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Data Protection Officer

Mid and East Antrim Borough Council
The Braid

1-29 Bridge Street

Ballymena

BT43 5EJ

Section B. Your Details

Q1. Are you responding as individual, as an organisation or as an agent acting on behalf of
individual, group or organisation? (Required)

Please only tick one

Individual (Please fill in the remaining questions in the section, then proceed to Section F.)

Organisation (Please fill in the remaining questions in the section, then proceed to Section D.)

Agent (Please fill in the remaining questions in the section, then proceed to Section E.)

Q2. What is your name?
Title

[ Miss ]
First Name (Required)

eome |

Last Name (Required)

[Walker ]
Email
[emma.walker@turley.co.uk ]

Q3. Did you respond to the previous Preferred Options Paper?

[ |Yes No Unsure

Section C. Individuals
Address Line 1 (Required)

. J

Line 2

s A
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Line 3

\ J/

Town (Required)

\ J/

Postcode (Required)

Section D. Organisation

If you have selected that you are responding as an organisation, there are a number of details that we are
legally required to obtain from you.

If you are responding on behalf of a group or organisation, please complete this section, then proceed to
Section F.

Organisation / Group Name (Required)

(rurey )

Your Job Title / Position (Required)

[Associate Director ]

Organisation / Group Address (if different from above)
Address Line 1 (Required)

Hamilton House

\ J/

Line 2

( 3\

3 Joy Street

Line 3

\ J/

Town (Required)

Belfast

\ J/

Postcode (Required)
BT2 8LE

Section E. Agents

If you have selected that you are responding on behalf of another individual, organisation or group there are
a number of details that we are legally required to obtain from you.
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Please provide details of the individual, organisation or group that you are representing.

[Antrim Construction Company ]

Client Contact Details
Title

— ]

\

First Name (Required)

- |
J

Last Name (Required)

N\
J

Address Line 1 (Required)

130-134 High Street
Line 2
Line 3

Town (Required)

Holywood

Postcode (Required)
BT18 9HW

Q4. Would you like us to contact you, your client or both in relation to this response or future
consultations on the LDP?

Please only select one.

Agent Client Y| Both
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Section F. Soundness

The draft Plan Strategy will be examined at Independent Examination in regard to its soundness. Accordingly,
your responses should be based on soundness and directed at specific strategic policies or proposals that
you consider to be unsound, along with your reasons. The tests of soundness are set out below in Section
M.

Those wishing to make representations seeking to change the draft Plan Strategy should clearly state why
they consider the document to be unsound having regard to the soundness tests in Section M It is very
important that when you are submitting your representation that your response reflects the most appropriate
soundness test(s) which you believe the draft Plan Strategy fails to meet. There will be no further opportunity
to submit information once the consultation period has closed unless the Independent Examiner requests it.

Those who make a representation seeking to change the draft Plan Strategy should also state whether they
wish to be heard orally.

SectionJ. Type of Procedure

Q5. Please indicate if you would like your representation to be dealt with by:
(Required)

Please select one item only

Written (Choose this procedure to have your representation considered in written form only)

[ Oral Hearing (Choose this procedure to present your representation orally at the public hearing)

Unless you specifically request a hearing, the Independent Examiner will proceed on the basis that you are
content to have your representation considered in written form only. Please note that the Independent
Examiner will be expected to give the same careful consideration to written representations as to those
representations dealt with by oral hearing.

Section K. Is the draft Plan Strategy Sound?

Your comments should be set out in full. This will assist the Independent Examiner understand the issues you
raise. You will only be able to submit further additional information if the Independent Examiner invites you
to do so.

Sound

If you consider the Plan Strategy to be Sound and wish to support the Plan Strategy, please set out your
comments below.

(Required)

a )
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Section L. Unsound

In this section we will be asking you to specify which part(s) of the draft Plan Strategy you consider to be
unsound.

Note: If you wish to inform us that more than one part of the draft Plan Strategy is unsound each part should
be listed separately. Complete this page in relation to one part of the draft Plan Strategy only.

Q6. If you consider that the draft Plan Strategy is unsound and does not meet one or more of the
tests of soundness below, you must indicate which test(s) you consider it does not meet, having regard
to Development Plan Practice Note 6 available at:

https://www.planningni.gov.uk/index/news/dfi planning news/news releases 2015 onwards/development
plan practice note 06 soundness version 2 may 2017 .pdf

Please note if you do not identify a test(s) your comments may not be considered by the Independent
Examiner.

Continued on next page.
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Section M. Tests of Soundness (Required)

Procedural tests

[

[

P1. Has the plan been prepared in accordance with the Council's timetable and the Statement of
Community Involvement?

P2. Has the Council prepared its Preferred Options Paper and taken into account any representations
made?

P3. Has the plan been subject to Sustainability Appraisal including Strategic Environmental
Assessment?

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

Consistency tests

[

[]

C1. Did the Council take account of the Regional Development Strategy?
C2. Did the Council take account of its Community Plan?

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

Coherence and effectiveness tests

[]

[

[

[

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

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

CE3. There are clear mechanisms for implementation and monitoring.

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

Section N. Which part(s) of the draft Plan Strategy are you commenting on?

This should relate to only one section, paragraph or policy of the draft Plan Strategy. If you wish to inform us
that you consider more than one part of the draft Plan Strategy is unsound, you can submit further
representations by completing and submitting additional copies of this section.

Relevant Policy number(s)

[ See Enclosed Representation ]
(and/or)

Relevant Paragraph number(s)

[See Enclosed Representation ]
(and/or)

District Proposals Map

[See Enclosed Representation ]
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Please give full details of why you consider the draft Plan Strategy to be unsound having regard to the tests(s)
you have identified above. Please be as clear and concise as possible.

: |

See Enclosed Representation
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If you consider the draft Plan Strategy to be unsound, please provide details of what changes(s) you consider
necessary to make the draft Plan Strategy sound.

[ A

See Enclosed Representation
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Executive Summary

1. This representationis submitted behalf of Antrim Construction Company (ACC) in
response to consultation on the Mid and East Antrim Borough Council draft Plan
Strategy (dPS).

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

3. Furthermore, the Sustainability Assessment (SA) provided in support of the dPS is
flawed. These flaws render the dPS in its entirety unsound as soundness test P3 cannot
be met.

4, The following table summarises the draft policies which are unsound, for the reasons

specified, with a reference in this representation:

Schedule ofkey draft Policy Comments

Policy Comment Pararef.

Draft Policy The draft policy sets out plans for too few new homes  3.1-3.50
SGS3 and under-allocates, with the potential to undermine

the Spatial Growth Strategy. It does not take sufficient

account of the RDSinsofar as it is understood to direct

a scale of growthto the main settlements. Neither

does it sufficiently recognise and plan for cross-

boundary connections.

Draft Policy SGS3is unsound as the policy fails
soundnesstests C1, C4, CE1 and CE4.

Draft Policy The overall intent of this policy is welcomed insofar as  3.51-3.56
SGS5 it provides a mechanism for review of the housing land
supply but, as drafted, the approach limits its potential
effectiveness by restricting itself to existing settlement
limits.
Draft Policy SGS5 is unsoundas the policy fails
soundnesstests CE1 and CE4.

Draft Policy The draft policy is inconsistent with the SPPS 4.1-4.6
GP1 presumption in favour of sustainable development and
lacks clarity.

Draft Policy GP1 is unsoundas the policy fails
soundnesstests C3and CE2.

Draft Policy The draft policy introduces a varied approachto the 5.2-5.8
HOU1 existing policy position and is not supported by any
robust evidence to justify a variation.

Parts of the policy areincoherent.

Draft Policy HOU1 is unsoundas the policy fails
soundnesstests C3, CE2 and CE3.
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Draft Policy
HOUS

The draft policy is not supported by arobust evidence 5.1-5.26
base and in its current form would conflict with the

SPPS.

The Council has failed to consider the implementation

of the policy and the potential implications on viability

and provision of particular housing types.

Draft Policy HOUS is unsound as the policy fails
soundnesstests P2, C3, CE1, CE2, CE3 and CE4.

Draft Policy
HOU6

The policy is not formulated on an up-to-date evidence 5.27-5.46
base; does not contain an appropriate degree of

flexibility; and does not contain clear mechanisms for
implementation.

A number of recommendations are provided below to
ensure a ‘sound’ plan

Draft Policy HOUG is unsound as the policy fails
soundnesstests P2, CE2, CE3 and CE4.

Draft Policy
HOU7

The policy is not formulated on an up-to-date evidence 5.47-5.65
base and does not contain an appropriate degree of

flexibility.

Draft Policy HOU7 is unsound as the policy fails

soundnesstests CE1, CE2 and CE4.

Draft Policy
osL4

There is insufficient evidence within the technical 5.66-5.80
supplement to support the policy proposed and to

justify a different approach to existing policy.

Furthermore the council has failed to consider the

implications of the policy on the delivery of housing.

A robust, up to date evidence base should be prepared
to support this draft policy.

Draft Policy OSL4 is unsound as the policy fails
soundnesstests C3, CE2 and CE4.

Draft Policy
TR6

The policy is not formulated on an up-to-date evidence 6.1-6.23
base; does not contain an appropriate degree of

flexibility; and does not contain clear mechanisms for
implementation.

Draft Policy TR6 is unsound as the policy fails
soundnesstests C3, CE 2, CE3 and CE4.

Draft Policy
FRD4

The policy is not formulated on an up-to-date evidence 6.24-6.34
base; does not contain an appropriate degree of

flexibility; and does not contain clear mechanisms for
implementation

A number of recommendations are provided below to

ensure a ‘sound’ plan.

FRD4 is unsound as the policy fails the test of CE2, CE3
and CE4
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This representationis submitted on behalf of Antrim Construction Company (ACC) in
response to the consultation on the Mid & East Antrim (MEA) Borough Council draft
Plan Strategy (dPS). The ACC representation made in response to the publication of
the Preferred Options Paper (POP) is at Appendix 1.

Since its formation 53 years ago Antrim Construction Company Ltd has completed over
10,000 new homes across counties Antrim, Down and Armagh. All large towns across
the Mid and East Antrim borough including many of their surrounding settlements
have residential schemes developed by the company, some of which are listed below:

J Ballymena Town — over 1,000 new homes completed to date

Beech Drive, Cushendall Road
Rockgrove, Ballymoney Road
Carnvale, Carniny Road
Prospect, Old Galgorm Road
The Beeches, Old Galgorm Road
Grangegorm, Cambridge Avenue
Galgorm Hall, Galgorm Road

Forthill, Old Antrim Road

. Ballymena Villages

Broughshane — Woodlands and The Knockans
Cullybackey — Shellinghill Lane

Ahoghill — Belgranoand Carnmoyne

Gracehill —Gracefields and Academy House

Moorefields - Fairlands

. Larne — over 500 new homes completed to date

Killyglen — Killyglen Road
Heatherdale —Old Glenarm Road
Inverary Heights — Carrickfergus Road

The Hamptons — Ballyhampton Road
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- Porter Green — off the Ballyhampton Road
. Larne Villages
- Gynn — Glenburn
- Islandmagee — Island Village
o Carrickfergus Town — over 1,000 new homes completed to date
- Copperwood — Marshallstown Road
- Burleigh Heights — Middle Road
- Glenburn Manor — Prospect Road
— Downshire Manor — Prince Andrew Way
- Broadridge — Prince Andrew Way
— Broadlands — Prince Andrew Way
- Castle Meadows — Tudor Road

o Greenisland

Farmlodge

As generational businesses rooted in its local communities, the company has a keen
interest in planning and the delivery of quality neighbourhoods that meet the needs of
current and future generations of MEA residents.

This submission is structuredto respond to the key sections of the draft Plan Strategy
that are of relevance to ACC.
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Legislative Compliance

In preparing their draft Plan Strategy (dPS), Mid & East Antrim Borough Council (‘the
Council’) is required to adhere to the provisions of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland)
2011 (‘Act’) and the Planning (Local Development Plan) Regulations (Northern Ireland)
2015 (‘Regulations’).

This section identifies issues in the compliance of the dPS with the Act and the
Regulations.

Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011

Part 2 of the Act stipulates that the Plan Strategy should be preparedin accordance
with the Council’s timetable, asapproved by the Department for Infrastructure (‘Dfl’)
and in accordance with the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement.

The Council’s Timetable, as approved and published on the Council’s website is dated
2019. We note that the Council did publish the dPS within the 3rd Quarter of 2019 as
indicated in the approved timetable as it was made public on 17 September. However,
we would highlight that the timetable shows that this timeframe will include:

o An 8 week statutory public consultation period; and
. An 8 week statutory consultation on counter representations.

We note that the formal consultation period on the dPS did not commence until 16
October 2019 and therefore falls outside of the broad timeframe set out in the
timetable. This also means that the counter-representation stage falls outwith the
agreedtimeframe and could result in further conflict with the timetable.

In preparing a Plan Strategy, the Council must take account of:

o “the regional development strategy;

o The council’s current community plan;

o Any policy or advice contained in guidance issued by the Department;

o Such other mattersasthe Department may prescribe or, in a particular case,

direct, and may have regardto such other information and considerations as
appear to the council to be relevant.”

This representation identifies specific instances where, in particular, policy issued by
the Department has not been adequately assessed.

The Act also requires that the Council:
“(a) carry out an appraisal of the sustainability of the plan strategy; and

(b) prepare a report of the findings of the appraisal.”
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2.9 We have identified significant flaws with the Council’s Sustainability Assessment and
identify themin Appendix 2 of this representation.
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Spatial Growth Strategy

Draft Policy SGS3 - Strategic Allocation of Housing to Settlements

SGS3 states that the draft Plan Strategy will make provision for 4,256 dwellings within
settlements for the period 2018-2030 and 350-400 new dwellings in the countryside
over the same period, as detailed in Table 5.4 in order to ensure the HGl is met.

SGS3 is unsound as the draft policy fails the tests of:
. CE1 and CE4 Coherence and Effectiveness
. C1 and C4 Consistency

SGS3 sets out plans for too few new homes and under-allocates, with the potential to
undermine the Spatial Growth Strategyintent to:

. Manage growth to secure sustainable patterns of development across Mid and
East Antrim;

o Focus major population growth and economic development in the three main
towns of Ballymena, Carrickfergusand Larne, strengthening their roles as the
prime locations for business, retail, housing, administration, leisure and cultural
facilities within the Borough.

Coherence and Effectiveness Test CE1 is failed on this basis.

It also fails Consistency Test C1 insofar as the Plan does not take sufficient account of
the RDSto the extent that it is understood to direct a scale of growth to these
settlements.

Insofar as it does not sufficiently recognise and plan for the cross-boundary connection
with Belfast, it also fails Consistency Test C4 and Coherence and Effectiveness Test CE1.

The rationale for these conclusions is set out below.

Plan Period: Need to get maximum value from process; so extend/plan for longer
The plan horizon is to 2030 — presumably calculated as 15 years from 2015 when
Council assumed plan making responsibility. On the basis of the Council’s latest®
published timetable, the Local Policies Plan (LPP) part of the plan is not anticipatedto
be adopted until Q4 2022, roughly half way through the plan period.

Paragraph 5.3 recognises that there are many factors that could potentially impact
upon the timescale for delivery of the LDP. Other LDP timetables, such as Ards & North
Down describe such factors, including effective governance arrangements, involvement

! https://www.midandeastantrim.gov.uk/downloads/MEA LDP Timetable.PDF
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of Elected Members, a robust level of resourcing (within the LDP team, consultees and
that of the Independent Examiner), as risks.

Whilst it is accepted that the timetable is indicative, subject to review and can be
revised, taking into account the potential risks to the process it may be optimistic to
suggest that the LPP part of the Plan would be adopted by the end of 2022.
Comparisons with the pre-2015 plan making regime may be difficult to make given the
changes but as a matter of fact, even if the Council’s indicative timetable is achieved, it
will have taken six years to get tothe point of adoption of the draft Plan Strategy (dPS).
Even working on the basis that the Local Policies Plan (LPP) takes half of this time to
adopt takes LPP adoption to 2025.

The length of time it takesto prepare applications and secure planning permission on
freshly zoned land (should it be required) is also animportant consideration —a newly
zoned site for housing or employment in 2025 of reasonable scale would not be likely
to be able to be commenced and make any significant contribution until 2027, with
substantive delivery likely to extend well into the next plan period on the basis of the
current stated end date of the plan.

Whilst it is obviously understood that plans are material beyond their stated end date,
given the time and resources being invested in the process by the Council, consultees
and stakeholders, getting the most out of the plan making process is critical,

particularly given the age of the statutory plans for Ballymena and Larne (both adopted
1989).

Belfast City Council has taken a slightly longer term view and established a plan period
to 2035. It published it’s POP in January 2017. Derry City & Strabane District Council
has set out a plan period to 2032. It published it’s POP in May 2017, around the same
time as MEA.

A longer plan period, to 2035 would also make it more likely that the final plan could
clearly and distinctively move the statutory plan for the Borough beyond the ‘inherited
strategies, limits and zonings of the legacy plans. This would also bring it into line with
the relevant guidance from the Department.? Otherwise the risk is that when the LPP
part of the plan is finally adopted, comparison with the previous plans could raise
questions around what has actually changed. Given the relatively limited change from
Carrickfergus Area Plan 2001 to BMAP, the concern would be that plans adopted nearly
40 years apart would not be that different. With the repatriation of planning to local

government the expectation around the new Council’s first plan is understandably
high.

An alternative to selection of a longer plan period would be to identify additional
reserves of land to bridge a gap which might emerge in future. This has been the
practice in other plan-making exercises such as the Lisburn Area Plan 2001 and BMAP.

Issues with HGIs; recessionary trends & suppressed build rates
Dfl published 2016 based Housing Growth Indicators (HGIs)in September 2019
(Appendix 3). Whilst the HGI for MEA remained at 5,400 and did not change, the

> DPPN1 para 2.6 bullet 1 statesthat a plan should provide a 15-year plan framework
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publication provided a useful reminder of the purpose and value of HGls. The
following statementsin the Chief Planner’s covering letter are important:

e  HGIsdo not forecast exactly what will happen in the future.

e They are policy neutral estimates based on recent trends and best available data
on households and housing stock.

e  They assume that recent trends will continue into the future.

e They do not attempt to...predict the impact that....changing economic
circumstances or other future events may have on housing requirements.

e  For these reasons those preparing LDPs should not regardthe HGIs as a cap on
housing or a target to be met.

e  Notwithstanding the above, as the HGIs are based on best available data, they are
therefore animportant starting point to guide the assessment of the overall
housing requirement identified in the LDP.

e The SPPS identifies a range of other further considerations that, in addition to the
HGlI, should also inform this housing allocation.

e  Theseinclude the RDS Housing Evaluation Framework; allowance for existing
commitments; urban capacity studies; allowance for windfall housing; application
of a sequential approach to site identification; Housing Needs
Assessment/Housing Market Analysis and transport assessments.

HGls as Policy Neutral

The HGIsas “policy neutral’ is a particularlyimportant point to consider. If, asthe
evidence discussed below would suggest, this means that the
disaggregation/distribution of HGls calculated at regional level, to Council level has not
had regardto policy such as the RDS’ regional spatial strategyandis simply a projection
of population and household trends which the RDS direction has yet to properly
influence, this must reduce extent to which the Council should take account of it.

The table below compares the 2012 based HGlIsto the recently published 2016 based
HGls, with the difference identified in the final column. It is clearly evident that
Belfast’s HGI has been significantly reduced by the refresh exercise undertaken by Dfl (-
46%), as has fellow Belfast Metropolitan Area (BMA) Councils Antrim & Newtownabbey
(-42%) and Ards & North Down (-23%). The HGI for other Councils such as ABChas
been significantly increased (+19%). These changes are at odds with the RDS policy
objective of strengthening Belfast as the regional economic driver within a framework
of balancedregional growth.



MEA-DPS-070

Table3.1: HGIAnalysis
Council 2012 HGI 2016 HGI +/- % Change
A&N 7200 4200 -3000 -42
A&ND 7100 5500 -1600 -23
ABC 14400 17200 2800 19
Belfast 13700 7400 -6300 -46
CcCG 6700 5600 -1100 -16
DCS 5000 4100 -900 -18
FO 4500 4300 -200 -4
LC 9600 10700 1100 11
MEA 5400 5400 0 0
MU 9500 10300 800 8
NMD 10900 10000 -900 -8

94000 84700 -9300 -10

Sources: 2012 & 2016 Based HGls

3.19 The RDSitself confirms that the HGIs are not policy neutral nor are they based on past
trends:

The figures in Appendix B, Table B2 are not to be seen as a rigid framework but as
guidelines for local planning. The distribution across council areas reflects what might
be required to achieve the policy objectives of strengthening Belfast as the regional
economic driver and Londonderry as the principal city of the North West. They are not
based purely on past trends of population movement. (RDS p43)

3.20 The extentto which the refreshed HGIs conflict with the policy objective of regional
balance expressed as a 52%/48% split between the North, South and West of the
region and the BMUA districts and hinterland is difficult to be precise about given the
change in Council boundaries in 2015 but a crude comparison® would suggest that the
split may be of the order of 61/39, so significantly shifting againstthe BMUA districts.

3.21 The factthat this change to HGIshas been made without consultation must make them

difficult for local Councils to handle in the context of Plan-making. When the lineage of
HGIsis reviewed it can be seen that they were subject to public consultation and
independent examinationin 1999 and 2005/6 (five year review) and consultation in
2011 (ten yearreview), however, there has been no public consultation or associated

independent examinationsince then. If, as is suggested by the simple analysis set out

* Antrim & Newtownabbey, Ards & North Down, Belfast, Lisburn & Castlereagh and Mid & East
Antrim have a 39% share of the 2016 total HGI

10
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here, the refreshed HGIs mark a shift awayfrom RDS policy objectives they should be
subject to consultation and independent examination. Such consultation and
examination could usefully reflect on the assumptions and evidence base which
underpins the figures, including vacancyrates, second home ownership and stock
replacement. The extent to which the household formation figures are influenced by
the forward projection of recessionary household characteristics such as involuntary
sharing arising from challenges securing mortgages could also have been considered.
As it stands, these figures have been produced with no public or stakeholder scrutiny
whatsoever.

Despite the consistency of use of language between the Dfl and dPS insofar as thereis
an acknowledgement that they are for guidance, not a cap/target tobe met* (etc), the
dPS approach is to adhere to it as far as possible because it finds no sound reason for
departing from it.> Unlike other Councils, such as Belfast and Lisburn & Castlereagh,
MEA has not commissioned independent analysis of the HGI so the extent to which the
Council has investigatedthe asserted position of HGIs as ‘best available evidence’ is
unclear (our Technical Review of the Evidence Base Underpinning the Housing Strategy
is at Appendix 3). What s clearis the extent to which the dPS housing analysis works
with the pro-rated HGI figure of 7,477. It clearly underpins the process of distributing
the Housing Allocation in TS3 Table 7.1 which is only marginally adjusted through the
Housing Evaluation Framework (HEF) process reportedin TS3 Table 7.2, a table which is
further addressed below.

The Council reviews completions against the yearly HGI, calculated as 415, in TS3 Table
7.4 and TS3 Figure 7.3. This information shows how the number of completions has
grown year on year between 2012/13 and 2017/18, essentially doubling between
2012/13 and 2016/17 before almost doubling againin 2017/18. The ‘average’ annual
HGI figure is shown as a line across the graphin Figure 7.3 but no comment is made on
the data. Theinterpretation must be that increasing numbers of houses are being built
as the housing market and the capacity of the housebuilding industry improves beyond
the recession. The yearly HGI (415) compares unfavourably with the average build rate
between 2015/16 and 2017/18 (661).

It remains to be seen whetherthe 2017/18 high of 925 units will be maintained but
even the most basic analysis would suggest that a reliance on the HGI would be in
danger of representing an entrenchment in recessionary trends. If the 2015/16-
2017/18 build rate, a figure still well below the pre-recession build rates between 1999
and 2006°, is projected forward to 2030 (12 x 661 = 7932), or 2035 (17 x 661 = 11,237)
the housing requirement would be much higher.

Insufficient housingallocated to the Main Hubs

The constraining effect of uncritically adopting the HGI as foundation is apparentin the
allocation to the main settlementsas reported in TS3 Tables 7.1and 7.2. The main
town total share of the allocation has been increased by 3.5% from the option
identified as preferredin the Preferred Options Paper (POP), apparently as a result of

* Technical Supplement 3 (TS3): Housing para7.7.
> Technical Supplement (TS3): Housing para 7.8.
® Average new dwelling starts in Ballymena (410) & Larne (230) 1999-2003 were much higher.

11
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concerns raised by Dfl in respect of the risk of disproportionate share of growthin
lower tier settlements, which would fail to strengthen the population in the hubs.’
The 3.5% increase is described as intended to significantly increase the 2011 baseline
proportion of households in the main towns.®

Whilst the objective, resonant as it is with RDS direction, is welcome, the scale of the
allocation is unlikely to achieve the significant shift sought. The combined effect of the
sheer number of other settlements in the settlement hierarchy and the diluting effect
of the rural policy, in combination with the adherence to the HGI was unlikely to yield
an allocation to Main Hubs which was consistent with the RDSdirection. Asa result,
the risk of disproportionate growthin lower level settlementsundermining the pursuit
of sustainable enhancement of critical mass in the Main Hubs remains. As does the
potential to undermine the Spatial Growth Strategy intent to manage growthto secure
sustainable patterns of development across MEA and focus major (our emphasis)
population growth and economic development in the three main towns of Ballymena,
Carrickfergus and Larne, strengthening their roles as the prime locations for business,
retail, housing, administration, leisure and cultural facilities within the Borough. Our
comments on the Sustainability Appraisal underpinning the dPS are at Appendix 4.

The only way to address this issue is to significantly exceedthe HGI derived allocation.
Taking account of the RDS direction on main hubs is a sound reason for departing from
it and there should be sufficient flexibility available within the application of the
Housing Evaluation Framework to facilitate such a departure.

Itis important to note that the objective of enhancing the critical mass of main hubs
has been well established for some time now but the evidence would suggest that it
has proven to be difficult to deliver. For example, Table B2 of the RDS shows that the
proportion of district population in Ballymena town was 49% in 1998, falling to 47% in
2008. TS3 Appendix D provides a 2011 population figure of 29,467, 46% of the 2011
Borough population of 64,044, so the direction of travel is downwards. In this context
the planning intervention needs to be of sufficient scale to achieve the desired result
and certainly of a higher order of magnitude than 3.5%; the HEF/allocation for the
main hubs is considered further below.

Ballymena: Unfavourable comparison to Antrim

Ballymenais the largest main hub in MEA, with a 2011 population of 29,782. As a Main
Hub it has the same RDS status as Carrickfergus and Larne but, like each of the other
settlements, it has its own unique function and character.

Regarded as the County Town of County Antrim, it serves alarge rural hinterland. The
former Ballymena Borough, at 200 square miles, was much larger than Larne (120
square miles) and Carrickfergus (30 square miles) Borough Councils. The geographical
extent of its sphere of influence includes four of the six small towns in the MEA
settlement hierarchy (Ahoghill, Cullybackey, Broughshane and Portglenone), as well as
four of the 10 villages and more than half of the 17 small settlements.

’ Technical Supplement 3 (TS3) para 5.7.
& Technical Supplement 3 (TS3) para 7.9.
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3.31 This influence and position in the settlement hierarchy is reflectedin the scale, relative
strength and vitality of its town centre which includes a good mix of independents and
national chains in both shopping centre and high street settings. Itsretail catchment
extended well beyond the former Ballymena Borough Council boundary and continues
to extend beyond that of the MEA Borough. The 2001 Family of Settlements Report
described Ballymena as being the main retail centre for the north-east of the region,
indicative of the town’s sub-regional role. The dPS Mid & East Antrim Retail &
Commercial Leisure Need & Capacity Study confirms the importance of the settlement
and its attraction.

3.32  Whilst recent events at Wrightbus, on the back of JTI and previous manufacturing job
losses, have been a blow to the town, its function as a major centre for jobs has been
important to its standing. Italso includes both higher level education and health
related services. The scale of thetown is also reflected in its relative share of the
Borough’s social rented housing need. Technical Supplement 3: Housing Table 3.2,
which sets out a total rented need to 2030 of 1,350 compares to 810 in Carrickfergus
town and much less elsewhere.

3.33  When Ballymenais traced throughregional planning exercises over the past 20 years
or so, taking account of the type of characteristics set out above®, when translatedinto
HGI terms, Ballymena has consistently had a much higher housing allocation than Larne
- Table B2 of the RDS sets out an HGI for Ballymena of 6,400, whereas Larne’sis 3,900.
Itis also worthwhile noting that Antrim and Ballymena have tended to have had broad
parity of treatment. The same table sets out an HGI for Antrim of 7,300. Antrim &
Newtownabbey Borough Council’s draft Plan Strategy actively seeks to grow Antrim
town as a main hub.

3.34 Taking this into account it would appear that either the low HGI figure or a desire to
maintain parity between the three Main Hubs has adversely affected the housing
allocation to Ballymena. A residual housing allocation of 991, compared to 1,239 for
Carrickfergus and 879 for Larne does not properly reflect the Settlement Evaluation of
Ballymena, which clearly has the capacity and policy support for further growth.

3.35 Further analysis of the capacity of Ballymena for growth is provided in Appendices 1, 5
and 6. Appendix 1 is a representation submitted in response to the POP for this Plan.
Appendix 5 provides Settlement Evaluation information. Appendix 6 is a
representation submitted in response to the Antrim, Ballymena & Larne Area Plan
Issues Paper (ABLAP) in January 2004 which considers opportunities and constraints in
the town.

Disconnect between land use & transportation planning

3.36 Asnoted in the Dfl’scovering letter in relation to the HGI’s, Transportation
Assessments are afactor in arriving at a housing allocation. This is reflectedin the
integration between land use and transport planning sought by the RDS, New
Approach to Regional Transportation and SPPS. The inclusion of the Transport Test in
the HEF must be in support of the SPPS’ pursuit of the successful integration of
transport and land use as fundamental to the objective of furthering sustainable

? See also Appendix 5 — Settlement Evaluation (Ballymena)

13



3.37

3.38

3.39

3.40

3.41

3.42

3.43

MEA-DPS-070

development (SPPS 6.293). Taking this forward in the context of plan-making,
paragraph 6.299 of the SPPS is as follows:

The preparation of a LDP provides the opportunity to assess the transport needs,
problems and opportunities within the plan area and to ensure that appropriate
consideration is given to transportation issues in the allocation of land for future
development, including appropriate integration between transport modes and land use.
Preparation of a local transport study will assist in this process. Councils should seek
early engagement with DRD, or the relevant transport authority, and take account of
their 'The New Approach to Regional Transportation’ document and any subsequent
transport plans.

So to achieve the integration sought, thereis a clear emphasis on the LDP as an
opportunity to assess transport needs, problems and opportunities. In this dPS,
however, the indication is that a full analysis of the problems and opportunities at main
hub level has been deferredto LPP stage. This postponement unfortunately fettersthe
ability of the plan to build in the fundamental integration between land use and
transportation planning since it is clearly a factor which must bear upon arriving at a
housing allocation for main hubs following application of the HEF.

Technical Supplement 9: Transportation and its Appendix A, Dfl’sdraft Transport Study
are being brought forward in advance of the Belfast Metropolitan Transport Study
(BMTS). A note in bold on p1 of the draft Transport Study statesthat the BMTS has yet
to be completed and therefore this study is provided in draft form. It will remain as a
draft until the BMTS is finalised and until then it is subject to change. The Department
has agreedthat the Mid and East Antrim Borough Council (MEA) may use the Draft
MEA LTS as a technical supplement to the MEA LDP Plan Strategy.

Notwithstanding this attempt to inform the dPS, various difficulties are highlighted by a
review of the report.

Measure 2 (of 10) in the draft Transport Study is to consider new orbital capacity
around key town centresin conjunction with public realm enhancements or
improvements to active travel modes (capacity schemes to be developer led).

Paragraph 7.5.8 statesthat a number of schemes have been designated within extant
Area Plans covering the Mid and East Antrim Borough Council area, including:

) B62 Cullybackey Bypass (Cullybackey Throughpass);
o Ballymena South West Distributor Road; and
o Carrickfergus Spine Road and Sloefield Road

Paragraph7.5.9 statesthat these schemes, if everimplemented, may provide benefits
to each of the town centres, including facilitating accessto development lands and
removal of traffic from town centres, so providing high quality public realm.

Paragraph7.5.10statesthat these routes are considered to be most applicable as
developer led schemes to support potential land zonings.

14
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3.44 The Transport Study (p62) contains the following conclusion:

2: Consider new orbital capacity around key town centres in conjunction with public
realm enhancements or improvements to active travel modes. Capacity schemes to be
developer led.

While there are no current requirementstoimplement a bypass within the town centres
of Ballymena, Carrickfergus, Greenisland and Larne, this option will be retained for
potential consideration in the future. Should a need arise for this type of infrastructure,
this measure will be reviewed. A number of potential non-strategic developer-led
schemes will be considered and their benefitsto the town centres reviewed.

3.45 Taking Ballymena as an example, the obvious difficulty is that on the basis that roads of
sufficient potential value to the town have been protected for almost 35 years*’, they
must reasonably be regarded as an opportunity to address the transport needs,
problems and opportunities within the town but the potential to achieve integration
between transportationand land use planning is being frustrated by the deferral of the
assessment of this opportunity until LPP stage by which time the obvious risk is that
the housing allocation for the town will be too low to justify the scale of expansion
necessary for a developer-led transport scheme like this. As confirmed in the RPS
submission in Appendix 8, ACC are willing to discuss making a contribution to the
delivery of a developer-led road.

3.46 Notwithstanding the change in plan-making system, the comments of Commissioners T
A Rue, G Scott and J B Martinat paragraph 2.12.75 of their 14 March 2008 report into
Public Local Inquiry Into Objections To The Draft Ards And Down Area Plan 2015
remain pertinent:

It seems to us that housing land allocation is an iterative process, requiring examination
of both strategic and site-specific factors and seeking the best fit between them. The
strategic conclusions set out above have a bearing on our assessment of the housing-
related site-specific objections and the converse is also true. We return to this subject in
the final chapter of our report.

Over-reliance on urban capacity study sites/long standing zonings which have
demonstrably failed to deliver

3.47 The overall analysis of the dPS is that when the housing allocation is compared to the
various different sources of housing land supply, thereis no requirement for any
additional zonings and indeed a failure to take account of commitments and the zoning
of additional land would inevitably result in gross overprovision of housing.*! Proposal
SGS5 proposes to zone for housing in the urban fringe and hold in reserve as Phase 2
land, to be released only if required to meet the Strategic Housing Allocation.*?

3.48 Whilst elsewhere the plan recognises that not all permissions may be built, the plan
does tend to largely uncritically rely upon some fairly large white land, undeveloped
housing zonings and urban capacity sites within its overall housing land supply.

10 See Appeal decision 2017/A0207 at Appendix 7.
1 Technical Supplement 3: Housing (para 7.25).
12 Technical Supplement 3: Housing (para 7.36).
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When reviewed on a site by site basis, the data shows that a very significant number of
the sites are longstanding and have not delivered any houses. For example, the review
of Ballymena set out at Appendix 9 shows how many sites which arerelied upon from a
housing land supply perspective have not made a housing contribution for many years,
and in some cases, show no prospect of doing so in the continued absence of a
planning application. The extent to which these sites are currently affected by NIW
infrastructure issues is unknown.

The briefing note at Appendix 10 provides evidence on how long it can take for housing
to make an effective contribution. The dPS is not supported by any evidence on the
housing trajectory, which undermines the robustness of its assertions around
oversupply of housing land.

Draft Policy SGS5 - Management of Housing Supply

The LDP strategic approachto the management of housing supply is grounded in the
policy aims below.

. To ensure an appropriate supply of land to accommodate the new homes
required to meet the full range of housing needs; and

. To promote sustainable housing development within the urban footprint of our
largest towns to achieve a compact urban form and more sustainable
development patterns.

In order to provide a managed release of housing land in settlements, SGS5 proposes
phasing the release of housing land according to a sequentially preferable approach.

In the Main Towns and Greenisland two phases are proposed, with Phase 2 land
(existing urban fringe) held in reserve until Phase 1 land (live permissions/likely
permissions & urban capacitysites).

Based on the justification and amplification text, the intent of this approach is
summarised below:

. Create compact towns, through a sequential approach to the phasing of land, in
order to avoid urban sprawl by, in the first instance, focusing the growth of the
residential population within the existing urban footprint;

. Holding Phase 2 lands, located outside the urban footprint but within the
settlement development limits, as aland bank to meet future need (providing a
vision for the long term expansion of the largest towns within existing
settlement limits);

. Phase 2 lands will not be released for housing development until its designation
changes to phase 1 as a consequence of an LDP amendment following a Plan
review;
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) When releasing phase 2 land, account will be taken of the latest Housing Growth
Indicators, the strategic housing allocation, current land availability, housing
building ratesand infrastructure capacity;

o To ensure a sequential approach to development, when determining which land
should be released to phase 1, account will be taken of its accessibility to the
town centre and core services and also the availability of infrastructure;

. During reviews of the LDP, consideration will be given to the level of
commitment and investment made by landowners to release and progress
delivery of phase 1 housing land. Where no demonstrable progress has been
made, consideration will be given to re-designating the land at review stage;

. The release of phase 2 housing land may also be considered where it has been
demonstrated that there is insufficient uncommitted phase 1 housing land to
meet affordable housing needs. Such a need should be supported by NIHE and
should be selected taking into account the sequential approach above.

The overall intent of this policy is welcomed insofar as it provides a mechanism for
review of the housing land supply which seeks to address over-reliance on sites which
are not being brought forward for housing. However, the approach limits its potential
effectiveness by restricting itself to existing settlement limits, which is understood to
mean settlement limits in the current set of statutory plans.

To ensure the overall coherence and effectiveness of the Plan Strategy, and to satisfy
soundness tests CE1 and CE4, this policy needs to be reviewed alongside SGS3 and
extended in scope to consider the potential requirement for urban fringe land outside
of existing settlement limits. This will support the Spatial Growth Strategyintent to:

J Manage growth to secure sustainable patterns of development across Mid and
East Antrim.
o Focus major population growth and economic development in the three main

towns of Ballymena, Carrickfergusand Larne, strengthening their roles as the
prime locations for business, retail, housing, administration, leisure and cultural
facilities within the Borough.
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General Policy for all Development

Draft Policy GP1 - General Policy for all Development
The first paragraph of draft Policy GP1 states:

“Planning permission will be granted for sustainable development where the proposal
accords with the LDP and there is no demonstrable harm to the interests of
acknowledged importance. Where this is not the case there will be a presumption to
refuse planning permission.”

We object to the proposed wording as it runs contraryto the provisions of the SPPS
which supports a presumption in favour of sustainable development. Paragraph 3.8 of
the SPPS is clear that:

“the guiding principle for authoritiesin determining planning applications is that
sustainable development should be permitted having regard to the development plan
and all other material considerations, unless the proposed development will cause
demonstrable harm to interests of acknowledged importance.”

Furthermore the SPPS goes on to say that:

“in practice this means that development that accords with an up-to-date development
plan should be approved and proposed development that conflicts with an up to date
development plan should be refused, unless other material considerations indicate
otherwise.”

The policy approach endorsed in the SPPS is in accordance with Section 45 of the
Planning Act which requires that regardis had to the local development planin the
determination of a planning application.

Furthermore, as set out in the SPPS a balanced approach to development proposals is
required. There may be cases where a proposal represents sustainable development
but is in conflict with a policy within the LDP. In this case, more weight may be
attachedto other material considerations. As drafted, Policy GP1 does not facilitate the
balanced approach to assessing development proposal.

We recommend that, in order to prevent a conflict with soundness test C3 that draft
Policy GP1 should be revised to reflect the wording contained within the SPPS.
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Building Sustainable Communities

Section 8.0 of the dPS sets out the Council’s policy aims with respect to Building
Sustainable Communities, including the delivery of housing and open space. This
section of the representation comments upon the following draft Policies:

HOU1 — Quality in New Residential Developments in Settlements
. HOUS — Affordable Housing in Settlements

. HOUG6 — Housing Mix

o HOU7 — Adaptable and Accessible Homes; and

. OSL4 — Public Open Spacein New Residential Developments.

Draft Policy HOU1 — Quality in New Residential Developmentsin Settlements

Draft Policy HOU1 sets out the requirements for all new residential development to
provide a high quality, sustainable and safe residential environment. This requirement
is supported.

The draft policy states:

“Where a need is identified adequate provision should be made for necessary local
neighbourhood facilities to be provided by the developer as an integral part of the
development.”

Itis unclear how the need will be identified. This information should be available to
ensure that developers know at the outset what contributions will be required. Further
clarity here is required.

The second part of draft Policy HOU1 states:

“All proposals for residential development are required to submit a Design Concept
Statement or a Concept Master Plan. A Concept Master Plan will be required for
developments of 200 dwellings or more or for the development in part of full, of sites of
10 hectaresor more zoned for housing in the Local Development Plan or residential
development on any other site of 10 hectaresor more.”

A concept masterplanis to be required for a development of 200 dwellings or more of
where the site is 10 hectaresor more. We note that this is a lower threshold than is
currently applied within PPS7 Policy QD2. The council has failed to provide evidence to
justify the departure for the threshold set out in PPS7 and therefore the draft policy
does not comply with soundness test C3.

The Council has also failed to consider the legislative requirement for some forms of
planning applications, including major residential applications to be accompanied by a
Design and Access Statement. The General Development Procedure Order 2015 (Article
6(3) prescribes that a design and access statement must explain the design principles
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and concepts which have been applied to the development and how issues relating to
the access of the development have been dealt with. Development Management
Practice Note 12 goes on to state at Paragraph 5.1 that a statement must:

“also demonstrate how the proposed development’s context has influences the design.”

It would be prudent of the Council to consider whether the requirement for such a
statement on some forms of development would result in duplicate work having to be
undertaken by the applicant. A more effective approach would be for a policy to
identify where information above and beyond that required by legislation may be
required.

Draft Policy HOU5 — Affordable Housing in Settlements

Draft Policy HOUS sets out the Council draft policy position on the provision of
affordable housing. Essentially it seeks to secure 20% affordable housing within main
and small towns and 10% affordable housing with other defined settlementswhere the
development will comprise of 10 or more dwellings or a site size of 0.2ha or more.

Itis acknowledged that the Housing Strategy presented within the draft Plan Strategy
aligns with regional policy objectives as set out in the Regional Development Strategy
(RDS), specifically the inclusion of policy mechanisms to provide for the needs of
everyone and the provision of mixed tenure housing developments.

Whilst the principle of securing a mix of tenure provision is supported, we are
concerned that there is insufficient evidence provided to support the Council’s draft

policy.

Technical Supplement 3 on Housing expands upon the provisions of draft Policy HOUS5.
It sets out that the policy has been prepared in consultation with NIHE. Paragraph
8.1.37 of the dPS sets out that:

“in applying this policy, the up to date Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) for Mid and
East Antrim, currently carried out annually by the NIHE will be a material
consideration.”

The supporting information provided in Technical Supplement 3 indicates that the 2018
assessment was used in defining the draft policy, however this information is not
provided in support of the dPS. It would be expected that the Council would publish all
relevant supporting information which it is reliant upon to inform policy alongside the
dPS which is out for consultation. This significant void in evidence to support the draft
policy is worrying and would result in the plan failing against soundness test CE2. The
SPPS sets out at Paragraph6.139that:

“Housing Needs Assessment/Housing Market Analysis — provides an evidence base that
must be taken in to consideration in the allocation, through the development plan, of
land required to facilitate the right mix of housing tenuresincluding open market and
special housing needs such as affordable housing, social housing, supported housing
and travellers accommodation. The HNA will influence how the LDPs facilitate a
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reasonable mix and balance of housing tenuresand types. The Northern Ireland
Housing Executive, or the relevant housing authority, will carry out the HNA/HMA.”

The SPPS is therefore clear that the HNA should inform the LDP. Whilst the Council has
made reference to the HNA, it is not specifically included within the supporting
evidence base for the draft Plan Strategy and therefore it could not be demonstrated
that the plan would comply with soundness test C3.

Technical Supplement 3 seeks to summarise the assessment by NIHE in various
sections and it is acknowledged in paragraph 7.39 of the supplement that the social
housing need varies within settlements. The same paragraph goes on to state:

“Examining this need alongside the notional housing allocation figure for each
settlement, uncovers a number of settlements where completions and live planning
permissions would already meet the allocation figure but would not meet the social
rented housing need. For all these settlements, save for Broughshane, the social rented
housing need could potentially be met by urban capacity and/or windfall potential.”

The Council is reliant upon land identified in the Urban Capacity Study (Technical
Supplement 3) to secure the delivery of affordable housing; however we consider there
to be a number of weaknesses to the methodology applied within the Council’s
assessment of urban capacity. These are summarised as follows:

. Lead-in times included within the assumptions do not accurately reflect the time
taken to zone land within the local development plan; secure planning
permission 