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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 May 2021 at 
10.30 a.m. 

 

 

  
PRESENT: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

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

 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 

 
 
        Present in Chamber: 

Head of Planning and Capital Development 
Member Services Officer (x3) 
 
Present in Remote Location: 
Principal Planning Officer (RH) 
Senior Planning Officer (MB) 
Senior Planning Officer (RT) 
Attendance Clerk 
Legal Adviser: B Martyn - Cleaver Fulton & Rankin  

 
  

Commencement of Meeting 
 

The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, welcomed everyone to the meeting 
which was being live streamed to enable members of the public to hear and see the  
proceedings.   
 
He stated that Planning Officers, the Council’s Legal Advisors and those speaking for or  
against the applications would be attending the meeting remotely. 
 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised on housekeeping and evacuation  
procedures.  The Member Services Officer then read out the names of the Elected  
Members in attendance at the meeting. 

 
1.     Apologies 

 
It was agreed that apologies for non-attendance at the meeting would be recorded 
from Councillor John Palmer. 
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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 Dillon referred to LA05/2019/0164/F advising that the applicant 
and agent had contacted him in relation to the application but that he had 
made no comment and had not pre-determined it. 

• Alderman D Drysdale referred to LA05/2019/0164/F advising that the 
applicant and agent had contacted him to determine whereabouts the 
application was in the system and to ask some procedural questions he felt 
that this did not constitute and interest and stated that he had not pre-
determined it. 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to LA05/2020/0791/F advising that the 
applicant and agent had contacted him but that he had made no comment 
and had not pre-determined it. 

 
3. Minutes of the Planning Committee Meeting held on Monday 12 April 2021 

 
It was proposed by Alderman J Dillon, seconded by Alderman J Tinsley, and 
agreed that the minutes of the Committee meeting held on Monday 12 April 2021 
as circulated be signed. 
 
At this stage the Chairman, Alderman O Gawith informed those present that the 
first item on the Schedule of Applications, LA05/2020/0229/F had been withdrawn 
from the Schedule as the planning applicant was not able to attend the meeting 
due to exceptional personal and domestic circumstances  He explained that,  as 
the meeting was now running ahead of schedule and the first item of the first 
report was not being heard he recommended that the Committee  deal with 
Confidential Business and Items 2 – 4 of the Report of the Head of Planning and 
Capital Development at this point in the meeting. 
 

   4. Confidential Report of the Director of Service Transformation, presented by the 
Head of Planning and Capital Development. 

 
 The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith explained that the matters contained in the 

confidential report would be dealt with “In Committee” due to containing 
information to which a claim to legal professional privilege could be maintained in 
legal proceedings. 
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  “In Committee” 
 
  It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Councillor J Craig and 

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

 
  4.1  Judicial Review Procedures - 11 Magheraconluce Lane 
 
  It was proposed by Alderman J Dillon seconded by Alderman D Drysdale and  
        agreed that the decision taken by the Development Committee at its May 2021 

 meeting be noted by the Planning Committee.  
 
  Resumption of Normal Business 
 

    It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Councillor J Craig and 
 agreed to come out of committee and normal business was resumed. 

 
5.   Report from the Head of Planning and Capital Development 
 

  5.1  Consideration of Planning (Notification of Councils’ own applications) Direction 
 2015  

 
Members had been provided with information on the Consideration of Planning 

(Notification of Council’s own applications) Direction 2015. 
  

Councillor M Gregg asked whether forwarding this could impact adversely on the 
facility being considered regionally significant project in context of the wider 
capital investments process.   The Head of Planning and Capital Development 
distinguished the specific definition of regional significance in the meaning of 
planning and the way in which the planning application is processed which is 
separate and distinct from the wider considerations Cllr Gregg had raised.      
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith sought confirmation that all of the 
requirements had been met and the Head of Planning and Capital Development 
stated that he was confident that the criteria had been considered and that the 
proposal was not considered to present a significant departure from the local 
development plan within the meaning of the Direction.   
 
Councillor J Craig referred to the fact that what had been approved was a bigger 
facility than what was there at the moment.  The Head of Planning and Capital 
Development referred to the recent history of planning approvals and that this 
proposal was not significantly different from what had been approved before.  He 
advised that the recent decision sat on all fours with the Direction and was 
confident that there was no need to refer this to the Department. 
 
It was subsequently proposed by Councillor M Gregg seconded by Alderman D 
Drysdale and agreed that the Committee note that consideration has been given 
to the Notification Direction and that the Committee consider that the Department 
do not need to be notified of this decision. 
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 5.2    Planning Statistics for Quarter 3 (October – December 2020) 
 

 Members had been provided with a copy of the DfI NI Planning Statistics 
covering the third quarter of 2020/21 which was published on Thursday 25 March 
2021 and after consideration it was agreed by the Committee that the  
information circulated together with the verbal update provided be noted. 

 
 It was further noted that the Head of Planning and Capital Development 
proposed to bring a report to highlight the scale of development being approved 
to the Committee at the next meeting and confirmed that no backlog of 
applications waiting for approval had accumulated during the Covid-19 period. 

 
 Councillor M Gregg thanked the Head of Planning and Capital Development, the 
current Chairman, the previous Chairman and council officers for their work to 
keep the Committee operating during the Covid-19 period. 

 
 Alderman J Dillon, concurred but requested that the processing of single dwelling 
applications be expedited. 

 
 Alderman D Drysdale also thanked the current and previous Chairs of the  
Committee, and the officers for their work during the pandemic. 

 
 The Head of Planning and Capital Development thanked members for their 
comments and outlined the challenging staffing issues which the department had 
been experiencing in recent months. 

 
 Councillor J Craig commended officers and stated that he had detected a slight 
communications disconnect as a result of some officers working remotely.  The  
Head of Planning and Capital Development responded that communications 
were being improved and refined.  He also advised that the Covid period had 
seen increased correspondence and an increased number of appeals which are 
not measured as performance and impact on the delivery of the service. 
 

 5.3 Shaping our Electricity Future 
 
Members had been provided with information on a consultation exercise being  
carried out by Soni in respect of the future of the electricity supply system  
which included the ambition that up to 70% of electricity would be generated 
from renewables.  
 
It was proposed by Councillor M Gregg, seconded by Alderman D Drysdale and 
agreed that the information be noted and that a response be brought back to the  
Committee in advance of the deadline of noon on 14 June 2021. 
 
Councillor M Gregg welcomed this process and asked if there was anything the 
Council could do to increase the number of renewable applications.  The Head 
of Planning and Capital Development went on to outline the interest in  
renewables in the Council area and provided some background information.   
 
He referred to the existing electricity infrastructure at Lisnabreeny which, he 
said, would become vital as off shore wind became a significant part of our  
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electricity infrastructure.  He also outlined some of the challenges which the 
process being rolled out by SONI would address. 

 
 5.4 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 Head of Planning and Capital Development informed those present that the 
updated Protocol for the Operation of the Planning Committee came into effect on 
3 May 2021 and that therefore today’s speakers would have three minutes in 
which to state their case. 
 
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. 
 
 

   (i) LA05/2020/0791/F - Agricultural fodder store on Lands 30 metres north 
  east of 10 Killynure Road West, Carryduff 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report advising that it had previously been deferred pending a site 
visit. 
 
The Committee received Mr Colin McAuley 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 farm was 285 acres and there were 360 cattle, the dairy cows were on the 

main farm and the yearlings were located in an area half a mile away over 
farmland.  He outlined the daily trips required to feed and mediate them. 

• The policy allowed for this proposal if it was ‘necessary for the efficient 
functioning of a farm business’ and this was the case. 

• The proposal would reduce waste of time and fuel. 
• Other criteria is met. 
• The proposed store is modest and will only be partially visible. 
• Hedgerows will further assist its integration. 
• Environmental Health have confirmed there will be no nuisance. 
• The Planners conclude that it is compliant with CTY12. 

 
Mr McAuley then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked why the shed could not be located in the main 
farm area, he sought indications of how much time was used in transporting 
fodder and clarification on the distance which was provided by Mr McAuley. 

• Councillor A Swan asked why bedding was required when this was a 
slotted cattle shed and asked if a feeder wagon was used and Mr McAuley 
responded that he was unaware as to whether a feeder wagon was used or 
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not, he advised that it was not just food which was transported, medicines 
and other sundries also required transporting. 

• Alderman J Dillon sought clarification of the height of the new shed and the 
existing shed and was advised that the new shed was 5m high whereas the 
existing one was 8m high. 

• Councillor U Mackin asked whether all of the requested information had 
been provided and was advised by Mr McAuley that he felt he had put 
forward a robust case. 

• Councillor U Mackin then referred to CTY14, suburban style build up 
seeking Mr McAuley’s comments on that.  Mr McAuley said that he did not 
believe this to be the case, it would be well integrated and he did not see 
how it could affect rural character. 

• Alderman O Gawith referred to the rural building group asking if there was 
only one building and Mr McAuley confirmed that there was only one cattle 
shed in situ however there were others in the context. 

• Councillor M Gregg referred to the demonstration of need not being met 
and asked whether this was a desire rather than a need, he also asked 
whether a shed closer to the current fodder store had been considered.  Mr 
McAuley responded that the policy did not use the word ‘need’ and he went 
on to read excerpts of the relevant policy.  He stated that the shed was 
necessary for the efficient running of the farm business and stated that the 
farmer was the person best placed to decide whether it was essential or 
not. 

• Councillor A Swan sought clarification on what the yearling cattle were fed 
on and was advised that they were fed on silage and haylage which was 
taken from the main farm. 

 
The Committee received Councillor N Anderson who wished to speak in support of 
the application and who had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• The premise of planning is to approve. 
• The application is finely balanced. 
• The proposal will not diminish rural character or impact on it. 
• There will be no impact on residential amenity. 
• No other alternative sites are suitable as there had to be a separation of the 

yearling cattle. 
• This proposal is necessary for the efficient functioning of the business. 
• The refusal reasons outlined can be addressed. 
• Reason 3 only stands if 1 and 2 are correct. 

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

• Alderman D Drysdale referred to the letters of representation asking if they 
were all local and from different senders.  The Principal Planning Officer 
advised that they were all local and all came from one individual. 
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• Alderman J Dillon referred to the fact that it had not been demonstrated that 
there was no room available in the existing shed and sought comment.  The 
Head of Planning and Capital Development responded that the process 
outlined by Mr McAuley has been ongoing for a long time and it has not 
been made clear what has changed to instigate the need for another shed 
at this time.  The building proposed would be seasonal so the current 
arrangements would be in place the remainder of the time.  He went on to 
clarify the policy requirements.  He said that it was for the committee to 
weigh why it is no longer efficient to move the fodder from the principal 
group of buildings and outlined the challenges in reconciling policy with this 
application. 

• Alderman J Tinsley said that he had found the site meeting helpful.  The 
cattle shed was full and quite a bit away, a construction beside the shed 
would make it more efficient, he asked how officers struck a balance.  The 
Head of Planning and Capital Development said that this was through 
experience and practice.  He outlined the reasons why permitted 
development was not an option in this case and why a planning application 
was necessary and therefore meant that policy came into play.  He said that 
officers felt that the policy had not been fully engaged and the exception not 
demonstrated. 

• Councillor J Craig questioned the ability of planners to judge the efficiency 
of the farm.  He felt that a feeding store beside the shed was obviously 
more efficient and felt that the farmer would not be investing in it otherwise. 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development agreed that the farmer did 
know what was best for his farm however, the challenge for planners is how 
this engages with policy requirements as they were drafted to promote 
efficiency in grouping buildings around the principal group of farm buildings.  
He stated that the bar was high and the policy does require that the main 
farm be considered as an option first. 

• Councillor J Craig said that there was a physical need to separate the two 
activities on the farm and asked whether this had been taken into account 
by planners.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded 
that the challenge was the passage of time and the demonstration that this 
new building was required now, and it was felt that this had not been 
adequately demonstrated.  Planners also considered that the exception test 
was not met as the proposed building was not being sited at a group of 
buildings.   

• Councillor U Mackin referred to the issue of the passage of time and stated 
that the site visit had been helpful.  He referred to two extensions to the 
existing shed which indicated growth and asked whether this had been 
considered as it would indicate that the change in circumstances was due 
to a larger herd.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development said that 
those were valid points however an extension to the existing building to 
store fodder could have met requirements, the applicant has stated that it 
had to be separate and members needed to reconcile the two different 
competing considerations of the policy. 

 
During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Alderman J Dillon said that the site meeting had been essential and he 
could see why this store was essential.  In farming, time was of the 



   PC   10 05 2021 
 

8 
 

essence, practices have changed over the years and this farmer needs a 
store to feed hay and straw for his animals.  They need supplements at time 
such as magnesium and in such instances time is essential, he said he was 
convinced that this store was essential and would be supporting it. 

• Councillor A Swan felt that the feeder wagon could be used to feed the 
cattle and could not see the efficiency issue, he felt that if the application 
was for a silo he would approve it but it was not. 

• Alderman J Tinsley felt that the current shed could not be extended and 
considered this had been obvious at the site visit.  He felt that efficiencies 
would be made and said he would be voting against the recommendation. 

• Councillor U Mackin said that he would also be voting against the 
recommendation, he felt that the distance to be travelled by the farmer was 
an exceptional circumstance.  Regarding CTY 12 he felt that this had been 
demonstrated and went on to outline how a growing herd had led to this 
need for efficiency, he felt it was common sense to reduce the number of 
journeys to improve efficiency.  Regarding CTY 14, he outlined the two 
houses, one shed and two out-houses which would be visible, he felt there 
may be a glimpse of this new shed however it would not result in suburban 
style build up. 

• Councillor M Gregg stated that there was no doubt there would be 
efficiencies however there were clearly other suitable buildings on the farm.  
He also referred to the issue of there being only one building to meet the 
exception test.  He said he had sympathy with the farm but in his view the 
application did not meet the policy requirements and he would be voting in 
favour of the recommendation. 

• Councillor J Craig read out the policy wording which referred to the 
development being ‘necessary for the efficient use of the holding’ and 
stated that he considered this had been met.  He said that it would do no 
harm to the local landscape, it would not result in detrimental impact on 
surrounding residents.  He said that the difficulty was around the definition 
of a group of building and this was the judgement call to be made.  He said 
that he considered that the requirements had been met and would be voting 
against the recommendation. 

• Councillor J McCarthy said that he would be voting in favour of the 
recommendation, the fodder has been moved for many years and the 
extension had been approved in 2011.  Efficiency, he felt, had many 
meanings however he did not feel this shed was necessary for the efficient 
running of this business as it had been operating for many years without it.  
He felt the policy was clear and in this case the exception has not been 
demonstrated. 

 
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 6:4 with 0 abstentions to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report. 
   
Adjournment of Meeting 
The Chairman declared the meeting adjourned at 12.50 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
The Chairman declared the meeting resumed at 13.32 
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 (ii) LA05/2018/1187/F - Proposed new housing development   
  consisting of 5 detached dwellings, 3M cycleway & associated  
  ground works, site to be accessed from existing road entrance  
  (Amended description) on lands at 35 Ballymaconaghy Road  
  Belfast. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
Members were advised that consultation had taken place with the Countryside 
Officer in Parks and Amenities Unit and Assets and that the recommendation is 
also subject to a further report being brought to the June meeting of the Leisure 
and Community Services committee addressing the need to secure the delivery of 
this path as this in the wider interest of the comprehensive development of the 
land. 
 
No speakers had requested speaking rights in relation to this application. 
 
There were no questions for the Planning Officers. 
 

 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.  It was noted by the Committee that planning approval was subject 
to relevant matters being approved by the Leisure and Community Development 
Committee in due course. 
 

   (iii) LA05/2019/0164/F - Proposed erection of 9 no. detached dwellings with 
  associated car parking, amenity space, landscaping and associated site 
  works Lands immediately south of 4, 6, 10 & 12 Magherahinch Avenue 
  east of 15-37 Glebe Gardens and west of Magherahinch House, Moira 

 
Alderman J Dillon proposed that a site visit be convened to view the site and 
context of this application, the proposal was seconded by Alderman D Drysdale 
and by a majority vote was carried.  The determination of this application was 
therefore deferred pending a site visit being arranged. 
 
 
At this stage the Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, stated that as the previous 
application had not been discussed and debated the meeting was now running 
ahead of anticipated timings and therefore he would now deal with items 5 -7 of 
the Report of the Head of Planning and Capital Development. 
 

 5.5 Appeal Decision in respect of planning application LA05/2016/1140/F 
 
       Members had been provided with information on the above planning appeal 

      which had been subject to an interim finding and subject to a planning agreement 
      being agreed between the Council and the appellant requiring planning  
  permission S/2014/0458/O and associated approval of reserved matters  
  LA05/2019/0166/RM to not be implemented.  It was proposed by Councillor J 
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  Craig, seconded by Councillor M Gregg and agreed that the information  
  circulated be noted. 

 
 5.6 Appeal decisions in respect of planning application(s) LA05/2016/0700/O  

  (the cemetery) & LA05/2017/0974/F (access arrangements) 
 
   Members had been provided with information on the above planning appeals 

  which had been dismissed.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development 
  advised that a report on the Barrister’s findings would ensure in due course. 

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

  agreed that the information be noted. 
 
   Alderman J Tinsley thanked relevant officers and residents for progressing this 

  and asked why the information had yet to be uploaded to the Planning Appeals 
  Commission website.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development undertook 
  to raise this with the Planning Appeals Commission and advise members of the 
  outcome by e-mail. 

 
 5.7 Definition of Affordable Housing (Amended) 
 
   Members had been provided with information on the definition of Affordable 

  Housing produced on 1 April 2021 which had been broadened to incorporate 
  other intermediate housing products and now comprised social rented housing, 
  intermediate housing for sale and intermediate housing for rent. 

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

  agreed that the information circulated be noted and that the Committee also 
  noted that a separate report describing the implications for the local development 
  plan would be brought to the Development Committee in June 2021. 

 
   Councillor M Gregg said that he welcomed this clarification.   
 
   Alderman A Grehan sought clarification on an anomaly which she had been 

  advised existed amongst Councils regarding their interpretation of existing policy 
  and the delivery of affordable housing.   She also expressed concern about how 
  Intermediate  housing for rent products were to be delivered was still under 
  consideration by the Department.   .   

 
   The Head of Planning and  Capital Development outlined how the application of 

  policy within the Belfast Metropolitan Area had been tested at appeal elsewhere 
  and that the advice that had been given to Members previously in terms of the 
  application of policy was accurate.   The Council had embraced the need to 
  deliver more affordable housing in the emerging LDP.  He undertook to raise 
  the issue of intermediate housing for rent at a future meeting of an affordable 
  housing working group of which he was a member after which he advised that he 
  would feedback to the Committee. 

 
   At this stage the Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, advised that the determination 

  of the remaining applications on the Schedule of Applications would resume. 
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   Schedule of Applications Continued… 
 

 (iv) LA05/2017/0672/O - Proposed new dwelling and garage for equestrian 
  business approximately 45 metres NW of 48 Knockany Road, Lisburn 

 
 
The Senior Planning Officer (MB) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mrs J Lusk and Mr H Lusk 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: 
 
• They had been in operation for more than 40 years. 
• The riding school had been in operation around 20 years. 
• The riding school employed ten staff and was licenced by DEHRA and was 

inspected annually. 
• Accounts and invoices had been submitted and they did not understand was 

additional information was required. 
• The business contributes significantly to the local economy. 
• The riding school manager cannot currently live on site and it is imperative that 

someone is on site 24/7 to deal with animal safety. 
 
Mr and Mrs Lusk then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Councillor A Swan asked how long the staff had been employed for and 
was advised that this had been ongoing for around 10 to 15 years. 

• Alderman J Tinsley sought clarification on the businesses in operation 
asking if the sites were separate and was advised by Mr Lusk that they 
were separate companies and that the Equestrian business was a limited 
company, the sites he stated were adjacent to each other. 

• Councillor J Craig asked whether the fact that the Equestrian business was 
a limited company was shared with the planning officers and was advised 
that it was and that they had been invited to come and view the operations 
but that this invitation had not been taken up. 

• Councillor M Gregg asked when the Equestrian business had been formed 
into a limited company and was advised that it had been in 2015 but it had 
been running before that. 

• Alderman D Drysdale sought clarification on living arrangements and was 
advised that the new house would be used by the Lusks and the existing 
house by the Equestrian Manager. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked whether there was a farm ID number and was 
advised that there was.   

• Councillor U Mackin sought confirmation on the various businesses which 
was provided by Mr Lusk. 

• Alderman D Drysdale asked where the horses were kept and was advised 
that they were kept separately from the cattle at around 20/50 yards away. 
 

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



   PC   10 05 2021 
 

12 
 

 
• Alderman J Tinsley asked whether adequate evidence could be put 

together to demonstrate that this business has been in existence, he asked 
what was missing.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised 
that there was a lot of information relating to a number of businesses.  He 
advised that ten years ago a dwelling was granted for the farm.  He stated 
that the issue was whether or not a business was entitled to a dwelling.  He 
went on to provide some examples from appeal cases which had been 
dismissed.  He stated that officers had tried to obtain adequate evidence 
but it had not been forthcoming. 

• Alderman J Tinsley sought confirmation that it was only the Equestrian 
Centre information which was applicable and it was confirmed that this was 
correct. 

• Councillor J Craig asked whether it was correct that a set of accounts going 
back a number of years for the Equestrian Centre is what was missing and 
the Head of Planning and Capital Development said that this was the case.  
He said that some anecdotal evidence had been submitted but there was 
not enough to evidence that the equine business was a separate entity. 

• Councillor J Craig then proposed deferring the determination of the 
application for one month pending receipt of additional information, the 
proposal was seconded by Councillor U Mackin who felt that there was an 
element of confusion, he also suggested obtaining information from 
Companies House. 

• Councillor A Swan asked whether on the provision of such information the 
application would be approved, if not there was no point in the deferral 

• Alderman A Grehan concurred stating that there were a further two refusal 
reasons listed in the report.  The Head of Planning and Capital 
Development advised that the other two reasons were the Principle of 
Development and the issues of rural character and addressing one may 
cause the other to fall away.  He said that information from Companies 
House may only provide five years proof whereas the policy requirement 
was for six and the other issue is whether it could be provided in three 
weeks. 

• Alderman J Dillon said he believed in giving people the benefit of the doubt 
and said he would support a deferral. 

• Councillor M Gregg said that he did not believe that planning officers would 
not have already tried to obtain this information as there had been dialogue 
since 2017, he felt that if the information was in existence it would have 
been obtained. 

• Alderman J Tinsley had concerns that information obtained from 
Companies House might not be adequate.  He asked whether evidence of 
agricultural activity would be sufficient. 

• Councillor A Swan said that he concurred with comments made by 
Councillor M Gregg, he also queried why the house was necessary. 

• Alderman D Drysdale queried whether the planning officers had requested 
that accounts be made available.   

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded that they had 
been requested.  He then referred to Alderman J Tinsley’s question and 
advised that evidence of agricultural activity would not demonstrate equine 
activity.  He then asked the planning officer to check the file to see who the 
applicant was.  
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The meeting was adjourned at 3.02 pm for three minutes until 3.05 pm 
whilst this information was retrieved from the file.  
 
After receiving confirmation from the planning officer, The Head of Planning 
and Capital Development confirmed that the application form was submitted 
in the name of Lusk Transport but that some of the supporting information 
was in the name of Jenny Lusk, Lusk Equestrian and Lusk Riding Centre. 
 

• At this stage, Councillor J Craig wished to withdraw the proposal made 
earlier in the meeting by him. 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked whether the application would have been 
approved if the applicant had been different and was advised that the 
evidence would always have to be assessed to see if there was adequate 
information for Lusk Equestrian to be assessed separately to justify a 
requirement for a dwelling. 

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded to confirm that it 
was the substance of the case that was considered and that there was 
insufficient evidence to support a dwelling for the equestrian proposal.    

 
 
During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Councillor J Craig said that he liked to give people the benefit of the doubt 
however there appeared to be confusion over who is actually applying for 
planning permission and as evidence has not been forthcoming he said he 
must concur with the recommendation. 

• Alderman J Dillon concurred with Councillor J Craig’s comments. 
• Alderman D Drysdale said it would have been helpful to have known who 

applied from the outset and he said that he also concurred with previous 
comments. 

• Councillor M Gregg said that he wanted to support local businesses 
however officers had tried to obtain evidence and if it had been submitted 
the application might have been approved however as things stood he 
would be voting in favour of the recommendation. 

• Councillor A Swan said that he could see how there would be a need for a 
house to support the transport side of the business but not the equestrian 
side, he said that he felt that assistance from a planning agent would have 
been beneficial. 

 
 

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 10:0 with 0 abstentions to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report.   
 

 
 (v) LA05/2019/0805/O - Proposed new dwelling and garage for an equestrian 
  business Approximately 50 metres east of no.10 Cairnhill Road, Crumlin 
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The Senior Planning Officer (MB) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr Noel McKee who wished to speak in 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 business had been run as a going concern since 1995. 
• He breeds show jumpers, rears foals, trains them and sells them at shows. 
• He outlined some of the countries he had sold to. 
• He retired from his previous career to concentrate on his equestrian business. 
• There are opportunities to expand and he would like to employ full time 

support to assist with this. 
• He stated that this was a 24/7 365 day of the year lifestyle and that it would be 

necessary for an employee to live on site. 
• He considered that he could triple or quadruple his output. 
• The current house on site is suitable for an employee and the new house 

would be for him and would meet his retirement needs as well as 
accommodating visiting customers. 

• The new house would cluster with existing house and out-buildings. 
 
Mr McKee then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Councillor J Craig asked whether there was a separate equine business 
with six years accounts available and sought confirmation on who the 
house was for.  Mr McKee advised that the new house would be for himself 
and the employee would reside in the existing house.  He advised that the 
farm was exclusively related to the equestrian business and that all of the 
transactions went through his personal bank account as he was a sole 
trader. 

• Alderman J Tinsley said that the Department only had records of the 
business for the last two years and asked if the applicant had DARD 
certified maps available.  Mr McKee responded that the farm map had 
never changed, he said he was unaware of what a DARD certified map 
referred to, he had the maps supplied by the estate agent when he 
purchased the farm.  He advised that he had applied for a farm number as 
this had been recommended by Show Jumping Ireland to assist with 
statistical information for the equine industry. 

• Alderman D Drysdale asked whether Mr McKee was aware that the 
business needed to be in existence for six years to meet the planning 
policy, Mr McKee said that he did now. 

• Alderman J Dillon sought clarification on when a farm number had been 
applied for and how many acres were covered by the business, he was 
advised that the farm number had been applied for two years ago and that 
there were 18 acres. 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to the farming activity and asked if there were 
any payment records associated with the equine business and he was 
advised that this had been provided to his architect. 
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• Alderman O Gawith asked whether the brand name had been registered 
and Mr McKee stated that it had been registered with the Department for 
Agriculture two years ago. 

• Councillor J McCarthy asked whether the Keyford business was registered 
as a limited company and was advised that it was not. 

• Councillor A Swan asked whether a record had been made of horses 
bought and sold and was advised that the architect had been provided with 
that information. 

• Councillor M Gregg said that unfortunately as the information provided 
related to the applicant’s personal account it did not prove that an 
equestrian business had been in existence, he asked whether the applicant 
was aware of any other information that might and was advised that he was 
not. 

• Alderman O Gawith asked whether the applicant completed an Income Tax 
Self Assessment on an annual basis and the applicant responded that this 
would not provide proof of business income either. 
 

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

• Alderman J Tinsley referred to Section 46 stating that there appeared to be 
a wealth of evidence that there was a business operating and asked what 
the planning officers needed in addition to this.  The Head of Planning and 
Capital Development responded that Mr McKee had registered the equine 
activity in 2018.  He outlined the policy requirements in terms of relevant 
activity stating that evidence was required to support a level of involvement 
commensurate with commercial activity and that this was the evidence 
missing in support of the case.  Accounts, if submitted, would be one for of 
prove that a commercial equine business was in operation.  In the absence 
of this planning officers do not feel there is enough evidence to meet policy. 

• Councillor U Mackin asked if there were any variations in applicant names 
with this application and was advised that the application was in the name 
of Mr McKee but there were no documents in the name of Keyford. 

• Councillor J Craig asked that, given that there were no sets of accounts, 
was there anything else that could be used as evidence.  He was advised 
by the Head of Planning and Capital Development that the difficulty would 
be in evidencing a business commensurate with commercial activity, there 
is little else that could be weighed. 

 
During the ensuing debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Councillor A Swan stated that even ignoring the lack of evidence, there 
were four refusal reasons so he would be supporting the recommendation. 

• Councillor M Gregg said he was surprised that the agent had allowed his 
client to be in this position, he would suggest he arranges for a business 
account to be set up, he said that he would be supporting the 
recommendation. 

• Alderman D Drysdale said that given the lack of accounts and the planning 
reasons set out there was no alternative to the recommendation of the 
planning officers. 
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• Alderman J Dillon considered that this application did not meet the policy 
test and said he was surprised that the applicant’s agent did not advise him 
of this, he said that he would be supporting the recommendation. 

• Councillor J Craig said that both this and the previous applicant this 
afternoon had received very poor advice, he said that he would be 
supporting the recommendation. 

• Alderman J Tinsley said that he was disappointed that the final piece of the 
jigsaw was not there, however it was a crucial piece and therefore he would 
have to support the recommendation. 

• Alderman O Gawith said that he supported what the applicant was trying to 
do but the lack of evidence was the issue and he would be supporting the 
recommendation. 
 

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 10:0 with 0 abstentions to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report.   
 

   (vi)     LA05/2020/0716/O - Site for dwelling and garage at a site to west of 161 
  Ballynahinch Road, Hillsborough. 

 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, advised that the above application had been 
withdrawn from the schedule in its entirety at the request of the the applicant. 
 
 
(vii) LA05/2020/0229/F Proposed eight small light industrial units, at the  
  existing Drumbo Park site and also the addition of a new water harvesting 
  tank associated with the dog track maintenance at Drumbo Park, 57 
  Ballyskeagh Road, Lisburn 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, advised that the above application had been 
removed from the schedule as the planning applicant was not able to attend the 
meeting due to exceptional personal and domestic circumstances.  The Chair 
advised that this application would be presented back to the Committee in due 
course.      

 
  

6. Any Other Business 
 

  
 
There being no further business, the meeting concluded at 3.57 pm. 
 
 

 
 

       ____________________________________    
      CHAIRMAN / MAYOR    
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