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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 7 December  
2020 at 10.30 a.m. 

 

 

  
PRESENT: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

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

 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 

 
 
        Present in Chamber: 

Head of Planning and Capital Development 
Member Services Officer (MC) 
Member Services Officer (PS) 
 
Present in Remote Location: 
Director of Service Transformation 
Principal Planning Officer (RH) 
Senior Planning Officer (RT) 
Senior Planning Officer (MB) 
Attendance Clerk (BF) 
 
Legal Adviser: 
B Martyn - Cleaver Fulton & Rankin  
 
Department for Infrastructure (Roads) 
Mr A Kyle 

 
  

 
Commencement of Meeting 
 
Members were advised that due to another commitment The Chairman, Alderman 
O Gawith, would be arriving at the meeting later in the morning.  The position of 
Chairman was taken by the Vice-Chair, Alderman D Drysdale who then went on to 
welcome everyone to the meeting which, he advised, was being live streamed to 
enable members of the public to hear and see the proceedings.  He advised that 
some Members of the Committee were present in the Council Chamber and others 
were participating in the meeting from a remote location.   
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He stated that planning officers, the Council’s Legal Advisors and those speaking 
for or against the applications would be attending the meeting remotely. 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised on housekeeping and 
evacuation procedures.  The Member Services Officer (MC) 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 Alderman A Grehan. 

 
2. Declarations of Interest  
 

The Chairman sought Declarations of Interest from Members and reminded them 
to complete the supporting forms which had been left at each desk.  He indicated 
that a form would also be available for those Members attending remotely. 
 
The following Declarations of Interest were made: 
 

• Councillor D Craig in LA05/2020/0579/F as he was a member of the Board 
of the Education Authority, he stated that he would be leaving the meeting 
during its determination. 

• Councillor A Swan referred to LA05/2017/0021/F and stated that he had 
been contacted about the application but had made no comment and did 
not feel he had pre-determined it. 

• Councillors A Swan, J Palmer, Aldermen J Dillon and J Tinsley referred to 
LA05/2020/0745/F stating that they had been contacted about the 
application but had made no comment and did not feel they had pre-
determined it. 

• During the course of the meeting, Alderman D Drysdale declared an 
interest in item 4:6 of the Report of the Head of Planning and Capital 
Development regarding PAN Report LA05/2020/0844/PAN.  He stated that 
he had made public comment on the proposed development. 

3. Minutes of the Planning Committee Meeting held on 2 November 2020 
 
It was proposed by Councillor J Craig, seconded by Councillor M Gregg and 
agreed that the minutes of the Committee meeting held on 2 November 2020 as 
circulated be signed. 
 

4. Report from the Head of Planning and Capital Development 
 
4.1 Schedule of Applications  
    
The Chairman reminded Members that they needed to be present for the entire 
determination of an application.  If absent for any part of the discussion they would 
render themselves unable to vote on the application. 
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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. 
 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development informed the Committee that 
application LA05/2020/0572/F had been withdrawn in its entirety and that 
application LA05/2017/0021/F had been withdrawn from the schedule due to the 
receipt of new information as part of a submission for speaking rights.  A further 
consultation was required with DfI Roads and that it would come before the 
Committee at a future meeting. 
 
Councillor J Craig left the meeting at 10.55 am having declared an interest in the 
following application. 
 
 

1. LA05/2020/0579/F - Redevelopment of Millennium Integrated Primary School to 
include erection of new 14 no. classroom school building and double nursery 
unit, car parking, internal reconfiguration including bus and car drop-off and pick-
up areas, hard and soft play areas, landscaping, retaining walls, LPG, NIE 
substation and construction vehicle compounds, new underground drainage 
system, associated works including earth removal and upgrading of existing 
access point off the Belfast Road, followed by the demolition and clearance of 
the existing Millennium  integrated Primary School and nursery unit. Construction 
vehicles to access the site from the existing access point at Millennium 
Integrated Primary School, 139 Belfast Road, Saintfield.  

      
 
The Senior Planning Officer (RT) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Ms Sarah McDowell 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: 
 
• She welcomed the recommendation of the Planning Officers and hoped that it 

would be upheld. 
 
Ms McDowell then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Councillor M Gregg said that he was disappointed that little renewable 
technology, apart from some roofing insulation, had been incorporated into 
the design, Ms McDowell responded that this was the case and went on to 
briefly describe the standard of roof insulation and inclusion of solar panels.  

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

• Councillor U Mackin said he welcomed the proposal stating that it was good 
to see a school expanding.  He asked why it needed to be located at the top 
of a hill.  The Senior Planning Officer projected a landscape and visual 
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assessment image onto the screen and explained how the construction 
would be cut into the hill to make it less visible.  She outlined the phasing 
process required which also dictated the location of the building on the site  
She said that it would be seen but mitigations had reduced this as would 
woodland planting as planners were content that there was no greater 
visual impact than what was there at the moment.  She also clarified the 
ridge height of the proposed building. 

 
During the ensuing debate the following comments were made: 
 
Councillor A Swan said that he would be supporting the application and it was 
good to see a school expanding. 
 
Councillor John Palmer said that the proposal would future proof education 
provision in the area. 
 
Alderman J Tinsley concurred with previous comments and thanked Planning 
Officers for processing the application quickly and agents for providing good 
information to the Planning Unit. 
 
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 contained therein.  

 
Councillor D Craig returned to the meeting at 11.20 am 

 
 

2. LA05/2020/0745/F - Proposed replacement dwelling and garage at 11 
Edenticullo Road, Hillsborough. 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr Paul Skelly 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 application meets all of the policy requirements but the issue is with the 

fact that the replacement dwelling is located outside the curtilage. 
• He stated that the curtilage offered no opportunity for a replacement dwelling 

and went on to outline why. 
• The curtilage dwelling was hemmed in and for all of the reasons outlined in his 

written submission he considered that this application therefore met the 
exception test. 

• He outlined the benefits of the proposed site advising that alternatives had 
been explored but that this proposal offered the best option. 

 
Mr Skelly then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
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• Councillor U Mackin sought clarification on traffic and access and, with the 
aid of drone images previously circulated, Mr Skelly outlined the route 
which the new driveway would take through the existing lane, through a 
paddock and then access the new site via the northern side.  This left the 
farming area as it was but takes the new dwelling away from the active part 
of the farm. 

• Councillor U Mackin then sought clarification on the 75m distance to 
number 9 asking if there were plans to extend the farm.  Mr Skelly clarified 
that the farm was obviously active and the applicant had plans to add an 
additional shed under permitted development, however the 75m distance 
from number 9 dictated this different location. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked why the dwelling could not be located on the farm 
site and was advised that the space available would not accommodate a 
modern dwelling.   He outlined the restraints in expanding the curtilage to 
the north and the south which led to extending it to the east which, he 
stated, was still associated with the clustering.  He said that if this had been 
a CTY10 application, it would be acceptable. 

• Alderman J Tinsley said that the drone images had been very helpful.  He 
sought clarification on parking and clarified the location of the proposal.  He 
referred to the large sheds on the site and asked if these would move under 
the proposal to permit farm development.  Mr Skelly responded highlighting 
silo pits on the site, explaining that these had to be located on level ground, 
he also highlighted the movement of cattle around the farm stating that the 
sensible position for an additional shed would be north of the existing 
sheds. Alderman Tinsley asked what would happen to the existing dwelling 
should this proposal be approved and Mr Skelly outlined the route of the 
driveway and stated that vacant site would be reinstated as part of a field. 

• Councillor M Gregg sought clarification on the location of the proposed 
driveway stating that it would still come up through a busy farm and asked 
whether there were any other applications in the system for this site.  Mr 
Skelly said that it was the case that the driveway would come up through 
the farm however there would be better separation for a dwelling and 
garden and improved safety, he confirmed that this was the only application 
in the system, any farm expansion would be done by way of Permitted 
Development. 

• Councillor J Palmer asked if there could be more separation of the laneway 
to make it even safer, could it be brought further north.  Mr Skelly 
responded that if the red line could be moved to the north then that would 
be acceptable. 

• Councillor J Craig said that he could see why the expansion could not take 
place to the north and south but why not to the west.  Mr Skelly used the 
drone images to illustrate the distance from number 9 advising that under 
permitted development this should be at least 75m and in this case that 
requirement would not be met and therefore the only option was to go east. 

 
The Committee received Mr Edwin Poots MLA 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 applicant has worked very hard to build up the farm and has applied for a 

replacement dwelling. 
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• It is entirely unreasonable to locate the replacement dwelling within the 
curtilage. 

• There will be no demonstrable harm, in fact it will take the dwelling further 
away from the road. 

• It will cluster with the farm buildings. 
• The best decision would be to approve the application. 

 
Mr Poots then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Councillor J Craig sought clarification of the reasons why the expansion 
could not take place to the north, south or west and was advised by Mr 
Poots that the topography of the road dictated where the expansion could 
take place.  This is the only option open to the applicant, PPS1 will still be 
met as the farm buildings will cluster, the exception test is also met. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked Mr Poots whether it was his opinion that this is the 
only suitable location for the dwelling and Mr Poots confirmed that it was 
and that it would be a safer option, 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to a field to the right as one was coming down 
the laneway and asked whether, if farm expansion took place in that 
direction, would it be too close to number 9.  Mr Poots confirmed that this 
was correct. 

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

• Alderman J Tinsley asked whether the proposal would be policy compliant if 
it had been accessed under a different policy i.e. a dwelling on a farm and 
the Head of Planning and Capital Development confirmed that this would be 
the case.  He went on to outline how it would cluster with the group of farm 
buildings and highlighted temporary accommodation on the western site 
with which it could also be clustered with. 

 
During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 
 
Councillor J Palmer stated that this was very finely balanced and in his opinion 
should be approved.   
 
Alderman J Dillon stated that farm dwellings were no longer acceptable in the 
middle of a farm and that the new site was clustered with the farm buildings and 
as such,  no precedent would be set.  He stated that he considered the 
application should be approved but proposed that a site meeting might be of 
benefit. 
 
Councillor A Swan seconded the proposal for a site visit. 
 
Councillor J Craig said that he supported the idea of a site meeting as he would 
like to verify what speakers have said at the meeting.  He said that the issue was 
that the dwelling was not in the curtilage however he did feel that building a 
farmhouse in the middle of a farm was dangerous. 
 
Councillor U Mackin agreed. 
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Councillor A Swan said that he felt a separate entrance was necessary, he felt 
that a site meeting would be beneficial but would not change his mind on the 
proposal. 
 
Alderman J Tinsley said that he was not sure a site meeting would change his 
mind either he felt the proposal should be approved. 
 
Councillor M Gregg said that he had every sympathy with the applicant, there 
were safety issues.  He felt that the Planning Unit should have given more weight 
to the amenity benefits of this application.  It will integrate, it is of high quality, 
there are no traffic issues, he did not feel a site meeting would be of any benefit 
and he would be voting to approve the application. 
 
Councillor M Gregg asked that, should the application be approved, that the 
Committee request that conditions be put in place to remove the possibility of 
another house on the site being approved in future. 
 
The Head of Planning and Capital Projects reminded the Committee to engage 
fully with the refusal reasons and policy in their comments if members are not 
minded to agree with the officer’s recommendation. 

 
Having been proposed by Alderman J Dillon and seconded by Councillor A Swan, 
the holding of a site meeting was put to the Committee and was defeated by a 
majority of 3:6 and the committee continued to debate the merits of the 
application. 
 
Councillor M Gregg referred to CTY3 highlighting the land and amenity benefits 
and safety benefits that would be met.  He stated that the current location of the 
property would indicate that there would be demonstrable amenity and health  
benefits to it being moved to the other side of the farm 
 
Alderman J Dillon stated that the proposal complied with CTY1 and CTY3 as there 
were amenity benefits to the new laneway taking it away from the farm, children 
would be safer in this location and he therefore would be voting to approve. 
 
Councillor A Swan said that there would be no demonstrable harm in the proposal 
and stated that he would be supporting it.  The view was also expressed that there 
would be no environmental impact in relocating the dwelling. 
 
Councillor J Palmer said that it was an active farm and it was good to see 
expansion. 
 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development stated t that members had 
engaged with the material considerations highlighted by Mr Skelly in his 
presentation and the reasons for locating  the new dwelling to the east outside the 
curtilage of the existing building for health and safety and environmental reasons 
and was therefore satisfied that policy matters had been engaged. 
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 At the culmination of further discussion and ensuing debate, the decision was put 
to a vote and by a majority of 9:0 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.   

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

by a majority of 9:0 with O abstentions it was agreed that the reasons cited for the 
approval of the application would be: 

 
• The Committee consider that the requirements of CTY1 and CTY 3 

are met.   
• The Committee placed greater weight on the material considerations 

highlighted by the Agent i.e. the need for the alternative position due 
to landscape issues, heritage and amenity benefits.   

• The size of the dwelling was appropriately grouped with the buildings 
in a location with no visual impact.  The current location of the existing 
dwelling is unsuitable with regard to odours from silage and other 
health and safety issues.  The view was expressed that had this 
application been applied for under a different policy it would likely have 
been recommended for approval as it is shown to cluster with 
buildings on the farm. 

 
 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 
however these were to include a condition that the site of the current dwelling 
could not be used for a future planning application.  

 
 The Chairman declared the meeting adjourned for lunch at 12.30 
 
 The Chairman declared the meeting resumed at 13.06 
 
 The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, arrived at 13.06 and resumed the position of 

Chairman. 
 

 
3. LA05/2017/0537/F - Demolition of existing building and erection of 14 social 

housing apartments (2x1 bed and 12x2 bed) with associated car and cycle 
parking, site, access and landscaping works at Former Richard Crothers Autos, 
11 Sloan Street, Lisburn. 

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

• Councillor J Craig said that there had obviously been access in the past 
onto the junction at Queen’s Bridge and he asked what comments had 
been received from DfI Roads in respect of this and the parking 
arrangements.  The Senior Planning Officer responded that no issue with 
the parking arrangements had been raised apart from a few matters such 
as gradient and visibility splays. 

• Councillor J Craig asked whether this was why the car park provision was 
on the ground level and was advised that parking at this level was 
maximised as it did involve the construction of a ramp. 

• Councillor J Palmer sought clarification on amount of available parking in 
the vicinity and asked what could be done to alleviate parking issues.  The 
Head of Planning and Capital Development explained how the amount of 
parking spaces had been considered in the context of the location and the 
type of accommodation proposed.  He advised that the proximity to local 
amenities and access to public transport available were weighed as 
important factors.  

• Members had also been afforded the opportunity to observe a similar 
parking scenario in the vicinity when they had attended the site meeting.  
He stated that parking calculations were normally taken outside peak hours 
for residential developments. 

 
 The Senior Planning Officer then confirmed that the parking survey 

submitted had concurred with the above comments. 
 

 Members were then advised that Mr A Kyle from DfI Roads was available, at a 
remote location, to respond to any questions members of the Committee might 
have. 

 
• Councillor J Craig again referred to this busy junction and asked whether 

DfI Roads were content that this development would not cause traffic 
issues.  Mr Kyle responded that a parking survey had been carried out by 
the applicant to indicate parking availability in the vicinity.  It was not 
considered that this small development would impact adversely on the 
movement of traffic.  He stated that the concern was that vehicles entering 
and exiting at the same time might converge however the width of the 
entrance was adequate to allow two vehicles to pass without anyone 
having to wait on Sloan Street. 

• Councillor A Swan referred to the fact that there would be 26 beds in the 
development and he therefore felt the parking provision was inadequate, 
he also felt it would be difficult to get across the road should residents 
need to park there and asked whether the planning unit were satisfied that 
parking was adequate.   

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development explained that parking 
was n was set out in Creating Places document.  He outlined the parking 
standards and the mitigating circumstances which allowed this to be 
reduced. 

• Councillor U Mackin asked how the site visibility splays were achieved.  
He also highlighted that if traffic was coming out of town and turning right 
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into the development it would have to give way to oncoming traffic, he 
asked whether DfI Roads could assure that there would be no build-up of 
traffic in such a scenario.  Mr Kyle responded that this would happen 
infrequently and traffic would have to wait or approach from another 
direction.  Councillor U Mackin was concerned at this as it would result in 
a tail back of traffic, he sought a response to his query on visibility splays 
and was advised, by Mr Kyle, that these can be achieved using the 
footpath width. 

• Alderman O Gawith asked whether any traffic modelling had taken place 
and was advised that due to the size of the development it had not. 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked whether consideration had been given to a left 
turn only option and was advised, by Mr Kyle, that this would be difficult to 
enforce.  Alderman J Tinsley asked whether a left turn only option could 
be conditioned by planning.  The Head of Planning and Capital 
Development advised conditions have been used in the past but this may 
require the layout to be modified.  The application may to be deferred 
pending submission of further information.  At this stage the Senior 
Planning Officer provided clarification on parking ratios in the City Centre. 

• Alderman O Gawith asked for information on the mix of some of the other 
apartment accommodation in the area which was provided by the Senior 
Planning Officer. 

• Councillor J Palmer asked whether changes in the area, which had taken 
place since the survey was undertaken, had been taken on board and was 
advised by Mr Kyle that they had. However he questioned whether they 
would make a material difference. 

• Councillor J Craig stated that anyone trying to come out of town and 
complete a right turn into the development would cause major traffic 
chaos, he stated that he felt that the suggestion of a left turn only option is 
well worth exploring. 

• Alderman D Drysdale asked whether it would be possible to adjust the 
traffic lights to facilitate those turning right in and out of this development 
and was advised by Mr A Kyle that this would be difficult. 

 
 At this stage, the Chairman, Alderman O Gawith asked the Committee to revisit 

the matter of deferring the determination of this application pending the receipt of 
further information on traffic management.  He asked members whether they were 
content with the parking issue and there was a consensus that the right turn issue 
was the main concern. 

 
 It was subsequently proposed by Councillor J Craig, seconded by Councillor A 

Swan and agreed by a majority vote of 6:3 that the determination of this 
application be deferred for a period of one month pending the receipt of further 
information to consider traffic flow management. 
 
 

4.2 Correspondence from Planning Appeals Commission in relation to the handling of 
Appeal contrary to officer recommendation re LA05/2018/0900/F 

 
 Members were reminded that in July 2020 an application for the retention of a 

retaining wall, yard, hard standing area and agricultural buildings for 
sheep/lambing, farm machinery and fodder storage in conjunction with proposed 
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dirty water underground storage tank and associate site works at 4 Park Road, 
Dromara was declined against the officer recommendation. 

 
 They were provided with three options on who should attend the appeal hearing to 

defend the decision and after discussion it was proposed by Councillor A Swan, 
seconded by Alderman D Drysdale and agreed by the Committee that option 3 
should be the course of action and that if possible, a planning officer rather than a 
consultant, who had not been involved in the original decision should prepare the 
statement of case and attend any hearing as required. 

 
 4.3    Statutory Performance Indicators – October 2020 
 
   Members were provided with and agreed to note information on Statutory  

  Performance Indicators for the Month of October 2020. 
 
   The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded to a few  

  queries from members and undertook to respond in due course on others.  
 
   Alderman J Dillon commended officers on how they had maintained throughput 

  during the current pandemic and other members concurred. 
 

 4.4 Appeal Decision LA05/2018/1191 
 
   Members were provided with information on the Appeal Decision in   

  respect of LA05/2018/1191/0 which had been allowed.  The Head of Planning 
  and Capital Development clarified the content of paragraph 6 of the Appeal 
  Decision. 

 
   Councillor J Craig stated that he was not aware that such a restriction could be 

  put on an application and asked whether the Committee could do the same.  He 
  was advised by the Head of Planning and Capital Development that potentially 
  it could, the officer then continued to clarify how this might work in practice. 

 
   It was proposed by Alderman D Drysdale, seconded by Councillor J Craig and 

  agreed that the above information be noted.    
 

 4.5 Report in respect of Planning Appeal Decisions April 2020 to October 2020 
 
   Members were reminded that, at the November 2020 Committee Meeting, they 

  had requested information on the outcome of those planning appeals that had 
  been heard by the Planning Appeals Commission (PAC) from 1 April 2020 to 
  date.  The requested information had been circulated. 

 
   Councillor M Gregg asked if this information could be provided on a quarterly 

  basis and the Head of Planning and Capital Development undertook to include 
  this with other quarterly reports on the LDP and enforcement  

 
   Alderman D Drysdale stated that the information demonstrated a high quality of 

  decision making within the Committee. 
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   It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Councillor A Swan and 
  agreed that the above information be noted.  

 
 
 4.6 PAN Report – LA05/2020/0844/PAN 
 
   Having declared an interest in this matter Alderman D Drysdale left the meeting 

  at 2.30 pm. 
 
   Members were provided with information on the above Pre-application  

  Notice in respect of the development on land formerly occupied by the Rolls 
  Royce factory on the Upper Newtownards Road.  An administrative error with the 
  recording of the date received was explained to Members with reference made to 
  an email and papers dated 25 September 2020. 

 
   Councillor M Gregg highlighted issues pertaining to community consultation in 

  light of the current pandemic. 
 
   Councillor J Craig asked if any statistics were available to indicate how much 

  employment land had been granted alternative use and was advised by the 
  Head of Planning and Capital Development that a report could be brought to the 
  Committee on employment land in due course. 

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

  agreed that the above information be noted. 
 
   Alderman D Drysdale returned to the meeting at 2.38 pm. 
 
 4.7 Notification of the intention to use Permitted Development 
 
   Members were provided with information on the notification by   

  telecommunications operators of their intention to utilise permitted development 
  rights at existing telecommunications mast at Carrowreagh Farm, Carrowreagh 
  Road, Dundonald. 

 
   It was proposed by Alderman J Dillon, seconded by Councillor J Craig and 

  agreed that the above information be noted. 
 
 4.8 NI Audit Office Review 
 
   Members were provided with copies of correspondence and  information on a 

  proposed NI Audit Office review of the planning system and its intention to 
  publish the findings in the spring or summer of 2021. 

 
   It was proposed by Alderman J Dillon, seconded by Alderman |J Tinsley and 

  agreed that the above information be noted. 
 
 4.9 NI Water Development Management Consultee Report 
 
   Members were provided with correspondence and information from NI Water

   on the Development Management Consultation Process which had been  
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  provided in response to issues raised at a recent Special Meeting of Council held 
  on 19 October 2020. 

 
   Councillor M Gregg felt that there had been applications put through the system 

  which had not had previous approvals on the site and requested if further  
  clarification could be provided on this.  He also felt that, until the upgraded  

   Kinnegar Plant was up and running, the Council should not accept consultation
  responses from NI Water. 

 
   Councillor J Craig concurred with the above comments and highlighted that 

  questioning at the Special Meeting of Council had shown that it was connection 
  issues that were the source of the problems and this had not been addressed in 
  this communication.  He felt that this needed to be explored together with the 
  issue of who would fund the cost. 

 
   The Head of Planning and Capital Development outlined the complexity of issues 

  in obtaining consistent responses to Statutory Consultations and stated that most 
  of the large parcels of land available already had extant permissions on them.   

 
   Councillor J Palmer stated that this issue had raised its head a number of years 

  ago in the Stoneyford area and stated that he felt that the Council should be 
  considering contributions by developments.  The Head of Planning and Capital 
  Development responded that this could be looked at when the Development Plan 
  Policy  was being re-considered in the future however at the moment there was 
  no scope to facilitate this. 

 
   He undertook to follow up on the queries raised by members with the Director’s 

  Office. 
 
   The Director of Service Transformation, who was present at the meeting in a 

  remote location, stated that he would take members concerns back to NI Water 
  and report back to the Committee in due course. 

 
 
 5. Any Other Business 

 
  (i). Alderman J Tinsley 
   Impersonation issue 
 

  Alderman J Tinsley referred to an issue of impersonation which he had been 
 made aware of.   A planning applicant had fee charged a fee thinking they were   
contacting the planning office for advice.    The Head of Planning & Capital 
Development indicated that there was an issue with how people access planning 
locally through search engines directing users to private consultants.   It is for the 
caller to clarify whether they are speaking to an official of the Council and to 
exercise care.   If an allegation is made that someone is providing advice for a 
fee on behalf of the Council then should be referred to the PSNI.  Planning 
advice from the Council is free. 
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  In Committee 
 
   It was proposed by Alderman D Drysdale, seconded by Councillor A Swan and 

 agreed to go into committee to consider the following matter in the absence of 
 the press and members of the public. 

 
  (ii) Alderman D Drysdale 
   Coopers Mill spine road and similar legacy issues 
 
  
  The Committee noted that it was Alderman D Drysdale’s intention to raise the 

 above matters at a future meeting of Council and that he would liaise directly with 
 the Director of Service Transformation in that regard. 

 
 
  Out of Committee 
 
  It was proposed by Councillor A Swan, seconded by Alderman J Tinsley and 

 agreed to come out of Committee and normal business was resumed. 
 
 
  (iii) Director of Service Transformation 
   Compliments of the Season 
 
  The Director of Service Transformation extended the compliments of the season 

 to those present on behalf of himself and Council Officers. 
 
 
There being no further business, the meeting concluded at 3.10 pm. 

 
 

       ____________________________________    
      CHAIRMAN / MAYOR    
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