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LISBURN & CASTLEREAGH CITY COUNCIL 

 
Minutes of Reconvened Meeting of the Planning Committee held remotely and 
in the Council Chamber, Island Civic Centre, The Island, Lisburn Monday 10 
August 2020 at 9.30 a.m. 

 

 

  
PRESENT: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Present in Chamber: 
Alderman O Gawith (Chairman) 
 
Aldermen J Tinsley 
 
Councillors J Craig, M Gregg, J Palmer and A Swan 
 
Present in Remote Location: 
Alderman A Grehan 
 
Councillors J McCarthy  

 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 

 
 
        Present in Chamber: 

Head of Planning and Capital Development 
Member Services Manager 
Member Services Officer   
Attendance Clerk 
 
Present in Remote Location: 
Director of Service Transformation 
Principal Planning Officer (RH) 
Senior Planning Officer (RT) 
 
Legal Adviser: 
B Martyn - Cleaver Fulton & Rankin  
M. Fitzpatrick – Cleaver Fulton & Rankin 

 
  

 
Commencement of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, welcomed everyone to the reconvened 
meeting which was being live streamed to enable members of the public to hear 
and see the proceedings.  He advised that six members were present in the 
Council Chamber and two were participating in the meeting remotely.   

 
He stated that planning officers, the Council’s Legal Advisors and those speaking 
for or against the applications would also be attending the meeting remotely. 
 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised on housekeeping and 
evacuation procedures.  The Member Services Manager 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 U Mackin. 
 

2. Declarations of Interest  
 

The Chairman advised that any Declarations of Interest made at the 
commencement of the meeting on 3 August 2020 would continue to apply.  The 
following additional Declarations of Interest were made: 
 

• The Chairman, Councillor O Gawith, declared an interest in Application 
LAO5/2020/0270/F on the basis that the applicant was a friend and a 
member of his Council party group. 

• Alderman J Tinsley referred to application LA05/2018/0080/F and advised 
that he had been contacted by the applicant, objectors and those in 
support of the application but had had not heard all the information and 
had not formed an opinion. 

 
The following items were a resumption of Item 4.1 (Schedule of Applications) of 
the Minutes of the Adjourned Meeting of 3 August 2020. 
 
4.1 Schedule of Applications (continued) 
    
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 46 - 48 of the Protocol for the Operation 
of the Lisburn & Castlereagh City Council Planning Committee which, he advised, 
needed to be borne in mind when determinations were being made. 
 
(v) LA05/2017/1265/F - Retrospective change of use of existing 

disused outbuilding to create 5 let-able one and two bedroom 
holiday cottages. Proposal to incorporate new vehicular entrance 
and parking area for proposed cottages and serving existing farm 
dwelling at a Site adjacent to No. 18 Aghnatrisk Road, Culcavy 

 
The Chairman advised that this application had been withdrawn in its entirety from 
the schedule by the agent/applicant. 

 
(vi) LA05/2018/0080/F - Erection of free range poultry house with 2 

feed bins, washing collection tank, standby generator building, 
litter storage shed and associated site works (to contain 16,000 
free range egg laying hens on Land approximately 175 metres 
south west of 6 Tullyrusk Road Knockcairn Dundrod Crumlin. 

 
The Senior Planning Officer (RT) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
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The Committee received Councillor T Beckett who wished to speak in opposition 
to the application.  Councillor Beckett had provided the Committee with a written 
submission in advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• Councillor Beckett said he had been contacted by residents living close to the 

proposed site who opposed the application; he pointed out that 45 objections 
had been received. 

• He supported the Planning Office recommendation to refuse the application. 
• He referred to Policy CTY 12 of PPS 21 and pointed out that the proposal 

was not suitable for the site, it was not integrated into the landscape and it 
was not located in or near farm buildings. 

• The proposed building would be a prominent feature in the landscape as 
there were no natural boundaries on the site and no enclosure for the 
building. 

• The proposal would erode the rural character of the area. 
• It breached Policy CTY12 in that there was no visual link to the farm and 

there were no other buildings linked to it. 
• The owner’s farm was a considerable distance away from the site. 
• Similar applications have been refused in the past. 
• He was fully supportive of the objectors and the recommendation to refuse 

planning permission. 
• He asked the Committee to agree with the planning recommendation to 

refuse permission. 
 
In response to Members’ queries, Councillor Beckett stated that planning officers 
would be better placed to respond to queries regarding the proposed siting away 
from farm buildings.  He was not in a position to advise whether construction had 
commenced on the site.   
 
The Committee received Mrs S McGarrity who wished to speak in opposition to 
the application.  Before commencing her presentation, Mrs McGarrity queried 
whether Alderman J Tinsley had a conflict of interest in respect of this application 
on the basis of his previous comments in respect of the application.  With the 
agreement of the Chairman, Alderman Tinsley responded to the query advising 
that he knew the applicant and had spoken to some of the objectors but had not 
formed an opinion on the application.  He also advised that a declaration of 
interest form had been completed.   

 
Mrs McGarrity had provided the Committee with a written submission in advance 
of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• Mrs McGarrity advised that she and her family lived at Tullyrusk Road 

immediately adjacent to the proposed site. 
• She was speaking on behalf of other local residents who were also opposed 

to the proposal. 
• The issue was whether the poultry house should be built on this site or 

should be clustered with the applicant’s farm buildings which were located 
some distance away. 

• The proposed building would be unacceptably prominent in the landscape.  
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• This was an area of natural beauty with mature woodland close to the site 
and historic features including raths and a listed bridge.    

• The area attracted visitors including anglers, tourists and photographers. 
• The area would be negatively impacted not only by the visual prominence of 

the building but by the noise, odour and increased traffic. 
• Objectors to the proposal included local residents, local Councillors, MLAs, 

and a local angling association. 
• The applicant had other options to locate the poultry house on land closer to 

his farm buildings. 
• She concluded that she did not believe that this was a finely balanced 

judgement and that the application should be refused. 
 
Mrs McGarrity then responded to Members’ queries advising that the applicant’s 
farm was located about 2 miles away from the site and she was not able to explain 
the rationale behind the selection of this site. 
 
The Committee received Councillor D Honeyford who wished to speak in 
opposition to the application.  Councillor Honeyford had provided the Committee 
with a written submission in advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• While he fully supported the expansion and diversification of farm 

businesses, this should not be at the expense of the local environment. 
• He considered that the proposal presented a major risk to Glenavy River 

which had been severely polluted by farm waste on previous occasions that 
had involved major fish kills.  The selection of this site in proximity to the river 
could not be considered to be acceptable. 

• He referred to the Wye Valley in Wales which had become a centre for the 
poultry industry with similar businesses to the one proposed and he stated 
that the Wye River was dying due manure effluent entering local streams that 
fed into the river.   

• He considered that there was potential for a similar impact on the Glenavy 
River. 

• He stated that the Council had a statutory duty to protect the environment 
and that it should learn from bad practice and not repeat it. 

• He stated that, on this issue alone, the application should be refused. 
 
Councillor Honeyford responded to Members’ queries, acknowledging that the 
statutory consultees, including the Rivers Agency and NI Water, had not objected 
to the application.  He stated however that there had been repeated incidents of 
pollution often occurring during bank holidays that had damaged the Glenavy 
River and, while he agreed that there were many farmers who did not pollute, the 
Committee had to weigh up the evidence including these previous incidents. 
 
The Committee received Councillor G McCleave who wished to speak in 
opposition to the application.  Councillor McCleave had provided the Committee 
with a written submission in advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• There was a high level of objection to the application from people in the local 

area. 
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• Glenavy and the local area were popular with visitors including anglers, dog 
walkers and people interested in local history.   

• If this structure was built it would impact on the rural character, the scenery 
and the amenity of the local area. 

• He referred to the Wye Valley where chicken excreta washed into the river 
led to river plants dying off. 

• The proposal was close to the Glenavy River and had the potential to give 
rise to pollution. 

• There had been previous incidents of pollution of the Glenavy River. 
• The application was opposed by those living in close proximity to the site and 

by local people and visitors to the area.   
• He asked the Committee to support the planning office recommendation. 

 
Councillor McCleave responded to Members’ queries stating this this development 
would be about 100 metres from the river and that his point regarding the Wye 
Valley was that it was a very similar situation. 
 
The Committee received Councillor R McLarnon who wished to speak in 
opposition to the application.  Councillor McLarnon had provided the Committee 
with a written submission in advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• He supported and agreed with the comments made by previous speakers 
• The proposed site was an open, undeveloped field that sat higher than 

surrounding land.   
• There were no other buildings at the site and any structure would occupy a 

very prominent position in the landscape. 
• The land fell away towards the river and contamination of ground water 

would contaminate the river. 
• Residents were also concerned about odour, noise nuisance and possible 

pests. 
• The building would impact adversely on an otherwise beautiful area of 

countryside, rich in biodiversity and with a listed bridge close to the site 
entrance. 

 
Councillor McLarnon responded to Members’ queries advising that the applicant 
owned a significant amount of land close to his farm and he did not know why he 
would choose to locate the proposal away from the farm and in this very tranquil 
setting.  He could not confirm whether work had commenced on the site as it was 
some months since he had visited it. 

 
The Committee received Ms H Foster, Ulster Farmers Union, who wished to speak 
in support of the application.  Ms Foster had provided the Committee with a written 
submission in advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• Other consultees supported the application and were satisfied that it did not 

adversely impact on the local environment. 
• This was the only site that would allow the applicant to sustain the dairy farm 

where land was required for grazing six months of the year. 
• The proposed site would allow biodiversity standards to be met. 
• Flock owners were required to limit and control access to poultry buildings. 
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• She referred to another similar application that had been approved where the 
proposed building was not sited beside the existing farm buildings and was 
located 300 metres away and she stated that the same logic should apply to 
this application. 

• The proposed site was the only site that allowed the applicant to meet 
department recommendation and industry standards in respect of the poultry 
enterprise.   

• The agri-food sector was a key future driver for the economic development of 
Northern Ireland. 

• She asked the Committee to support the application. 
 
Ms Foster responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 
• In response to a query as to why the proposal was located so far from the 

farm, she advised that the applicant owned eighty acres, sixty of which were 
required for the dairy enterprise.  She stated that it would be unsafe and 
uneconomical to walk the herd to land that was two miles from the farm 
buildings and there was also the biosecurity issue of keeping the poultry site 
ring fenced away from the farm.  For that reason the site was suitable for the 
poultry enterprise but not for the dairy farm business.   

• Reference was made to the fact that many farmers operated a zero grazing 
policy and brought grass to the herd rather than vice versa.  This was 
followed by a question regarding the likelihood of wash off from the site to the 
river.  Ms Foster indicated that the issue of run-off would have been 
considered by other relevant statutory bodies.  She advised that it would be 
something that would be planned for and closely monitored and that all farms 
were subject to regular inspections. 

• She confirmed that there was fencing at the proposed site that would keep 
chickens away from the water.. 

• She advised that she did not have to hand information regarding the 
minimum separation distances required for biosecurity purposes. 

• With regard to a query about the amount of space required around a chicken 
shed for free-range chickens, Ms Foster took advice by telephone and stated 
that sixteen acres were required at the site to allow the hens to be 
categorised as free range as well as one and a half acres of enclosed 
paddock for a roaming area.  At this stage Councillor M Gregg stated that it 
was inappropriate to allow a speaker to seek information from a third party.  
The Chairman however indicated that he was content to allow the response 
as stated.  

• Ms Foster advised that the point regarding the similar application referred to 
was that the poultry shed was required to be located away from other farm 
buildings; the distances involved were not exact comparisons. 

• She could not comment on the disposal of chicken waste to an enterprise in 
Co Louth but surmised that it was to do with renewable energy. 

• With regard to the impact on the amenity, she stated that the applicant’s 
architect could advise on mitigation measures including trees and landscape 
planting and options regarding type and size of feeder bins.  

  
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, referred to a written submission received from 
Mr N Cornett, who was not in attendance to speak.  He advised that the 
Committee could note the comments made in the written submission. 
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There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers 
during which the following issues arose: 
 
• The Senior Planning Officer confirmed that the issue of biosecurity had been 

taken into account by the planning office when making its recommendation.  
She advised that planners considered that there was opportunity to achieve a 
policy compliant site at the main farm holding.  It was not considered that 
there was sufficient evidence to warrant the use of this site taking into 
account that it was a large structure with zero screening located off the 
Tullyrusk Road. 

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development referred to the power point 
presentation.  He noted that the proposed site was completely separate and 
distant from the farm holding.  He referred to the existing dairy farm operation 
with animals out grazing for six months of the year and requiring to be 
brought in for milking.  He noted that there were twenty hectares of land at 
the main farm holding and the proposed site was one hectare.  The question 
was whether there was sufficient land around the main farm to facilitate the 
poultry development while maintaining biosecurity or whether the proposed 
site further away was necessary for the development. 

• Planning officers provided further clarification regarding the location of 
existing chicken houses near the Tullyrusk site, the route of the Glenavy 
River and the location and amount of land owned by the applicant as well as 
land taken in con acre.  

 
It was proposed by Alderman J Tinsley and seconded by Councillor J Craig that 
the application be deferred for a site visit to allow the Committee to consider the 
scale and size of the farm operations around the existing farm buildings and the 
topography of the proposed site and its proximity to the river.    The proposal was 
put to the meeting and, on a vote 3:4, it was agreed not to defer to the application 
for a site visit. 
 
(Councillor M Gregg left the meeting at 11.02 am) 
 
During further questions to the planning officers, the following issues arose: 
 
• The Senior Planning Officer confirmed the extent of fencing around the 

proposed site and advised that a farmer would not require permission to 
graze stock on land outside the proposed application site.   

• She referred to the previous application that had received planning approval 
and advised that in that instance the farming operation was smaller than the 
applicant’s farm and the distance of 300 metres was considered to be an 
acceptable separation. 

• Confirmation was provided that the height of the proposed building was five 
and a half  metres but that the feed bins were up to eight metres in height, 
the proposal involved the removal of trees to improve access and there was 
no other available natural boundary.  

• Members were advised that the land fell gently on either side of the proposed 
structure and a swale would be located at the south west side to take away 
effluent and surface drainage. 
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Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, declared the meeting adjourned at 11.28 am 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, declared the meeting resumed at 11.43 am 

 
• Queries had arisen regarding the specific categorisations of free range or 

barn eggs and whether hens having free movement within a shed but not 
outside could be termed free range.  During the recess, the planning officers 
reviewed the applicant’s farm management plan.  Further clarification was 
provided in relation to the extent of the proposed fencing with confirmation 
provided that it did not run around the full boundary of the site but was 
located to the front of the building.  The hens would have free movement 
within the building and would be able to roam in the sixteen acres 
surrounding it.   

• With regard to protection from foxes, Members were advised that a farmer 
would be free to install stock proof fencing around the land.   

• Members were also advised that the main farm holding was seventy one 
acres and, taking into account land required to allow hens to roam, the 
poultry enterprise would require sixteen to eighteen acres of that holding. 
 

 (Councillor M Gregg returned to the meeting at 11.55 am) 
 
During the debate session, the following comments were made: 
 
• Alderman J Tinsley referred to the difficulty of sustaining a dairy farm and 

then introducing a poultry enterprise.  He said that the dairy farm operation 
required management of animals within walking distance of the farm 
buildings.  He had read the reports from the statutory agencies and was 
content that issues arising had been dealt with.  He stated that, in order to 
sustain the dairy farm and facilitate diversification, he would be minded to 
support the application. 

• Councillor A Swan stated that his principle concern was regarding the 
potential risk of pollution of the river and he was concerned about hens 
roaming on land in proximity to the river.  He saw little reason why the 
proposal could not be located closer to the main farm holding and he would 
be supporting the planning recommendation. 

• Councillor J Palmer advised that he would be supporting the planning 
recommendation as he was concerned about possible contamination of the 
soil in close proximity to a river that had had previous incidents of pollution. 

• Alderman A Grehan indicated that she would be supporting the planning 
recommendation.  She referred to PPS21 CTY14 and felt that the building 
would impact on the rural character of the area. 

• Councillor J Craig stated that this was an interesting diversification plan 
which the applicant had every right to pursue.  He felt that anyone living in a 
rural area should expect to be close to farm buildings.  With regard to the 
debate on biodiversity, he stated that the planners had made a judgement 
call that the proposal should be located closer to the farm building.  While he 
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did not have evidence to contradict that judgement, he also saw little 
evidence to support it.  He referred to the proximity to the river which he 
considered not to be a good idea and said that he would have to reluctantly 
support the planning recommendation.  However he stated that he was 
unhappy that the Planning Committee should be taking decisions in respect 
of a farmer wishing to diversify and where he chose to locate a building on 
his farm.   

• Councillor J McCarthy stated that the proposed building did not integrate into 
the landscape and did not have adequate screening and he would be 
supporting the planning 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 6:1with 0 abstention to refuse the application as outlined in the Officer’s 
report.   
 
(Councillor M Gregg had left the meeting during consideration of this application 
and did not take part in the vote as he had not been present for the entirety of the 
discussions.) 

 
4.2 Northern Ireland Annual Statistics – Annual Statistical Bulleting (April 2019-

March 2020) 
 
It was proposed by Councillor J Craig, seconded by Councillor A Swan, and 
agreed that the Committee note the information provided in relation to the 
following: 
 
• Analysis of 2019/2020 Bulletin relative to LCCC 
• Northern Ireland Statistics Annual Statistic Bulleting (April 2019 – March 

2020 ) 
• Infograph summary of key statistics relative to LCCC 

 
Councillor J Craig commended officers and staff for continuing operations 
throughout the pandemic and in very difficult circumstances.  The Chairman, 
Alderman O Gawith, thanked Committee Members as well as officers and staff for 
continuing to process applications and send out a very strong message that the 
Council was open for business. 

 
4.3 Delivery of Development Management Functions since Mid-March 2020 
 
It was proposed by Councillor J Craig, seconded by Councillor A Swan, and 
agreed that the Committee note information in relation to the delivery of the 
Development Management functions since mid-March 2020.   
 
Alderman J Tinsley and Councillor J Craig both commended officers for 
maintaining activity levels during the pandemic.  The Head of Planning and Capital 
Development responded to queries regarding forthcoming applications.   
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4.4 Statutory Performance Indicators – June 2020 

 
The Committee had been provided with information on Statutory Performance 
Indicators for June 2020 and it was proposed by Councillor A Swan, seconded by 
Alderman J Tinsley, and agreed that this information be noted.  

 
 
5. Any Other Business 

 
There were no items of any other business. 
 
 

There being no further business, the meeting concluded at 12.30 pm. 
 
 
 
 

     ____________________________________    
      CHAIRMAN / MAYOR    
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