ITEM 7.6.
	SPC.14.05.2026
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL

A hybrid (special) meeting (in person and via Zoom) of the Planning Committee was held in the Council Chamber, 2 Church Street, Newtownards, on Thursday 14 May 2026 at 7.00 pm. 
	
PRESENT:		

In the Chair: 	Councillor McClean 

Aldermen: 		Graham 		McDowell 		
			McAlpine  		McIlveen (Zoom)
						Smith
 
Councillors:		Cathcart (Zoom)	McKee (Zoom)
			Harbinson 		Wray 
			Hennessey
	 						
Officers:	Director of Place and Prosperity (B Dorrian), Head of Planning and Building Control (A McCullough), Principal Planner (G Kerr), Senior Professional and Technical Officer (C Rodgers), Head of Environmental Health and Regulatory Services (G Kinnear), Senior Environmental Health Officer (C Devine) and Democratic Services Officer (H Loebnau)  

1.	Apologies

Apologies had been received from Councillor Smart.  Apologies were also received from Councillor Morgan who had previously made a declaration of interest. 

2.	Declarations of Interest

Councillor Morgan had made a Declaration of Interest on Item 3.1 prior to the meeting.   No further declarations of interest were made but Members were reminded of their ability to declare at any time throughout the meeting. 

3.	Planning Application 

3.1	LA06/2022/0310/F – Proposed extension of 
Ballystockart Quarry, COMBER

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Case Officer’s report. 

DEA:  Comber​
Committee Interest: 
Proposal:  Proposed north westerly lateral extension of Ballystockart Quarry, with associated deepening of the existing northern operational area, to include a phased operational plan, screening bunds with advanced tree planting and holistic restoration. 
Site Location:  Ballystockart Quarry, 63 Ballystockart Road, Comber and agricultural lands to the NW of the quarry to include 61 Ballystockart Road, Comber. 
Recommendation:  Grant Planning Permission​

The Senior Professional and Technical Officer stated that the application was before the Committee as it fell within the Major category of development. Planning permission was sought for an extension to Ballystockart Quarry to secure continuation of mineral extraction over a period of approximately 23 years.
  
The proposal included the construction of screening bunds, advanced landscaping, phased mineral extraction and the restoration of the wider quarry site at the end of the extraction period. 

The Officer recommendation was to grant planning permission, subject to conditions and the execution of a legal agreement. 

Site Context 

The site comprised an established mineral quarry located approximately 3 kilometres north-west of Comber. It was around 10 kilometres south-east of Belfast Harbour and approximately 0.9 kilometres southwest of the A 22 route between Comber and Belfast. 
The site location plan showed the application site outlined in red with the lateral extension area indicated.  
There was a long history of mineral extraction and processing at Ballystockart Quarry, with the earliest permission on record dating back over 50 years to 1974. 
Operations currently took place at both sides of Ballystockart Road. The active extraction area referred to as the northern quarry, was located to the north of the road, whilst the historic quarry void lay to the south and was referred to as the southern quarry.  

Existing ancillary facilities were located adjacent to the southern quarry void. Those included the site office, parking, a weighbridge, wheel wash, concrete batching plant, and fixed crushing and screening plant. 
Overhead electricity infrastructure operated by NIE crossed the northern part of the site. 
Vehicular access to the quarry was obtained via a single established entrance onto Ballystockart Road.  A tunnel beneath the road allowed material to be transported internally from the northern extraction area to the processing facilities, avoiding the need for a secondary access.  


Proposal
The application sought a lateral extension to the north-west of the existing northern operational area, together with deepening of the quarry floor. The purpose was to secure the continuation of mineral extraction at the quarry. 
The application did not seek any additional processing plant or machinery. 
Extraction would take place over three phases
In advance of mineral extraction, overburden would be removed and used to construct bunds. Those bunds would then be planted with native woodland and would provide visual screening and noise attenuation. 
Mineral extraction would then progress through the phased sequence shown on the slides. (quarry floor level of 37metres above ordnance datum).  
Restoration 
Final restoration would include the removal of structures and processing facilities, and the creation of waterbodies, woodland, scrub and species-rich grassland. It was recommended that any approval be subject to appropriate conditions securing restoration, long-term habitat management and monitoring. 
Planning policy recognised that the minerals industry made an essential contribution to the economy by providing primary minerals for construction and as a valuable provider of employment. Policy also recognised that minerals could only be worked where they were found. 
The quarry produced a high specification aggregate, with a Polished Stone Value of +68. That material provided high skid resistance and was used in road surfacing.   
The 2023 Environmental Statement highlighted that the quarry made a significant contribution to the local and wider economy, with an annual turnover of approximately £7.5million. Updated figures provided in August 2025 indicated that revenue continued to rise and that the quarry sustained 27 full-time equivalent jobs. 
Those economic benefits weighed in favour of the proposal but must be balanced against the environmental and amenity impacts. 
Natural Environment 
Shared Environmental Services had completed a Habitats Regulations Assessment and concluded that the proposal would have no adverse effect on site integrity, either alone or in-combination, subject to mitigation secured by condition. 
NIEA Natural Environment Division had reviewed the environmental information and raised no objection, subject to conditions. Those included approval and implementation of a protected and priority species management plan and habitat monitoring linked to restoration. 
Historic Environment 
Historic Monuments Unit raised no objection, subject to archaeological mitigation. 
Historic Buildings Unit also raised no objection, with listed buildings considered to be adequately screened by distance and topography. 
The Officer then turned to landscape and visual impact. 
The Environmental Statement included a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, which had been reviewed by Officers and verified through site inspections. 
The main mitigation included screening bunds, woodland planting, retention of existing boundary planting and phased extraction to allow new planting to establish.  
The proposed extension area would be visible from some elevated locations along Ballyrussell Road to the west and south-west of the site. The photomontages showed the proposed mitigation and woodland planting at various stages of maturity.  
Further north, views would be restricted by dense woodland planting.  
Existing mature landscaping already provided significant screening of the existing quarry along Ballystockart Road. 
Overall, views of the existing quarry were generally well contained within the surrounding landscape setting. It was considered that, once established, the proposed landscape mitigation would provide significant screening of the extended quarry. 
The Officer then turned to impacts on amenity, including noise, dust and blasting. 
Those matters were central to the assessment and were addressed in detail in the Officer report.  Given the site’s proximity to the Council boundary, Environmental Health Officers from both this Council and from Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council had reviewed the application.  
The Environmental Statement identified the closest sensitive receptors and assessed potential impacts from operational noise, dust and blasting.  
In relation to noise, week-long baseline surveys were undertaken during the proposed working hours, predicted operational noise levels were calculated using measured plant and machinery noise from the site. The assessment concluded that noise levels would remain within the applicable limits set out within minerals noise guidance for normal daytime working hours.   
Controls would include operational noise limits, noise monitoring and the implementation of a Noise Management Plan. In addition, a noise management plan must be submitted and approved by the Council before operations commence.  The plan must include the management of reversing alarms so the Council maintained control over the detail.  However, to address the recent objector concerns the Officer was content for the condition to specifically require broadband, white noise reversing alarms and to prohibit tonal reversing beepers and was satisfied that that could be enforced.     
In relation to blasting, controls included limits on ground vibration and air overpressure at third-party sensitive receptors blasting would be limited to between 10:00 hours and 16:00 hours and to a maximum of two occasions per calendar month.  
Environmental Health raised no objection in relation to noise and blasting subject to the recommended mitigation.  
Environmental Health also reviewed the Dust Impact Assessment and recommended that the implementation of a Dust Management Plan was secured by condition. 
The report also recognised that some pollution-control matters were regulated separately through a Pollution Prevention and Control permit regulated by NIEA. 
Health and Safey matters were regulated separately under the Quarries Regulations 2006 and enforced by HSENI, which raised no objection subject to blasting safeguards.  
In terms of Flood risk, drainage and the water environment, DFI Rivers raised no objection.  
NIEA Water Management Unit and Land and Groundwater Team had reviewed the environmental information and raised no objection subject to conditions. Those included ongoing groundwater monitoring and pollution prevention measures. 
Turning to traffic and road safety 
The proposed development would continue to use the existing established quarry access onto the public road network.   
The Environmental Statement concluded that the proposal would not result in unacceptable impacts on road safety or on the operation of the surrounding road network. It identified no material intensification of traffic  movements relative to the existing lawful quarrying activities currently served by the access.  DFI Roads reviewed the Environmental Statement and carried out detailed site visits and no objection was received about traffic and road safety.  
Significant operational controls were also proposed.  
Those included annual extraction limits, removal of permitted development rights for any additional mobile or fixed processing plant or machinery, extinguishment of historic extraction rights within the southern quarry, and future control of operating hours for the wider site through a Section 76 Planning Agreement.  
Having regard to the evidence-based assessment in the Environmental Statement, the response from DFI Roads, the proposed planning conditions and Section 76 obligations, Officers were satisfied that continued use of the existing access would not result in unacceptable prejudice to road safety or the convenience of road users. 
Turning to representations  
Letters of support had been received, with key themes including the need for materials and the economic and employment contribution of the quarry. 
Approximately 250 letters of objection had been received to date. The figure reflected the total number of submissions rather than the number of separate addresses.  
The key issues raised included traffic and road safety, noise, dust and blasting impacts, effects on health, natural heritage and designated sites, landscape impacts, and impacts on the water environment. 
Those issues were addressed in detail in the Case Officer Report under the relevant topic headings, informed by the Environmental Statement and consultee responses. Where necessary, mitigation was recommended through conditions and legal agreement obligations. 
A Section 76 Planning Agreement was proposed to provide a coordinated framework of controls across the wider quarry site. The site was subject to a number of separate existing planning permissions, and the agreement would sit alongside the recommended conditions. The agreement would secure consistent controls over operating hours, blasting and plant replacement. It would also extinguish extant extraction rights in the southern quarry and remove permitted development rights for processing across the wider site.  
Those obligations would manage operational, amenity and environmental impacts across the quarry as a whole. 
Planning balance and recommendation 
In the planning balance, weight was given to the established nature of the quarry, the continuity of mineral supply and the economic and employment benefits. 
The proposal had been assessed against prevailing planning policy and the environmental information including consultation responses.  The potential environmental and amenity impacts had all been considered. 
Officers were satisfied that the impacts of the development could be appropriately mitigated and controlled through the recommended conditions and the Section 76 Planning Agreement. 
The recommendation was therefore to GRANT planning permission, subject to conditions and the execution of the Section 76 planning agreement. 
The Chair invited questions to the Officer for clarification and Alderman Smith asked for further explanation on the noise condition referred to in the report.

The Officer provided a breakdown, referring to noise limits, monitoring, and a Noise Management Plan. Those would provide tighter control over day-to-day operations and minimise noise impacts.

In terms of noise and blasting dust, Alderman Smith asked whether the current operator’s performance had been assessed against those key issues and the Officer explained that a baseline survey would have been carried out as standard practice in relation to dust and noise and factored into the overall assessment.

In a final query, Alderman Smith asked how SPSS 2 had been interpretated and it was explained that in terms of sustainable development which considered economic, environmental and social impacts – economic benefits had been recognised but those were balanced against environmental and amenity impacts. Through statutory consultation and assessments, the Planning Service was satisfied that the impacts could be successfully managed through planning conditions and a robust Section 76 planning agreement.

Alderman Graham asked why permitted development rights were being removed for certain structures and he queried the rationale behind that recommendation.
The Officer advised that the intention was to prevent intensification and the recommendation for removal of permitted development rights related specifically to the processing of mineral at the southern quarry and to prevent the operator from using any mobile processing plant in the northern quarry which could lead to environmental impacts.

Michael Robinson and Deborah Robinson were introduced and invited to speak against the application. Their address to the Committee was detailed as follows:

Mr Robinson said he spoke for Ballystockart Residents, who had submitted over 200 objections to the application.  While some had been addressed, many still remained unresolved.

The main concern was Policy MIN 6, which required the Council to protect the safety and amenity of those living near mineral workings. He stated that had not been met. The planning report failed to assess the cumulative, long-term effects on residents’ health and wellbeing, focusing only on isolated technical issues and in most cases without critical assessment.

One key example was the lack of a proper buffering zone.  Northern Ireland lagged behind places such as Wales’ MTAN1 with planning guidance of 200 metres - the most recognised planning guideline in the UK; but instead, here the responsibility was on Planning to assess it on a case by case basis.  Yet, the question remained unresolved, with only a 100 metre buffer between buildings and blasts being considered rather than what was the boundary of all impacts to residents’ health and amenity.

Residents, from young to old, had already spent decades exposed to silica dust, noise, and traffic and if approved that would continue for another generation. Indeed, this report explicitly accepted that as an acceptable baseline without full critical assessment. If approved, that would continue for another 23 years, the report even acknowledged that extending the quarry would lead to loss of amenity for nearby residents due to noise and dust.

He did not believe the Planning Committee had the necessary data and evidence to approve an application for hard rock mineral extraction and processing where:

There was no reference in the application report to studies or monitoring of long-term exposure anywhere close to the similarities of this application. 

Homes with gardens were just 50 metres from quarry operations, including blasting.

A preschool with four-year-old children playing 75 metres from hard rock crushing.

A business and home was sitting just 50 metres from the planned dumping site for waste.

Seven homes and multiple businesses were within 100 metres of quarrying operations.

The (previous) planning authority had already stated the need to cease quarrying activities by 2030 in the interests of local residential amenity and only provided evidence that this extension would make that worse.

Mrs Robinson then began by stating that the applicant had not demonstrated that the proposal protected residential amenity, health, vulnerable receptors, and the environment over the extended period.

Given the proximity of homes and vulnerable receptors, the report should have clearly addressed Section 75 equality implications under the Northern Ireland Act 1998, particularly in respect of age, disability, and persons with dependants.

The Officer Report’s framing was not sufficiently balanced. It repeatedly presented the proposal as a “lateral extension” of an existing quarry, but the planning context was more significant than that wording suggested. 

The planning balance gave substantial weight to economic benefits, including mineral supply, employment, and export markets but she said that economic benefit did not remove the need to properly assess harm.  There was insufficient scrutiny of whether other available suppliers of high-PSV gritstone could meet the identified need.  The report had not shown that the economic benefit decisively outweighed the risks to residents, health, amenity, and the environment.  It risked implying that the quarry output was required mainly for Ards and North Down.

The report also relied heavily on a Section 76 agreement, but its key terms were not set out with enough clarity. Members and the public needed to know exactly what was being controlled by condition, what was being secured by legal agreement, and how those measures would mitigate the identified impacts.

The decision-maker must be satisfied at the time of decision that mitigation would be effective. That certainty was not here. Too much was left to post-consent stages, monitoring, complaints, and reactive enforcement, including in relation to groundwater, boreholes, and noise.

Residents had limited confidence in future compliance because of concerns about past non-adherence and unauthorised quarry use detailed in the report.

Condition 8 was a clear example of the problem. It was not sufficiently preventative, precise, or effective. It relied on action after a complaint was made, rather than clear, enforceable limits to prevent harm occurring in the first place.  She also referred to operating hours which were not in the interests of residents.

The existing permission already required quarrying to cease by 2030 in the interests of residential amenity, and the report had not clearly explained what had changed to justify a further long extension.

The Chair invited questions and Alderman Smith asked the speakers to elaborate on the Section 75 implications. Mrs Robinson claimed that the community had not been consulted at any point, particularly in relation to vulnerable residents and their needs. She argued that the dust and noise impacts had varying affects with each receptor experiencing the impacts differently. She pointed to impacts on neurodiverse residents or those with other health conditions.

Mr Robinson referred to long term exposure not just in relation to health but also dust impacts on people’s property and he advised that this had been acknowledged by the quarry which had historically paid for window and garden cleaning of properties in the area. He argued that it was the dust that was not visible however that was the most harmful and people would not become aware of the impacts until after the quarry was gone.

There were no further questions and Mr and Mrs Robsinson returned to the public gallery.

Mark Walsh (Director, Breedon) and Claire George (Environmental and Estates Manager, Breedon) were in attendance and addressed the Committee as follows:

Mr Walsh explained the purpose of his business was to make a material difference to the lives of colleagues, customers and communities and had a vision to be the  leading vertically-integrated international construction materials group.  The business was an Independent Company operating in excess of 110 quarries, 200 Concrete Batching Plans and 60 Asphalt plants throughout Great Britain and Ireland. 

Ballystockart produced a High Specification Aggregate a designation attributed by the British Geological Survey by their same titled MINERAL PLANNING FACTSHEET recently updated in Dec 2025. The resource was nationally scarce in Great Britain and Ireland and was essential for roads that demanded the highest level of safety performance (grip).  Ballystockart was the only source in Ireland which removed the requirement for imports. 

Minerals could only be worked where they naturally occurred and planning policy favours extensions as opposed to new sites as per Policy MIN 1, as referenced by the Case Officer. The approach was borne out by the 11th Annual Mineral Planning Survey Report which confirmed that in the last 25 years that of some 150 planning applications involving hard rock quarries resources only 3 had related to Greenfield applications, one of those in Northern Ireland which was refused. 

The application had been through an exhaustive examination over the last 4 year period and subject to Clarification Requests by Expert Consultees and addressing points raised by objectors.  The Consultees had consistently responded with No Objection subject to conditions, as the synopsis at the front of the Case Officer’s Report.  No objection confirmed that those Experts concurred that there would be no likely significant environmental impacts from the proposal. 

But what that did not explain was the number of times each consultee was asked to confirm their position. NIEA for instance had confirmed their position of No Objection – Subject to Conditions on 10 separate occasions.  In addition, as an Applicant had agreed to work with the Council to standardise operating procedures moving forward and had agreed to enter into a Section 76 agreement controlling hours of operations, sterilising resources in the historical operation, providing uniformity for the blasting activity and commitment to demonstrate continued journey to Net Zero.  Providing new levels of control to the Council and transparency to the site’s neighbours. 

In relation to the Council’s draft Plan Strategy, whilst not a critical mineral as referenced in modern terminology, it was an Essential Mineral to enable the Council to deliver its outlined strategy, the extension would release 23 years of resource at the assessed rates. 

Ballystockart was one of four fully active quarries in the Borough, whilst provided HSA further afield, the quarry consistently delivered between 60 and 70% annually of its production into the local construction market.  An extension of the operation would help to deliver the Borough’s proposed Spatial Growth Strategy and the proposed delivery of 15,600 housing allocation over the Plan Period, with the nearby Principle Settlement of Newtownards and Small Town Comber requiring almost 50% of the target allocation. 

In relation to this Scarce Resource providing Economic Prosperity as he had outlined, Ballystockart Quarry was the Sole Operational resource of +68PSV HSA in Ireland and was only one of nine throughout the whole of Great Britain and Ireland.  With the inclusion of the proposed extension the quarry footprint would extend to 51.4Ha which was similar to a medium sized Northern Irish farm and approximately 0.1% of the Borough’s land mass, but that generated a turnover of £11.5M annually, which was something not many farms could do.   

Ballystockart Quarry employed 27 full time employees and had a direct wage bill in excess of £1.25M and using Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency (NISRA) employment multiplier for the mining and quarrying sector of 2.6, a further 70 indirect jobs could be predicted to be supported in the Ards and North Down Borough area.  Tax Contribution, Aggregate Tax, VAT, National Insurance and Rates were around £3.5M annually. 

In respect of Breedon’s Values, Ms George stated that Breedon took a long-term approach to sustainability, balancing economic, social and environmental impacts to deliver value today and for future generations.  Its strategy was built around three pillars – Planet, People and Places – and was supported by clear sustainability policies.  Across Ireland, it operated certified ISO 14001 Environmental and ISO 50001 Energy Management Systems, and all products had achieved BES 6001 Responsible Sourcing certification at Very Good level. 

It had set ambitious carbon targets: a 20% reduction in carbon intensity by 2030 and net zero by 2050, aligned with the Science Based Targets 1.5°C pathway.  In 2025, it achieved a 19% reduction against its baseline, including a further 7% year-on-year reduction. At Ballystockart Quarry, operations ran on 100% renewable electricity, reducing Scope 2 emissions to zero.  All emissions were reported in line with recognised standards and independently verified by Bureau Veritas. 

To support delivery of those commitments, managers had completed carbon and net zero training, including Carbon Literacy accreditation and IEMA Introduction to Net Zero. 

Biodiversity protection and enhancement were key priorities. It held Platinum BITCNI Biodiversity Charter accreditation and was implementing Biodiversity Action Plans at over 25 sites.  It also operated a comprehensive bird survey programme, which in 2025 covered 17 sites across Ireland, with one site participating in the British Trust for Ornithology Constant Effort Site Scheme. 

It actively supported wider landscape-scale conservation and he explained that he was a Director on the board of the Belfast Hills Partnership, contributing to long-term management plans and nature recovery across the Belfast Hills. 

At Ballystockart Quarry, future restoration would deliver nearly 28 hectares of priority habitat, including woodland, hedgerows, open mosaic habitats, in addition to two significant waterbodies. 

Effective resource management underpinned that approach, with 94% of water recycled at Ballystockart and a 94% landfill diversion rate achieved over the last year. 

Strong community relationships were important to the business. 14 fixed sites operated Good Neighbour Plans, and as a Group it had delivered £130 million of social value towards its 2030 target of £500 million. 

Its sustainability performance had been recognised through national awards, including Best Energy Achievement in Construction, Platinum BITCNI Environmental Benchmarking Awards, an Aisling Award – Guardian of the Environment, Sustainability Team of the Year, and being named one of Ireland’s Best Employers.

Alderman Smith sought clarity on the ‘three pillars’ ethos – planet, people and places, that the speakers had referred to.  In terms of the ‘people’ element, he asked for the applicant’s response to the objectors’ concerns of long-term dust harm.

Ms George responded that dust was controlled under an NIEA PPC permit and that stipulated using the best available operational techniques to control the dust. This was complied with at present and the operator would continue to do so.

In terms of social value, Ms George explained that there was a focus on health, safety and wellbeing for all, and she referred to a company target to provide £500M of social value to communities by 2030. That figure currently sat at £130M. She referred to regular engagement with local schools.

To respond to specific queries, Mervyn Keegan was introduced as the applicant’s air quality and acoustics consultant. He explained that his company undertook six to ten quarry dust impact assessments per annum in the UK and Ireland. The approach was in line with Institute of Air Quality Management Guidance which was specifically referred to as mineral dust impacts for planning. The approach taken was through baseline monitoring, impact assessment, recommendations of appropriate mitigation measures depending on the level of impact. Everything was undertaken with industry standard and best practice and during the course of the application process his company had consulted with Ards and North Down Borough Council Environmental Health Officers along with Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council. Their methodology approach, findings and relevant mitigations had been approved and had resulted in the form of the recommended planning conditions.

Alderman Smith noted that the quarry had been at the site since 1974 and asked if there had been any evidence of impacts in that time. Mr Keegan advised that history of complaints of noise and dust had been discussed at the outset of the process and that was to ensure that the assessment would eliminate any future impacts from further development. He was not aware of any extensive complaints received by the quarry up to the point of the application. 

Alderman McApline asked when the nearby houses had been given planning permission and it was estimated that immediately adjacent there was older housing, possibly farmsteads, and then there was a cluster of housing which he estimated were built in the 1970s and 1980s.

Alderman McAlpine asked why the applicant wished to extend the hours of operation and Mr Walsh advised that the operating hours were being standardised with 24/7 operating hours already permitted at the southern quarry. He explained that there were restricted operating hours at the northern quarry and complaints received by planning Enforcement Officers had actually related to operations at the southern quarry so no enforcement action could be taken.

Alderman McAlpine queried if any work was ongoing in the quarry void and it was advised that the void was used for the fresh water source for cleaning purposes. The speaker added that high specification aggregate resulted in mudstone waste which was being used to backfill the southern void.

Councillor Wray noted the applicant’s claims that dust cleaning took place at their properties which acknowledged an impact. He asked if this was common for quarries and asked for the expert’s view on the anticipated level of impact, if that was higher, lower or the same. Mr Keegan explained that the level of extraction would remain the same but would be updated with improved modern mitigation measures. It was explained that the cleaning of properties was common, and viewed as good practice and not a reflection of the level of pollution.

Those speaking in support of the application then returned to the public gallery and Members were invited to ask further questions from Officers.   

Alderman Smith asked to tease out some matters in relation to the distances of residential properties to the quarry and the measurement of harm that might be present from the operations being carried on.  He was aware that this fell under Northern Ireland legislation but he wondered how that compared to other locations in Great Britain. In response it was noted that the objectors had not submitted any supporting evidence for the claim that planning was ‘stricter’ around quarries in Great Britain.  What had been given approval here was deemed to be suitable and the legislation was applied consistently across the region.  In terms of the closest residential property that was number 63 Ballystockart Road and blasting could not occur within that distance since noise limits were applied.  Planning Service was satisfied that the quarry was capable of operating within those limits.    

Alderman McAlpine asked about the operational time changes and how that had come about.   It was explained that the baseline survey related to normal working hours 07.00 hours – 19.00 hours, the impact of that was assessed and raised with Environmental Health Department and it was satisfied that was in accordance with guidance.  The northern quarry lacked the conditions that were now being applied in terms of blasting so it was felt that there were sufficient robust controls being imposed along with guidance from Environmental Health Department and that should be acceptable.  When blasting was taking place neighbours would be advised in advance.  Landscape restoration was also being incorporated into the decision for approval.   

Alderman Graham raised the matter of dust and wondered how dust would be carried, giving consideration to varying wind strengths and directions and wondered was it really possible to monitor where dust travelled.  Environmental Health Officer (C Devine) advised that officers had assessed from looking at meteorological systems and the south westerly wind direction that was prominent at this site.       

Councillor Hennessey referred to the objectors remarks about the work needing to cease in 2030 in the interests of residential amenity.  The Committee was informed that residential amenity had been considered at length and Planning Service was satisfied that the proposal did have the robust conditions in place to protect that.  Every application was considered within the current context of a site and there had been extensive technical assessments carried out to protect residential amenity.      

Proposed by Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that the application be approved.

In proposing Alderman Graham stated that he would have preferred not to have been in this position but he felt that the Case Officer had made a comprehensive report and he understood the tension between a quarry and local residents.  However, that considered, and on balance taking in to account the issues presented, he was content to support the Officer’s recommendation.    

Seconding, Councillor Cathcart pointed to the extensive testing and detailed reporting and noted that all statutory consultees had approved the application and strong conditions and a legal agreement had been put in place along with a timeframe to cease operations so he was content to approve the application.     

Alderman Smith agreed with the proposer acknowledging that this was a challenging decision to be taken on planning balance.  He referred to the detailed report which looked at the environmental, economic, visual impact and road impact and that was well covered.  However, to him, there was one question that still remained and it concerned residential impact.  He thought it was unclear if everything that could be done would be done particularly around the long term health implications but ultimately he accepted that this was about planning balance.   

Members were asked if they were in agreement and there was dissent so a vote was taken by a show of hands.    

	FOR (5) 
	AGAINST (4) 
	ABSTAINED (2) 

	Alderman Graham 
	Alderman McIlveen 
	Alderman McAlpine 

	Alderman McDowell 
	Alderman Smith 
	Councillor McClean 

	Councillor Cathcart 
	Councillor Harbinson 
	

	Councillor Hennessy 
	Councillor McKee 
	

	Councillor Wray 
	
	



With five voting FOR, four voting AGAINST, and two ABSTAINING, the planning permission was GRANTED.    

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that the recommendation be adopted.   
  
Termination of meeting 

The meeting terminated at 8.12 pm.

	
	
	



2

