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6.4

6.5

The majority of representations received (77 or 60%) focus on site specific issues, where
individual site location plans were submitted. In order to assist the analysis of
representations received, representations were categorised as ‘Strategic/non-site specific’,
i.e. those not accompanied by a site location plan; and ‘Site Specific’ where the
representation was accompanied by a site location plan as demonstrated in the pie chart
below:

Focus of Representation

e Strategic/non-site specific — no site location plan submitted
¢ Site Specific - relating to an identified site where a site location plan submitted

Strategic/Non-Site Specific versus Site Specific
Representations

It is acknowledged that it is not the role of the LDP team to decide which of the site specific
representations are considered strategic in nature, therefore no judgement has been made
in respect of this. It will be a matter for the Commissioner as part of the Independent
Examination to decide how such site-specific representations will be handled in accordance
with the PAC procedural guidance https://www.planningni.gov.uk/index/advice/practice-
notes/dppn9_representations_version_2_final-4.pdf
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Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE support the vision, which referred to
sustainable development.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

Newry, Mourne & Down District Council
mention the Vision in their representation (no
detail provided).

The Council notes the comment.

NIFHA support the Council’s ambition and drive
in terms of its vision.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

Turley on behalf of Clanmil Housing support the
Council’s ambition and drive in terms of its
vision.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

TSA on behalf of the Unicorn Group consider
the Plan Vision and Objectives to be consistent
with the RDS and SPPS.

The Council notes the comment.

Nineteen representations (from Agents on
behalf of a number of clients) support the LDP
vision as set out on page 32 of the dPS.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

One representation (from Agent on behalf of
individual) makes reference to their interest in
the Vision.

The Council notes the comment.
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PLAN OBJECTIVE A: A QUALITY PLACE

There were twenty-eight representations received in respect of Plan Objective A (Chapter 3) of
the draft Plan Strategy.

Plan Objective A by Respondent Type

mAgent  Public Sector

Respondents

Reference Respondent Reference | Respondent

Number Number

DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing DPS-083 | Agent
Executive (NIHE)

DPS-032 Turley on behalf of Northern DPS-085 | Agent
Ireland Federation of Housing
Assaociations (NIFHA)

DPS-041 Belfast City Council DPS-087 | Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser

Houses Ltd

DPS-048 Turley on behalf of Clanmil DPS-088 | Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser
Housing Association Houses Ltd

DPS-072 Turley on behalf of Johncorp DPS-089 | Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser
(No.1) Ltd Houses Ltd

DPS-073 Gravis Planning on behalf of MRP DPS-095 | Turley on behalf of Plantation
Investment & Development Ltd Landowner Group

DPS-074 Gravis Planning on behalf of DPS-098 | Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser
Killultagh Houses Ltd

DPS-075 Gravis Planning on behalf of DPS-100 | Turley on behalf of Individual
Individual

DPS-076 Gravis Planning on behalf of DPS-101 | Turley on behalf of JH Price & Sons
Hillmark Homes

DPS-078 RPS Consulting DPS-102 | Turley on behalf of Lagan Homes Ltd
on behalf of Downshire Estate

DPS-077 Gravis Planning on behalf of DPS-103 | Turley on behalf of Viewpoint
Conway Estates Ltd Developments Ltd
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DPS-104 Turley on behalf of Chambers DPS-108 | Turley on behalf of Glengard Farms
Homes Ltd
DPS-106 Turley on behalf of Individual DPS-122 | One20ne Planning on behalf of
Individual
DPS-107 Turley DPS-124 | One20ne Planning on behalf of
Individual

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE offer their support for Plan Objective A in
particular objectives 5 and 6 under the main
heading.

The Council welcomes the supportive comment.

Turley on behalf of NIFHA support the Plan
Objective in particular action point 5.

The Council welcomes the supportive comment.

Belfast City Council notes LCCC technical
supplement 1 (Housing growth study) which
acknowledges Dfl’s advice that HGlIs are policy
neutral. They are disappointed that proposed
housing growth seeks to continue these
existing, unsustainable trends, despite
recognition that past growth has been based on
commuting into Belfast.

The Council wishes to reiterate that in taking
consideration of the HGI, this approach is in
accordance with regional policy (RDS and SPPS)
and also PPS12 Housing in Settlements. In
relation to the overall approach this is dealt
with further under Strategic Policy SP08
Housing in Settlements.

Turley on behalf of Clanmil Housing specifically
support action point number 5 under Plan
Objective A which states: "provide appropriate
opportunities for housing in settlements with a
range of types and tenures, including affordable
housing."

The Council welcomes the supportive comment.

Turley on behalf of Johncorp (No.1) Ltd note the
relevant Plan Objective to housing.

The Council notes the comment.

Nine representations (Gravis Planning on behalf
of a number of clients) state they are generally
supportive of the Plan Objectives in principle.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

RPS Consulting on behalf of the Downshire
Estate state the omission of the subject lands
(submitted) is at odds with the Plan Objective A:
Delivering a Quality Place.

The Council disagrees with this comment in that
having considered the HGI against the Strategic
Housing Allocation, no additional lands were
necessary for inclusion at Hillsborough. Further
detail is provided under Strategic Policy SP08
Housing in Settlements.
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Two representations (from Agent on behalf of
clients) notes the Plancould not meetits own
objectives or those of the Community Plan
whichis to support the villages as attractive
and vibrant centres.

The Council disagrees with this comment in
that Plan Objective A recognises the role of the
various levels within the Settlement hierarchy.
Point 4 of Plan Objective A states “Support
towns, villages and small settlements in the
Council area as vibrant and attractive centres
providing homes and services appropriate to
their role in the settlement hierarchy whilst
protecting their identity from excessive
development.”

Turley on behalf of Plantation Landowner
Group state they are generally supportive of the
objective but object to the Strategic Housing
Allocation (SHA) under SP08.

Turley on behalf of JH Price & Sons; Lagan
Homes Ltd; Viewpoint Developments Ltd;
Chambers Homes Ltd; Turley; Glengard Farms
and two individuals state they are generally
supportive of the objective but object to the
Strategic Housing Allocation (SHA) under SP08.

The Council notes the comment. Further detail
on the Strategic Housing Allocation is provided
under Strategic Policy SP08 Housing in
Settlements.

Two comments (One20ne Planning on behalf of
individuals) welcomes the Plan Objective A.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.
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PLAN OBJECTIVE B: A THRIVING PLACE

There were sixteen representations received in respect of Plan Objective B (Chapter 3) of the draft
Plan Strategy.

Plan Objective B by Respondent Type

mAgent © Public Sector mOther

Respondents

Reference Number | Respondent

DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)

DPS-027 Matrix Planning on behalf of Individual

DPS-041 Belfast City Council

DPS-042 Conexpo (NI) Ltd

DPS-073 Gravis Planning on behalf of MRP Investment &
Development Ltd

DPS-074 Gravis Planning on behalf of Killultagh

DPS-075 Gravis Planning on behalf of Individual

DPS-076 Gravis Planning on behalf of Hillmark Homes

DPS-077 Gravis Planning on behalf of Conway Estates Ltd

DPS-078 RPS Consulting on behalf of Downshire Estate

DPS-087 Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd

DPS-088 Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd

DPS-089 Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd

DPS-098 Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd

DPS-100 Turley on behalf of Individual

DPS-126 Agent
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Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE comment that they support the Plan
Objectives, set out under six themes and
aligned to the Community Plan themes and
believe this will help provide synergy between
the two Plans. Re: Plan Objective B they
support the objective to accommodate
population growth to ensure a continuous
supply of labour and allow the resident
population the opportunity to avail of high
quality employment opportunities in
sustainable locations close to where they live.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

Two representations (Matrix Planning and
Gravis Planning on behalf of individuals)
comment that they were generally supportive
of Plan Objective B.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

Belfast City Council express concerns under
Plan Objective B: A Thriving Place regarding the
designation of the strategic mixed use site at
West Lisburn/Blaris for housing and
employment; the need for housing at this
location which was considered not to be highly
accessible; reference to the Maze lands stating
the full extent of employment land at West
Lisburn/Blaris may not be required; and that it
appears to be driven by the West Lisburn
Development Framework Review (2018).

The Council considers the strategic housing
designation at West Lisburn/Blaris to be fully in
accordance with the RDS 2035 and mixed use
zonings. In particular, RG8: Manage housing
growth to achieve sustainable patterns of
residential Development (paragraph 3.15)
states ‘The varied housing needs of the whole
community need to be met. This includes the
availability of affordable and special needs
housing. Housing is a key driver of physical,
economic and social change in both urban and
rural areas. Strategic planning places emphasis
on the importance of the relationship between
the location of housing, jobs, facilities and
services and infrastructure.’ The Council
considers the site to be highly accessible and
sustainable location, with the proposed
Knockmore Link rail halt (to be delivered
through the new BMTP and as part of the Local
Policies Plan) along with strategic Park & Ride.

The Maze lands are in the control of the NI
Executive and are not considered to impact
upon the mixed use zoning at West
Lisburn/Blaris as the proposed uses are as yet
unknown. The WLDF review, whilst a material
consideration, is only one of a number of
factors which indicate this site as being
strategically suitable for co-location of both
housing and employment.

Conexpo NI provide comment on the
significance of the Geo Science sector to the NI
economy.

The Council notes the comment.
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Nine representations (Gravis Planning and
Turley on behalf of a number of clients) state
they are generally supportive of the Plan
Objectives, including economic prosperity.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

RPS Consulting on behalf of the Downshire
Estate comment that the commission of the
subject lands (around Hillshorough Monument)
is at odds with all 6 Plan Strategy Objectives.

The Council disagrees with this comment for
the reasons outlined under Plan Objective A.

One representation from Agent objects
specifically to SMUO1 West Lisburn/Blaris and
the lack of demarcation between the lands
zoned for industry and housing, stating that
there is the potential for industrial lands to
impact on housing.

The Council considers the key site requirements
of Strategic Policy SMUO1 to be sufficiently
robust to deal with separation distances
between employment land and housing, and
for the implementation of appropriate
landscaping to provide buffers where
necessary. As any future planning application
has to be determined on the entire suite of
planning policies, along with any necessary
environmental or transport assessments, it is
considered that the draft Plan Strategy provides
a sufficient degree of clarity. Itisa
requirement of SMUO1 that a concept
Masterplan to accompany this significant
zoning would be required.
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PLAN OBJECTIVE C: A VIBRANT PLACE

There were eighteen representations received in respect of Plan Objective C (Chapter 3) of the draft
Plan Strategy.

Plan Objective C by Respondent Type

mAgent © Public Sector mOther

Respondents
Reference Number | Respondent
DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)
DPS-018 Les Ross Planning
DPS-021 Individual
DPS-041 Belfast City Council (BCC)
DPS-066 One20ne Planning on behalf of Forestside Acquisitions Ltd
DPS-073 Gravis Planning on behalf of MRP Investment & Development Ltd
DPS-074 Gravis Planning on behalf of Killultagh
DPS-075 Gravis Planning on behalf of Individual
DPS-076 Gravis Planning on behalf of Hillmark Homes
DPS-077 Gravis Planning on behalf of Conway Estates Ltd
DPS-078 RPS Consulting on behalf of Downshire Estate
DPS-081 Fleming Mounstephen Planning on behalf of Henderson Group
DPS-087 Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-088 Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-089 Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-098 Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-100 Turley
DPS-125 Company
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Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE comment that they support the Plan
Objectives, set out under six themes and
aligned to the Community Plan themes and
believe this will help provide synergy between
the two Plans. Re: Plan Objective C they
support the objective to promote the
regeneration of our city and town centres as
quality places to live, work, shop and visit.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

One representation (Les Ross Planning on
behalf of client) comments regarding Plan
Objective 4C and Strategic Policy SMUOQ3
requesting the latter policy be removed from
the draft Plan Strategy as it would be harmful
to existing centres and contrary to the SPPS.

The Council would confirm that the Retall
Capacity Study (Technical Supplement 5)
updated the previous evidence provided in
BMAP by confirming that Sprucefield is
functioning as a Regional Shopping Centre in
accordance with its definition in the Regional
Development Strategy 2035.

One representation from an individual
comments that Carryduff Town Centre should
be enlarged to encourage a denser town
centre.

The Council notes the site specific
representation. It is considered that the
appropriate stage of the Plan process for any
amendments to existing designations is the
Local Policies Plan stage.

Belfast City Council comments specifically in
relation to Policy SMUQ3 for Sprucefield
Regional Shopping Centre. BCC state that the
draft strategy and strategic policy for
Sprucefield appears inconsistent with the town
centre first approach to retail investment and
development as recommended in the SPPS.

The Council will respond more specifically in
relation to the queries raised under Strategic
Mixed Use Designation SMUOQ3 Sprucefield
Regional Shopping Centre. However the
Council remains firmly of the view that the
draft strategy and strategic policy is not at odds
with the SPPS which is silent on the issue of
Sprucefield. In the absence of any Central
Government policy direction, it is left to the
Council’s LDP to define Sprucefield’s role
through the identified policy and key site
requirements.

One representation (One20ne Planning on
behalf of Forestside Acquisitions Ltd)
comments that there should be recognition of
the role of District Centres (Forestside) within
Plan Objective C and Strategic Policy SP14 Town
Centres, Retailing and Other Uses.

The Council welcomes this point and notes the
omission of the District Centre from Plan
Objective C. The Council proposes for clarity, as
a minor change, to amend Plan Objective C,
pages 36 and 92, by insertion of the following:
4) Support the role of District and Local Centres
in accordance with the retail hierarchy (Figure
5, page 97).

(Ref: MC1 Minor Changes Schedule)

Nine representations (Gravis Planning on behalf
of a number of clients) state that they are
generally supportive of the Plan Objectives.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.
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RPS Consulting on behalf of the Downshire
Estate comment that the omission of the
subject lands (around Hillsborough Monument)
is at odds with all 6 Plan Strategy Objectives.

The Council disagrees with this comment for
the reasons outlined under Plan Objective A.

Fleming Mounstephen Planning on behalf of
the Henderson Group comment that Plan
Objective C supported retailing across the
Settlements in the Council area, in contrast to
Strategic Policy 14 that supports retailing in City
and Town Centres only. The Retail hierarchy
also omits any reference to the wide range of
local, neighbourhood convenience retailing
facilities.

The Council notes this comment in relation to
the retail hierarchy. The Council accepts that a
wide range of local retailing facilities may be
provided through the submission of a planning
application in accordance with an existing key
site requirement of an extant development
plan, however it is not considered necessary to
reflect these in the Retail Hierarchy outlined on
page 97 of the dPS.

One representation (Turley) state they are in
general support of the Plan Objectives.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

One representation (from private company)
state that Plan Objective 4C should allow for
the expansion of Carryduff Town Centre.

The Council notes the comment however would
confirm that the Council’s position on the
designation of town centres should be
addressed at Local Policies Plan stage.
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PLAN OBJECTIVE D: AN ATTRACTIVE PLACE

There were thirteen representations received in respect of Plan Objective D (Chapter 3) of the draft
Plan Strategy.

Plan Objective D by Respondent Type

mAgent  Public Sector

Respondents

Reference Number | Respondent

DPS-008 Tourism NI

DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)

DPS-073 Gravis Planning on behalf of
MRP Investment & Development Ltd

DPS-074 Gravis Planning on behalf of
Killultagh

DPS-075 Gravis Planning on behalf of
Individual

DPS-076 Gravis Planning on behalf of
Hillmark Homes

DPS-077 Gravis Planning on behalf of
Conway Estates Ltd

DPS-078 RPS Consulting on behalf of
Downshire Estate

DPS-087 Gravis Planning on behalf of
Fraser Houses Ltd

DPS-088 Gravis Planning on behalf of
Fraser Houses Ltd

DPS-089 Gravis Planning on behalf of
Fraser Houses Ltd

DPS-098 Gravis Planning on behalf of
Fraser Houses Ltd

DPS-100 Turley on behalf of Individual
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Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

Tourism NI are supportive of the dPS facilitating
tourism development through a sustainable
approach with careful protection of the built
and natural environment; and policies for
sustainable growth of tourism.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

NIHE comment that they support the Plan
Objectives, which are set out under six themes
and aligned to the Community Plan themes and
believe this will help provide synergy between
the two Plans. Re: Plan Objective D they
support the objective to protect and enhance
open space recognising its value in promoting
health and well-being and resolving flood issues
through the introduction of sustainable urban
drainage infrastructure.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

Nine representations (Gravis Planning on behalf
of a number of clients) state that they were
generally supportive of the Plan Objectives.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

RPS Consulting on behalf of the Downshire
Estate comment that the omission of the
subject lands (around Hillshorough Monument)
is at odds with all six Plan Strategy Objectives.

The Council disagrees with this comment for
the reasons outlined under Plan Objective A.

One representation (Turley) state they are in
general support of the Plan Objectives.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.
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PLAN OBJECTIVE E: A GREEN PLACE

There were thirteen representations received in respect of Plan Objective E (Chapter 3) of the draft
Plan Strategy.

Plan Objective E by Respondent Type

mAgent  Public Sector

Respondents
Reference Number | Respondent
DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)
DPS-060 Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural
Affairs, Northern Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA)
DPS-073 Gravis Planning
on behalf of MRP Investment & Development Ltd
DPS-074 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Killultagh
DPS-075 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Individual
DPS-076 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Hillmark Homes
DPS-077 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Conway Estates Ltd
DPS-078 RPS Consulting
on behalf of Downshire Estate
DPS-087 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-088 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-089 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-098 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-100 Turley on behalf of Individual
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Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE comment that they support the Plan
Objectives, which are set out under six themes
and aligned to the Community Plan themes
and believe this will help provide synergy
between the two Plans. Re Plan Objective E
they support the objective to shape our
places, the quality of new buildings and our
town and village centres by promoting good
design and maximise benefits to communities.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

NIEA welcomes the strategy to protect,
conserve, enhance and restore natural
heritage and landscape within the city council
area. This strategy should ensure it takes
account of adjoining council areas and any
trans-boundary designations.

The Council notes the comments.

Nine representations (Gravis Planning on
behalf of a number of clients) states that they
were generally supportive of the Plan
Objectives.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

RPS Consulting on behalf of the Downshire
Estate comment that the omission of the
subject lands (around Hillsborough
Monument) is at odds with all 6 Plan Strategy
Objectives.

The Council disagrees with this comment for
the reasons outlined under Plan Objective A.

One representation (Turley) state they are in
general support of the Plan Objectives.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.
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PLAN OBJECTIVE F: A CONNECTED PLACE

There were twelve representations received in respect of Plan Objective F (Chapter 3) of the draft
Plan Strategy.

Plan Objective F by Respondent Type

mAgent  Public Sector

Respondents

Reference Number | Respondent
DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)
DPS-073 Gravis Planning

on behalf of MRP Investment & Development Ltd
DPS-074 Gravis Planning

on behalf of Killultagh
DPS-075 Gravis Planning

on behalf of Individual
DPS-076 Gravis Planning

on behalf of Hillmark Homes
DPS-077 Gravis Planning

on behalf of Conway Estates Ltd
DPS-078 RPS Consulting

on behalf of Downshire Estate
DPS-087 Gravis Planning

on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-088 Gravis Planning

on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-089 Gravis Planning

on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-098 Gravis Planning

on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-100 Turley

on behalf of Individual
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Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE commented that they support the Plan
Objectives, which are set out under six themes
and aligned to the Community Plan themes
and believe this will help provide synergy
between the two Plans. Re Plan Objective E
they support the objective to shape our
places, the quality of new buildings and our
town and village centres by promoting good
design and maximise benefits to communities.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

Nine representations (Gravis Planning on
behalf of a number of clients) state that they
are generally supportive of the Plan
Objectives.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

RPS consulting of behalf of the Downshire
Estate comment that the omission of the
subject lands (around Hillsborough
Monument) is at odds with all 6 Plan Strategy
Objectives.

The Council disagrees with this comment for
the reasons outlined under Plan Objective A.

One representation (Turley) state they are in
general support of the Plan Objectives.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.
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CHAPTER 4 STRATEGIC POLICIES AND SPATIAL STRATEGY

Strategic Policy 01 Sustainable Development

There were sixteen representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 01 Sustainable

Development.

Strategic Policy 01 by Respondent Type

m Agent Public Sector m Individual Voluntary

Respondents
Reference Number | Respondent
DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)
DPS-060 Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs,
Northern Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA)
DPS-063 Individual
DPS-073 Gravis Planning on behalf of MRP Investment & Development Ltd
DPS-074 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Killultagh
DPS-075 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Individual
DPS-076 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Hillmark Homes
DPS-077 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Conway Estates Ltd
DPS-083 Agent
DPS-085 Agent
DPS-087 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-088 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-089 Gravis Planning
on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd
DPS-090 Dundonald Green Belt Association
DPS-092 Department for Economy (DfE)
DPS-093 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds Northern Ireland (RSPB NI)
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Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE comment that they strongly support the
statement that the LDP will facilitate sustainable
development, including sustainable housing
growth. NIHE supports an approach that proposals
will be granted planning permission where they
contribute to sustainable development. Therefore,
would like to see proposals assessed with
reference to the positive and negative effects they
will have on economic, environmental and social
factors.

The Council notes the comment. The purpose
of Strategic Policy SP01 is to imbed
Sustainable Development in all decision
making.

NIEA comment that they welcomed this strategic
policy which supports sustainable development
including protecting and enhancing the natural
environment.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

One representation (from individual) comments
that they support Strategic Policy 01 sustainable
development which recognises the importance of
protecting and enhancing the historic and natural
environment and protects its identity from
excessive over-development

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

Eight representations (Gravis Planning on behalf of
a number of clients) comment that they support
Strategic Policy 01 as sustainable development is
imperative. The Council should seek to support the
provision of jobs, services, and economic growth;
and delivery of homes to meet the full range of
housing needs integrated with sustainable
infrastructure, whilst recognising the balance to be
achieved in protecting environmental assets.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

Two representations (from Agent on behalf of
clients) make comment that whilst SPO1 refers to
sustainable development the Council's plan will
however locate all additional housing in the West
Lisburn strategic site. The West Lisburn strategic
site is not a sustainable location, being only
accessible by car.

The Council disagrees with this comment.
Firstly, new housing is not solely allocated to
SMUOQ1 West Lisburn/Blaris. The Plan has
complied with the SPPS at paragraph 6.139
(The Processes for Allocating Housing Land,
page 71) which states that the LDP should be
informed by the RDS Housing Growth
Indicators (HGIs); use of the RDS Housing
Evaluation Framework; Allowance for existing
housing commitments, and urban capacity
studies; allowance for windfall, application of
sequential approach; HNA/HMA, and
Transport Assessments. The Council considers
the West Lisburn/Blaris Strategic Mixed Use
Site to be in a highly accessible and
sustainable location, which benefits from the
proposed new Knockmore Rail Halt along with
strategic Park & Ride (from BMTP), and
Strategic Greenway identified through Dfl's
Strategic Greenway Plan.
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Comments are made in both representations that
the Strategic Policies were not spatially cross-
cutting and undermine the ability of the plan to
deliver sustainable development.

In relation to the cross-cutting nature of
strategic policies, Strategic Policies 01-07 are a
direct reflection of the SPPS objective of
furthering sustainable development and core
planning principles. The Council disagrees that
the strategic policies of the dPS are not
spatially cross-cutting, as all policies are to be
read as a whole (See Strategic Policies and
Spatial Strategy, paragraph 2 page 42).

Dundonald Green Belt Association comment
indirectly to SPO1 in that they state the plan is
insufficiently supportive of RDS policies RG6, RG7,
RG8, SFG2, which seek community cohesion, urban
renaissance, promote more housing within existing
urban areas, and to manage housing growth to
achieve sustainable patterns of residential
development.

The Council disagrees with this statement. The
strategic policies outlined in Part 1 of the dPS
(in particular, SP01, SP02, SP03, SP04, SP05,
SP08, SP09, SP10, SP11, SP12, SP20) all assist
the implementation of the RDS in support of
communities, both urban and rural. The dPS
actually references and endorses the
referenced regional guidance in numerous
places throughout the document.

DfE comment that they support the recognition
given to digital infrastructure within Strategic
Policies 01 (Sustainable Development) and 02
(Improving Health and Wellbeing) and that these
are welcomed. The UK Government strategic
framework to 2033 has been articulated in the
'Future Telecoms Infrastructure Review'.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

RSPB NI request that Policy SP01 be amended to
replicate the precise wording of paragraph 5.72 of
the SPPS in order to be more effective and comply
with the SPPS and suggested the following
wording: 'The council will be guided by the principle
that sustainable development should be permitted,
having regard to the local development plan and all
other material considerations, unless the proposed
development will cause demonstrable harm to
interests of acknowledged importance. In such
cases the Council has power to refuse planning
permission’. In addition the RSPB recommend the
replication of paragraph 3.9 of the SPPS to be
included in the J&A ‘In determining planning
applications, the Council will also be guided by the
precautionary approach that, where there are
significant risks of damage to the environment, its
protection will generally be paramount, unless
there are imperative reasons of overriding public
interest'.

The Council considers the wording of Strategic
Policy SPO1 has taken account of the SPPS,
without being a replication/duplication of it.
The Council would emphasize that the
provisions of the SPPS, including both
paragraph 5.72 entitled ‘Refusal of Planning
Permission’ and paragraph 3.9 referred to,
remain in force as overarching strategic policy
on publication of the Plan Strategy.

The Council would point out that it deals with
the definition of the precautionary principle in
relation to SP19 Protecting and Enhancing
Natural Heritage (see MC7A Minor Changes
Schedule) as follows:

“The Council, when determining the impacts of
a proposed development on international or
national designations, will consider the
precautionary principle as set out in the Rio
Declaration on Environment and Development
1992 that states; Where there are threats of
serious or irreversible damage, lack of full
scientific certainty shall not be used as reasons
for postponing cost effective measures to
prevent environmental degradation.”
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Strategic Policy 02 Improving Health and Well-being

There were four representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 02 Improving Health and

Well-being.
Strategic Policy 02 by Respondent Type
2
mAgent  Public Sector

Respondents

Reference Number | Respondent

DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)

DPS-083 Agent

DPS-085 Agent

DPS-092 Department for Economy (DfE)

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE supports this policy recognising the
importance of considering health as part of the
planning process, and that health impacts are
considered in the formulation of development
to assist better health and well- being for local
people. In addition, we would like to see the
inclusion of Health Impact Assessments for
major development. Health Impact
Assessments are often a requirement for
planning applications in GB and can ensure
health and well-being are considered, meeting
this policy aim and the SPPS and Community
Planning objective to improve health and well-
being.

The Council notes the comment. This strategic
policy supports proposals which contribute
positively to general health and well-being and
these are listed in the policy. Any requirement
for a formal assessment to be submitted would
require possible amendment to the DM
regulations. The SPPS is silent on the
submission of such an assessment.

Two representations (from Agent on behalf of
clients) comment that the Strategic Policies are
not spatially cross-cutting and undermine the

In relation to the cross-cutting nature of
strategic policies, Strategic Policies 01-07 are a
direct reflection of the SPPS objective of
furthering sustainable development and core
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ability of the plan to deliver sustainable
development.

planning principles. The Council disagrees that
the strategic policies of the dPS are not spatially
cross-cutting, as all policies are to be read as a
whole (see Strategic Policies and Spatial
Strategy, paragraph 2 page 42).

DfE comment that the recognition given to
digital infrastructure within Strategic Policies 01
(Sustainable Development) and 02 (Improving
Health and Wellbeing) is welcomed.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.
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Strategic Policy 03 Creating and Enhancing Shared Space and Quality Places

There were three representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 03 Creating and Enhancing

Shared Space and Quiality Places.

Strategic Policy 03 by Respondent Type

mAgent  Public Sector
Respondents
Reference Number | Respondent
DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)
DPS-083 Agent
DPS-085 Agent

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE comment that they strongly support this
policy, which recognises housing of different
house types, sizes and tenures to meet
different needs, promotes balanced
communities. NIHE believe a shared space
policy can encourage community cohesion and
the creation of sustainable communities,
reducing the isolation of certain groups.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

Two representations (from Agent on behalf of
clients) comment that the Strategic Policies are
not spatially cross-cutting and undermine the
ability of the plan to deliver sustainable
development.

In relation to the cross-cutting nature of
strategic policies, Strategic Policies 01-07 are a
direct reflection of the SPPS objective of
furthering sustainable development and core
planning principles. The Council disagrees that
the strategic policies of the dPS are not spatially
cross-cutting, as all policies are to be read as a
whole (see Strategic Policies and Spatial
Strategy, paragraph 2 page 42).
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Strategic Policy 04 Supporting Sustainable Economic Growth

There were six representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 04 Supporting Sustainable

Economic Growth.

Strategic Policy 04 by Respondent Type

mAgent  Public Sector
Respondents

Reference Number | Respondent
DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)
DPS-044 Turley

on behalf of Lagmar Properties Ltd
DPS-062 TSA Planning

on behalf of Unicorn Group
DPS-083 Agent
DPS-085 Agent
DPS-092 Department for the Economy (DfE)

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE support this policy to provide economic
growth without compromising environmental
standards. NIHE states; “We believe a strong
economy is vital to support sustainable
communities and well-being. We also note that
the quality development and environmental
protection can promote attractive places where
people wish to live, work and invest in.”

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

Turley on behalf of Lagmar Properties Ltd query
how the Council's Strategic Policy 04 -
Supporting Sustainable Economic Growth can
be achieved, if, in the main Council is proposing
to recycle draft plan zonings which have not
been fully assessed. A key aspect of the new

The Council disagrees with this comment in
respect of existing draft plan zonings. The
previous Development Plan (BMAP) was subject
to a Public Local Inquiry and evidence exists to
support the extant zonings having been
through due process. In terms of whether
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Local Development Plan process requires
Councils' to demonstrate that the proposed
zonings are suitable, available and viable; this
analysis has not been provided.

zonings are suitable, available and viable, the
employment sites identified in the supporting
Technical Supplement 3 Employment Land
Review have been rigorously assessed, using
criteria for access, site context, environment
and market strength (see Chapter 7 Assessment
of Employment Sites, pages 49-56 and
Appendix 4 Site Assessments, pages 71-112.) A
further assessment of the remaining 10 sites
has been undertaken by the Council and is
contained in the Housing and Employment
Topic Paper, January 2021. In terms of the
Council’s three identified Strategic Mixed Use
Sites (SMUO01, SMUO02, SMUO03) these were also
designated through BMAP and further rigour
has been applied to the redesignation of
SMUO1 West Lisburn/Blaris to account for the
change to mixed use from solely employment
use. Further detail is provided under Strategic
Policy 11 Economic Development in
Settlements and SMUO1 West Lisburn/Blaris.

TSA Planning on behalf of the Unicorn Group
comment that their client does not have any
objections per se to any of the identified
zonings, however they do not believe the
approach taken (in respect of the Strategic
Employment Allocation) is coherent with the
Economic Objectives and Strategic Policy 4 of
the DPS.

The Council notes the comment but disagrees
that the approach for the Strategic
Employment Allocation, as outlined under
Strategic Policy 11 Economic Development in
Settlements, is at odds with Strategic Policy 04
Supporting Sustainable Economic
Development. Further detail is provided under
Strategic Policy SP11 Economic Development in
Settlements.

Two representations (from Agent on behalf of
clients) comment that the Strategic Policies
were not spatially cross-cutting and undermine
the ability of the plan to deliver sustainable
development.

In relation to the cross-cutting nature of
strategic policies, Strategic Policies 01-07 are a
direct reflection of the SPPS objective of
furthering sustainable development and core
planning principles. The Council disagrees that
the strategic policies of the dPS are not spatially
cross-cutting, as all policies are to be read as a
whole (see Strategic Policies and Spatial
Strategy, paragraph 2 page 42).

DfE comment that strategic energy system
planning should feed into Strategic Policies 04
Supporting Sustainable Economic Growth, 05
Good Design and Positive Place-Making, 06
Protecting and Enhancing the Environment and,
particularly 07 Section 76 Planning Agreements.

In relation to the cross-cutting nature of
policies, the Council would confirm that all
policies should be read as a whole, including
the Strategic policies set out in Part 1 and
Operational Policies contained in Part 2 of the
dPS (see Strategic Policies and Spatial Strategy,
paragraph 2 page 42). The Council does not
underestimate the importance of this sector to
the economy and society as a whole. The
Council considers there is sufficient scope
within the SPPS (paragraph 6.214-6.218) and its
suite of policies to fully account for energy

41




provision in all its forms in order to meet the
Government objectives outlined.
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Strategic Policy 05 Good Design and Positive Place-Making

There were five representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 05 Good Design and Positive
Place-Making.

Strategic Policy 05 by Respondent Type

mAgent  Public Sector

Respondents
Reference Number | Respondent
DPS-009 Department of Justice (DoJ)
DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)
DPS-083 Agent
DPS-085 Agent
DPS-092 Department for the Economy (DfE)

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised Council Consideration

DoJ comment that designing out crime should | The Council proposes for clarity, as a minor

be embedded in the guidance and objectives in | change, to amend the J&A of Strategic Policy
relation to other infrastructure projects, 05, page 44, final paragraph, end of second
architecture and building environmental issues. | sentence as follows:

“...and its positive contribution to place-making
including deterring crime and promoting
personal safety.”

(Ref: MC2 Minor Changes Schedule)

NIHE, in respect of SP05, supports a place The Council welcomes the supportive comment
making approach which links to urban design, in relation to place making and the importance
ensuring that buildings are not looked at in of good design.

isolation, but should be considered with regard
to how they contribute to the overall function
and appearance of an area.

NIHE objects to the lack of an accessible, The Council disagrees with the statement and
adaptive and wheelchair standard requirement | considers that there is adequate policy
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for all residential developments. NIHE believe
that "consideration" will not ensure sufficient
delivery of housing to meet needs of all, as
supported by the RDS and the SPPS.

provision for accessible, adaptive and
wheelchair requirements for residential
development, as these aspects are referred to
specifically under Operational Policy HOU4
Design in New Residential Development. Please
refer to Operational Policy HOU4 for further
detail.

Two representations (from Agent on behalf of
clients) comment that the Strategic Policies are
not spatially cross-cutting and undermine the
ability of the plan to deliver sustainable
development.

In relation to the cross-cutting nature of
strategic policies, Strategic Policies 01-07 are a
direct reflection of the SPPS objective of
furthering sustainable development and core
planning principles. The Council disagrees that
the strategic policies of the dPS are not spatially
cross-cutting, as all policies are to be read as a
whole (see Strategic Policies and Spatial
Strategy, paragraph 2 page 42).

DfE comment that strategic energy system
planning should feed into Strategic Policies 04
Supporting Sustainable Economic Growth, 05
Good Design and Positive Place-Making, 06
Protecting and Enhancing the Environment and,
particularly 07 Section 76 Planning Agreements.

In relation to the cross-cutting nature of
policies, the Council would confirm that all
policies should be read as a whole, including
the Strategic policies set out in Part 1 and
Operational Policies contained in Part 2 of the
dPS (see Strategic Policies and Spatial Strategy,
paragraph 2 page 42). The Council does not
underestimate the importance of this sector to
the economy and society as a whole. The
Council considers there is sufficient scope
within the SPPS (paragraph 6.214-6.218) and its
suite of policies to fully account for energy
provision in all its forms in order to meet the
Government objectives outlined.
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Strategic Policy 06 Protecting and Enhancing the Environment

There were six representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 06 Protecting and Enhancing

the Environment.

Strategic Policy 06 by Respondent Type

m Agent Public Sector m Individual
Respondents
Reference Number | Respondent
DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)
DPS-060 Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs,
Northern Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA)
DPS-063 Individual
DPS-083 Agent
DPS-085 Agent
DPS-092 Department for Economy (DfE)

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE welcome this policy to protect the natural
environment. The natural environment is
valuable to provide food, energy, flood control,
clean water, clean air, aesthetics, and to
support wildlife and biodiversity.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

NIEA state that they are encouraged by the
Council’s aim to respect the natural
environment and biodiversity with support of
the RDS key aim.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

One representation (from individual) strongly
feels that the shore lines of Lough Neagh,
particularly in the Feumore area, need to be
conserved and enhanced. They recommend
that settlement limits are not extended in
Feumore.

The Council notes the comment. In relation to
the site specific comment regarding the
settlement development limits, the Council
confirms that this is a matter for the Local
Policies Plan, and not the Plan Strategy.
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Two representations (from Agent on behalf of
clients) comment that the Strategic Policies are
not spatially cross-cutting and undermine the
ability of the plan to deliver sustainable
development.

In relation to the cross-cutting nature of
strategic policies, Strategic Policies 01-07 are a
direct reflection of the SPPS objective of
furthering sustainable development and core
planning principles. The Council disagrees that
the strategic policies of the dPS are not spatially
cross-cutting, as all policies are to be read as a
whole (see Strategic Policies and Spatial
Strategy, paragraph 2 page 42).

DfE comment that strategic energy system
planning should feed into Strategic Policies 04
Supporting Sustainable Economic Growth, 05
Good Design and Positive Place-Making, 06
Protecting and Enhancing the Environment and,
particularly 07 Section 76 Planning Agreements.

In relation to the cross-cutting nature of
policies, the Council would confirm that all
policies should be read as a whole, including
the Strategic Policies set out in Part 1 and
Operational Policies contained in Part 2 of the
dPS (see Strategic Policies and Spatial Strategy,
paragraph 2 page 42). The Council does not
underestimate the importance of this sector to
the economy and society as a whole. The
Council considers there is sufficient scope
within the SPPS (paragraph 6.214-6.218) and
the proposed suite of policies to fully account
for energy provision in all its forms in order to
meet the Government objectives outlined.
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Strategic Policy 07 Section 76 Planning Agreements

There were nineteen representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 07 Section 76 Planning
Agreements.

Strategic Policy 07 by Respondent Type

mAgent = Public Sector ®Voluntary mOther

Respondents

Reference Number | Respondent

DPS-006 Translink

DPS-007 Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough Council

DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)

DPS-031 Co-Ownership

DPS-032 Turley on behalf of Northern Ireland Federation of Housing
Associations (NIFHA)

DPS-048 Turley on behalf of Clanmil Housing Association

DPS-073 Gravis Planning on behalf of MRP Investment & Development
Ltd

DPS-074 Gravis Planning on behalf of Killultagh

DPS-075 Gravis Planning on behalf of Individual

DPS-076 Gravis Planning on behalf of Hillmark Homes

DPS-077 Gravis Planning on behalf of Conway Estates Ltd

DPS-084 Ards and North Down Borough Council

DPS-087 Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd

DPS-088 Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd

DPS-089 Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd

DPS-090 Dundonald Green Belt Association

DPS-092 Department for the Economy (DfE)

DPS-105 WPB Ltd

DPS-111 Joanne Bunting MLA
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Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

Translink state that developer contributions
have a vital role to play in establishing public
transport services in the early phases of
developments and in encouraging behavioural
change and modal shift. It is therefore crucial
that the strategy enables developer
contributions to be secured for not just
infrastructure but also for public transport
services.

The Council acknowledges this statement and
consider that part a) of Strategic Policy SP07
adequately addresses the provision of public
transport and its services. The Section 76
Framework document, which is currently being
developed conjointly by a number of Councils
will seek to further provide clarity on this issue.

Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough
Council comment that they seek further clarity
in relation to thresholds for the
implementation of S76 Planning Agreements

Strategic Policy SPO7 sets out the types of
infrastructure which a developer would be
expected to provide or contribute to through a
S76 agreement. Rather than impose thresholds
the policy is clear that a S76 agreement must
be proportionate in terms of the scale and
impact of the development and the
sustainability of its location. The Council will
negotiate S76 agreements on a site by site basis
where mitigation is necessary to make the
development acceptable. The Section 76
Framework document, which is currently being
developed conjointly by a number of councils
will seek to further provide clarity on this issue.

NIHE comment that they welcome the policy in
relation to Section 76 planning agreements. A
planning agreement is an important element of
place management, requiring the delivery of
infrastructure to provide quality development,
aiding a place-making approach. Planning
agreements can also ensure the effective
implementation of policy, including the
Affordable Housing Policy.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

Co-ownership make several comments in
relation to Planning agreements, namely:
Planning agreements under section 76 of the
Planning Act (NI) 2011 would provide a more
suitable vehicle for the delivery of affordable
housing as it is able to provide more detail in
relation to the provision of affordable housing.

It is important when section 76 agreements are
introduced in Northern Ireland that lessons are
learned from the operation of section 106
agreements in England and that there is a
standard form of agreement (perhaps along the
lines of the model section 106 agreement for
use in England). This will encourage openness
and transparency and encourage stakeholder
buy-in to the process.

The Plan’s Strategic Policy 07 Planning
Agreements has been developed in accordance
with section 76 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011
and is a policy expression of the legislation.
The Council recognises the challenges
concerning implementation of section 76
Planning Agreements in delivering necessary
infrastructure including affordable housing to
deliver more sustainable communities. The
range of issues outlined by Co-Ownership
regarding the delivery and implementation of
section 76 Planning Agreements, including the
timing, payment, sequencing of development,
will require co-ordination across a range of
stakeholders.
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Given that there are a number of bodies
involved in the negotiation of section 76
agreements representing different (and
possibly competing) interests it is important
that these issues are addressed and managed in
a timely fashion. The Council needs to have
sufficient resources to ensure that section 76
agreements are delivered. It needs to co-
ordinate the role of statutory and other
agencies in the process.

Co-Ownership Housing looks forward to
continuing to work with the Council in exploring
and developing new and innovative schemes
such as section 76 agreements to enhance the
provision of affordable housing in the province.

The Council considers that the section 76
Framework document which is currently being
developed conjointly by a number of Councils
will seek to further provide clarity on this range
of issues.

Turley on behalf of NIFHA (whilst not referring
directly to Policy SPQ7) state that they have
concerns about the implementation and
delivery of Section 76 Planning Agreements
namely:

The recipient of the financial contribution (and
therefore signatory to the agreement) must
have the powers within their gift to spend the
money on the provision of affordable housing;
If a financial contribution is payable to the
Council, they do not have it within their powers
to deliver housing and therefore could not
meet the terms of any obligation within the
Section 76 Planning Agreement;

If a financial contribution is payable to a
Housing Association the Council should assure
itself that the associations can receive such
payments for the provision of social or
intermediate housing. In the case of
intermediate housing this would also require
the association to be a willing signatory to a
Planning Agreement for a site that they do not
control.

The Council should also clarify the intention of
the financial contribution which would be
sought and ensure that there is clarity
regarding who can receive such payments. We
would recommend that engagement on this
matter is undertaken with the Department for
Communities, NIHE and NIFHA to ensure that
the policy can be implemented and does not
fail soundness test CE3.

The range of issues outlined by NIFHA regarding
the delivery and implementation of section 76
Planning Agreements, including the timing,
payment, signatories to an agreement, will
require co-ordination across a range of
stakeholders.

The Council considers that the Section 76
Framework document which is currently being
developed conjointly by a number of Councils
will seek to further provide clarity on this range
of issues.

Turley on behalf of Clanmil Housing (whilst not
referring directly to Policy SP07) quote the

The range of issues outlined by Clanmil Housing
regarding the delivery and implementation of
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same issues as those identified by NIFHA (see
above) namely issues concerning the delivery
and implementation of S76 Planning
Agreements, and in particular the financial
contributions.

S76 Planning Agreements, including the timing,
payment, and signatories to an agreement, will
require co-ordination across a range of
stakeholders.

The Council considers that the Section 76
Framework document which is currently being
developed conjointly by a number of Councils
will seek to further provide clarity on this range
of issues.

Eight representations (Gravis Planning on
behalf of a number of clients) comment that
whilst this is a strategic policy, it is too broad
and does not set out robust evidence or
methods for how the planning agreements will
be used. Furthermore, appropriate guidance
should be published on when a planning
obligation should be used setting out the
appropriate tests.

They disagree specifically to the inclusion of
affordable housing within the policy, stating
that Section 76 agreements are unduly onerous
and time consuming to put in place and
therefore increases the timelines involved In
the delivery of affordable housing. A planning
condition is a more appropriate and efficient
means of securing the delivery of affordable
housing on sites.

They state that Strategic Policy 7 (SP7) is not
sound as it is not reasonably flexible to enable
it to deal with changing circumstances and it is

not based on a robust evidence base (Test CE2).

A remedy is suggested to revise SP7 to remove
affordable housing and include policy tests for
when planning obligations should be used.
Supplementary Planning Guidance should also
be published so that financial contributions can
be suitably quantified if necessary.

The Plan’s Strategic Policy SPO7 Planning
Agreements has been developed in accordance
with Section 76 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011
and is a policy expression of the relevant
legislation.

The Council recognises the challenges
concerning implementation of S76 Planning
Agreements in delivering necessary
infrastructure including affordable housing to
deliver more sustainable communities. The
range of issues outlined regarding the delivery
and implementation of S76 Planning
Agreements, will require co-ordination across a
range of stakeholders.

The Council considers that the Section 76
Framework document, which is currently being
developed conjointly by a number of Councils
will seek to further provide clarity on this range
of issues.

Ards and North Down Borough Council note
that the Council intends to explore a
collaborative Framework for Developer
Contributions in conjunction with other
Councils and welcome the opportunity to
engage in that process.

The Council notes the comment and welcomes
engagement in the development of a
collaborative Section 76 Framework Document.

Dundonald Green Belt Association state that
the use of Section 76 Planning Agreements
(page 45) should be expanded to include
delivering social housing.

The Council would confirm that use of S76
agreements are to secure aspects of
development proposals that cannot be attained
by use of operational policy or conditions. The
use of S76 agreements would be considered on
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a case by case basis, but Strategic Policy 07 at
point b) allows for the delivery of affordable
housing under S76 Planning Agreements.
Likewise the J&A to HOU10 indicates use of
such agreements are an option open to the
Council for delivery of affordable housing.

DfE comment that Strategic Policy 07 provides
a list of positive contributions developers could
make, but it does not include the contribution
they could make to the transition to a low
carbon future. The Council may wish to
consider in terms of energy efficiency and the
deployment of low carbon energy systems.
These could be dealt with under planning
conditions applied to individual developments
but it may be appropriate to include them here
in a strategic context.

The Council notes the comment and considers,
in relation to energy efficiency and deployment
of low carbon energy systems, that these are
sufficiently dealt with under the suite of
operational policy in Part 2 (see HOU4 and RE2)
and legislatively controlled through building
regulations.

WPB Ltd comment that in accordance with
draft Strategic Policy 07 the use of Section 76
planning agreements would be coordinated
with potential developers. There is currently
no evidence to suggest that such agreements
have been secured in the two settlements
mentioned (Glenavy and Maghaberry).

The Council acknowledges that the delivery and
implementation of Section 76 Planning
Agreements is between the Council and
developer(s). The Council has no comment to
make in respect of the latter point, as this is site
specific and it is not clear what planning
applications the representation is referring to.

Joanne Bunting, MLA, comments in relation to
the Dundonald area that further development
would only be exasperated if planning does not
have effective policy to bolster enforcement of
conditions and Section 76 agreements.

The Council acknowledges the comment and
confirms that whilst the draft Plan Strategy
does not provide additional enforcement
powers, a full suite of enforcement powers are
contained in the Planning Act (Northern
Ireland) 2015 and carried out by the Council’s
Enforcement Unit. In relation to Section 76
Planning Agreements, the purpose of SPO7 is to
strengthen the use of Planning Agreements in
accordance with the existing legislative
provisions.
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A: A QUALITY PLACE

Strategic Policy 08 Housing in Settlements (Includes Strategic Housing Allocation)

There were seventy-four representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 08 Housing in
Settlements.

Strategic Policy 08 by Respondent Type

m Agent Public Sector m Voluntary mOther

Respondents

Reference Number | Respondent

DPS-007 Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough
Council

DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)

DPS-017 Les Ross Planning

DPS-023 Matrix on behalf of individual

DPS-025 Quarry Plan on behalf of individual

DPS-026 Matrix on behalf of individual

DPS-028 Matrix on behalf of individual

DPS-031 Co-Ownership

DPS-032 Turley on behalf of Northern Ireland Federation of
Housing Associations (NIFHA)

DPS-033 Clyde Shanks on behalf of Neptune Carleton

DPS-034 Inaltus Limited on behalf of Lisburn North
Development Consortium

DPS-035 Inaltus Limited on behalf of Porter Homes

DPS-039 Inaltus Limited on behalf of O’Kane Properties

DPS-041 Belfast City Council (BCC)

DPS-046 NI Water

DPS-047 Matrix on behalf of individual

DPS-048 Turley on behalf of Clanmil Housing Association

DPS-049 Donaldson Planning

DPS-050 Donaldson Planning

DPS-051 Donaldson Planning
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DPS-052 Donaldson Planning

DPS-053 Donaldson Planning

DPS-054 Donaldson Planning

DPS-055 Donaldson Planning

DPS-060 DEARA (NIEA Natural Environment Division)

DPS-065 Clyde Shanks on behalf of individual

DPS-067 TSA Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses (NI) Ltd

DPS-068 TSA Planning on behalf of Rosemount Homes
(Carryduff)Ltd

DPS-069 TSA Planning on behalf of Lotus Homes (UK) Ltd

DPS-070 TSA Planning on behalf of Cherrytree Holdings Ltd

DPS-071 TSA Planning on behalf of Individual

DPS-072 Turley on behalf of Johncorp (No.1) Ltd

DPS-073 Gravis Planning on behalf of MRP Investment and
Development Ltd.

DPS-074 Gravis Planning on behalf of Killultagh

DPS-075 Gravis Planning on behalf of Individual

DPS-076 Gravis Planning on behalf of Hillmark Homes.

DPS-077 Gravis Planning on behalf of Conway Estates

DPS-078 RPS Consulting on behalf of Downshire Estate

DPS-079 TSA on behalf of Cherrytree Holdings Ltd

DPS-080 Fleming Mounstephen Planning on behalf of
individual

DPS-083 Agent

DPS-084 Ards and North Down Borough Council

DPS-085 Agent

DPS-087 Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd

DPS-088 Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd

DPS-089 Gravis Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses Ltd

DPS-090 Dundonald Green Belt Association

DPS-091 Clyde Shanks on behalf of Farrans Construction

DPS-093 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds Northern
Ireland (RSPB NI)

DPS-095 Turley on behalf of Plantation Landowner Group

DPS-097 Clyde Shanks on behalf of Individual

DPS-099 Carryduff Regeneration Forum

DPS-100 Turley on behalf of Individual

DPS-101 Turley on behalf of JH Price & Sons

DPS-102 Turley on behalf of Lagan Homes Ltd

DPS-103 Turley on behalf of Viewpoint Developments Ltd

DPS-104 Turley on behalf of Chambers Homes Ltd

DPS-105 WPB on behalf of GHL

DPS-106 Turley on behalf of Individual

DPS-107 Turley

DPS-108 Turley on behalf of Glengard Farms

DPS-109 Department for Infrastructure (Dfl)

DPS-110 Clyde Shanks

DPS-114 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
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DPS-115 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
DPS-116 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
DPS-117 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
DPS-118 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
DPS-119 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
DPS-120 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
DPS-121 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
DPS-122 One20ne Planning on behalf of Individual

DPS-123 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
DPS-124 One20ne Planning on behalf of Individual

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough
Council comment that the Housing allocation
does not appear to allow for Urban Capacity
sites or Windfall potential; and windfall in Table
three is only projected over a 12 year period.

Table 3, page 64 of the dPS ‘Strategic Housing
Allocation’ (and its amendment, see FC1B)
indicates the amount of housing potential
which may be delivered through all sources of
housing supply Including Urban Capacity and
Windfall sites) and the Council aims to be fully
transparent in this regard.

The 12 year allowance for windfall discounts
the first three years of the draft Plan Strategy
period to ensure no double counting occurs, as
the original 2017 baseline figures (identified in
Column 2, Table 3) may have included sites that
would fall under the windfall category, i.e. sites
with planning permission outside zonings.

Further detail and update is provided in the
Housing and Employment Topic Paper, January
2021. See also Focussed Changes Consultation
(Annex 1 and Addendum to Housing Growth
Study), January 2021.

NIHE strongly supports SP08, in particular the
need to “promote balanced local communities
with a mixture of house types of different size
and tenure including affordable and specialised
housing”. They also welcome references to
mixed tenure housing.

NIHE would like to see a definition of affordable
housing in the policy and within the glossary to
provide certainty.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a minor
change, to include the definition of affordable
housing within the J&A of Strategic Policy SP08,
page 57 and also place this in the glossary for
Part 1 of the DPS, page 160, as follows:

“For the purpose of this Plan Strategy, the
current definition of affordable housing accords
with the SPPS definition provided in its glossary
(page 114).”
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NIHE questions the Housing Needs Assessment
of 6,240 affordable units required over the plan
period. NIHE identifies the social requirement is
3,062 and the intermediate requirement is

1,920 with a total of 4,982 over the plan period.

NIHE supports the strategic housing allocation
which is generally aligned with the RDS. They
also support a sequential approach, based on
the settlement hierarchy and the Housing
Needs Assessment, has been taken into
account thereby ensuring that sufficient land is
identified to meet the affordable housing need.

(Ref: MC3A Minor Changes Schedule)

The Council has considered the figures for
affordable housing need and acknowledges
that an error has occurred. The Council
proposes for clarity, as a focussed change, to
amend the figure (based on the 2018 Housing
Investment Plan Update) as follows:

Page 28: “Extrapolating this figure over the Plan
period from 2017-2032 equates to an
estimated figure of approximately 2,400 social
housing ewelling units. An additional need is
also indicated for intermediate housing which
equates to an additional projected need for
2,840 1,920 units over the Plan period.”

Page 61: “The total affordable housing
requirement for the Plan period is 6,249 4,320
units of which 2,400 are social housing units.”
(Ref: FC1A Focussed Changes Schedule)

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

Les Ross Planning quotes the Council’s
comment on page 61 of the dPS under Point 7,
paragraph 2 which states “Table 3 negates the
need to provide any greenfield extensions”.
They comment as follows: this is incoherent as
it predetermines the second stage of the Plan
process; the inclusion of the West
Lisburn/Blaris lands is unsustainable as there is
no guarantee the scheme will be started or
completed within the Plan period; it assumes a
monopoly position; and other alternative sites
for expansion have not been considered.

The following amendment is suggested: the
DPS should not specify Blaris as the exclusive
location for future expansion.

Table 3, page 64 of the dPS ‘Strategic Housing
Allocation’ (and its amendment, see FC1B),
makes no provision for greenfield extensions
because, as demonstrated, the amount of
housing required over the Plan period
(independently verified in Housing Growth
Study, Technical Supplement 1) can be
accommodated within the settlement
development limits as currently defined. The
West Lisburn/Blaris lands are within the current
settlement development limits (SDL) and
Strategic Policy SMUOL1 allows for its
redesignation for mixed use including
residential. Alternative sites which would lie
outside the settlement development limits
would not represent a sustainable option as
this constitutes greenfield expansion contrary
to regional policy direction. Such sites, should
they be submitted, would require consideration
on the basis of soundness at the Local Policies
Plan stage.

The Council does not agree with the
modification proposed. As stated above the
land designated at West Lisburn/Blaris presents
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the most sustainable location being already
located within Lisburn City SDL. Further detail
on the Council’s rationale is provided under
Strategic Policy SMUO1 West Lisburn/Blaris.

Matrix on behalf of a number of individuals
comment as follows:

There is insufficient land zoned for housing
within existing settlement limits to
accommodate the level of growth.

The villages make up 12% or 13,546 of the total
population and small settlements 3%. The
potential remaining indicates 1,231 in Villages
and Small Settlements therefore there is under
provision and additional lands need to be zoned
for residential use in villages and small
settlements.

The above point is expanded upon in relation to
the Castlereagh Greater Urban area, which is
27% of the total population.

This is again highlighted in relation to Towns
which is 14% of the total population.

The Council is content that the outworking of
Table 3, page 64 of the dPS, ‘Strategic Housing
Allocation’ (and its amendment, see FC1B) has
been developed in accordance with the SPPS
Processes for Allocating Housing Land (page 71)
and RDS Housing Evaluation Framework (HEF,
page 42) approach outlined, with the main
allocation of housing growth being directed to
the urban settlements, in particular
encouraging the growth of Lisburn City (further
enabled through the allocation of a strategic
mixed use site at West Lisburn/Blaris); and the
remainder of the urban area including the three
main towns of Carryduff; Hillsborough &
Culcavy; and Moira. A lower level of growth is
allocated to the rural settlements
proportionate to their role and function in
supporting the needs of a vibrant rural
community. The SPPS indicates the RDS
housing evaluation framework as one of eight
indicators, and therefore a balanced judgement
has been applied in relation to the growth
strategy. The other 7 indicators all play an
equal role informing the Council’s consideration
in assessing the allocation of housing growth
across the Council area.

Whilst the Countryside is not included in the
settlement hierarchy, without a countryside
percentage, Table 1 (page 49, dPS) is potentially
unclear in terms of the existing balance of
population growth. The Council proposes for
clarity, as a minor change, to amend Table 1 of
the dPS, page 49, to include, for completeness,
the countryside percentage (19%) as follows:
Amended Table 1 to include a percentage for
the population residing in the countryside

(Ref: MC3B Minor Changes Schedule)

Further detail and update is provided in the
Housing and Employment Topic Paper, January
2021. See also Focussed Changes Consultation
(Annex 1 and Addendum to Housing Growth
Study), January 2021.

Quarry Plan on behalf of an individual comment
as follows:

Table 3, page 64 of the dPS, ‘Strategic Housing
Allocation’ (and its amendment, see FC1B)
indicates there is sufficient housing provision
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The housing at Blaris will not be delivered until
late in the plan period. This will fail to deliver
the required amount of housing during the plan
period.

As much of the residential land already has
permission granted and the type and tenure of
housing is fixed, there is little flexibility over the
plan period.

There is no provision for shorter to medium
housing provision. Policy approach should be
amended to reflect this requirement.

across the Council area. It is acknowledged that
the West Lisburn/Blaris lands will contribute to
the provision in the longer term over the Plan
period. However, given that the significant
number of potential units remaining (as
indicated in Column 2) are extant approvals
across the settlement hierarchy, there is little
impacting delivery on the ground in both the
short or medium term. Table 3 indicates, in
accordance with the SPPS (paragraph 6.139,
Processes for allocation of housing land) that
the HGI is not a target, and the overall
percentage of supply increases with brownfield
development (UCS and Windfall sites). The
Council is therefore satisfied there is sufficient
and sustainable land available for residential
use over the Plan period which is both realistic
and deliverable.

The Council acknowledges that the remaining
potential largely relates to legacy planning
applications. However, on adoption of the Plan
Strategy, any new scheme will need to be policy
compliant. Market forces, including a growing
number of smaller families, will likely result in
amended proposals being submitted to address
this situation.

The Council is content with the approach taken
and no modification of the policy as suggested
is proposed.

Further detail and update is provided in the
Housing and Employment Topic Paper, January
2021. See also Focussed Changes Consultation
(Annex 1 and Addendum to Housing Growth
Study), January 2021.

Co-Ownership want to ensure that the
definition of intermediate housing may change
over time as new intermediate housing
products may be developed.

Welcome SP08 and associated operational
policies which will add to the delivery of
affordable housing in the Council area.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a minor
change, to include the definition of affordable
housing within the J&A of Strategic Policy SP08,
page 57 and also place this in the glossary for
Part 1 of the DPS, page 160, as follows:

“For the purpose of this Plan Strategy, the
current definition of affordable housing accords
with the SPPS definition provided in its glossary
(page 114)”

(Ref: MC3A Minor Changes Schedule)

The Council welcomes this comment.
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Note the review currently underway by the
Department for Communities and the possible
new definition of affordable housing.

The Council is aware of the current consultation
process and awaits further advice from DfC in
conjunction with Dfl in terms of how this would
impact on the SPPS definition of affordable
housing.

Turley on behalf of NIFHA and Clanmil Housing
comment on the following:

The Council has failed to provide sufficient
evidence or clarification on the affordable
housing need for the plan period.

In Technical Supplement 1, the Council states a
need for 2,490 affordable homes derived from
NIHE market analysis (HMA 2018) however it is
not provided within the supporting paper.

Conflict in figures quoted for affordable
housing in the Technical Supplement compared
to DPS and recommend the Council provide
clarity around the figures.

The Council has failed to demonstrate how the
affordable housing can be provided within sites
with remaining capacity.

The Council receives its Housing Needs
Assessment (HNA) as part of the NIHE Housing
Investment Plan publication. The HNA is also
included in the Housing Executive’s
Commissioning Prospectus. In addition NIHE
published a Housing Market Analysis (HMA)
Update which provides evidence in order to
develop integrated housing policies and
approaches. The Council has provided this
update as one of its submission documents and
it is also available from the Housing Executive
on request.

The Council has considered the figures for
affordable housing need and acknowledges
that an error has occurred. The Council
proposes for clarity, as a focussed change, to
amend the figure (based on the 2018 Housing
Investment Plan Update) as follows:

Page 28: “Extrapolating this figure over the Plan
period from 2017-2032 equates to an
estimated figure of approximately 2,400 social
housing dwelling units. An additional need is
also indicated for intermediate housing which
equates to an additional projected need for
2,840 1,920 units over the Plan period.”

Page 61: “The total affordable housing
requirement for the Plan period is 6,240 4,320
units of which 2,400 are social housing units.”
(Ref: FC1A Focussed Changes Schedule)

The Council’s operational policy HOU10
introduces a new mixed tenure approach to
delivery of affordable housing over the Plan
period. Table 3, page 64 of the dPS ‘Strategic
Housing Allocation’ (and its amendment, see
FC1B) indicates the range of brownfield sites
available through UCS and Windfall sites, which
when included exceeds the existing HGI. It is
considered that this will be key to delivering
affordable housing over the Plan period. Extant
permissions may be amended by developers
over the Plan period, and the policy would then
also deliver on this front. In accordance with
paragraph 6.143 of the SPPS, should a proposed
zoning or Key Site Requirements (KSRs) be

59




The following amendment is suggested: Identify
additional lands by expansion of settlement
limits.

necessary, this will be considered as part of the
Local Policies Plan (LPP).

The Council is content with the approach taken
and no modification of the policy as suggested
is proposed.

Clyde Shanks on behalf of Neptune Carleton
welcome the identification of 1,350 residential
units at Blaris.

The Council notes these comments.

Inaltus on behalf of Lisburn North Development
Consortium; Porter Homes; and O’Kane
Properties comment as follows:

This specific policy is unsound for a number of
reasons:

e Failure to consider advice from Chief
Planner in relation to updated HGI

¢ The Housing requirement calculation is
not robust and policies do not logically
flow from the strategy.

¢ No robust evidence base for housing
allocation but rather determined by
remaining housing land.

e The strategy does not reflect housing
potential in that a number of towns are
under provided for in the housing
requirements.

Suggest the following amendments:
e Provide a robust objective assessment
of housing requirement
e Provide a housing allocation that
supports main urban areas and allows
them to grow.
The representation includes further detail on
the above points at Appendix A and concludes
that the housing methodology is inadequate
and lists 8 factors that have not been fully
considered.

The Council makes the following comments in
relation to the key points raised:

At the time of writing both the dPS and Housing
Growth Study, the revised 2016 based HGI
paper had not been published (figures were
released on 25" September 2019) and
therefore was unable to be used. The
Consultants appointed to undertake the
Housing Growth Study have addressed this
point.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a focussed
change, to amend Table 3 of the draft Plan
Strategy (dPS), page 64, and relating text on
pages 58-63 under the Strategic Housing
Allocation, to reflect the most up-to-date HGI
data provided at time of publication of the draft
Plan Strategy.

A minor adjustment (equivalent to 3% of the
HGlI figure) was made to reflect the mid-point
between the two employment-led scenarios
that were included in the Housing Growth
Study (as updated).

An Addendum to Technical Supplement 1
Housing Growth Study has also been provided
to reflect the HGI update.

See Annex 1 for amended Table 3 (page 64) and
relating text (pages 58-63, Part 1) and
Addendum to Technical Supplement 1.

(Ref: FC1B Focussed Changes Schedule)

The Council is content that the outworking of
Table 3, page 64 of the dPS, ‘Strategic Housing
Allocation’ (and its amendment, see FC1B) has
been robustly assessed and developed in
accordance with the SPPS Processes for
Allocating Housing Land (page 71) and the RDS
Housing Evaluation Framework (HEF, page 42),
with the main allocation of housing growth
being directed to the urban settlements, in
particular encouraging the growth of Lisburn
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City (further enabled through the allocation of
a strategic mixed use site at West
Lisburn/Blaris); and the remainder of the urban
area including the three main towns of
Carryduff; Hillsborough & Culcavy; and Moira. A
lower level of growth is allocated to the rural
settlements, proportionate to their role and
function in supporting the needs of a vibrant
rural community. The SPPS indicates the RDS
housing evaluation framework as one of 8
indicators, and therefore a balanced judgement
has been applied in relation to the growth
strategy. The other 7 indicators all play an
equal role informing the Council’s consideration
in assessing the allocation of housing growth
across the Council area.

Further detail and update is provided in the
Housing and Employment Topic Paper, January
2021. See also Focussed Changes Consultation
(Annex 1 and Addendum to Housing Growth
Study), January 2021.

Belfast City Council comment as follows: The Council disagrees with the suggestion that
The Strategic Housing Allocation has a 10% over | past growth has been solely predicated on
supply buffer. BCC notes that the proposed commuting to Belfast. A variety of factors such
housing growth seeks to continue these as quality of life, variety of jobs and housing,
existing, unsustainable trends, despite access to education and open space all provide
recognition that past growth has been based on | unique appeal to the Council location. The
commuting into Belfast. Council’s Housing Growth Strategy is based on

the SPPS strategic guidance for the allocation of
housing land. The Housing Growth Study
(Technical Supplement 1) takes account of the
HGlI figure but goes further by assessing the
wider implications of the housing market area,
housing market dynamics, demographics, jobs
related growth, and affordable housing need to
provide an indication of the projected housing
need over the Plan period using all available
data. The Council is content that the approach
and methodology applied is both realistic and

deliverable.
Only 40% of new housing will be delivered The dPS, page 60 provides an explanation for
inside the existing urban footprint. Contrary to | this shortfall. BMAP had already zoned a
the RDS target of 60%. significant number of sites for housing which

were in effect extensions to the urban footprint
of many settlements. The urban footprint used
for the dPS was the 2012 baseline (to align with
the HGI publication) and as such these zoned
areas fell outside the calculation for brownfield.
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However as these are developed, they will
become part of the urban footprint.

NI Water confirm the population projection
increase of 12% by 2032 and comment that
housing need is well documented in Technical
Supplement 1 and welcomes the granularity of
housing allocation across the Council area.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

Donaldson Planning on behalf of seven
representations comment as follows:

There is failure to deliver appropriate growth
across the settlement hierarchy; failure to
deliver on the RDS objectives of SFG13.

Strategic policies should look ahead over a
minimum 15 year period from adoption (NPPF
in England); a plan which allocates only enough
land to equate to the HGI figure will be
unsound; fails to comply with DPPNO1 as plan
period is unrealistically short.

The Council is satisfied, in preparing this Plan
Strategy, that it has taken the regional guidance
contained in the RDS including the Housing
Evaluation Framework into consideration. In
particular Regional Guidance RG6, 7 and 8. The
focus is on achieving sustainable patterns of
residential development through promoting
more housing within existing urban areas and
promoting a more compact urban form. The
Council has demonstrated in Table 3, page 64
of the dPS ‘Strategic Housing Allocation’ (and
its amendment, see FC1B) that the projected
housing need over the Plan period can be
largely accommodated within the existing
Settlement Development Limits and this fully
meets the objectives of Regional Guidance. In
relation to SFG13 of the RDS, the Council is
content that its strategic housing allocation has
been developed in accordance with the SPPS
Processes for Allocating Housing Land (page 71)
and RDS Housing Evaluation Framework (HEF,
page 42). A lower level of growth is allocated to
the rural settlements proportionate to their
role and function in supporting the needs of a
vibrant rural community.

Table 1 (page 49, dPS) has been amended to
take account of the percentage of population in
the Countryside.

Further detail on the application of the RDS HEF
is contained within the Housing and
Employment Topic Paper, January 2021.

The Planning Act (NI) 2011 does not set out a
prescribed period of time that the Plan should
cover. Paragraph 2.6 of Development Plan
Practice Note (Dfl) 01 states the LDP should
fulfil the following functions:

“Provide a 15 year plan framework to support
the economic and social needs of the council’s
district.....”

The Council has aligned the time period of its
Plan Strategy with that of its Community Plan
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Methodology: The Plan should account for an
additional 5 years; from the Council figures an
additional 5 years x 700 completions per year
equates to 3,500 units; added to the HGI
11,500 and the real figure should be 15,000
units over a 20 year period,; this allows greater
flexibility, deliverability and choice.

Housing allocation: This is incoherent and
unrealistic; fails to provide direction for
strategic growth; no effort to address existing
imbalances in the distribution, location or type
of available housing land; deliverability; the
10% requires an evidential base.

2017-32, as the spatial representation of the
Community Plan.

Unlike the NPPF in England, the SPPS only
requires (paragraph 5.7) that the LDP must set
out a long term spatial strategy. Better
monitoring, together with regular reviews of
LDPs, will provide more flexibility and enable
the Council to adapt to changing circumstances.
A Plan can be reviewed after adoption of the
Local Policies Plan, should a particular need
arise. The Plan period is therefore fully in
accordance with regional policy and guidance.
The Housing Growth Study (Technical
Supplement 1) takes account of the HGI figure
but goes further by assessing the wider
implications of the housing market area,
housing market dynamics, demographics, jobs
related growth, and affordable housing need to
provide an indication of the projected housing
need over the Plan period using all available
data. The Council is content that the approach
and methodology applied is both realistic and
deliverable.

In accordance with paragraph 5.26 of the SPPS
the statutory requirement to monitor the LDP
on an annual and five yearly basis will ensure
that the LDP is kept up to date and reflects and
responds to this emerging issue. Paragraph
6.140 states that a ‘plan, monitor and manage’
approach is necessary to ensure that, as a
minimum, a 5 year supply of land for housing is
maintained. Monitoring should be an ongoing
process with annual reporting and review.

The Council disagrees with this statement for
the reasons outlined above. Table 3, page 64 of
the dPS ‘Strategic Housing Allocation (and its
amendment, see FC1B) provides the evidence
for the housing allocation which is primarily
focused on existing settlements within the
hierarchy. More housing is allocated within the
urban settlements (City and Towns) in line with
RG8 of the RDS and SPPS (paragraph 6.139
Processes for Allocating Housing Land). BMAP
already zoned a significant number of sites for
housing which were (in effect) extensions to
the urban footprint of many settlements. The
percentages shown across Table 3 (and its
amendment) exceed the HGI allocation and
have been reduced by 10% to account for non-
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Affordable Housing: No evidence that there are
sufficient uncommitted zonings to facilitate the
level of need.

delivery during the plan period which is a
generally agreed principle based on best
practice in the other jurisdictions.

The Council’s operational Policy HOU10
introduces a new mixed tenure approach to
delivery of affordable housing over the Plan
period. Table 3 (and its amendment) indicates
the range of brownfield sites available through
UCS and Windfall sites, over the existing HGI
and it is considered that this will be key to
delivering affordable housing over the Plan
period. Extant permissions may be amended by
developers over the Plan period, and the policy
would also deliver on this front. In accordance
with paragraph 6.143 of the SPPS, should a
zoning or Key Site Requirements (KSRs) be
necessary, this will be considered as part of the
Local Policies Plan (LPP).

Further detail and update is provided in the
Housing and Employment Topic Paper, January
2021. See also Focussed Changes Consultation
(Annex 1 and Addendum to Housing Growth
Study), January 2021

NIEA state that the Water Framework Directive
(WFD) objectives for water-bodies in the plan
area are not currently being met. The LDP
should strive to play a role in improving water
quality within the plan area. Any new or further
development land/housing sites should
acknowledge the need for adequate
wastewater treatment infrastructure and
treatment capacity.

Following consultation with Dfl Water and
Drainage Policy Division, the Council
encourages the use of SuDS for new housing
development (Policy HOU4) and has requested
further guidance from the Department on how
future development plan zonings can
incorporate SuDS and how these would be
implemented, managed and maintained, given
that the Council is advised by NI Water that
currently only 'hard' SuDS solutions will be
adopted.

Following consultation with NI Water, the
Council is fully cognisant of two main issues
raised, the first being the capacity of WwTW
themselves (through annual updates from NI
Water using ‘traffic light’ indicators for WwTWSs
as part of the LDP consultation process — see
Appendix H); and the second being capacity of
the network itself. The NI Water website
contains information on modelling that is
underway and the Council consults extensively
with NI Water through the planning application
process. Operational Policy WM2 Treatment of
Waste Water (page 107, Part 2 dPS) deals with
this issue and highlights that discharge consent
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is to be obtained from DAERA to connect to the
existing network.

Clyde Shanks on behalf of an individual
comment as follows:

The grouping of villages and small settlements
in same section of Table 3 is unsound as they
are at differing levels in the settlement
hierarchy.

For villages and small settlements it is unclear
where there may be potential shortfall or
oversupply of available housing lands; difficult
to decipher where there could be potential
areas of growth.

The Council notes the comment, however
disagrees that this makes Table 3, page 64 of
the dPS, ‘Strategic Housing Allocation’ (and its
amendment, see FC1B) unsound by grouping
the lower tier rural settlements. The
differentiation in the urban settlements (City,
Greater Urban Area and Towns) are notably a
focus of the RDS Regional Guidance RG8 in that
paragraph 3.16 states “The emphasis is on
managing housing growth to ensure that there
continues to be a focus on developing more
high quality accessible housing within existing
urban areas”. It is not considered critical or
essential to separate the villages from the small
settlements.

At the time of writing the Housing Growth
Study (using a 2017 baseline) Table 6 of
Technical Supplement 1 provides the total
potential units remaining in the villages and
small settlements combined, a figure of 1,368
units. Table 11 of Technical Supplement 1 gives
the potential housing remaining in each of the
13 villages, a figure of 1,044 units. Small
Settlements are not individually broken down
however units remaining equates to 324 units.
Up-to-date figures on the potential units
remaining in individual settlements are
provided in the Council’s Annual Housing
Monitor Report, 2018-19, which is available on
the Council’s website.

Relating to this representation, in Technical
Supplement 1, Housing Growth Study, the
following data is provided. Table 5 shows the
population breakdown across the settlement
hierarchy. Whilst the Countryside is not
included in the settlement hierarchy, without a
countryside percentage, Table 1 (page 49, dPS)
is potentially unclear in terms of the existing
balance of population growth. The Council
proposes for clarity, as a minor change, to
amend Table 1 of the dPS, page 49, to include
for completeness, the countryside percentage
(19%) as follows:

Amended Table 1 to include a percentage for
the population residing in the countryside

(Ref: MC3B Minor Changes Schedule)
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Further detail and update is provided in the
Housing and Employment Topic Paper, January
2021. See also Focussed Changes Consultation
(Annex 1 and Addendum to Housing Growth
Study), January 2021

TSA Planning on behalf of Fraser Houses (NI)
Ltd comment that sites which are identified on
the Council’s housing monitor should be
considered as ‘Committed’ housing zonings and
make up part of the Strategic Housing
Allocation for the plan period.

The Council can confirm that all zoned housing
sites are identified by the housing monitor with
an associated figure indicating the potential
units remaining. Many of the housing areas
previously unzoned in the ‘draft’ version of
BMAP, were consequently zoned in the ‘final’
version of BMAP as a result of
recommendations included in the PAC public
inquiry report. BMAP was subsequently
quashed and remains unadopted. However
such zonings identified in the ‘final’ version of
BMAP have been retained by the housing
monitor owing to the PAC public inquiry
recommendations remaining a significant
material consideration. The potential
deliverable figures include such zonings and the
rationale for their inclusion is considered
sound.

TSA Planning on behalf of Rosemount Homes
(Carryduff) Ltd; Lotus Homes (UK) Ltd,;
Cherrytree Holdings Ltd; and an individual
comment as follows:

Strategic Housing Allocation figure:

The Council did not take account of the RDS.
The RDS identifies at RG8 that the HGI figures
should not be seen as a rigid framework but
guidelines for local planning.

The Council’s Strategic Housing Allocation is
currently too stringent as it focuses on past
population trends and will result in an
inadequate provision of housing lands over the
plan period.

The Strategic Allocation figure is currently too
restrictive and as such inappropriate; the figure
does not afford flexibility in respect of changing
social or economic circumstances and their
possible impact upon housing demand and
delivery.

They suggest increasing the Strategic Housing
allocation figure to 12,260; use guidance of RG8
and recently published HGI figures to
determine the level of housing growth and also
local evidence such as build rates.

The Council makes the following comment in
relation to the key points raised:

The Council is content that the outworking of
Table 3, page 64 of the dPS, ‘Strategic Housing
Allocation’ (and its amendment, see FC1B) has
been developed in accordance with the SPPS
Processes for Allocating Housing Land (page 71)
and RDS Housing Evaluation Framework (HEF,
page 42) approach outlined, with the main
allocation of housing growth being directed to
the urban settlements, in particular
encouraging the growth of Lisburn City (further
enabled through the allocation of a strategic
mixed use site at West Lisburn/Blaris); and the
remainder of the urban area including the three
main towns of Carryduff; Hillsborough &
Culcavy; and Moira. A lower level of growth is
allocated to the rural settlements
proportionate to their role and function in
supporting the needs of a vibrant rural
community. The SPPS indicates the RDS
housing evaluation framework as one of 8
indicators, and therefore a balanced judgement
has been applied in relation to the growth
strategy. The other 7 indicators all play an
equal role informing the Council’s consideration
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The uplifted allocation provides appropriate
flexibility in respect of social/economic
circumstances as well as the 10% increase to
allow for non-delivery of sites.

Allocation to settlements:

No assessment or judgement in the strategic
growth of individual settlements or the most
sustainable locations for housing.

The council’s strategic allocation is not
managed as per paragraph 6.135 of the SPPS
particularly outside of Lisburn City. The
allocation for settlements is not based on the
evidence provided.

There is no coherent strategy for zoning of
lands at local policies plan stage.

Housing monitor 2016-2017 is inaccurate and
as such allocations are unrealistic.

Allocation is not flexible between settlements.

The following amendments are suggested:
Manage growth in line with the growth strategy
and evidence provided this can then be
compared to the existing commitments.

Review existing commitments and urban
capacity sites to ensure accurate allocations
between settlements.

Remove reference to there being sufficient
housing land supply.

Provide strategic policy for the zoning and
management of housing lands within
settlements.

in assessing the allocation of housing growth
across the Council area.

Further detail on the application of the RDS HEF
is contained within the Housing and
Employment Topic Paper, January 2021.

The Council disagrees that the SHA is restrictive
as a focus of the RDS Regional Guidance RG8,
paragraph 3.16 states “The emphasis is on
managing housing growth to ensure that there
continues to be a focus on developing more
high quality accessible housing within existing
urban areas.

Table 3 (and its amendment) indicates, in
accordance with the SPPS (paragraph 6.139,
Processes for allocation of housing land) that
the HGI is not a target, and the overall
percentage of supply increases with the
inclusion of brownfield development (UCS and
Windfall sites) to exceed the HGI figure. The
Council is therefore satisfied there is sufficient
and sustainable land available for residential
use over the Plan period and are confident that
this is both realistic and deliverable.

At the time of writing the Housing Growth
Study, the revised 2016 based HGI paper had
not been published (figures were released on
25" September 2019) and therefore was
unable to be used. The Consultants appointed
to undertake the Housing Growth Study have
addressed this point.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a focussed
change, to amend Table 3 of the (dPS), page 64,
and relating text on pages 58-63 under the
Strategic Housing Allocation, to reflect the most
up-to-date HGI data provided at time of
publication of the draft Plan Strategy.

A minor adjustment (equivalent to 3% of the
HGI figure) was made to reflect the mid-point
between the two employment-led scenarios
that were included in the Housing Growth
Study (as updated).

An Addendum to Technical Supplement 1
Housing Growth Study has also been provided
to reflect the HGI update.

See Annex 1 for amended Table 3 (page 64) and
relating text (pages 58-63, Part 1) and
Addendum to Technical Supplement 1.
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(Ref: FC1B Focussed Changes Schedule)

Housing Monitor data used to inform Table 3
(and its amendment) reflected in Column 2, is
based on the most up to date evidence in the
form of Housing Completion Certificates
supplied by the Council’s Building Control unit.
Itis accepted that there will always be a degree
of lag in the figures from when the site is first
recorded as a monitored site through the
issuing of a planning approval and the issuing of
a building control completion notice. This is
unavoidable and not considered significant as
the figures are updated on a yearly basis using
these two pieces of data and are as accurate as
possible at time of publishing.

Turley on behalf of Johncorp (No.1) Ltd
welcome the identification of lands previously
unzoned for residential use to be retained as
zoned as a result of the PAC enquiry.

The Council can confirm that all zoned housing
sites are identified by the housing monitor with
an associated figure indicating the potential
units remaining. The lands previously unzoned
in the ‘draft’ version of BMAP, were
consequently zoned in the *final’ version of
BMAP as a result of recommendation included
in the PAC public inquiry report. BMAP was
subsequently quashed and remains unadopted.
However such zonings identified in the “final’
version of BMAP have been retained by the
housing monitor owing to the PAC public
inquiry recommendations remaining a
significant material consideration. The potential
deliverable figures therefore include these
zonings, and the rationale for their inclusion is
considered sound.

Gravis Planning on behalf of MRP Investment
and Development Ltd; Killultagh; an individual,
Hillmark Homes; Conway Estates and three
representations from Fraser Houses Ltd
comment as follows:

Disagree with the Strategic Housing Allocation
figures in Table 3.

The Council in accordance with the SPPS,
considered the HGI 2012-based household
projections, which identify a housing need
between 2012-2025 (i.e. 13 years) of 9,600
units, or 738 dpa; following the release of 2016-
based household projections, the Council’s
Consultants carried out a review based on the
original methodology used, between 2017-2032
(i.e. 15 years) this resulted in 10,380 units, 692
dpa which was rounded up to 700 dpa. Figures
used in Table 3 of the dPS for the Strategic
Housing Allocation (and its amendment, see
FC1B) are based on the most up-to-date
evidence available at the time of publication.
The comment on page 62 regarding housing
delivery completions since 2005/6 up to the
2017 Housing Monitor baseline is based on a 12
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The Council projections are based on too short
a review period; the period should have been
1998 — 2013; suggest this gives an annual build

rate of 796 dwellings; multiplying 796 by 20, i.e.

the plan period plus an additional 5 year
supply, equates to 15,920 units; 10% needs
added to account for a potential non- delivery
over the plan period and the potential needs of
adjacent councils.

year period, as opposed to the five year period
suggested.

At the time of writing the Housing Growth
Study, the revised 2016 based HGI paper had
not been published (figures were released on
25™ September 2019) and therefore was
unable to be used. The Consultants appointed
to undertake the Housing Growth Study have
addressed this point.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a focussed
change, to amend Table 3 of the (dPS), page 64,
and relating text on pages 58-63 under the
Strategic Housing Allocation, to reflect the most
up-to-date HGI data provided at time of
publication of the draft Plan Strategy.

A minor adjustment (equivalent to 3% of the
HGI figure) was made to reflect the mid-point
between the two employment-led scenarios
that were included in the Housing Growth
Study (as updated).

An Addendum to Technical Supplement 1
Housing Growth Study has also been provided
to reflect the HGI update.

See Annex 1 for amended Table 3 (page 64) and
relating text (pages 58-63, Part 1) and
Addendum to Technical Supplement 1.

(Ref: FC1B Focussed Changes Schedule)

The inclusion of an additional five year supply
beyond the Plan period is also not evidentially
based. In accordance with paragraph 5.26 of
the SPPS the statutory requirement to monitor
the LDP on an annual and five yearly basis will
ensure that the LDP is kept up to date and
reflects and responds to emerging issues.
Paragraph 6.140 states that a ‘plan, monitor
and manage’ approach is necessary to ensure
that, as a minimum, a 5 year supply of land for
housing is maintained. Monitoring should be an
ongoing process with annual reporting and
review. Table 3 (and its amendment) indicates
if all potential is realized, that this exceeds the
HGlI figure and provides an element of flexibility
beyond the Plan period to 2032. The
monitoring of the Plan and review (post Local
Policies Plan) will identify if potential housing
units are being delivered or if more is required.
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An additional 2,400 units are required at West
Lisburn not 1,350 as stated in Table 3.

An additional 2,400 social housing units are
required as no guaranteed method of delivery.

The resultant housing allocation equates to a
figure of 22,312 units being required; SP08 is
not sound as is not flexible to deal with
changing circumstances and not based on
robust evidence; the projected housing growth
has been underestimated.

They question the Housing Monitor Data which
they suggest provides an incorrect baseline on
which to base the remaining growth potential.

Further detail and update is provided in the
Housing and Employment Topic Paper, January
2021.

The 1,350 dwellings allocated at West
Lisburn/Blaris is calculated on the density and
size of the developable area for housing - not
the figures quoted by the West Lisburn
Development Framework (WLDF) which is a
non-statutory document.

In relation to affordable housing, it is
considered unsound to simply add 2,400 units
to the total. This would result in zoning land for
social housing purposes which is at odds with
both regional direction and the Council’s
approach of making such provision mixed
tenure through a policy led approach.
Operational policy (HOU 10) aims to integrate
this type of housing provision resulting in more
balanced integrated communities. In
accordance with paragraph 6.143 of the SPPS,
should a zoning or Key Site Requirements
(KSRs) be necessary, this will be considered as
part of the Local Policies Plan (LPP).

The suggested projected figure of 22,312 as
shown in the Table presented in this
representation, is considered unsound and is
not evidentially based. Furthermore it is
considered unsustainable in that it would
require large amounts of greenfield land with
associated infrastructure to deliver the
suggested housing potential. It is therefore
considered contrary to regional guidance and
policy as contained in the RDS and SPPS.

Housing Monitor data used to inform Table 3
(and its amendment) reflected in Column 2, is
based on the most up to date evidence in the
form of Housing Completion Certificates
supplied by the Council’s Building Control unit.
Itis accepted that there will always be a degree
of lag in the figures from when the site is first
recorded as a monitored site through the
issuing of a planning approval and the issuing of
a building control completion notice. This is
unavoidable and not considered significant as
the figures are updated on a yearly basis using
these two pieces of data and as accurate as
possible at time of publishing.
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The following amendment is suggested:
Revise the housing growth figure to provided
22,312 new homes within the district by 2032.

Up-to-date figures on the potential units
remaining in individual settlements are
provided in the Council’s Annual Housing
Monitor Report, 2018-19, which is available on
the Council’s website.

The Council does not agree with revision of the
housing figures to those suggested.

Further detail and update is provided in the
Housing and Employment Topic Paper, January
2021. See also Focussed Changes Consultation
(Annex 1 and Addendum to Housing Growth
Study), January 2021.

RPS Consulting on behalf of Downshire Estate
states that the dPS seeks to rely only on
existing zoned and committed sites to deliver
the housing need for the borough generally and
Hillsborough. They state there is an over-
reliance on existing zonings and commitments.

This representation does not formally refer to
Strategic Policy SPO8 however the implied
reference to Table 3 and other statements are
of relevance.

The Council is satisfied that the projected
housing requirements can be largely met by
permissions already granted and the remaining
potential on zoned housing land (Column 2 of
Table 3). Table 3 (and its amendment) also
includes other potential sources of housing
delivery notably from brownfield sites, i.e. UCS
and Windfall, in addition to a strategic housing
supply at West Lisburn/Blaris. The Council has
concluded from the evidence it has collated
that no greenfield extensions are required to
deliver the projected housing need over the
Plan period. This position can be reviewed
following adoption of the Local Policies Plan
should a need be identified.

Fleming Mounstephen Planning on behalf of an
individual comment as follows:

SPO8 states it will support proposals that are in
accordance with the Strategic Housing
Allocation; this is an extension of Plan Objective
A(5) which states ‘provide appropriate
opportunities for housing in settlements...”;
however when reviewed there is unlikely to be
any new housing allocations across the 13
villages and 33 small settlements; this is neither
coherent or appropriate.

The Council is content that the outworking of
Table 3 of the dPS, Strategic Housing Allocation
(and its amendment, see FC1B) has been
developed in accordance with the SPPS
Processes for Allocating Housing Land (page 71)
and RDS Housing Evaluation Framework (HEF,
page 42) approach outlined, with the main
allocation of housing growth being directed to
the urban settlements, in particular
encouraging the growth of Lisburn City (further
enabled through the allocation of a strategic
mixed use site at West Lisburn/Blaris); and the
remainder of the urban area including the three
main towns of Carryduff; Hillsborough &
Culcavy; and Moira. A lower level of growth
allocated to the rural settlements (villages and
small settlements) proportionate to their role
and function in supporting the needs of a
vibrant rural community. The SPPS indicates
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the RDS housing evaluation framework as one
of 8 indicators, and therefore a balanced
judgement has been applied in relation to the
growth strategy. The other 7 indicators all play
an equal role informing the Council’s
consideration in assessing the allocation of
housing growth across the Council area.

Further detail on the application of the RDS HEF
is contained within the Housing and
Employment Topic Paper, January 2021.

The Council is content that there is sufficient
remaining potential in both villages and small
settlements, as indicated in amended Table 3,
page 64, dPS.

An Agent on behalf of two representations
comment as follows:

No account is taken of updated HGIs published
by Dfl.

The period of consideration was, on dwelling
completions from 2006, the worst period for
property based investment; this is not
considered representative or reflective of the
actual capacity/demand/need; growth rate not
based upon historical analysis of build rate or
any form of market analysis of the number of
dwellings actually completed; paragraphs 4.6-

At the time of writing the Housing Growth
Study, the revised 2016 based HGI paper had
not been published (figures were released on
25" September 2019) and therefore was
unable to be used. The Consultants appointed
to undertake the Housing Growth Study have
addressed this point and an update is provided.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a focussed
change, to amend Table 3 of the (dPS), page 64,
and relating text on pages 58-63 under the
Strategic Housing Allocation, to reflect the most
up-to-date HGI data provided at time of
publication of the draft Plan Strategy.

A minor adjustment (equivalent to 3% of the
HGI figure) was made to reflect the mid-point
between the two employment-led scenarios
that were included in the Housing Growth
Study (as updated).

An Addendum to Technical Supplement 1
Housing Growth Study has also been provided
to reflect the HGI update.

See Annex 1 for amended Table 3 (page 64) and
relating text (pages 58-63, Part 1) and
Addendum to Technical Supplement 1.

(Ref: FC1B Focussed Changes Schedule)

As indicated in Figure 4.3 of the Housing
Growth Study (Technical Supplement 1), the
Plan is sound by having assessed a full range of
conditions, i.e. pre-recession (2007/08) and
post-recession, which accounts for a wider
range of impacts on the housing market. The
Council is content that the time period used
depicts an accurate portrayal of trends in the
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4.13 give detailed analysis of build out rates;
disagree with findings of Housing Growth
Study.

The following amendments are suggested:

An allowance for the SPPS requirement for a
continuous five year supply at the end of the
plan period; allowance for the growth plans of
neighbouring councils; allowance for West
Lisburn; allowance for affordable housing; the
base line should be 15,920 units over the plan
period; Buffer of 10% needs to be added to
ensure any shortfall is covered. Figure rises to
17,512; Social Housing Requirement: not
factored in and figure rises to 19,912; West
Lisburn will deliver more than 1,500 units. In
summary the housing growth figure should be
22,312 units.

Urban capacity study and windfall:

Paragraphs 4.28-4.29 of the UCS states the
approach to the 16 sites identified in Lisburn
City Centre is critically flawed and results in
double counting.

This results in a shortfall of 583 units over the
plan period and must be found elsewhere.
Windfall sites run out over the plan period they
are not an infinite resource.

Issue with provision of housing in villages; there
is no village policy and there is uneven

housing market. If the last 5 years for example,
had been used from 2012, the average
completions would have provided a much
lower estimate of growth.

The inclusion of an additional five year supply
beyond the Plan period is also not evidentially
based. In accordance with paragraph 5.26 of
the SPPS the statutory requirement to monitor
the LDP on an annual and five yearly basis will
ensure that the LDP is kept up to date reflecting
and responding to emerging issues. Paragraph
6.140 of the SPPS states that a ‘plan, monitor
and manage’ approach is necessary to ensure
that, as a minimum, a 5 year supply of land for
housing is maintained. Monitoring should be an
ongoing process with annual reporting and
review.

Table 3 and its amendment, indicates that if all
potential is realised then this exceeds the HGI
figure and provides an element of flexibility
beyond the Plan period 2032. The monitoring
of the Plan and review (post Local Policies Plan)
will identify if the potential housing units have
been delivered or if additional units are
required.

The UCS (Technical Supplement 2) identifies a
range of suitable sites for housing/employment
within the urban footprint. Type 1 sites are
Housing Monitor sites and Type 2 are “new
sites” of which 41 sites in total were retained
following assessment, 29 of these were inside
the Urban Footprint, and 12 of these are
outside the Urban Footprint. Having assessed
the sites referred to within Lisburn City Centre,
the Council is content that no double counting
has occurred. Windfall, whilst not definitive, is
recognised in the SPPS as a key source of
housing supply. Both figures have been
reduced by 10% to allow for any shortfall in
deliverability.

Further detail and update is provided in the
Housing and Employment Topic Paper, January
2021. See also Focussed Changes Consultation
(Annex 1 and Addendum to Housing Growth
Study), January 2021.

The Council is content that the outworking of
Table 3 of the dPS, ‘Strategic Housing
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allocation reflective of the population of a
village and the remaining potential.

Allocation’, (and its amendment, see FC1B) has
been developed in accordance with the SPPS
Processes for Allocating Housing Land (page 71)
and RDS Housing Evaluation Framework (HEF,
page 42) approach. The main allocation of
housing growth being directed to the urban
settlements, in particular encouraging the
growth of Lisburn City (further enabled through
the allocation of a strategic mixed use site at
West Lisburn/Blaris); and the remainder of the
urban area including the three main towns of
Carryduff; Hillsborough & Culcavy; and Moira. A
lower level of growth is allocated to the rural
settlements (villages and small settlements)
proportionate to their role and function in
supporting the needs of a vibrant rural
community. The SPPS indicates the RDS
housing evaluation framework as one of 8
indicators, and therefore a balanced judgement
has been applied in relation to the growth
strategy. The other 7 indicators all play an
equal role informing the Council’s consideration
in assessing the allocation of housing growth
across the Council area.

Further detail on the application of the RDS HEF
is contained within the Housing and
Employment Topic Paper, January 2021.

Ards and North Down Borough Council
comment that there is confusion on figures on
page 59 and Table 3.

Query why urban capacity and windfall sites
have also been subject to 10% reduction as
monitoring would identify any areas of concern
and sites not coming forward.

Most up to date HGI figures not used and what
figure was the 10% buffer applied too.

The Council notes the comment made, and can
confirm that the figures do correlate but can
clarify that the figures for existing housing
commitments indicated on page 59 of the dPS
are reduced by 10% in Table 3 on page 64 of
the dPS to account for an element of non-
deliverability.

As referred to above, a 10% discount was
applied to all sources of housing supply
indicated in Table 3 in order to account for an
element of non-delivery over the Plan period.
This is a generally agreed principle based on
best practice in the other jurisdictions. It is
accepted that the housing monitor will provide
accurate data in relation to housing
completions and a full review will be carried
out following adoption of the Local Policies
Plan.

Further detail on the 10% discount is provided
in the Housing and Employment Topic Paper,
January 2021.
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At the time of writing the Housing Growth
Study, the revised 2016 based HGI paper had
not been published (figures were released on
25" September 2019) and therefore was
unable to be used. The Consultants appointed
to undertake the Housing Growth Study have
addressed this point and an update is provided.
The Council proposes for clarity, as a focussed
change, to amend Table 3 of the (dPS), page 64,
and relating text on pages 58-63 under the
Strategic Housing Allocation, to reflect the
most up-to-date HGI data provided at time of
publication of the draft Plan Strategy.

A minor adjustment (equivalent to 3% of the
HGI figure) was made to reflect the mid-point
between the two employment-led scenarios
that were included in the Housing Growth
Study (as updated).

An Addendum to Technical Supplement 1
Housing Growth Study has also been provided
to reflect the HGI update.

See Annex 1 for amended Table 3 (page 64) and
relating text (pages 58-63, Part 1) and
Addendum to Technical Supplement 1.

(Ref: FC1B Focussed Changes Schedule).

Paragraph 4.9 of the Housing Growth Study
(Technical Supplement 1) refers to the 10%
over-supply, taking into consideration the
possibility that an element of the identified
potential might not come forward during the
Plan period.

Further detail and update is provided in
Housing and Employment Topic Paper, January
2021.

Dundonald Greenbelt Association comment as
follows:

The policy is insufficiently supportive of RDS
policies RG6, 7 and 8.

Plan does not encourage compact town and
village form.

Strategic Policy SP08 is not specifically referred
to but comments contained in the
representation are deemed to be of relevance.
The Council has taken full regard of the regional
guidance outlined in RG6-8 of the RDS 2035;
these are specifically referenced on page 55 of
the dPS. SP08 is framed in light of regional
guidance in the RDS and regional strategic
policy of the SPPS.

The Council disagrees with this comment. SPO8
(d) recognises the importance of supporting
development proposals that encourage
compact urban forms, which is further
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No phasing of lands; greenfield sites should be
in phase two in line with the SPPS.

Over-zoning of land is contrary to best practice.

De-zoning should be an option.

Baseline figure of 10,380 needs clarified.

explained in the J&A. There are also no
designations proposed beyond the current
settlement development limits, again
encouraging compact form.

There is no rationale for the phasing of lands at
dPS stage. Table 3 page 64 of the dPS (and its
amendment) identifies all potential
development is within the existing settlement
development limits including the Strategic
Mixed Use Site at West Lisburn/Blaris, SMUO1.
Further detail is contained within the Housing
and Employment Topic Paper, January 2021.

The Council considers the dPS has not over-
zoned in relation to potential housing provision
and while the HGI is not a target the projected
figures are calculated as a percentage of the
HGI to provide clarity and ensure no excessive
over-provision occurs. As a result no de-zoning
is considered appropriate or necessary.

The Council commissioned a Housing Growth
Study which examined the robustness of the
RDS Housing Growth Indicators (HGI). The study
looked at updating the 2012 based HGI through
the use of 2016-based household projections
and adjustments set out within the 2012 HGI
methodology. It identified a new baseline
future growth of 10,380 households over the
Plan period (692 dwellings per annum). This
was rounded up to 700 dwellings per annum
equating to 10,500 dwellings for the plan
period (see paragraph 4.8 Technical
Supplement 1 ‘Overview of SHA and
Allocation’; Table 6.2 and paragraph 6.8
Housing Growth Study).

At the time of writing the Housing Growth
Study, the revised 2016 based HGI paper had
not been published (figures were released on
25™ September 2019) and therefore was
unable to be used. The Consultants appointed
to undertake the Housing Growth Study have
addressed this point and an update is provided.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a focussed
change, to amend Table 3 of the (dPS), page 64,
and relating text on pages 58-63 under the
Strategic Housing Allocation, to reflect the most
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Query the 10% discount on trend based figures.

up-to-date HGI data provided at time of
publication of the draft Plan Strategy.

A minor adjustment (equivalent to 3% of the
HGI figure) was made to reflect the mid-point
between the two employment led scenarios
that were included in the Housing Growth
Study (as updated).

An Addendum to Technical Supplement 1
Housing Growth Study has also been provided
to reflect the HGI update.

See Annex 1 for amended Table 3 (page 64) and
relating text (pages 58-63, Part 1) and
Addendum to Technical Supplement 1.

(Ref: FC1B Focussed Changes Schedule)

As referred to previously, a 10% discount is
applied to all sources of housing supply
indicated in Table 3 page 64 of the dPS in order
to account for an element of non-delivery over
the Plan period. This is a generally agreed
principle based on best practice in the other
jurisdictions.

Further detail on the 10% discount is provided
in the Housing and Employment Topic Paper,
January 2021.

Clyde Shanks on behalf of Farrans Construction;
an individual; and themselves comment as
follows:

The Plan period is not long enough and will
result in under supply of housing land at the
end of the plan period.

The period (2008-2015) on which the projection
is based is flawed. This covers the worst
recession in the house building sector. This has
not been taken into consideration. Figures for
the housing completions have not been
properly considered by the Council or
Lichfields.

The time period for the Plan is set out in
Departmental Guidance which, in accordance
with Soundness Test C3, the Council must take
account of. Development Plan Practice Note 01
states (at paragraph 2.6) that the LDP should
provide a 15-year plan framework to support
the economic and social needs of a council’s
district in line with regional strategies and
policies, while providing for the delivery of
sustainable development; additionally, DPPN 7
Plan Strategy (paragraph 2.8) states that the
Plan Strategy should be the spatial reflection of
the Council’s Community Plan. The Council has
aligned the time period of its Plan Strategy with
that of its Community Plan 2017-2032.

The Council in accordance with the SPPS,
considered the HGI 2012 based household
projections, which identify a housing need
between 2012-2025 (i.e. 13 years) of 9600
units, or 738 dpa; following the release of 2016
based household projections, the Council’s
Consultants carried out a review based on the
original methodology used, between 2017-2032
(i.e. 15 years) resulting in 10,380 units, or 692
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Suggest alternative method of calculating
proposed housing supply; 10% uplift in figures
not a reduction as council proposes.

dpa which was rounded up to 700 dpa. Figures
used in Table 3, page 64 of the dPS ‘Strategic
Housing Allocation’ (and its amendment, see
FC1B) were based on the most up-to-date
evidence available at the time of publication. In
addition figures for affordable housing have
been projected over the lifetime of the Plan.
The comment on page 62 regarding housing
delivery completions since 2005/6 up to the
2017 Housing Monitor baseline is based on a 12
year period, as opposed to the seven year
period suggested.

At the time of writing the Housing Growth
Study, the revised 2016 based HGI paper had
not been published (figures were released on
25" September 2019) and therefore was
unable to be used. The Consultants appointed
to undertake the Housing Growth Study have
addressed this point and an update is provided.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a focussed
change, to amend Table 3 of the (dPS), page 64,
and relating text on pages 58-63 under the
Strategic Housing Allocation, to reflect the most
up-to-date HGI data provided at time of
publication of the draft Plan Strategy.

A minor adjustment (equivalent to 3% of the
HGI figure) was made to reflect the mid-point
between the two employment led scenarios
that were included in the Housing Growth
Study (as updated).

An Addendum to Technical Supplement 1
Housing Growth Study has also been provided
to reflect the HGI update.

See Annex 1 for amended Table 3 (page 64) and
relating text (pages 58-63, Part 1) and
Addendum to Technical Supplement 1.

(Ref: FC1B Focussed Changes Schedule)

A buffer of 10% is allowed on top of the HGI to
provide for additional flexibility in the Strategic
Housing Allocation (see page 58 of dPS).
Additionally, the figures in Table 3 (and its
amendment) for each Settlement are reduced
by 10% to allow for an element of non-
deliverability over the Plan period (see page 59
of dPS).

Further detail on the 10% buffer is provided in
the Housing and Employment Topic Paper,
January 2021.
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The following amendments are suggested:
SHA should be 15,285 on top of the 1,350
identified at West Lisburn; extend plan period
to 2035.

The Council does not agree with revision of the
housing figures to those suggested for the
reasons outlined above.

Further detail and update is provided in the
Housing and Employment Topic Paper, January
2021. See also Focussed Changes Consultation
(Annex 1 and Addendum to Housing Growth
Study), January 2021.

RSPB NI comment as follows:

There are inconsistencies in housing figures
between Technical Supplement 1 (TS1) and the
dPS. Figures quoted in the dPS are less than
those quoted in TS1; whichever figure is used
the potential is well in excess of the HGI; vacant
stock not considered.

A 10% reduction is applied to Table 3 of the dPS
(and its amendment) to allow for an element of
non-deliverability over the Plan period. Tables
provided in Technical Supplement 1 are an
accurate reflection of the figures shown in
Table 3. Please note that Table 6 in Technical
Supplement 1 informs Column 2 of Table 3,
page 64 of dPS, but does not have the 10%
reduction applied to it.

The Council disagrees with the comment that
the figure is well in excess of the HGI. Having
undertaken an independent assessment of the
HGI following the release of 2016 based
household projections (Housing Growth Study,
Technical Supplement 1), the Council aligned its
Strategic Housing Allocation of (11,550) with
the HGI. The HGI is formed using 5 key pieces of
data: number of households (household
projections); second homes; vacant stock; net
conversions/closures/demolitions (net stock
loss); and total housing stock.

At the time of writing the Housing Growth
Study, the revised 2016 based HGI paper had
not been published (figures were released on
25" September 2019) and therefore was
unable to be used. The Consultants appointed
to undertake the Housing Growth Study have
addressed this point and an update is provided.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a focussed
change, to amend Table 3 of the (dPS), page 64,
and relating text on pages 58-63 under the
Strategic Housing Allocation, to reflect the most
up-to-date HGI data provided at time of
publication of the draft Plan Strategy.

A minor adjustment (equivalent to 3% of the
HGI figure) was made to reflect the mid-point
between the two employment-led scenarios
that were included in the Housing Growth
Study (as updated).
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The following amendments are suggested:
reconcile TS1 and dPS figures; re-examination
of housing zonings not yet commenced to
ensure delivery of compact urban form and
prevent over-zoning; outline approach to
housing delivery to ensure compact urban form
including phasing.

An Addendum to Technical Supplement 1
Housing Growth Study has also been provided
to reflect the HGI update.

See Annex 1 for amended Table 3 (page 64) and
relating text (pages 58-63, Part 1) and
Addendum to Technical Supplement 1.

(Ref: FC1B Focussed Changes Schedule)

The Council is content that both the
methodology and figures presented in Table 3,
page 64 of the dPS, ‘Strategic Housing
Allocation’ (and its amendment, see FC1B), are
sound and evidentially based.

Previous zonings, which in accordance with
paragraph 6.139 of the SPPS, have informed
existing commitments, have been through an IE
process, and no land has been zoned beyond
existing settlement development limits. The
Strategic Mixed Use site at West Lisburn/Blaris
accords with sustainable forms of development
as outlined on page 70 of the SPPS. Strategic
Policy SP08 encourages compact urban forms.
There is no rationale for the phasing of any
housing lands at dPS stage.

Carryduff Regeneration forum request that no
additional lands are zoned in Carryduff for
housing.

Whilst Strategic Policy SP08 is not directly
referred to, the Council notes the comment and
can confirm that no additional zonings are
identified at this dPS stage in Carryduff.

WPB on behalf of GHL comment as follows:
Evidence base is not robust and comprehensive
relating in particular to the network of
settlements outside the urban areas; housing
allocation is based on status quo; needs to be
greater recognition of the dPS meeting the
wider needs of rural areas; settlement
appraisals are not fully utilised in the current
plan; no recognition of complementary
urban/rural balance.

All settlements have been fully considered in
accordance with the Settlement Hierarchy on
page 49 of the dPS. A Strategic Settlement
Appraisal, consistent with the RDS Housing
Evaluation Framework (HEF, page 42), forms
part of Technical Supplement 6, Part 4
Countryside Assessment. The Settlement
Hierarchy focuses on the Urban Settlements
(City, Greater Urban areas, and Towns) along
with the Rural Settlements (Villages and Small
Settlements). In accordance with paragraph
6.139 of the SPPS, the Council has used this
information to inform the judgement around
the housing allocation in settlements, to ensure
that housing, employment, and associated
infrastructure are in the right place to benefit
the community as a whole. The housing
allocation has been independently verified and
sufficient provision exists in the villages and
small settlements, in addition to the
opportunity afforded through operational
policy (in particular Policies COU1-COU16; ED2-
ED6) for a range of development in the
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Wording should more clearly endorse the
ambition to utilise opportunities to promote
regeneration and improve access to essential
services by linking public and private sector
investment.

Proposed housing levels do not appear as a
coherent strategy and allocations that flow
from a robust evidence base; settlement
specific recommendations could lead to a more
targeted expression of ambitions including the
housing needs of a declining rural community.

countryside which may be considered
acceptable.

Further detail on the application of the RDS HEF
is contained within the Housing and
Employment Topic Paper, January 2021.

The Council notes the comment and
acknowledges that development may involve a
range of stakeholders, including both public
and private sectors, and can confirm that
regeneration is a key focus of the Council’s
Economic Development Unit. The emphasis on
delivering housing within urban areas is in
accordance with paragraph 3.16 of the RDS and
paragraph 6.137 of the SPPS, Sustainable Forms
of Development.

The Council is content that both the housing
methodology and figures presented in Table 3,
page 64 of the dPS, Strategic Housing Allocation
(and its amendment, see FC1B) are sound and
evidentially based.

Further detail and update is provided in the
Housing and Employment Topic Paper, January
2021. See also Focussed Changes Consultation
(Annex 1 and Addendum to Housing Growth
Study), January 2021

The Council disagrees with the statement that
the rural area is in decline. Settlements in the
rural areas (13 villages and 33 small
settlements) have been fully considered in
terms of their role in sustaining vibrancy,
creating a sense of place, and providing a range
of services appropriate to their level within the
settlement hierarchy.

Table 1 (page 49, dPS) has been amended to
take account of the percentage of population in
the Countryside.

Further detail on the application of the RDS HEF
is contained within the Housing and
Employment Topic Paper, January 2021.

Dfl comment as follows:

Consideration of the SHA being supportive of
compact urban forms and the sequential
approach to development.

The RDS Housing Evaluation Framework has
informed the preparation of the Council’s
Strategic Housing Allocation (SHA) in addition
to the eight indicators provided under the SPPS
paragraph 6.139. It acknowledges the
sequential approach as one of the eight
indicators. The SHA focuses on the existing
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Need to take account of revised HGI figures and
advice from Chief Planner. Also some variation
in the methodology used to calculate the 2012
and 2016 HGI and how council have considered
this.

Clarity required on the 10% buffer applied. The
total potential deliverable units is above the
SHA.

Use of potential units on zoned land not
committed is somewhat confusing relating to
existing commitments. This should be houses
constructed, existing approvals not yet

Settlement Hierarchy outlined on page 49 of
the dPS and has taken account of existing
commitments as provided in Table 3 (and its
amendment), page 64 (Column 2), and
brownfield development opportunity through
UCS (Column 3) and Windfall (Columns 4 and
5). Therefore the SHA figure arrived at is
supportive of the RDS and SPPS in providing a
compact urban form.

At the time of writing the Housing Growth
Study, the revised 2016 based HGI paper had
not been published (figures were released on
25" September 2019) and therefore was
unable to be used. The Consultants appointed
to undertake the Housing Growth Study have
addressed this point and an update is provided.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a focussed
change, to amend Table 3 of the (dPS), page 64,
and relating text on pages 58-63 under the
Strategic Housing Allocation, to reflect the most
up-to-date HGI data provided at time of
publication of the draft Plan Strategy.

A minor adjustment (equivalent to 3% of the
HGlI figure) was made to reflect the mid-point
between the two employment-led scenarios
that were included in the Housing Growth
Study (as updated).

An Addendum to Technical Supplement 1
Housing Growth Study has also been provided
to reflect the HGI update.

See Annex 1 for amended Table 3 (page 64) and
relating text (pages 58-63, Part 1) and
Addendum to Technical Supplement 1.

(Ref: FC1B Focussed Changes Schedule)

A buffer of 10% is allowed on top of the HGI to
provide additional flexibility in the Strategic
Housing Allocation (see page 58 of dPS). This
potential oversupply provides a degree of
flexibility over the Plan period which is
sustainable and deliverable.

Further detail on the 10% buffer is provided in
the Housing and Employment Topic Paper,
January 2021.

Column 2 of Table 3 indicates the remaining
potential, which includes information from the
Housing Monitor in relation to committed sites
with existing planning permission (not yet
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constructed and units with reasonable prospect
of approval.

Clarify why 10% reduction was applied to
windfall sites and the issue of double counting.

Justification for the West Lisburn lands to
become residential and if alternative sites have
been considered.

built); and existing zonings (where an estimate
is provided on sites with no planning
permission).

The 10% reduction is applied to all forms of
housing supply, as not all windfall sites will be
developed over the course of the Plan period.
The 12 year allowance for windfall discounts
the first three years of the draft Plan Strategy
period to ensure no double counting occurs, as
the original 2017 baseline figures (identified in
Column 2, Table 3) may have included sites that
would fall under the windfall category, i.e. sites
with planning permission outside zonings.

Further detail on the 10% discount is provided
in the Housing and Employment Topic Paper,
January 2021.

The Council considers that the Strategic Mixed
Use site at West Lisburn/Blaris is fully compliant
with the RDS Housing Evaluation Framework,
which was used to provide the Settlement
Appraisal (see Technical Supplement 6
Countryside Assessment, Settlement Appraisal,
Part 4). The Settlement Appraisal identifies
Lisburn as the main City in the Council area. As
identified in the Landscape Character
Assessment (Technical Supplement 6), this flat
open land can easily be developed with
minimal intrusion on the landscape or
environment.

The sustainability appraisal indicates the
SMUOL1 lands have positive benefits and also
are currently within the settlement
development limits with land having previously
been zoned for employment use. The Council
considers that the Strategic Mixed Use site at
West Lisburn/Blaris is fully compliant with the
SPPS approach, page 70, in relation to
sustainable forms of development. Being within
the existing settlement development limits,
West Lisburn/Blaris is the next sequentially
preferential area for housing expansion linked
directly to the provision of new jobs,
infrastructure (through provision of Knockmore
Link Road) enhanced connectivity (through new
rail halt and park and ride) and strategic
greenway offering open space and linkages for
pedestrians/cyclists. Full consideration of
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Table 3 is not the preferred distribution but a
summary of potential units remaining. Need
clarity on relationship between the table and
the strategic housing allocation. Table 3
indicates an overall potential figure of 13,782
units 131% above the baseline requirement.
Why is West Lisburn required to meet the
potential need over the plan period.

SMUOL1 lands is to be found under that specific
strategic policy.

Further detail is provided under SMUO1
Strategic Mixed Use Site West Lisburn/Blaris.

The Council can confirm that Table 3, page 64
of the dPS *Strategic Housing Allocation’ (and
its amendment, see FC1B) indicates the full
range of housing potential which could be
realistically delivered over the Plan period. This
figure increases with the inclusion of Urban
Capacity and Windfall sites. The delivery of
units within all categories of housing supply will
be closely monitored.

The lands at West Lisburn/Blaris are viewed as
critical and a key area of future growth both in
socio-economic terms. Further detail is
provided under SMUOQL1 Strategic Mixed Use
Site West Lisburn/Blaris.

McCready Architects on behalf of nine
individuals comment as follows:

SP08 does not ensure the strength of the rural
community living in villages and small
settlements through the proposed housing
strategy.

Plan period is too short needs extended by 5-6
years to cover a potential shortfall due the

Table 3 of the dPS ‘Strategic Housing Allocation’
(and its amendment, see FC1B) illustrates there
is remaining potential within the villages and
small settlements (9.3%). This is largely
reflective of the total district population living
in villages and small settlements (13%, see
amended Table 1) so the distribution of housing
provision is considered appropriate and will
maintain the strength of the rural community.

Whilst approximately 19% of the district’s
population live in the countryside it would be
unsustainable to allocate such a percentage of
the SHA to housing in the countryside, based
purely on population, as this is contrary to the
regional policy approach (SPPS pages 51-55). .
Operational policies permit appropriate
development including new dwellings in the
countryside in accordance with the regional
policy direction contained in the SPPS.

Table 1 (page 49, dPS) has been amended to
take account of the percentage of population in
the Countryside.

Further detail on the application of the RDS HEF
is contained within the Housing and
Employment Topic Paper, January 2021.

The Planning Act (NI) 2011 does not set out a
prescribed period of time that the Plan should
cover. Paragraph 2.6 of Development Plan
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length of time it will take the plan to become
adopted.

Does not address the imbalance of land
availability. Focus is on Lisburn City at the
expense of other levels of the settlement
hierarchy.

Practice Note (Dfl) 01 states the LDP should
fulfil the following functions:

“Provide a 15 year plan framework to support
the economic and social needs of the council’s
district.....”

The Council has aligned the time period of its
Plan Strategy with that of its Community Plan
2017-32, as the spatial representation of the

Community Plan.

Unlike the NPPF in England, the SPPS only
requires (paragraph 5.7) that the LDP must set
out a long term spatial strategy. Better
monitoring, together with regular reviews of
LDPs, will provide more flexibility and enable
the Council to adapt to changing circumstances.
A Plan can be reviewed after adoption of the
Local Policies Plan, should a particular need
arise. The Plan period is therefore fully in
accordance with regional policy and guidance.
Further detail on the plan period is provided in
the Housing and Employment Topic Paper,
January 2021.

This issue has been addressed above but the
focus, as explained, is on the Council’s urban
settlements, as this is a more sustainable
approach to development in accordance with
the SPPS approach for the allocation of housing
land (paragraph 6.139). Lisburn City which is at
the top of the settlement hierarchy would be
expected to have a substantial percentage of
the SHA in accordance with both the RDS and
SPPS.

Further detail on the application of the RDS HEF
is contained within the Housing and
Employment Topic Paper.

One20ne Planning on behalf of an individual
comment as follows:

The SHA is disproportionately allocated across
the settlement hierarchy; no provision to
sustain rural settlements with the proportion of
growth disproportionate to the population
living there; allocation of 7% to countryside is
disproportionate to the population
demographic.

The following amendment is suggested:
Increase the housing allocation to the village
tier of the settlement hierarchy.

Table 3 of the dPS ‘Strategic Housing Allocation’
(and its amendment, see FC1B) illustrates there
is remaining potential within the villages and
small settlements (9.3%). This is largely
reflective of the total district population living
in villages and small settlements (13%, see
amended Table 1) so the distribution of housing
provision is considered appropriate and will
maintain the strength of the rural community.

The percentage allocated to the countryside is
based on historical trends (using an average
figure per annum) and founded on the current
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policy for residential development in the
countryside.

Whilst approximately 19% of the district’s
population live in the countryside, it would be
unsustainable to allocate such a percentage of
the SHA to housing in the countryside, based
purely on population, as this is contrary to the
regional policy approach (SPPS pages 51-55).
Operational policies permit appropriate
development including new dwellings in the
countryside in accordance with the regional
policy direction contained in the SPPS.

Table 1 (page 49, dPS) has been amended to
take account of the percentage of population in
the Countryside.

Further detail on the application of the RDS HEF
is contained within the Housing and
Employment Topic Paper, January 2021.

One20ne Planning on behalf of an individual
comment as follows:

The SHA is disproportionately allocated across
the settlement hierarchy; it does not support a
sustainable pattern of development with the
proportion of growth for Hillsborough
inadequate to provide for the required local
needs; allocation of 7% to countryside is
disproportionate to the population
demographic.

The following amendment is suggested:
Increase the housing allocation to the small
town of Hillsborough.

Table 3, page 64 of the dPS, ‘Strategic Housing
Allocation’ (and its amendment, see FC1B)
illustrates there is remaining potential of 4% of
units in Hillsborough. This is largely reflective
of its share of the total district population
(approximately 3%, see Amended Table 1 and
Technical Supplement 1 Housing Growth Study,
Table 5).

Table 1 (page 49, dPS) has been amended to
take account of the percentage of population in
the Countryside.

Further detail on the application of the RDS HEF
is contained within the Housing and
Employment Topic Paper, January 2021.

As referred to above, the percentage allocated
to the countryside is based on current regional
and operational policy and any adjustment to

this figure would be contrary to that approach.

For the reasons set out the Council does not
agree with the suggested amendment to the
housing allocation in Hillsborough.

Turley on behalf of Plantation Landowners
Group; two individuals; JH Price and Sons;
Lagan Homes Ltd; Viewpoint Developments Ltd;
Chambers Homes Ltd; Turley; and Glengard
Farm, comment as follows:

Plan period: this is too short, inconsistent with
the SPPS requirement for long term spatial

The time period for the Plan is set out in
Departmental Guidance which, in accordance
with Soundness Test C3, the Council must take
account of. Development Plan Practice Note 01
states (at paragraph 2.6) that the LDP should
provide a 15-year plan framework to support
the economic and social needs of a council’s
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strategy and departmental guidance on a 15
year framework which must logically be from
adoption; provide rationale of this view.

Issues raised include:

Delay in adoption of plan estimated 2024.
Comparisons with pre-2015 plans may be
difficult due to the passage of time and the
timetable may need to be altered to reflect
potential risks such as this.

Securing planning permission takes time and
this may result in delivery beyond the plan
period,; this is an issue to deliver the required
amount within the plan period but also
continuity into the next plan period.

Quote from NPPF suggesting 15 year period is
post adoption; SHA sets out plans for too few
homes over too short a period and under-
allocates, potential to undermine the Spatial
Strategy and plan objective A.

HGI: Issue with HGI being policy neutral as
stated in the Chief Planners advice; suggests
that the HGI figures have not taken regard of
the RDS and reduces the extent to which
council should take account of them; Chief
Planner’s letter at odds with RDS (page 43);
HGI’s are not policy neutral; current HGI figures
have not been subject to public consultation or
independent examination; welcomes LCCC
independent commission on the analysis of
HGI; states there are issues with the report in
relation to use of other considerations.

district in line with regional strategies and
policies, while providing for the delivery of
sustainable development; additionally, DPPN 7
Plan Strategy (paragraph 2.8) states that the
Plan Strategy should be the spatial reflection of
the Council’s Community Plan. The Council has
aligned the time period of its Plan Strategy with
that of its Community Plan 2017-2032.

The inclusion of an additional five year supply
beyond the Plan period is also not evidentially
based. In accordance with paragraph 5.26 of
the SPPS the statutory requirement to monitor
the LDP on an annual and five yearly basis will
ensure that the LDP is kept up to date and
reflects and responds to emerging issues.
Paragraph 6.140 of the SPPS states that a ‘plan,
monitor and manage’ approach is necessary to
ensure that, as a minimum, a 5 year supply of
land for housing is maintained. Monitoring
should be an ongoing process with annual
reporting and review.

Table 3 page 64 of the dPS ‘Strategic Housing
Allocation’ (and its amendment) indicates, in
accordance with the SPPS (paragraph 6.139,
processes for allocation of housing land) that
the HGI is not a target, and the overall
percentage of supply increases with brownfield
development (UCS and Windfall sites). The
Council is therefore satisfied there is sufficient
and sustainable land available for residential
use over the Plan period and that this is both
realistic and deliverable.

At the time of writing the Housing Growth
Study, the revised 2016 based HGI paper had
not been published (figures were released on
25" September 2019) and therefore was
unable to be used. The Consultants appointed
to undertake the Housing Growth Study have
addressed this point and an update is provided.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a focussed
change, to amend Table 3 of the (dPS), page 64,
and relating text on pages 58-63 under the
Strategic Housing Allocation, to reflect the most
up-to-date HGI data provided at time of
publication of the draft Plan Strategy.

A minor adjustment (equivalent to 3% of the
HGlI figure) was made to reflect the mid-point
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RDS HEF: Sufficient account not taken of RDS to
direct growth to the main settlements and
achieve a complementary urban/rural balance
with reference to Housing Evaluation
Framework; the Settlement Appraisals do not
appear to have been used to set the housing
allocation for any tier of the settlement
hierarchy or any individual settlement;
allocation has been based on commitments
rather than evaluation of growth potential
using HEF methodology; Table 3.2 shows under
provision in some settlements; from Table 11 in
Technical Supplement 1 there is an estimated
level of growth of 810 units in the open
countryside and only 324 units in small
settlements; no proposed managed release of
housing land in settlements; to address some of
the issues raised it is suggested that revisions
be made to certain settlement limits; and the
phasing of development over the plan period
and beyond is more appropriate to achieve an
urban/rural balance of growth.

between the two employment-led scenarios
that were included in the Housing Growth
Study (as updated).

An Addendum to Technical Supplement 1
Housing Growth Study has also been provided
to reflect the HGI update.

See Annex 1 for amended Table 3 (page 64) and
relating text (pages 58-63, Part 1) and
Addendum to Technical Supplement 1.

(Ref: FC1B Focussed Changes Schedule)

The Council is content that the outworking of
Table 3 of the dPS, Strategic Housing Allocation
and its amendment, see FC1B) has been
developed in accordance with the SPPS
Processes for Allocating Housing Land (page 71)
and RDS Housing Evaluation Framework (HEF,
page 42) approach outlined, with the main
allocation of housing growth being directed to
the urban settlements, in particular
encouraging the growth of Lisburn City (further
enabled through the allocation of a strategic
mixed use site at West Lisburn/Blaris); and the
remainder of the urban area including the three
main towns of Carryduff; Hillsborough &
Culcavy; and Moira. A lower level of growth
allocated to the rural settlements (villages and
small settlements) proportionate to their role
and function in supporting the needs of a
vibrant rural community. The SPPS indicates
the RDS housing evaluation framework as one
of 8 indicators, and therefore a balanced
judgement has been applied in relation to the
growth strategy. The other 7 indicators all play
an equal role informing the Council’s
consideration in assessing the allocation of
housing growth across the Council area.

Table 3 of the dPS ‘Strategic Housing Allocation’
(and its amendment, see FC1B) illustrates there
is remaining potential within the villages and
small settlements (9.3%). This is largely
reflective of the total district population living
in villages and small settlements (13%, see
amended Table 1) so the distribution of housing
provision is considered appropriate and will
maintain the strength of the rural community.

The distribution of housing provision is
considered appropriate and will maintain the
strength of the rural community.
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Housing Monitor: not accurate; Sites are
dormant or static over considerable period of
time. Comparison of 2006-9 and 2016-17
figures suggest no delivery over a considerable
period of time hence the 10% discount needs
significantly increased.

Housing Market Analysis HMA: Does not
sufficiently recognise cross-boundary
connections in the context of HMA. Nature of
Castlereagh to fulfil a complementary role to
the high growth rate for Lisburn but also the
wider HMA of the Belfast Metropolitan Area.

The percentage of units allocated to the
countryside is based on historical trends (using
an average figure per annum) and founded on
the current policy approach for residential
development in the countryside.

The figure in amended Table 3 for housing in
the countryside is based on past trends, in
accordance with existing and proposed
operational policy. To grow small settlements
exponentially is considered inappropriate and
unsustainable in the longer term and contrary
to regional guidance of the RDS and strategic
regional policy of the SPPS.

Table 1 (page 49, dPS) has been amended to
take account of the percentage of population in
the Countryside.

Further detail on the application of the RDS HEF
is contained within the Housing and
Employment Topic Paper, January 2021.

Housing Monitor data used to inform Table 3
(and its amendment) reflected in Column 2, is
based on the most up to date evidence in the
form of Housing Completion Certificates
supplied by the Council’s Building Control unit.
Itis accepted that there will always be a degree
of lag in the figures from when the site is first
recorded as a monitored site through the
issuing of a planning approval and the issuing of
a building control completion notice. This is
unavoidable but not considered significant as
the figures are updated on a yearly basis using
these two pieces of data and are as accurate as
possible at time of publishing.

The Housing Growth Study (Technical
Supplement 1) took account of the HGI figure
but goes further by assessing the wider
implications of the housing market area,
housing market dynamics, demographics, jobs
related growth, and affordable housing need to
provide an indication of the projected housing
requirements over the Plan period using all
available data. The Council is content that the
approach and methodology applied is both
realistic and deliverable.
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Affordable housing: Provide significant
requirement for social/affordable homes within
the plan period. No original data set from NIHE
to base figures upon. Figures in the technical
supplement conflict with dPS in relation to
social and affordable housing as to how this is
delivered. HMA referenced but not specifically
included within the supporting evidence base.

West Lisburn: Over estimates the potential
contribution of various sources of housing
supply. Over reliance on West Lisburn.

History would indicate a lag in the planning
system from permission to build out, West
Lisburn will not contribute significantly to the
figures during the plan period but most likely in
the period beyond 2032.

The Council receives its Housing Needs
Assessment (HNA) as part of the NIHE Housing
Investment Plan publication. The HNA is also
included in the Housing Executive’s
Commissioning Prospectus. In addition the
NIHE published a Housing Market Analysis
(HMA) Update which provides evidence in
order to develop integrated housing policies
and approaches. The Council has provided this
update as one of its submission documents and
it is also available from the Housing Executive
on request.

The Council has considered the figures for
affordable housing need and acknowledges
that an error has occurred. The Council
proposes for clarity, as a focussed change, to
amend the figure (based on the 2018 Housing
Investment Plan Update) as follows:

Page 28: “Extrapolating this figure over the Plan
period from 2017-2032 equates to an
estimated figure of approximately 2,400 social
housing dwelling units. An additional need is
also indicated for intermediate housing which
equates to an additional projected need for
3,840 1,920 units over the Plan period.”

Page 61: “The total affordable housing
requirement for the Plan period is 6,249 4,320
units of which 2,400 are social housing units.”
(Ref: FC1A Focussed Changes Schedule Part 1)

SMUOQ1 West Lisburn/Blaris is a strategic site
which is a key driver in the socio-economic
ambitions of the Council therefore delivery of
this strategic site is considered vital. The
delivery of housing towards the end of the Plan
period and beyond ensures capacity beyond
the notional end date of the Plan, as Table 3
(and its amendment) indicates if all potential is
realised then the Council has capacity beyond
2032.
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Strategic Policy 09 Housing in the Countryside

There were thirteen representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 09 Housing in the

Countryside.

Strategic Policy 09 by Respondent Type

m Agent Public Sector Voluntary = Indvidual
Respondents

Reference Number | Respondent
DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)
DPS-039 Inaltus Limited on behalf of O'Kane Property Ltd
DPS-063 Individual
DPS-090 Dundonald Green Belt Association
DPS-105 WPB on behalf of GHL
DPS-114 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
DPS-115 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
DPS-116 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
DPS-117 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
DPS-118 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
DPS-120 McCready Architects on behalf of Individual
DPS-121 McCready Architects
DPS-123 McCready Architects

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE supports the strategic policy.

The Council notes the supportive comment.

Inaltus on behalf of O’Kane Properties Ltd
comment that SPO9 constrains housing on the
edge of settlements to prevent the marring of

urban and rural areas. In some cases there are

industrial areas adjacent, or on the edge of

settlements and their reuse would enhance the

The Council notes there is provision under
operational policies ED3 and ED4, in
particular, for redevelopment of such existing
industrial areas for employment or business
purposes. Operational policy ED4 does also
however stipulate that redevelopment for
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appearance of the settlement. SP09 should
therefore include an exception ‘where edge of
settlement development includes reuse of old
industrial buildings where the setting of the
settlement can be enhanced’.

Further modification is suggested. SP09 should
support edge of urban housing proposals that
are in scale with its rural settlement, involves
redevelopment of old industrial lands and
enhances the appearance of the settlement
and will not add to urban sprawl.

tourism, outdoor sport and recreation or local
community facilities will be viewed
sympathetically where all the criteria in the
policy are met. Currently such areas are
located in the countryside and appropriate
policies apply.

There is no rationale to bring such sites inside
a settlement development limit or to include
an exception in Strategic Policy SP09 to permit
residential use on such sites. Any
amendments to settlement development
limits will be considered as part of the Local
Policies Plan (LPP) stage.

One representation from an individual seeks to
reduce part of the settlement limit at Feumore
with general point to protect all existing
settlements from unwanted development
pressures.

The Council notes the comment and suggests
that Strategic Policy SPO9 will protect against
urban sprawl. The settlement development
limits will be considered at LPP stage.

Dundonald Green Belt Association comment
that the approach to housing in the countryside
appears insufficiently robust to manage rural
commuter development pressures in the area
immediately around Belfast and Lisburn.

The Council is of the opinion that Strategic
Policy SP09 in conjunction with operational
polices for housing in settlements (HOU1-12)
and the countryside (COU1-16) are robust and
direct development to the most appropriate
places (within urban settlements), whilst
allowing for a thriving rural area. Transport
issues are addressed through the Local
Transport Study (Technical Supplement 8) and
focuses on growth and connectivity. The detail
of specific schemes will be added to this at
Local Policies Plan Stage, when land use
zonings are identified.

WPB on behalf of GHL comment that SP09
should more clearly endorse the ambition to
utilise opportunities at a strategic level to
promote regeneration and improve access to
essential services.

Consider it currently promotes dereliction in
urban areas. Suggested amendment to SP09 to

The Council is of the opinion that Strategic
Policy SPQ9, in conjunction with operational
policies for housing in settlements (HOU1-12)
and the countryside (COU1-16), robustly
directs development to the most appropriate
places (within urban settlements), whilst still
promoting thriving rural areas. Operational
policies for development in the countryside
(COU1-16), including housing policies, sustain
rural communities through regeneration of
housing stock and the provision for housing
for established, qualifying, rural businesses.
The Council considers the provisions of SP09
reflect strategic policies in this regard and
does not intend to make further amendments.

The Council does not agree with this
assertion. Strategic Policy SP12 Economic
Development in the Countryside details
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refer to the specific ambition to achieve rural
regeneration where necessary.

Consider there is no robust settlement
appraisal translated into strategic policies
which overlooks key development
opportunities.

specifically how the Plan can facilitate and
support rural communities. This ties in with
Operational policies (in particular COU11 to
COU14) which support regeneration in the
rural areas subject the criteria outlined. The
minor change outlined above enhances SP09
in this regard.

Strategic Policy SP09 relates specifically to
housing in the countryside and seeks to
support appropriate development in the
countryside while protecting the established
rural settlement pattern. The Strategic
Housing Allocation outlined in Table 3 page 64
of the dPS ‘Strategic Housing Allocation’ (and
its amendment, see FC1B) is considered sound
and has been developed in accordance with
the SPPS Processes for Allocating Housing
Land (page 71) and RDS Housing Evaluation
Framework (HEF, page 42).

Further detail on the application of the RDS
HEF is contained within the Housing and
Employment Topic Paper, January 2021.

McCready Architects on behalf of a number of
clients state that SP09 prohibits necessary and
appropriate expansion into the countryside
around established villages and small
settlements.

Consider the policy is unsound as it does not
ensure the strength of a rural community living
in villages and settlements.

Strategic Policy SP09 does seek to prohibit
unnecessary and inappropriate expansion into
the countryside irrespective of location. The
Strategic Housing Allocation outlined in Table
3 page 64 of the dPS ‘Strategic Housing
Allocation’ (and its amendment, see FC1B) is
considered sound and developed in
accordance with the SPPS Processes for
Allocating Housing Land (page 71) and RDS
Housing Evaluation Framework (HEF, page
42). SP09 therefore assists in protecting the
countryside and the wider rural area from
inappropriate development and urban sprawl.

Table 1 (page 49, dPS) has been amended to
take account of the percentage of population
in the Countryside.

Further detail on the application of the RDS
HEF is contained within the Housing and
Employment Topic Paper, January 2021.

The Council disagrees with this assertion.
Appropriate opportunities for development in
the countryside and rural settlements are
provided. As stated previously, the Strategic
Housing Allocation is in accordance with the
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RDS Housing Evaluation Framework.
Sufficient capacity exists to allow for
residential development within existing
settlement development limits which includes
villages and small settlements.
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Strategic Policy 10 Education, Health, Community and Culture

There were three representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 10 Education, Health,

Community and Culture.

Strategic Policy 10 by Respondent Type

mAgent ® Individual

Public Sector

Respondents
Reference Number | Respondent
DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)
DPS-045 Individual
DPS-105 WPB on behalf of GHL

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE supports the policy to protect land for
such services. Would like to see section 76
agreements to facilitate such services as a
result of planning permissions being granted
and the uplift in the overall value of the land.

The Council welcomes the support for Strategic
Policy SP10. Section 76 agreements will play a
role in the delivery of such services identified.

One representation from an individual, whilst
not referring directly to SP10, suggests the
proposed site submitted would be suitable for a
healthcare facility or a recreation facility for
Dromara. Consideration should be given to
include site for residential purposes.

The Council notes the comment but points out
that this is site specific matter that should be
addressed through the Local Policies Plan.
Additionally, the Council would suggest
representation be made to the Council’s
Community Planning team in respect of the
request for healthcare and recreation
provision.

WPB on behalf of GHL whilst not referring
directly to SP10 comment that the provision of
community facilities and statutory facilities to

The Council points out that Strategic Policy
SP10 aims to support development
opportunities which would benefit
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target specific aims such as youth, education,
health and other local service needs to be
carefully coordinated at a strategic level to
ensure effective and efficient community
planning.

communities, in conjunction with operational
policies outlined in Part 2 of the dPS.
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B: A THRIVING PLACE

Strategic Policy 11 Economic Development in Settlements (Includes Strategic Employment
Allocation)

There were fourteen representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 11 Economic
Development in Settlements.

Strategic Policy 11 by Respondent Type

mAgent  Public Sector mOther m Individual

Respondents

Reference Number | Respondent

DPS-007 Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough Council
DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)

DPS-013 Antrim and Newtownabbey Borough Council

DPS-020 Individual

DPS-033 Clyde Shanks on behalf of Neptune Carleton LPP
DPS-044 Turley on behalf of Lagmar Properties Ltd

DPS-056 TSA Planning on behalf of Individual

DPS-059 TSA Planning on behalf of Individual

DPS-062 TSA Planning on behalf of Unicorn Group

DPS-064 Invest NI

DPS-068 TSA Planning on behalf of Rosemount Homes (Carryduff) Ltd
DPS-082 Clyde Shanks on behalf of John Thompson & Sons Ltd
DPS-109 Department for Infrastructure (Dfl)

DPS-128 Blakiston Houston Estates Company

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised Council Consideration

Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough | The Council’s Strategic Policy SP11 Economic
Council sought clarification on the scope/terms | Development in Settlements sets out the

of an employment land review at LPP stage strategic employment allocation of land
(dPS, Part 1, SP11 Justification and following its Employment Land Review (ELR)
Amplification, paragraph 4, page 76) as this presented in Technical Supplement 3. This
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may impact their Borough if it returns a need
for a significant quantity of additional
employment land.

identifies 220 hectares of existing developable
land for economic uses. The ELR forecast
several scenarios (using baseline based on
economic forecasts; past employment trends;
labour supply; and past completions). The latter
scenario suggests a need for 45 hectares of
employment land over the LDP period. The
Council considers given the existing supply that
it is unlikely to identify a further significant
qguantum of land being zoned at LPP stage and
therefore it is considered that there is no
detrimental impact on adjacent councils.

A full review will be carried out at the LPP stage
to determine the designation of sites based on
the ELR in accordance with Strategic Policy 11.

NIHE welcome strategic policy focus for
economic development in settlements,
including the proposed SMU site at West
Lisburn/Blaris and local employment sites. They
support barrier free locations within the urban
footprint, near to residential areas or close to
centres, which are accessible be means other
than the private car.

The Council notes the comments.

An individual supports a previously zoned area
of employment land and that it should remain
as such going forward.

The Council notes the comment.

A full review will be carried out at the LPP stage
to determine the designation of sites based on
the ELR in accordance with Strategic Policy 11.

Clyde Shanks on behalf of Neptune Carleton
LPP though its support of SMUOQ1 subsequently
supports this policy SP11(a)

The Council notes the comment.

TSA Planning on behalf of an individual support
the retention of existing employment zonings.

The Council notes the comment.

TSA Planning on behalf of an individual seeks to
add to the land available for employment use.

The RDS states under regional guidance RG1
that there should be an adequate and available
supply of employment land. It should be
accessible and located to make best use of
available services. The LDP must assess the
“quality and viability of sites zoned for
economic development uses”. Critically, it states
that it is important that decisions are not based
purely on the quantum of land available, but
how well connected it is.

The Employment Land Review ((Technical
Supplement 3) identifies 220 hectares of
existing developable land for economic uses.

A full review will be carried out at the LPP stage
to determine the designation of sites based on
the ELR in accordance with Strategic Policy 11.

Invest NI notes the commitment by the Council
to retain a continuous supply of developed and
undeveloped economic land throughout the

The Council considers there is no conflict
between SP11(c) and Policy PED7 of PPS4 as, in

accordance with paragraph 1.11 of the SPPS,
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plan period. They comment that SP11(c) as
written has potential to conflict with the
existing Policy PED7 of Planning Policy
Statement 4.

following adoption of the LDP draft Plan
Strategy, the policies of PPS4 will cease to be
material to planning applications.

Antrim and Newtownabbey Borough Council,
Turley on behalf of Lagmar Properties Ltd, TSA
Planning on behalf of Unicorn Group and
Rosemount Homes (Carryduff) Ltd, question
the need to retain 220 hectares of employment
land, given that the ELR best case scenario
indicates only 45 hectares are needed.

The Council should have assessed existing sites
and determined which were to be retained and
which rezoned because of their failure to
deliver employment developments. Current
zonings are 5 times higher (7 times higher if
strategic sites are included) than that need
identified in the ELR. No explanation given as
to why only 20 of the 30 sites were assessed in
the ELR, no consideration in the dPS of
individual site assessments in the ELR. Council
has not taken account of reasonable
alternatives which is inconsistent with its
evidence base. Most are greenfield sites and
contradicts sustainability objectives of the RDS
and SPPS which recognises reuse of previously
developed land. No assessment has been made
of brownfield sites across the Council area for
employment use. LDP should be amended to
review and refine all employment sites to
existing, suitable and unzoned brownfield sites
ahead of new greenfield zoned sites.

The Council disagrees with the assertions made
in these representations and would argue that
the approach taken by the Council is sound, as
it accords with both the RDS and SPPS regional
policy approach.

The RDS states under regional guidance RG1
that there should be an adequate and available
supply of employment land. It should be
accessible and located to make best use of
available services. The LDP must assess the
“quality and viability of sites zoned for
economic development uses”. Critically, it states
that it is important that decisions are not based
purely on the guantum of land available, but
how well connected it is. Table 3.1 (page 32 of
the RDS) sets out the 3 stages of the
Employment Land Evaluation Framework —
Stage 1 Taking Stock of the Existing Situation;
Stage 2 Understanding Future Requirements;
and Stage 3 Identifying a ‘New’ Portfolio of
sites. Three points are made in relation to this
framework:

1 Protect Zoned Land — protection of such
zonings ensures a variety of suitable sites are
available

2 Promote economic development
opportunities across the Region — clustering of
business services

3 Provide a network of economic development
opportunities — making provision in the LDP for
an “adequate and continuous supply” of
employment land.

The SPPS further strengthens this approach
under paragraph 6.82 through its 6 regional
strategic objectives.

Paragraph 6.92 is explicit in setting out the
requirements of the LDP to offer a “range and
choice of sites in terms of size and location to
promote flexibility and provide for the varying
needs of economic activity.” It also recognises
that monitoring the take up and loss of land will
help to identify any shortfalls or highlight the
need to reconsider the proposed uses of the
sites.
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The Council assessed the range of employment
sites zoned through BMAP and is content that
the approach to their selection is both relevant
and viable.

Whilst a sample of 20 of the total 30
employment sites was considered a robust
sample. For completeness the Council has
carried out an assessment on the remaining 10
sites, which is provided in the Housing and
Employment Topic Paper, January 2021.

The range of sites available ensures that a
variety for different needs are available. The
Employment Land Review (Technical
Supplement 3) identifies the clustering of these
in accordance with the RDS Framework, at:

1) Lisburn, 2) Derriaghy, 3) Carryduff, 4)
Newtownbreda, and 5) Dundonald.

This will ensure that the economic conditions
provide a range and size of suitable sites across
the Council area, recognising the link between
the provision of jobs and housing; that there is
not an over-reliance on the rest of the BMA for
fulfilling this role; and the long-term local
economy will not be stifled, particularly where
threats from alternative land uses (such as
housing) may exist.

The Council therefore suggests that the
comments made are not evidenced, and that
adequate provision for monitoring will ensure
the availability and viability of land is properly
assessed at the appropriate stage as part of
preparation of the Local Policies Plan.

Dfl (Strategic Planning, Roads and Transport
Planning and Modelling Unit) noted and
generally supported the rationale for the
Strategic Mixed Use sites and Local
Employment sites.

The Council notes the comment.

Clyde Shanks on behalf of John Thompson and
Sons Ltd. In response to a specific they
welcome SP11 in particular (c) which seeks to
encourage mix use schemes supporting
regeneration on sites previously used for
economic purposes. SP11 should recognise
within the J&A that on such sites it is
appropriate to allow mixed use proposals that
deliver a proportionate amount of light industry
or other business units that will not be
detrimental to residential amenity as part of a
wider scheme that includes sufficient other

The Council notes the comment. The primary
focus of the policy is to continue to cater for
the economic needs of the Council area. Whilst
the J&A does not specifically refer to housing
part (c) of the policy does encourage mixed use
schemes to support regeneration of a site.
Operational policy ED7 does allow residential
use as an element of that regeneration on
unzoned land provided it brings substantial
community benefits outweighing the loss of the
site for economic development use.
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types of development, including housing, as a
catalyst to regenerate a site.

Blakiston Huston Estates Company make a site
specific representation on exiting zoned
employment land which is as yet undeveloped.
The mix of uses are suggested to be included
housing.

The Council notes the comment. The site was
zoned as employment land in BMAP and the
Employment Land Review (Technical
Supplement 3) recognises Dundonald as a key
employment area. The site forms part of the
guantum of land identified in the ELR to
provide a range and type of land for
employment uses (see SP11(b)).

A full review will be carried out at the LPP stage
to determine the designation of sites based on
the ELR in accordance with Strategic Policy 11.
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SMUO01 West Lisburn/Blaris

There were ten representations received in respect of Strategic Mixed Use Designation 01 West

Lisburn/Blaris.

SMU 01 by Respondent Type

mAgent  Public Sector

Respondents

Reference Number | Respondent

DPS-006 Translink

DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)

DPS-017 Les Ross Planning

DPS-030 Department for Communities - Historic Environment Division (HED)

DPS-033 Clyde Shanks on behalf of Neptune Carleton

DPS-041 Belfast City Council

DPS-060 Department of Agriculture, Environment & Rural Affairs, Northern
Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA)

DPS-064 Invest NI

DPS-084 Ards and North Down Borough Council

DPS-109 Department for Infrastructure (Dfl)

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised Council Consideration

Translink provide a general comment that The Council agrees with the comment provided
Strategic Mixed Use developments identified and would point out that Key Site Requirement
within the strategy are in areas already (g) of Strategic Mixed Use Designation SMUO1
experiencing high levels of traffic congestion. It | has made provision for this and it is also
suggests that extensive mitigation by way of expanded upon in the J&A. The Council would
modal shift to sustainable transport, will be encourage further dialogue with Translink and
necessary if these developments are to be Dfl in the development of the emerging BMTP
sustainable.
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and Local Transport Plan to accompany the
Local Policies Plan.

NIHE supports barrier free employment
locations within the urban footprint near to
residential areas/centres and accessible by
means other than the private car.

The Council notes the supportive comment.

Les Ross Planning considers that the draft Plan
Strategy promotes the SMU over other
employment zonings, this is not a balanced
geographical spread across the Council area.
Recommends that this policy should be
removed. The detail associated with this zoning
should be established at LPP stage.

The Strategic Mixed Use Site SMUO1 West
Lisburn/Blaris is one of two sites at key
strategic positions east and west of the Council
area (see also SMUQ2
Purdysburn/Knockbracken), offering
opportunity for significant inward investment.
Whilst the SMUs identified form the top tier of
the employment lands hierarchy (dPS page 77)
it does not diminish the value of other existing
zoned local employment sites, in terms of
providing a range and choice of sites for
different employment needs in accordance
with the SPPS. The RDS also recognises the
importance of this site as a key location for
economic growth along with Lisburn City as a
major employment centre under SFG1 (page 56
of RDS), being strategically located at the
meeting of key transport corridors with high
development potential to generate additional
jobs.

The SPPS paragraph 6.94 states that Plans
should indicate through key site requirements,
the types of economic development that will be
acceptable and seek to avoid uses that would
have a detrimental impact on the environment
and/or residential amenity. It is therefore
considered important to set out now the KSRs
for these sites, rather than wait to LPP stage, as
this defines their direction as sites for
significant inward investment in accordance
with the SPPS.

Further detail on the inclusion of West
Lisburn/Blaris as a strategic housing site is
contained within the Housing and Employment
Topic Paper, January 2021

HED considers this policy could be more sound
(consistency test C4), in that evidence from
related plans and policies has not been taken
into account. HED refer to BMAP District
Proposals for Lisburn (pages 24 — 25), where
the amplification text required included;
“Detailed consultation with Northern Ireland
Environment Agency (Built Heritage), DOE, will

The Council notes the comments and considers
matters to do with previously unidentified
archaeological remains are appropriately
addressed through its Operational Policy HE2 —
Archaeological Assessment and Evaluation and
HE3 Archaeological Mitigation. Both these
policies require the Council to consult HED on
the potential for development proposals to
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be required with regard to the identification
and treatment of buried archaeological
remains.”

HED is concerned this has not been carried
forward to this dPS zoning and in order to
address the likely impact on previously
unidentified below ground archaeological
remains they advise the following sentence
should be inserted at the end of the
amplification text for SMUQ1;

“Detailed consultation with DfC Historic
Environment Division, will be required with
regard to the identification and treatment of
buried archaeological remains.”

impact and affect unknown archaeological
remains.

The Council notes from the HED Historic
Environment Map Viewer that this draft zoning
shows few known historical references within it
and that it is neither zoned as an Area of
Significant Archaeological Interest or an Area of
Archaeological Potential. The Council does not
discount such zonings coming forward at the
Local Policies Plan stage of its Plan Strategy.
Strategic Policy 18 Protecting and Enhancing
the Historic Environment and Archaeological
Remains, and representations to its content,
expand on these points.

For these reasons the Council does not intend
to insert the wording as suggested by HED.

Clyde Shanks on behalf of Neptune Carleton
considers the uses allowed on the site are too
restrictive

Clyde Shanks on behalf of Neptune Carleton
considers Map 7 (dPS, Part 1, page 79) shows
no development West of the M1-Knockmore
link Road. This is not founded on robust

evidence; the settlement limit is too restricted.

The River Lagan floodplain is the natural and
effective containment to the expansion of the
City. The West Lisburn Development
Framework (WLDF) reflects a more accurate
SDL.

The Council considers the use classes stipulated
in the Key Site Requirements (KSRs) to be clear
and transparent in terms of the range of
acceptable uses. These uses complement one
another, particularly small scale retailing (A1)
and healthcare facilities (D1(a)) which support
the two main uses of housing and employment.
The dPS removes hotel and ancillary leisure
facilities, and car showrooms which were
provided for under the previous Development
Plan (BMAP) as these are no longer deemed
necessary to support the housing and
employment uses, and are generally more akin
to those proposed nearby at Sprucefield
SMUO03. AKSR (from BMAP) for a school has
also been removed. The Department of
Education advised that site specific
requirements for schools arise only where
there is no availability within the existing
catchment. Further engagement with the
Education Authority (EA) will be carried out at
the Local Policies Plan stage.

The Council considers Map 7 of the dPS, page
79, for SMUO1 West Lisburn/Blaris, reflects that
set out in Map 2/0001 of draft BMAP. The new
road link also in draft BMAP defines a firm edge
to the Settlement Development Limit. The
WLDF is a non-statutory framework that has
not been subject to Examination in Public,
Strategic Environmental Assessment or
Habitats Regulation Assessment. On the
contrary BMAP is a draft (statutory)
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Development Plan, and has been subject to
public examination, and other statutory
assessments.

The WLDF, as a non-statutory framework
document, has helped inform the Plan by
setting out the ambition of the Council for West
Lisburn/Blaris as a strategic mixed-use zoning,
which the Council in accordance with
Soundness Test C4 has had regard to in
preparing the LDP. The WLDF 2018 Review
(June 2019) does not conflict with the draft
Plan Strategy’s in respect of the edge or extent
of the Settlement Development Limit.

Belfast City Council considers SMUO1 runs
contrary to the SPPS Regional Strategy
Objective (paragraph 6.297, page 106) to
promote sustainable patterns of development
and reduce the need for motorised transport.
It is also contrary to SP20 of the dPS (Part 1,
page 139)

Belfast City Council considers SMUO1 may
underachieve in its employment aspirations,
which could lead to pressure to provide a larger
share of the lands for housing.

The Council considers Strategic Policy SMUO1

seeks the following through a masterplan:

o The Knockmore link road - this caters for
the employment element of the site and
acts on a sub-regional scale as a bypass
from/to the M1, A1, North Feeder Road,
Lisburn and beyond to Belfast and further
North;

e Provision of enhanced public transport
infrastructure - including linkages to the
new West Lisburn rail halt and associated
P&R (which the Council has referred to as
being strategically important in the
development of the new BMTP) and
Sprucefield Park & Ride

e Walking and cycling infrastructure - within
and linking the site to a car free primary
Strategic Greenway which links to the
National Cycle Network (NCN9).

These provisions fully meet the requirements of

the RDS, Policy RG2: Deliver a balanced

approach to transport infrastructure and
paragraph 6.297 of the SPPS. The zoning also
complies with all the points (a-d) of SP20

Transportation Infrastructure of the dPS.

Further detail on the inclusion of West

Lisburn/Blaris as a strategic housing site is

contained within the Housing and Employment

Topic Paper, January 2021.

Strategic Policy SMUOQL requires its
development to be in accordance with an
agreed concept masterplan which must allow
for a 50/50 split between housing and those
other land uses stated. As the masterplan
forms part of any future development
proposals, planning decisions must be taken in
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accordance with this. The statement by BCC is
at odds with the direction provided under
Section 6.4 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011 which
refers to the plan-led system.

NIEA seek assurance that natural heritage
features will be retained and enhanced. If
natural features are lost then mitigation should
be undertaken; and green and blue
infrastructure used to connect the
development.

The Council notes the comments and considers
these are matters which can be addressed by
adherence to the Key Site Requirements (KSRs)
and demonstration, through a development
proposal, of compliance with relevant
Operational Policy in dPS, Part 2.

Invest NI, Ards and North Down Borough
Council and Dfl have raised concern and/or
queried why housing is included on lands
previously zoned for employment use.

Invest NI welcomes the allowance for B1(a)
office provision where demonstrated that a
proposal cannot be accommodated in Lisburn
City Centre.

The Council considers there is a sound rationale
for providing a strategic element of housing at
this site, whilst retaining and recognising the
site’s strategic employment contribution and
potential for inward investment. The Council
has considered the RDS 2035 (RG8) and the
SPPS (paragraph 6.134) which emphasises the
benefits in co-locating housing, jobs, facilities,
services and infrastructure. As identified in
Technical Supplement 3 Employment Land
Review, there is an ample and readily available
supply of existing zoned employment land
throughout the Council area. Whilst the site is
located at a key transport intersection and
encouraged for strategic economic growth, part
of its use to meet projected housing growth is
considered key to unlocking its development
potential and meeting wider economic
objectives of the Council.

Further detail on the inclusion of West
Lisburn/Blaris as a strategic housing site is
contained within the Housing and Employment
Topic Paper, January 2021.

The Council notes the comment.
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SMUO02 Purdysburn/Knockbracken

There were four representations received in respect of Strategic Mixed Use Designation 02

Purdysburn/Knockbracken.

SMU 02 by Respondent Type

3
mAgent  Public Sector
Respondents
Reference Number | Respondent
DPS-006 Translink
DPS-017 Les Ross Planning
DPS-060 Department of Agriculture, Environment & Rural Affairs,
Northern Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA)

DPS-064 Invest NI

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

Translink provide a general comment that
Strategic Mixed Use developments identified
within the strategy are in areas already
experiencing high levels of traffic congestion. It
suggests that extensive mitigation by way of
modal shift to sustainable transport, will be
necessary if these developments are to be
sustainable.

The Council agrees with the comment provided
and would point out that Key Site Requirement
(f) of Strategic Mixed Use Designation SMUQ2
has made provision for this. The Council would
encourage further dialogue with Translink and
Dfl in the development of the emerging BMTP
and Local Transport Plan to accompany the
Local Policies Plan.

Les Ross Planning considers that the draft Plan
Strategy promotes the SMU over other
employment zonings, this is not a balanced
geographical spread across the Council area.

The Strategic Mixed Use Site SMUQ2
Purdysburn/Knockbracken is one of two sites at
key strategic positions east and west of the
Council area (see also SMUQO1 West
Lisburn/Blaris), offering opportunity for
significant inward investment.
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Recommends that this policy be removed. The
detail associated with this zoning should be
established at LPP stage.

Whilst the SMUs identified form the top tier of
the employment hierarchy (page 77 of the DPS)
it does not diminish the value of other existing
zoned local employment sites, in terms of
providing a range and choice of sites for
different employment needs in accordance
with the SPPS. The RDS recognises the
importance of this site as a key location for
economic growth under SFG1 being connected
to public transport to support the drive to
provide a range of opportunities for job
creation.

The SPPS paragraph 6.94 states that Plans
should indicate through key site requirements,
the types of economic development that will be
acceptable and seek to avoid uses that would
have a detrimental impact on the environment
and/or residential amenity. It is therefore
considered important to set out now the KSRs
for these sites, rather than wait to LPP stage, as
this defines their direction as sites for
significant inward investment in accordance
with the SPPS.

NIEA seek assurance that natural heritage
features will be retained and enhanced. If
natural features are lost then mitigation should
be undertaken; and green and blue
infrastructure used to connect the
development.

The Council notes the comments, these are
matters which can be addressed by adherence
to the Key Site Requirements (KSRs) and
demonstration, through a development
proposal, of compliance with relevant
Operational Policy in the dPS, Part 2.

Invest NI refers to its POP submission
(paragraphs 36 and 37) in relation to KSRs and
the need to keep industrial/residential uses
separate; Council may wish to reflect further on
the balance of development types on SMU02

Invest NI refers to the KSRs not stipulating
minimum or maximum quanta for residential or
economic uses proposed on the
Purdysburn/Knockbracken site, this could result
in the residential use becoming predominant,
undermining potential strategic economic uses.

Invest NI raised in paragraph 36 of its POP
representation that industrial elements on
SMUO02 should remain separated from
residential uses. The Council considers the Key
Site Requirements (KSRs) associated with a
masterplan for this site, specifically KSR (j), the
provision of appropriate open space/landscape
buffers between uses to ensure no adverse
impact on amenity of residential occupiers,
addresses the separation issue raised.

In relation to the maximum/minimum quantum
of economic or residential use, the Council
considers KSR (h) to provide a sufficient degree
of flexibility for employment generating uses on
the site without being overly prescriptive, and
therefore it is not necessary to stipulate the
quantum of land for the uses considered to be
acceptable. All development proposals would
be subject to a master plan and consultation
with the relevant statutory consultees.
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Invest NI welcomes the allowance for B1(a)
office provision where demonstrated that a
proposal cannot be accommodated in Lisburn
City Centre.

The Council notes the comment but would
point out that there is no requirement currently
to demonstrate availability of B1(a) office
accommodation in Lisburn City Centre before
development at this site. The purpose of KSRs is
to provide clarity on the range of uses
acceptable, without the need for any sequential
test unless specified.
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Strategic Policy 12 Economic Development in the Countryside

There were three representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 12 Economic Development

in the Countryside.

Strategic Policy 12 by Respondent Type

m Agent

Respondents Received

Public Sector

Reference Number Respondent

DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)
DPS-039 Inaltus Limited on behalf of O'Kane Property Ltd
DPS-119 McCready Architects on behalf of individual

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE supports business growth outside
development limits where there are no suitable
sites available in Towns and Villages. These are
important for sustaining rural communities.
Proposals should be of appropriate scale and
not compromise rural character and the
environment

The Council notes the supportive comment.

Inaltus on behalf of O’Kane Property Ltd and
McCready Architects on behalf of an individual,
make representation on site specific portions of
land.

Inaltus seeks to redevelop existing industrial
land for mixed use (industrial and residential)
and considers SP12 endorses this. McCready
Architects seeks a small extension to industrial

The Council, while noting both representations,
does not consider these raise specific comment
on the basis/content of Strategic Policy SP12.

In relation to Inaltus comments provided, the
Council does not agree Strategic Policy SP12
Economic Development in the Countryside,
endorses mixed use redevelopment of an
existing industrial site. Neither the wording of
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lands as the dPS provides an imbalance of such
lands, favouring the largest settlement.

McCready Architects justifies limited economic
opportunities to help maintain family /
generational links and meet a demand across
the rural area of the dPS, strengthening
local/rural communities without impacting on
the countryside.

the policy or the J&A suggest such
endorsement. The appropriate mechanism to
propose the redevelopment of existing
industrial lands to alternate uses would be at
the Local Policies Plan stage or conversely
through the submission of a planning
application, assessed against all relevant
policies including Operational Policies set out in
Part 2 of the dPS.

McCready Architects’ representation, whilst
highlighting Strategic Policy SP12 (as well as
Operational Policy ED3 Expansion of an
Established Economic Development Use in the
Countryside) only quantifies it is unsound
because of a perception of imbalance between
rural/urban employment land provision which
is more appropriately addressed under the
Strategic Employment Allocation identified
under Strategic Policy SP11 Economic
Development in Settlements. No regard has
been given by the representation to the nearby
employment lands at Glenavy or Glenavy Road,
Moira (see dPS part 1 page 85, Table 5, GY05
and LNO7) which facilitate the rural population
at this location. Strategic Policy SP12 (and Part
2 Operational Policies) would be used to
consider such an extension to the existing
industrial site. However the issue of zoning site
specific land is considered a matter for the
Local Policies Plan stage.
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Strategic Policy 13 Mineral Development

There were seven representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 13 Mineral Development.

Strategic Policy 13 by Respondent Type

Public Sector m Other

Respondents

Reference Number Respondent

DPS-007 Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough Council
DPS-013 Antrim and Newtownabbey Borough Council

DPS-029 Minerals Products Association Northern Ireland
DPS-042 Conexpo (N.1.) Ltd

DPS-084 Ards and North Down Borough Council

DPS-092 Department for Economy (DfE)

DPS-109 Department for Infrastructure (Dfl)

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough
Council acknowledge SP13 recognises Areas of
High Scenic Value around Lough Neagh and
Portmore Lough that are particularly sensitive
to minerals development and may benefit from
further protection as an Area of Mineral
Constraint at LPP. However, SP19 at page 128
states these already designated areas will be
subject to review at LPP. ABC is unclear as to
the level and extent of protection that will be
afforded to the shared environmental at LPP.
As such there is a trans-boundary issue to

The Council notes the comment. Further cross
boundary engagement will be undertaken in the
preparation of the Local Policies Plan (LPP) stage.
It should be noted however that Lough Neagh
and Portmore Lough are afforded international
designation as a Special Protection Area and a
Ramsar. Areas of Mineral Constraint (provided in
draft BMAP) are a separate layer of constraint. If
designated at LPP stage, these would ‘overlay’
the existing SPA/Ramsar. This means that
conservation and sustainable use of these
wetlands and protection of bird species utilising
these sites takes precedence over potential
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which ABC seeks further engagement on the
matter.

minerals development. The Council is clear, that
given the level of protection afforded by the
international designations, addressing specific
designations including Areas of Mineral
Constraint, will be carried out during the
preparation of the LPP.

Antrim and Newtownabbey Borough Council
(ANBC) recognises the dPS notes the coal and
lignite reserve at Lough Neagh and around
Portmore Lough as 'a strategically significant
reserve albeit one that is highly unlikely to be
developed in the near future'.

ANBC points out that Policy MD4 (Operational
Policy in Part 2 of the dPS) allows exploitation
of valuable minerals to be considered on their
own merits. ANBC is therefore unclear if the
dPS will permit extraction of this reserve in the
lifetime of the Plan.

This differs from ANBC's position which restricts
extraction of this reserve until such times when
the environmental impacts of extraction are
known.

The Council notes that only a small portion of the
fossil fuel reserve is located within this Council
area. It is considered Strategic Policy SP13(a)
clearly sets out the Council’s position by
balancing the need for its exploitation against
safeguarding of the environment, taking account
of appropriate designations (Ramsar and SPA, see
above point). The J&A to which ANBC points is
significant in that it identifies the reserve is
unlikely to be developed in the near future. That
is the Council's position, which aligns with
Department for Economy (Geological Survey NI)
position on extraction of lignite. The Council
notes that ANBC is not dissimilar in its own LDP
policy position set out in SP9.3 and
corresponding operational policy DM 44.1 in that
extraction is not entirely ruled out, with
exceptions provided, along with a suggested
250m area where applications will be more
closely scrutinised.

The Council’s policy position set out in
Operational Policy MD4 Valuable Minerals aligns
with the SPPS policy position (paragraph 6.157) in
relation to valuable minerals. In consultation
with DfE, they confirmed the following “There is
currently a moratorium on lignite exploration and
development and consequently no application
would be accepted. Whilst there are existing
policy areas in place for the known lignite
reserves at Crumlin and Ballymoney, there is no
current information to support having a policy to
protect the lignite within the Lisburn and
Castlereagh City council area. Impacts on the
Crumlin policy area may need to be considered
given its proximity to the council boundary,
should there be any future development in the
area.”

As no definitive boundary has been drawn up by
ANBC (stating this will be done at LPP stage) the
Council would welcome further cross boundary
cooperation on this matter as part of developing
the LPP.
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Minerals Products Association Northern Ireland
and Conexpo (N.1.) Ltd believe SP13is a
balanced approach to minerals development as
it considers the need to safeguard mineral
resources through Mineral Safeguarding Areas.
They welcome the Council's recognition of the
industry's contribution to the regional economy
and job provision and that the industry
supports sustainable economic growth.
However, it is considered the dPS does not
appreciate the economic value the industry
makes to the Council's economy. Considers it
prudent that the dPS protects future expansion
of quarries by perhaps restricting other forms
of strategic development around existing sites
(possibly 700m zones). There needs to be clear
policy to protect sustainable future extraction.

The Council welcomes the endorsement of its
policy in relation to Mineral Safeguarding by the
overarching local industry body and one
operator. Collaboration with the Council will
improve its understanding of the contribution
minerals makes to the local and regional
economy. This can be bolstered by evidence to
come forward to, and then published by, DfE.
The Council considers that the LPP is the
appropriate stage to consider the Council's
position on Mineral Safeguarding Areas, to
reinforce operational policies MD4 and MD6.

The LPP is also the appropriate stage to consider
Mineral Safeguarding Areas against protection
and conservation of the natural and historic
environment (operational policies MD1
Environmental Protection and MD3 Areas of
Mineral Constraint.)

The Council would welcome further engagement
with the industry body on this matter and as part
of developing the LPP.

Ards and North Down Borough Council (ANDBC)
notes data gathering by DfE to enable an
evidence based approach to regional mineral
safeguarding and that certain sensitive areas
may benefit from Areas of Mineral Constraint.
However, cross boundary issues may cause
impacts upon quarrying in their Borough.
Reference is made to two Landscape Character
Areas in LCCC's Countryside Assessment
Technical Supplement (Castlereagh Plateau
95/96 and Craigantlet 102/104), which are
considered sensitive to mineral development
and within which quarry development should
be avoided. These LCAs are close to
established quarries in ANDBC area and as such
the dPS appears to be at odds with Soundness
tests C4 and CE2 because no regard has been
given to these operations.

The Council notes these comments of the
neighbouring council. Going forward, cross
boundary working should help establish future
designations as part of the Local Policies Plan
(LPP), taking account of SP13 Mineral
Development, which commits the Council to
balancing mineral development whilst
safeguarding the environment, taking account of
appropriate designations. The LCAs are not an
"allocation’ (or designation) as the representation
suggests, but are used to inform future
designations which would be subject to
consultation through the LPP, such as ‘Mineral
Safeguarding Areas’ (see Operational Policy MD6)
or ‘Areas of Mineral Constraint’ (see Operational
Policy MD3).

ANDBC has yet to form its own minerals policy
but its preferred option on minerals, Option 31c
(page 173), is a 'policy led approach....based on
their merits, with the identification of protection
areas for existing quarries to allow appropriate
expansion.' On page 174; 'proposals for mineral
development assessed against a criteria based
policy. The policy would take account of a number
of factors such as landscape character, residential
amenity, safety and impact on the built and
natural environment. This approach would
therefore allow for protection of the landscape
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assets of the Borough whilst ensuring valuable
economic mineral resources are available for
future extraction, by identification of appropriate
buffers around existing quarries to avoid
prejudicing their future expansion.' The Council
does not consider there is conflict between
Strategic Policy 13 Mineral Development and the
contents of ANDBC's POP. It is presumed that
any future development to quarries on the
ANDBC side of this Council’s boundary, will be
considered in light of an LCA review carried out
by that Council (ANDBC) as part of developing its
draft Plan Strategy. The LCA undertaken by this
Council, applies to development within the
Lisburn & Castlereagh City Council area only.
Without ANDBC presenting robust evidence of
any impacts to its existing quarrying sites it is not
considered that a conflict will exist between the
LDPs of the two adjoining Councils. The Council
would welcome further cross boundary
cooperation on this matter and as part of
developing the LPP.

DfE welcomes the balanced approach,
recognising the economic need for minerals
against the need to safeguard the environment.

The Council welcomes the supportive comments.

Dfl welcomes that SP13 aligns with regional
policy and the strategic objectives set out in the
SPPS (paragraph 6.152, page 76). Dfl is unclear
whether existing areas described as at risk from
minerals development are already covered by
existing Areas of Constraint on Mineral
Development (ACMD) and/or Areas of Mineral
Safeguarding. Dfl acknowledges that further
work will come forward on this matter at LPP.

Dfl is also unclear if the identified lignite
reserve falls under operational policy MD4
(Valuable Minerals) in Part 2 of the dPS.

The Council notes the comments regarding
alignment with regional policy. The process of
identifying ‘Areas of Mineral Constraint’ or ‘Areas
of Mineral Safeguarding’ will occur at LPP stage in
conjunction with DfE as the statutory
consultation body. Until such times the extant
LDPs for the Council area remain in force,
including mineral designations, and those within
BMAP (pre and post adoption) remain material to
any planning decisions. See Part 1 of dPS, page
16 for details of transitional arrangements and
page 24 for details of existing LDPs.

In relation to the query regarding whether Lignite
is a valuable mineral and if this would fall under
the consideration of operational policy MD4, the
Council has consulted with DfE on this matter,
and can confirm that it is recognised as a valuable
mineral and therefore subject to this operational

policy.
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C: A VIBRANT PLACE

Strategic Policy 14 Town Centres, Retailing and Other Uses

There were eighteen representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 14 Town Centres,
Retailing and Other Uses.

Strategic Policy 14 by Respondent Type

m Agent Public Sector Voluntary mOther

Respondents

Reference Number Respondent
DPS-009 Department of Justice (DoJ)
DPS-010 Argiva Ltd
DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)
DPS-021 Individual
DPS-036 Inaltus Limited on behalf of Drumkeen Holdings Ltd
DPS-037 Inaltus Limited

on behalf of LCC Group Ltd
DPS-038 Inaltus Limited on behalf of Limo Properties Ltd
DPS-041 Belfast City Council
DPS-057 Department for Communities (DfC)
DPS-061 Fleming Mounstephen Planning

on behalf of Central Craigavon Ltd
DPS-064 Invest Northern Ireland
DPS-066 One20ne Planning

on behalf of Forestside Acquisitions Ltd
DPS-081 Fleming Mounstephen Planning

on behalf of Henderson Group
DPS-090 Dundonald Green Belt Association
DPS-094 TSA Planning

on behalf of New River
DPS-099 Carryduff Regeneration Forum
DPS-109 Department for Infrastructure (Dfl)
DPS-125 Company
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Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

DoJ supports the policy in relation to
safety and attracting people and
investment.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

Argiva Ltd supports SP14.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

NIHE strongly welcomes the policy to
promote a town centre first approach in
accordance with regional policy.
Supportive of designation of district and
local centres (retail hierarchy).

NIHE wants specific reference in SP14 to
living over the shops.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

The Council notes the comment but does
not consider this requirement necessary
within Strategic Policy SP14 Town Centres,
Retailing and Other Uses. Such use is
permitted by Operational Policy HOU1
(page 12, Part 2 of dPS).

One representation from an individual
states that the Retail Capacity Study
found that Carryduff was predicted to be
a future market of modest additions to
the convenience retail offer, rather than
comparison retail opportunities. This is
disagreed with and the modification
proposed is to increase the size of
Carryduff Town Centre. Therefore SP14
is unsound.

The Council notes the representation but is
content that the evidence provided in the
Retail Capacity Study (Technical
Supplement 5) is sound. The
representation directly refers to SP14
Town Centres, Retailing and Other Uses
however the Council considers that the
modification proposed (to increase the size
of Carryduff Town Centre) is a matter for
consideration at LPP stage.

Inaltus on behalf of Drumkeen Holdings
Ltd comment on the following:
Forestside District Centre is an important
part of the Retail Hierarchy and will be
promoted as a location to accommodate
retail need as identified in the Retail
Capacity Study. The robustness of the
methodology used in the RCS is
challenged, specifically the trading
pattern of the DC and the Council’s
figures compared to the previous report
(Collier’s) for the previous plan.

Suggest the following amendment: SP14
needs to allow the future growth of
Forestside District Centre for
convenience and comparison goods and
the Drumkeen Retail Park be included
within the district centre this needs to be
considered as a strategic issue in the
DPS.

The Retail Capacity Study (RCS) Technical
Supplement 5, states that Forestside
District Centre would support modest
additions to the comparison retail offer.
The RCS endorses the expansion of the
District Centre boundary to include
Drumkeen Retail Park. However, the
Council considers that this issue is a matter
for LPP stage and is not, as the
representation suggests, a strategic matter
that should be addressed in the dPS.

The Council is content with the evidence
provided in the RCS and is satisfied that the
district centre is appropriately defined. Any
alteration can be considered at LPP stage
on the available evidence.
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Inaltus on behalf of two clients comment
on the following: Support the broad
aspirations of SP14 where development
proposals in Sprucefield are supported,
provided they comply with the Key Site
Requirements. Both representations
have issues with the KSRs in SMUO3
which are referred to in b) of SP14. No
modification to SP14 is suggested within
either submission.

Concerns with the maximum floor space
permitted. Maximum floorspace would
result in fettering innovative and
significant investment at Sprucefield. The
Council’s figure of 50,000 square metres
relies on the now cancelled English
Planning Policy Statement 6, which found
out of centre shopping centres to be
generally over 50,000 square metres. It
does not state regional shopping centres
should be up to or at a maximum of
50,000 square metres.

The Council notes this supportive
comment. In relation to the Key Site
Requirements for Sprucefield, these are
addressed under Strategic Policy SMUO3
Sprucefield.

The Council notes this comment.

Policy SMUO3 allows up to a maximum of
50,000 sgm gross leisure and retail floor
space in addition to the existing floorspace.
The Council having carried out its Retail
Capacity Study (Technical Supplement 5)
has developed a sound rationale for this
figure, and does not rely on the cancelled
PPS6.

Further detail is provided under Strategic
Policy SMUO3 Sprucefield Regional
Shopping Centre.

Belfast City Council and Fleming
Mounstephen Planning on behalf of
Central Craigavon Ltd, state that SP14
policy stance is incompatible and
contradictory in seeking to promote
retailing and other uses in city and town
centres, but also support Sprucefield due
to its regional status in accordance with
key site requirements (KSRs). It makes
operational policy at cross purposes with
itself as a result. Sprucefield is de facto a
town centre and in contravention of the
sequential approach.

The Council has identified that Sprucefield
sits outwith the retail hierarchy and is dealt
with under its own Strategic Policy SMUOQ3.
The Council proposes for clarity, as a
focussed change, to remove criteria (b)
from SP14, page 96, as follows:
) : ol . ; .
: . iy g .

. ! Sl Lo : '
(Ref: FC2 Focussed Changes Schedule)

*See also proposed new criteria b) below
under One20ne Planning.

The RDS 2035 retains Sprucefield’s status
as a regional out-of-town shopping centre
(SFG1, page 54). To say it is operating as a
‘town centre’ is factually incorrect as its
regional shopping role is demonstrated
through specific KSRs (further detail is
provided under Strategic Policy SMUQ3).
Strategic Policy SP14 Town Centres,
Retailing and Other Uses separates the
retailing hierarchy including town centres
from Sprucefield. Following the focussed
change referred to above, the policy will
not be contradictory as it has been
specifically separated to facilitate growth
in both locations. The sequential test
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applies to the retailing hierarchy and
Operational Policy (TC1) is therefore not
considered incompatible or at cross
purposes with Strategic Policy SP14.

DfC whilst not specifically mentioning
SP14 suggests a correction is required on
page 94 of chapter 4 in relation to the
Laganbank Quarter Comprehensive
Development Scheme, being in draft
form only. Otherwise, the DPS is
considered sound.

The Council welcomes the comment and
acknowledges that the scheme was never
formally adopted. The Council proposes to
amend reference to the Laganbank Quarter
Comprehensive Development Scheme
(page 99) as follows:

“Laganbank Quarter Comprehensive
Development Scheme 2015 (Draft).”

(Ref: see Typo List)

Invest NI welcome support for
development proposals within city and
town centres; state it is important to get
a balance of uses including those linked
to employment such as offices. They also
support the recommendations of the
Office Capacity Study and the flexibility it
suggests in relation to existing
settlements and office potential at
Forestside.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

One20ne Planning on behalf of
Forestside Acquisitions Ltd comment that
the DPS and SP14 fail to recognise the
value and promote the District Centre of
Forestside. Unsound on two counts due
to SPPS paragraph 6.277, i.e. there are
no appropriate policies that make it clear
which uses are permitted in the
hierarchy of centres and other locations;
and unclear regarding the factors that
will be taken into account for decision
taking.

The Council refers to the district centre
under the heading ‘The Retail Hierarchy’
(page 97). The Council accepts that it
would be beneficial for clarity to make
reference to District and Local Centres
under Strategic Policy SP14 Town Centres,
Retailing and Other Uses.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a minor
change, to amend criteria b) of Strategic
Policy SP14, page 96, as follows:

“b) support the role of District and Local
Centres.”

(Ref: MC4 Minor Changes Schedule )

In relation to villages and small settlements
it is considered that the text on page 98
deals sufficiently with their role and
function in the hierarchy. Other matters in
relation to the soundness of TC1 Town
Centre, Retailing and Other Uses, and TC4
District and Local Centres, are commented
upon under that specific Operational
Policy.

Fleming Mounstephen on behalf of
Henderson Group query the omission of
local centres from SP14. Modifications
proposed: SP14 should be changed to
include support for local, neighbourhood

As per the comment above, the Council
accepts that it would be beneficial for
clarity to make reference to District and
Local Centres.
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retailing; the Hierarchy should be
changed to include reference to local,
neighbourhood retailing.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a minor
change, to amend criteria b) of Strategic
Policy SP14, page 96, as follows:

“b) support the role of District and Local
Centres.”

(Ref: MC4 Minor Changes Schedule)

Neighbourhood centres are a feature of
the Development Management process
and therefore sit outwith the retailing
hierarchy. Such centres may be required as
a Key Site Requirement to meet an
identified local need or may be acceptable
in accordance with policies HOU2
Protection of Land Zoned for Housing and
TC6 Petrol Filling Stations and Roadside
Service Facilities.

Dundonald Green Belt Association did
not specifically comment on SP14
however state that the status of
Dundonald (as a Town Centre) is a
strategic issue and impacts on the
application of SP14.

The Council notes the comment, however
is content with its approach outlined in the
dPS. The consideration of any proposed
town centre boundary relating to
Dundonald is a matter for the LPP stage.
Should a boundary be defined to include
Dundonald within the hierarchy (such as a
new Town Centre) this strategic policy
would apply retrospectively.

TSA Planning on behalf of New River
provides background information;
challenges facing the retailing sector;
consideration of Strategic Policies SP14,
SP15 and SMUO3; followed by a
conclusion which states they consider
the dPS Strategic Policies referred to
above, to be sound.

Full support is given to retain Sprucefield
as a Regional Shopping Centre.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments.

Carryduff Regeneration Forum did not
specifically mention SP14, however
direct reference is made concerning
challenges around the regeneration of
Carryduff Town Centre; and reiterate the
strategic importance of the shopping
centre and the future regeneration
opportunities including primary retail
frontages and public spaces. They
consider the plan sound.

The Council notes these supportive
comments and can confirm that SP14 Town
Centres, Retailing and Other Uses assists in
promoting regeneration of Carryduff Town
Centre. Issues regarding the defining of
primary retail frontages and public spaces
are considered a matter for the Local
Policies Plan.

Dfl comment that the retail hierarchy
(Figure 5, page 97 of the dPS) indicates
district and local centres at differing
levels of the hierarchy, whereas

The Council notes this comment and (as
stated previously) accepts that it would be
beneficial for clarity to make reference to
District and Local Centres.
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Operational Policy does not reflect the
differing levels.

Consider impact of parking strategies on
retailing.

Criteria (a) takes account of the regional
strategic objectives (town centre first
approach). Unclear if there is a hierarchy
within this policy with preference given
to other centres over Sprucefield. They
suggest this needs clarified as there is
ambiguity. Sprucefield omitted from
hierarchy.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a minor
change, to amend criteria b) of Strategic
Policy SP14, page 96, as follows:

“b) support the role of District and Local
Centres.”

(Ref: MC4 Minor Changes Schedule)

Operational policy for District and Local
Centres is contained in TC4 which
corresponds with the SPPS approach
outlined in paragraph 6.276.

The Council notes the comment however
considers that the issue of car parking is
best addressed jointly (with the Council,
Dfl and other key stakeholders) through
the Local Transport Plan, to be developed
as part of the LPP.

The RDS 2035 retains the status of
Sprucefield as a regional out-of-town
shopping centre (SFG1, page 54). The
retail hierarchy presented in Figure 5, page
97 of the dPS, is reflective of paragraph
6.281 of the SPPS which sets out the
sequential approach, and which also
excludes reference to any regional
shopping centre. The Strategic Mixed Use
Designation SMUOQ3 addresses the role of
Sprucefield as a regional shopping centre
which is demonstrated through its Key Site
Requirements (KSRs). Part 2 of the dPS,
operational policy TC1 Town Centre,
Retailing and Other Uses, footnote 21,
page 56, specifically states that Sprucefield
is not part of the retailing hierarchy.
Therefore it is considered that as the SPPS
is silent in relation to Sprucefield, the dPS
sets out a clear Strategic Policy which is
delivered through KSRs provided under
Strategic Policy SMUOQ3.

A representation received from a
Company comments that SP14 is too
restrictive and does not allow Carryduff
the room to expand.

The Council is of the opinion SP14 is sound,
however it is considered that the issue of
an expanded Town Centre boundary
designation should be addressed at the LPP
stage.
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Strategic Policy 15 Evening/Night-Time Economy

There were four representations received in respect of Strategic Policy 15 Evening/Night-Time

Economy.
Strategic Policy 15 by Respondent Type
3
mAgent  Public Sector
Respondents
Reference Number | Respondent
DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)
DPS-064 Invest NI
DPS-084 Ards and North Down Borough Council
DPS-094 TSA Planning on behalf of New River

Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

NIHE welcome this strategic policy; they note
that an evening and night time economy can
lead to regeneration of neighbouring areas
through city centre living. It can also regenerate
previously unused buildings.

They make comment on any conversions to
residential use providing suitable, good quality
and safe homes with adequate space
standards. Such residential areas (city centre)
will have access to all appropriate services and
open space. Environmental improvements, high
quality urban design and pedestrian friendly
areas will encourage city centre living.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.

The Council notes the comments made and
emphasise that all the Operational Policies in
particular HOU1-HOU12 inclusive, apply to
developments in the city centre.

Invest NI links this Strategic Policy to economic
growth. They concur with the comments on
page 82 (Local Employment Sites) around the
importance of providing for a range and type of

The Council welcomes the supportive
comments. City and Town centres provide
valuable opportunities for business and
employment due to their role and function.
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business and employment opportunity sites
across the council.

Ards and North Down Borough Council suggest
there is tension with regard to the promotion
of regeneration of city and towns, the support
for towns and villages and the promotion of
such places as the main location for growing
the evening and night —time economy, when
set against policy SMUOQ3 Sprucefield. They
require more evidence in relation to the
promotion of Sprucefield as an out of town
location for non-retail in competition with city
and town centres. The exclusion of Sprucefield
from the retail hierarchy is to the detriment of
town centres.

The Council disagrees with the assertion made.
Strategic Policy SP15 Evening/Night-time
Economy, refers to encouraging the
evening/night-time economy within City and
Town Centres. The focus is very much on
developing vibrant city and town centres, and
nowhere within the policy does it refer to
SMUO03 Sprucefield Regional Shopping Centre.

The potential uses at Sprucefield Regional
Shopping Centre are provided as Key Site
Requirements (KSRs) and as stated under
SMUO03 (a) would consist of a 50/50 mix of
retailing and leisure/recreation uses. This mix
of uses to provide a “Retail Destination” is
supported further in the Retail Capacity Study,
Technical Supplement 5. Given that an upper
cap has been placed on both types of use, it is
considered that this level of development
complements and supports a growing
evening/night time economy in the City and
Town Centres rather than compete with it.

TSA Planning on behalf of New River, whilst not
providing any specific comment in relation to
the evening/night time economy, state that it
considers Strategic Policy SP15 to be sound.

The Council welcomes the supportive
comment.
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SMUO03 Sprucefield Regional Shopping Centre

There were twelve representations received in respect of Strategic Mixed Use Designation 03
Sprucefield Regional Shopping Centre.

SMUO03 by Respondent Type

mAgent  Public Sector

Respondents
Reference Number | Respondent
DPS-006 Translink
DPS-007 Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough Council
DPS-012 Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE)
DPS-018 Les Ross Planning
DPS-037 Inaltus Limited
on behalf of LCC Group Ltd
DPS-038 Inaltus Limited
on behalf of Limo Properties Ltd
DPS-041 Belfast City Council
DPS-043 Less Ross Planning
on behalf of Corbo Ltd
DPS-061 Fleming Mounstephen
on behalf of Central Craigavon Ltd
DPS-084 Ards and North Down Borough Council
DPS-094 TSA on behalf of New River
DPS-109 Department for Infrastructure (Df)

124



Council Consideration of Issues Raised

Main Issue(s) Raised

Council Consideration

Translink provide a general comment that
Strategic Mixed Use developments identified
within the strategy are in areas already
experiencing high levels of traffic congestion. It
suggests that extensive mitigation by way of
modal shift to sustainable transport, will be
necessary if these developments are to be
sustainable.

The Council agrees with the comment provided
and would point out that Key Site Requirement
(e) of Strategic Mixed Use Designation SMUOQ3
has made provision for this and it is also
expanded upon in the J&A. The Council would
encourage further dialogue with Translink and
Dfl in the development of the emerging BMTP
and Local Transport Plan to accompany the
Local Policies Plan.

Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Borough
Council notes Sprucefield has not been defined
within a network and hierarchy of retail
centres.

Due consideration has not been given to the
impact on town centres within its area and seek
clarification on how the Regional Shopping
Centre aligns with the regional direction to
secure a town centre approach for the location
of future retailing.

The RDS 2035 retains the status of Sprucefield
as a regional out-of-town shopping centre
(SFG1, page 54). The retail hierarchy presented
in Figure 5, page 97 of the dPS, is reflective of
paragraph 6.281 of the SPPS which sets out the
sequential approach that also excludes
reference to any regional shopping centre. The
Strategic Mixed Use Designation SMUO3
addresses the role of Sprucefield as a regional
shopping centre which is demonstrated
through its Key Site Requirements (KSRs).
Paragraph 6.283 of the SPPS refers to major
retail developments and sets a Retail Impact
Assessment (RIA) threshold of 1000 square
metres for applications for retail or town centre
developments which are not proposed in a
town centre location. This is reflected in SMUO3
(c). Operational policy TC1 Town Centre,
Retailing and Other Uses, footnote 21,
specifically states that Sprucefield is not part of
the retailing hierarchy. Therefore it is
considered that as the SPPS is silent in relation
to Sprucefield, the dPS sets out a clear Strategic
Policy which is delivered through KSRs provided
under Strategic Policy SMUO3.

The aim of these KSRs are to protect the
retailing centres not only within the Lisburn &
Castlereagh City Council area, but also other
retailing centres including those of
neighbouring councils.

NIHE supports a town centre first approach and
would like the LDP to restrict further
development that could harm other town
centres. NIHE would like to see an agreed
approach to Sprucefield with other councils as
the effect of this policy will be experienced
beyond the LCCC area.

The town centre first approach is fully retained
in the retail hierarchy as set out in Figure 5,
page 97 of the dPS and in Operational Policies
TC1 to TC5. Likewise, the dPS sets out a clear
Strategic Policy for Sprucefield which is
delivered through KSRs provided under
Strategic Policy SMUOQ3. The aim of these KSRs
is to protect the retailing centres, not only
within the Lisburn & Castlereagh City Council
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area but other retailing centres including those
of neighbouring councils.

Whilst consultation on the dPS is an essential
feature, there is no requirement to seek
agreement on the full range of issues identified,
and where disagreement arises it is the role of
the Independent Examination (IE) to determine
if the Plan has been sound in its approach.

Les Ross Planning comments that new retail
development at Sprucefield would harm
existing retail centres and is contrary to the
Regional Strategic policy which seeks to limit
the growth of town centre uses in out of town
locations.

Suggest the following amendment: Policy
SMUO03 should be removed together with all
other references to the concept of facilitating
additional growth at Sprucefield.

The RDS 2035 retains the status of Sprucefield
as a regional out-of-town shopping centre
(SFG1, page 54). The retail hierarchy presented
in Figure 5, page 97 of the dPS, is reflective of
paragraph 6.281 of the SPPS which sets out the
sequential approach that also excludes
reference to any regional shopping centre. The
Strategic Mixed Use Designation SMUO3
addresses the role of Sprucefield as a regional
shopping centre which is demonstrated
through its Key Site Requirements (KSRs).
Paragraph 6.283 of the SPPS refers to major
retail developments and sets a Retail Impact
Assessment (RIA) threshold of 1000 square
metres for applications for retail or town centre
developments which are not proposed in a
town centre location. This is reflected in SMUO3
(c). Operational policy TC1 Town Centre,
Retailing and Other Uses (dPS Part 2, page 56),
footnote 21, specifically states that Sprucefield
is not part of the retailing hierarchy. Therefore
it is considered that as the SPPS is silent in
relation to Sprucefield, the dPS sets out a clear
Strategic Policy which is delivered through KSRs
provided under Strategic Policy SMUOQ3.

The aim of these KSRs are to protect the
retailing centres not only within the Lisburn &
Castlereagh City Council area, but also other
retailing centres including those of
neighbouring councils.

Removal of the strategic policy is considered
unsound and is not substantiated by any
evidence. The dPS, using the evidence
provided, fairly and reasonably defines its
regional role which is absent from regional
policy documents.

Inaltus on behalf of LCC group and Limo
Properties Ltd question the maximum
floorspace restriction as it will limit innovative
and significant investment opportunities.

The Council disagrees with the assertion that
the floor space restriction will limit investment.
Criteria (a) places a cap of up to a maximum of
25,000 square metres gross external floor space
for retail uses as defined by Class A of the
Planning Use Classes Order 2015.
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They suggest for various reasons that there is
no policy basis to curtail growth of Sprucefield
in the manner SMUO3 proposes.

Suggest the following amendments:

Remove reference to maximum floor space.
Reword SMUQS3 to allow an adequate level of
floorspace to reflect Sprucefield’s regional
shopping centre status. In the region of 50,000
sgm of external floorspace may be appropriate,
however this can be exceeded should a need be
demonstrated. This level of floorspace can be
used for retail and non-retail uses.

Car showrooms will be permitted as part of the
overall floorspace highlighted in criteria a).
Increase the footprint of Sprucefield’s
boundary to include additional lands to the
south east to allow future development.

The overall gross floorspace at Sprucefield for
both comparison and convenience is currently
44,750m?2 (Table 4.8 Convenience floorspace
and Table 6.8 Comparison Floorspace, Technical
Supplement 5 Retail Capacity Study).

The Council proposes for clarity, as a minor
change, to amend the figure (based on accurate
figures presented in Table 4.8 and Table 6.8 of
Technical Supplement 5 Retail Capacity Study)
in the J&A, page 104, as follows:

“Sprucefield has approximately 65,800 44,750
square metres of existing gross external retail
floorspace...”

(Ref: MC5 Minor Changes Schedule)

The inclusion of the submission of a Retail
Impact Assessment in accordance with regional
policy under SMUO3 (c) again will examine the
impacts of any development proposal on the
wider retail sector. This in no way restricts the
potential for investment on the site and the
Council would suggest that by applying the
KSRs outlined, that the uses on the site are
managed appropriately in recognition of its
regional role.

The Council acknowledge that no regional
direction is provided on Sprucefield by the
Department and the SPPS is silent in this
regard. In the absence of such direction, the
Council sought advice and as a result recognise
it is the purpose of the Plan to define the role
and function of Sprucefield as a regional
shopping centre. Based on the evidence
provided, the regional role is specified in
SMUOQ3 which is absent from regional policy
documents. This is in accordance with its
designated status in the RDS 2035.

For the reasons outlined above, the Council
would not consider the proposed modifications
to be sound or evidentially based. The
proposed KSRs address the future development
on the site to manage it in a way which fulfils its
regional role, as identified in the RDS 2035.

Belfast City Council express concerns relating to
the future development of Sprucefield,
direction should be provided by the Strategic
Planning Authority. A quote from the BMAP
inquiry is provided to support that view.

The Council acknowledge that no regional
direction is provided on Sprucefield by the
Department and the SPPS is silent in this
regard. In the absence of such direction, the
Council sought advice and as a result recognise
it is the purpose of the Plan to define the role
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The unrestricted retail role conflicts with the
RDS 2035 for precautionary approach to future
major retail development proposals based on
the likely risk of having adverse impacts on the
city centre shopping area of Belfast.

The policy is at odds with the town centre first
approach as recommended in the SPPS. It
elevates the regional centre to town centre
status by not including it in the retail hierarchy.
It will undermine Belfast City Council’s
approach to its retail hierarchy given the
potential to adversely impact the viability of
Belfast City Centre and its network of centres.

Belfast City Council also submitted an
addendum to policy SMUO3:

Questioned the impact of the policy and the
Scenarios which are included in the Retail Study
which are the evidence for the Policy.

and function of Sprucefield as a regional
shopping centre. Based on the evidence
provided, the regional role is specified in
SMUO03 which is absent from regional policy
documents. This is in accordance with its
designated status in the RDS 2035.

The Council disagrees with this unsubstantiated
point of unrestricted retail. Strategic Policy
SMUO03 places a cap of up to a maximum of
25,000m2 gross external floor space for retail
uses as defined by Class A of the Planning Use
Classes Order 2015.

The overall gross floorspace at Sprucefield for
both comparison and convenience is 44,750m?
as outlined in_Table 4.8 Convenience
floorspace, Table 6.8 Comparison Floorspace
and Technical Supplement 5 Retail Capacity
Study.

The Council proposes for clarity, as a minor
change, to amend the figure (based on accurate
figures presented in Table 4.8 and Table 6.8 of
Technical Supplement 5 Retail Capacity Study)
in the J&A, page 104, as follows:

“Sprucefield has approximately 65,600 44,750
square metres of existing gross external retail
floorspace...”

(Ref: MC5 Minor Changes Schedule)

The inclusion of a Retail Impact Assessment
with any planning application in accordance
with regional policy will examine the impacts of
any future development proposal.

The town centre first approach is fully retained
within the retail hierarchy as set out in Figure 5,
page 97 of the dPS and in Operational Policies
TC1 to TC5. This is reflective of paragraph 6.281
of the SPPS which sets out the sequential
approach, and which also excludes reference to
any regional shopping centre.

The Strategic Mixed Use Designation SMUO03
addresses the role of Sprucefield as a regional
shopping centre which is demonstrated
through its Key Site Requirements (KSRs).
Paragraph 6.283 of the SPPS refers to major
retail developments and sets a Retail Impact
Assessment (RIA) threshold of 1000m2 for
applications for retail or town centre
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Like for like comparisons with Sprucefield are
too simplistic as bench-marks going forward.

developments which are not proposed in a
town centre location. This is reflected in SMUO3
KSR (c). Operational policy TC1 Town Centre,
Retailing and Other Uses, footnote 21,
specifically states that Sprucefield is not part of
the retailing hierarchy. Therefore it is
considered that as the SPPS is silent in relation
to Sprucefield, the dPS sets out a clear Strategic
Policy which is delivered through KSRs of
Strategic Policy SMU03.

The aim of these KSRs are to protect the
retailing centres not only within the Council
area, and other retailing centres including those
located in neighbouring councils.

The Council is content the figures, as presented
within the Retail Capacity Study are accurate
and reflect the level of anticipated growth for
Sprucefield under Scenario 2 (outlined on page
30-32, Technical Supplement 5).

The growth anticipated at Sprucefield is not
considered to be unreasonable, given the
regional catchment it serves. The population of
Northern Ireland was recorded as 1.882 million
in 2018 (NISRA).

Applicants must provide a retail impact
assessment if the proposal exceeds 1000mz, in
accordance with the SPPS. This is considered to
be a sound approach for dealing with any
application and clearly determines the level of
potential impact.

The Council accepts that not all the comparison
examples cited in its study provide a like-for-
like comparison, but they are a useful indicator
that out of town shopping centres, significantly
greater in size than Sprucefield, are common in
other parts of the UK. The example in Table 2
which is not referred to by BCC, i.e. Braehead,
is not dissimilar to Sprucefield scenario. It is
located five miles from Glasgow city centre
(population of approx. 600,000 comparable to
the 2011 Census figure for the Belfast
Metropolitan Area) and offering a 1.2 million
population catchment in greater Glasgow.2 This
is comparable to the population catchment

2 Source Intugroup.co.uk
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Belfast City Council question the figures in the
Retail study on floor space.

Belfast City Council questions the KSR in
relation to minimum unit size and restriction on
the type of good sold (bulky durable goods

only).

source indicated in the representation for
Belfast of 1.25 million. However, the facility at
Braehead offers 105,000m? floorspace,
compared to the much more modestly aligned
total potential of 69,750m? retail floorspace at
Sprucefield. The Council remains of the opinion
that the policy requirements stipulated under
SMUOQ3 and the cap of 25,000mz gross retalil
floor space, prevents any negative impacts on
adjoining centres in the catchment area as they
will be subject to thorough assessment at the
planning application stage.

The Council agrees with BCC comment under
Addendum point (c) that the figure on page 104
of the dPS is incorrect. The reference to
65,000m2 (which stemmed from the
Department for Infrastructure’s GL Hearn
report for the SPPS on retailing) will be
amended to reflect this more accurate figure.
The Council proposes for clarity, as a minor
change, to amend the figure (based on accurate
figures presented in Table 4.8 and Table 6.8 of
Technical Supplement 5 Retail Capacity Study)
in the J&A, page 104, as follows:

“Sprucefield has approximately 65,600 44,750
square metres of existing gross external retail
floorspace...”

(Ref: MC5 Minor Changes Schedule)

The Council confirms that when added to the
existing floorspace of 44,750mz, the total
potential of retailing floor space at Sprucefield
Regional Shopping Centre, is 69,750m?2. The
impacts of any development at Sprucefield will
be assessed through the submission of a retail
impact assessment, see SMUO3 (b) and applies
to all development regardless of its scale or
size.

In addition, the ‘needs assessment’ in Policy
SMUO3 (c) requires the applicant to
demonstrate that there is a need for further
development in this designated area, where
proposals exceed 1000m2 gross external area
which is not being met by existing facilities: as a
general rule, such need must be demonstrated
if permission for the development is to be
granted.
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Minimum floorspace requirement and
preclusion of subdivision of units: The PAC
were sceptical of the rationale for the 3,000m?2
minimum size floor space for units. The public
inquiry report into draft BMAP paragraph 6.4.8
states:

“The plan states a minimum unit size of
6000m?. The Department amended this to
3000m? in their evidence. The justification for
this limit was not explained other than to
distinguish Sprucefield from other out of town
shopping centres. It is clear that this distinction
arises from its role as a RSC. This restriction was
not suggested in the recommendations of the
Retail Study or Update. The point was made
that there are very few operators who require
this larger unit size. The main such operator is
IKEA and they have built their Northern Ireland
store at Holywood Exchange. We consider that
to introduce the floorspace restriction proposed
in the light of no discernable demand would not
enhance the centre nor allow it to fulfil its
stated potential as a regional centre.”

The Council concurs with the view of the PAC.
In defining the role of Sprucefield, and as
demonstrated through the supporting Retail
Capacity Study, floor space is restricted to
25,000mz2 retailing and 25,000m2 leisure use. It
is not considered necessary to define the floor
space as there is no justifiable reason to do so.
The KSRs and requirement of a Retail Impact
Assessment (RIA) will assess each individual
proposals impact on the catchment area.

The PAC considered that a restriction to bulky
goods would not enhance Sprucefield’s role as
aregional centre. The public inquiry report into
draft BMAP set out clearly that the restriction
on the type of goods to be sold is not a matter
to be considered in the Plan. Paragraph 6.4.6 of
the Public Local Inquiry Report on the Strategic
Plan Framework states:

“The recommendation of the Retail Study was
that Sprucefield should be allowed to grow in
floorspace terms to at least 75,000m? and that
this should be restricted to the retailing of bulky
comparison goods only. The Department has
adopted this recommendation. The bulky goods
restriction relates to a fundamental
characteristic of the centre to which there is no
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reference in either PPS5 or draft PPS 5. Such a
restriction on the type of retailing to be
permitted in one of the three RSCs is clearly a
regional matter and should have been made
explicit in regional policy (i.e. draft PPS 5). In the
absence of any such reference in regional
policy, the restrictions now proposed through
BMAP would have the effect of fundamentally
changing the nature of the designation and are
not appropriate for introduction through the
development plan process.”

Furthermore, paragraph 6.4.8 states:

“The requirement for bulky goods retailing
seems to be a measure to protect town centres.
Yet proposals would have to meet the tests in
paragraph 39 of PPS 5, in any event. This
requirement is advanced at a time when future
policy as set out in draft PPS5 appears to
moving away from separate consideration of
retail warehouses and bulky goods retailing. It
is difficult to see how more of this type of
retailing will enhance Sprucefield as a regional
centre.”

The Council points out that the total potential
of Sprucefield identified through the dPS is
69,750m2, which is more than 5,000m2 below
the Department’s previous adopted position.
The Council further considers that in light of the
above, it is inappropriate for the Plan to place a
restriction on the selling of bulky goods only,
and there is no requirement in the SPPS for
such restrictions in any Regional Shopping
Centre. The Retail Capacity Study identifies
that goods should be ‘largely comparison’, as
there is a restricted market for convenience.
This criteria is considered to be sound in
relation to the type of goods to be provided at
Sprucefield. Comparison goods are defined in
the Glossary of Part 2 Operational Policies.

The dPS, in identifying the role of Sprucefield as
a regional shopping centre, supports a mix of
retailing and leisure uses, the overall quantum
of additional retailing being confined to
25,000m2.

Les Ross Planning on behalf of Corbo Ltd
comments they have an issue with Key Site
Requirements and should be amended as
follows;

The PAC considered that a restriction to bulky
goods would not enhance Sprucefield’s role as
aregional centre. The public inquiry report into
draft BMAP set out clearly that the restriction
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Key site requirements (a) and (b) should be
removed.

The reason for excluding KSR (a) is that they do
not consider Sprucefield to function as a
regional shopping centre.

The reason for excluding (b) is due to the
comments from the public inquiry into BMAP
and the restriction on the sale of comparison
goods to bulky comparison goods only.

on the type of goods to be sold is not a matter
to be considered in the Plan. Paragraph 6.4.6 of
the Public Local Inquiry Report on the Strategic
Plan Framework states:

“The recommendation of the Retail Study was
that Sprucefield should be allowed to grow in
floorspace terms to at least 75,000m? and that
this should be restricted to the retailing of bulky
comparison goods only. The Department has
adopted this recommendation. The bulky goods
restriction relates to a fundamental
characteristic of the centre to which there is no
reference in either PPS5 or draft PPS 5. Such a
restriction on the type of retailing to be
permitted in one of the three RSCs is clearly a
regional matter and should have been made
explicit in regional policy (i.e. draft PPS 5). In the
absence of any such reference in regional
policy, the restrictions now proposed through
BMAP would have the effect of fundamentally
changing the nature of the designation and are
not appropriate for introduction through the
development plan process.”

Furthermore, paragraph 6.4.8 states:

“The requirement for bulky goods retailing
seems to be a measure to protect town centres.
Yet proposals would have to meet the tests in
paragraph 39 of PPS 5, in any event. This
requirement is advanced at a time when future
policy as set out in draft PPS5 appears to
moving away from separate consideration of
retail warehouses and bulky goods retailing. It
is difficult to see how more of this type of
retailing will enhance Sprucefield as a regional
centre.”

The Council would point out that the total
potential of Sprucefield identified through the
dPS is 69,750m2, which is more than 5,000m?
below the Department’s previous adopted
position. The Council further considers that in
light of the above, it is inappropriate for the
Plan to place a restriction on the selling of bulky
goods only. The Retail Capacity Study identifies
that goods should be ‘largely comparison’ as
there is a restricted market for convenience.
This criteria is considered to be sound in
relation to the type of goods to be provided at
Sprucefield. Comparison goods are defined in
the Glossary of Part 2 Operational Policies.
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