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LISBURN & CASTLEREAGH CITY COUNCIL 

 
Minutes of Meeting of the Planning Committee held in the Council 
Chamber, Lisburn & Castlereagh City Council Offices, Island Civic Centre, 
The Island, Lisburn on Monday 1 April 2019 at 10.00 am 

 

 

PRESENT: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Alderman D Drysdale (Chairman) 
 
Councillor O Gawith (Vice-Chairman) 
 
Aldermen  J Dillon MBE JP, and T Jeffers 
Councillors  N Anderson, J Craig, A Givan,   
B Hanvey, and N Trimble  

 
OTHER  
MEMBERS: 
 

 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 

 
The Right Worshipful the Mayor, Councillor U Mackin 
Alderman J Tinsley 
 
 
 

          Director of Service Transformation 
Head of Planning and Capital Development 
Principal Planning Officer (RH) 
Senior Planning Officers (MCO’N and MB) 
Member Services Officer  
Attendance Clerk 

 
Legal Advisor: 
B Martyn - Cleaver Fulton & Rankin  
  

  
 
Commencement of Meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman D Drysdale, welcomed everyone to the meeting.  
 
Introductions were made by the Chairman and some housekeeping and evacuation 
announcements were made by the Director of Service Transformation who also 
highlighted, to those in the public gallery, that information on the procedures of the 
Committee was available at the rear of the Council Chamber. 
 
(Councillor N Anderson arrived at 10.12 am) 
 
1.      Apologies 

 
It was agreed that an apology from Councillor A Girvin be recorded. 
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2. Declarations of Interest  
 

The Chairman stated that, with reference to applications LA05/2018/0842/F 
and LA05/2017/1234/F where the applicant was the Council, all Members had the 
same interest and therefore paragraph 6.6 of the Code of Conduct applied and it 
was not necessary for individual declarations of interest to be made. 
  
The Chairman sought Declarations of Interest from Members and reminded them 
to complete the supporting forms which had been left at each desk. 
 
No Declarations of Interest were made at this stage but during the course of the 
meeting, Councillor J Craig declared an interest in Item 7.1.1 (3) 
LA05/2018/0219/F – Local Application (Called in) – Erection of 2 no. dwellings 
(under CTY 6 & 8 of PPS 21) (Additional Information) on lands between 56a and 
60 Halfpenny Gate Road, Craigavon on the basis that he was a Member of the 
Education Authority. 
 

 
3. Minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on Monday 4 March 2019. 

 
It was proposed by Councillor B Hanvey, seconded by Councillor A Givan, and 
agreed that the Minutes of the Committee Meeting held on Monday 4 March 2019 
as circulated be confirmed and signed. 
 
 

4. Report of the Director of Service Transformation 
 

It was agreed that the report and recommendations of the Director of Service 
Transformation be adopted, subject to any decisions recorded below: 
 

 
4.1 Replacement Planning Portal – Initial in Principle Investment 
 
The Committee was provided with copy and noted a letter from the Department for 
Infrastructure offering an additional contribution of £1million towards the 
replacement planning portal and it was noted that the apportionment costs across 
the Councils would be negotiated and agreed through SOLACE.   
 
Members also noted that the Development Committee had agreed to recommend 
that, as part of Lisburn & Castlereagh City Council’s contribution, an offer might be 
made to transfer a member of staff from the Planning Unit to the Project Team for 
a short duration for the purpose of testing and refining a specification. 
 
 

5. Deferment of Agenda Item 
 

At this stage it was agreed to defer Item 2 of the Report of the Director of Service 
Transformation until later in the meeting and to proceed with consideration of the 
Confidential Report of the Director of Service Transformation. 
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6. Confidential Report of the Director of Service Transformation 
 

It was agreed that the report and recommendations of the Confidential Report of 
the Director of Service Transformation be noted, subject to any decisions recorded 
below. 
 
The Chairman advised that the following items would be discussed ‘in Committee’ 
for the reasons indicated on the meeting Agenda. 
 
‘In Committee’ 
 
It was proposed by Councillor N Anderson, seconded by Councillor J Craig, and 
agreed that the items in the Confidential Report of the Director of Service 
Transformation be considered ‘In Committee’, in the absence of press and public 
being present. 
 
6.1 Cases with Court Proceedings 

 
The Committee was provided with copy and noted an update on Enforcement 
Cases with Court Proceedings for April 2019. 

 
6.2 Legal Updates 

 
6.2.1 Drumkeen Retail Park 

 
The Committee was provided with copy and noted a Court Order issued in respect 
of a Judicial Review relating to Drumkeen Retail Park. 

 
6.2.2 Judicial Review Updates 

 
The Committee noted updates in respect of Judicial Reviews and welcomed the 
Development Committee’s recommendation to Council to pursue, where 
appropriate, proceedings as advised by Senior Counsel. 
 

Resumption of Normal Business 
 
It was proposed by Councillor N Anderson, seconded by Alderman T Jeffers, and 
agreed to come out of committee and normal business was resumed.  
 

 
7. Report of the Director of Service Transformation – Deferred Item 
 

7.1 Report of the Head of Planning and Capital Development 
 

7.1.1 Schedule of Applications: 
    
The Chairman reminded Members that they needed to be present for the entire 
determination of an application.  If absent for any part of the discussion they would 
render themselves unable to vote on the application. 
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The Legal Adviser highlighted paragraphs 46 - 48 of the Protocol for the Operation 
of the Lisburn & Castlereagh City Council Planning Committee which, she advised, 
needed to be borne in mind when determinations were being made. 
 
The Chairman advised that there were a number of speakers in attendance 
making representation on some of the applications and therefore the Schedule of 
Applications would be taken out of order to enable these applications to be taken 
first. 
 
 

(9)  LA05/2017/0921/F – Local Application (Previously deferred) – Housing 
development for 10 No. two storey detached dwellings at 30-32 Culcavy 
Road, Hillsborough. 

 
The Senior Planning Officer (MB) presented this application as outlined in the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr Matthew Crothers and Mr Tony McCarthy who wished 
to speak in opposition to the application, highlighting the following: 
 
• Mr McCarthy did not object in principle to the housing development; his issue 

was that the proposed dwelling at No 10 had a detrimental impact on his 
property in Annesley Manor. 

• Mr McCarthy was concerned that at the site meeting Council Members did 
not view the development site from his property. 

• He felt that there were inaccuracies in the Planners’ report in respect of 
separation distances and ground levels. 

• The proposed dwelling at No 10 would overlook Mr McCarthy’s living area 
and private garden space and would block light to his property. 

• Mr McCarthy’s property was being hemmed in on all four sides. 
• Separation distances were measured from an existing wall but this wall did 

not form the true boundary and would be required to be moved 1 metre into 
the development site. 

• Minimum separation distances of 10 metres referred to in Creating Places 
applied to flat ground and were inappropriate in this instance due to 
differences in ground levels. 

• The issue of loss of amenity has not been fully or properly considered 
• The proposed dwelling at No 10 would have an adverse effect on loss of light 

to Mr McCarthy’s property. 
• Mr McCarthy believed the application did not comply with Creating Places or 

with planning policy. 
 

 
Mr McCarthy then responded to Members’ questions regarding finished ground 
levels. 
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The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded to Members’ questions 
and advised that the ground level on the development site rose from Culcavey 
Road and changed over the site.  He indicated that a condition could be included 
that required the developer to proceed according to the ground levels as specified 
on the plans. 
 
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 9:0 with 0 abstention to approve the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report and subject to the conditions stated therein. 
 

 
(1) LA05/2017/1189/F – Local Application (Called in) – General purpose 

agricultural shed (retrospective) on lands to the rear of and north west of 28 
Lany Road, Moira. 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr A Stephens who wished to speak in support of the 
application highlighting the following: 
 
• In the absence of any clearly identified harm, permission should be granted 

for this application. 
• The definition of a farming business appeared to be an issue; agriculture 

could include a range of activities. 
• A PAC decision on 16 October 2019 identified a very low threshold for active 

farming. 
• A farmer does not have to be in receipt of subsidies in order to be considered 

active. 
• Two agricultural buildings existed on the site but were no longer suitable for 

the farm holding and were not suitable for extension. 
• The scale and size of the building complied with specified thresholds for 

agricultural buildings. 
• He requested that the Committee overturn the planning recommendation on 

the basis that an active farming business was in existence. 
 

 
Mr Stephens responded to Members’ questions as follows: 
 
• With regard to a query as to what type of farming business was being carried 

out, Members were advised that the applicant had been breeding pedigree. 
sheep and goats but that it was a small scale business on a small holding 

• Other farming activities included grass cutting and grazing and keeping the 
land and hedging in good agricultural condition. 

• The planning concerns were related to the size and scale of the building but it 
was a multi-purpose building with different uses at different times of the year; 
these included animal management, storage of vehicles and equipment. 

• The applicant owned 5 acres at this location and rented 18 acres from 
neighbours for grazing. 
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• Levels of farming activity had fluctuated over the years due to health issues. 
• The applicant did not consider the shed to be particularly large; there were 

brackets on the walls to allow it to be sub-divided for animal management. 
• The building was constructed 3 years ago and the applicant had been 

advised that the shed fell within the category of general permitted 
development and did not require planning permission. 
 

 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded to Members’ queries 
and indicated that planners had not been satisfied that the applicant had met the 
requirement for established and active farming activity.  Clarification was provided 
to Members in relation to the General Permitted Development Order and that the 
applicant in this instance had not submitted a Certificate of Lawful Development to 
establish that such works were permitted within this context.  The evidence 
submitted had been weighed and was found to be inadequate. 

  
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 abstention to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report. 
 
 
Adjournment of meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman D Drysdale declared the meeting adjourned at 11.45 am 
 
Resumption of meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman D Drysdale, declared the meeting resumed at 11.57 am 
 
(Alderman Jeffers did not return to the meeting at 11.57 am) 
 

 
(2) LA05/2017/0261/F – Local Application (Called in) – Proposed infill dwelling 

under planning policy (PPS 21) between 41 and 47 Tullyard Road, Drumbo, 
Lisburn. 

 
The Committee noted that this application had been removed from the Planning 
Schedule at the request of the agent to allow for a revised scheme to be 
considered. 
 

(3) LA05/2018/0219/F – Local Application (Called in) – Erection of 2 no. 
dwellings (under CTY 6 ·& 8 of PPS 21) (Additional Information) on lands 
between 56a and 60 Halfpenny Gate Road, Craigavon. 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
(Alderman T Jeffers returned to the meeting at 12.04 pm) 
 
During the course of her presentation and in response to a query by Councillor J 
Craig, the Principal Planning Officer confirmed that neighbour notification had 
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been issued to Brookefield Special School located opposite the proposed 
development but that no representation had been received from the school. 
 
Councillor J Craig declared an interest in this application on the basis that he was 
a member of the Education Authority and he left the meeting at 12.10 pm 
 
The Committee received Mr Colin McCrossan who wished to speak in support of 
the application, highlighting the following: 
 

• The applicants wished to provide accommodation for their extended family 
that included elderly parents and adult children. 

• They wished to build on land that they owned. 
• They had sought advice from the planning officers and on that basis had 

submitted the application for erection of dwellings on a gap site. 
• The applicants would not find alternative accommodation that would meet 

the needs of their extended family. 
• Although this was a gap site that could take more than two dwellings, the 

applicants’ personal requirements, the topography of the site and the 
design and layout meant that the proposal was appropriate for the site. 

• With regard to road frontage, the sites were just a little larger than the 
average for the area. 

• The long-term nature of the applicants’ situation would justify the 
development, particularly as current health and social care policy 
encouraged care in the community and within the family. 

• With regard to the sense of enclosure, landscaping and hedge planting 
would be carried out to ensure the development would not be a prominent 
feature in the local landscape and would enhance the character of the local 
area. 

 
Mr McCrossan responded to Members’ questions stating as follows: 
 

• The buildings would form a nice cluster with the school across the road and 
the church further along. 

• The dwellings were single storey and in keeping with the character of the 
wider development. 

• The houses were about 2,000 sq ft, so not overly large, and the layout took 
account of the views to the front and sides of the site. 

• With regard to the triangles of land located to either side of the site, these 
had not been of any particular use on the site and would probably be 
passed to neighbouring owners. 
 

The Committee received Mr R Butler MLA who wished to speak in support of the 
application, highlighting the following: 
 

• Planning decisions were often difficult and good planning outcomes were 
achieved by balanced decisions. 

• The proposal met the requirements of a gap site and the site was 
comparable in size to others in the area. 

• The design and layout of the properties would future proof the dwellings 
with regard to the family’s personal requirements and allow the family to 
continue to contribute to the local community. 
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• The proposal would negate the need for a double care package to be put in 
place. 

 
Mr Butler responded to Members’ questions stating that the site frontage was 
comparable to other sites in the area. 
 
The Committee received Mr Edwin Poots MLA who spoke in support of the 
application, highlighting the following: 
 

• There was a need to give greater consideration to the personal and 
domestic circumstances of the applicants. 

• The applicant’s father was in a wheelchair and would be occupying one of 
the properties; the applicants’ close proximity would allow them to deal with 
emergency and everyday issues such as meals, bedtimes and other care 
needs. 

• Government policy was that people should remain in their community rather 
than being moved to care homes. 

• 20-30 metres of road frontage was very similar to other sites in the area 
• The development was in keeping with the character of the area, it rounded 

off the cluster and it had no detrimental impact on the countryside. 
• The proposal did not create ribbon development; instead it completed and 

closed off the existing development. 
 

Mr Poots responded to Members’ questions advising that the single storey 
dwellings of 2,000 sq ft were in keeping with the size and character of others in the 
area. 
 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded to Members’ questions 
confirming that plot sizes and frontages of the proposed development were 
considerably larger than others in the area and not typical of the pattern of 
development. He advised that the two areas of unused land to either side of the 
development had been excluded from the proposal in order to reduce the extent of 
the road frontages. 

 
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 5:2 to refuse the application as outlined in the Officer’s report. 
 
It was noted that Alderman T Jeffers had not been able to vote as he had not been 
present for the entirety of the discussions. 
 
Adjournment of meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman D Drysdale declared the meeting adjourned at 12.54 pm 
 
Resumption of meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman D Drysdale, declared the meeting resumed at 1.39 pm 

 
 (Councillor Craig returned to the meeting at 1.39 pm.  Councillor N Anderson and 
Councillor N Trimble did not return to the meeting at 1.39 pm  
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(4)    LA05/2018/0361/O – Local Application (Called in) – Proposed site for new 

farm dwelling and garage on Land adjacent to and east of 3 Carr Road, 
Lisburn. 

 
The Senior Planning Officer (MB) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
(Councillor N Anderson returned to the meeting at 1.41 pm) 
 
The Committee received Mr Edwin Poots MLA who wished to speak in support of 
the application highlighting the following: 
 
• The site lay within the countryside and PPS21 was the relevant planning 

consideration. 
• The development was for a house on the farm and a number of the planning 

criteria had been met. 
• The principle of development was acceptable and there were concerns 

regarding the site of the proposed dwelling. 
• CTY10 required that a new building linked or clustered with an established 

group of buildings on the farm and access to the site should be obtained from 
an existing lane where practicable. 

• The site was close to two buildings on the farm. 
• Access from a parallel lane on the land could be included as a condition for 

approval. 
• With regard to integration, the proposed site was clustered with existing 

dwellings and a backdrop of rising topography at the site aided integration. 
 

Mr Poots responded to Members’ queries advising that the proposal did not create 
a ribbon of development along the road and that the proposal would include new 
landscaping to provide an adequate level of enclosure. 
 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded to Members’ queries 
and advised that planning policy required that natural boundaries to be in 
existence before planning approval was granted rather than afterwards and that 
the main farm buildings were located 900 metres from the site.  The Senior 
Planning Officer stated that, while the proposed site was large, there was no 
location on that site that would be considered appropriate for a new 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 7:0 to refuse the application as outlined in the Officer’s report. 
 
It was noted that Councillor N Anderson had not been able to vote as he had not 
been present for the entirety of the discussions. 
 
(5)    LA05/2018/0882/O – Local Application (Called in) – Site for infill dwelling on 

a site 40m south of 42 Scroggy Road, Glenavy. 
 
It was noted that this application had been withdrawn from the Schedule and the 
application process in its entirety by the agent. 
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(6)    LA05/2018/0884/O – Local Application (Called in) – Site for infill dwelling on 

lands 60m North of 36 Scroggy Road, Glenavy. 
 
It was noted that this application had been withdrawn from the Schedule and the 
application process in its entirety by the agent. 
 
(7)    LA05/2018/0933/O – Local Application (Called in) – Dwelling and garage on 

lands between 55 & 59 Cockhill Road, Maze, Lisburn. 
 
It was noted that this application had been withdrawn from the Schedule and the 
application process in its entirety by the agent. 

 
(8)    LA05/2017/0950/O – Local Application (Called in) – Proposed replacement 

dwelling and garage at 2 Lime Kiln Road, Moira, Craigavon. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 

 
The Committee received Mr John Kirkpatrick who wished to speak in support of 
the application highlighting the following: 
 
• The reasons for refusal were set out in the report but there were special 

circumstances to justify approval. 
• The applicant had been employed full time in farming all his life and was 

currently living on the farm. 
• The proposed dwelling was for his daughter who had been involved in the 

farm all her life. 
• She was widowed in 2015 and had a young family, one of them with special 

needs. 
• There was a need to provide a home on the farm to allow the family to assist 

with the grandchildren. 
• The dwelling to be replaced was located in the middle of the farm yard and in 

front of the poultry unit, it was not in a suitable position for amenity and health 
and safety reasons. 

• It was proposed to retain the older building as an agricultural building 

Mr Kirkpatrick responded to Members’ questions advising as follows: 
 
• Difficulties arose in obtaining a mortgage for a dwelling with a shared lane 

and the proposed site would not share a lane but would use the existing farm 
access.  

• The proposed site would have a greatly increase amenity area around it 
when compared to the old building. 

 
The Committee received Mr Edwin Poots MLA who wished to speak in support of 
the application highlighting the following: 
 
• He was surprised that the application had come to Committee. 
• Developing a dwelling in front of these large farm buildings would not have 

the adverse impact that the planners were indicating. 
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• The applicant had a PPS21 approval 8 years ago and would be entitled to a 
further one in 2 years’ time; he would be forfeiting the opportunity to have the 
PPS21 by proceeding with this application. 

• The proposed development was 50 metres from the existing building. 
• From a safety point of view, it would be preferable to locate the dwelling 

away from other farm buildings. 
 

Mr Poots responded to Members’ questions, stating that he did not consider that 
moving the dwelling created a greater adverse visual impact on the basis that the 
road in front was little more than a lane and that the new site was located in front 
of farm buildings. 
 
In response to a further query, Mr Kirkpatrick advised that the particular position of 
the dwelling on the farm was to make use of shared road access while avoiding a 
shared lane. 
 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded to Members’ queries 
and comments regarding the visual impact of the proposal and the issue of ribbon 
development. 
 
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 5:3 with 0 abstention that the recommendation of the Planning Officer 
to refuse the application would not be upheld 
 
‘In Committee’ 

 
It was proposed by Councillor A Givan seconded by Councillor J Craig, and 
agreed to go ‘In Committee’ in order to receive legal advice in the absence of 
press and public. 
 
Members noted the advice received from the Legal Advisor. 
 
Resumption of Normal Business 
 
It was proposed by Councillor N Anderson, seconded by Councillor A Givan, and 
agreed to come out of committee and normal business was resumed. 
 
It was proposed by Councillor J Craig, seconded by Councillor N Anderson and 
agreed that, by a majority of 6 to 2 with 0 abstention, the debate was finely 
balanced and that the reasons cited for the recommendation for approval of 
application LA05/2018/0361/O were: 
 
• The Committee believed that CTY 1 and CTY3 requirements had been met 

as an alternative site has been identified that would not have a visual impact 
significantly greater than the original dwelling and would result in 
demonstrable amenity benefits in locating the dwelling off-site taking into 
account the personal circumstances of the Applicant; 

• The requirements of CTY13, with regard to integration, had been met in that 
the proposed dwelling was not a prominent feature in the landscape and was 
visually linked with an established group of farm buildings. 
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• With regard to CTY8 and CTY14, a Section 76 agreement should be put in 
place to address any potential for ribbon development by restricting any 
future building proposals between the proposed dwelling and the existing 
farm dwelling at 2a Lime Kiln Road. 

• Any further planning concerns could be addressed by including conditions 
that would require the proposed dwelling to be located close to the natural 
boundary to the south-east of the site. 

 
The Chairman then highlighted that, because the application had been 
recommended for refusal, no conditions had been drafted.  It was proposed by 
Councillor A Givan, seconded by Councillor J Craig and agreed that the drafting of 
conditions be delegated to the Planning Unit. 
 
It was proposed by Councillor J Craig, seconded by Councillor N Anderson, and 
agreed on a majority of 6:2 with 0 abstention that the application be declared 
approved subject to the conditions to be drafted by the Planning Unit and Section 
76 Agreement. 
 
Adjournment of meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman D Drysdale declared the meeting adjourned at 3.30 pm. 
 
Resumption of meeting 
 
The Chairman, Alderman D Drysdale, declared the meeting resumed at 3.43 pm. 
 
(The Vice-Chairman, Councillor O Gawith, did not return to the meeting at 3.43 
pm). 

 
 

(10)  LA05/2018/0537/O – Local Application (Called in) – Proposed farm dwelling 
including 2 outbuildings on lands 100m south east of 46 Lany Road, 
Ballyknock.  

 
The Senior Planning Officer (MCON) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
(The Vice-Chairman, Councillor O Gawith, returned to the meeting at 3.44 pm) 
 
The Committee received Mr Paddy Johnston and Mr Kelly who wish to speak in 
support of the application, highlighting the following: 
 
• The proposal met the requirements of CTY10 in that Mr Kelly had farmed the 

land for a period of over 6 years and was now farming in excess of 400 acres 
of land. 

• A reason for refusal was that the development should be visually linked to 
other buildings on the farm; however the farm buildings were located on a 
lane that was outside the applicant’s control and had high levels of vehicle 
movements and there were therefore health and safety issues. 

• There was no alternative access at the current location. 
• The proposed site was 140 metres away from the main farm buildings. 
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• The applicant would be able to obtain a mortgage for the proposed dwelling 
in its new location and it was safe for a young family. 

• Mr Johnston referred to a PAC decision for a similar application at the Maze 
which allowed approval for a dwelling away from the farm. 

• The applicant currently travelled to the farm; this proposal would allow him to 
live on the farm. 

• This was a major farming business employing up to 30 people on a daily 
basis. 

 
Mr Johnston and Mr Kelly then responded to Members’ questions confirming the 
health and safety issues arising from the access to the farm having high vehicular 
traffic and being outside the control and ownership of Mr Kelly. 
 
The Committee received Mr Edwin Poots MLA who wished to speak in support of 
the application, highlighting the following: 
 
• There were exceptional circumstances which meant that the proposal for a 

dwelling away from the farm should be approved. 
• The farm comprised 400 acres and employed over 30 people so there was a 

steady stream of tractors and trailers coming and going.  There were forklift 
operations going on site.  The farm site was not a suitable location to raise 
children. 

• The business grew, processed and packaged potatoes, carrots and other 
vegetables.  It was an active business employing 30 people.   

• Planners would not allow a dwelling to be located within  a commercial or 
industrial location and should not allow a dwelling to be located at such a  
busy farm business. 
 

Mr Poots responded to Members’ questions confirming that, due to the busy 
nature of the farm business, the application to build away from the farm was a 
reasonable one in the circumstances. 
 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded to Members’ questions 
confirming that planning concerns were that the proposed site would be a 
prominent feature in the countryside and lacked established natural boundaries. 
 
Alderman J Dillon asked if there was scope to defer the application to enable 
another site to be considered.  The Chair advised that it was the merits of the 
current application that we had been asked to assess and that there was no scope 
within the current Protocol to allow for it to be deferred. 
 
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 5:2 to refuse the application as outlined in the Officer’s report. 
 
It was noted that the Vice-Chairman, Councillor O Gawith, was unable to vote as 
he had not been present for the entirety of the discussions. 
 
(Alderman J Dillon, Councillor N Anderson and Councillor J Craig left the meeting 
at 4.21 pm;  Councillor N Anderson returned at 4.24 pm) 
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(11)  LA05/2016/1140/F – Local Application (Exceptions Apply) – Dwelling on a 
farm (in substitution for dwelling approved under S/2014/0458/O) on lands 
opposite 41 and 43 Pinehill Road, Lisburn. 

 
The Senior Planning Officer (MCON) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
The Committee received Mr Brendan Starkey, Mr Alan Wilton and Mr Johnny Park 
who wished to speak in support of the application, highlighting the following: 
 
• Mr Starkey advised that permission has previously been granted for a 

dwelling on the farm but the Planning Committee had asked the applicant to 
consider a change in location.  

• The proposal was for a dwelling with alternative access from Pinehill Road 
and located further away from existing dwellings on Pinehill Road. 

• With regard to visual prominence, the site was located in a large field that 
had mature trees and hedging providing screening. 

• With regard to concerns about removal of trees to facilitate access, Mr 
Starkey advised that no additional trees would be removed along the Pinehill 
Road. 

• Visual images had been submitted to the planners that indicated that the site 
would not be visible from Pinehill Road. 

• The site that had been approved would be more prominent than the 
proposed site. 

• With regard to the design of the gates and entrance, this was a simple design 
comparable to other properties along the Pinehill Road. 

• Mr Park stated that the siting of the dwelling nestled into the landscape. 
• A belt of trees on the site would form a backdrop to the dwelling. 
• There were 338 trees on the site and none would be removed to facilitate the 

dwelling and 50 new trees would be planted.   
• The proposal allowed the applicant to manage all the woodland at this 

location. 
 

Mr Starkey and Mr Park then responded to Members’ questions advising that the 
previous site that had been approved was located adjacent to Pinehill Road while 
this site was located further away and would not be visible.  The site contained 
mature trees and there was an opportunity for extensive landscaping 
improvements.   
 
The Committee welcomed Mr Edwin Poots MLA who wished to speak in support of 
the application, highlighting the following: 
 
• The application did not have a greater visual impact that the proposal that 

has been approved. 
• There was a letter of support for this proposal from a neighbor who had 

objected to the previous proposal. 
• A property that had 350 mature trees on it must have adequate natural 

integration. 
• With regard to the critical viewpoint from the Pinehill Road referred to by the 

planners, you would have to stop at a dangerous point on the road to access 
this viewpoint. 
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• With regard to visibility and natural integration, this proposal was better than 
the one that had been approved. 

• The proposed dwelling was not out of keeping with what was built in that area 
and was smaller than other dwellings. 

• If you could not see the dwelling from any key critical view point, then you 
could not say that it had adverse visual impact. 

• It was in everyone’s interest to move forward with a recommendation to 
approve. 

 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development responded to Members’ questions 
regarding the prominence of the proposed dwelling in the countryside taking into 
account the site context and the surrounding vegetations.  This was distinguished 
from the original site and the rationale for the previous decision was explained. 
 
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 6:0 with 0 abstention to refuse the application as outlined in the 
Officer’s report. 
 

 
(12)  LA05/2018/1271/F – Local Application (Mandatory) – Proposed infill of 2 no 

dwellings under PPS 21 CTY 8 on lands between 2 and 6 Creevy Road, 
Lisburn. 

 
The Senior Planning Officer (MCON) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 
 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the Report of 
the Senior Planning Officer, agreed by a majority of 6:0 with 0 abstention to 
approve the application as outlined in the Officer’s report. 
 

(13)  LA05/2018/0842/F – Local Application (Mandatory) – Proposed new wall in 
two parts, four new pillars and double entrance gates, with a single 
pedestrian gate to the existing entrance of Lisburn Cemetery at Lisburn 
Cemetery, Hillsborough Road, Lisburn.   

 
The Senior Planning Officer (MB) presented this application as outlined within the 
circulated report. 
 
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the Report of 
the Senior Planning Officer, agreed by a majority of 6:0 with 0 abstention to 
approve the application as outlined in the Officer’s report and subject to the 
conditions stated therein. 

 
(14)  LA05/2017/1234/F – Local Application (Mandatory) – It is proposed to 

create a new section of riverside path to act as an extension of the existing 
towpath and facilitate access from the residential area north of the Lagan 
into Union Locks and provide access to the Discover Waterways site. The 
path would require ramps to link to the existing Lagan footbridge and 
access points through the boundary fence with the residential area, yet to 
be agreed on lands adjacent and north of River Lagan, between dwellings 
on Lagan Walk, (East) and Maralin Avenue (North West), Lisburn. 
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The Principal Planning Officer (RH) presented this application as outlined within 
the circulated report. 

        
The Committee, having considered the information provided within the Report of 
the Principal Planning Officer agreed by a majority of 6:0 with 0 abstentions to 
approve the application for the reasons outlined in the Officer’s report and subject 
to the conditions stated therein. 

 
7.1.2 Pre-Application Notice (PAN) in respect of Potential Major 

Applications - Proposed alterations and extension to a consented 
cemetery as approved under planning application refs 
S/2010/1021/O, S/2013/0093/RM & LA05/2017/0311/F. Proposal to 
include railway underpass. new and extended design to 
accommodate 19330 burial plots on lands immediately west of the 
junction of the Lisnabilla Road and the A3 Lisburn Road, Moira. 

 
The Committee was provided with copy and it was proposed by Councillor N Anderson, 
seconded by Alderman T Jeffers, and agreed to note the information provided in relation 
to the above Pre-Application Notice. 
 

7.1.3 Planning Appeal Decisions as at 22 March 2019 
 

The Committee was provided with copy and it was proposed by Councillor B Hanvey, 
seconded by Councillor N Anderson, and agreed to note the findings of Planning 
Appeals Decision dated 22 March 2019 in relation to planning application 
LA05/2018/0662/F for a manager's dwelling for Safe and Sound Day Nursery, 73 
Creevytenant Road, Ballynahinch.   
 

7.1.4 Statutory Performance Indicators April-February 2019 
 

The Committee was provided with copy and it was proposed by councillor N Anderson, 
seconded by Alderman T Jeffers, and agreed to note a draft monthly performance 
indicator from the Department of Infrastructure. 

 
7.1.5 Official Planning Statistics relating to Quarter 3 of 2018/19 (October  

– December 2018 Provisional Figures) 
 
It was proposed by Councillor N Anderson, seconded by Councillor B Hanvey, and 
agreed to note the issue by the Department for Infrastructure on 21 March 2019 of the 
DfI Northern Ireland Planning Statistics 2018/19 Third Quarterly Statistical Bulletin
  
 
8. Any Other Business 

 
8.1 Future Committee Arrangements  

    
The Head of Planning and Capital Development advised that, as the Committee had 
completed the business on the agenda, the Planning Committee meeting provisionally 
scheduled for 12 April 2019 would not now proceed. 
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He outlined arrangements for the winding up of the Council and the period until the new 
Council was operational. 
 

8.2 Acknowledgements       
 
Councillor N Anderson thanked the Chairman for his efficient management of the 
Planning Committee meetings during the year.  He acknowledged the work of the 
Planning Unit, the Legal Adviser and Members Services throughout the year. 
 
The Chair, Councillor D Drysdale, acknowledged the contribution made by Members 
throughout the year as well as the hard work of all the officers involved. 
 
The Head of Planning and Capital Development, on behalf of all the team, thanked 
Members who had participated in the Committee and encouraged them to consider 
bringing their experience and knowledge back to the Planning Committee in the new 
Council.  He also paid tribute to the contribution made by the officers involved and the 
Legal Adviser. 
 
There being no further business, the meeting concluded at 5.28 pm. 
 
 
 
 

      
 ____________________________________        
  CHAIRMAN / MAYOR    

   


