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Item Number 1 
 

Application 
Reference 

LA05/2017/0762/F Date Valid 20.07.2017 

Description of 
Proposal 

Retention of in part above 
ground slurry lagoon 
formed using clay banks 
and purpose made liner 

Location 150m South West of No. 9 
Lisnode Road 
Lisburn 

Group 
Recommendation 

Approval Case 
Officer 

Richard McMullan 

Reasons for Recommendation 
 

All relevant planning material considerations have been satisfied. 
 

Representations 
 
Objection Letters Support Letters Objection Petitions Support Petitions 

0 N/A N/A N/A 

Consideration of Objections 
 

Issue Consideration of Issue 

Proposal Description 
 

Representation questioned why the proposal description not 
specifically denote that this is a retrospective application. 
It is indicated within the proposal description as submitted that this 
application is for the retention of a slurry lagoon. It is considered that 
this is an adequate description of the development and that the 
inclusion of the word retention indicates that the application is 
retrospective. Question 6 of the submitted application form outlines that 
the application is for the ‘retention of development’ 
 

Environmental Risk 
Assessment 
 

Representation queried how the council would satisfy their 
environmental risk assessment requirements as to soil quality.  
Consultations have been undertaken with appropriate bodies within the 
processing of this application to seek to determine the potential impacts 
of the development upon the natural environment. 
 

Appropriateness of 
the liner/ 
construction of 
same. 

The consultees have not expressed any concern in relation to the liner 
details and no evidence has been provided to demonstrate that it is 
inappropriate. 
 

Risk of overspill and 
development 
adjacent to a well 
within the field. 

Consultation with DAERA Drainage and Water Unit has been 
undertaken and they are seen to have no objections to the 
development. It is the developer’s responsibility to comply with all 
relevant environmental regulatory requirements and standing advice. 
 

Laying of pipe 
across road. 
 

Concern was expressed in relation to the laying of a large hose across 
the Back road and Lisnode road to fill the lagoon, resulting in road 
users driving over them.  This would fall outside the remit of planning 
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control. The agent has outlined that the PSNI have been involved with 
this issue and that the developer/farmer has been informed that no 
laws were being broken. Potential damage to vehicles driving over the 
pipes would be a civil matter outside of the remit of planning control. 
 

How is lagoon to be 
filled as no animal 
sheds are nearby. 

The lagoon is filled via a pump and pipe system from the main farm 
complex. 
 

Lying of pipes 
across road to fill the 
lagoon cause 
obstructions for road 
users and potential 
pollution if pipes 
rupture with vehicle 
movements. 

DfI Roads have been consulted within the processing of this application 
and have outlined concern with respect to pipes lying upon the road as 
outlined. They wish to see any such pipes being placed underground. 
The agent has forwarded information indicating that this is to be 
undertaken (Proposed ducting/piping under Lisnode road and Back 
road). However, it is noted that this falls outside of the application site. 
Causing an obstruction upon the public road would be a matter for DfI 
Roads and the PSNI. 
 

Concerns in relation 
to the leak detection 
system, permeable 
drains, pressure 
relieving drains, 
permeability. 

Water Management unit have been consulted and is content subject to 
the applicant adhering to regulatory requirements and standing advice. 
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Item Number 2 
 
Application 
Reference 

LA05/2018/0939/F Date Valid 05.09.2018 

Description of 
Proposal 

One two storey apartment 
building block comprising 
of 10 apartments, car 
parking and associated 
site works (Amended 
plans) 

Location Lands 45 meters north east of 
74 Mosside Road, Belfast,  
Dunmurry 

Group 
Recommendation 

Approval Case 
Officer 

Grainne Rice 

Reasons for Recommendation 
 

All relevant planning material considerations have been satisfied. 
 

Representations 
 
Objection Letters Support Letters Objection Petitions Support Petitions 

1 
 

N/A N/A N/A 

Consideration of Objections 
 

Issue Consideration of Issue 

Concern that the 
proposed 
development will 
use the same 
access road as the 
adjacent school 
and safety issues.  

Amended plans in relation to the internal road network were requested by 
DFI Roads and the proposal is considered not to prejudice the safety of 
pedestrians or road users. 

Impact on natural 
heritage  

Although some trees are to be removed, compensatory planting has been 
provided to a suitable level. NED have offered no objections to the 
scheme.   
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Item Number 3 
 

Application 
Reference 

LA05/2018/0967/F Date Valid 17.09.2018 

Description of 
Proposal 

Proposed fuel depot 
including fuel storage 
tanks, concrete yard, 
site office, HGV wash 
bay, security fence, 
floodlights, drainage 
infrastructure and 
interceptor 

Location Lands 45 metres north of 20 
Glenavy Road, Moira, BT67 0LT 

Group 
Recommendation 

Approval Case 
Officer 

Kevin Maguire 

Reasons for Recommendation 
 

All relevant planning material considerations have been satisfied. 
 

Representations 
 
Objection Letters Support Letters Objection Petitions Support Petitions 

1 N/A N/A N/A 

Consideration of Objections 
 

Issue Consideration of Issue 

Impact on traffic 
using existing 
access 

DfI Roads note that the existing access to the larger industrial site which 
includes the site in question was designed and constructed to provide a 
safe access.  The collision history database does not raise any safety 
concerns.  Any creation of a roundabout at the access point would lead to 
A26 traffic dominating and may lead to accidents.  On this basis DfI 
Roads are content with the proposal. 
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Item Number 4 
 

Application 
Reference 

LA05/2018/0254/F Date Valid 12.03.2018 

Description of 
Proposal 

Replacement dwelling 
and retention and 
change of use of 
existing dwelling to 
crèche 

Location 17a Upper Mealough Road 
Mealough, Carryduff, County 
Down, BT8 8LR 

Group 
Recommendation 

Refusal Case 
Officer 

Sinead Mc Closkey 

Reasons for Recommendation 
 

 The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) and Policy 
CTY1 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in 
that there are no overriding reasons why this development is essential in this rural location 
and could not be located within a settlement. 

 The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY3 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable 
Development in the Countryside in that it has not been demonstrated that the off-site 
position would result in demonstrable landscape, heritage, access or amenity benefits 

 The proposal is contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) and Policy 
CTY4 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in 
that the dwelling to be replaced is not a locally important building and that nature and 
scale of the non-residential use is not appropriate to a countryside location. 

 The proposal is contrary to the Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) in that there is 
no reason for the proposal to be located in this rural area, and it has not been 
demonstrated through a sequential test that there is no alternative sites for the proposal. 

 The proposal is contrary to Policy NH 2 of Planning Policy Statement 2, Natural Heritage, 
in that it has not been demonstrated that the development, if permitted, is not likely to 
result in the unacceptable adverse impact on, or damage to known priority species. 

 The proposal is contrary to Policy FLD3 of Planning Policy Statement 15 – Planning and 
Flood Risk, in that it has not been demonstrated that the development, if permitted, would 
result in unacceptable flood risk as a Drainage Assessment has not been submitted.  

 The proposal is contrary to Planning Policy Statement 3 – Access, Movement and Parking 
in that it has not been demonstrated that the development, if permitted, would result in 
unacceptable adverse impacts in terms of road safety, access and parking. 

 

Representations 
 
Objection Letters Support Letters Objection 

Petitions 
Support Petitions 

1 N/A N/A N/A 

Consideration of Objections 
 

Issue Consideration of Issue 

No justification for 
the new dwelling in 
the countryside 

The representation expresses the view that there is no justification for 
the new dwelling in the countryside which has no justification, it is not a 
replacement dwelling as that is expected to be knocked down, and if it 
becomes a creche there is no dwelling to replace. 
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It has been assessed that there is no justification for this dwelling in line 
with the Policy requirements of Policy CTY3. All replacement dwellings 
do not have to be demolished as part of an approval.    The Policy does 
not permit a dwelling to be replaced, and the original retained for another 
non-residential use. 
 

It will protrude into 
the countryside 

The new dwelling is proposed to be located in an area of a field which 
would not result in it been visible from most public view points. 
 

Visual Impact The view is expressed that policy does not state that it can be breached 
if the development is up a long lane and cannot be seen from the public 
road. 
 
The assessment on this application did not consider the fact that the site 
is located up a laneway nor that it is not visible from the public road.  The 
principle of the development is unacceptable. 
 

Impact on adjacent 
houses and loss of 
views 

Concern is expressed that the development will have an impact on the 
adjacent houses which will have restricted views and be aware of the 
additional activity. The assessment has determined that the proposal 
could cause unacceptable effects on adjacent properties by way of noise 
and disturbance. A view from a property is not given determining weight 
in this assessment. 
 

Loss of Agricultural 
Land 

The view was expressed that the proposed development would result in 
the loss of a section of agricultural land which needs to be protected for 
food production in the future There is no policy consideration for land to 
be protected for food production. 
 

Unsustainable 
Development 

The view is expressed that it is unsustainable development which lock 
residents and customers into excess commuting which builds up excess 
traffic on roads and wastes fuel thus adding CO2 into the atmosphere. It 
draws resources from settlements where both these developments 
should be located. 
 
There is no policy consideration to assess any potential impact on the 
public for commuting and fuel consumption.  DFI Roads were consulted 
with the application and at the time of this recommendation, Roads 
safety and access had not been resolved to Roads satisfaction. As 
discussed, a sequential test was required for this use at the location, but 
none was provided with the application. 

Proposal does not 
comply with the 
criteria set out in 
Policy CTY3 

The assessment of this application did not comply with bullet point one in 
CTY3 in that the proposed replacement is not sited within the established 
curtilage of the existing building. It is not contrary to bullet point two of 
CTY3 as the dwelling proposed would not have a visual impact 
significantly greater than the existing building as the replacement 
dwelling is of a similar size to that being replaced. 

 


