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Executive Summary

1. This representationis submitted on behalf of a consortium of interested parties in
response to a consultation on the Derry City and Strabane District Council draft Plan
Strategy{dPS).

2. The dPS is unsound as the legal compliance tests have not been met.

3. Furthermore, the Sustainability Assessment (SA) that supports the dPS is flawed. These

flaws render the dPS in its entirety unsound as soundness test P3 cannot be met.

4, The following table summarises the draft policies which are unsound, for the reasons
specified, with a reference in this representation:

Table1: Summary of Modifications and Soundness Test
dPS Section Policy Modifications Soundness Issue
Sought
Legislative Crosscutting Review/revise LDP P1. Hasthe plan been prepared
Compliance See Section timetable in accordance withthe council’s
2 of this timetable and the Statement of
submission. Community Involvement?

P4. Did the council comply with
the regulations on the form and
content of its plan and on the
procedure for preparing the

plan?
Review P2. Hasthe council preparedits
consultation Preferred Options Paper and
arrangementsin  taken into account any
line with the representations made?
Statement of P4, Did the council comply with
Community the regulations on the form and
Involvement content of its plan and on the
procedure for preparing the
plan?

Publish for C3. Did the council take account
consultation the  of policy and guidance issued by
Draft Plan Strategy the Department?

—Urban Capacity  CE1. The plan must set out a

and Windfall Study coherent strategy from which its
(EVB 16a) policies and allocations logically
flow and where cross boundary
issues are relevantis it in conflict
with the plans of neighbouring
councils. CE2. The strategy,



Chapter S: Growth

GrowthStrategy Strategy
See Section
4 of this
submission

Justified.

policies and allocations must be
realistic and appropriate having
considered the relevant
alternativesand are founded on
a robust evidence base.

CE3. There must be clear
mechanisms for implementation
and monitoring.

CE4. The plan must be
reasonably flexible to enable it to
deal with changing
circumstances.

Review/address  CE1. The plan must set out a
the unexplained/  coherent strategy from which its

unjustified policies and allocations logically
inconsistency flow and where cross boundary
betweengrowth issues are relevant is it in conflict
targetsi.e. with the plans of neighbouring

targeting thesame councils. CE2. The strategy,
level of new jobs  policies and allocations must be
as per the POP, but realistic and appropriate having

a reduced considered the relevant
quantumof new  alternativesand are founded on
homes. a robust evidence base.

C2. Did the council take account
of its Community Plan?

Revise projections CE1. The plan must set out a

for new homes coherent strategy from which its
associated with policies and allocations logically
supporting 15,000 flow and where cross boundary
new jobs - DPPN6 issues are relevant is it in conflict
confirms: “There  with the plans of neighbouring
should be a councils.

sufficient level of  cE2. The strategy, policies and
detail/technical  jiocations must be realistic and
evidence about the appropriate having considered
various options to  the relevant alternativesand are

enable a clear founded on a robust evidence
understanding of  pase.

the; dlfferen; C2. Did the council take account
ou 'comeso ) of its Community Plan?

options considered

and how a

Council’s preferred

options are



Review
methodology for
the translation of
population into
households (i.e.
the household
formation rate
assumptions
applied tothe
population
projections to
derive household
growth forecasts)

Review/revise/
clarify the
modelling
assumptions
deployed in the
UUEPC local
government
forecast model

Provide evidence
to confirm the
extent to which
4,000 new social
homes {Housing
Executive
projection), as a
proportion (44%)
of total provision
(9,000), will be
able to be
delivered viably
whilst also
supporting the
creation of
sustainable and
mixed
communities.

Review/extendthe
LDP plan period to

CE1. The plan must set out a
coherent strategy from which its
policies and allocations logically
flow and where cross boundary
issues are relevantis it in conflict
with the plans of neighbouring
councils,

CE2. The strategy, policies and
allocations must be realistic and
appropriate having considered
the relevant alternativesand are
founded on a robust evidence
base.

CE1. The ptan must set out a
coherent strategy from which its
policies and allocations logically
flow and where cross boundary
issues are relevantis it in conflict
with the plans of neighbouring
councils.

CE2. The strategy, policies and
allocations must be realisticand
appropriate having considered
the relevant alternativesand are
founded on a robust evidence
base,

CE1. The plan must set out a
coherent strategy from which its
policies and allocations logically
flow and where cross boundary
issues are relevant s it in conflict
with the plans of neighbouring
councils.

CE2. The strategy, policies and
allocations must be realistic and
appropriate having considered
the relevant alternativesand are
founded on a robust evidence
base.

C2. Did the council take account
of its Community Plan?

P1. Hasthe plan been prepared
in accordance withthe council’s



Chapter 6:
Spatial Strategy

Chapter 11:
Transport &
Movement

Spatial
Strategy
See Section
4 of this
submission

Transport &
Movement
See Section
5 ofthis
submission

influence growth
and in accordance
with the Council’s
Strategic Growth
Plan

Review/amend the
Settlement
Hierarchy Options
(noting the
retained status of
Eglinton)

Review/amend the
plan to respond to
major (known)
infrastructure
commitments

Community Involvement?
C2. Did the council take account
of its Community Plan?

C3. Did the council take account
of policy and guidance issued by
the Department

C4. Has the plan had regardto
other relevant plans, policies and
strategiesrelating to the
council’s district or to any
adjoining council’s district?

CE2. The strategy, policies and
allocations must be realistic and
appropriate having considered
the relevant alternativesand are
founded on a robust evidence
base.

Plan fails to take account of its
Community Plan {soundness test
C2).

Council fails take account of
policy and guidance issued by the
Department (soundness test C3).

The plan fails toset out a
coherent strategy from which its
palicies and allocations logically
{(soundness test CE1).

The strategy, policies and
allocations are not realistic or
appropriate having considered
the relevant alternativesand nor
are they founded on a robust
evidence base (soundness test
CE2).

C4. Has the plan had regard to
other relevant plans, palicies and
strategiesrelating to the
council’s district or to any
adjoining council’s district?

C2. The Plan must take account
of its Community Plan,

CE1. The plan should set out a
coherent strategy from which its
policies and allocations logically
flow and where cross boundary
issues are relevant is it in conflict



Chapter 16: HOU 1
Housing in See Section
Settlements and g of this

the Countryside submission

with the plans of neighbouring
councils;

CE2 The strategy, policies and
allocations are to be realistic and
appropriate having considered
the relevant alternativesand are
founded on a robust evidence
base;

P3. Hasthe plan been subject to
sustainability appraisal including
Strategic Environmental

Assessment?
Undertake a The plan fails to set out a
realistic coherent strategy from which its
assessment of policies and allocations logically
Social Housing {soundness test CE1); and
Need based on The strategy, policies and
current and allocations are not realistic or
available data. appropriate having considered

the relevant alternativesand nor
are they founded on a robust
evidence base (soundness test
CE2).

Make provision for The dPS fails to take account of
a 5 YearHousing  its Community Plan (soundness

Land Supply, test C2);

particularlyin the Council fails take account of
DerryCity, to policy and guidance issued by the
Counteract the Department {soundness test C3);

reliance on a small
number of large
and complex sites
to meet housing
requirements

The plan fails to set out a
coherent strategy from which its
policies and allocations logically
(soundness test CE1); and

The strategy, policies and
allocations are not realistic or
appropriate having considered
the relevant alternatives and nor
are they founded on a robust

evidence base (soundness test
CE2).

Urban Capacity C3. Did the council take account
and Windfall Study of policy and guidance issued by
- Publish for the Department?

consultation the g1 The plan must set out a

Draft Plan Strategy coherent strategy from which its
~Urban Capacity  policies and allocations logically



and Windfall Study flow and where cross boundary

(EVB 16a)

Approach to Phase
2 Zonings — policy
relies on existing
uncommitted
zonings, for which
thereis limited or
no reasonable
prospect of being
developed for
housing during the
plan period

issues are relevant s it in conflict
with the plans of neighbouring
councils. CE2. The strategy,
policies and allocations must be
realistic and appropriate having
considered the relevant
alternativesand are founded on
a robust evidence base.

CE3. There must be clear
mechanisms for implementation
and monitoring.

CE4. The plan must be
reasonably flexible to enable it to
deal with changing
circumstances.

The dPS fails to take account of
its Community Plan (test C2);

The council fails take account of
policy and guidance issued by the
Department (soundness test C3);

The plan does not have regardto
other relevant plans, policies and
strategiesrelating to the
council’s district — including the
Derryand Strabane, Housing
Investment Plan 2019 — 2023
(soundness test C4);

The plan fails to set out a
coherent strategy from which its
policies and allocations logically
{soundness test CE1); and

The strategy, policies and
allocations are not realisticor
appropriate having considered
the relevant alternativesand nor
are they founded on a robust
evidence base (soundness test
CE2).

Review/amend the The dPS fails to take account of

Exception Policy —
by establishing a
robust and
deliverable
mechanism that
responds to

its Community Plan (test C2);

The council fails take account of
policy and guidance issued by the
Department (test C3);

The plan does not have regardto

_other relevant plans, policies and




escalatingunmet  strategiesrelating to the
housing council’s district - including the
need/stress Derryand Strabane, Housing
Review/amend the !nvestmentPlan 2019 -2023
dPS toidentifya  (testCA);

reserve of housing The plan fails to set out a

land along the coherent strategy from which its
urban fringe of policies and allocations logically
Derryand (test CE1); and

Strabane. The strategy, policies and

allocations are not realistic or
appropriate having considered
the relevant alternativesand nor
are they founded on a robust
evidence base (test CE2).

HOU 5 Make availablethe The dPS fails to take account of
Affordable  original Housing  its Community Plan (soundness
Housing Needs Assessment  test C2);

SeeSection 2ndUrban The council fails take account of

6 of this Capacity policy and guidance issued by the

submission /\ssessment Department {soundness test C3);
Provide The plan does not have regardto

clarification on the  other relevant plans, policies and
justified affordable strategiesrelating to the

housing council’s district — including the
requirement for  parryand Strabane, Housing
district Investment Plan 2019 — 2023
Ensure there is {soundness test C4};

sufficient land The plan fails to set out a
available for coherent strategy from which its

development and  pojicies and allocations logically

deliverable within  (soundness test CE1); and
the plan period

and if necessary
identify additional
lands through the
expansion of
settlement limits
atthe Plan
Strategystage.

The strategy, policies and
allocations are not realistic or
appropriate having considered
the relevant alternativesand nor
are they founded on a robust
evidence base (soundness test
CE2).

HOU 6 Review/address The policy as currently drafted is
House incoherence in the incoherent and fails policy test
Types, Size draft pO'iCY and CE1.

and Tenure howitapplies to  yhe policy fails soundness test




SeeSection tenure.

6 of this Establish a robust

submission  eyidence base to
test the draft
policy and would
support either the
continued use or
deviation from the
thresholds set out
in policy HS4 of
PPS12.
Viability of the
policy has not
been assessed.
‘Round table
discussion’
meetings were
held in 2018/2019,
however, no
details are
provided to
explain the nature
of these.

HOU 7

Accessible
Housing
(Lifetime
Homes and
Wheelchair
Standards)
See Section
6 of this
submission

No consideration
has been given to
the impact of this
policy on housing
developers and

their associated

housing products

There is a lack of
substantive
evidence to
support this policy
position or any
consideration of
the viability of a
project, mindful
that this policy
needs to be
considered in
tandem with HOU
S5and 6

Recommend the

policy is deleted
from the dPS.

~ CE2 as the policy is not found on

a robust evidence base or has
consideration been given to
relevant alternatives

The policy fails soundness test
CE2 asthere is a lack of evidence
to support the policy position
and no evidence provided to
demanstrate that viability has
been considered.



Chapter 26:
Place-Making &
Design Vision
For
Development In
The District

Chapter 25:
Development
and Flooding

Supplementary
Planning
Guidance

PDPs/ PDOs Review/amend the CE1. The dPS does not outline a

SeeSection
7 of this
submission

Developmen
tand
Flooding
SeeSection
8 of this
submission

Supplement
ary Planning
Guidance

See Section
9 of this
submission

dPS to remove
duplication of
policy and achieve
greater precision
Review/amend
dPs, including
PDPs/PDOs to—
noted issues
include approach
to ‘Ordinary’
buildings; and
where ‘the needs
of pedestrians,
cyclists and public
transport users
must be
increasingly
prioritised over
car-based’
development

Review/amend
draft policy FLD1
asit excludes
delivery of
undeveloped
protected
greenfield sites

DPS Adopts an ad
hoc approach to
consolidating
policy and does
not support a ‘Plan
led’” system.

DPS
overcomplicates
the decision
making regime and
is contraryto
establishing a
certainand precise
policy framework.

coherent strategyfrom which its
policies and allocations logically
flow; and

CE3. Thereare no clear
mechanisms for the
implementation of the objectives

/ guidance of the PDO’s and
PDP’s.

C3. Council fails to take account

of policy and guidance issued by
the Department.

CE1 as the dPS does not set out a
coherent strategy from which its
policies and allocations logically
flow. CE4. The plan must be
reasonably flexible to enable it to
deal with changing
circumstances.

Council fails to take account of
policy and guidance issued by the
Department (soundness test C3).
Plan fails to set out a coherent
strategy from which its policies
and allocations logically flow
(soundness test CE1).



Sustainability
Appraisal (SA)

SA

See Section
10 of this
submission

Review/amend the P3. Hasthe plan been subject to

SA toinclude
consideration of
alternative policy
options and
consistency with
the dPS

sustainability appraisal including
Strategic Environmental
Assessment?
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Introduction

This representationis submitted on behalf of a consortium of interested parties (see

attached letter/form) in response to the consultation on the Derry City and Strabane
District Council draft Plan Strategy (dPS).

Response to the Preferred Options Paper — An Overview

A response to the Preferred Options Paper (POP} sought to present a detailed
consideration of the growth options and the evidence which is cited as supporting their
justification.

That response considered the principle drivers of the future need for housing in Derry
& Strabane, namely:

° Demographic projections of need;
. Supporting a growing economy; and
. Meeting the need for affordable housing.

Principally, the previous consultation response identified a number of limitations in the
evidence base justifying the preferred option for growth. It was considered thatas a
priority the Council should address these issues through an updating of its evidence.

Bespoke demographic modelling was instructed by Turley and prepared by Edge
Analytics, for the purposes of these POP representations. It provided a robust
evidence-based position to inform a critical review of the options, highlighting the
importance of robustly considering the inter-relationships between planned levels of
housing pravision, economic growthand the provision of mixed and sustainable
communities.

The evidence prepared highlighted significant concerns as to the extent to which the
NISRA projections available at the time were adequately representative of future
needs. Specifically this identified the following limitations of the projections and their
implied low levels of population / household growth:

o As a result of drawing upon a limited S year historic trend the projections are
unduly influenced by a period defined by low levels of population growth
associated with the wider impact of a period of recession / economic stagnation;
and

o The combination of low population growth and the inherent assumed ageing of
the population will have a significant impact on the potential availability of
labour over the plan period. This contrasts with the identified levels of

anticipated and planned job growth presented through a range of options in the
POP.



1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10

1.11

1.12

1.13

Edge Analytics prepared a series of demographic projections using a recognised
demographic cohort model (the POPGROUP suite of software)*. This enables a
sophisticated understanding of the relationships between population and household
growthas well as the implicit link between job growth and migration.

These scenarios included a demographic trend-based projection which drew from a
longer termtrend-based projection, a 15 year trend, to ensure a more representative
historic picture. This revealed a considerably stronger projection of population and
household growth reflecting the stronger ratesof population growthin Derry &
Strabane in periods of more positive market and economic context as well as the more
recent period.

The modelling used this informing modelling to consider the consequences of
supporting various levels of job growth introduced in the POP where it is recognised
that outside of reasonable assumptions around the use of the latent labour-force
{those unemployed, working for longer due to pension changes) such growth would
require a stronger profile of in-migration than seen over recent years. This highlighted
that in supporting the POPs stated ambition to deliver 15,000 jobs potentially in excess
of 1,000 homes per annum would need to be delivered over the plan period, or 17,000
homes in total.

Variant iterations of this scenario which explored the potential for more significant
changes in future labour force behaviours thereby drawing to a greater extent on the
latent labour force suggested that the same level of job growth could feasibly be
supported by in the order of 860 homes per annum, closer to 15,000 jobs over the plan
period.

Where it was acknowledged there was a degree of uncertainty associated with the
potential of the authority to support the target level of job growth, and reflecting on
the demographic modelling provided by Edge Analytics, we submitted that the POP
preferred option (no.2) to provide 12,000 dwellings (or 705 dwellings per annum)
should be considered as a minimum level of housing provision to be planned for within
the emerging LDP. This would ensure that the Council’s economic objectives alignwith
its emerging housing policies and its economic ambitions are therefore not
constrained.

In addition to supporting the economic stability and growth of the area, our
representations also highlighted that providing the housing growth proposed under
Option 2 (i.e. planned growth}would also provide greater opportunities to create
mixed and sustainable communities. This reflected the evidenced need for affordable
housing in the district within the then latest assessment prepared by the NIHE

In considering this relationship between supporting a growing economy and the
calculated significant scale of affordable housing need our representations highlighted
the importance of considering these twinissues collectively for the purpose of

i POPGROUP is a family of demographic models that enables forecasts to be derived for popuiation, households and the labour
force, for areas and social groups. The main POPGROUP model is a cohort component mode! which enables the development of
population forecasts based on births, deaths and migration inputs and assumptions. POPGROUP is widely used by local authorities
and private sector users to support Local Plan development across the UK, and is also used by NISRA in the development of its LGD
population and household projections



1.14

1.15

1.16

1.17

establishing a positive plan-making context. This considered the fact that an increase
in employment opportunities — particularly higher value employment — will have a
positive impact on households’ ability to exercise choice in market housing tenures.
Equally, however, a growthin employment and a failure to match this with the
sufficient provision of housing will place increasing demand pressures on stock, leading
to inflation in prices and rents which would in turn exacerbate the scale of affordable
housing issues for those most in need.

in reviewing the proposed growth strategyin the dPS it is apparent that whilst the
authority has evidently augmentedits evidence base to respond to a number of the
limitations of the available datasets, and specifically the HGIs, a number of the above
concerns have not been adequatelyaddressed. The result is a sustained concern that
the justification for the GrowthStrategyin the dPS insufficient thereby raising
challenges as to its soundness. Reflecting on the evidence published by the Council and
the modelling previously commissioned from Edge Analytics it remains our position
that a higher level of housing should be provided for in order to ensure that the
planned levels of job growthare adequately supported.

We welcome the additional research commissioned by Council, undertaken by UU etc.
However, key evidence underpinning this dPS is not shared as part of this consultation.
Urban Capacity Assessments are only summarised and, despite a request for access to
the data, we were advised that it is not available. This information is the starting point
to any assessment of current land availability and hence informs any new allocation.

Itis impossible therefore to meaningfully comment on this aspect of the Housing

Growthand Spatial Strategies and we must reserve our position until the information
becomes available.

Structure of this Report

This remainder of this submission has been structured to reflect the structure of the
dPS:

. Section 2 - Legislative Compliance

. Section 3 - Soundness in Plan Making

. Section 4 - Chapter 5 & 6: Growth and Spatial Strategies

. Section 5 - Chapter 11: Transport and Movement

. Section 6 - Chapter 16: Housing in Settlements and the Countryside

* Section 7 - Chapter 25: Development and Flooding

. Section 8 - Chapter 26: Place-Making & Design Vision For Development
. Section 9 - Supplementary Planning Guidance

. Section 10 - Sustainability Appraisal



2.

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4
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2.6

Legislative Compliance

Introduction

In preparing their draft Plan Strategy (dPS), DerryCity & Strabane District Council
(DCSDA) is required to adhere to the provisions of the Planning Act (Northern ireland)
2011 (‘Act’) and the Planning (Local Development Plan) Regulations (Northern Ireland)
2015 (‘Regulations’).

This section seeks to identify issues in the compliance of the dPS with the Act and the
Regulations.

Planning Act {Northern Ireland) 2011

Consultation Arrangements

Part 2 of the Act stipulates that the Plan Strategy (PS) must be prepared in accordance
with the Council’s timetable and with the Council’s Statement of Community
Involvement, as approved by the Department for Infrastructure ("Dfl’).

The Council's Local Development Plan (LDP) Timetable, as approved and published on
their website is dated July 2019. We note that the Council published the dPS within the
timeframesindicated in its timetable (i.e. between Q3 & Q4 2019/2020).

However, we note that this timeframe is also toinclude for the review of
representations received and the consultation period for site specific counter-
representations. In line with guidance issued by Dfl, we recommend that DCSDC
carefully monitors this time period to ensure that that all phases of the LDP are
undertaken within the approved timelines agreed by Dfl.

So farasthe requirement of section 8(4)(b) of the Act is concerned, i.e. that the plan
strategy must be prepared in accordance with the council's Statement of Community
Involvement (SCI), we note the following sections of the Council’s revised SCI (dated

May 2018):

. Para 1.5 - 'The Council is keen to ensure that by actively involving our citizensin
early and meaningful dialogue, we will create a culture of effective and

worthwhile participation within an open and transparent planning process’
(ouremphasis);

. Para 2.5 - ‘We want to provide ample opportunity for groups, businesses and
individuals to be involved in shaping our District’s planned development and by
taking part in this plan making process and being aware of the planning
process, you can influence the decisions being made about the LDP and the built
form of this District’ (our emphasis);

. Para 2.6 — The SCl sets out the following ‘Vision of Participation’, ‘A sustainable
society must be instilled with democratic values. Its citizens must share a sense
of effective participation in the decision making process. They must feel they




2.7

have a say in their society’s development and the skills, knowledge and ability to
assume responsibility for that development’ (our emphasis);

Para 2.7 - ‘Thisis a shared vision of participation in decision making and it is
therefore aimedto ensure that:

(i)  Everyone has an early and informed opportunity to express their views
on the development of the area and have it considered before decisions
are made (our emphasis);

(i) Al groups in our community... are enabled and empowered to
participate’ (our emphasis);

Under the Principles of Community Involvement (Para 2.9), the SCI statesthe
following:

- Culture of Engagement —‘People should be aware of the opportunity to
participate in the planning process, and be encouragedto take part in the
knowledge that the Council is truly interestedin all opinions’ (our
emphasis);

- Early Involvement — ‘We will adopt a pro-active approach to ensure that
the community are given the opportunity to engage in the planning
process at an early stage to facilitate the greatest potential benefit’ (our
emphasis);

Having reviewed the Council’s revised SCI, we are concerned that the consultation
periad of the dPS is not in accordance with the SCl as required by ‘soundness test’ P1.
Indeed, we nate the following:

the LDPtimetable section of the Council’s website states the following: ‘At the
Council’s Planning Committee on 25th March 2019, Members agreed to review
and subsequently revise the LOP Workplan and Timetable which will deliver a
published LDP draft Plan Strategy (dPS) in Autumn 2019’ (our emphasis);

unlike other Local Authorities in Northern Ireland, the Council did not provide a4
week ‘pre-consultation’ period prior to the publication of the dPS —it is
disappointing that DCSDC did not adopt this ‘soft landing’ approach which has
been adopted as best practice by other Local Authorities in Northern Ireland
(such as Belfast City Council, Lisburn & Castlereagh City Council, etc) particularly
noting that it is widely welcomed by members of the public, practitionersand
interested partiesas it has enabled all those engaging with the plan to obtain a
better understanding of the proposed components of the respective dPS;

the Council's 8 week consultation period included the Christmas holidays which
has negatively impacted on the time available to those seeking to engage with
the plan and it has also prevented members of the public from accessing expert
planning advice noting that most practices were closed for 2 weeks during the
holidays and noting that the Council offices were closed for 4 days during the
holidays;
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2.9

2.10

211

2.12

213

2,14

2.15

. the public consultation period of the Lisburn & Castlereagh City Council {LCCC)
dPS, which ran from Friday 8th November 2019 to Friday 10th January 2020 and
included the Christmas holidays, provided an extra week (i.e. 9 weeks instead of
8 weeks) for the consultation period to account for the obvious disruptions that
the holidays would cause to the consultation process.

Noting the above concerns, weissued a letter by email (dated 19 December 2019)
highlighting our concerns and respectfully requesting that the Council consider
extending the consultation period to account for the Christmas holidays or at least the
four days that the Council’s offices were closed.

Sustainability Appraisal
The Act also requires that the Council;

(@) carryout anappraisal of the sustainability of the plan strategy; and
(b)  prepare a report of the findings of the appraisal.

We have identified significant flaws with the Council's Sustainability Assessment and
describe these in Section 10 of this representation.

The Planning (Local Development Plan) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015

In addition to the Act, Parts 4 & 5 of the Regulationsset out the requirement for the
preparation of the Plan Strategy Development Plan Document (DPD). Part 4 sets out
the requirements for the Form and Content of a DPD. Part S of the Regulations relates
to the procedures for the preparation of the Development Plan Documents,
particularly Regulations 15 and 16.

Regulation 15 identifies a schedule of information that should be made available
alongside the publication of the DPS. This includes:

“such supporting documents as in the opinion of the council are relevant to the
preparation of the local development pian.”

Itis noted that the Council published a document entitled ‘Draft Plan Strategy — Urban
Capacity and Windfall Study’ (EVB 16a), which is dated December 2019. However,
having reviewed this document, it is clear that it only represents a summary of the
overall study.

The SPPS states, under Paragraph 6.139 that ‘ The urban capacity study should be
published as a technical supplement to the draft plan’. The SPPS does not state that a
summary of the UCS should be published.

Furthermore, Development Plan Practice Note 6 - Soundness (dated May 2017),
identifies the urban capacity study under the ‘evidence’ subheading associated with
soundness test 7, i.e. ‘Strategies/policies/aflocations represent most appropriate in all
circumstances, having considered the relevant alternatives, and are founded on a
robust and credible evidence base’.
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In light of this, we contacted the Council by telephone on 10 January 2020to obtain a
copy of the full study. However, we were advised by email that the uploaded
document was the Council’s ‘final document’.

Noting the omission of the full study, we have been prevented from properly
investigating, reviewing and commenting on the approach, methodology and findings
of this critical piece of evidence which supports the Council’s proposed housing
strategyand strategic policies.

The Council has not explained why it is “of the opinion’ that such a critical piece of
evidence is not ‘relevant to preparation of the local development plan’. Nevertheless,
we cannot see how the Council could form an opinion that such a critical piece of
evidence is not ‘relevant to preparation of the local development plan, particularly
noting the provisions of the SPPS and that other Councils (such as Belfast City Council)
have published this information as part of their evidence base to support their
respective dPS.

Itis further noted that Para 13.5 of Development Plan Practice Note 07 - The Plan

Strategy (April 2015) states that ‘A council’s justification and evidence for its housing
strategy must be comprehensive and robust in order to withstand the tests of

soundness at independent examination (IEY

Itis considered that the statutory requirements of Regulation 15 have not been met.
Furthermore, the Council’s decision not to publish the full ‘Draft Plan Strategy— Urban
Capacity and Windfall Study’ means that the dPS fails ‘soundness tests’ C3, CE1, CE2
and CE4 as set out in Development Plan Practice Note 6 — Soundness (dated May
2017).

Until all interested partiesare provided with the opportunity to review the full ‘Draft
Plan Strategy — Urban Capacity and Windfall Study’, we are not in a position to confirm
or make comments on the following:

° Did the Council take account of policy and guidance issued by the Department?

o Does the dPS set out a coherent strategy from which its policies and allocations
logically flow?

. Are the strategy, policies and allocations realistic and appropriate having
considered the relevant alternativesand founded on a robust evidence base?

. Isthe dPS reasonably flexible to enable it to deal with changing circumstances?
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Soundness in Plan Making

The keystone of the local development plan system is the principle of ‘soundness’.
Section 10(6) of the 2011 Act provides that the purpose of the Independent
Examination (IE} is to determine, in respect of the development plan document:

{a) whetherit satisfies the requirements of sections 7 and 8 or, as the case may be,
sections 7 and 9, and any regulations under section 22 relating to the
preparation of development plan documents; and

(b) whetheritis sound.

The Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 does not define the meaning of ‘soundness’.
However, Development Plan Practice Note 6 — Soundness (DPPN 6), dated May 2017,
suggests that it may be considered in the context of its ordinary meaning of ‘showing
good judgement’ and ‘able to be trusted’.

Furthermore, DPPN 6 statesthat the tests of soundness are based upon three
categories. These three categoriesrelate to:

. how the development plan document (DPD) has been produced;

. the alignment of the DPD with centralgovernment regional plans, policy and
guidance; and

. the coherence, consistency and effectiveness of the content of the DPD.

DPPN 6 advises that ‘soundness’ involves testing the principles, content and
preparation process of the DPD against a list of key criteria. DPPN 6 then sets out the
following tests which *...aim to provide a framework to assess the soundness of the
DPD, whilst taking account of all refevant procedural, legislative and policy
considerations’:

Procedural tests

. P1. Hasthe plan been preparedin accordance with the council’s timetable and
the Statement of Community Involvement?

. P2. Hasthe council prepared its Preferred Options Paper and taken into account
any representations made?

. P3. Hasthe plan been subject to sustainability appraisal including Strategic
Environmental Assessment?

. P4. Did the council comply with the regulationson the form and content of its
plan and on the procedure for preparing the plan?

Consistency tests
. C1. Did the council take account of the Regional Development Strategy?

. C2. Did the council take account of its Community Plan?
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. C3. Did the council take account of policy and guidance issued by the
Department?

. C4. Has the plan had regardto other relevant plans, policies and strategies
relating to the council’s district or to any adjoining council’s district?

Coherence and Effectiveness tests

* CE1. The plan sets out a coherent strategy from which its policies and allocations
logically flow and where cross boundary issues are relevant is it in conflict with
the plans of neighbouring councils.

. CE2. The strategy, policies and allocations are realistic and appropriate having
considered the relevant alternativesand are founded on a robust evidence base.

| CE3. There are clear mechanisms for implementation and monitoring.

. CE4. The plan is reasonably flexible to enable it to deal with changing
circumstances.

Although the tests of soundness are based upon three categories - procedural,
consistency, coherence and effectiveness, there is a degree of averlap in terms of the
criteria used for each test. The purpose of the IE will be to examine how the DPD meets
each test and determine whether the DPD is sound as a whole.

Other Soundness Considerations

Section 10(6) of the 2011 Act states that the purpose of the Independent Examination
is to determine if the dPS satisfies the requirements of sections 7 and 8 of the 2011
Act.

So faras Section 8 of the 2011 Act is concerned, we note that it confirms that the
Council must take account of any policy or advice contained in guidance issued by the
Department.

Itis considered that Development Plan Practice Note 07 (DPPN 07) entitled ‘The Plan
Strategy’, whichwas issued by the Department in April 2015, can be regardedas
‘guidance’ for the purposes of Section 8(b) of the 2011 Act.

Indeed, this is reinforced by the Preamble section of DPPN 07 noting that it states the
following:

. ‘This Development Plan Practice Note is designed to guide planning officers and
relevant users through the key requirements for the preparation of the Plan
Strategy and deals primarily with procedures as well as good practice. It forms
part of a series of new practice notes stemming from the Planning Act
(Northernirelond) 2011’

. ‘Where appropriate this practice note will therefore highlight... Procedural
guidance’; and
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. ‘This guidance is not intended to replace the need for judgement by planning
officers in the local development pian making process’.

In light of the above, we set out below some notable requirements identified in DPPN
07 with respect to the objectives of the dPS:

. “..actas a basis for rational and consistent decisions about the use and
development of land...” (our emphasis);

. ‘provide a settlement hierarchy which identifies settiementsand their role
within the hierarchy...” (our emphasis);

. facilitate sustainable patterns of growth and regeneration whilst promoting
compact urban forms and protecting and maintaining distinctive local character
and viability’ (our emphasis});

. ‘promote the development of sustainable tourism, recreational and other
community facilities that will positively contribute to the amenity and wellbeing
of the population’ (our emphasis);

. “...aim to ensure that (the] PS is both redlistic and deliverable taking into

account the resources available and any potential constraints which may arise
during the plan period’ (our emphasis)

. “...aim to incorporate a degree of flexibility within its PS to ensure that its
objectives and strategic policies for its area can still be delivered’ (our emphasis).

In terms of making representations, DPPN 07 statesthat ‘...representations should
provide evidence to demonstrate why the draft PS is unsound and/or how any
proposed changes make the draft PS more sound’ (our emphasis) .

At a recent PAC Information Session, chaired by Commissioner Rue, it was confirmed
that the evidence component of representations does not need to be pages upon
pages of facts and figures but can be as simple as explaining ‘why’ a proposed strategy
or policy should be amended.

In accordance with this guidance and recent advice provided by the PAC, the following
sections of this representation seek to set out ‘why’ certain aspects of the dPS are
considered ‘unsound’ or could be ‘more sound’.
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Chapter 5 & 6 - Growth and Spatial Strategies

The Council’s proposed Growth Strategy

The dPS sets out a summary of the Growth Targets for the district for the period 2017
to 2032 which underpin its Growth Strategy. These are listed below:

U 9,000 new homes;
U 10,000 more people; and
. 15,000 more jobs.

In the justifying text the dPS confirms that reference has been made to the Strategic
Growth Plan (SGP 2017-2032) for the District, which establishes the basis for an
ambitious ‘planned growth'. It is noted in this context, however, that whilst the
population and job targetsare consistent, the 9,000 homes proposed to be provided
for in the dPS falls short of the Growth Plans reference to the requirement for '10,000'
new homes over the same period.

The inconsistency in this specific key element of the Growth Strategyis not sufficiently
explained or justified. In accordance with our previous representations, we have
continued concerns that the provision of 10,000 new homes will not support the
ambition to delivery 15,000 more jobs. Irrespective of this the Council must provide
further robust justification to explain this inconsistency. Where this justification is not
forthcoming it is not reasonable for the targeted level of housing to be provided to be
reduced but for the other targetsto remain consistent, This represents an important
paint of soundness.

In considering this justification it is important for the Council to reflect on its own
presentation of the evidence in Table 6 of the dPS. This is replicated below as Table 4.1.
From this it is clear that whilst the ‘Growth Strategy’ is set out as a range, the job target
represents the upper level of this range but the housing target isset at a mid-point. In
our review of the informing evidence below we note there is no evidential basis for
‘mixing and matching’ the selection of these aspects. Indeed in realitythere area
number of shortcomings in the evidence which would strongly indicate that in reality
the 10,000 homes associated with supporting 15,000 new jobs under-estimates the full
impact of need pressures which would arise where the authorityis successful in
realising its economic ambition.

Table4.1:  Overall Growth Strategy for Derry City & Strabane District

Growth Current Current LDP Growth Potential
Strategy— Key Baseline, 2017 Projections — Strategy— Growth—as a

Elements Modest Growth Planned City Region
Growth

Population 150,000 149-150k 155-160k 160-170k
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Jobs 55,800 + 4k + 8-15k

+16-18k

+11-15k

Homes 61,000 +4.1k +8-10k

Source: Replicated from Table 6 of the dPS (2019)

Finally, in reviewing Table 4.1 the final column is also considered to present an
important context for the establishment of the growth strategy in the dPS. This column
represents a recognition that ‘if the local economy really were toreach its full potential
growth ambition, with full implementation of the SGP as well as favourable wider
economic climate, with inward migration {which is considered to be very possible post-
Brexit), significant levels of inward investment and exponentialjob growth, it could be
anticipated that the District’s population could actually growth to 170,000, with 16 —
18,000 nzew jobs created and up to 15,000 new homes would be required to meet that
growth.”’

Irrespective of the extent to which a judgement is made as to whether it is reasonable
to plan for this higher scenario or the more modest 15,000 job growthtarget inthe dPS
the Council’s acknowledgement that such a scenario ‘could be anticipated’ further
undermines its decision to apply an unjustified reduction in the planned housing target
befow that set out in its own Growth Plan and justified by its evidence.

This must be considered in the context of the specific test set in Development Plan
Practice Note 6, which states:

“The strategy, policies and allocations are realistic and appropriate having considered
the relevant aiternatives and are founded on a robust evidence base — CE2”

Equally, Practice Note 5 confirms:

“There should be a sufficient level of detail / technical evidence about the various
options to enable a clear understanding of the different outcomes of options
considered ond how a Council’s preferred options are justified”

Headline review of the Evidence Base

The Council’s commitment to updating important aspects of its evidence-base to seek
to present a positive position with regardsthe provision of housing and job growth is
strongly supported.

Specifically the Council's publication of technical evidence which clearly identifies and
challenges the limitations of the HGIsfor the purpose of providing an appropriate basis
from which to plan for a reasonable level of representative housing growth s
acknowledged and welcomed®. This recognises the inherent limitation of these
projections in so much that they are deliberately ‘policy neutral’ and do not therefore
take any account of planned growth strategy or investment.

? Local Development Plan (LDP) 2032 —Draft Plan Strategy, paragraph 5.11

. Senior Economist Derry City & Strabane District Council, Comments on Housing Growth Indicators 2016-based -
publication by NISRA {October 2019)



411

4.12

4.13

4.14

4.15

In presenting an evidence-based justification to support a departure from the HGI'sthe
evidence presented by the University of Uister*is also considered to provide, on
balance, animportant contribution to affirm the extent to which higher job growth will
in turn result in a stronger migration into the area and therefore a level of population
growthwhich departsfrom recent short-term trends.

Specificaily in the context of the above evidence we agree:

. Full consideration must be given to the impact of planned investment and
growthstrategies. This includes the delivery of the Strategic Growth Plan, the
announcement of a North West City Dealand the accompanying Inclusive Future
Fund;

o This investment will support at least 15,000 new jobs over the plan period;

. A growing economy will lead to the population growing at a higher rate than that
seen over recent years and therefore projected forward in the more recent
NISRA population and household projections; and

L This in turn will lead to a greater need for new homes to accommodate a
growing population.

Whilst the above points of principle are agreed our review of the published evidence
base reports, set in the context of the analysis and modeiling prepared to inform our
representations on the POP, leads us to identify a number of quite specific limitations
in the approach followed. Cumulatively it is considered that these suggest that there is
a risk that the evidenced need for 10,000 homes being required to support the growth
in population associated with 15,000 new jobs being accommodated under-estimates
the true and full need for housing. We have structured our review to reflect areasof
identified concern in the approach applied.

Translating populationinto household growth and therefore housing need

Whilst the UUEPC evidence based reports provide a detailed consideration of the
relationship betweenemployment growth and the associated changesto the
population of Derry & Strabane there appears to be no real reflection or consideration
on the methodology for the translation of population into households in these reports.

The Evidence Base Paper EVB5 ‘Growth Strategy’ (December 2019) acknowledges
following on from a summary of the evidence of job growthand population growth
that: ‘However, the target level of new home is the most contentious variable in the
GrowthStrategy ©. However, despite the recognition of the importance of this aspect
of the evidencing of need there is an absence of transparencyas to the approach
adopted to translate the projected growth of 10,000 people on the existing population
into a level of household growth/ housing need.

4 This includes two reports: EV8 Sa ‘Community Plan capital expenditure forecasting and analysis’ (October 2016)
and EVB 5b ‘Review of the population forecasts for Derry City & Strabane District Council, 2017 —2032’ {October

2018)

> EVBS ‘Growth Strategy’ page 15
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To this extent it is unclear as to which household formation rate assumptions have
been applied to the population projections to derive household growth forecasts, be
they from the more recent 2016-based household projections or an earlier dataset.
Where the evidence base paper recognises that the official projections ‘reflect that
household size is falling’, the extent to which this is the case also must take account of
the extent to which they draw upon past trends. There is an acknowledged wider
concern that projections of household formation rates based on more recent trends
misrepresent the future needs of younger households in particular, with evidence of
historic rates of formation of these groups being constrained by a housing market
which has failed to provide the homes needed for them to exercise choice.

Itis widely accepted, for example in the equivalent English guidance for assessing
housing needs that it is necessary to apply an ‘affordability adjustment’ to the
household projections to recognise that ‘household formation is constrained to the
supply of available properties— new households cannot form if there is nowhere for
them to live’®. This wasacknowledged in the context of clarification being provided by
the Office of National Statistics (ONS), who produce the official household projections
in England, to the Government in the context of a lowering of household growth in the
most recent projections that: ‘This is because the projections are based on recent
actual numbers of households and are not adjusted to take account of where homes
have beenneededin recent years but have not been available. Therefore, if more
homes are built, the increased availability of homes may result in more households

forming. The opposite is also true — if fewer homes are built then fewer households are
able to form”’.

It is considered that the evidence base should be updated to provide clarification as to
the extent to which the Council is confident that its projection of need takes adequate
account of this issue. Where, as suspected, official projections around household
formation have been used with no adjustment it is considered that this will under-
estimate the true extent of housing need associated with the targeted population
growth of 10,000 people.

The relationship between populationand employment growth

The UUEPC evidence-based paper EVB5b is, as noted above, considered to provide a
detailed consideration of the relationship between population and employment
growthin Derry & Strabane.

This includes reference to the UUEPC local government forecast model, which it is
noted is a ‘top-down’ model built from the UUEPCNI model. This model it is
understood is demand-led with job growthlinked through to alternative population
forecasts where labour-force is brought in as required to accommodate an increase in
employment opportunities.

The merits and robustness of this model is not questioned, however, the evidence-base
does not provide a sufficient level of detail to understand the nature of assumptions in
the model with regardslabour-force behaviour changesaround for example, changing

8 PPG Reference ID: 2a-006-20190220
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economic activity rates, unemployment or commuting factors. Without this
information it is challenging to understand the extent to which the model relies on job
growth being supported through a use of the potential latent labour-force versus an in-
migration of labour.

These represent important informing factors in understanding the extent to which the
associated plan polices are sufficiently integratedtorecognise potential changed
assumptions around the travel patternsof the population and the nature and types of
jobs which are to be accommodated through the provision of new employment land.
Recognising the reliance placed on this aspect of the research in informing the selected
housing provision figure it is considered reasonable for additional clarificationto be
provided to allow for a greater level of scrutiny to build further confidence in its
robustness.

Taking into account affordable housing need

The delivery of sustainable and mixed communities forms an important policy objective
ata national and local ievel. In order to recognise these objectives, the scale of
calculated affordable housing need must be adequately accommodated and planned
for. Ensuring a sustainable balance of market and affordable properties is an important
consideration.

The Evidence Base Paper EVBS ‘Growth Strategy’ {December 2019) includes reference
to the fact that NIHE advise that almost 4,000 social houses will be required. Where it
is assumed that these homes are required over the plan period it is of note that this
would represent approximately 44% of the total housing target.

The Council has not provided evidence to confirm the extent to which such a
proportion of provision will be able to be delivered viably whilst also supporting the
creation of sustainable and mixed communities. Provision to accommodate a higher
level of housing growth of 10,000 homes or indeed at the higher ratesacknowledged
as being potentially required (see Table 4.1) would offer the considerable benefit of
being able to support a greater mix of tenures and assist in delivery where affordable
homes are subsidised through market housing. Itis noted in this regard that the SA,
when considering the higher Option 3 in the POP, acknowledged that: ‘This option
should enable the widest range of new housing types, tenures and sizes to be delivered,
leading to a significant positive impact on this objective over the long term.®’

In this context, it is important to recognise as highlighted in our previous
representations to the POP that the district has historically delivered levels of housing
growthon an annual basis which are notably higher thanthe target now set in the dPS
(600 per annum). Indeed over the period 1999 to 2013 the district saw an average net
completion of around 1,400 homes per annum. This serves to reinforce the extent to
which the setting of a higher housing requirement is both reasonable but also more
likely to reflect the demand and need for housing.

® EvBS ‘Growth Strategy’ page 18
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Summary ofthe review ofthe Growth Strategy and evidence

In reviewing the Growth Strategyin the dPS the Council’s positive approach to seek to
provide for a higher level of job growth and housing provision thanthat suggested
under the HGV'sis strongly supported.

This recognises specifically the significant planned investment in the area and the
consequences of the successful realisation of its Growth Plan.

Whilst the Council has evidently reinforced its evidence base since the publication of
the POP on this aspect a number of concerns remain which suggest that the full need
for housing required to support the planned level of job growth is under-estimated.

Proceeding to plan for only 9,000 homes is considered to contravene the outcomes of
its own evidence-base and run the risk of constraining the delivery of its Growth Plan
and the economic aspects of the Local Plan.

It is strongly recommended in this context that:

o The Council elevatesits housing target toatleast align with its own evidence
base but also give greater considerationto the benefits of providing for a higher
housing target. It isconsidered that our previous recommendation for the
Council to provide for at least 12,000 homes remains relevant in the context of
the sustained ambition of the Council and the points raised above; and

. In justifying its housing requirement the Council should provide additional
information and/or evidence to specifically address the potential limitations
identified above. This will ensure that greater confidence canbe placed on the
evidential base upon which it relies that the full need for housing is
acknowledged and planned for.

Plan Duration

We note the amended timetable for preparing the LDP dated July 2019. Observing the
ongoing programme to adopt a new LDP for Derry and Strabane District we are
increasingly concerned about whether the timetable is realistic and whether steps
should be taken now to ensure this plan will have a sufficient remaining lifetime to
deliver change and influence growth. Based on the current programme, the draft plan
strategy will be adopted within 7 years of powers being devolved to the Council but
only requires 1 year to adopt the draft Local Policies Plan (LPP), with the LPP adopted
in the fourth quarter of 2023 / 2024,

Realistically, considering the programme/workload involved, the LPP is highly unlikely
to be adopted until 2025/2026 and means there will be only 6 years remaining in the
life of the plan. Further to this the LDP timetable advises that there will be 5 and 10
vear review, with public consultation, carried out for the LDP. Based on the Councils
own timetable the likelihood is that these reviews will be reviewing a LDPthat is
nearing its expiry date.

The issue therefore is that the ability of this plan to meaningfully influence growthis
significantly curtailed, will not support in achieving the stated objectives of the plan
and raises significant soundness issues under tests:



. P1 (plan been prepared in accordance with the council's timetable);

. CE1 (plan sets out a coherent strategy from which its policies and allocations
logically flow); and

. CE2 (the strategy, policies and allocations must be realistic and appropriate).

4.35 These soundness issues can be overcome by establishing a realisticand achievable time
table, adjusting projections for growthaccordingly, establishing meaningful ambitions
for growth and making a proportionate allocation for new homes.

Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy

Settlement Hierarchy
4.36  The dPS proposes a five tier settlement hierarchy:

o City — Derry is identified as the principal City and the prime focus of
development;

. Main Town — Strabane is the Main Town which is identified to also be a main
focus of development (but at a lower scale than the city);

. Local Towns — 3 Local Towns (Castlederg, Newtownstewart and Claudy) to be
identified to service the more peripheral rural areas;

. Villages — these are viewed as ‘sustainable’ and fairly self-sufficient and areto be
spread across the remainder of the district (now including Sion Mills); and

. Small Settlements — these are characterised normally by a concentration of
buildings displaying an obvious sense of cohesion and with one or more
community facility.

Settlement Hierarchy Options
4.37 At the POP stage, a number of settlement hierarchy options were considered,
summarised in the table below.

Option Overall spatial distribution

Option 1 Focus on DerryCity as Regional City, as well as Strabane Town as a Main
Hub as set out in RDS2035

Option 2 Proportionate growthacross all settlements and countryside

Option 3 Balanced growth~ focus on DerryCity as a Regional City, as well as
Strabane Town as a Main Hub plus other opportunities in the rural
settlements and countryside

Source: POP, 2017

4.38  Examining the Council’s supporting evidence-based papers, it is noted that the
Settlement Hierarchy (EVB 4) includes a ‘Stage 1 Summary Settlement Evaluation
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Table” at Appendix 6. Further supporting evidence is provided in Spatial Strategy (EVB6}
thatincludes the Stage 2 Summary Settlement Evaluation Table (at Appendix 6).

Itis apparent that whilst these primaryurban centres have been the focus of historical
development other settlements across the area, particularlythe villages, have also
seen comparatively strong ratesof growth, it is important to ensure thatthe LDP
enables this to continue.

The paper identifies that *...a case could also be made for changing the status of
Eglinton from a Village to a Local Town'. It notes that Eglinton has a substantial
population of 3,679 (2011 Census) which is in excess of the populations of Castlederg
and Newtownstewart (themselves classified as ‘Local Towns’ in the proposed
Settlement Hierarchy). The dPS also acknowledges that in the former Derry District
between 1999 and 2015, Eglinton was one of the villages with the greatest growth.

EVB6 states ‘However it is accepted that population size alone will not dictate the
position of a settlement in the settlement hierarchy’ . It isunclear as to who has
accepted this finding or on what evidence base this finding is accepted. Furthermore,
we have been unable to find where this is set out in the dPS or accompanying
documents or in extant policy.

We note that the first bullet point of Paragraph 2.16 of the RDS 2035, which relates to
the ‘Hierarchy of Settlementsand Related Infrastructure Wheel’ a pproach, illustrated
by Diagram 2.2 of the RDS statesthe following:

‘This approach also recognises that:

. settlements often provide either a greater or lesser range of services than the
core population may dictate. It is not appropriate therefore to consider ‘urban’
population alone in classifying service settlements within any district — the
population of rural hinteriands can also support services in urban centres;’

The RDSis advising that it is not appropriate for Councils to only consider the ‘urban’
population of a settlement when defining its position in the settlement hierarchy.
Rather, Councils should consider both the ‘urban’ population and the ‘rural hinterland
population’ together so as to better understand the size of the settlement as well as its
function and role.

The RDSalso statesthat ‘The model recognises the strong relationship between
settlement size and the levels of service that can be supported’ (our emphasis). The
population of a settlement is a standard measurement used by local autharities to
determine the ‘size’ of a settlement. Indeed, DCSDC has utilised population figures to
quantity the overall growth of the District in its dPS and to inform the level of growth it
proposes to provide each of the settlements within the District.

There is a clear emphasis on, and importance attributed to, settlement population and
size in the RDS, which is at odds with the approach adopted by the Council in defining
its settlement hierarchy. Inlight of this, the approach adopted for Eglinton, in terms of
defining its position in the settlement hierarchy, is in conflict with the RDS.
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Itis further noted that the RDSacknowledges under bullet point three of Paragraph
2.16 that ‘Creating a critical mass to support a level of services raises challenges for
service providers in meeting the needs of spatially dispersed populations’. Thus,
settlements that are already delivering critical mass, such as Eglinton, should be
supported and enabled to continue to grow so as to sustain existing services and
deliver new services to meet the needs of its dependent population.

We accept that the role and function of a settlement is also an important indicator in
terms of understanding where that settlement is or should be in the settlement
hierarchy. We note that the Council in EVB6 the Council lists the following range of
services available in Eglinton:

. a supermarket;

. cafes;

. offices;

. (many) individual retails units;

. a health centre;

. community hall; and

. business park / employment land.

Utilising the “Hierarchy of Settlements and Related Infrastructure Wheel' it is noted
that Eglinton is befitted by a number of services referenced in ‘Level 2 - Urban
Centres/Smaller Towns’, which is the next level up from ‘Level 1 - Villages’. In addition
to the above, Eglinton is recognised in the dPS as an important and attractive historic
settlement.

Despite these significant factors and to quote the author ‘all of which could indicate its
suitability as a Local Town, based on size, population and services’, itis stated that;

‘Eglinton does stifl have the history and ‘feel’ of a village’ (and the Eglinton’s village
designation is to be retained)

Perversely, it is argued that good accessibility and proximity of Eglinton to employment
centres at Campsey and Maydown/Strathfoyle would together compete/detract from
Derry. This theory is not explained or properly justified.

Furthermore, we note that Evidence Base Paper EVB 2 entitled Survey & Profile of
District {dated December 2019) statesthe following:

‘People in the DCSD who are resident in the more easterly part of the District, for
example in Eglinton and Tamnaherin and their surrounding rural areas will often avail

of the services and facilities of Limavady in addition to or occasionally in preference to
those of Derry (our emphasis).’
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Promoting Eglinton to ‘Local Town' status and providing it with the commensurate
level of growth for this settlement status will allow it to grow in a manner that will help
to curb the current pattern of expenditure leakage from the District to Limavady. itis
further stated that Eglinton;

‘is not really a self-contained ‘town’ and it does not service a particularly wide or
remote rural area — so would not be particularly suitable to serve the strategic spatial
role of a ‘rural service hub’ similar to Castlederg, Newtownstewart and Claudy.

Again, it is not clear what the Council considers tobe a ‘self-contained town’, how this
definition relates to defining the position of a settlement in the hierarchy or how
exactly Eglinton fails to achieve this status. Also, it is not clear how/why the Council has
determined that Eglinton must serve a particularly wide or remote rural area to secure
‘Local Town’ status or how Eglinton’s large ‘urban’ population of 3,679 {2011 Census)
has been takeninto consideration.

Whilst Council has undertaken a more detailed ‘Stage 2’ assessment to inform the
proposed Settlement Hierarchy, further critical assessment is required to justify the
current approach. Key attributesof Eglinton are that:

. it is anestablished community;

. is a highly desirable location for young families;

. is in close proximity to employment centres;

. with good strategic access; and

. is increasingly self-sustaining in termsof the available range of local services.

Until all supporting evidence is made available, including the Housing Needs
Assessment and the full Urban Capacity Assessment, we are unable to undertake a full
and proper review of or provide commentary on the soundness of the dPS’s proposed
spatial strategy and therefore it is premature for the Council to conclude this strategy
until the public is appropriately enabled to undertake an assessment of the proposed
settlement hierarchy.

Authors of the evidence base are clearly conflicted in the assessment of Eglinton,
noting “...a case could be made for changing its status from a village to a town’, having
a significant population, a high number of new builds, good transport accessibility and
in close proximity to jobs.

Whilst an analysis of these facts might support changing the status of Eglintonto a
‘local town’, being a highly sustainable location (with jobs, amenities, growing
population and access), Council’s analysis focuses on the potential to compete with the
City Derry. The nature and magnitude of this competition is unexplained and it is not
supported by reference to any methodology which justifies the judgement
made/position arrived at. Whilst the supporting evidence has been prepared by
Council, the methodology applied in interpreting the assessment is not transparent.
Conversely, a subjective analysis has been undertakenwhich has resulted in Eglinton



retaining its ‘village’ status. In this regard and in the absence of this information the
dPS fails the soundness tests as:

. The dPS fails to take account of the Regional Development Strategy (soundness
test C1})

. the dPS fails to take account of its Community Plan (soundness test C2);

J the Council fails to take account of policy and guidance issued by the
Department (soundness test C3);

. the plan fails to set out a coherent strategy from which its policies and
allocations logically {soundness test CE1); and

. the strategy, policies and allocations are not realistic or appropriate having
considered the relevant alternatives and nor are they founded on a robust
evidence base (soundness test CE2).
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Chapter 11 - Transport and Movement

Strategic Planning Objectives for Delivery of Transport Strategy and Measures
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The dPS identified that one of the Local Transport Study (LTS) Transport Measures for
the district is “improved inter-urban roads on Key Transport Corridors (KTC): The A2
and A5 (proposed) schemes and the A6 road scheme {currently under construction) will
reduce journeys times and improve journey time reliability for all users including public
transport and freight in the wider North West region including Donegal”.

The Councils Preferred Option Papers {(POP) preferred option {Option 1) was to “plan to
maximise the opportunities for sustainable development arising from the AS /A6 / A2
upgrades and other orbital/ cross border links. Also promote Active Travel
opportunities and accessibility and connectivity within our main urban settlements”.

Evidence Base 11 Transport and Movement states that “Key economic, social and
environmental objectives within the POP reflect the importance of a well-connected
District, utilising efficient public transport and which facilitates our wider development
and growth” . It also identifies that the A5 Western Transport Corridor {para. 3.60)and
A6 North Western Transport Corridor: Derryto Belfast (para. 3.65) are major transport
infrastructure proposals which will improve the connectivity of the district.

We have concern that there is disconnect between the aim of the preferredtransport
option outlined in the POP and the transport strategyincluded within the dPS. The
Councit LDP Strategy (para. 11.11) for transport statesthat it will “promote sustainable
forms of development, in both an urban and rural setting, which reduces the needfor
motorised transport, encourages active travel, and facilitate travelby public transport
in preference tothe private car”.

We support the Councils Strategic Planning Objectives for Delivery of Transport
Strategyand Measures (para. 11.42) and their commitment to continue to work with
and encourage Dfl and other relevant statutory partners to bring forward major
upgrades and improvements to the current transportation infrastructure however the
dPS$ does not provide detail on the Councils strategy to maximise the opportunities for
sustainable development arising from the A5 / A6 / A2 upgrades. We recommend the
Council considers in detail the opportunities that new infrastructure presents and how
future strategic access can shape settlements.

These are significant infrastructure proposals, the routes of which are well known to
the Council, that have the potential to redefine settlements within the district however
the dPS is silent on the potential that this offers to maximise the opportunity to locate
new development in close proximity to the proposed infrastructure. This approach
would increase accessibility to new development and promote alternative modes of
transport i.e. development in close proximity to main public transport routes. As there
is no policy set out within the dPS on how it will integrate / maximise connections
between existing settlements and proposed infrastructure upgrades we consider that
the Strategic Planning Objectives for Delivery of Transport Strategy and Measures fail
to comply with the following soundness tests;
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L CE1. The plan sets out a coherent strategy from which its policies and allocations
logically flow and where cross boundary issues are relevant is it in conflict with
the plans of neighbouring councils; &

. CE2 The strategy, policies and allocations are realistic and appropriate having
considered the relevant alternativesand are founded on a robust evidence base;

Recommendation

We recommend the Council considers how the plan can maximise the opportunities for
sustainable development arising from the A5 / A6 / A2 upgrades and other orbital /
cross border links, as per the preferred option confirmed in the Councils POP.
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Chapter 16 - Housing in Settlements and the
Countryside

We note the Council’s policy for managing delivery of housing in settlementsand the
countryside. A review of the related policies has been undertaken to focus on the
following key issues:

. Social Housing Need Assessment;

. 5 Year Housing Land Supply;

. Urban Capacity Studies;

. Approach to Phase 2 Zonings;

. Exceptions Policy (draft Policy HOU 1);

. Affordable Housing (draft Policy HOU 5).

. Draft Policy House Types, Size and Tenure (draft Policy HOU 6)

. Accessible Housing (Lifetime Homes and Wheelchair Standards) (draft Policy
HOU 7)

Associated failures to satisfy the soundness tests are specified for eachof the issues
outlined above.

Social Housing Need Assessment

Evidence Base 16 statesthat “NIHE provided a 15 yeor Social Housing Need Assessment
to 2032 Report in December 2018 for Derry City and Strabane District Council. The long-
term projection for up to 2032 is based on the assumption that current trends will
continue in the future, in a policy neutralenvironment, therefore the figures should be
read as an indicator to assist in identifying and potential zoning of sites within the LDP”,

Para. 4.43 of EVB 16 statesthat “the total number of applicants in housing stress has
increased consistently every year since 2002 from a figure of 1,031 to 3,401 at March
2019". This represents a percentage increase of 230%, or anaverage increase of 140
no. applicants per year. Para 16.46 of the dPS identifies that the total new build social
housing need for DerryCity & Strabane for the period 2017-2032 is 4,750 units, with
EVB 16 stating, as outlined in para. 6.3 above, that this is based on the assumption that
current trends will continue in the future.

If thisis the case then we would estimate thata new build provision of approximately
5,500 no. units would be required in the district. The proposed provision falls
significantly short of this requirement and there is the potential that acute housing
stress will continue to rise in the district. We consider that the evidence base is
reassessed te ensure that adequate land is made available to accommodate the social
housing need of the district.



6.6  Onthis basis the plan fails the following soundness tests:

. the plan fails to set out a coherent strategy from which its policies and
allocations logically (soundness test CE1); and

o the strategy, policies and allocations are not realistic or appropriate having
considered the relevant alternativesand nor are they founded on a robust
evidence base (soundness test CE2).

5 Year Housing Land Supply
6.7 Part D, paragraph 16.7 states:

‘As per the SPPS, it would be prudent to provide an additional five years land supply.
This would establish the requirement for land for approximately 12,000 dwellings over
the plan period’.

6.8 At paragraph16.15, it’sis reconfirmed :

o ‘The aim is to provide 9,000 new homes across Derry City and Strabane District by
2032, and have a 5 year supply of an additional 3,000 dwellings'.

6.9 Council proceeds to exclude an additional five year land supply without justification or
explanation. Given the very real circumstances where this plan will be adopted midway
during the plan period (see Section 4 of this submission} and given the overreliance on
existing zoned sites that have yet to delivery homes (e.g. H2 and H3), the Council is
obliged to build in flexibility. On this basis the plan fails the following soundness tests:

. the dPS fails to take account of its Community Plan (soundness test C2);

. the Council fails take account of policy and guidance issued by the Department
(soundness test C3);

o the plan fails to set out a coherent strategy from which its policies and
allocations logically (soundness test CE1); and

. the strategy, policies and allocations are not realistic or appropriate having
considered the relevant alternatives and nor are they founded on a robust
evidence base (soundness test CE2).

Urban Capacity Study

6.10 Arepeatedsoundness failing of the dPS is to establish and share baseline information
that underpins the proposed policies. Turley requested access to the Urban Capacity
Study (UCS) for which there is only a summary available as part of this consultation.

6.11 At para.6.139 of the Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) it states that “the
urban capacity study should be published as a technical supplement to the draft plan”.
This is referenced at para. 2.8 in the Councils Evidence Base 16a however the
information has not been made available.



6.12  Inthe absence of the evidence, there are fundamental questions asto the robustness
of the UCS and a number of potentialissues flow in the absence of interrogating the
data including, but not limited to the following:

o Deliverability of UCS sites due to unresolvable technical/environmental
constraints (e.g. ground conditions, access, drainage/flood risk etc);

U Land banking issues;

. Availability for development (e.g. proposals/application for an alternative use};
and

. Commercial viability of developing sites.

6.13  Without having the necessary information available we are unable to provide an
opinion on the soundness of the UCS. On this basis the dPS fails the following
soundness tests;

. C3. Did the council take account of policy and guidance issued by the
Department?;

. CE1. The plan must set out a coherent strategy from which its policies and
allocations logically flow and where cross boundary issues are relevant s it in
conflict with the plans of neighbouring councils. CE2. The strategy, policies and
allocations must be realistic and appropriate having considered the relevant
alternativesand are founded on a robust evidence base;

. CE3. There must be clear mechanisms for implementation and monitoring; and

. CE4. The plan must be reasonably flexible to enable it to deal with changing
circumstances.

Approach to Phase 2Zonings

6.14  Policy HOU1adopts a sequential approach to managing the release of land for new
housing. The strategyidentifies that Phase 2 housing lands are held in reserve and
include the following:

. DerryArea Plan (DAP) and Strabane Area Plan {SAP) housing zonings without
current residential planning permission; and

. Other Urban Capacity Sites (City and Main Town) and Whiteland Sites (Local
Towns).

6.15  Zoned sites within the Derry Area Plan (adopted May 2000) and Strabane Area Plan
(adopted April 1991) arein place for 20 years and 29 years respectively. It would
therefore be very reasonable to assume that prospects for these zoned/uncommitted
lands to come forward now are significantly limited.

6.16 A more robust strategy for the dPS is to establish a portfolio of realistic reserve lands to
anticipate future housing requirements. As presently constructed, this draft policy is
heavily reliant on existing uncommitted zonings, for which there s limited or no
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reasonable prospect of being developed for housing during the plan period (or
beyond). This approach is not sound on the basis that:

. the dPS fails to take account of its Community Plan (test C2);

* the council fails take account of palicy and guidance issued by the Department
(soundness test C3);

. the plan does not have regard to other relevant plans, policies and strategies
relating to the council’s district ~ including the Derryand Strabane, Housing
Investment Plan 2019 - 2023 (soundness test C4);

. the plan fails to set out a coherent strategyfrom which its policies and
allocations logically (soundness test CE1); and

. the strategy, policies and allocations are not realistic or appropriate having
considered the relevant alternativesand nor are they founded on a robust
evidence base (soundness test CE2).

Exceptions Policy {Policy HOU1)

The proposed policy with HOU1 to recognise exceptional circumstances and where
there is extreme localised social/affordable housing stress/need, which cannot be met
in a sequential search, is welcomed. That said, thereis the concern this policy is applied
as a ‘sticking plaster’ to avoid establishing robust and deliverable mechanisms in the
plan that respond to escalating unmet housing need/stress.

The alternative approachto this policy is to identify reserve housing lands along the
urban fringe. This approach was not considered as an alternative in the Sustainability
Appraisal and represents a significant weakness in the dPS.

Whilst the exception test has merit in addressing the shortfall in delivery social housing
developments, the real alternative must be to diagnose the issue of social housing
delivery, allocate the appropriate land required and establish a clear policy test for

releasing those lands. On this basis the current approach fails the following soundness
tests:

. the dPS fails to take account of its Community Plan (test C2);

. the council fails take account of policy and guidance issued by the Department
{test C3);

. the plan does not have regard to other relevant plans, policies and strategies

relating to the council’s district — including the Derryand Strabane, Housing
Investment Plan 2019 — 2023 (test C4);

. the plan fails to set out a coberent strategy from which its policies and
allocations logically {test CE1); and

. the strategy, policies and allocations are not realistic or appropriate having
considered the relevant alternativesand nor are they founded on a robust
evidence base (test CE2).
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Draft Policy HOUS - Affordable Housing in Settlement

Draft Policy HOUS relates specifically to the provision of affordable housing within
defined settlement limits. At the outset, the policy sets out that “affordable housing
should consist of social rented and/or intermediate housing”. Heron Bros welcomes
the introduction of a policy to secure the provision of social and intermediate housing
across the district. We also welcome the recognition within the dPS that the definition
may change as new products emerge, however there are concerns regarding the

evidence supporting the proposed approach and the practicalimplementation of the
draft policy.

The draft policy can be considered in four elements:

. Affordable housing within settlements;

. Affordable housing in rural villages and small settlements;
. Alternative pravision of affordable housing; and

. Tenure blind.

Affordable housing within settlements
As drafted, the policy states that:

“Planning permission will be granted for a residential development scheme of, or
including, 10 or more residential units; or on a site of 0.5ha or more, where a minimum
of 10% of units are provided as affordable housing. Where there is an acute localised
needas demonstrated by the NIHE, the proportion required may be uplifted on an
individual site.

In order to achieve balanced and mixed communities, all housing schemes will normally
be expectedto have no more than a maximum of 70% of either private or affordable
houses ond will be expectedto provide a balanced tenure to reflect the proposed and
existing mix in that area. Any exceptions to this will need to be specifically justified by
the applicant.

The agreed ration of private to affordable housing will need to be implemented and
maintained during the construction of the scheme

Where it can be demonstratedthat there is no needand it is not sustainable or viable

for a proposed development in the area to meet the requirements of this policy in full,
the Council will consider a suitable proportion on a case-by-case basis.”

The draft policy has 3 key elements summarised below:
. Minimum 10% affordable housing requirement;
. No more than 70% of a development canbe single tenure; and

. in areasof acute need the affordable housing requirement could be higher.
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Having considered the draft policy and the Council’s evidence base presented in EVB
16, we consider that the draft policy is unsound. Our detailed comments on the policy
are provided below and summarised as follows:

. No evidence is provided to support a 10% affordable housing requirement,
particularlywhen considered against the NIHE proposal for a 25% requirement.
Furthermore, no evidence is provided to support alternative thresholds for the
provision of affordable housing;

. The policy isincoherent as it does not clearly set out what the affordable housing
requirement will be for housing developments. Based on the draft wording a
requirement of between 10% and 100% could be sought;

. The Council has provided no evidence to demonstrate that there is sufficient
deliverable land supply within the district to accommodate the affordable
housing requirement and indeed the Council s own evidence demonstrates that
an affordable requirement of 10% could not be achieved on Council’s land
supply data; and

. As such the draft Policy would conflict with soundness test P4, CE1, CE2, CE3,
and CE4.

Our comments are considered in more detail below:
(i) No evidence to support proposed affordable housing requirement

Having reviewed the Council’s evidence base on housing it is clear that no evidence is
provided to robustly justify the thresholds as set out in draft policy. The SPPS sets out
that:

“The HNA/HMA undertaken by the Northern ireland Housing Executive, or the relevant
housing authority, will identify the range of specific housing needs, including
social/affordable housing requirements.”

Firstly, we would point out that the HNA is not published as part of the evidence base
in support of the dPS. Whilst it is referenced/summarised within EVB 16, the original
document in not available as part of the consultation. Given the requirement set out in
the SPPS this information should be available as part of the consultation on the dPS.
Failure to make this evidence available is in conflict with the legislative test P4. The lack
of availability of an important data source is also in conflict with soundness test CE2 as
the Council cannot adequately demonstrate that the proposed policy has been
founded on a robust evidence base. This information will be required in order to allow
for a robust assessment to be undertaken by the Planning Appeals Commission (PAC).

EVB 16 reports that the Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE) proposed a
requirement for 25% provision in Derry City and 10% elsewhere. This suggestion from
NIHE does not appear to be founded on any evidenced assessment of need. Thisis
information may be available but is not presented as part of the Council's supporting
evidence. At paragraph4.60 of EVB16it states:
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“Whereas NIHE suggested a 25% threshold, over the life of the LDP period, it is
considered that the proposed 10% requirement will still deliver and maintain an
appropriate supply of affordable housing consistent with the future needs of the
District.”

This statement is not supported by any substantive evidence and therefore the draft
policy would fail soundness test CE2.

(i) The policy is incoherent

We have concerns about the ambiguity that this draft policy wording creates. Whilst
the first part of the draft policy sets a requirement of a minimum of 10% for affordable
housing provision, this second part of the draft policy introduces a minimum
requirement of 30% affordable housing provision for private housing developments.
This provides no assurance to the sector on the provision of affordable housing as
there has been no assessment of what a 30% requirement would mean for the viability
of developments. As such the draft policy would conflict with soundness tests CE2 and
CE3. Furthermore there is no evidence provided to support the justification for a
threshold of 70% and therefore the policy would fail soundness test CE2. In relationto
tenure mix, we would direct the council to the approach set out in PPS 12 Planning
Control Principle 4.

We would expect that the Council would have given consideration to the financial
impact of the delivery of affordable housing on the delivery of development,
particularly when considered alongside other developer contributions or requirements
established within the dPS.

Furthermore, the draft policy wording would require developments for affordable
housing to provide private market housing at 30%.The approach set out in the draft
policy could jeopardise the delivery of social housing which is in acute need. As such
the draft policy againwould fail against soundness test CE3.

The policy also states that:

“Where there is an acute localised need as demonstrated by the NIHE, the proportion
required may be uplifted on an individuo! site.”

Without a clear position of the affordable housing requirement for the District there is
no certainty to the development sector on the value that can be attributedto land or
development proposals. This is crucialto the viability and delivery of development.

The draft policy is seeking to ensure that the ratioof affordable to market housing on a
site is maintained during construction. It is presumed that this is to prevent a single
tenure of housing being provided without the other, to ensure mixed communities are
created. We would however wish to reinforce to the council that social housing need
is acute in parts of the District and it would be prudent to ensure that there is sufficient
flexibility within this element of the draft policy to ensure that the provision of social
housing is not held back by other market factors. Equally, in relation to private housing
development, the policy should be flexible enough to take account of construction
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financing and viability. This would ensure that the policy would not conflict with
saundness test CE4.

(iii) No evidence that the proposed requirement would adequately address
affordable housing need.

The Council has identified a housing requirement of 9,000 homes for the remaining
plan period and a 10% requirement would generate 900affordable homes. This is
substantially lower thanthe remaining need for affordable housing in the District as
calculated by the Council (3,750 social homes, and 528 intermediate homes). Based on
these figures, the draft policy will fail to adequately address the issues around
affordable housing provision. We would highlight that this issue was also raised by the
Department for Communities (DfC) in response to the consultation on the Preferred
Options Paper {(POP). This response from the DfC is summarised in EVB 16 and has not
been adequately considered (Appendix 3). As such the draft policy would fail against
soundness tests P2 and CE2.

Within EVB 16 the Council has identified a new-build social housing need of 4,750 units
within the district from 2017-2032. The Council has also stated that approximately
4,400 social housing dwellings will be delivered through existing sites under
construction or sites with planning permission and remaining zonings, yet no details
are provided to explain or justify this statement. Inthe absence of robust evidence, it
appears that Council is entirely dependent on existing sites to meet the identified need
and no consideration has been given to alternative options to address this aspect.

As set out above, affordable housing also comprises intermediate housing and the
Council’s EVB 16 suggests an annual requirement in the District for 44 intermediate
dwellings per annum. This results in a requirement for 528 intermediate units for the
period up to 2032. Againthe Council will need to demonstrate that there is sufficient
land available for development to meet this need.

Applying a 10% affordable housing requirement as proposed by draft Policy HOUS
would mean that the Council should ensure there is a total housing supply remaining
for at least 8,780 units as this policy requirement could only be applied to planning
permissions moving forward. The Council’s own evidence as presented in EVB 16
identifies a supply of 6,885 units on land which does not currently benefit from
planning permission.

Taking account of the position that future affordable housing need can only be met
through the application of the draft policy on future development proposals the supply
position proposed by the Council falls short of what is required to ensure that the full
affordable housing need is met within the plan period. The Council should carefully
consider whether sufficient land is available to meet the housing need in the district
and where necessary seek to identify land. Mindful of the policies set out in HOU 6 and
7, Council needs to be mindful that future housing sites should be encouraged to be
mixed tenure.

The policy as drafted fails soundness test CE3 as thereis no robust evidence that the
dPS will deliver the required number of affordable units. The plan also fails to outline
measures to be introduced should there be difficulties in delivering the 4,400 units
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Council contend canbe provided on existing sites and accordinglyfails soundness test
CE2 as no consideration has been given to alternatives.

Affordable housing in ruralvillages and small settlements

In relation toaffordable housing provision within villages and small settlements the
draft policy states:

“the minimum viable number of affordable units will be 2 in a development of 10 units
or mare. Similarly, sites below the normai threshold of 10 units may also need to
provide affordable housing if there is an identified need.”

We are concerned with the conflicting wording in this part of the draft policy. At the
outset it suggests that 2 units will be viable on a development of 10 or more units.
Firstly, this statement is not supported by any robust evidence and would therefore fail
soundness test CE2. It would be expected that some viability evidence would be
available to support this statement.

This part of the draft policy then goes on to state that affordable housing may be
required on sites of less than 10 units, despite asserting that only two units are viable
on a development of 10 units. Ifan affordable housing requirement is applied to a
smaller scheme the councils own policy wording would suggest it is unviable. As such
this policy is incoherent and could impact on the deliverability of sites and would
therefore conflict with soundness tests CE1 and CE2.

Alternative provision ofaffordable housing
The draft policy recognises that there may be occasions where affordable housing
cannot be provided on site, or at all. The draft policy states that:

“Where it can be demonstrated that there is no need and it is not sustainable or viable
for a proposed development in the area to meet the requirements of this policy in full,
the Council will consider a suitable proportion on a case-by-case basis.”

The justification and amplification text to draft Policy HOUS goes on to state that:

“There may be cases, where due tothe nature, scale or locations of the proposed

development, on-site provision for affordable housing may not be necessary or
desirable.

Off-site provision will only acceptable in exceptional circumstances. It will only be
agreed where the approach contributes to the creation of mixed and balanced
communities in the local area.”

Given that social housing is only provided on the basis of need identified by the NIHE,
where NIHE does not identify a need there should be no ohligation to provide social
housing as part of an affordable housing requirement. It would not be feasible for a
housing association todeliver social housing in an area where no need is identified.
Furthermore a developer may not have alternative land interests in an area of social
housing need where they could deliver a social housing element of the affordable
housing contribution. As such this would be overly onerous on developer sand could
restrict the deliverability of housing sites and the ability of the Council to ensure other
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affordable housing needs are met in the appropriate locations. As such the draft policy
would fail against soundness test CE3.

In addition to the comment above, the provision of an off-site contribution would
conflict with part two of the draft policy which seeks to ensure that no more than 70%
of any housing development would comprise a single tenure. As such the draft policy
fails soundness test CE2.

TenureBlind

The final part of draft Policy HOUS sets out that the provision of affordable housing
should be tenure blind. The principle of tenure blind developments is welcomed
however this approach should be suitable flexible to take account of other design and
housing tenure policies contained within the dPS Strategy. It should also take account
of design requirements assaciated with specialist housing products which may
influence the external appearance of developments.

Recommendation
In order to ensure that the dPS can meet the soundness tests, we recommend that the
Council:

. Makes available the original Housing Needs Assessment and Urban Capacity
Assessment for consultation and for the PAC to inform their assessment of the
Plan;

. Provides clarification on the justified affordable housing requirement for district;

. Ensures there is sufficient land available for development and deliverable within
the plan period which would be able to support the delivery of the relevant
affordable housing requirement and if necessary identify additional lands
through the expansion of settlement limits at the Plan Strategy stage.

. We would also recommend that the Council gives consideration to alternatives
as required for the Sustainability Appraisal (SA). At present the SA does not
identify any reasonable alternatives for consideration and therefore the draft
policy would fail against soundness test P3.

Itis our view that the draft policy wording should be revised to provide more clarity.
We propose the following re-wording:

“Planning permission will be granted for residential development scheme of, or
including, 10 or more residential units; or on a site of 0.5 ha or more, where 10% of
units are provided as affordable housing.

Affordable housing should consist of social rented housing and/or intermediate
housing. In determining the appropriate mix of affordable housing in terms of size, type
and tenure, regard will be had to NIHE’s up-to-date analysis of demand, including
housing stress and prevailing housing need.

The design and external appearance of affordable housing in the development should
reflect the character of the area. These should be interspersed within the market
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housing so that they are not readily distinguishable in terms of external design,
materials and finishes.”

It would appear from the current wording of the draft Policy that Council is seeking to
ensure flexibility in the provision of affordable housing within the district to ensure
that the need can be met. We consider that a clear requirement for the provision of
affordable housing would be more appropriate. The Council will be able to closely
monitor the provision of affordable housing under the requirement for Annual
Monitoring Reports and if necessary can review or revise the policy after 5 years to
reflect any changes in need.

Draft Policy HOU 6 House Types, Size and Tenure
The dPS identifies draft policy HOUG as being an operational policy that will help to
achieve the SPPS objective of nurturing ‘balanced communities’. The policy reads:

“Inorder to achieve balanced and sustainable communities, planning permission will
only be granted for new residential development of 10 or more units, or on sites of 0.1
hectare or more, where a mix of house types and sizes is provided”.

“The onus will be on the developer to demonstrate through robust evidence, the type
and variety of housing required on a case-by-case basis, taking account of the specific
characteristics of the development, the size and its context in that area”.

“An appropriate mix of house type, size ond tenure is also required as per the
Affordable Housing Policy HOU 5. For locations where apartment development of 10 or
more units is considered acceptable, variety in the size of units will be required”.

We note that the policy thresholds cited in the first paragraph make reference to....
‘where amix of house types and sizes is provided’. While the policy title clearly
identifies that the policy applies to tenure there is no mention to tenure in the first
paragraph. Theissue of an appropriate tenure mix is noted in the final paragraphwith
a cross reference to HOU 5.

The policy as currently drafted is incoherent and fails policy test CE1 as it is unclear
how the policy applies to tenure. We recommend that the word ‘tenure’ is removed
from the policy title and the issue of tenure is addressed under HOUS.

HOUG sets out two threshold tests. The policy states:

“that planning permission will be granted for new residential development on sites
greater than 0.1 ha and /or containing 10 units or more where the proposed
development provides a suitable mix of house types and sizes”.

Evidence Base Paper 16 Housing in Settlements and the Countryside paragraph4.87
states that,

“Members had suggested that the threshold was amendedto 10 units, from the
original policy (HS4) to make it easier to administer.....”
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However, having reviewed, draft policy HOU6 and the relevant evidence base
documents, we have not been able to find any evidence which would support either
the continued use or deviation from the thresholds set out in policy HS4 of PPS12. As
such, the draft policy would fail against soundness test CE2 as the alternatives
considered were not founded on a robust evidence base.

Reference to the deviation may relate to paragraph 3.49 of ‘Evidence Base Paper 16
Housing in Settlementsand the Countryside’ that states, “In addition to the formal
consultation exercise, a series of ‘round table discussion’ (RTD) meetings were held in
2018/2019.” However, no details were provided within the dPS to explain the nature
of these discussions.

In terms of the preferred housing mix, draft Policy HOU6 does not provide a detailed
breakdown of what may be permitted but it statesthat “An appropriate mix of house
type, size and tenure is also required as per the Affordable Housing Policy HOU 5.”

The ‘Justification and Amplification’ section of draft Policy HOU6 references the 2011
Census and provides the following rationale for this approach:

“The long term trend towards the formation of smaller and single person households
has ensured that household growth has occurred across Northern ireland.”

In addition to the above, Paragraph 16.62 of the Draft Plan Strategy seeks to reinforce
draft Policy HOU6's approach by stating the following:

“By 2037, it is projected that small households will make up 59% of all househalds.
Consequently, smaller size, new-build dwellings, across olf tenures, will be required to
meet future household needs.”

In relation tothe delivery of a mix of house sizes and types, the draft policy states that,

“The onus will be on the developer to demonstrate through robust evidence, the type
and variety of housing on a case-by-case basis taking account of the specific
characteristics of the of the development, the size and its context in that area.”

This is perhaps an attempt to provide an appropriate degree of flexibility within the
Plan to allow developments to respond to the local market context and need. Flexibility
is essential to ensure innovation is not stifled; a product that the market wants is being
provided; and development viability can be secured. However, having reviewed the
supporting information, there is an absence of a robust evidence base to support this
draft policy. We acknowledge that other Councils have pursued similar policies,
however they have been supported by a bespoke evidence base which has critically
examined household size and mix over the course of the plan period. No such
information is provided.

In addition to the above, we canfind no evidence that in formulating this draft policy
that any consideration was given to viability or that Council has tested the viability
implications arising from the policy. Accordingly, we find thatthe policy fails
soundness test CE2 as the policy is not found on a robust evidence base or has
consideration been given to relevant alternatives.
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HOU 7 Accessible Housing (Lifetime Homes and Wheelchair Standards)

HOU 7 requires all residential developments to comply with the Lifetime Homes
standards as set out in the Department for Communities, Housing Association Guide.
For proposals over 5 units, the policy has a further requirement that proposals must
demonstrate how they propose to address wheelchair standards for 10% of the units.

While it is accepted that this standard is used by Housing Associations in the delivery of
social housing projects, no consideration has been given to the impact of this policy on
other housing developers and their associated housing products. From a review of the
background evidence papers, there is a lack of substantive evidence to support this
palicy position or any consideration of the viability of a project, mindful that this policy
needs to be considered in tandem with HOU 5 and 6.

The 2012 Building Control Regulations currently require that all buildings are accessible
tovisitors. The suggestion that a higher policy requirement is introduced as a planning
policy jars with this position and it also fails to recognise that the policy needs to be
flexible to respond to exceptions.

As currently worded, the policy fails soundness test CE2 as there is a lack of evidence to
support the policy position and no evidence provided to demonstrate that viability has
been considered, particularly when all residential proposals need to also address
policies HOU 5 and 6. We recommend that this policy is deleted from the draft Plan
Strategy.
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Chapter 25 — Development and Flooding

FLD 1 Development in Fluvial (River) and Coastal Flood Plains

The Council’s LDP Strategy for Development and Flooding is to have a precautionary
approach to development within flood-prone areas. Their policy approach (at para
25.12) will be to avoid inappropriate development within areas of flood risk and areas
that may increase flooding elsewhere, protect our key assets from risk of flooding and
to minimise and manage the risk of flooding.

The dPS goes on to state that “this LDP will be in line with regional policy whereby only
suitable types of development will be permitted across our District, toalign withthe
Strategic Growth Plan and the Council’s emerging Climate Change Adaptation Plan”.

Evidence Base EVB 25 statesthat “it is considered that the proposed policy FLD 1 ciosely
reflectsthe policy direction as set out in the SPPS. The wording of FLD 1 also follows
that of FLD 1 of the previous operating policy under PPS 15 as per Dfl Advice to retain
the policies of PPS 15 without aiteration but now ailso makes reference to climate
change allowance, on the advice of Dft Rivers”.

Draft policy FLD 1 Development in Fluvial (River) and Coastal Flood Plains statesthat
“the Council will not permit development within the 1 in 100 year fluvial flood plain
(AEP56 of 1%) plus climate change aflowance or the 1 in 200 year coastal flood plain
{AEP of 0.5%) plus climate change allowance unless the applicant candemonstrate that
the proposal constitutes an exception to the policy”.

In relation todefended areas draft policy FLD 1 statesthat “development of previously
developed land protected by flood defences that are confirmed by Dff Rivers, as the
competent authority, as structurally adequate and provide a minimum standard of 1 in
100 year fluvial or 1 in 200 year coastal flood protection” will be considered as an
exception and, in relation to exceptions protected by a flood defence, goes on to clarify
the following;

Due to the residual flood risk, there will be a presumption against development where
proposals include essential infrastructure, storage of hozardous substances, bespoke
accommodation for vuinerable groups or development located close to flood defences;

Proposals involving significant intensification of use will be considered on their
individual merits and will be informed by the Flood Risk Assessment.

Paragraph 25.34 of the Justification and Amplification statesthat “there will be a
presumption against development of green field sites in defended areas. As well as
exposing more peopie and property to the residual flood risk, this form of development
could remove valuable flood storage should the defences overtop or breach”. This
wording is consistent with the Policy FLD 1 of PPS15.
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We consider that draft policy FLD1is not reasonably flexible enough to allow for the
consideration of undeveloped protected greenfield sites® within the settlement limit
where it can be demonstrated that redevelopment of the site would not lead to
increased flood risk on the subject site or surrounding area, therefore does not satisfy
soundness test CE4.

A strategic objective of the SPPS (para. 6.104) is to “ensure that the most up to date
information on flood risk is taken into account when determining planning applications
and zoning / designating land for development in Local Development Plans (LDPs)” . We
consider that the policy has been brought forward without the full understanding of
flood risk potential of sites that benefit from flood defences. In many cases it can be
demonstrated that sites within the 1 in 1000 year flood plain that benefit from DFI
Rivers flood protection barriers do not act as flood storage in a flood event due to
existing topography / physical characteristics of the tand and are being excluded from
the plan making process without due consideration. This represents agap in the
Councils evidence base, therefore we consider that draft policy FLD1 fails soundness
test CE2.

This approachto the management of flood risk also conflicts with HOU 3 Density of
Residential Development which aims to achieve a more sustainable form of
development, encouragescompact urban forms and promotes more housing within
existing urban areas. For this reason we consider that draft Policy FLD 1 fails soundness
test CE1 as there is a conflict in the objectives of draft polices FLD1and HOU3. HOU3 is
aiming to promote compact urban forms whilst FLD1 will directly restrict the ability to
do this by discounting appropriate protected sites within the existing settlement limit.

An example of where an amendment to this policy could enable sustainable residential
development that benefits from anaccessible location within the existing settlement
limit is lands at Bradley Way, Strabane. This is a green field site on the edge of Strabane
town centre that benefits from a DFI Rivers flood defence.

RPS Consulting Engineers were commissioned to carryout a Flood Risk Assessment into
the potential of flooding on the subject site. The following conclusions were reached.

. Following the construction of the A5 road and the 1932 flood alleviation scheme,
which acts as a barrier protecting the site from the 1 in 100 year floodplain, RPS
do not consider the subject site to be susceptible to flooding;

o The site at Bradley Way is in a unique position as due to the AS by-pass acting as
a barrier the site will never be used as a flood storage area, ensuring that the site
is not likely to increase flooding elsewhere, now or in the future; and

. RPS concludes that given the current flood defence the site is adeguately
protected against a 1:100 year flood event.

This example demonstrates that there is a gapin the Councils Evidence Base 25 and
that there are suitable sites within the settlement limit of Strabane being excluded

®land protected by flood defences that are confirmed by Dfl Rivers as structurallyadequate andprovide
aminimumstandard of 1in100yearfluvial or 1in 200 year coastal flood protection.
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from the plan making process. This approach means the dPS will not promote the
orderly development of Strabane and maximise the potential of underutilised sites
within the existing settlement limit.

Further to this the sustainability appraisal included in EVB 25 states {para. 7.2) that:

“Inthe case of flood risk policies, it is not considered that any of the alternatives could
be consideredto be reasonable. To relax these policies would result in a significant
increase in flooding impact on development but to strengthen themto the degree of
allowing no exceptions has been characterised by Dff Rivers as practically unachievable
in that it would not allow for essential or strategic development” {our emphasis).

The Council have not assessed any alternativesto that proposed in the draft Plan
Strategyand have stated that any relaxation in the flooding policy would result in a
significant increase in flooding impact on development. We consider that this is not
necessarily the case as it has been demonstrated that a greenfield site currently within
the settlement limit of a town and impacted by the 1 in 1000 year flood plain can be
developed without increasing flooding either on the site or surrounding area. On this
basis we consider that there is a gap in the Councils evidence base and the policy fails
soundness test CE2,

The Council have not considered any other approaches to flooding in the dPS. We
consider that this approach is disregarding suitable development sites located within
the existing settlement limit and will lead to an unsustainable form of development
that conflict with other policies within the dPS. Draft policy FLD1 therefore fails to
satisfy the following soundness test:

. CE1 - the DPD sets out a coherent strategy from which its policies and
allocations logically flow and where cross boundary issues are relevant it is not in
conflict with the DPDs of neighbouring councils;

. CE2 —the strategy, policies and allocations are realistic and appropriate having
considered the relevant alternativesand are founded on a robust evidence base;
and

. CE4 — Itis reasonably flexible to enable it to deal with changing circumstances.

Recommendation

We consider that under a precautionary approachthere is scope to amend draft Policy
FLD 1 to allow consideration of protected undeveloped greenfield sites within the 1 in
1000 year flood plain for development where it is demonstrated through a Flood Risk
Assessment that all sources of flood risk to and from the proposed development have
been identified and that there are adequate measures to manage and mitigate any
increase in flood risk arising from the development.

This approach would support a compact urban form by utilising sites thatare
demonstrated, through the preparation of a Flood Risk Assessment, not to have an
impact on flood risk on the site or adjacent land.
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Chapter 26 - Place-Making & Design Vision For
Development

In this LDP Plan Strategy, the Council hereby sets out a design and place making vision
for LDP, which will be underpinned and delivered through the following hierarchy:

. Place-making & Design Objectives (PDOs)}
. Place-making & Design Principles (PDPs)
. Strategic Design Policies (SDPs)

Para. 26.5 of the dPS states that “PDOs and PDPs are material considerations, which
can be given weight alongside SDPs, as well as other policy in the LDPand in particular
GDPOL 2: Design Policy in Settlements in Chapter 7; General Development Principles
and Policies”. Whilst we support the overall objectives of the PDO’s and PDP's it is
unclear as to what weight they will be given in the decision making process which could
cause confusion to potential developers. On this basis we consider that the
introduction of PDO’s and PDP’s doesn’t satisfy soundness test CE1 as the dPS doesn’t
set out a coherent strategy from which its policies and allocations logically flow.

We also consider that they represent duplication of other policies within the dPS and
on this basis we recommend that the Council reviews the content of the PDO’sand
PDPs to ensure that they are required. An example of this is “Place-making & Design
Principle 3 (PDP 3) - Protect the Setting” which duplicates policy set out within Chapter
25 Historic Environment to protect the setting of the built heritage.

Place-making & Design Principle 1 (PDP 1): Retainthe Historic Fabric statesthat “the
retention of older buildings and structuresis a critical feature of development practice
in urban areos. This should not only apply to landmarks, listed buildings and
conservation areas, but ‘ordinary’ buildings such as terraces that contribute positively
to place, identity and character”. This policy has the potential to cause confusion as it
requires ‘ordinary’ buildings to be retained however does not set out any clear
guidance / policy test as to how it is determined if such a building should / should not
be retained. As a material consideration this PDP has significant potential to cause
confusion / uncertainty to developers and could render a proposed development
unfeasible,

Similarly Place-making & Design Principle 7 (PDP 7) Implement a Sustainable Transport
Hierarchy — states that “the needs of pedestrians, cyclists and public transport users
must be increasingly prioritised over car-based development. This hierarchy should be
taken into full account in ail decision making, from planning to investment” . Itis
unclear as to what level pedestrians, cyclists and public transport will be prioritised
over car based development in the decision making process and if this approach will
conflict with the existing Parking Standards, which is to be retained as Supplementary
Planning Guidance.
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Whilst we acknowledge that the Council are trying to set out a design and place making
vision for the district we have concerns that the approach they have taken will conflict
with other application of other policies within the dPS. Based on the current wording
we consider that the PDO’s and PDP’s fail soundness tests;

. CE1 as the dPS does not set out a coherent strategy from which its policies and
allocations logically flow; and

. CE3 asthere are not clear mechanisms for the implementation of the objectives
/ guidance of the PDQ’s and PDP’s.

Whilst we support the development of the design and place making vision for the
district we would recommend that the PDO’s and PDP’s are used to inform the various
policies included throughout the dPS, rather than be considered as a material planning
consideration themselves.
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Supplementary Planning Guidance

A key objective for the reformed Northern Ireland Planning System is to establish a
Plan Led process that consolidates and rationalises policy and provides greater
certainty to developers.

Itis proposed, at Appendix 6 of the dPS, that there will be up to 30 separate SPG
documents that are to be materialin making decisions on planning applications, in
addition to the new local plan.

The issue is all the more obvious where the proposed SPG involves only sub
components of existing policies, in terms of the various PPS annexes. Policy documents
that are proposed as SPG and that should be consolidated within the plan include the
following:

Supplementary Planning Guidance to Policy PED 8 ‘Development Incompatible
with Economic Development Uses’;

(Draft) Supplementary Planning Guidance: Anaerobic Digestion;
Parking Standards (2005);

PPS 7 Quality Residential Development - ‘Justification and Amplification’
sections only;

PPS 7 (Addendum) Residential Extensions and Alterations — Annex A only;

PPS 7 (Addendum) Safeguarding the Character of Established Residential Areas -
“Justification and Amplification’ sections, Annex A: Space Standards, Annex C:
Previously Developed Land and Annex E: Definition of an Established Residential
Area, excluding ‘Exceptions’; and

PPS 17 Control of Outdoor Advertisements - Annex A only;

At pages 39 and 40 of the dPS there is condensed list of supporting documents that
‘support the wider regional policies relevant to our District’. It is noted that the list
excludes the PPS’s which the dPS confirms, at pages 38 and 39, that the ‘existing suite
of PPSs will be cancelled’. The current ad hoc approach will inevitably lead to a highly
complex decision making regime and compromise a Plan Led process.

To continue with the current approach would fail the soundness tests on the basis that:

the Council fails take account of policy and guidance issued by the Department
{soundness test C3); and

the plan fails to set out a coherent strategy from which its policies and
allocations logically flow (soundness test CE1).
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Sustainability Appraisal

For Northern Ireland the relevant guidance with respect to Sustainability Appraisal (SA}
and Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA} is;

. Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations (Northern
Ireland) 2004 (the EAPP Regulations); and

. Development Plan Practice Note. Sustainability Appraisal incorporating Strategic
Environmental Assessment. April 2015.

Given the complexity of the SA process and the experience (including relevant case law
referenced in these representations) of its application in England, Scotland and Wales,
it is also recommended by the guidance above1 to refer to the following guidance
where necessary;

. A Practical Guide to SEA - Department of Communities and Local Government,
September 2005

. National Planning Practice Guidance - Strategic environmental assessment and
Sustainability appraisal. (http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/).

. SEA and SA; Planning Practice Guidance (PPG); Ministry of Housing, Communities
& Local Government {(HCLG); February 2015;

. Strategic Environmental Assessment: Improving the effectiveness and efficiency
of SEA/SA for land use plans; RTPI; January2018; and

° SEA & Climate Change: Guidance for Practitioners; Environment Agency; 2011.

Our overriding concern with the dPS and the SA process is that the policies have failed
to allocate sufficient housing to the main settlements, which therefore risks
undermining the Spatial Development Strategy’sintent to achieve sustainable
development and focus major popufation growth in the larger urban centres with their
own economic activity to justify additional housing to reduce commuting to and from
these settlements.

The SAis a fundamental part of the plan making process with its fey function being:

The purpose of SA is to promote sustainable development through the integration of
sacial, environmental and economic considerations into the preparation plans and
programmes such as local development pians.

Achieving sustainable development within the DC&SDC plan area means improving the
economic, social and environmental performance of the plan and the district through
the consideration and identification of reasonable alternativesto plan policies.

We have reviewed the draft SA and, have a number of concerns with respect to its
soundness, its compliance with the SEA Regulationsand its effectiveness in achieving
sustainable development. We summarise our concerns as follows:
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. SAis wholly inconsistent with the dPS housing allocation, assessing a range of 8
- 10,000 new homes as opposed 9,000 new homes proposed. The conclusions of
the SA relate to a scenario that is either plus or minus 2,000 new homes {i.e.
could be 8,000 or 10,000 homes). Positively, the SA concludes that up to 10,000
new homes is the preferred option.

. Again, in relation to the assessment of Growth Option 3, it is concluded that this
‘should enable the widest range of new housing types, tenures and sizes to be
delivered, leading to a significant positive impact on this objective over the
long term’. Emphasising again, that up to 10,000 units is the preferred option.

. In assessing HOU1 it identifies that ‘housing supply will be managed in two
phases... identified at the LPP stage’. But of course the principles applied in
devising these phases are outlined in the dPS but not considered by the SA.

. The SA states provision is ‘made for an additional five year supply of land over
and above what is required for the LDP period in accordance with the SPPS’. Itis
not explained how an additional five year land supply is incorporated in the
housing allocation, either in the dPS or assessed in the SA.

. Considering HOUS, the SA notes that ‘whereas NIHE suggested a 25% scale, over
the life of the LDP period, it is considered that the proposed 10% requirement
will still deliver and maintain an appropriate supply of affordable housing
consistent with the future needs of the district...” This approachis not
meaningfully explained, considered or assessed in the dPS or the SA.

. In relation to the flood risk policy, the SA confirms that ‘due to Dff Rivers
response requesting that no amendments be made to the existing policy in the
PPS (15) and also due to the technical nature of the existing PPS which is weil
established and tested, it is considered that LDP planning policy replicating the
PPS is the only reasonable option to meet the aims of RDS and SPPS and current
policy framework’. This suggests the proposed flood policy is to mirrorthe SPPS
and PPS15.

. The proposed Settlement Hierarchy raises a number of unresolved
sustainability issues that are not addressed in the SA.

. There is a generallack of reasonable alternatives tested in the SA.

. More specifically, there is a lack of reasonable alternatives to test the most
sustainable approachto the provision of affordable housing in Derry City &
Strabane District Council.

To rectify these deficiencies, we recommend that further work is undertaken on the SA
and subject to further consultation prior to the finalisation of the dPS.
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This Strategic Site Promotion document
is prepared by Turley on behalf of Apex
Housing Associationin relation tolands
west of Ballymagowan Gardens and
Ballymagowan Park, Derry.

The purpose of this document is to promote the inclusion

of astrategically placed site within the settlement limit of
Derry-Londonderry in the upcoming Derry City & Strabane
District Council {(DCSDC) Local Develcpment Plan 2032 for 2
social/ affordable housing cevelopment. Redevelopment of the
site for amixed tenure social housing led develepment would
contribute towards addressing a current and pressing need for
naw homes in the city.

The development of these lands will promnete the crderly

growth of Derry~Londonderry and extend the development

limit westwards towards Glassagh Read. The existing settlement
limitinthis part of the cityis irregularand does not fellow &
coherent beundary. The inclusicn of the subject site will ‘round
off’ the settlement limit, providing a rational, defensible interface
between the built environment and open countryside,

Apex Housing Association has actively engaged in the plan making
process and submitted a representation to the initial public
consuitation period for the draft Plan Strategy. This promotion
documentshould be read in conjuncticn with Apex’s original
representation to DCSDC.

- xecutive summary

An extensive assessment of the immediate area and the physica
characteristics of the site has been carried out as part of the
preparation of this document. This information conclusively
demonstrates the sites suitability for residential develcpment.

A conceptual site layout planis included within the decument
which demonstrates the opporiunity to provide an attractive,
sustainable residential development that integrates with the
immediate residential area.

A Transport Engineer has prepared an Access Appraisal

of the proposed access point onto Ballymagowan Park to
ensura that a safe access for both pedestrian and vehicular
movemeants can be achieved in line with prevailing planning
policy and design guidance.

We would invite Council to consider amending Policy HOU 1so
that a site can be identified for Phase 1 housing at the LPP stage
by extending the settlement limits where there is acute localised
social and affordable housing stress / need. On this basis we
respectfuily request that the subject site is considered for
inclusion as Phase 1housing land in the Local Policies Plan of the
LOP, thereby promoting a deliverable site inanarea of the city
with high housing need.




O1. Site and surrounding context

The site is located directly to the west of Ballygowan
Gardens / Ballymagowan Park, to the south west of Derry

City (seeFigure1).

Site Characteristics

Anassessment of the characteristics of the site and immediate
areaindicates that there are no significant environmental,
cultural or physical constraints that would restrict the
development potential of the site. In summary;

- Thesite is approximately 7.2 hectares in area and
comprises of 3 agricultural fields. The field boundaries are
identified by existing hedgerows and post and wire fences;

» Ground levels slope downwards in a west to east direction;

+ Thesite is notimpacted by fluvial or surface water flooding
and is not located within the flood inundation area of any
designated reservoirs;

+ There are no watercourses traversing the site;

«+ There are no listed buildings, scheduled monuments / sites
or features of industrial heritage on the site or located in
the immed:ate area;

« Thesite is not designated as a protected area (i.e. Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Area of Special Scientific
Interest, Nature Reserve or Special Area of Conservation)
and therefore redevelopment of the site will not
detrimentally impact any protected habitats or species;

Surrounding Character

Theimmediate areaincludes a mixture of land uses which
contribute to making the subject site an ideal location fora
sustainable residential development (see Figure 2).

To the east and north east of the site is Ballymagowan Gardens /
Ballymagowan Park and beyond this dwellings within the Creggan
estate. To the north of the site is an urban park, allotments and
children’s play area which are under the ownership of Apex
Housing Asscciation. Beyond this is Sean Dolan Gaelic Athletic
Club (GAC), which is currently planning extensive refurbishment
and extension works to create a state of the art sport /
community facility. A social housing residential development of
120 units forms part of the proposed works on the Sean Dolan
GACland.

The subject site would act as a natural extension of this portion of
the Creggan Estate and help sustain existing community facilities
inthe area.
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02. Understanding the
planning context

The north and east boundaries of the site abut the
settlement limit of Derry~Londonderry as identified on
Map No. 2 - City Map of the Derry Area Plan (see Figure 3).

Derry Area Plan 2011

Itisnotable that large areas of the land currently zoned as ‘Existing ~ Chapter 16 - Housing in Settlements and the Countryside sets
Recreationand Open Space’ to the east and north east of the out the Council's policy for managing delivery of housing in

site have beendeveloped in recent years for aresidential use. settlements and the countryside. A review of the related policies
This demonstrates the pressure/need for social housing in the has beenundertaken and Apex Housing Associations response
Creggan area is continuing to grow but the land to accommodate to theinitial dPS public consultation period focused on the

new homes is not available, with limited rernaining undeveloped following key issues:

residential zonings existing in the area (see Section 3).

Derry City & Strabane District Council Local .
Development Plan 2032

Apex Housing Association has actively engagedin the plan .
making process and submitted a representation to the initial .
public consultation period for the draft Plan Strategy (dPS)
outlining their concernin relation to the Councils approach to
calculating the housing need for the district and the strategy for
delivering housing to 2032. A copy of this representation has .
been submitted as part of Apex’s submission to DCSDC's re-
consultation on their dPS.

Social Housing Need Assessment;
5 Year Housing Land Supply;

- Urban Capacity Studies;

Approach to Phase 2 Zonings;

Exceptions Palicy (draft Policy HOU 1);

Affordable Housing (draft Policy HOU 5).

Draft Policy House Types, Size and Tenure (draft Policy HOU 6)

Accessible Housing (Lifetime Homes and Wheelchair
Standards) (draft Policy HOU 7)

Figure 3: Extract from DAP 2011
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HOU 1 Strategic Allocation and Management of
Housing Land - Zoned Housing Land and LUPAs

With respect to the promotionof the subject site the focus is on Policy
HOW, which deals with the strategic allocationand management of
zoned housing land. Policy HOU1 adoptsa sequentialapproachto
managingthe release of land for newhousing.

LDP Phase 1 Zonings — Phase 1 housing land will be
zoned on sites (of 0.2 hectares or 10 or more dwelling
units in the following circumstances:

» Existing cormmitments i.e. sites with live residential
planning permission

Selected Urban Capacity Sites (City and Main Town)
and Whiteland Sites (L.ocal Towns) identified at LPP

LDP Phase 2 Zonings - Phase 2 housing land
will be zoned and held in reservein the
following circumstances:

+ Derry Area Plan (DAP) and Strabane Area Plan (SAP)
housing zonings withcut current residential planning
permission; and

- OtherUrban Capacity Sites (City and Main Town) and
Whiteland Sites (Local Towns).

Policy HOU1 goes on to state that if during the LDP pericd thereis a
need for Phase 2 housing zonings earlier than anticipated, the following
willapply:

- Phase 2 canbere-zoned as Phase 1 as a caonsequence of
an LDP amendment following a Plan review and the re-
appraisal of future housing requirements;

« Phase 2 land can be approved through a planning
application from a registered housing association for social
/ affordable housing where there is a localised housing
stress / need, Such a need should be supported by NIHE,

Inexceptional circumstancesandwhere thereis extreme localised
social/ affordable housing stress / need that cannot be met through
the above sequential test, the following wilt be permitted:

+ Asite will be identified at LPP in the urban fringe or by
extending the settlement limits;

+ Aplanning application after LPP outside of the settlement
limits from a registered housing association for social
/ affordable housing where there is a localised housing
stress / need. Such a need should be supported by NIHE.

Qur Feedback

The objective of Policy RG8 of the Regional Development
Strategy (RDS) 2035, Policy RG8 is to manage housing growth to
achieve sustainable patterns of residential development. Para.
318 states that “there is no presumption that brownfield land is
necessarily suitable for housing development or that the whole of
the curtilage should be developed”.

The amplification of RGO8 goes on to state that policy should;

“Ensure an adequate and available supply of quality housing
tomeet theneeds of everyone. Housing land will be identified in
development plans. Planning authorities should take accountof
existing vacant housing in any assessment of housing need. They
should also take account of needidentified, in the Housing Needs
Assessment/Housing Market Analysis when allocating housing
{and, including ioncifor sociol and intermediate housing such as
shared ownership and affordabie housing.”

Itis noted that the Council published a document entitled ‘Draft Plan
Strategy - Urban Capacity and Windfall Study’ (EVB 16a), which s
dated December 2018, However, having reviewed thisdocument, itis
clear thatitis ontya summary of the overall study.

Noting the omission of the full study, we are prevented from
properly investigating, reviewing and commenting onthe
approach, methodology and findings of this critical piece of
evidence which supports the Council's proposed housing strategy
and strategic palicies.

Policy HOU 1 relies on existing committed zonings, whichin many
casesare large complex zonings where thereis alimited prospect of
thembeing whoelly deveioped for housingduring the plan period.

Paragraph16.24 statesthat;

“As anexception to the Phased approach, the Council hasidentified
thatthere may be a very specific shortage of housingland, matched
with avery high social housingneed, in certain local areas. Inthese
circumstances, if no alternatives can be identified after a sequential
consideration, it may be necessary to exceptionally permit some
additional housing lands” (curemphasis)



This mechanismis vaguely described and does not specifically outine
the policy test for earlyimplementation of a Phase 2 zoning, The text
advises that if no altematives can be identified after a sequential
consideration however it does not state what this entails - whether
thisisacitywide or localised site search.

Onthe basisof the information available we have concerns thatas
proposed, Policy HOU 1wilt not defiver an adequate provision of zoned
residential land to meet the needs of the district, andin particular

the Creggancommunity. This area of the City does not benefit from
significant residential zonings or suitable brownfield sites that are

likely to be considered for inclusion within the LDPas either Phase 1or
Phase2 housing zones. Thisis evidentin the incremental loss of land
zoned for openspace and amenity for residential development inthe
areaasnoother suitable sites are avattable.

Policy HOU1does recognise exceptional circumstances where

there may be extrerme localised social/affordable housing stress/
need, which cannot be metin aseguential search. This approach

s welcomed, however, there is the concern this policy is applied

as a'sticking plaster’ to avoid establishing robust and deliverable
mechanisms inthe planthat respond to escalating unmet housing
need/stress. Itis clear that thereisa need for zonedresidentiallandsin
the Cregganarea and itisimperative that the Council should address
this now through amendments to the dPS policies, rather thanrelying
on this housing to be detivered through exception tests.

We respectfully recommendthat Policy HOU 1isamended sothatan

urban fringe site or by extending the settlement limits can be identified
for Phase 1 housing at the LPP stage where there isextreme localised
social f affordable housing stress /need.




03. The need for social housing

Delivery of new social and affordable housing is one of
the priorities set out within the Department for Social
Development (DSD) Facing the Future: Housing Strategy
for Northern Ireland 2012 - 2017, Programme for
Government 2011-2015 and the Derry City & Strabane -
Housing Investment Plan 2019 - 2023.

The subject site is located in an area of housing need within
the Westbank Housing Needs Assessment area. The social
housing need projection for the Westbank for the period 2019
-2024 is 1,782 units, representing the area with the greatest
need in the City according to the Commissioning Prospectus
Affordable Social & Intermediate Housing For Social Housing
Development Programme Period (2020/21 - 2022/23).

As shown in Figure 4 the projected need is marginally down
over this 5 year period in comparison to recent years. This is
due to a high number of units currently under construction.
Itis becoming increasingly obvious a similar rate of
completions cannot be sustained as the sites required are
neither available or in a position to be developed given
infrastructure requirements,
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The Derry City & Strabane - Housing Investment Plan (HIP)
2019 - 2023 indicates that 1,494 units are required to be
delivered under the Social Housing Development Programme
(SHDP) in the period 2019 to 2022, with 1081 of these units

located in the Westbank area. S s

. 8 ’ ]
Of course, the SHDP does not guarantee the delivery of ?/; Creggan — A
the new housing units and the programme is susceptible to \

schemes being removed from the programme due to them
being no longer deliverable / feasible or being delayed due to
other reasons te. planning delays

Our research indicates that potentially 700 units (earmarked
for two large sites) included on the SHDP 2019 to 2022 will
not be delivered. This will result in a significant need for more
social housing sites in the City in the coming years.

Creggan South

/H' 16_~
Land Availability in the Creggan Area L

Areview of the Derry Area Plan (DAP) 2011 indicates that there are /_/ Figure 5: Residential Zonings in Close Proximity to Croggan,
limited restdential zonings located in or adjacent to the Creggan Creggan South and Brandywell Wards

Estate. The only extant Residential Zonings within the Creggan,
Creggan South and Brandywell wards are (see Figure S);

«  H15(Creggan Heights) - the majority of this designation
has been developed, except for a narrow portion of
steeply sloping land running alongside the Creggan Upper

Reservoir. The site is identified as being complete within 1 7 8 2 1 49 4 7 9 4
the DAP 2011; &
’ ’

+  H16 (Southway) - a steeply sloping site of approximately

2 hawhich is heavily covered with trees, This site has no Social Housing Need units identified tobe possible number of units
planning history and is unlikely to be considered sitable Etojoctionforthe defiveredinthigSocial S e (E2m2022)
for future development. Westbank Housing Development excluding sites that are
(2019 - 2029) Programme unlikely to come forward
Clearly therefore, there are limited options to deliver social (2018 - 2022) for development

housing development in the Creggan area to meet the needs
of the community, without developing existing recreation and
open spaces.

n



04. Strategic vision
and design principles

The overall concept is to provide an attractive,
sustainable residential development that respects the
immediate residential character, integrates seamlessly
with the existing community facilities in the area and
provides a coherent, identifiable new boundary to the
settlement limit of Derry City.

Design Vision / Concept

The settlementlimitin this part of the city is irregular and does
not follow a consistent boundary. The inclusion of the subject
site will ‘round off’ the settlement limit, providing a logical,
defensible interface between the built envircnment and open
countryside along Glassagh Road (see Figure 6).

The approval of aresidential and community development on
lands to the north of the site (identified in orange) establishes
an acceptable contour for development along the eastern
side of Glassagh Road. The subject site will respect this
established precedent.



Settlement Limit

Residential / community

Urban Park

Figure 6: Design Vision

Key Design Principles

The following are the key design principles for the development
of the site, which have been illustrated in the concept sketch
layout that has been prepared for the subject site (see Figure 7);

Develop a high quality residential layout which creates a
coherent and attractive internal living environment and
makes a positive contribution to the immediate community;

Deliver high quality open space provision tc serve the
proposed development and neighbouring locality which is
overlooked ta deter anti-social behaviour;

Respond sympathetically to the topographical change
across the site;

Achieve excellent permeability for pedestrians through
the developrment, creating linkages to the wider footpath
network and existing community facilities;

Retain existing vegetation where possible and augment with
ahigh guality planting scheme which promates integration
and enhances the living environment;

Orientate buildings to have active frontages towards existing
and proposed public roads to create an attractive streetscape;

Ensure that the proposed layout connects to and interacts
with existing communal amenity spaces including the urban
park, allotments and children‘s play area,

13



Technical Compliance

The following demonstrates how the proposed concept sketch layout complies with prevailing regional planning
policy and design guidance, ensuring that the site is deliverable for a residential development;

Access

The praspective development lands will be accessed viaan
existing vehicular access from Palestine Street. Palestine Street
1s awell-established residential area which benefits froma
number of traffic control measures including speed control
bends and raised junctions.

The utilisation of an existing access adjacent to the
Palestine Street/ Ballygowan Park junction will minimise
the developments impact on the surrounding area. Any
amendments required to the existing access can be
accommodated within the adopted highway boundary and
there will be no requirement for third party lands.

Density

Areview of the residential density of the immediate area
hasinformed the proposed density for the subject site. The
proposed concept sketch layoutillustrates how the site can be
developed for a scheme of circa 180 units, which equatestoa
rmedium density development of 25 units per hectare.

House Types

The concept sketch layout ncludes a mixture of 2 storey two &
three bedroom semi-detached dwellings, comparable to the unit
types in Ballymagowan Gardens / Park. The layout and design
approachis flexible and can accormmodate a mixture of unit
types to satisfy the current housing need in the area, as identified
by Northern Ireland Housing Executive.

Topography

The layout will retain ground levels as close to existing as possible.
Some remedelling of existing contours is proposed to ensure
that the proposed developrment integrates with the site and
immediate surroundings and satisfies current planning and DF|
Roads design policies.

Linkages and Permeability

Permeability through the site for both pedestrian and vehicle
movements is a key design principle of the concept layout
which has been achieved through the provision of a clear road
hierarchy. Pedestrian linkages are animportant feature of the
concept sketchlayout, with linkages proposed to the existing
urban park, children’s play area and allotments.

Landscape and Amenity

The concept sketch layout includes an above average provision
of communal open space, landscape buffer planting and
garden and street planting, exceeding standards set out within
Government design guide Creating Places, helping to create a
high quality development.

Two public amenity spaces have been provided in the layout
foruse by future residents and the wider community. There is

an opportunity to agree the future use of these spaces with the
wider community i.e. play park, outdoor gym space, multi-use
space, to ensure that the spaces integrate with and complement
the existing facilities in the area.

The site benefits from existing mature [andscape boundaries to
the south and west which will be retained and improved as part of
the proposed development. Within the site existing hedgerows
will be retained where possible to protect existing habitats.
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Figure 7: Concept Sketch Layout
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Technical Note 01

Project: Glassagh Road, Derry
Subject: Site Access Appraisal
Prepared by:
Checked by:

Approved by:

Job No: 20-106

Date: 04/11/2020
Date: 04/11/2020

Date: 04/11/2020

Introduction

Ltd has been commissioned to provide transpart consultancy services in support of the promotion of
development lands to be considered as a future social housing site in the upcoming Derry Local Area Plan . The site

location is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 - Site Location

Itis anticipated that any future development of the lands (¢.7.3 ha) would yield a housing density of approximately 170-

180 residential units.
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Technical Note 01

Contents of this Technical Note

This Note presents a review of the visibility splay requirements and the operational performance of the proposed
development lands site access. To facilitate this assessment, the visibility splay requirements have been considered in
line with Development Control Advice Note (DCAN) 15 - Vehicle Access Standards, and a JUNCTIONS 8 PICADY model
has been constructed to assess the potential site access operational performance under various scenarios. The
remainder of this Technical Note (TN} presents the following information:

e Proposed Access Overview;

*  Review cf Visibility Requirements;

e Junction Capacity Assessment; and

® Junction Design Considerations.

Site Overview

Proposed Access
It is proposed that the development lands would be accessed via the existing Palestine Street/ Ballymagowan Park
Community Allotments Site Access.

The praposed access location is highlighted in Figure 2.

Key

| — Site Location
O Access Location

Fiqure 2 - Proposed Access Location

Existing Traffic

Given the ongoing Covid-19 lockdown measures and the absence of historic traffic data on Palestine Street and
Ballymagowan Park, it has not been possible to obtain up-to-date traffic flow information at the proposed site access.
To provide an indication of the likely traffic flows in the area we have utilised the TRICS database.

Palestine Street and Ballymagowan Park form part of a residential cul-de-sac with no through road, the cul-de-sac
includes 46no. residential units.

It is unlikely that all of the vehicle trips in the area would pass the proposed site access. However, to inform a robust
assessment of the potential development lands visibility requirements we have assumed that 100% of the vehicle trips
associated with the existing 46no residential units wifl pass the Ballymagowan Park Community Allotments access daily.
Accordingly, Table 1 presents the anticipated daily two-way vehicle trips at the site access.
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Technical Note 01

Table 1 - Palestine Street Daily Two-Way Flows (85th Percentile)

. No. of Trip Rate Generated Trips
Parameter Scenario . " "
Dwellings | Arrivals | Departures | Arrivals | Departures | Total
03 - Residential/ Daily 85th
B - Affordable Percentile 46 2.625 2.563 121 118 239
Houses {0700-1900)

Table 1 illustrates that, with reference to the TRICS database, the anticipated daily two-way traffic flow on Palestine
Street at the site access location is 239 vehicles (121 westbound|arrivals] and 118 eastbound [departures).
A full copy of the TRICS database outputs is provided at Appendix A.

Existing Speeds

A radar speedometer was used to obtain free flowing traffic speeds on Palestine Street adjacent to the proposed site
access. The 85" percentile speeds in each direction are presented in Table 2.

Table 2 - Recorded Speeds on Palestine Street, odjacent to proposed site access

Scenario

Traffic Speed {Westbound) kph

Traffic Speed (Eastbound} kph

85th Percentile Speed (kph}

35

35

Table 2 shows the 85" percentile traffic speeds on Palestine Street adjacent to the site access were:

e 35kph Westbound; and

e  35kph Eastbound

A full breakdown of the speed survey results is provided at Appendix B.
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Technical Note 01

Review of Visibility Requirements

Visibility Requirements (DCAN15)

The visibility requirements of the proposed site access have been considered in accordance with the Development
Contral Advice Note (DCAN15) - Vehicle Access Standards.

Planning Policy Statement 3 ‘Development Control Roads Considerations’ policy AMP 2 states that DCAN15 sets out the
Department for Infrastructure Roads current standards for sightlines, radii, gradient etc. that will be applied to both
new access and intensified use of an existing vehicle access onto existing public roads.

DCAN15 also includes guidance/ advice to developers on the specification of access arrangements into new
developments adjoining the public road.

DCAN1S Visibility Splays

The visibility splays required for priority junctions consist of two components; a ‘X’ and 2 ‘Y’ parameter as shown in
Figure 3, further details on which are specified in DCAN15.

Minor Road (access)

Visibility Splay /
X}distance

Y-distance

Priority Road (public road)f

Figure 3 - DCAN1S Access Visibiiity Standards

The specification of these parameters is influenced by the volumes of traffic that utilise the access junction (minor arm)
and the speed/ volume of vehicles on the priority road (major arm).
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X-Distance

The TRICS database has been further interrogated to establish the anticipated volume of trips expected to access the
development lands throughout a typical day. Based on the proposed development of approximately 175 no. residential
dwellings, the development lands anticipated daily vehicle trips are provided in Table 3.

Tabie 3 - Proposed Daily Vehicle Trips (Two-way)

Parameter Scenarlo No. of Trip Rate Generated Trips
Dwellings | Arrivals | Departures | Arrivals \ Departures | Total
03 - Residential/ Daily 85th .
B - Affordable Percentile 175 2.625 2.563 459 449 908
| Houses | (0700-1900) | N I - A

Table 3 illustrates that the development lands have the potential to generate 908 two-way vehicle trips (459 arrivals
and 449 departures) to/ from the proposed site per day. Further information on TRICS database outputs is provided at

Appendix A.

The X-distance criteria of a visibility splay is outlined in ‘DCAN 15 Table A’, as reproduced in Figure 4.

Type of Access

X-distance

60vpd

Access with traffic flow up to

The minimum x-distance is normally 2.4m. Where

traffic speeds on the priority road are below 60 kph (37

mph), the minimum x- distance is 2.0m. On other
roads the x-distance may be reduced to 2.0m only
where danger is unlikely to be caused

Access with traffic flow
fbetween 60 & 1000 vpd

The minimum x-distance is normally 4.5m. It may be
reduced to 2.4m, but only if traffic speeds on the
priority road are below 60 kph (37mph) and danger is

unlikely to be caused.

1000 vpd

Access with traffic flow over

The desirable minimum x-distance is 6.0m. It may be
reduced to 4.5m, but only where danger is unlikely to
be caused. In this case developers may be required to
demonstrate the adequacy of the access capacity
using junction analysis techniques

figure 4 - DCAN1S Table A - 'X' Distance

Figure 4 illustrates the representative X-Distance for each scenario. As the development lands have the potential to
generate 908 vehicles per day (vpd), the required minimum X-distance is normally 4.8m. It may be reduced to 2.4m, but
only if traffic speeds on the priority road are below 60kph {37mph) and danger is unlikely to be caused which is the case

in this scenario.

As demonstrated in Table 2 the existing speeds on the westbound and eastbound carriageways are 35kph. Therefore,
the x-distance can be reduced to 2.4m as the traffic speeds are below 60kph.
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Y-Distance
To determine the ‘Y’ distance applicable to the site access the following characteristics are considered:
1. Minor arm access flows = approximately 908 vpd, therefore between 60 & 1000vpd;
2. Priority road daily flow = approximately 239 vpd, therefore < 3000vpd;
3. Priority road 85" percentile vehicle speeds vehicle = 35kph (westbound) and 35kph {eastbound).

The Y-distance criteria is set out in DCAN 15 Table B, as illustrated in Figure 5.

Traffic Speed on the Priority Road
kph {mph)

Type of Access 120 [100] 85 ] 70 [ 60 | 50 | 40 | 30

(75) 1 62) [ 63) | (44) | 37) | 31) | (25) | (19)

Access other than those listed | 295 | 215|760 120 | 90 [ 70 | 45 | 33
below [215] [[160][[120]] [90] | [70] | [45] | [33]

Access flow up to 60 vpd 215 1160 (120{ 90 | 70 | 60 [ 45 | 33
onto priority road > 3000 vpd

21511601120 90 | 70 | 60 | 45 | 33

Access flow up to 60 vpd onto 1ol 1201 1901 | 1701 | 1457 | 1331 | 133

priority road < 3000 vpd

Figure 5 - DCAN1S Toble 8 - 'Y’ Distance

Figure 5 shows that using the vehicle speeds recorded on-site, and the proposed development trip generations it can
be determined that the proposed site access will be required to provide visibility ‘Y’ distances between 33 and 45
metres.

Proposed Visibility Splay Requirements
Based on the assessment and the visibility parameters set out above, the following visibilities are required:

*  2.4m x 39m to the east (for westbound traffic}; and

*  2.4mx 39m to the west (for eastbound traffic).
The required visibility splays of the proposed site access junction are therefore shown in drawing no. 20-106-SK001 at
Appendix C.
Note that the visibility splay to the west of the junction is achievable within the existing junction arrangement. Visibility
to the east of the junction is constrained by the Baliymagowan Park/ Palestine Street junction. The maximum achievable
visibility splay if 34.5m to the east.
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Junction Capacity Review

This note also presents a junction capacity analysis of the proposed site access junction to understand the performance
of the junction in a future scenario where the development lands are fully operational. The junction modelling
assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the Transport Assessment Guidelines and WebTAG.
This section of the note will set out the following information:

e Junction Model [nputs;

* Proposed Development Trips;

e Junction Capacity Assessment; and
e Conclusions.

Junction Model Inputs — Traffic Data

As utilised in the derivation of daily vehicle trips in determining the visibility splays requirements, the TRICS database
has been interrogated to obtain the Weekday AM and Weekday PM peak hour vehicle flows passing the Ballymagowan

Park Community Allotments access.

Table 4 presents the anticipated weekday AM and PM peak hour two-way flows.

Table 4 - Existing Palestine Street Weekday AM and PM Peak Hour Two-Way Vehicie Flows

. No. of Trip Rate Generated Trips
Parameter Scenario . " "
Dwellings | Arrivals | Departures | Arrivals | Departures | Total
AM Peak Hour
0.204 0.37 9 17 26
03 - Residential/ 8 - |  (0800-0900)
Affordable Houses PM Peak H 46
eak Hour
(1700-1800) 0.463 0.315 Zil“ . 14 36

Traffic flow diagrams showing the anticipated existing traffic flows for the AM and PM peak hours are included at

Appendix D.

Junction Mode! Inputs — Junction Geometry

The proposed site access has been assessed using the modelling programme JUNCTIONS 8 PICADY module. The main

inputs for a PICADY model are:
e Traffic Flows; and
e Geometric Data.

The geometric data required for the PICADY model is based on the existing geometric parameters of the Palestine

Street/ Site Access junction and are summarised in Table 5.
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Table 5 - JUNCTIONS 8 PICADY Geometric Design Data

Major Arm Geometries

Parameter Unit

Width of carriageway {m) 5.20
Has kerbed central reserve (Y/N) N
Visibility along A for C-B traffic {m) 33.19
Has right turn bay for C-B traffic (Y/N) N
Width of right turn bay {m) N/A
C-B traffic blocks C-A traffic (Y/N) Y
Blocking Queue PCU 0.00
Minor Arm Geometries

Parameter Unit
Visibility to the left {m) 30.10
Visibility to the right (m) 36.43
Minor Arm Type 1+ Flare

Lane Width at Give-way {m) 5.66
Lane Width at 5m {m) 3.15
Lane Width at 10m {m) 3.15
Lane Width at 15m {m) 3.15
Lane Width at 20m (m) 3.15
Estimate Flare Length (Y/N) Y

Proposed Development Trips

The latest version of the TRICS database (v7.7.3) was interrogated to derive representative peak hour trip rates for the
potential development yield of the lands. The weekday AM and PM peak hour vehicle trips are presented in Table 6.

Table 6 - Proposed Development Trips

Paramater Scenario Trip Rate Generated Trips
Dwellings | Arrivals | Departures | Arrivals | Departures | Total
AM Peak Hour
0.204 0.37 36 65 100
03 - Residential/ B - {0800-0900)
Affardable Houses PM Peak Hour
' 315
(1700-1800) 0.463 0.3 81 55 136

As illustrated in Table 6, the development yield of approximately 175 residential units has the potential to generate:
* 100 two-way vehicle trips (36 arrivals and 65 departures) during the weekday AM peak hour; and
* 136 two-way vehicle trips (81 arrivals and 55 departures) during the weekday PM peak hour.

Trip Distribution

The proposed development trips have been distributed through the proposed site access using a realistic assumption

of:

*  90% of trips to/ from Palestine Street (E) (left in and right out}; and
e 10% of trips to/ from Palestine Street (W) (right in and left out).
As discussed previously, Palestine Street and Ballymagowan Park in this location form a residential Cul-de-Sac, the route
to the wider road network is east of the site access, accordingly it is anticipated that 90% of arrivals and departures to/

from the site will turn left in and right out.
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Junction Capacity Assessment

The proposed assessment scenario including the assumed existing traffic (based on TRICS) and the proposed traffic
associated with the development proposa’s has been considered.

No provision has been made for any shared or pass-by trips and the 85" percentile vehicle trips have been applied to
provide a robust assessment.

The traffic flow diagrams illustrating the proposed vehicle flows and trip distribution are provided at Appendix D.

When assessing junction performance Ratio of Flow to Capacity (RFC) values generally dencte the following:
e RFCbelow 0.85 are considered to he operating below capacity;
e RFC hetween 0.85 and 1.0 demonstrate that the junction is operating at capacity; and
e RFCvales above 1.0 indicate that the junction is operating over capacity.

The operational capacity results for the proposed site access are summarised in Table 7.

Table 7 - Summaory of Proposed Access AM/ PM Model outputs

Proposed Scenario
Junction Approach Max RFC Max Queue
AM PM AM PM
Stream B-C 0.01 0.01 0.0 0.0
Stream B-A 0.12 0.11 0.2 0.1
Stream C-AB 0.01 0.02 0.0 0.0

Stream B-C — Site Access to Palestine Street (W)
Steam B-A — Site Access to Palestine Street {E}
Stream C-AB ~ Right Turn in from Palestine Street (W)

In terms of junction operation, Table 7 illustrates that the site access junction would operate well with acceptable
capacity thresholds should the full potential development of approximately 175 residential units be delivered.
A full copy of the junction model outputs is provided at Appendix E.

Sensitivity test

In arder to demonstrate the available junction capacity of the potential site access we have also undertaken a further
sensitivity test scenario. To inform this sensitivity test we have assumed a reversal of the anticipated trip distribution.
In the sensitivity test scenario S0% of development trips will turn right into and left out of the site and 10% of
development trips will turn left into and right out of the site.

The operational capacity results of the sensitivity test are presented in Table 8.

Toble 8 - Summary of Proposed Access AM/ PM Sensitivity Model outputs

i Sensitivity Scenario
Junction Approach Max RFC Max Queue
AM PM AM PM
Stream B-C 0.09 0.08 0.1 0.1
Stream B-A 0.02 0.02 0.0 0.0
Stream C-AB 0.06 0.14 0.1 0.2

Table 8 demonstrates that under sensitivity conditions the proposed site access junction would continue to operate
well within acceptable capacity thresholds.
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Technical Note 01

Junction Design Considerations

When considering the development of a proposed site access it is necessary to take cognisance of the relevant local and
national design guidelines.

Any proposed access design should be provided in accordance with Development Control Advice Note {DCAN15) -
Vehicle Access Standards and the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) — CD123 Geometric Design of at-grade
priority and signal-controlled junctions.

DCAN 15

The previous sections of this note have discussed the visibility requirements of junctions in accordance with DCAN15.
DCAN1S also discusses when a right-turn lane junction should be provided. “Factors which the Department will take
into account include:

*  volume of right turning traffic-requires particular consideration when total flow on the miner road exceeds 500
vehicles per day (i.e. serving more than 50 dwellings) or when right-turns into the development are the
dominant movement, having regard to the relative location of the town centre or other major traffic attractor);

s speed and volume of priority road traffic;

¢ forward sight distance (proximity to crest or bend);

*  junction spacing;

* accident history / potential;

e character / status of the priority road;

» advice in TD 42/95[replaced with CD123], DMRB4 - Volume 6; and

* relevant traffic model output.”

This note has concluded that a residential development of approximately 175 residential units has the potentia!l to
generate approximately 908 two-way vehicle trips per day. However, it should also be considered that it is anticipated
that most vehicle trips to/from the site will approach the proposed access from the east of the junction and therefore
turn left into the site.

The analysis presented in this note has indicated that approximately 10% of development traffic is likely to approach
the access from the west and turn right into the site.

On this basis, it is considered that a right turn lane junction would not be the most appropriate access design for this
development and that the existing junction arrangement is sufficient.

The review of the visibility splay requirements and junction operational assessment has concluded that the existing
access arrangement could accommodate the potential development.

Existing Car Parking Praovision

The Ballymagowan Park Community Allotments provides 15 no. perpendicular parking spaces for those attending the
allotments. Any future access route from this junction to the potential development site should be required to relocate
these spaces within the development lands to mitigate any potential risk for vehicle conflict associated with
perpendicular parked cars reversing into an access road.

Furthermore, any future access route to the development lands should be required to provide 2.0m footways on each
carriageway of the road to accommeodate non-motorised users.

10
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Technical Note 01

Summary and Conclusions

Summary
Kevin McShane Ltd has been commissioned to provide traffic and transport consultancy services in support of the
consideration of utilising an existing access of Palestine Street in Derry to accommodate potential development lands
of Glassagh Road which could yield approximately 170-180 residential units.
We have undertaken a review of the proposed development site access to understand:

= The proposed junction visibility splay requirements;

* The proposed junction operational capacity; and

» The design requirements of the proposed access.

Junction Visibility Requirements
A review of the potential site access in accordance with the DMRB and DCAN 15 Vehicle Access Standards has identified
the minimum visibility splay requirements of:

e 2.4m x 39m to the east (for westbound traffic); and

*  2.4m x 39m to the west (for eastbound traffic).
The visibility slay requirements of the site access can be delivered within the existing highway boundary and there will
be no encroachment into third party lands.

Junction Capacity Review

Based on the infarmation provided within this technical note, it is considered that the existing Ballymagowan Park
Community Allotments access will operate well within acceptable capacity thresholds during the weekday AM and PM
peak periods when the development lands are fully operational.

Additionally, the junction is anticipated to continue to operate within capacity during a sensitivity test scenario.

Conclusions

The existing junction arrangement at the Palestine Street/ Ballymagowan Park Community Allotments Site Access can
provide the visibility splays and has sufficient reserve junction capacity to accommodate the development of
approximately 175 residential units.

Given the location of the lands and the routes to/ from the site from the main road netwaork it is considered that a right
turn lane junction would not be required to accommodate the development as the majority of traffic would turn left in
and right out of the junction.

Furthermore, any future site access will take cognisance of the existing parking provision in the area and the accessibility
to the develapment lands for non-motorised users.
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Technical Note 01

Appendix A

TRICS Database Outputs
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TRIP RATE CALCULATION SELECTION PARAMETERS:

Land Use ¢ 03 - RESIDENTIAL
Category : B - AFFORDABLE/LOCAL AUTHORITY HOUSES
TOTAL VEHICLES

jected regions and areas:
03 SOUTH WEST

WL  WILTSHIRE 1 days
06 WEST MIDLANDS

WO  WORCESTERSHIRE 1 days
07 YORKSHIRE & NORTH LINCOLNSHIRE

WY  WEST YORKSHIRE 3 days
08 NORTH WEST

CH CHESHIRE 1 days

GM  GREATER MANCHESTER 1 days

MS MERSEYSIDE 1 days
09 NORTH

NB NORTHUMBERLAND 1 days
11 SCOTLAND

DU DUNDEE CITY 1 days
13 MUNSTER

TI TIPPERARY 2 days

This section displays the number of survey days per TRICS® sub-region in the selected set

Primary Filtering selection:

This data displays the chosen trip rate parameter and its selected range. Only sites that fall within the parameter range
are included in the trip rate calculation.

Parameter: No of Dwellings
Actual Range: 8 to 97 (units: )
Range Selected by User: 8 to 200 (units: )
Parking Spaces Range: All Surveys Included

Parking Spaces per Dwelling Range: All Surveys Included

Bedrooms per Dwelling Range: All Surveys Included

Percentage of dwellings privately owned: All Surveys Included

Public Transport Provision:

Selection by: Include all surveys
Date Range: 01/01/12 to 19/10/18

This data displays the range of survey dates selected. Only surveys that were conducted within this date range are
included in the trip rate calcuiation,

Selected survey days:

Monday 4 days
Tuesday 3 days
Wednesday 1 days
Thursday 1 days
Friday 3 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys by day of the week.

Selected survey types:
Manual count 12 days

Directional ATC Count 0 days

This data displays the number of manual classified surveys and the number of unciassified ATC surveys, the total adding
up to the overall number of surveys in the selected set. Manual surveys are undertaken using staff, whiist ATC surveys
are undertaking using machines.

Selected Laocations:

Suburban Area {(PPS6 Out of Centre) 6
Edge of Town 5
Neighbourhood Centre (PPS6 Local Centre) 1

This data displays the number of surveys per main location category within the selected set, The main location categories
consist of Free Standing, Edge of Town, Suburban Area, Neighbourhood Centre, Edge of Town Centre, Town Centre and
Not Known.

Selected Location Sub Categories:
Residential Zone i0

Built-Up Zone 1
No Sub Cateqory 1
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This data displays the number of surveys per location sub-category within the selected set, The location sub-categories
consist of Commercial Zone, Industrial Zone, Development Zone, Residential Zone, Retail Zone, Built-Up Zone, Village,
Qut of Town, High Street and No Sub Category.

Secondary Filtering selection:

Use Ciass:
c3 12 days

This data displays the number of surveys per Use Class classification within the selected set. The Use Classes Order 2005
has been used for this purpose, which can be found within the Library module of TRICS®.

Population within 500m Range:
All Surveys Included

Population within 1 mife:

1,001 to 5,000 1 days
5,001 to 10,000 S days
10,001 to 15,000 1 days
15,001 to 20,000 2 days
25,001 te 50,000 3 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 1-mile radii of population,

Population within 5 miles:

5,001 to 25,000 3 days
25,001 to 50,000 1 days
75,001 to 100,000 2 days
125,001 to 250,000 5 days
250,001 to 500,000 1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 5-mile radji of population.

Car ownership within 5 miles:
0.6to 1.0 8 days
1.ito 1.5 4 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated ranges of average cars owned per residential dwelling,
within a radius of 5-miles of selected survey sites.

Travel Plan:
No 12 days

This data displays the number of surveys within the selected set that were undertaken at sites with Travel Plans in place,
and the number of surveys that were undertaken at sites without Travel Plans.

PTAL Rating:
No PTAL Present 12 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys with PTAL Ratings.
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KMcS

LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters

1 CH-03-B-01 HOUSES & FLATS
WORDSWORTH CRES.
CHESTER
BLACON
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: MONDAY
2 DbuU-03-B-01
307-441 BALUNIE DRIVE
DUNDEE
DOUGLAS & ANGUS
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: FRIDAY
3 GM-03-B-01 TERRACED HOUSES
NEWBOLD
ROCHDALE

Suburban Area (PPS6 Qut of Centre)
No Sub Category
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: WEDNESDAY
4 MS-03-B-01 TERRACED
TARBOCK RCAD
LIVERPOOL
SPEKE
Edge of Town
Residentia! Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: TUESDAY
5 NB-03-B-01
WESTLEA
BEDLINGTON

Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: MONDAY
6 TI-03-B-01 MIXED HOUSES
LIMERICK ROAD
NENAGH

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: FRIDAY
7 TI-03-B-02 BUNGALOWS
STRADAVCHER
THURLES

Suburban Area (PPS6 Qut of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: MONDAY
8 WL-03-B-D1 TERRACED HOUSES
BUTTERFIELD DRIVE
AMESBURY

Suburban Area (PPS6 Qut of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: TUESDAY
9 WO0-03-B-02 TERRACED HOUSES
GOODREST WALK
WORCESTER
MERRIMANS HILL
Neighbourhood Centre (PPS6 Local Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: MONDAY

80
17/11/14

TERRACED BUNGALOWS

68

21/04/17

43

21/10/15

16
18/06/13

SEMI DET. & TERRACED

97
19/11/12

43
27/05/16

8
20/11/17

54
18/09/18

16
14/11/16

Wednesday 04/11/20
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CHESHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
DUNDEE CITY

Survey Type: MANUAL
GREATER MANCHESTER

Survey Type: MANUAL
MERSEYSIDE

Survey Type: MANUAL
NORTHUMBERLAND

Survey Type: MANUAL
TIPPERARY

Survey Type: MANUAL
TIPPERARY

Survey Type: MANUAL
WILTSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
WORCESTERSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters (Cont.)

10 WY-03-B-02 MIXED HOUSES
WHITEACRE STREET
HUDDERSFIELD
DEIGHTON
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings: 54

Survey date: TUESDAY 17/09/13

11 wWY-03-B-03 TERRACED HOUSES
LINCOLN GREEN ROAD

LEEDS

Suburban Area {(PPS6 Out of Centre)

Built-Up Zone

Total No of Dwellings: 29
Survey date: THURSDAY 19/09/13

12 WY-03-B-04
SYKES CLCSE
BATLEY

TERRACED HOUSES

Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings: 17

Survey date: FRIDAY 19/10/18

Wednesday 04/11/20
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WEST YORKSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
WEST YORKSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
WEST YORKSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL

This section provides a list of all survey sites and days in the selected set. For each individual survey site, it displays a
unique site reference code and site address, the selected trip rate caiculation parameter and its value, the day of the
week and date of each survey, and whether the survey was a manual classified count or an ATC count.
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Rank

P
N=QURNGOWNLWN-

RANK ORDER for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/B - AFFORDABLE/LOCAL AUTHORITY HOUSES

TOTAL VEHICLES
TOTALS

Ranking Type:

Time Range: 07:00-19:00
WARNING: Using 85th and 15th percentile highlighted trip rates in data sets of under
20 surveys |s not recommended by TRICS and may be misleading.

15th Percentile = No. 10 MS-03-8-01 Tat: 3.563
85th Percentile = No. 3 WO0-03-8-02 Tot: 5.187
Medi Mean Values
Arrivals: 2.138 Arrivals: 2.334
Departures;  2.035 Departures: 2,318
Totals: 4170 Totals: 4.648
Site-Ref Description Town/City

TI-03-B-02 BUNGALOWS THURLES
GM-03-B-01 TERRACED HOUSE ROCHDALE
W0-03-B-02 TERRACED HOUSE WORCESTER
WL-03-B-01 TERRACED HOUSE AMESBURY
NB-03-8-01 SEMIDET. & TE BEDLINGTON
WY-03-B-04 TERRACED HOUSE BATLEY

T1-03-B-01  MIXED HOUSES NENAGH
WY-03-8-02 MIXED HOUSES HUDDERSFIELD
OU-03-B-01 TERRACED BUNGA DUNDEE
M$-03-8-01 TERRACED LIVERPOOL
WY-03-B-03 TERRACED HOUSE LEEDS

CH-03-B-01 HOUSES & FLATS  CHESTER

Area
TIPPERARY
GREATER MANCHESTER
WORCESTERSHIRE
WILTSHIRE
NORTHUMBERLAND
WEST YORKSHIRE
TIPPERARY
WEST YORKSHIRE
DUNDEE CITY
MERSEYSIDE
WEST YORKSHIRE
CHESHIRE

DWELLS
8

43
16
54
97
17
43
54
(2]
ié
29
80

Licence No: 652801

_ Date
20/11/47
21/10/15
14/511/16
18/09/18
19/11/12
19/10/18
27/05/16
17/09/13
21/04/17
18/06/13
19/09/13
17/11/14

This section displays actval (not average) trip rates for each of the sutvey days in the selected set, and ranks them in
order of relative trip rate intensity, for a given time peried (or peak period irrespective of time) selected by the user.
The count type and direction are both displayed just above the table, along with the rows within the table repréesenting

the B5th and 15th percentile trip rate figures (highiighted in bold within the table itself).

The table itself displays details of each individual survey, alongside arnivals, departures and totals trip rates, sorted by
whichever of the three directional options has been chosen by the user. As with the preceeding trip rate calculation
results table, the lrip rates shown are per the caiculation factor (e.q. per 100m2 GFA, per employee, per hectare, elc).
Note that if the peak period option has been selected (as opposed to 3 specific chosen time period), the peak period

for each individual survey day in the table is also displayed

Arrivals
4,125

3233

2,625
2.500
2.526
2.176
2.093
2.000
1.912
1.625
1.690
1.500

Trip Rate {Sorted by Totals)
_ Departures

4125
2,953
2.563
2,593
2 495
2.000
2.070
2.037
1.882
1938
1.655
1.463

Wednesday 04711720

Page 5

Park Spaces

Totals ~ Per Dwelling
8.250 4,50
6.186 0.93
5.187 1.81
5.093 1.96
5.021 1.14
4.176 2.94
4.163 1.63
4.027 1.11
3.794 1.35
3.563 2.00
3.345 1.07
2963 2.36
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TRIP RATE CALCULATION SELECTION PARAMETERS:

Land Use ¢ 03 - RESIDENTIAL
Category . B -~ AFFORDABLE/LOCAL AUTHCORITY HOUSES
TOTAL VEHICLES

Selected regions and areas:
03 SOUTH WEST

WL  WILTSHIRE 1 days
06 WEST MIDLANDS

WO  WORCESTERSHIRE 1 days
07 YORKSHIRE & NORTH LINCOLNSHIRE

WY  WEST YORKSHIRE 3 days
08 NORTH WEST

CH CHESHIRE 1 days

GM GREATER MANCHESTER 1 days

MS MERSEYSIOE 1 days
09 NORTH

NB NORTHUMBERLAND 1 days
11 SCOTLAND

ou DUNDEE CITY 1 days
13 MUNSTER

TI TIPPERARY 2 days

This section displays the number of survey days per TRICS® sub-region in the selected set

Primary Filtering selection:

This data displays the chosen trip rate parameter and its selected range. Only sites that fail within the parameter range
are included in the trip rate caiculation.

Parameter: No of Dwellings

Actual Range: 8 to 97 (units: )

Range Selected by User: 8 to 200 {units: )

Parking Spaces Range: All Surveys Included

Parking Spaces per Dwelling Range: All Surveys Included

Bedroems per Dwelling Range: All Surveys Included

Percentage of dwellings privately owned: All Surveys Included

Public Transport Provision:
Selection by: Include all surveys

Date Range: 01/01/12 to 19/10/18

This data displays the range of survey dates selected. Only surveys that were conducted within this date range are
included in the trip rate caiculation.

Selected survey days:

Menday 4 days
Tuesday 3 days
Wednesday 1 days
Thursday 1 days
Friday 3 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys by day of the week.

Selected survey types:
Manual count 12 days

Directional ATC Count 0 days

This data displays the number of manual classified surveys and the number of unciassified ATC surveys, the total adding
up to the overall number of surveys in the selected set. Manual surveys are undertaken using staff, whilst ATC surveys
are undertaking using machines.

Selected Locations:

Suburban Area (PPS$6 Out of Centre)
Edge of Town
Neighbourhcod Centre (PPS6 Local Centre)

=

This data displays the number of surveys per main location category within the selected set. The main location categories
consist of Free Standing, Edge of Town, Suburban Area, Neighbourhood Centre, Edge of Town Centre, Town Centre and

Not Known.

Selected Location Sub Categories:

Residential Zone 10
Built-Up Zone 1

No Sub Category 1
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This data displays the number of surveys per location sub-category within the selected set. The location sub-categories
consist of Commercial Zone, Industrial Zone, Development Zone, Residential Zone, Retail Zone, Built-Up Zone, Village,
QOut of Town, High Street and No Sub Category.

Secondary Filtering selection:

Use Class:
c3 12 days

This data displays the number of surveys per Use Class classification within the selected set. The Use Classes Order 2005
has been used for this purpose, which can be found within the Library module of TRICS®,

Populiation within 500m Range:
All Surveys Included
Popuiation within 1 mile:

1,001 to 5,000 1 days
5,001 to 10,000 5 days
10,001 to 15,600 1 days
15,001 to 20,C00 2 days
25,001 to 50,000 3 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 1-mile radii of popuiation.

Population within 5 miles:

5,001 to 25,000 3 days
25,001 to 50,000 1 days
75,001 to 100,000 2 days
125,001 to 250,000 5 days
250,001 to 500,000 1 days

This data dispiays the number of selected surveys within stated 5-mile radii of population.

Car ownership within 5 miles:
0.6to 1.0 8 days
1.1t0 1.5 4 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated ranges of average cars owned per residential dwelling,
within a radius of 5-miles of selected survey sites.

Travel Plan:
No 12 days

This data displays the number of surveys within the selected set that were undertaken at sites with Travel Plans in place,
and the number of surveys that were undertaken at sites without Travel Plans.

PTAL Rating:
No PTAL Present 12 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys with PTAL Ratings.
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LIST OF SITES vant to selecti rameters
1 CH-03-B-01 HOUSES & FLATS
WORDSWORTH CRES.
CHESTER
BLACON

Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: MONDAY

80
17/11/14

DU-03-B-01 TERRACED BUNGALOWS
307-441 BALUNIE DRIVE
DUNDEE

DOUGLAS & ANGUS
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: FRIDAY
GM-03-B-01 TERRACED HOUSES
NEWBOLD
ROCHDALE

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
No Sub Category
Total No of Dwellings:

Survey date: WEDNESDAY
MS-03-B-01 TERRACED
TARBOCK ROAD
LIVERPOOL
SPEKE
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:

Survey date: TUESDAY
NB-03-B-01
WESTLEA
BEDLINGTCN

Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total No of Dweliings:

Survey date: MONDAY
TI-03-B-01 MIXED HOUSES
LIMERICK ROAD
NENAGH

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:

Survey date: FRIDAY
TI-03-B-02 BUNGALOWS
STRADAVOHER
THURLES

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:

Survey date: MONDAY
WL-03-B-01 TERRACED HOUSES
BUTTERFIELD DRIVE
AMESBURY

Suburban Area (PPS6 Qut of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:

Survey date: TUESDAY
WO0-03-B-02 TERRACED HOUSES
GOODREST WALK
WORCESTER
MERRIMANS HILL
Neighbourhood Centre (PPS6 Local Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:

Survey date: MONDAY

68
21/04/17

43
21/10/15

16
18/06/13

SEMI DET. & TERRACED

97
19/11/12

43
27/05/16

8
20/11/17

54
18/09/18

16
14/11/16
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CHESHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
DUNDEE CITY

Survey Type: MANUAL
GREATER MANCHESTER

Survey Type: MANUAL
MERSEYSIDE

Survey Type: MANUAL
NORTHUMBERLAND

Survey Type: MANUAL
TIPPERARY

Survey Type: MANUAL
TIPPERARY

Survey Type: MANUAL
WILTSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
WORCESTERSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters {Cont.)

10 WY-03-B-02 MIXED HOUSES
WHITEACRE STREET
HUDDERSFIELD
DEIGHTON
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings: 54
Survey date: TUESDAY 17/09/13
11 WY-03-B-03 TERRACED HOUSES
LINCOLN GREEN ROAD
LEEDS

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Built-Up Zone
Total No of Dwellings: 29
Survey date: THURSDAY 19/09/13
12 WY-03-B-04 TERRACED HOUSES
SYKES CLOSE
BATLEY

Edge of Town

Residential Zone

Total No of Dwellings: 17
Survey date: FRIDAY 19/10/18

Page 9
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WEST YORKSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
WEST YORKSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
WEST YORKSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL

This section provides a list of all survey sites and days in the selected set. For each individual survey site, it displays a
unique site reference code and site address, the selected trip rate calculation parameter and its value, the day of the
week and date of each survey, and whether the survey was a manual ciassified count or an ATC count.
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RANK ORDER for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/B - AFFORDABLE/LOCAL AUTHORITY HOUSES
TOTAL VEHICLES
Ranking Type: TOTALS Time Range: 08:00-09:00
WARNING: Using 85th and 15th percentile highlighted trip rates In data sets of under
20 surveys is not recommended by TRICS and may be misleading,
15th Percentile = No, 10 DU-03-B-01 Tot: 0.382
85th Percentile = No. 3 WL-03-B-01 Tot: 0.574
Median Yales Meza Values
Arrivals 0.174 Arrivais: 0.157
Departures: 0,291 Departyres:  0.302
Totals 0.466 Totais: 0.459
Rank . Site-Ref Description , . Town/City __Area DWELLS  Day Date
1 WO-03-B-02 TERRACED HOUSE = WORCESTER _WORCESTERSHIRE 16 Mon  14/11/16
2 WY-03-B-04 TERRACED HOUSE BATLEY _ WEST YORKSHIRE 17 Fri  19/10/18
3 WL-03-8-01 TERRACED HOUSE_AMESBURY WILTSHIRE 54 Tue 18/09/18
4 WY-03-8-02  MIXED HOUSES HUDDERSFIELD WEST YORKSHIRE 54 Tue 17/09/13
S NB-03-B-01 | SEM! DET. & TE BEDLINGTON  NORTHUMBERLANO 97 Mon 19/11/12
6  TI-03-B-01  MIXED HOUSES NENAGH TIPPERARY 43  Fri 27/05/16
7 GM-03-B-01  TERRACED HOUSE ROCHDALE GREATER MANCHESTER 43 Wed 21/10/15
8 MS-03-B-01 TERRACED LIVERPOOL MERSEYSIDE 16 Tue 18/06/13
9 WY-03-B-03 TERRACED HQUSE LEEDS WEST YORKSHIRE 29 Thu  19/09/13
10 DU-03-B-01 TERRACED BUNGA DUNDEE DUNDEE CITY 68 Fri 21/04/17
11 CH-03-B-01 HOUSES & FLATS  CHESTER CHESHIRE 80 Mon 17/11/14
12 71-03-8-02  BUNGALOWS THURLES TIPPERARY 8 Mon 20/11/17

This section displays actual (not average) tnp rates for each of the survey days in the seiected set, and ranks them in
order of relative trip rate intensity, for a given time period (or peak period irrespective of time) selected by the user.
The count type and direction are both displayed just above the table, along with the rows withw the table representing
the 85th and §5th percentile trip rate figures (highlighted in boid withip the table itseff).

The table itself displays detaiis of each individual survey, ak ide arrivals, departures and totais trip rates, sorted by
whichever of the three directional options has been chosen by the user. As with the preceeding trip rate calculation
resufts table, the trip rates shown are per the calculation factor (e.g, per 100m2 GFA, per employee, per hectare, etc).
Note that if the peak period option has been selected (as opposed to & specific chosen time period), the peak period
for each individual survey day in the table is also displayed.

Wednesday 04/11/20

Trip Rate (Sorted by Totals,
Arrlvals | Departures | _ Totals

0.250 ). 50 0.750
0.235 0.412 0.647
0.204 370 0.574
0.185 0.333 0.518
©.186 0,309 0.495
0.163 0.326 0.489
0.186 0.256 0.442
0.063 0,375 0.437
0.172 0.241 0.413
0.176 0.206 0.382
0.063 0.175 0.237
0.000 0.125 0.125

Page 10

Park Spaces
_Per Dwelling
1.81
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TRIP RATE CALCULATION SELECTION PARAMETERS:
Land Use : 03 - RESIDENTIAL

Category  : B - AFFORDABLE/LOCAL AUTHORITY HOUSES
TOTAL VEHICLES

Selected regions and areas:
03 SOUTH WEST

WL  WILTSHIRE 1 days
06 WEST MIDLANDS

WO  WORCESTERSHIRE 1 days
07 YORKSHIRE & NORTH LINCOLNSHIRE

WY  WEST YORKSHIRE 3 days
08 NORTH WEST

CH CHESHIRE 1 days

GM GREATER MANCHESTER 1 days

MS MERSEYSIDE 1 days
09 NORTH

NB NORTHUMBERLAND 1 days
11 SCOTLAND

DU DUNDEE CITY 1 days
12 MUNSTER

TI TIPPERARY 2 days

This section displays the number of survey days per TRICS® sub-region in the selected set

Primary Filtering selection:

This data displays the chosen irip rate parameter and its selected range. Only sites that fall within the parameter range
are included in the trip rate calcuiation.

Parameter: Nao of Dwellings

Actual Range: 8 to 97 (units: )

Range Selected by User; 8 to 200 (units: )

Parking Spaces Range: All Surveys Included

Parking Spaces per Dwelling Range: All Surveys Included
Bedrooms per Dwelling Range: All Surveys Included

Percentage of dwellings privately owned: All Surveys Included

Public Transport Provision:
Selection by: Include all surveys

Date Range: 01/01/12 to 19/10/18

This data displays the range of survey dates selected. Only surveys that were conducted within this date range are
included in the trip rate caiculation,

Selected survey days:

Monday 4 days
Tuesday 3 days
Wednesday 1 days
Thursday 1 days
Friday 3 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys by day of the week.

Selected survey types:
Manual count 12 days
Directional ATC Count 0 days

This data displays the number of manual classified surveys and the number of unclassified ATC surveys, the total adding
up to the overall number of surveys in the selected set. Manual surveys are undertaken using staff, whilst ATC surveys
are undertaking using machines.

Selected Locations:

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) 6
Edge of Town 5
Neighbourhood Centre (PPS6 Local Centre) L

This data displays the number of surveys per main location category within the sefected set. The main location categories
consist of Free Standing, Edge of Town, Suburban Area, Neighbourhood Centre, Edge of Town Centre, Town Centre and
Not Known.

Selected Location Sub Categeries:

Residential Zone 10
Built-Up Zone 1
No Sub Category 1
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This data displays the number of surveys per location sub-category within the seiected set. The location sub-categories
consist of Commercial Zone, Industrial Zone, Development Zone, Residential Zone, Retail Zone, Built-Up Zone, Village,
Out of Town, High Street and No Sub Category.

Secondary Filtering selection:

Use Class:
C3 12 days

This data displays the number of surveys per Use Class classification within the selected set. The Use Classes Order 2005
has been used for this purpose, which can be found within the Library module of TRICS®.

Popuiation within 500m Range:
All Surveys Included

Population within 1 mile:

1,001 to 5,000 1 days
5,001 to 10,000 5 days
10,001 to 15,000 1 days
15,001 to 20,000 2 days
25,001 to 50,000 3 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated I-mile radii of population.

Population within 5 miles:

5,001 to 25,000 3 days
25,001 to 50,000 1 days
75,001 to 100,000 2 days
125,001 to 250,000 5 days
250,001 to 500,000 1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 5-mile radii of population.

Car ownership within 5 miles:
0.6t0 1.0 8 days

1.ito 1.5 4 days

This data dispiays the number of selected surveys within stated ranges of average cars owned per residential dweliing,
within a radius of 5-miles of selected survey sites.

Travel Plan:
No 12 days

This data displays the number of surveys within the selected set that were undertaken at sites with Travel Plans in place,
and the number of surveys that were undertaken at sites without Travel Plans.

PTAL Rating:
No PTAL Present 12 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys with PTAL Ratings.
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters

1 CH-03-B-01 HOUSES & FLATS
WORDSWORTH CRES.
CHESTER
BLACON
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: MONDAY
2 DU-03-B-01
307-441 BALUNIE DRIVE
DUNOEE
DOUGLAS & ANGUS
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Sutvey date: FRIDAY
3 GM-03-B-01 TERRACED HOUSES
NEWBOLD
ROCHDALE

Suburban Area (PPS6 Cut of Centre)
No Sub Category
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: WEDNESDAY
4 MS-03-B-01 TERRACED
TARBOCK ROAD
LIVERPOOL
SPEKE
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: TUESDAY
5 NB-03-B-01
WESTLEA
BEDLINGTON

Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: MONDAY
6 TI-03-B-01 MIXED HOUSES
LIMERICK ROAD
NENAGH

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: FRIDAY
7 TI-03-B-02 BUNGALOWS
STRADAVOHER
THURLES

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dweliings:
Survey date: MONDAY
8 WL-03-B-01 TERRACED HOUSES
BUTTERFIELD DRIVE
AMESBURY

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: TUESDAY
9 WO-03-B-02 TERRACED HOUSES
GOODREST WALK
WORCESTER
MERRIMANS HILL
Neighbourhood Centre (PPS6 Local Centre)
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings:
Survey date: MONDAY

80
17/11/14

TERRACED BUNGALOWS

68
21/04/17

43
21/10/15

16
18/06/13

SEMI DET. & TERRACED

97
19/11/12

43
27/05/16

8
20/11/17

54
18/09/18

16
14/11/16

Wednesday 04/11/20
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CHESHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
DUNDEE CITY

Survey Type: MANUAL
GREATER MANCHESTER

Survey Type: MANUAL
MERSEYSIDE

Survey Type: MANUAL
NORTHUMBERLAND

Survey Type: MANUAL
TIPPERARY

Survey Type: MANUAL
TIPPERARY

Survey Type: MANUAL
WILTSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
WORCESTERSHIRE

Survey Type:! MANUAL
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters (Cont. )

10 WY-03-B-02 MIXED HOUSES
WHITEACRE STREET
HUDDERSFIELD
DEIGHTON
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings: 54

Survey date; TUESDAY 17/09/13

11 WY-03-B-03 TERRACED HOUSES
LINCOLN GREEN ROAD

LEEDS

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Built-Up Zone

Tatal No of Dwellings: 29
Survey date: THURSDAY 19/09/13

12 WY-03-B-04
SYKES CLOSE
BATLEY

TERRACED HOUSES

Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total No of Dwellings: 17

Survey date: FRIDAY 19/10/18

Wednesday 04/11/20
Page 14
Licence No: 652801

WEST YORKSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
WEST YORKSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
WEST YORKSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL

This section provides a list of all survey sites and days in the selected set. For each individual survey site, it displays a
unique site reference code and site address, the selected trip rate calculation parameter and its value, the day of the
week and date of each survey, and whether the survey was a manual classified count or an ATC count.
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RANK ORDER for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/B - AFFORDABLE/LOCAL AUTHORITY HOUSES
TOTAL VEHICLES
Ranking Type: TOTALS Time Range: 17:00-18:00
WARNING: Using 85th and 15th percentile highlighted trip rates in data sets of under
20 surveys is not recommended by TRICS and may be misleading
15th Percentile = No. 10 WY-03-B-02 Tot, 0.259
85th Percentile = No. 3 WL-03-B-01 Tot: 0778

Mean Values
Arrivals: 0.29% Arrivals: 0.307
Departures:  0.203 Depoartures: 0.209
Totals: 0.502 Totals: 0.515
Site-Ref Description Town/City Area DWELLS  Day Date
TI1-03-8-02 BUNGALOWS THURLES TIPPERARY 8 ™on  20/11/17
GM-03-B-01 TERRACED HOUSE ROCHDALE GREATER MANCHESTER 43 Wed 21/10/15
WL-03-B-01 TERRACED HCUSE AMESBURY WILTSHIRE 54 Tue 18/09/18
MS-03-B-01 TERRACED LIVERPOOL MERSEYSIDE 16 Tue 18/06/13
NB-03-B-01 SEMIDET. & TE BEDLINGTON NORTHUMBERLAND 97 Mon 19/11/12
DU-03-B-01 TERRACED BUNGA ODUNDEE DUNDEE CITY 68 Fn 21/04/17
Ti-03:-B-01 MIXED HOUSES NENAGH TIPPERARY 43 Fr 27/05/16
W0:03-8-02 TERRACED HOUSE WORCESTER WORCESTERSHIRE 16 Mon  14/11/16
WY-03-8-03 TERRACED MOUSE LEEDS WEST YORKSHIRE 29 Thu 19/09/13
WY-03-8-02 MIXED HOUSES HUDDERSFIELD WEST YORKSHIRE 54 Tue 17/09/13
WY-03-8-04 TERRACED HOUSE BATLEY WEST YORKSHIRE 17 Fri 19/10/18
CH-D3-B-01 HOUSES & FLATS  CHESTER CHESHIRE 80 Mon 17/11/14

This section displays actual (not average) trip rates for each of the survey days in the selected set, and ranks them in
order of relative trip rate intensity, for a given time period (or peak period irrespective of time) selected by the user.
The count type and direction are both displayed fust above the tabie, along with the rows within the table representing
the 85th and 15th percentile trip rate figures (hightighted in bold within the table itself).

The table itseif dispiays details of each individual survey, alongside arnvals, departures and totals trip rates, sarted by
whichever of the three directional options has been chosen by the user. As with the preceeding trip rate calcutation
results table, the {rip rates shown are per the cafculation factor (e.g. per 100m2 GFA, per empioyee, per hectare, elc).
Note that if the peak period option has been selected (as opposed to a specific chosen time period), the peak period
for each indrvidual survey day in the table is aiso displayed.

Wednesday 04/11/20

Trip Rate {Sorted by Totals)

Arrivals
0625
0.581
0,463
0.375
0.361
0.250
0.349
0.250
0.172
0,148
0.059
0.050

| Departures
0.375

Totals
1.000
1.000

0.778
0.625
0588
0.515
0.489
0.438
0.27%

©0.259
0.118
0.100

Page 15

Park Spaces

_Per Dwelling

4.50
0.93
1.96
2.00
1.14
1.35
1.63
1.81
1,07
111
294
236
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Appendix B

Speed Survey Data
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Appendix C

Visibility Spiay Requirements
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Appendix D

Traffic Flow Diagrams
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Appendix E

JUNCTIONS 8 Model Outputs
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1“ Generated on 04/11/2020 13:45:31 using Junctions 8 (8.0.6.541)

Junctions 8

PICADY 8 - Priority Intersection Module

Version: 8.0.6.541 [19821,26/11/2015)
© Copyright TRL Limited, 2020

For sales and distribution information, program advice and maintenance, contact TRL:
Tel: +44 (0)1344 770758 email: software@trl.co.uk  Web: hitp://www.lrisoflware.co.uk

The users of this computer program for the solution of an engineering problem are in no way relieved of their responsibility for the correctness of the soluticn

Filename: 20-106 Pr Access v0.1.arc8
Path: C:\Users\KarenMcShane\Desktop\DD\20-106 Glassagh Road, Dery\Traffic\Modelling
Report generation date: 04/11/2020 13:45:30

« (Default Analysis Set) - Sens 1, PM
» Junction Network

» Arms

» Traffic Flows

» Entry Flows

» Turning Proportions

» Vehicle Mix

» Results

Summary of junction performance

—tmmmmm' Los

2 - Proposed
Stream B-C 0 02 8.42 0.01| A 0.02 8.48 001 A
Stream B-A 0.15 8.66 0.12f A 0.13 8.65 0.11] A
Stream C-AB 0.01 6.70 0.01| A 0.02 6.94 0.02{ A
Stream C-A - E - |- . . =
Stream A-B S - - = - - . -
Stream A-C - - - - - - - -
Stream B-C 0.11 6.48 0.09| A 0.10 6.43 0.08| A
Stream B-A 0.02 10.74 0.02| B 0.02 11.16 }0.02} B
Stream C-AB 0.07 7.00 0.06| A 0.18 7.71 0.14] A
Stream C-A - - - - - - - -
Stream A-B - - - - - - - -
Stream A-C - & - - - - S o
Values shown are the maximum values over alf lime segments. Delay is the imum value of ge delay per arriving vehicle,

D1 - Proposed, AM* modef duration: 08:00 - 09:30
D2 - Proposed, PM* model duration: 17:00 - 18:30
“D3 - Sens 1, AM™ moda! duration: 08:00 - 09:30
‘04 - Sens 1, PM " model duration: 17:00 - 18:30

Run using Junctions 8.0.6.541 at 04/11/2020 13:45:30



1:‘ Generated on 04/11/2020 13:45:31 using Junctions 8 (8 0 6.541)

File summary

Title (untitled)
Location

Site Number
Date 04/11/2020
Version

Status (new file)
Identifier
Client

Jobnumber

Enumerator | KarenMcShane

Description

Analysis Options

Vehlicle Length Do Queus Calculate Residual Residual Capacity Criteria RFC Average Delay Threshold Queue Threshold
(m) Varlations Capacity Type Threshold {s) {PCU)
5.75 N/A 0.85 36.00 20.00
Units
Distance Units | Speed Units | Traffic Units Input | Traffic Units Results | Flow Units | Average Delay Units | Total Delay Units | Rate Of Delay Units
m kph U PCU perHour s -Min perMin

(Default Analysis Set) - Sens 1, PM

Data Errors and Warnings

Severity Area ltem Description

i e - -
Warning Miaor arm flare Arm B - Minor Arm | Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero bul has been increased to 1 because a zero

Geometry flare length is not allowed.
Analysis Set Details
Name Roundabout Capacity Model | Description | Locked | Network Flow Scaling Factor (%) | Reason For Scaling Factors
{Default Analysis Set) N/A 100.000
Demand Set Details
Time Traffic Model Time
Name s‘:mrlo Period Description Profile Tiuod:l‘:'ta" TMOd.I":‘i""sh Period Length leme S;anlent Single Time Locked
ame Name Type me {HH:mm) ime {HH:mm) (min} ength (min) Segment Only
Sens ONE : )
1.PM Sens 1 m HOUR 17:00 18:30 20 15
Junction Network
Junctions
Junction | Name | Junction Type | Major Road Direction | Arm Order | Junction Delay (s) | Junction LOS
1 (untitted) |  T-Junction Two-way ABC 7.38 A

Junction Network Options

Driving Side Lighting
Left Normal/unknown




1“ Generated on 04/11/2020 13:45:31 using Junclions 8 (8.0.6 541)

Arms

Arms
Arm | Arm Name Description | Arm Type
A | A | Palestine St (E) Major
B| B Site Acceass Minor
C | C | Palestine St (W) Major
Major Arm Geometry
Am Width of Has kerbed central | Width of kerhed central Has right | Width For Right | Visibility For Right Blocks? Blocking Queue
carriageway (m) reserve reserve {(m) turn bay Turn (m) Turn (m) = (PCU)
c 6.00 0.00 2.20 33.19 v 0.00
Geometries for Arm C are measured opposite Arm B. Geometries for Arm A (if relevant) are measured opposite Arm D
Minor Arm Geometry
o Al\lm;:r v';'i':"l,' “';“d"& v';::";, ::‘::':; V;idlh at \:V‘:dlh at V:U;:‘th at \z’mh at E‘F'L"::" L::‘;"':h vstlbfl:uy To V::ilb:'ﬂy To
mMIYPR | ) | (Latty(m) | Righty (m) | ¢m) () | 40m {m) () | 20m(m} | | orgtn (PCU) oft {m) ght (m)
One lane
B plus 5.70 3.15 3.16 315 3.15 v 1.00 30 36
flare
Slope / Intercept / Capacity
Priority Intersection Slopes and Intercepts
Slope | Slope | Siope | Slope
Junction | Stream I(";z'::":; for for for for
A-B | AC| CA | CB
1 B-A 388.880 | 0.071 | 0.179 | 0.113 | 0.256
1 B-C 680.547 | 0.104 | 0.264 - -
1 CB 593.184 | 0.230 | 0.230 - -
The slopes and intercepts shown above do NOT include any corrections or adjustments.
Streams may be combined, in which case capacily will be adjusted.
Values are shown for the first time segment only: they may differ for subsequent time segments.
Traffic Flows
Demand Set Data Options
PCU Estimate
Default Vehicle Vehicle Vehicle Default Turning Turning Turning
Vehicle | Mix Varies | Mix Varles { Mix Varles Ve;:::crix ':::.;:, Turning en’.m;:!“ Proportions Proportlons Proportions
Mix Over Time | Qver Turn | Over Entry (PCU) Proportions = ;: nts Vary Over Time | Vary Over Turn | Vary Over Entry
HV
v v Percentages 2.00 v v




1=l Generated on 04/11/2020 13:45:31 using Junctions 8 (8.0.6 541)

Entry Flows

General Flows Data

Arm | Profile Type | Use Turning Counts | Average Demand Flow (PCU/hr) | Flow Scaling Factor {%)
A | ONEHOUR v 29.10 100.000

B | ONEHOUR v 56.00 100.000

C | ONEHOUR v 87.00 100.000

Turning Proportions

Turning Counts / Proportions (PCU/hr) - Junction 1 (for whole period)

To
A B Cc
A | 0.000 | 8.103 | 21.000
6.000 | 0.000 | 50.000
C | 14.000| 73.000 | 0.000

From

Turning Proportions {PCU) - Junction 1 (for whole period)
To

A 8 [

A |0.00|028]0.72

B |0.11| 0.00] 0.89

€ [0.1610.8410.00

From

Vehicle Mix

Average PCU Per Vehicle - Junction 1 (for whole period)

To
A B C
A | 1.000| 1.100 | 1.100
B [ 1.100] 1.000| 1.100
C | 1.100| 1.100 | 1.000

From

Heavy Vehicle Percentages - Junction 1 (for whole period}

To
A B Cc
A | 0.0 100100
10.0| 0.0 [ 10,0
€ |1100(10.0| 0.0

From




g/
Results
Results Summary for whole modelled period
Stream | Max RFC | Max Delay (s} { Max Queua [PCU) | Max LOS
B-C 0.08 6.43 0.10 A
BA 0.02 11.16 0.02 B
C-AB 0.14 7.7 0.18 A
C-A - - . -
A-B - = - .
A.C - - = 5

Main Results for each time segment

Main resuits: (17:00-17:15)

Generated on 04/11/2020 13:45:31 using Junctions B (8.0.6.541)

Stream | Total Damand (PCU/hr) | Entry Flow (PCU/hr) | Pedestrian Demand (Padihr) | Capacity (PCuinr)] RFC | End Queus {PCU) | Delay (s) | LOS
B-C 37.64 37.38 0.00 673.67 0.056 0.06 6.220 A
B-A 4.52 446 0.00 370.30 0.012 0.01 10823 | B

C-AB 55.95 55.49 0.00 595.24 0.094 0.12 7.330 A
C-A 9.55 9.55 0.00 - - . - -
A-B 6.10 6.10 0.00 . -

A-C 15.81 15.81 0.00 . . D s
Main results: (17:15-17:30)

Stream | Total Demand {PCU/hr) | Entry Flow (PCU/hr) | Pedestrian Demand {Ped/hr) | Capacity (PCU/hr) | RFC | End Queue (PCV) | Delay {s) | LOS
8-C 44 .95 44.89 0.00 672.29 0.067 0.08 6.311 A
B-A 5.39 5.38 0.00 366.54 0.015 0.02 10964 | B

C-AB 67.05 66.84 0.00 595.66 0.113 0.14 7490 | A
C-A 11.16 11.16 0.00 - - - 0
A-B 7.28 7.28 0.00 - . - - S
A-C 18.88 18.88 0.00 - = - -

Main results: {17:30-17:45)

Stream | Total Demand (PCU/hr) | Entry Flow (PCU/hr) | Pedestrian Demand (Ped/hr} Capacity (PCU/hr) | RFC | End Queue (PCU) | Delay {s) | LOS
B-C 55.05 54.97 0.00 670.39 0.082 0.10 6.434 A
B-A 6.61 6.59 0.00 361.44 0.018 0.02 13159 | B

C-AB 82.52 82.36 0.00 596.22 0.138 0.18 7.705 A
C-A 13.27 13.27 0.00 - - - -

A-B 8.92 8.92 0.00 - = - =
A-C 23.12 2312 c.00 - - - - -




1al' Generated on 04/11/2020 13:45:31 using Junctions 8 (& 0 6.541)

Main results: {17:45-18:00)

Straam | Total Demand (PCU/hr) | Entry Flow (PCUfhr) | Pedestrian Demand (Ped/hr) | Capacity (PCU/hr}| RFC | End Queue (PCU) | Delay (s) | LOS
B-C 55.05 5505 0.00 670.38 0.082 0.10 6.434 A
B-A 6.61 6.61 0.00 36140 ¢.018 0.02 11.160 | B

C-AB 82,52 82.52 0.00 596.23 0.138 018 7.710 A
C-A 13.27 13.27 0.00 . - -

A-B 8.92 8.92 0.00 = = s . -
A-C 23.12 23.12 0.00 . s - -

Main results: (18:00-18:15)

Stream | Total Demand (PCUfar) | Entry Flow (PCU/hr) | Pedestrian Demand {Ped/tr) | Capaclty (PCU/hr) | RFC | End Queus (PCU) | Delay {s){ LOS
B-C 44 .95 45.02 0.00 67228 0.067 0.08 6.313 A
B-A 5.39 541 0.00 366 47 0.015 0.02 10969 | B

C-AB 67.05 67.20 0.00 595.66 0.113 0.14 7.494 A
C-A 1116 11.16 0.00 s = . = e
A-B 7.28 7.28 0.00 . - - - -
A.C 18.88 18.88 0.00 . - - - -

Main results: (18:15-18:30)

Stream | Total Demand (PCU/hr) | Entry Flow (PCU/hr) | Pedestrian Demand (Padihr) Capacity (PCU/hr) | RFC | End Queue (PCU) | Dalay (s) | LOS
B-C 3764 37.70 0.00 673 64 0.056 0.07 6.226 A
B-A 4.52 4.53 0.00 37015 0.012 0.01 10832} B

C-AB 55.96 56.06 0.00 595.25 0.094 Q.12 7.348 A
C-A 9.54 9.54 0.00 . . - - -
A-B 6.10 6.10 0.00 . - - - -
A-C 15.81 15.81 0.00 - - - - -
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06 November 2020
Delivered by email

Local DevelopmentPlanTeam
Council Offices

98 Strand Road

BT48 7NN

RESPONSE TO RE-CONSULTATION ON DERRY CITY & STRABANE DISCTRICT COUNCIL'S DRAFTPLAN STRATEGY -

APEXHOUSING ASSOCIATION - LDP-PS-REP-48
I amwritingon behalf of Apex Housing Association with respect to the Council’s re-consultation of its Local
Development Plan 2032 - Draft Plan Strategy.

Noting that the re-consultation processis due to ‘a procedural error’ and not as a result of any material changes to
the content of the Draft Plan Strategy, we can confirm reliance on the original submission on behalf of Apex
Housing Association, i .. LDP-PS-REP-48. | n addition to this, we would request that the Council alsoconsiders the
following additional information;

- Strategic Site Promotion document: the purpose of this documentisto promotetheinclusion of a
strategicallyplaced site withinthe settlement limit of Derry~Londonderry inthe upcoming Derry
City & Strabane District Council (DCSDC) Local Development Plan 2032 for a social / affordable
housing development. Redevel opment of the site for a mixed tenure social housing led
development would contribute towards addressing a current and pressing need for new homes in
the city;and

- Site Access Appraisal: this report confirms that the proposed access from Palestine Street /
Bailymagowan Parkcanprovide the visibility splays and has sufficient reserve junction capacity to
accommodate the development.

Wewould also like to take this opportunity to re-emphasise the points made in ourinitial submission to the dPS,
particularly with respect to the following:

LDP timetable

The Council’s Local Development Plan(LDP) Timetahble, as approved and published on their websiteis dated July
2019. This timetable identifies that the Publication of draft Plan Strategy (dPS) {whichincludes Statutory Public
Consultation, 8 weeks for Representations and 8 weeks for Counter representations) was to occur between Q3 &
Q4 of 2019/2020 andthat the subsequent Independent Examination (1E) was to then be held between 3rd & 4th
Quarter of 2020~-21.

The ‘procedural error’ associated withthe original dPS consultation and the unforeseen consequences of
Coronavirus pandemic have unfortunately resulted ina delay of almost one year to the LDP timetable. In light of
this, itappears that thedPS has notbeen prepared in accordance with Council's Local Development Plan (LDP)
Timetable. In order to assist those participating inthe local planprocess and to ensure a ‘soundness’ issue does not
arise (test P1), we would res pectfully encourage Council to review the LOP Timetable.



Turley

Plan Period

Our original submission raised concerns with respectto the duration of the plan once adopted {i.e. up to 2032) and
realism of LDP timetablein terms of whether steps should be taken now to ensure this planwill have a sufficient
lifetimeto deliver change andinfluence growth.

Based onthecurrent programme, andnoting this delayof almost one year, the Local Development Plan is unlikely
to befully adopted until the fourth quarter of 2024/2025 atthe very earliest. Thus, once adopted, the LDP will be
outof date 6 years later in2032and with its associated aged evidence base. Realisticallyand takinga view on the
workload involved, andassuming there are no further unforeseen delays, the LDP is highlyunlikely to be adopted
until 2026/2027 which means thatthere will be oniy 5 years remainingin the life of the plan.

Development PlanPractice Note 01 states that the LDP should’...provide @ 15-year plan framework to support the
economic and social needsof a council’s district in line with regional strategiesand policies, while providing for the

delivery of sustainable development;'. As it stands, the duration of the LDP could not comply with the requirements
of DPPNO1.

The issue, therefore, is thatthe ability of this planto meaningfullyinfluence growth is significantly curtailed which
will detrimentally affect the LDP’s ability to support/achieve the stated objectives of the plan andraises significant
soundnessissues under tests P1, CE1 and CE2.

To ensurea soundplan and to complywith the requirements of DPPN 01, Council should consider extending the
lifetime of the plan sothatit will genuinelyprovide a *...15-year plan framework to support the economic and social
needs of a council’s district’.

Urban Capacity Study
Itis disappointing that Council did not take the opportunity afforded by additional timetaken to resolve the
‘proceduralerror’ andthe associated re-consultation period to publishits Urban Capacity Study.

As outlinedin ouroriginal submission, the Urban Capacity Assessments are onlysummarised and, despite a request
for access to the data during theinitial dPS consultation period, we were advisedthatitis not available. This
informationis the starting pointto any assessment of current)and availability and hence informs any new
allocation.

Itis impossible therefore to meaningfully commenton this aspect of the Housing Growth and Spatial Strategies and
we mustreserve our position until theinformation becomes available. Itis considered that the statutory
requirements of Regulation 15 have not been met. Furthermore, the Council's decision not to publish the full ‘Draft

Plan Strategy — UrbanCapacity and Windfall Study means that the dPS fails ‘soundness tests’ C3, CE1, CE2 and CE4.

Until allinterested parties are provided with the opportunity to review the full ‘Draft Plan Strategy —Urban
Capacity and Windfall Study, we are notin a position to confirm or make comments on the following:

. Did the Council take account of policyandguidanceissued by the Depa tment?
. Does the dPS set outa coherent strategy fromwhich its policies and allocations logically flow?
° Are the strategy, policies and allocations realistic and appropriate having considered the rel evant

alternatives and founded on arobust evidence base?
. Is the dPS reasonably flexible to enable it to deal with changing circumstances?

Our client | ooks forward to engaging with the Council to secure the viable future of the identified lands and to
warkinginpartnershipwiththe Council to helpachieve the long termvisionfor the social, environmental and
economicwellbeing of the district.

N



Please do nothesitate to contact us foranyfurtherinformationor clarification.

Yours sincerely

Director




Derry City & Strabane District Council

Local
Development
Plan

(LDP) 2032

Representations Form for the Re-Consultation of the LDP
Draft Plan Strategy & Associated Appraisal / Assessments
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Re-Consultation on LDP Draft Plan Strategy

The Council's LDP draft Plan Strategy was already published in December2019, followed by

a consultation period which ended in January 2020. However, a procedural error has been
identified so this further consultation period is now being undertaken, Any additional or revised
representations may now be submitted during this re-consultation period.

if you did not make a Representationto the draft Plan Strategy during the previous consultation
period and nowwish to do so, please use this formto make your Representation. Similarly,

you can use this form to provide any additional or revised information to a previously made
Representation or to indicate that you do not wish to add any further information to your
previously submitted Representation.

What is the Local Development Plan (LDP)?

The new LDP will guide land-use development and set out Planning policies and proposals for
the use, development and protection of our settiements and countryside across our District to
2032. Crucially, it will help to deliver the outcomes in the Strategic Growth Pian. Once the LDP
is adopted, its Planning policies, zonings and development proposals will be used to determine
planning applications across the District. The LDP will comprise of two development plan
documents: this LDP Plan Strategy and, in due course, the LDP Local Policies Plan.

What is the LDP Plan Strategy (PS)?

This LDP draft Plan Strategy sets out the Council’s strategic Planning objectives, designations and
policies for the District in line with regional strategies and policies, but tailored to the local needs
of this City and District.

The preparation ofthe PS has beeninformed by the Council’'s LDP Preferred Options Paper
(POP — May 2017) which provided the basis for consulting with the public and stakeholders

on a series of options for dealing with key issues in the Plan area. It setout the Council's initial
proposals and policy direction, therefore aiming to stimulate public comment and help interested
parties to become involved in a more meaningful way at the earliest stage of Plan preparation.
The published draft LDP PSfully reflects a consideration of all the representations made during
the POP consultation period and all engagement with stakeholders, consultees and elected
Members of the Council.



How We Are Consulting

Complete this draft Plan Strategy Representations Formand either returnby email to LDP@
DerryStrabane.com or download a copy and post to:

Local Development Plan Team,
Council Offices,

98 Strand Road,

Derry,

BT48 7NN

Hard copies of the formwill be available at the above address and our other main office at 47
Derry Road, Strabane, Tyrone,BT828DY. Please note that if you are making arepresentationin
any other format, it must include the requested information set out in this form and address
the Tests of Soundness.

The drait Plan Strategy is published for formal public consultation for a pericd of eight weeks
beginning on 11th September 2020 and closing on 6th November 2020. Please note that in
order for comments to be considered valid, you must include your contact details. We will use
these details to confirm receipt of comments and to seek clarification or request further
information. Anonymous comments or comments which do not directly relate to the draft Plan
Strategy will not be considered as part of the consultation process.

Availability of Documents

The LDP draft Plan Strategy and supporting documents, including the Sustainability Appraisal
Report (incorporating the Strategic Environmental Assessment), the Habitats Regulation
Assessment, Rural Needs Impact Assessment and the Equality Impact Assessment, arealt
available to view online www.derrystrabane.com/Idp

From Friday 11th September to 6th November 2020, between the hours of 9am-5pm (Monday fo
Friday), all documents will also be available for inspection, by appointment only, at the Council’s
offices at 98 Strand Rd, Derry BT48 7NN, or at 47 Derry Rd, Strabane BT82 8DU. In order to
arrange an appointment to view the documents, or if you have any queries on accessing the
documentation, the Planning Office can be contacted on 028 71 253 253 or l[dp@demystrabane.
com

The dPS document will also be available atthe Council Leisure Centres and Public Libraries that
areopenin the District, due to COVID 19 restrictions, from 11th September 2020.

Please note that, due to the current COVID 19 circumstances, there will be no further public
meetings ordrop-insessions with this re-consultation. Instead, duringthe re-consultation period,
an appointment may be made to speak to ormeet /virtual meeting with a Planning Officer by
contacting us atthe email /telephone number above, where you can ask questions inthe same
manner as you would at a public meeting or drop-in.



Section A: DataProtection

Local Development Plan Privacy Notice

Derry City and Strabane District Council is a registered data controller (ZA119397) with the
Information Commissioner’s Office and we process your information in accordance with the
General Data Protection Regulation and Data Protection Act 2018 (GDPR).

Derry City and Strabane District Council only collects and processes personal information about
youin order to fulfil our statutory obligations, to provide you and service users with services

and to improve those services. Your personalinformation will be used to populate the LDP
Representations Database.

If you wish to find out more about how the Council processes personal data and protects your

privacy, our Corporate Privacy Notice is available at:
https://www.derrystrabane.com/Footer/Privacy-Policy

It contains the standards you can expect when we ask for, or hold, your personal information
and an explanation of our Information Management Security Policy. All representations received
will be published on our website and made available at our Local Planning Office, 98 Strand
Road, Derry BT48 7NN, for public inspection and will be will be forwarded to the Department for
Infrastructure (Dfl) and hence to the Independent Examiner / PAC.

Why are we processing your personalinformation?
* Toenable the preparation of the Council's Local Development Plan;

* Toconsult your opinion on the Local Development Plan through the public consultation
process;

+ Toensure compliance with applicable legislation;
« Toupdate you and/or notify you about changes;and
« Toanswer your questions.

if you wish to find autmore information on how your personal information is being processed,
you can contact the Council's Data Protection Officer:

Data Protection Officer

47 Derry Road

Strabane

BT82 8DY

Telephone: 028 71 253 253

Email: data.protection@derrystrabane.com



Section B YourDetails

Q1. Are you responding as an individual, as an organisation or as an agent acting on behalf
of individual, group or organisation? (Required)

Please cnly tick one

D Individual (Please fill in Question 2, then proceed to Section C)

D Organisation {Please fill in the remaining questions in the seclion, then proceed to Section D.)

Agent (Please fill in the remaining questions in the section, then proceed to Section E.)

Q2. What is your name?

Title M

r.
FirstName (Required) I-
Last Name (Required) _

e
Q3. Did you respond to the previous LDP Preferred Options Paper?

D Yes
Q No
D Unsure

Q4. Tick whichever is applicable:

| fwe wish to carry forward my previously submitted representation without adding
anything further (Insert Rep Number if known) | I

I/ we do wish to provide additional / revised information to my /our previously
submitted Representation (insert Rep Number ifknown) | | 5p.ps.rep.ag

D 1/ we did not submit a representation during the previous consultation period (December

2019 - January 2020) and nowwish to submita Representation during this Re-
Consultation period.

Section C: Individuals

Address (Required) ———re =
: |
Town (Required) | o N ' = - 7_}
Post code (Required) [ o B J

On completion, please proceedto Section F.



Section D: Organisation

If you have selected that you are responding as an organisation, there are a number of details
that we are legally required to obtain from you. If you are responding on behalf of a group or
organisation, please complete this section, then proceed to Section F.

Organisation / Group Name (Required

Your Job Title / Position (Required)

Organisation / Group Address (if different from above)

Address (Required)

Town (Required)

Postcode (Required)

On completion, please proceed to Section F



SHSection & Agents

If you have selected that you are responding on behalf of another individual, organisation or
group there are a number of details that we are legally required to obtain from you. Please
provide details of the individual, organisation or group that you are representing.

Client Contact Details

Title / First Name (Requirec| M| S

Last Name (Required) -

Organisation / Group Address — Apex Housing Association

Adaress (Reauired) [ | N EEEEEEEE

Town (Required)

Postcode (Required)

Email address (Requred) | [EEEEEEEEEE

On completion, please proceed to Section F

Agent Contact Details

Title / First Name (Required) _

Last Name (Required)|-

Organisation / Group Address

Address (Required) | Turley

37 Clarendon Street

Town (Required) | Londonderry

Postcode (Required) | BT48 7EG

enail adress (ecureo) | |

On completion, please proceed to Secticn F

Q4. Wouldyou like us to contact you, your client or both in relation to this response or
future consultations on the LDP? Please onlyselectone

Agent D Client Ij Both



Section F: Soundness

The LDP draft Plan Strategy will be examined at Independent Examination (IE) in regard to its
'soundness’. Accordingly, yourresponsesshould be based on soundness and directed at specific
strategic policies or proposals that you consider to be unsound, along with your reasons. The
tests of soundness are set out below in Section J.

Those wishing to make representations seekingto change thedraft Plan Strategy should clearly
state why they consider the document to be unsound having regard to the soundness tests

in Section J. It is very important that when you are submitting your representation that your
response reflectsthe mostappropriate soundness test(s) which you believe the draft Plan Strategy
fails to meet. There will be no further opportunity to submit information once the consultation
period has closed unless the Independent Examiner requestsit.

Those who make a representation seeking to change the LDP draft Plan Strategy should also

state belowwhether they wish to be heard orally at the Independent Examination (Please see
www,pacni.gov. uk for further details on the IE procedures.)

Section G: Type of Procedure

Q5. Please indicate if you would like your representation to be dealt with by: {(Required)
Please select one item only

I:I Written (Choose this procedure to have your representation considered in written form only)
Oral Hearing (Choose this procedure to present your representation orally at the public hearing)

Unless you specifically request a hearing, the Independent Examiner will proceed on the basis
that you are content to have your representation considered in written form only.

Please note that the Independent Examiner will be expected to give the same careful
consideration to written representations as to those representations dealt with by oral hearing.



Section H: Is the draft Plan Strategy Sound?

Your comments should be set outin full. Thiswili assist the Independent Examiner to understand
the issues you raise. You will only be able to submit further additional information if the
Independent Examiner invites you to do so.

Sound

If you consider the Plan Strategy to be Sound and wish to support the LDP Plan Strategy, please
set out your comments below.

N/A

Atiach additional sheet(s) if necessary, but please be as clear and concise as possible,

Section I: Unsound

In this section, we will be asking you to specify which part(s) of the draft Plan Strategy you
consider to be unsound.

Note: If you wish to inform us that more than one part of the draft Plan Strategy is unsound each
part should be listed separately, and Sections Jand K filled out for each separate part ofthe draft
Plan Strategy. (i.e. if you believe that multiple parts of the draft Plan Strategy areunsound, please
fill out multiple copies of Sections J & K.}.

Q6. If you consider that the LDP draft Plan Strategy is unsound and does not meet one or
more of the tests of soundness below, you must indicate which test(s) you consider it does
not meet, having regard to Development Plan Practice Note 6 available at:

https://www.planningni. gov.uk/index/news/dfi_planning_news/news_releases _2015_
' onwards/development_plan_practice_note_06_soundness__version_2___may_2017_.
pdf
Please notethat if you do notidentify a test(s), your comments may not be considered by the
Independent Examiner. Continued on next page.



Section J: Tests of Soundness required)

State which Chapter / Policy / Paragraph / Map that this Section refersto:

Ch& Spatial Strategy, Ch6 Growth Strategy, Ch11 Transport Strategy, Ch16 Housing, Ch26
Place Making & Design, Ch25 Flooding, Supplementary Planning Guidance and
Sustainability Appraisal - See table of Executive Summary of enclosed report for further
details.

This should relate to only one section, paragraph or policy of the LDP draft Plan Strategy. If you
wish toinform us that you consider more than one part of the LDP draft Plan Strategy is unsound,
you can submit further representations by completing and submitting additional copies of this
section.

Procedural tests

P1. Has the plan been prepared in accordance with the Council’s timetable and the
Statement of Community Involvement?

P2. Hasthe Council prepared its Preferred Options Paper and taken into account any
representations made?

P3. Has the plan been subject to Sustainability Appraisal including Strategic
Environmental Assessment?

P4. Did the Council comply with the regulations on the form and content of its plan and
on the procedure for preparing the plan?

Consistency tests
D C1. Did the Council take account of the Regional Development Strategy?
C2. Did the Council take account of its Community Plan?

C3. Did the Council take account of policy and guidance issued by the Department

Coherence and effectiveness tests

CE1. The plan sets out a coherent strategy from which its policies and allocations
logically flow and where cross boundary issues are relevant, is it in conflict with the
plans of neighbouring Councils.

CE2. Thestrategy, policies and allocations are realistic and appropriate having
consideredthe relevant alternatives and are founded on a robust evidence base.

CE3. There are clear mechanisms for implementation and
monitoring.

CE4. The plan is reasonably flexible to enable it to deal with changing circumstances.



Section K: Which part(s) of the draft Plan Strategy are
you commenting on?

This should relate to only one section, paragraph or policy of the LDP draft Plan Strategy. If you
wish toinform us that you consider more than one partof the LDP draft Plan Strategy is unsound,
you can submit further representations by completing and submitting additional copies of this
section.

Relevant Chapter number(s)

See enclosed report

(and/ or) Relevant Pohcy number(s)

See enclosed report

(and/or) Relevant Paragraph number(s)

See enclosed report

(andlor) District Proposals%p

See enclosed report

Please give full details of why you consider this part of the LDP draft Plan Strategy to be unscund,
having regard tothe tests(s) you have identified above. Pleasebe as clearandconcise as possible.

See enclosed report

Attach additional sheet(s) if necessary, but please be as clear and concise as possible.

If you consider the LDP draft Plan Strategy to be unsound, please provide details of what
changes(s) you consider necessary to make the LDP draft Plan Strategy sound.

See enclosed report

Attach additional sheet(s) if necessary, but please be as clear and concise as possible.






