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Item Number 1 
 

Application 
Reference 

LA05/2017/0522/F Date Valid 23.05.2017 

Description of 
Proposal 

New two storey extension 
to existing day care 
centre. Extension to 
include Pre-School and 
After-School spaces  

Location 6 Tullynacross Road 
Lisburn 

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 

19 N/A N/A N/A 

Consideration of Objections 
 

Issue Consideration of Issue 

Increased traffic 
flow, inadequate 
parking facilities, 
traffic safety issues 
 

Dfi Roads were consulted on the planning application and have no 
objections to the application subject to conditions.  It has been 
demonstrated that the traffic and parking arrangements are satisfactory 
and the proposal is policy compliant with PPS 3 access movement and 
parking.  

Loss of privacy The separation distances, siting and orientation of the proposal from 
the objector’s properties which are located on the opposite side of the 
Tullynacross Road would ensure that there is no significant loss of 
privacy. 

Noise levels arising 
from increased traffic 
 
 

Environmental Heath have been consulted on the application and have 
no objections subject to informatives. Appropriate conditions will be 
applied with regard to opening hours to protect the amenity of 
neighbouring dwellings with respect to noise. 

Proposal would 
result in over 
development and is 
out of character 
 
 

The proposal is for a two storey extension to an existing day care 
centre. There is adequate space within the site to accommodate the 
proposal and all other associated site works including car parking. The 
proposed two storey extension is located on lower ground to the north 
western corner of the site. A portion of trees to the north western corner 
of the site will also be retained and provide some screening.  The 
proposed design respects the surrounding context, character and 
topography of the site. 

Trees at the 
boundary to the site 
are excessively tall 

The trees along the main entrance will be removed to achieve the 
necessary sight lines. 
 

Insufficient 
information  

There is sufficient information provided to make an informed 
assessment and the information submitted meets policy requirements.   
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Item Number 2 
 
Application 
Reference 

LA05/2017/0800/F Date Valid 27.07.2017 

Description of 
Proposal 

Demolition of rear single 
storey sun room and 
provision of single storey 
rear extension (Amended 
description/drawings). 

Location 8 Hamilton Harty Court 
Hillsborough 
BT26 6FA 

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 

18 
 

N/A N/A N/A 

Consideration of Objections 
 

Issue Consideration of Issue 

Privacy 
 

It is considered that the proposal will not impact on privacy. No 
overlooking shall arise from the extension given its single storey nature 
and also given the in situ boundaries of the site. 
 

Residential 
amenity 
 

The proposal will not impact on neighbouring amenity levels. 
 

Bi fold doors 
 

This design feature of the works is deemed to be acceptable. LCCC 
Conservation Officer has no objections to same. It is noted that they shall 
not be open to public view point’s given the in situ boundaries of the site. 
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Item Number 3 
 

Application 
Reference 

LA05/2017/0791/O Date Valid 26.07.2017 

Description of 
Proposal 

Proposed single storey 
(6.5m ridge) infill 
dwelling and garage 

Location Lands between 2b & 4 Old 
Road, Upper Ballinderry 
Lisburn 

Group 
Recommendation 

Refusal Case Officer Sinead McCloskey 

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 the SPPS and Policies CTY1 and CTY8 of Planning Policy 
Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that the proposal does not 
constitute a small gap in a substantial and built up frontage and would, if permitted, result in 
the creation of ribbon development along Old Road. 
 
The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY13 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable 
Development in the Countryside, in that the proposed buildings would be a prominent feature 
in the landscape and the proposed site lacks long established natural boundaries and is 
therefore unable to provide a suitable degree of enclosure for the building to integrate into the 
landscape. 
 
The proposal is contrary to Policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable 
Development in the Countryside in that the building would, if permitted, be unduly prominent in 
the landscape. 

Representations 
 
Objection Letters Support Letters Objection 

Petitions 
Support Petitions 

0 
 

N/A N/A N/A 

Consideration of Objections 
 

Issue Consideration of Issue 

A 6.5m high ridge 
proposed is higher 
than a normal single 
storey dwelling 

This is an outline application therefore no plans showing the design 
details relating to the size or height of the proposal have been 
received.  However the description does include a ridge height, which 
would be unacceptable at this location. 
 

A visibility splay 
extends across their 
property, to which 
there is no 
permission 

A P2 challenge was raised by the owner of the property at No. 4 Old 
Road.  The agent advised that the land in question was within the 
ownership of the DRD Roads and as such submitted an amended 
application with Certificate C now completed, whereby the applicant has 
served notice on DRD Roads. The neighbours were re-notified 
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accordingly. A further letter was submitted by the owner of No 4 Old 
Road stating the applicant has no legal right to visibility splays over the 
front of their property.  The applicant has been notified of this challenge 
and as the issue is a civil matter the Council have no further remit in this 
instance. 
 

The proposed 
dwelling does not 
appear to be 
appropriate in size 
or form to their 
property 

This is an outline application therefore no design details relating to the 
size or height of the proposal have been received.  However the 
description does include a ridge height, which would be unacceptable at 
this location. 

It would remove the 
visual break 
between their 
property and No. 2b 
Old Road.  

The policy allows for up to a maximum of two dwellings in a gap in the 
countryside between buildings in a substantially built up frontage, 
including gaps that provide relief and visual breaks.  However it is 
contended that the site does not represent a gap site in line with the 
policy context. 
 

The dwelling would 
be built on top of 
the soakaway from 
their septic tank and 
they have a legal 
easement which 
gives permission to 
enter the land 
containing the 
soakaway at all 
times.  This would 
now be impossible if 
a dwelling were built 
on top of it.  

Environmental Health provided advice in relation to the soakaway and 
septic tank raised by the objectors.  They initially stated that they had no 
objection in principle, however at the subsequent planning stage the 
applicant was requested to provide a detailed site plan to include the 
location of the proposed dwelling, the septic tank/biodisc and the area of 
the subsoil irrigation for the disposal of effluent.  Having been asked to 
comment on the letters of objection, the applicant was requested to 
provide an annotated drawing to show the location of any adjacent 
septic tank and soakaway/field drainage. An amended plan was 
submitted and sent to EHO, who stated that they note the amended 
plan illustrates the location of the septic tank and soakaway to 4 Old 
Road and that the drawing identifies that the existing septic tank is 15m 
from the proposed dwelling, therefore they have no objection to the 
proposal subject to condition.  
 

Building work would 
damage the 
soakaway.  It was 
previously damaged 
during the 
construction of No. 
2C Old Road 

The neighbour was re-neighbour notified and submitted a further 
objection in this regard.  This was sent to EHO for comment who 
stated that 'With respect to potential damage to the soakaway. 
Environmental Health advice that if through a person’s act, default or 
sufferance the soakaway becomes damaged, and a statutory nuisance 
can is substantiated, they may be subject to enforcement action under 
the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environmental Act (NI) 2011. 
Environmental Health cannot provide any further advice in relation to 
recourse for damage to property or any legal agreement regarding 
access to land as these would be civil matters. Environmental Health 
have previously provided a comment with respect to the position of the 
septic tank based on the information provided in drawing number 02/1 
received by the Planning Service Unit 22 Feb 2018. 
 

Inaccuracies in the 
plans submitted 

The Planning Unit can provide further information regarding 
development which is not constructed in compliance with any 
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including the 
dimensions of their 
property, the 
position of the 
septic tank and the 
location of the 
soakaway 

subsequent stamped approved plans'.  As this is a civil matter, the 
Council has no further remit. In the event of an approval, if any 
development is built not in accordance to the approved plans, the 
applicant is at risk of enforcement action 

The front of their 
property is included 
within the red line 

The applicant does not need to be in possession of the land to submit 
an application.  They have served notice on DRD Roads who are 
claimed to be the land owner of the visibility splay.  If approved, the 
development cannot be commenced without the relevant permission of 
the land owners, and thus is a civil matter. 
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Item Number 4 
 

Application 
Reference 

S/2009/0768/F Date Valid 04.08.2009 

Description of 
Proposal 

Construction of 12 
dwellings with 
detached garages and 
associated site works, 
(reduction in Nos, red 
line, amended P1, now 
drawings 20 - 32 
inclusive) 

Location Site of Berwick Heights Moira Co 
Down BT67 

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 

22 N/A N/A N/A 

Consideration of Objections 
 

Issue Consideration of Issue 

Annotation of 
Acoustic 
mechanical 
ventilation 

Following consultation and discussion with Environmental Health on this 
matter it is contended that Condition 4 of their response dated 25th May 
2018 would satisfactorily address the positional requirements for the 
acoustic mechanical ventilation system. 
 

Application of 
Acoustic 
mechanical 
ventilation and 
glazing measures  

As per the consultation response from Environmental Health dated 25th 
May 2018 it is noted that Units 3-4 would also incorporate the proposed 
mitigation measures. 

An updated Noise 
Impact 
Assessment (NIA) 
must be provided 
for this amended 
scheme 

The siting of the dwellings under the amended proposal have not 
changed from the earlier scheme and therefore Environmental Health do 
not consider it necessary to complete a further noise impact 
assessment.  Under this application the dwellings would be conditioned to 
the same level of mitigation as what was included in the legal agreement 
which related to dwellings closer to the factory boundary.  It is therefore it 
is contended that these mitigation measures are appropriate and fully 
complaint with the agreement. 
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Lack of detail in 
relation to acoustic 
barrier to allow 
assessment of 
potential impact 
dwellings 

Environmental Health has recommended a condition with respect to the 
acoustic barrier requiring a minimum density of 12kg/m3.  The ability of 
the barrier to achieve the desired noise attenuation is based on its mass 
(density) and therefore further details relating to the barrier are not 
deemed necessary. 

The legality of a 
condition requiring 
the construction of 
dwellings 
approved under 
the reserved 
matters approval 
as part of the 
mitigation for the 
dwellings sought 
under this 
application 

It is noted that a condition requiring the construction of the dwellings 
under the reserved matters approval is not being proposed as it would not 
be enforceable.  It is not considered necessary that Section 76 
Agreement is necessary in this case as appropriate mitigation to Sites 1-6 
would be required under any approval. 

Potential for 
encroachment of 
the amended 
scheme into the 
adjacent ASSI 

NIEA’s response dated 11th March 2014 noted objection letters which 
queried the encroachment of the site into the adjacent ASSI and noted 
that although the red line includes part of this site it related to lands 
adjoining the edge of the quarry and considered there would be no 
adverse impact on the sites scientific importance that will arise from this 
development.  While the application has progressed and been amended 
since this response it is our contention that this section of the 
development has not significantly changed and there is no further 
encroachment into the designated site in the context of the previous plans 
submitted. 
 

Clarification over 
how this zoned 
land may be 
comprehensively 
developed in the 
future.  This 
should be clearly 
indicated on the 
submitted 
drawings 

The application is zoned under MA 03/01 in draft BMAP 2015 which is a 
material consideration in determining this application in addition to the 
Lisburn Area Plan 2001 which is the up to date area plan for the area and 
in which the site is not subject to any zoning.  Should the 4 dwellings 
previously approved under the S/2005/1017/RM be completed they would 
be accessed off the same internal road as proposed under the current 
application.  The reserved matters application may be completed at a 
future date however the timing of this is a matter for the Applicant to 
determine.  On this basis it is contended that there is no reason the 
development proposed within these two applications, if fully implemented, 
could not lead to the comprehensive development of the housing zoning. 
 

The amended 
application still 
proposes a greater 
number of 
dwellings at this 
location than was 
previously 
approved and 

The assessment of this application has been based on the information 
which has been submitted to date.  The decision whether to fully 
implement the reserved matters approval for remaining dwellings is a 
matter for the Applicant.  It is however noted from site visit that some 
building foundations have been constructed and the potential therefore 
remains to complete these dwellings.  It is contended that even if these 
dwellings are constructed as approved they would be subject to the 
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therefore 
increases the 
potential for future 
loss of amenity 
claims to Clarehill 
Plastics Ltd 

conditions of the Legal Agreement between the parties and would provide 
a further buffer to the dwellings under this current application. 

The application is 
contrary to Policy 
PED 8 of PPS 4 

Policy PED 8 of PPS 4 has been considered as part of the assessment 
and it is contended that on balance the application would not be contrary 
to this policy.  The Environmental Health response has advised that the 
application would be acceptable subject to mitigation measures being 
incorporated into the design.  The site has been subject to a previous 
approval, is zoned for housing under draft BMAP and is subject to a Legal 
Agreement with the Applicant and the owners of Clarehill 
Plastics.  Additionally, the dwellings proposed are further from the factory 
site than what had been approved under S/2005/1017/RM.  Taking all 
these factors into consideration it is contended that the Council would not 
be justified in refusing this application on the basis of PED 8. 
 

 


