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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 10 January 2022   
at 10.00 am 

 

 

  
PRESENT: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

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

 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 

 
 
        Present in Chamber: 

Head of Planning and Capital Development 
Member Services Officer (PS) 
Member Services Officer  (EW) 
 
Present in Remote Location: 
Director of Service Transformation 
Principal Planning Officer (RH) 
Senior Planning Officer (RT) 
Senior Planning Officer (MB) 
Legal Advisor – B Martyn (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 Advisor 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 then read out the names of the Elected 
Members in attendance at the meeting. 
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1.     Apologies 
 

It was agreed that apologies for non-attendance at the meeting would be recorded 
from Councillor J Craig. 

 
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: 
 

• Alderman J Tinsley referred to LA05/2020/0118/F, stating that he had 
spoken to the applicant on these applications to provide some information 
about the process but he stated that he had not predetermined his decision. 

• Councillor J McCarthy referred to LA05/2020/0785/O advising that he had 
spoken to the applicant and objectors re this application regarding process 
but had not discussed the application. 

• Alderman A Grehan referred to LA05/2020/0785/O advising that she had 
spoken to the applicant and objectors re this application regarding process 
but had not discussed the application. 

• After the meeting, and by way of submission of a completed Declaration of 
Interest Form, Alderman J Tinsley referred to LA05/2020/0722/O, 
LA05/2021/0124/O and LA05/2021/0341/O advising that he had spoken to 
the applicants on these applications to provide some information about the 
process but he stated that he had not predetermined his decision. 

The Chairman, Councillor A Swan, then advised that Members of the Planning 
Committee that by virtue of being Members of the Council had significant private 
or personal non-pecuniary interest in Planning Application LA05/2020/0891/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 J Dillon requested clarity on the land ownership regarding this 
application which was provided by the Principal Planning Officer and the Director 
of Service Transformation.  Alderman J Dillon went on to voice his dismay at how 
long the matter had taken to be progressed. 
 
At this stage Alderman D Drysdale wished to thank members of the Committee 
and members of staff of the Council for their kind messages of condolence at the 
recent passing of his mother. 
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3. Minutes of the Planning Committee Meeting held on 6 December 2021 

 
It was proposed by Councillor U Mackin, seconded by Alderman J Tinsley, and 
agreed that the minutes of the Committee meeting held on 6 December 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, he advised, 
needed to be borne in mind when determinations were being made. 
 
(1) LA05/2021/0891/F - Proposed change of use and renovation of existing 

  meeting house and stables at Friends Burial Ground, Maghaberry to form 
  2 no. dwellings one of which is an enabling building for the proposed 
  project approximately 350m north of 27a Maghaberry Road Maghaberry 

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

• Alderman O Gawith asked if officers could check the DEA area this was 
located in and it was confirmed that it was in Kilultagh. 

• Councillor M Gregg asked why there were no habitat surveys included.  The 
Head of Planning and Capital Development went on to outline the 
circumstances in which this would normally be requested which was in 
situations where there was to be a demolition however he undertook to 
make further enquiries on the matter. 

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

the Principal Planning Officer, 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. 

 
 

 (2) LA05/2020/0118/F - Demolition of existing storage and warehouse  
  buildings, containers and portacabins and the erection of four two-storey 
  office buildings (Class B1) including associated car parking provision on 
  land at 5 Ballygowan Road, Hillsborough. 
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The Chairman, Councillor A Swan prior to the application being presented 
suggested that the Committee defer the determination of this application to allow 
for a site visit to be arranged to enable Members to view the site and context.. 
 
Councillor U Mackin agreed with the view expressed that this would allow 
Members to ascertain the scale of the application and allow for clarification of 
other information to be provided as there appeared to have been changes made to 
the application.  The proposal was seconded by Alderman J Dillon and supported 
by a majority show of hands it was supported by the Committee. 
 
The determination of the application was therefore deferred to allow for a site visit 
to be arranged and for further information to be provided by the applicant on the 
scope and nature of the proposal. 
 
 
(3) 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 
addendum report.  The application previously been deferred to allow for a site visit 
to be held. 
 
The Committee were advised that a further third party representation had been 
submitted in opposition to the application and that this had been circulated to 
them.  The representation explained that the third party was however unable to 
attend the meeting. 
 
The Committee received Mr G Smyth and Mr R Agus who wished to speak in 
support of the application and who had provided the Committee with a written 
submission in advance of the meeting.  The following issues were highlighted: 
 

• The proposed access would not prejudice road safety.  He highlighted 
similar approvals in the area which he said were very similar. 

• He said this would improve on the status quo and would not be unsafe. 
• He explained how a traffic survey taken on the Magheralave Road had 

likened traffic there to that which took place on an ‘in development’ road. 
• He compared the proposal with the entrance to housing schemes in the 

area. 
• He emphasised that this was an outline application and other matters could 

be considered at a later stage. 
• He emphasised that there would be no demonstrable harm. 
• He said that Department for Infrastructure (Roads) had failed to set out 

what their issue was in terms of road safety with these proposals. 
 
Mr Agus and Mr Smyth then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Alderman J Dillon asked Mr Agus to explain what was required by DFI 
(Roads).  Mr Agus responded that DFI (Roads) were taking a very simplistic 
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approach by requesting that DCAN15 be adhered to.  He said that the 
design team were not aware which safety aspect was not being met.  He 
outlined how this access would be safer than most as the speed reduction 
measures in place at the location would ensure that traffic was travelling at 
low speed. 

• Councillor U Mackin sought clarification on the reference to residential 
roads and ‘C’ class roads and also on what the standard was in relation to 
sight lines and whether this could be achieved.  He was advised that the 
Magheralave Road was a rural road but now served residential 
developments.  Traffic calming measures had been installed and this 
transformed it into a modern residential road servicing housing.  It was 
closed off by the army barracks but may on paper be classified as a ‘C’ 
road however it bore all the characteristics of a residential road which 
serviced residential developments.  Regarding the site lines, these were 
outlined and he confirmed that DFI (Roads) had no concerns. 

• Councillor U Mackin then referred to the traffic calming measures stating 
that these may have been put in place due to the two schools and a care 
home in the immediate vicinity, Mr Agus responded that there was criteria 
for putting traffic calming measures in place and advised that they were 
mainly in place on residential roads. 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked whether there would still be a pedestrian access 
to the school in place going forward should the application be approved.  
He was advised that if approved, this entrance would no longer be required 
by the school.  Alderman Tinsley asked whether access to the school would 
be possible and was advised that should closure of the pedestrian access 
be made a condition for approval then that would be acceptable. 

• Alderman D Drysdale sought clarification on the vehicular size that would 
be able to use the new access and Mr Agus advised that larger services 
vehicles could be accommodated and he confirmed that the access for the 
eleven houses would only be for residents. 

• The Chairman, Councillor A Swan sought clarification on density which was 
provided by Mr Smyth. 

 
There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers and 
representatives from Department for Infrastructure (Roads) who were also present 
at the meeting.  The following issues arose: 
 

• Councillor M Gregg wished to ask representatives from DfI (Roads) if they 
could outline their rationale regarding DCAN15.  Mr S Cash outlined the 
policy and advised that the Magheralave Road was viewed by DfI (Roads) 
as being a classified road.  He said that in such circumstances DCAN15 
was the pre-requisite standard rather than Creating Places.  He said that 
there was inadequate room to allow for DCAN15 requirements at this 
location to be met in full.  He went on to state that the examples quoted by 
Mr Agus and Mr Smyth, which had been allowed in the past, had been 
granted in error and should not have been approved.  Councillor Gregg 
then asked what the total width of the entrance would need to be in order to 
confirm to DCAN15 requirements and he was advised that it would be 9.5 
metres plus radius. 

• Alderman J Tinsley then sought clarification on the fact that the pedestrian 
access would be closed off to the school should the application proceed. He 
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asked whether this had been indicated in correspondence received by the 
Planning Unit.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development confirmed 
that this was new information.  The observation at the site meeting was that 
it was used by pupils and it is not shown on any of the submitted drawings 
as being proposed for closure.  Mr Cash concurred with these comments.  
Alderman Tinsley then highlighted the issues that may arise as a result of 
its closure in that local residents might object to the loss of their right of 
way.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development said that this then 
becomes a civil and legal matter between those parties who feel they have 
lost a right of way and the school.  This would sit outside the planning 
process. 

• Alderman J Dillon highlighted some anomalies regarding the use of this 
access, he stated that he felt that DFI (Roads) were using historic 
information.  Mr Cash responded that it was only within the last month or so 
that he saw the gates open, he advised that prior to this the gates had been 
closed when he had visited the site. 

• Alderman D Drysdale sought clarification on the number of trips calculated 
and how this figure had been arrived at.  Mr Cash responded that eleven 
houses would normally equate to 100 trips per day approximately.  The 
Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that guidance came 
from PPS 3 and he proceeded to read this out to the Committee. 

• Councillor John Palmer asked whether the entrance would be suitable if 
there were less houses i.e. five and was advised by Mr Cash that DCAN15 
did not apply and in that in this scenario the access arrangements would be 
accepted. 

• Councillor U Mackin then referred to comments made by Mr Agus who had 
stated that at no time had DfI (Roads) set out what the road safety issues 
were.  He asked Mr Cash if this statement was accurate.  Mr Cash 
responded stating that at all times DfI (Roads) had highlighted the 
requirement to adhere to DCAN15 and had advised that Creating Places 
was not a safe option in a location off a ‘C’ class road. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked how the calculation of 100 trips per day had been 
arrived at and Mr Cash explained that this data was taken from their Trips 
Database and was a standard methodology to be used in Transport 
assessments. 

• Alderman D Drysdale asked where this sat in the scale of road safety 
issues but there was no response to the question. 

 
 
During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Alderman J Dillon said that both sides of the argument had been heard and 
both could not be accepted.  He said that this was a wide entrance when 
the gates were opened and he was prepared to believe the applicant and 
his team.  He said that similar situations in other areas had been outlined 
and in his opinion the Magheralave Road was very safe, there were speed 
ramps in place and the entrance was suitable for large vehicles.  He asked 
wither the Committee were going to deprive one of the leading schools in 
Northern Ireland of the ability to raise necessary finances.  He said he felt 
the application should be approved and requested that a Recorded Vote be 
taken. 
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• Councillor U Mackin said that he was unsure where to go with this 
application.  He said he could understand where the school was coming 
from however Road Safety was very important.  He said that in order to 
support the application he would need to provide planning reasons to do so 
and he struggled with that, he said he would more than likely abstain. 

• Alderman O Gawith acknowledged the issues but felt he would be 
concurring with the recommendation. 

• Alderman D Drysdale said that this came down to Road Safety, he said he 
felt very conflicted regarding this application and had concerns that it would 
stand up on appeal. 

• Councillor M Gregg said he appreciated the difficulties however it came 
down to Road Safety in the end.  He said that standards were in place and 
the application of DCAN15 had been evident at the site visit.  He said that 
all members of the Committee would like to see the school benefit however 
access and use had to be appropriate.  He said he welcomed the fact that 
there would be no pedestrian access however the fact that DCAN15 applied 
could not be ignored.  Previous decision have been made by Castlereagh 
Borough Council in the past that have been wrong but that did not mean 
they should be wrongly made again, he said that he would be supportive 
the recommendation. 

• Alderman D Drysdale then clarified that the decisions taken wrongly in the 
past had not been done so by Castlereagh Borough Council as they were 
not the Planning Authority at that time, these decisions had been taken by 
the Department. 

• Councillor J Palmer said that he had not yet decided which way he would 
vote. 

• The Chairman, Councillor A Swan said that he concurred with comments 
made by Councillor U Mackin in terms of supporting the school, however he 
felt he would be supporting the recommendation given the standards that 
had to be met. 

• Alderman D Drysdale then highlighted the economic benefit which also 
needed to be taken on board, he said he felt the number of trips calculated 
was subjective. 

 
 

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 7:2 with 1 abstention to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report. 
 
A recorded vote had been requested by Alderman J Dillon, voting was as follows: 
 
Voting in favour of the recommendation to refuse: 
Alderman O Gawith, Councillor J McCarthy, Alderman A Grehan, Councillor M 
Gregg, Alderman J Tinsley, Councillor John Palmer, Councillor A Swan 
 
Voting against the recommendation to refuse: 
Alderman D Drysdale, Alderman J Dillon 
 
Abstaining: 
Councillor U Mackin 
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Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor A Swan declared the meeting adjourned at 11.55 am 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor A Swan declared the meeting resumed at 12.05 pm 
 
 
(4) 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 
addendum report.  The application had previously been deferred pending the 
receipt of additional information. 
 
The Committee was advised that Mr J Magill had been expected to speak in 
support of the application and that he had provided the Committee with a written 
submission in advance of the meeting.  However Mr Magill had since advised that 
he was ill and unable to attend and that his colleague, Mr Martin Dunseath would 
be making representations on his behalf.  Mr Dunseath highlighted the following: 
 

• Evidence had been provided that no land had been sold off and this refusal 
reason had been removed. 

• He disputed items 15 and 16 of the report stating that he felt that adequate 
evidence had been submitted to support the statement that there had been 
farming activity.  He said that evidence as far back as 2014 had been 
included. 

• He advised that the applicant had also provided evidence of income being 
derived from the farm. 

• He said that he felt the proposal would integrate and read out an exception 
to the policy which he felt applied. 

 
He then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Alderman O Gawith referred to the fact that not all of the information 
available had been submitted and asked why.  He was advised by Mr 
Dunseath that it had been considered that the evidence provided by the 
applicant was adequate to meet requirements however further evidence 
could be provided if required. 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked whether he could confirm that the receipts were 
for work carried out on Mr Stewart’s land and was advised that this was the 
case.  Alderman Tinsley then asked if there was other work which he had 
carried out himself and was advised that this too was the case. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked why all of the evidence to hand had not been 
submitted and why there was no name on some of the receipts.  Mr 
Dunseath stated that the fact that there was no name on some of the 
receipts was outside his control, and he stated that it was considered that 
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the evidence submitted was adequate to demonstrate the upkeep of the 
farm. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked why single farm payment was not being claimed 
and was advised that the policy does not say who should be maintaining 
the land, he also advised that the farm payment was being claimed by the 
person to whom it was let on conacre. 

• Alderman J Dillon then asked what use receipts were that had no name on 
them and was advised that it was still considered evidence that the farm 
was active. 

• Councillor M Gregg referred to the receipts sub mitted as evidence and 
asked if these had been accepted by HMRC and Mr Dunseath proceeded 
to outline these. 

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

• Alderman J Tinsley asked what more evidence could be provided given that 
quite a lot of the receipts did have names on them.  The Senior Planning 
Officer responded that this land was associated with another farmer at 42 
Garlands Road as the Single Farm Payment was claimed by him.  The 
officer explained that a lot of the receipts provided in support of the 
application could be associated with the maintenance of a home rather than 
a farm and it had been decided that there was not enough evidence to 
demonstrate that farming was ongoing by the original farmer.  The Head of 
Planning and Capital Development then asked the Senior Planning Officer 
to explain some of the income being received and by whom i.e. Tax 
Assessment forms for the farmer farming via conacre which would indicate 
that the applicant does not farm the land.  He then advised that it was for 
the Committee to weigh the balance of the information submitted and 
decide whether or not it fully demonstrated activity on the farm in 
accordance with the policy requirements. 

• Alderman O Gawith referred to CTY10 which appeared to be aimed at the 
person farming saying that it didn’t actually state that it had to be him doing 
the farming, he asked for the rationale of the Planning Unit regarding this.  
The Head of Planning and Capital Development the explained how the 
business had to be currently active and established for the period specified 
in policy, he said that the judgement was whether there was enough activity 
consistent with the business.  Members were advised that evidence was not 
adequate and that there was another refusal reason to be addressed. 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to the issue of visual link and prominence and 
asked for this to be explained.  The Head of Planning and Capital 
Development read out the policy criteria and clarification which stated that 
the site must be visually linked and close to the group of buildings.  In this 
case there was a woodland which acted as a visual barrier.  The Senior 
Planning Officer provided additional information on the separation and 
explained how this had been viewed by the Planning Unit. 
 

 
(Councillor J Palmer left the meeting at 12.05 pm rendering him unable to vote on 
this application). 
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During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Alderman J Tinsley said that it was his past experience that farming 
invoices tended to be informal by nature.  He said he felt there had been 
adequate information submitted as evidence and that the issue for him was 
the siting of the development.  He said he considered that it was as close 
as it could be and did not consider it would be prominent and therefore he 
would be supporting the application and voting against the 
recommendation. 

• Alderman D Drysdale said he did not feel there was adequate information to 
vote against the recommendation and he would therefore be supporting the 
recommendation. 

• Alderman J Dillon said he felt the Planning Unit had got this one absolutely 
correct. 

• Councillor A Swan concurred with comments made by Alderman J Dillon. 
• Councillor M Gregg said that he was not content that all of the refusal 

reasons had been addressed and therefore he would be supporting the 
recommendation. 

 
Councillor J McCarthy stated that his camera had been off for some time during 
the above discussion and he therefore would not take part in the vote. 
 

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 6:2 with 0 abstentions to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report.  
 
Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman declared the meeting adjourned at 1.00 pm 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman declared the meeting resumed at 1.45 pm 
  
(Alderman A Grehan did not return to the meeting). 
 
 
(5) LA05/2021/0124/O – Site for a dwelling, garage and associated site works 

 as per planning policy CTY 10 of PPS 21, 100 metres South of 23A Lower 
 Road, Ballinderry, Lisburn. 

 
 
The Senior Planning Officer (RT) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr Nigel Coffey 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: 
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• The business was active and established and was visually linked clustering 
with the other buildings. 

• There was some new planting proposed but the development did not rely 
solely on this to integrate. 

• From the main visual points it would appear to be associated with the farm 
buildings. 

• Regarding the lane, this is outside the control of the applicant. 
• There is no alternative access and a site visit may be of benefit. 

 
Mr Coffey then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Alderman J Dillon asked Mr Coffee to comment on the fact that the 
Planning Unit feel this application will not integrate.  Mr Coffee responded 
that it would be sited in front of existing buildings and vegetation, it will 
integrate and will not rely on planting to do so. 

• Alderman J Tinsley referred to drawings submitted by Mr Coffey and sought 
clarification of the ridge height proposed, he also sought clarification on 
what portion fell outside the development limits.  Mr Coffey advised that 
there would be a six or seven metre ridge height and he went on to outline 
the surrounding buildings providing information on what was inside and 
outside the development limits. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked how the bungalow with planning permission 
related to this development and he was advised that 23a had approval for 
eleven houses and that the applicant’s family lived there.  He said that this 
site is as far away from that as it could be and pointed out that a shed could 
be put up under Permitted Development so why not a house. 

• Alderman O Gawith asked where the applicant currently lived and what was 
the need for the house.  He was advised that they currently live in rented 
accommodation, hence the need for the house. 

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

• Councillor A Swan sought clarification on the ability to build a shed under 
Permitted Development which was provided by the Head of Planning and 
Capital Development. 

• Alderman J Dillon then referred to the fact that the Planning Officer’s report 
had stated that the site did not respect the natural boundary and sought 
clarification on this.   The Head of Planning and Capital Development read 
out criteria C of the policy and highlighted that here we have a new lane 
outside 23c which pushes the entrance outside the settlement limit.  He 
referred to the fact that it had not been tested whether an entrance could be 
put from the existing lane and also highlighted that by creating a new lane 
there was further intrusion into the open countryside. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked whether it was the case that if the entrance came 
off the existing laneway it would have been treated more sympathetically 
and he was advised that his assumption was accurate. 

• Councillor M Gregg referred to 23a and the approved planning application 
and sought clarification on its location which was provided by the Senior 
Planning Officer.   



   PC   10 01 2022 
 

29 
 

• Alderman J Tinsley then sought clarification on the entrance and whether 
the existing buildings marred the distinction between development land and 
countryside.  The Senior Planning Officer outlined the boundaries 
confirming that there were none on the eastern side and that there were 
some trees to the south eastern side.  The Head of Planning and Capital 
Development said that the policy was specific when it said that the entrance 
should be taken from an existing lane, which in this case was inside the 
settlement limit.  The question was whether or not it was practicable and 
this is where the balance in decision making lay. 

• Alderman D Drysdale asked if it would be feasible for the Committee to ask 
the agent to move the entrance and defer our decision.  The Head of 
Planning and Capital Development outlined the three instances in which a 
decision could be deferred.  He stated that Mr Coffey had indicated that it 
was not practicable to use the existing laneway, however it may be grounds 
for a deferral to seek further clarification on this. 

 
 It was then proposed by Alderman J Dillon that the Committee defer the 

determination of this planning application pending further clarification.  The 
proposal was seconded by Councillor U Mackin and supported by a majority show 
of hands. 

 
 The determination of the above Planning Application was therefore deferred 

pending further clarification in relation to access arrangements. 
 
 Alderman J Tinsley then requested that information be brought to the Committee 

on the listed building when the application next came before them. 
 
 The Committee were advised that the following two applications would be heard 

together but voted on individually. 
 
 
 (6) LA05/2021/0071/O - Site for dwelling under PPS21 CTY 2A 50m south of 

 12 Kilcorig Road, Lisburn; and 
 
(7) LA05/2021/0072/O - Site for dwelling under PPS21 CTY 2A 50m south of 

 12 Kilcorig Road, Lisburn 
 
 
The Senior Planning Officer (MB) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr Les Ross 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: 
 

• Regarding the issues of clustering he outlined the buildings in the cluster 
which totalled around 20.  He said it was clear from old plans that this was a 
long established settlement, he highlighted a focal point which was the 
church and advised that there had been a school on the opposite side of 
the road. 
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• He referred to one of the slides which he felt illustrated the sense of closure 
at the location. 

• He said there was an obvious gap in the cluster and said that the flood risk 
report could be undertaken and submitted at a later stage when the 
consultation response had been provided. 

 
Mr Ross then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked Mr Ross to comment on the flood risk and to 
clarify the boundaries.  Mr Ross said that a flood risk assessment had been 
submitted but Rivers Agency had not yet responded.  Regarding the 
boundaries he went on to outlined how he considered the requirement for a 
boundary on a least two sides had been met. 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked for his thoughts on the Planning Unit comments 
that this would result in a ribbon of development.  Mr Ross said that he did 
not think this could create urban sprawl as there was a full stop in terms of 
the church, the proposals would simply fill a gap. 

• Alderman J Dillon referred to Mr Ross’s comments asking if he was sure 
that this was indeed a cluster.  Mr Ross said that the historical maps had 
convinced him, this was formerly known as Graham’s Town and it is a 
cluster, the church forms the focal point.  Alderman J Dillon asked whether 
the church was not a considerable distance to the west and therefore this 
would result in a ribbon of development and Mr Ross responded that all of 
the buildings were very much linked to the same area and there were gaps. 

• Councillor J Palmer sought clarification on the location of the old school 
which was provided by Mr Ross. 

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

• Alderman J Tinsley sought clarification on the status of the response from 
Rivers Agency and this was provided by the Senior Planning Officer who 
confirmed that the response had not yet been received.  The Head of 
Planning and Capital Development said that the question is whether there 
was a gap between the church and the school.  He highlighted the north of 
the cluster where there was already a ribbon of development.  He said that 
the rationale for the Planning Unit in making their decision was that this 
proposal would extend the ribbon and that adding more buildings did 
change the character. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked whether the Planning Unit had been persuaded by 
Mr Ross’s comments and the Head of Planning and Capital Development 
responded that it was for the members to weigh this and make a decision, 
the Planning Unit had outlined their advice and recommendations within 
their report.  The information on the history of the development of the 
school and church did not address the policy concerns. 

 
During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Councillor J Palmer said he felt that the application should be supported as 
there had been recent development at the location. 
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• Alderman J Tinsley said that he would be supporting the application as he 
thought it did sit as a cluster. 

• Councillor A Swan said he would be supporting the recommendation to 
refuse as he had not heard anything to convince him otherwise. 

• Councillor A Gregg said he concurred with the comments made by 
Councillor A Swan as it was his opinion that it would lead to a ribbon of 
development. 

• Alderman J Dillon said that he did not consider this to be a cluster, it was a 
continuation that would lead to a ribbon of development. 

 
Voting on the two applications was as follows: 

 
 

 LA05/2021/0071/O - Site for dwelling under PPS21 CTY 2A 50m south of 12 
Kilcorig Road, Lisburn 
 
 
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 7:2 with 0 abstentions to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report.   
 

 
LA05/2021/0072/O - Site for dwelling under PPS21 CTY 2A 50m south of  
12 Kilcorig Road, Lisburn 
 
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 7:2 with 0 abstentions to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report.   
 
 
(8) LA05/2021/0341/O – Proposed 2 no infill dwellings within a gap along a 

 substantially built up frontage on lands between 25b Lough Road and 2 
 Belshaws Road Ballinderry Lisburn 

 
 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
The Committee was advised that a letter of support had been received and 
circulated from Councillor T Beckett who was unable to attend the meeting. 
 
The Committee received Mr P Johnston 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: 
 

• Mr Johnston highlighted how he considered the plot sizes to be in keeping. 
• Mr Johnston highlighted how he considered the sites would integrate. 
• Mr Johnston outlined that a planting scheme would be submitted at a later 

stage 
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• He stated that the response from Environmental Health contradicted the 
policy. 

• He explained the issues experienced with engaging an ecologist and stated 
that this could be conditioned. 

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

• Alderman J Dillon sought clarification on the distance this was from the farm 
and was advised that it was around 30 to 40 metres. 

• Alderman D Drysdale sought clarification on the continuous build up 
frontage and was advised of a similar case which had been approved in 
similar circumstances. 

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

• Alderman J Tinsley sought clarification on the issue of a built up frontage 
and the example provided by Mr Johnston.  The Head of Planning and 
Capital Development outlined the circumstances at the location and 
explained the curtilage and boundaries and how planners had interpreted 
this against the policy requirement for a continuous built-up frontage. 

• Alderman D Drysdale asked for comments on Mr Johnston’s statement that 
CTY14 was met, He also sought comment on the plot sizes and on whether 
there was any flexibility with the Environmental Health issue given that this 
is an outline application.  With the aid of a map the Head of Planning and 
Capital Development outlined the location and boundaries and how this had 
been viewed by the Planning Unit.  He was advised that there was nothing 
within the proposal which would close off the site.  Environmental Health 
considered that a separation distance of 70 metres was appropriate and 
therefore, in light of that, a precautionary approach had been taken. 

• Councillor J Palmer asked what the statutory acceptable distance was 
between farm buildings and homes.  Advice was provided. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked whether he was correct in saying that if this was 
approved there would be five buildings and he was advised by the Head of 
Planning and Capital Development that this was correct and he then 
proceeded to outline each of them. 

 
 
During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Alderman D Drysdale said the given the information outlined he did not feel 
there was adequate grounds to vote against the recommendation. 

• The Chairman, Councillor A Swan concurred. 
 

 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the report of 
the Principal Planning Officer and by those making representations, agreed by a 
majority of 8:1 with 0 abstentions to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report.  
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Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor A Swan declared the meeting adjourned at 3.35 pm 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor A Swan declared the meeting resumed at 3.45 pm 
 
 

4.2  Statutory Performance Indicators – November 2021  
 

 Members of the Committee had been provided with information on the above and 
a verbal update was provided on this and on Delegated Lists by the Head of 
Planning and Capital Development and by the Principal Planning Officer.  It was 
proposed by Councillor A Gregg, seconded by Alderman O Gawith and agreed 
that the information be noted. 

 
 Councillor M Gregg stated that it would be worthwhile sharing the information 

provided in respect of the Delegated Lists with the rest of the Council Members. 
 

 4.3    Planning Monitoring Framework 2020/21 
 
   Members had been provided with information on tables contained within the 

  Planning Monitoring Framework for 2020/21 and were advised that a further 
  report would be provided in 2022 including infographics for the overall position 
  and for each Council area for each of the published indicators. 

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

  agreed that the above information be noted. 
 

 
 4.4 Submission of Pre-application Notice (PAN) for the development of lands at 

  211 Moira Road Lissue Lisburn BT28 2SN (former Burn House) 
 

  Members had been provided with information on a Pre-application Notice  for the 
 development of lands at 211 Moira Road, Lissue, Lisburn BT28 2SN and it was 
 proposed by Alderman J Dillon, seconded by Councillor M Gregg and agreed 
 that the information be noted. 

 
 4.5 Appeal Decision in respect of planning application LA05/2019/0426/F 
 
   Members had been provided with information on the above appeal and it was 

  noted that it had been dismissed.  It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, 
  seconded by Councillor U Mackin and agreed that the information be noted. 

 
 4.6 Consent for works to trees on Council owned land within a conservation area 
 
   Members were provided with information on Section 127 of the Planning Act 

  (Northern Ireland) 2011 which stated that trees within a designated Conservation 
  Area were protected as if a Tree Preservation Order (TPO) was in place. 
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   They were also provided with information on Regulation 10 of the Planning 
  General Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015 which also applied.  After  
  consideration it was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Alderman O 
  Gawith and agreed that the Committee note the requirement for consent to be 
  sought from the Department for Infrastructure for works to trees on Council 
  owned land in a conservation area. 

 
   Alderman J Dillon stated that he welcomed this and urged caution regarding the 

  removal of trees which he said needed to be protected. 
 
   Councillor M Gregg welcomed the above comments and sought clarification on 

  the time limit for the Department to respond which was provided by the Head of 
  Planning and Capital Development. 

 
   It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Alderman O Gawith and 

  agreed that the above information be noted. 
 
 4.7 Implementation of the Reservoirs Act (NI) 2015 
 
   Members were provided with information from the Department for Infrastructure 

  on consultation on the above and it was proposed by Councillor M Gregg,  
  seconded by  Alderman J Dillon and agreed that the Committee note the  
  consultation and the impact the implementation of any subordinate legislation 
  might have on new development in the context of prevailing planning policy. 

 
 4.8 Notification by telecommunication operator(s) of intention to utilise   

  permitted development rights 
 
   Members had been provided with information from telecommunication operators 

  of their intention to utilise permitted development rights to install electronic 
  communications apparatus at two separate locations within the Council area 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 Alderman J Dillon, seconded by Alderman J 
  Tinsley and agreed that the information be noted. 

 
    
 4.9 Further Notification from Department for Infrastructure in respect of the  

  abandonment of Public Rights of Way at Glebe Park, Moira and Plantation 
  Mews, Lisburn. 

 
   The Committee were reminded that within correspondence dated 26 November 

  2021, the Council had been provided with a copy of the draft order, a location 
  map and the Statutory Notice of Intention associated with the abandonment of 
  public rights of way at Glebe Park, Moira and Plantation Mews, Lisburn.   
   

Additional correspondence had since been received advising that the  
  Department intended to publish these abandonments during the week ending 26 
  November 2021 in the Belfast Gazette and in the Ulster Star on 26 November 
  2021 and 3 December 2021. 
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   It was proposed by Councillor U Mackin, seconded by Councillor M Gregg and 
  agreed that the information be noted. 

 
   Councillor U Mackin stated that he had been contacted by residents in the  

  Plantation Road area regarding this as they wondered what was going to happen 
  with this land.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development undertook to 
  check the history of the Planning Permission to see what had been required 
  originally. 

 
   Councillor M Gregg highlighted similar issues at Glebe Road and asked that 

  similar research take place in respect of that location. 
 

5.      Confidential Business 
 

 The Director of Service Transformation advised that there were items of Any 
Other Business which needed to be dealt with “In Committee” due to containing 
information to which a claim to legal professional privilege could be maintained in 
legal proceedings. 

 
 “In Committee” 

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

agreed that the following matters be considered “in committee”, in the absence of 
members of the press and public being present. 

 
 5.1 Update on the Status of two Planning Applications previously approved at  
        Blaris 

 
  A verbal update was provided by the Director of Service Transformation and the 

Legal Advisor and it was agreed by the Committee that the information be noted 
and that officers proceed as outlined by the Director of Service Transformation, 
and that this be expedited as a matter of urgency. 

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

agreed by the Committee that contact also be made with the First Minister 
regarding the matter. 

 
 5.2  Update on Correspondence received in respect of the Local Development 

        Plan  
 
 The update provided was noted by the Committee. 
 
 5.3  Update on the former Rolls Royce site on the Upper Newtownards Road 
 
  At the request of Alderman D Drysdale the Principal Planning Officer provided a  
        verbal update on the above which was noted by the Committee. 
 
  5.4  Update on Judicial Reviews 
 
  In response to a query from Councillor M Gregg, the Head of Planning and  
   Capital Development and the Director of Service Transformation provided an  
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   update on the status of current Judicial Reviews which was noted by the  
   Committee. 
 

 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. 
 
(During the above discussion, the Legal Advisor left the meeting at 4.47 pm). 

 
 6. Any Other Business 

 
 Alderman J Dillon 
 Speakers attending in person in the Council Chamber 
 
 Alderman J Dillon said that he could not see any reason why speakers could not 

attend the Council Chamber in person to speak at Planning Committee Meetings.  
The Chairman, Councillor A Swan highlighted that current Covid-19 regulations 
encouraged home working where possible.  The Head of Planning and Capital 
Development explained that the risk assessment did not currently allow for this 
however it would be kept under review. 

 
  
 
There being no further business, the meeting concluded at 5.03 pm. 
 
 

 
 

       ____________________________________    
      CHAIRMAN / MAYOR    
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