annexe for 8 years 

• He described the annexe advising that it had been developed under 
permitted development 

• He outlined its structural issues and the works required to rectify these to 
make it habitable 

• He outlined the policy which permits the proposed development 
• He advised that the existing annexe shares water, septic tank, address, 

driveway, parking and oil supply with the main property and is rated as an 
ancillary dwelling 

• The same number of rooms as the status quo will be in the proposed 
annexe but will be spread over two floors 

• Planners have failed to take account of the fall-back position and have 
therefore not taken account of all material considerations 

• Only one family unit will reside at the location and therefore overlooking 
will not be an issue 

• The proposal simply creates an upper floor and they do not wish to create 
a separate dwelling 

 
  This was followed by a question and answer session during which Councillor U 
  Mackin wished to clarify the fall-back position.  Mr McAuley stated that it was a 
  planning principle that what exists on the ground needed to be taken account of.  
  He outlined that this had been a garage conversion which had been carried out 
  under Permitted Development.  It became the subject of possible enforcement 
  action however the file had been closed and the dwelling categorised as an 
  ancillary dwelling.  The applicant’s son-in-law worked abroad for 6 months of the 
  year so living close to her parents provided his wife and daughter with security 
  and companionship. 
 
  On being asked what policy would support this, Mr McAuley responded  
  that Permitted Development was legislation rather than policy and it had been 
  tested as the enforcement action had been dropped.  He stated that Policy EXT1 
  of the  first addendum to PPS 7 confirmed that where an extension is not  
  practicable an existing outbuilding can be extended.  He stated that the original 
  extension had been carried out in haste and that now remedial work was  
  required. 
 
  On being asked whether the residents will remain there if this application is 
  refused, Mr McAuley responded that they can continue to remain there for the 
  next 50 years. 

 



  PC   7 10 2019 

633 
 

The Committee received Councillor M Guy who wished to speak in support of the 
application and whose comments included the following: 
 

• Planning Officers are experts in their field and interpret the rules, this 
Committee complements that 

• This is a family home where the garage has been converted 
• Improvements are required to make it safe for the family 
• Dependency on the main dwelling has already been established however 

the fall-back position has not been taken on board by the case officer in 
this instance 

• The septic tank, electricity, postal address, access and water and oil are 
all shared services 

• The application is genuine, the improvements will relocate bedrooms and 
provide insulation 

• There will be no barrier with the main residence 
• There is no intention to create an asset for future sale and this can be 

conditioned in any approval 
• There is no community objection 
• There are no overlooking issues 
• If refused there will be unnecessary upheaval and choices for those who 

reside there 
• The older parents have added security due to the proximity of their family 

 
  This was followed by a question and answer session during which Councillor  
  A Swan asked who resided in the main house to which Councillor M Guy  
  responded that applicant’s father and mother resided in the main dwelling. 
 
  When asked why the daughter and her family could not move in with them, 
  Councillor M Guy responded that she could not comment on the applicant’s 
  domestic choices. 

 
The Committee received Councillor N Anderson who wished to speak in support 
of the application and whose comments included the following: 
 

• The Committee have heard the real issues facing this family and have 
heard from the planning unit 

• At the moment this could be used as a stand-alone building and it has 
been there for around 10 years 

• The enforcement action was dropped 
• The family want to reside close to family members 
• There will be no new access 
• Services are shared 
• Conditions can be put on the approval to ensure that the annexe remains 

dependent on the main house 
• The dwelling is essential in this location 
• SPPS Policy 1 paras 2.9 and 2.10 allow for this to be approved 
• He suggested that a site meeting might assist members of the committee 

in coming to a decision. 
 
  During the ensuing question and answer session Councillor O Gawith re-visited 
  the policy referred to by Cllr N Anderson and highlighted that it referred to the 
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  annexe being ‘attached to the existing structure’ and that it could be permitted 
  ‘where an extension was not practical’.  He asked why it would not be practical to 
  extend the main dwelling.  Councillor N Anderson referred to the word ‘normal’ in 
  the policy wording stating that this denotes exceptions.  He said that the  
  exception in this case was that this annexe was already an extension as the 
  garage forms part of the house. 
 
  The Chairman, Councillor J Craig asked Councillor N Anderson whether the 
  annexe, if linked to the property, would then be an extension and could this be 
  done. 
 
  In response to this Councillor Anderson stated that it might be worthwhile holding 
  a site meeting to highlight the issues to members of the Committee. 
 
  Councillor J Palmer asked why an application for an extension had been  
  submitted and subsequently withdrawn. 
 
  The Head of Planning and Capital Development outlined that the application to 
  extend the dwelling referred to had been for a large extension replacing the 
  garage and had been submitted by a different agent.  The extension was not 
  considered by planners to be subordinate to the main dwelling and the agent was 
  offered the opportunity to reduce the scale of the building but the application was 
  withdrawn. 
 
  The Committee, at this point, agreed to invite Mr C McAuley to comment on this 
  matter and he confirmed that the applicant had chosen to withdraw the  
  application and had been advised, by him, to apply to renovate what was on the 
  ground and to improve what was there rather than construct an extension. 

 
The Committee then posed questions to the Planning Officer.  Alderman A 
Grehan asked why the case officer did not consider the dwelling to be ancillary 
and why the status quo had not been taken account of. 
 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that the case officer’s 
report had demonstrated that the previous works to convert the building had 
been considered.  He went on to state that the size of the annexe in this instance 
would be increased to the size of the average semi-detached house. 
 
He went on to provide advice of a similar case which had been tested at appeal.  
He confirmed that the case officer had not ignored the fall-back position, it had 
been taken into account, but it was considered that once extended the annexe 
was no longer ‘modest’ in scale.  He referred to specific extracts from the officer’s 
report to further explain this point. 
 
At this stage 4.15 pm the Chairman, Councillor J Craig, left the meeting and the 
position of Chairman was taken by the Vice-Chair, Councillor O Gawith. 
 
Members then proceeded to debate the issues with Councillor M Gregg advising 
that, given the circumstances, he considered that the annexe was still going to be 
a subordinate ancillary building dependent on the main house for services.  He 
said he considered that PPS7 addendum 1 allowed for this subject to a condition 
and he felt the application should be approved. 
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Councillor A Swan had concerns that services could easily be rectified within 6 
months and that this would result in the annexe becoming an independent 
dwelling.  It was his view that the family could all be housed together in the main 
dwelling.  He also had concerns at how effective any conditioning might be and 
felt a precedent could be set and for those reasons he would be supporting the 
recommendation of the case officer. 
 
Councillor U Mackin said that he took these dangers on board but felt that the 
risks could be dealt with by planning conditions.  He agreed with the comments 
made by Councillor M Gregg stating that, in his opinion, the house had been 
converted under Permitted Development and would remain ancillary to the main 
dwelling and that he would be supporting approval. 
 
Councillor J Palmer said he was concerned that at some stage the annexe would 
be converted to an independent dwelling. 
 
Councillor A Swan asked planning officers whether conditions could be put in 
place to restrict the installation of services to the annexe in future to which the 
Head of Planning and Capital Development responded stating that conditions 
could be appealed.  He also stated that a Section 76 Agreement could be 
requested but he was unsure whether or not it could be specifically linked to the 
person or persons occupying the main dwelling. 
 
Alderman A Grehan said that it was her view that if the approval could be 
conditioned it should be approved.  She said she saw this proposal as an 
improvement on the status quo. 
 
Councillor C McCready stated that he understood the concerns raised by the 
officers but felt the application should be approved. 
 
Councillor M Gregg said that he did not consider a precedent had been set as in 
his opinion, the application was policy compliant. 
 
Councillor A Swan referred to recent applications from business owners who 
wanted to reside on site which had been refused by the Committee and stated 
that, in his opinion, the approval of this application created an anomaly. 
 

  At the culmination of the debate, the decision was put  to a vote and by a majority 
  of 3:4 with 0 abstentions, it was agreed that the recommendation of the Planning 
  Officer would not be upheld. 

 
  The Chairman stated that the Professional Officer's recommendation to refuse 
  planning permission had fallen and that a new motion was now under  
  consideration.   He invited the Committee to comment on their reasons for  
  approving the application. 
 
  Councillor M Gregg stated that the first addendum to PPS7 allowed for such a 
  development.  Paragraph 2.9 stated that it should be permitted as long as the 
  ancillary dwelling remained subordinate to the main building and he stated that 
  the Committee did consider that it would be subordinate in scale and structure.  
  He further stated that paragraph 2.10 provided for the possibility of an ancillary 
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  building not being attached to the main dwelling and that paragraph 2.11 allowed 
  for conditioning to ensure that it remained ancillary. 
 
  Councillor U Mackin suggested the inclusion of the fact that the Committee 
  considered that this was not a conversion, it was an extension to the main  
  residence and also the fact that there would be a benefit to those currently living 
  in sub-standard accommodation. 
 
  Planning Officers were then provided with an opportunity to comment on the 
  reasons put forward.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development urged 
  caution in engaging with paragraph 2.10 as it referred to a ‘modest’  scale  
  of accommodation, he also advised that it was his opinion that the suggestion 
  made by Councillor M Gregg needed to engage with this part of the policy. 
 
  Councillor M Gregg commented that, regarding paragraph 2.10, there was 
  already development in place under Permitted Development so therefore this 
  establishes it and it would be impractical not to convert rather than extend.  He 
  considered the application to be modest as it remained a two bedroom unit 
  with a kitchen, living, dining and bathroom. 
 
  At the request of Councillor A Swan, the Head of Planning and Capital  
  Development clarified the policy on permitted development regarding ancillary 
  dwellings. 
 

  Alderman A Grehan then stated that she would like to clarify a legal matter on the 
  principal of development and it was therefore agreed to go ‘in Committee’ to 
  receive legal advice. 
 
 In Committee 
 
 It was then proposed by Councillor A Swan, seconded by Councillor M Gregg 
 and agreed that, in order to receive legal advice,  the meeting go ‘in Committee’, 
 in the absence of press and public being present. 
 
 The Legal Advisor clarified a legal issue raised by Alderman A Grehan. 
 
 Resumption of Normal Business 
 
 It was proposed by Councillor A McCready, seconded by Alderman A Grehan 
 and agreed to come out of committee and normal business was resumed. 

   
 

  It was then proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Councillor U Mackin 
  and by a majority of 5:2 with O abstentions it was agreed that the   
  reasons cited for the approval of the application would be: 

 
• that Policy EXT1 does not encompass this type of development, but as the 

Committee view this is an exceptional circumstance, they consider that the 
justification and amplification paragraphs allow for the development in 
that: 
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paragraph 2.9 of the first addendum to PPS 7states that it should be 
allowed as long as it remains subordinate to the main building and the 
Committee consider that it would be subordinate in scale and structure;   
 
paragraph 2.10 also provided for the possibility of an ancillary building not 
being attached to the main dwelling and;  
 
paragraph 2.11 allowed for conditioning to ensure that it remained 
ancillary. 

 
• The Committee wished the approval to be conditioned to ensure that the 

annexe remains an ancillary dwelling  
 

• The Committee wish to ensure that permitted development rights are 
removed from the property. 

 
   Councillor A Swann had requested that the above vote be recorded and voting 

  was as follows: 
 
   In favour of the proposed reasons – Councillor O Gawith, Alderman A Grehan, 

  Councillor M Gregg, Councillor U Mackin, Councillor C McCready 
 
   Against the proposed reasons – Councillor J Palmer, Councillor A Swan 
 
   Alderman J Dillon was unable to vote as he had not been present for the entire 

  presentation. 
 
   The Chairman declared the application approved for the reasons stated above. 

 
 The Chairman then highlighted that because the application had been 
 recommended for refusal, no conditions had been drafted.  It was agreed by the 
 Committee that the drafting of Conditions be delegated to the Planning Unit 
  taking cognisance of the conditions stipulated above by the Committee. 
 

      (5) LA05/2019/0377/F – This Section 54 application seeks to vary pre-
commencement conditions 5,6 and 7 of outline planning permission 
Y/1996/0281/O for a mixed residential housing development and pre-
commencement conditions 2 and 5 of the associated reserved matters 
application Y/2009/0463/RM for the erection of 13 detached dwellings.  
These conditions relate to road improvements and access development.  
Amending the specified conditions would allow the applicant to commence 
development of foundations only, relating to 1 no. dwelling, prior to carrying 
out the road improvements and access development required under the 
aforementioned planning conditions, prior to the expiration of the reserved 
matters application on the 12th April 2020 on lands to the north of and 
including No. 366 Saintfield Road, Carryduff, BT8 7SJ (Exceptions apply). 

 
The Senior Planning Officer (MB) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
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Speaking rights had been requested by Mr R McBirney however he stated that he 
did not need to speak on the application but offered to respond to any questions 
members might have 

 
 The Committee, having considered the information provided within the Report of 
 the Senior Planning Officer, agreed by a majority of 8:0 with 0 abstentions to 
 approve the application as outlined in the Officer’s report and subject to legal 
 agreement and to the conditions stated therein. 
 

LA05/2018/0846/F – Proposed erection of 2nd Agricultural shed to quarantine 
livestock on a site 340m west of 90 Glenavy Road, Lisburn (Previously deferred) 

 
Members noted that this application had been withdrawn and, while it appeared on 
the Schedule, would not be heard.       

 
    LA05/2019/0275/O – Proposed two storey infill dwelling and detached garage on 

Lands between 1 and 3 Tullyhubbert Road, Moneyreagh (Called in) 
 
Members noted that this application had been withdrawn and, while it appeared on 
the Schedule, would not be heard. 

 
LA05/2018/0899/O – Phase 2 of proposed residential development of 
approximately 18 houses with associated landscaping and access onto Drumbo 
Road (and also separate access onto Back Road to facilitate two dwellings) on 
lands 50m south of 4 Back Road, Drumbo (Exceptions apply). 
 
Members noted that this application had been withdrawn and, while it appeared on 
the Schedule, would not be heard. 
 
(Alderman A Grehan left the meeting at 5.18 pm returning at 5.22 pm)       
   

  4.2. Submission of Pre-application Notices (PAN) 
 
 It was proposed by Alderman J Dillon, seconded by Councillor M Gregg and 
 agreed that members note the information provided on the content of the 
 following Pre-application Notice: 
 
 LAO5/2019/0891/PAN – Four new two storey office buildings (Class B1) 
 including associated car parking provision at 5 Ballygowan Road, Hillsborough. 

 
 4.3     Appeal Decisions in respect of planning applications S/2011/0049/O, 
  LA05/2018/0490/O and LA05/2017/1030/F 
 
 Members had been provided with information on the above three appeal 
 decisions including information on costs awarded in respect of one of them, the 
 other two appeals had been refused. 
 
 It was agreed that the above information be noted. 
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5.   Report from the Director of Service Transformation 
 
 It was agreed that the reports and recommendations of the Director of Service 
Transformation be adopted, subject to any decisions recorded below.  
 

5.1 NI Planning Monitoring Framework 2018/19 
 

The Director of Service Transformation advised that this information should be 
read in conjunction with items 5.4 and 5.5 of the Report of the Head of Planning 
and Capital Development as they were all dealing with performance information.  
He outlined the background to some of the figures which had been affected due to 
the Council’s decision to focus on the processing of legacy applications.  He 
highlighted that there was currently only one legacy application left in the system.  
Given this he was content that the statistics were as would be expected. 
 
Having been provided with comprehensive information on the NI Planning 
Monitoring Framework 2018/19 it was agreed that the information be noted. 
 
Alderman A Grehan sought clarification on the Council’s performance which was 
provided by the Director of Service Transformation. 
 
Alderman J Dillon commended the Planning Unit on how quickly they had 
processed the large number of legacy planning applications. 
 
(Councillor J Palmer left the meeting at 5.30 pm returning at 5.34 pm). 
 
5.2 Letter from DfI Planning in relation to visits to Planning Committee  
  Meetings 
 
Having been provided with feedback on the visits made by DfI officials to Planning 
Committee Meetings during 2018 it was agreed that the information be noted. 
 

 6.    Continuation of Report from the Head of Planning and Capital Development 
 

It was agreed that the reports and recommendations of the Head of Planning and 
Capital Development be adopted, subject to any decisions recorded below. 

 
         6.1 Statutory Performance Indicators – August 2019 
 
         Members had been provided with information on the provision of monthly  
         monitoring statistics and it was agreed that the information circulated be noted. 
 
         6.2 APSE Performance Network – 2018/2019 Reports 
 
          Members were reminded that the Council was a member of the Association of  
          Public Sector Excellence (APSE), including its Performance Network, which was 
          a public sector benchmarking organisation.  They were furnished with data,  
          provided by APSE and were advised that additional information would be made  
          available in due course. 
 
 It was agreed that the information circulated be noted.   
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7. Any Other Business 
 

1.  Capacity Building 
   Director of Service Transformation 
 
 The Director of Service Transformation outlined proposals for forthcoming training 

for members of the Committee to increase their capacity given the large number of 
major applications in the system.  He advised that he was currently liaising with the 
HR unit in that respect and that dates and calendar invitations would be issued in 
due course.  The Chairman, Councillor O Gawith encouraged all members to 
attend. 

 
2.  Conference on Environmental Impact Assessment Essentials 

 Director of Service Transformation 
 

The Director of Service Transformation advised members of the above conference 
which was scheduled to take place on 25 October 2019 from 10.30 to 1.00 pm in 
the Dunsilly Hotel Antrim. 

 
The conference was free to attend and any member wishing to do so should contact 
Member Service so that the relevant arrangements could be made. 
 
3.  Issues with Council i-pad 

 Head of Planning and Capital Development 
 

 The Head of Planning and Capital Development updated members on recent 
queries regarding the suitability of the i-pad for Planning Committee Meeting 
purposes. 

 
He advised that he had brought the issue to the attention of the Head of IT and had 
been advised that this issue would form part of an over-arching IT specification 
going forward and that any member having issues with their equipment should 
make contact to have these issues looked at on a case by case basis in the interim. 

 
4.  Called in Applications 

 Councillor M Gregg 
 

Councillor M Gregg highlighted that, in the past, he had asked that the reasons for 
calling in an application were to be circulated to members.  The Director of Service 
Transformation advised that this issue would be discussed when the review of the 
Protocol for the Operation of the Planning Committee was carried out. 

 
There being no further business, the meeting concluded at 5.45 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 

       ____________________________________    
      CHAIRMAN / MAYOR 


