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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 11 January 2021 
at 10.30 a.m. 

 

 

  
PRESENT: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

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

 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 

 
 
        Present in Chamber: 

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

 
  

 
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.   
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He stated that planning officers, the Council’s Legal Advisors and those speaking 
for or against the applications would be attending the meeting remotely. 
 
The meeting was paused briefly to allow the Legal Advisor to join the meeting. . 
 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised on housekeeping and 
evacuation procedures.  The Member Services Officer (MC) then read out the 
names of the Elected Members in attendance at the meeting. 
 

1.     Apologies 
 

There were no apologies. 
 

2. Declarations of Interest  
 

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

• Councillor J Craig in LA05/2018/1136/F as he had lobbied on behalf of 
residents and would be making representations at the meeting and would 
therefore withdraw from the determination process for this application. 

• Councillor S Swan referred to LA05/2020/0255/O, LA05/2020/2056/O and 
LA05/2018/0314/F stating that he had been approached regarding the 
applications but had made no comment and had not pre-determined them. 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to LA05/2020/0255/O and LA05/2020/0256/O 
as he lived within a quarter of a mile from the sites, he also knows the 
applicant but has had no discussion about either application and has not 
pre-determined them. 

• Alderman A Grehan in LA05/2017/0537/F and LA05/2018/1136/F as she is 
a member of the Board of the NI Housing Executive, she would be 
withdrawing from the determination of both applications. 

• Alderman J Tinsley referred to LA05/2018/1136/F, LA05/2020/0163//F and 
LA05/2020/0185/O advising the he had been contacted regarding them but 
had made no commitment and did not consider he had pre-determined 
them. 

 
 

3. Minutes of the Planning Committee Meeting held on 7 December 2020 
 
It was proposed by Councillor J McCarthy, seconded by Councillor John Palmer, 
and agreed that the minutes of the Committee meeting held on 7 December 2020 
as circulated be signed. 
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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. 
 
 
(i) LA05/2018/0314/F – Proposed drive-thru restaurant with associated car 

parking on lands at 2 Ravarnet Road, Lisburn, 
 
At this stage the Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, stated that it was his 
understanding that there might be a consensus amongst members of the 
Committee to defer the determination of this application pending a site visit being 
arranged. 
 
Councillor John Palmer said that he felt that a site visit was necessary as was 
receipt of additional traffic management information. 
 
On a majority confirmed by a show of hands it was agreed by the Committee not 
to defer the  application for a site visit and the Committee agreed to proceed to 
determine it. 
 
They were advised that Mr S Cash from the Department for Infrastructure (Roads) 
was present to address any queries raised by Members. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
No speakers had requested to make representations. 
 
There then followed a question and answer session with the planning officers 
during which the following issues arose: 
 

• Councillor John Palmer asked whether consideration had been given to 
alternative sites and the Head of Planning and Capital Development 
proceeded to outline that there was no requirement to ask for other 
locations to be considered.  The application must be considered on its own 
merits with consideration being given to the impact on the city centre.  The 
Planning Unit consider that the requirement to undertake a sequential test 
had been met.  He went on to outline the various other examples of food 
being sold in the immediate locality stating that Sprucefield was not being 
considered as an alternative. 

• Councillor John Palmer then outlined his concerns at access and egress 
and wondered whether PSNI Traffic Management had been contacted 
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given the proximity to their facility.  He was advised that Mr Cash from the 
Department for Infrastructure would address those queries in due course.  
The Head of Planning and Capital Development explained the queuing 
capacity incorporated in the proposal and demonstrated this on the 
presentation map. 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked what the designation of the site was and what the 
designation of Sprucefield was.  He stated that he had driven past a similar 
venue and had noticed considerable queuing on the road, he wondered if 
measures could be put in place to direct cars on in such circumstances.  
The Principal Planning Officer referred to paragraph 19 of the planning 
officer’s report which explained that this was white land and was not zoned 
and that Sprucefield was zoned as a Regional Shopping Centre. 

• Councillor A Swan said that he wished to clarify egress arrangements. 
• Councillor J Craig said that his concerns centred around traffic flow in and 

out of the development, he was concerned at the build-up of traffic which 
may occur at peak periods at this busy junction and asked how additional 
traffic had been allowed for. 

• Councillor U Mackin asked whether other sites had been considered.  He 
requested clarification on how it had come about that this was white land as 
originally it had been residential, he wondered how this impacted on the 
emerging Area Plan, he also asked for clarification on the impact of traffic 
turning right onto the Ravarnet Road and referred to the availability of 
vacant restaurant sites in the area. 

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development explained the policy 
requirements.  He stated that Sprucefield was unique and that the applicant 
was not required to assess the impact on the Regional Shopping Centre but 
on  the city centre and retail within it.  He outlined some of the policy 
requirements for new retail at the Regional Shopping Centre stating that 
these requirements cannot be applied here as it falls outside the Regional 
Shopping Centre boundary.  The impact on the city centre had been 
weighed by the Planning Unit in the assessment process. 
Regarding the land being white land, he confirmed that there was no 
residential zoning attached to this land, its established use was nil as the 
previous dwelling was demolished and the site had been cleared in the 
past.  The term ‘white land’ applied to land where there was no zoning 
attached and a range of uses normally found in settlements would be 
acceptable.  Regarding the emerging Development Plan he explained that 
the prevailing policy currently applied and this was not relevant to the 
assessment of this proposal. 
 
Mr S Cash from the Department for Infrastructure (Roads) was present to 
respond to members concerns, raised above, regarding traffic 
management.  He advised that he had not been the Case Officer, and he 
was responding to members’ questions using information contained in the 
file.  He responded as follows: 
 

• Regarding Councillor John Palmer’ question on access and egress he 
outlined how this had been considered advising that it was not felt that the 
junction would be impacted significantly by this proposal and advised that 
the parking and queuing standards were considered met.  He also advised 
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that there was no indication that PSNI had been approached confirming that 
this was not necessarily procedure. 
 

• Regarding Alderman J Tinsley’s comments he said that he felt this may be 
a COVID related matter as drive-through restaurants were the only option in 
current circumstances, he stated that he could check to see whether 
arrangements could be put in place to move traffic on as suggested. 

•  Regarding Councillor A Swan’s question on egress he stated that, as 
stated previously, the number of trips anticipated was not significant. 
 

• Regarding Councillor J Craig’s question on traffic flow, the same response 
applied, that during peak demand there would not be a significant impact.  
Councillor J Craig felt his question had not been answered and considered 
that there would be traffic issues at this location during peak hours.  He 
went on to outline an issue with a filter lane at the location which would 
impact on cars turning right.  Mr Cash advised that the original Case Officer 
had considered that there would be no impact on the junction. 

 
• Councillor John Palmer then proposed that consultation take place with the 

PSNI Traffic Management Unit regarding this proposal.  The Head of 
Planning and Capital Development went on to outline specific 
circumstances which would lead the Department for Infrastructure to 
consult with the PSNI.  Mr Cash said that the accident history at this 
junction would be the main reason to consult with PSNI and acknowledged 
that this possibly should have been done.  Councillor John Palmer’s 
proposal to request that this application be forwarded for consultation to the 
PSNI Traffic Management Unit was seconded by Councillor J Craig. 
 

• Councillor U Mackin asked how a left turn into this site would impact traffic 
on the Old Hillsborough Road and was advised by Mr S Cash that this had 
not been viewed as being an issue as standards were met. 
 

• Councillor M Gregg asked whether the right turn into the site and the 
approach to the lights met requirements and asked whether there were 
proposals to widen the road and was advised by Mr S Cash that standards 
had been considered met. 

 
The Chairman then sought to revisit Councillor John Palmer’s proposal to defer 
the determination of this application pending consultation with the PSNI Traffic 
Management Unit, the proposal had been seconded by Councillor J Craig.  It was 
agreed by a majority of 6:2 with 3 abstentions to defer the determination of this 
application pending consultation on the proposal with the PSNI Traffic 
Management Branch being carried out through DfI Roads given the impact on the 
PSNI facility close to the location.  Clarification was also to be sought on the 
impact of right turning junctions and whether or not there is adequate queuing 
capacity incorporated and how this can be best managed.   
 
Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor O Gawith, declared the meeting adjourned at 11.50 am 
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Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor O Gawith, declared the meeting resumed at 11.58 am 
 
Alderman A Grehan and Councillor J Craig had both declared interests in the 
following application and therefore did not return to the meeting at this stage. 
 
 (ii) LA05/2018/1136/F – Proposed demolition of 2 number existing 

retail/commercial buildings and replacement with 6 number social housing 
apartments at 18-22 Grand Street, Lisnagarvey, Lisburn 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Councillor J Craig who wished to speak in opposition to 
the application and who had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• He stated that the issue with the new parking survey submitted was that day 

time surveys were identifying residential spaces where residents were at work, 
there will be issues when they return home to find there is someone parked in 
their space. 

• He also referred to the character of the proposal stating that he did not feel the 
dummy doors were adequate to meet PPS7 QD1.  The surrounding character 
was that of terrace housing and this was not in keeping with that. 

 
Councillor J Craig then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Alderman D Drysdale asked whether Councillor J Craig would accept that 
furlough and COVID had impacted on the survey results and Councillor J 
Craig responded that there was a high number of NHS workers in this area 
and the impact of COVID has meant that they were at work for longer 
periods as they cannot do their jobs from home. 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked whether the historic reports and the survey report 
were consistent and he was advised that the issue was later in the evening, 
he felt that the results of the survey did not sit with his experience of the 
area he said that it would be a challenge to find a space in the area in the 
evenings. 

 
The Committee received Councillor S Carson who wished to speak in opposition 
to the application and who had provided the Committee with a written submission 
in advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• Raised issues in relation to parking.  He stated that the survey results 

appeared convenient and he shared the previous speaker’s concerns as his 
own experience was very different.  He stated that he had not viewed the 
video evidence referred to in the Report.  He also queried whether the 
Department for Infrastructure had fulfilled their obligations.  He also expressed 
concern at the inclusion of the Dummy Doors in an effort to integrate the 
proposal. 
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Councillor S Carson then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Councillor S Swan referred to parking and stated that he had been in the 
area recently in the evening and had noticed ample parking available as 
had been the case when the site meeting was held, he asked whether he 
should ignore what he witnessed for himself. 

• Councillor S Carson responded that he had seen no justification from 
Department for Infrastructure regarding this application and that he also 
could only rely on his own experience. 

• Alderman J Dillon stated that the survey results were there and they were 
clear, he asked whether Councillor S Carson thought that they were not 
true. 

• Councillor S Carson replied stating that the consultant carrying out the 
survey had been employed by the applicant and he was concerned at the 
ambiguity around it and would prefer to hear the view of the Statutory 
Agency. 

 
The Committee received Mr R Angus, 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 and advised that Mr Jackson, 
the agent, was also available for questions if deemed necessary: 
 
• He stated that he took nine surveys over a two year period and confirmed that 

there was more than adequate parking. 
• He confirmed that none of the surveys had been taken in the afternoon, they 

were taken in the evening when residents would be at home. 
• Surveys were carried out during the period when some residents would have 

been at home due to Covid-19 and therefore less spaces available than would 
normally be the case. 

• He said that there was photographic evidence available and therefore the 
findings were not ambiguous. 

 
Mr R Angus then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Councillor Swan asked why it was that houses were not build rather than 
apartments made to look like houses. 

• Mr J Jackson responded that the site was one suitable for apartments.  He 
advised that the Dummy Doors had been incorporated to replace the 
customary archway entrance option which in the past has been associated 
with anti-social behaviour. 

• Alderman D Drysdale sought clarification on the type of apartments to be 
constructed and was advised that these were a mix of 1 and 2 bedroom 
apartments. 

• Alderman D Drysdale asked whether these would be particularly suited to 
those without cars due to their proximity to the station and Mr Jackson 
responded that this was the case and that he would be surprised if there 
would be more than two cars. 

• Mr Angus advised that 55% of apartment residents in Hilden did not have a 
car. 
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• Councillor U Mackin asked how two apartment blocks could integrate into 
an area surrounded by terraced housing and was advised, by Mr Jackson,  
that the elevations appear as houses visually so therefore they integrate he 
was also advised that there was currently demand in the Lisburn area for 
high density housing. 

• Councillor M Gregg asked whether it was considered that the layout would 
draw people to park in the layby and was advised that the layby was empty 
for much of the surveys taken. 

• Councillor John Palmer asked why 1 bedroom apartments had been 
incorporated and was advised that this was due to the fact that they suited 
the space available and there was a need for this type of housing. 

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

• Councillor A Swan asked whether terraced housing for families might not 
have been more suitable for this location and was advised by the Head of 
Planning and Capital Development that the policy promoted and 
encouraged variety.  He stated that the visual character had been examined 
and it was felt that the apartments would be generally acceptable.  With the 
aid of the overhead slide showing the front elevation he outlined how it gave 
the impression of being two houses.  He advised that Dummy Doors were 
used in many similar situations and it was felt that the proposal did fit with 
local character. 

• Councillor M Gregg referred to paragraph 42 of the report which referred to 
noise and odour and asked if there had been many complaints in this 
respect.  He was advised by the Head of Planning and Capital 
Development that Environmental Health had been consulted with and had 
responded that there would be no harm to the amenity of future resident of 
this development.   The Principal Planning Officer clarified the response 
received from Environmental Health including the specification of fixed 
closed windows to reduce risk of issues of nuisance from odour.  In 
response to a question from Councillor M Gregg she advised of another 
example where such windows had been incorporated. 

 
During the debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Alderman J Dillon stated that this application appeared to him to be 
compliant, the view that there was a lack of parking does not appear to 
stack up and there is a need for housing in the area so therefore it should 
be approved. 

• Alderman D Drysdale said that there was inadequate evidence to overturn 
this recommendation and he would therefore be voting in favour of it. 

• Councillor A Swan said that his only reservation was that the apartments 
had been made to look like houses, he acknowledged however that there 
was a need for one bedroom apartments in the area he felt the reason for 
deferring had been unjustified. 

• Councillor M Gregg stated that the reasons for deferring this application did 
not, in his opinion, stack up.  He said he had some reservations regarding 
noise and odour but the Environmental Health Unit were content. 
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• Councillor U Mackin said he had concerns at the changes it would make to 
the area in terms of character and did not feel that the inclusion of the 
Dummy Doors was adequate however he would be supporting the 
recommendation albeit that he is not content with the doors. 

• Councillor John Palmer said that he initially had concerns at parking but 
was now content. 

 
 

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 9:0 with 0 abstentions to approve the application subject to the 
conditions outlined in the Officer’s report.   
 
Councillor M Gregg requested that a condition be put in place requesting the 
developer to provide a Translink Travel Pass to the residents of each unit in an 
effort to promote the use of public transport.  Mr Finlay from the Department for 
Infrastructure stated that this had not been incorporated into their response as 
there was adequate parking available at the location however it could be included 
if the Council was minded to request so. 
 
This was put to the Committee and on a majority confirmed by a show of hands it 
fell. 
 
Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor O Gawith, declared the meeting adjourned for lunch at 
12.50 pm 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor O Gawith, declared the meeting resumed at 13.25 pm 
 
Councillor J Craig returned to the meeting at this stage but Alderman A Grehan 
remained outside the meeting as she had declared an interest in the following 
application. 
 
 
(iii) LA05/2017/0537/F – Demolition of existing building and erection of 14 social 

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

 
The Senior Planning Officer (MB) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
No speakers had requested to make representations on this application. 
 
The Committee was advised that Mr S Cash from the Department for 
Infrastructure remained available to respond to queries from members should that 
be necessary. 
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There followed a question and answer session with the planning officers during 
which the following issues arose: 
 

• Councillor J Craig asked why the no right turn facility in and out of the 
development appeared to have been ruled out and was advised by Mr S 
Cash that a survey had been carried out at peak hours and it was decided 
that no issue was experienced and that other options were available to 
safely egress.  Councillor J Craig responded that this has not been a 
normal year and stated that it was his opinion that Covid-19 had skewed 
traffic in the city. 

• Mr S Cash advised that the traffic lights facilitated a gap in traffic which was 
deemed as being adequate. 

• Councillor M Gregg asked whether Mr Cash had any information on the 
timings of the right turn filter light and was advised that such information 
was not to hand. 

• Alderman D Drysdale referred to traffic coming in the other direction asking 
whether this would cause issues to which Mr S Cash responded that the 
traffic signals provide a gap to facilitate a turn and they can be adjusted to 
facilitate this further if necessary. 

• Councillor John Palmer asked whether a left turn only in and out could be 
put in place and the Chairman suggested that this could be considered 
should be application be approved. 

• Councillor U Mackin referred to the filter lane stating that it would be 
common for 4 or 5 cars to be waiting to turn into Young Street and he 
wondered if this scenario would impact on the ease of turning into this 
development.  Mr S Cash said that he felt that the manoeuvre into the 
development could still be made.  Councillor U Mackin then asked for 
clarification on how traffic could be controlled by the filter light which was 
provided by Mr Cash. 

 
During the debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Alderman J Tinsley said that after looking at the location he had noticed that 
he could have accessed the site and overall felt he would be supportive of 
the application. 

• Councillor J Craig stated that he was not against the development, he had 
concerns at traffic management.  He felt that recent traffic had been 
drastically reduced due to Covid-19 however in normal circumstances there 
would be a build- up of traffic at this location. However as the Statutory 
Consultee was supportive he felt that he reluctantly found himself 
supporting it also, however he did foresee major issues in the future. 

• Councillor A Swan said that initially he had a negative view of the proposal 
however he no longer felt that there was enough evidence to support a 
refusal. 

• Alderman J Dillon said that initially he had mixed feeling however he would 
now be supporting the recommendation. 

• Councillor U Mackin said that current traffic volumes were not normal, this 
is one of the main routes into the city and it is wrong to say that there is not 
heavy traffic.  He stated that he did not concur with the view of the 
Department for Infrastructure (Roads) on the matter, he cannot accept that 
there will be no tailbacks in normal traffic conditions.  He said that if the 
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junction traffic signals could be adjusted to make improvements, then that 
would satisfy him to some extent, he stated that he would like to see this 
conditioned and then would support the proposal. 

• Councillor John Palmer stated once more that he would like to see a left in 
left out condition put in place to avoid drivers having to cross lanes. 

• Councillor M Gregg said that his main concern was the right turn into the 
site leaving Lisburn, he advised that the widened access helped and that, 
on balance, he would be supporting the proposal. 

• The Head of Planning and Capital Development referred to conditions and 
the drafting  of one relating to no right turn movement into the site and 
advised that this had been discussed previously, he said that it would be 
difficult to support this in the absence of a physical constraint and that the 
better solution was the widened entrance.  This type of condition would not 
be recommended. 

• The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith, asked whether the widening was now 
park of the application and was advised that should the application be 
approved it would be held pending receipt of revised drawings. 

• Alderman D Drysdale stated that it would be his opinion that drivers will be 
tempted to make a left turn as they would feel themselves that this would be 
the safest option. 

• Councillor U Mackin said that he would not be suggesting that the approval 
be conditioned with no right turn. 

 
 

The Committee, having considered the information provided within the report of 
the Senior Planning Officer agreed by a majority of 10:0 with 0 abstentions to 
approve the application subject to the conditions outlined in the Officer’s report.   
 
Councillor M Gregg suggested imposing a condition requesting the developer to 
provide the residents of each unit with a one year Translink Travel Pass to 
promote the use of public transport. 
 
Mr Cash stated that the Department for Infrastructure would have no objection to 
this. 
 
Alderman J Dillon stated that he did not feel that the Council should be taking on 
this responsibility. 
 
Councillor J Craig asked whether this would be an enforceable condition and was 
advised by the Head of Planning and Capital Development that it would be more 
normal for this to be requested during the application process as an informative 
rather than as a binding condition of planning permission however if members are 
minded to request this it can be explored. 
 
On a majority confirmed by a show of hands it was agreed that this condition 
should be added to those already placed on the planning application approval. 
 
There then followed a discussion on the request for adjustments to the 
signalisation of the traffic controls to be included as a condition to the planning 
application approval.  Councillor U Mackin stated that he would like this to be one 
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of the planning permission conditions and it was requested that the Committee 
receive legal advice. 
 

  “In Committee” 
 
 It was proposed by Councillor J Craig, seconded by Councillor U Mackin and 

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

 
 Legal advice was received and noted. 
 
 Resumption of Normal Business 
 

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

 Councillor J Craig then asked whether it would be reasonable for the committee to 
seek to place a condition on a Statutory Consultee or would this be best dealt with 
by including an informative.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development 
responded that it would not be normal practice to impose such a condition 
however he did advise that it would be possible to include an informative/advice 
note requesting the developer to engage with the Department for Infrastructure 
(Roads) to consider the signalisation of the traffic lights and amend these to 
facilitate turning. 

 
 After consideration it was agreed by the Committee that the Planning Unit include 

an informative / advice note asking the developer to engage with the Department 
for Infrastructure (Roads) to consider the signalisation of the traffic lights and 
amend these to facilitate turning at this location. 

 
 Alderman A Grehan returned to the meeting at 2.45 pm 
 Alderman D Drysdale left the meeting at 2.45 pm 

 
 
 (iv) LA05/2020/0163/F – Conversion of outbuilding to residential annex at 172 

Dromara Road Hillsborough. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer (MB) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
The Chairman highlighted documentation supporting this application which had 
been received from the Right Honourable Sir Jeffrey Donaldson MP advising that it 
had been circulated to members of the Committee and was available on Decision 
Time. 
 
The Committee received Mr C O’Callaghan 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 applicant and her husband lived in the house which was much too large 
for their requirements and which they had been trying to sell for the past 
number of years. 

• The extension is said to fall foul of policy. 
• He highlighted a duplication in the refusal reasons. 
• He emphasised that Planning Policy did not have to be slavishly followed 

particularly as there are complex requirements in this situation. 
 
Mr O’Callaghan then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked if it would be possible to join the extension to the 
main house and was advised that technically anything is possible however 
the house was already too large and to add to it would make it 
unmanageable.  One of the rooms would need to be converted into a hall to 
facilitate this.  However if it transpires that this is the only way forward then 
it may need to be considered.  He stated that Policy requirements do not 
specify that it needed to be joined. 

• Alderman J Dillon asked whether medical evidence had been submitted 
and was advised that it had and Mr O’Callaghan went on to expand on the 
medical conditions experienced by the applicant and her husband. 

• Councillor S Swan sought clarification on the square footage of the house 
and the square footage of the out-building and asked whether there were 
dormers in the out-building.  He was advised by Mr O’Callaghan that the 
out-building did have dormer windows and that its square footage was 
between 700 square feet and 1200 square feet and that the house was 
around 4,000 square feet. 

• Councillor J Craig asked whether Mr O’Callaghan was aware of any similar 
applications being overturned on appeal and Mr O’Callaghan referred to 
two cases one of which was an application and one of which was an 
enforcement case.  He felt that these were broadly similar as they shared 
facilities. 

• Councillor J Craig asked whether Mr O’Callaghan could confirm that all 
services would be shared with the main house and Mr O’Callaghan 
confirmed that this would be the case. 

• Alderman O Gawith referred to the fact that the owners had been trying to 
sell the house for the past ten years and remarked that it would appear that 
they had now found a buyer and Mr O’Callaghan concurred advising that 
funds raised would furnish the outbuilding and everything would remain 
within the family. 

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

• Alderman J Tinsley asked for photographs to be put up again on the screen 
this was done and the Head of Planning and Capital Development 
confirmed that the out building was 700 square feet and when  the 500 
square feet extension is added this totalled approximately 1200 square feet. 

 
During the debate, the following comments were made: 
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• Councillor A Swan said that he would be supporting the recommendation, 
the outbuilding looks like a house and it could be joined onto the main 
house.  He stated that similar proposals had been refused in the past. 

• Alderman J Dillon said that he took a contrary view, there was significant 
medical evidence provided and he would be supporting the application. 

• Councillor J Craig stated that he found himself concurring with Alderman J 
Dillon’s comments.  The outbuilding, in his view, was linked to the main 
house via the services provided.  A 3 metre link would satisfy the Planning 
Unit but what would this achieve? This would not be approved as a stand-
alone building but it should be approved in these circumstances. 

• Councillor M Gregg stated that in his opinion, the fact that it would not be 
approved as a stand-alone building made him more likely to support the 
recommendation.  With the extension this proposal verges on not remaining 
subordinate and it is not on the same footprint. 

• Alderman J Tinsley stated that there was a strong case put forward by the 
agent, if the Committee are minded to approve it does it become an annexe 
or a house on its own merit.  The Head of Planning and Capital 
Development read from the guidance document and stated that this  is the 
conversion of a separate building but it could be subject to a condition 
restricting the use of the building to be ancillary to the main dwelling. 

 
 

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 6:4 with 0 abstentions to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report.   
 
Adjournment of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor O Gawith, declared the meeting adjourned at 3.25 pm 
 
Resumption of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Councillor O Gawith, declared the meeting resumed at 3.30 pm. 
 
 
(v) LA05/2020/0185/O – Site for a detached farm dwelling under PPS 21 CTY10 

on lands to the rear of 15-17 Cross Lane, Lisburn. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mrs Audrey Harvey who wished to speak in opposition to 
the application and who had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• She was speaking on behalf of a group of residents. 
• There has never been a farm at this address or related to it. 
• The activity here has always been light industrial and currently pallet 

manufacturing was being carried out on the site. 
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• There were caravans on the site, these were not occupied by the applicant 
and were currently under enforcement. 

• CTY10, 13 and 14 are not complied with as they are not visually linked. 
• She does not understand why this site was chosen as there are others 

available and she went on to outline alternative options. 
• She had never seen any farming on the site which is currently unclassified and 

has not been included as part of the farm in the 2019 Ariel Field Map. 
 
Mrs Harvey then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Alderman J Dillon said that he had visited the site to purchase farm 
machinery around 15 to 20 years ago and had viewed farming activity.  Mrs 
Harvey stated that she did not understand how that could have been the 
case as there has never been any farming activity there. 

 
The Committee received Mr Aidan Johnson who wished to speak in support of the 
application and who had provided the Committee with a written submission in 
advance of the meeting and highlighted the following: 
 
• The applicant farms the land using the existing lane way. 
• The proposed dwelling is visually liked to cluster with a group of buildings, the 

policy does not state that they have to be farm buildings. 
• It is compliant with CTY13, 14 and 16 
• He provided examples of similar applications approved. 

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

• Councillor U Mackin referred to the fact that the agent had stated that the 
application does link to the farm whereas the Planning Officer had stated 
that it does not, he asked that this anomaly be clarified.  The Head of 
Planning and Capital Development highlighted that the site was on an 
unverified field and advised that the established group of buildings referred 
to were not on the farm. 

• Alderman J Dillon stated that was not so sure that the proposal did not meet 
policy, he felt it was linked and could not see why it was being refused.  The 
Head of Planning and Capital Development responded that the link was not 
with an established group of buildings on a farm, as outlined previously, the 
group of buildings it is associated with are not on the farm 

• At this stage Alderman J Dillon proposed that the determination of this 
application be deferred pending the holding of a site meeting to view the 
location and context however, as the proposal was not seconded it 
therefore fell. 

• Councillor A Swan asked whether the two mobile homes were occupied 
and was advised that they are subject to a separate investigation by the 
planning enforcement team and should not be considered relevant to the 
determination of the planning application. 
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• Alderman J Tinsley referred to the 2008 upgrade of land and asked what 
classification was currently on this land and what was the difference 
between that classification and that of B4 storage.  The Head of Planning 
and Capital Development responded that this was industrial land, B4 was 
for storage and distribution and he went on to outline the differences 
between the two. 

• Councillor J Craig said that the field belonged to a farm but not the 
applicant, he stated that it was his understanding that third parties can 
apply for Planning Permission, so is the case that the property needs to be 
linked to the farm buildings but it can’t because it does not belong to that 
farm.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development confirmed that this 
was indeed the case. 

 
During the debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Councillor A Swan stated that he would be supporting the Officer 
Recommendation in this case, the planning system is generous to farmers 
and he does not see why this applicant has not applied for a site on his own 
farm.  He wondered why it had been called in. 

• Alderman J Dillon said that, on reading the notes, it appeared to him that 
the application should be approved.  This was an established farm and he 
is entitled to a site on his farm, he stated that this was why he had 
requested a site visit. 

• Councillor J Craig said that he was of the opposite opinion, the land does 
not belong to him, if he farmed it himself he would have a better case.  He 
said that he would be supporting the recommendation of the Planning 
Officers. 

 
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 9:1 with 0 abstentions to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report.   
 
(vi) LA05/2020/0255/O – Dwelling and garage, including improvements to 
  access on lands adjacent and 30m south of 98 Saintfield Road, Lisburn;  
 
  and  
 
(vii)  LA05/2020/0256/O – Dwelling and garage, including improvements to 

 access on lands 60m south of 98 Saintfield Road, Lisburn. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer (RT) presented the above applications together as 
outlined within the circulated report but advised that they would be voted on 
separately. 
 
The Committee received Mr Andrew McCready 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 private lane was continuous to no 102A and the farmland beyond, it does 

not end where the Planning Officers say it does. 
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• The proposal does respect current development patterns and he outlined how 
this was so. 

• The development will integrate into the landscape. 
• There will be no impact on amenity as the sheds are used for domestic 

storage. 
 
During the above representation, Alderman D Drysdale returned to the meeting at 
4.20 pm however as he had not been present for the entire discussion he would 
be unable to vote on either application. 
 
Mr McCready then responded to Members’ queries as follows: 
 

• Councillor A Swan commented that the buildings did not appear to have 
road frontage but instead fronted onto a lane.  Mr McCready responded that 
policy stated that frontage could be public road, footpath or private lane. 

• Councillor John Palmer sought clarification on access arrangements which 
were provided by Mr McCready. 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked that if the Committee were minded to approve 
the application, would there be any way to satisfy the objections of the 
Department for Infrastructure (Roads).  Mr McCready responded that the 
improvements would be satisfactory as no new entrances would have been 
created. 

• Alderman O Gawith referred to the Road Service response which stated 
that they would not be content.  Mr McCready clarified that if these became 
official infill sites then they would be content and he outlined a similar 
situation in Ballymacbrennan. 

• Alderman O Gawith asked for a photograph of the laneway to be put up on 
the presentation slide and sought clarification of the laneway and how far it 
extended back to 102A. This was provided by Mr McCready who said that it 
was clearer on the ground. 

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

• Councillor U Mackin referred to paragraph 64 page 8 of the Report which 
stated that the laneway was not considered to be so as it is not concrete 
like the rest, he asked where this was referred to in Planning Policy.  He 
also referred to the response from the Department for Infrastructure 
regarding the access stating that if these applications are approved there 
would be intensification but the entrance was already there.  The Principal 
Planning Officer responded that the surfaces were used to highlight 
differences.  The report also clarifies the lack of frontage, the Planning Unit 
do feel that this is a private driveway rather than a laneway as it services 
only one dwelling. 

• Alderman J Tinsley asked whether the Planning Unit feel that the driveway 
going to 102 is a different private laneway and with the aid of one of the 
presentation slides the Head of Planning and Capital Development outlined 
the order in which the lanes were constructed and why the Planning Unit 
differentiated between them.  He also highlighted the issue of frontage and 
the fact that these dwellings do not both front onto the lane, therefore the 
frontage is not continuous.  He stated that the appeal decision referred to in 



   PC   11 01 2021 
 

47 
 

the Planning Officer’s Report dealt with this and for that reason the 
Planning Unit do not feel that the policy is met. 
 
During the above discussion Councillor J Craig left the meeting at 4.25pm 
and Alderman J Dillon left the meeting at 4.45 pm 

 
During the debate, the following comments were made: 
 

• Alderman O Gawith stated that it was rare that the Department for 
Infrastructure (Roads) advised not to proceed and as he could not see this 
as being one laneway he would be supporting the recommendation to 
refuse. 

• Councillor A Swan said he did not understand why the Department for 
Infrastructure would be supportive if the applications were considered to be 
infill dwellings.  The Head of Planning and Capital Development explained 
that a policy compliant application created an exception and allowed for an 
existing access to be used.  The Head of Planning and Capital 
Development continued that if the applications were to be approved that 
refusal reason would fall. 

 
 At this stage it was proposed by Councillor John Palmer and seconded by 

Councillor U Mackin that the determination of this application be deferred pending 
a site visit being arranged to view the site and context, however on majority of 4:3 
confirmed by a show of hands the proposal fell and the Committee proceeded to 
determine the applications. 

 
(vi) LA05/2020/0255/O – Dwelling and garage, including improvements to 
  access on lands adjacent and 30m south of 98 Saintfield 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 4:3 with 0 abstentions to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report.   
 
(vii)  LA05/2020/0256/O – Dwelling and garage, including improvements to 

 access on lands 60m south of 98 Saintfield 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 4:3 with 0 abstentions to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report.   
 
It was noted that due to technical issues, Alderman A Grehan had not been able to 
continue to attend the meeting and had therefore been unable to vote. 
 
 

4.2 Statutory Performance Indicators – November 2020 
 
 Members had been provided with information on Statutory Performance Indicators 

for November 2020 together with a verbal update from the Head of Planning and 
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Capital Development who then responded to a number of questions from 
members of the Committee. 

 
 It was proposed by Councillor A Swan, seconded by Councillor M Gregg and 

agreed that the information be noted. 
 
 The Chairman, Alderman O Gawith thanked Officers and Committee Members for 

their input. 
 
 
5. Confidential Business 

 
 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. 

 
 “In Committee” 
 
 It was proposed by Councillor U Mackin, seconded by Councillor M Gregg and 

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

 
 5.1  Review of the Protocol for the operation of the Planning Committee 
 
 It was proposed by Alderman J Tinsley, seconded by Councillor A Swan and 

agreed that Members note the proposed changes to the Protocol for the Operation 
of the Planning Committee as drafted and subject to further consultation in January 
2021, before being presented to the appropriate Committee for approval. 

 
 5.2 Any Other Confidential Business 
 
 (i) Councillor M Gregg – Preparedness of DfI Roads Officials 
 
   In response to an issue raised by Councillor M Gregg, the Director of 

  Service Transformation undertook to raise the matter at a forthcoming 
  meeting with Mr Kevin Monaghan and also to follow up in writing. 

 
   Other members voiced their support for this and there was some   

  discussion on how the use of zoom may have contributed. 
 
 (ii) Alderman J Tinsley - Loss of Internet Connection during Meetings 
 
   It was agreed by the Committee that in future when a member loses 

  internet connection, the meeting should be stopped until they are able to 
  re-connect. 

    
 Resumption of Normal Business 
 

   It was proposed by Councillor A Swan, seconded by Councillor U Mackin and 
       agreed to come out of committee and normal business was resumed. 
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6. Any Other Business 
 

 (i) Head of Planning and Capital Development – Speed Limit on the  
  Knockmore Feeder Road 

 
   The Head of Planning and Capital Development updated members that 

  the speed limit on the above road at the top end would be 50 mph and 
  would be 30 mph after the right hand turn. 

 
   The above information was noted. 
 
 (ii) Councillor John Palmer - Update on Planning Appeal Decisions 
 
   Councillor John Palmer asked if there were any updates on Planning 

  Appeal Decisions and was advised that none had been received. 
 
   The above information was noted. 
 
 (iii) Alderman D Drysdale - Update on Legal Matters 
 
   In response to a question from Alderman D Drysdale, the Head of  

  Planning and Capital Development advised that live legal proceedings 
  were ongoing and an update would issue in due course. 

 
   The above information was noted. 
 
 
There being no further business, the meeting concluded at 5.25 pm. 

 
 

       ____________________________________    
      CHAIRMAN / MAYOR    
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