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C03689 Laburnum Park, Prince Regent Road

Policy OS 1 — Protecting of Open Space

Policy 051 — Protection of open space

The council will support the retention and improvement of existing open space
throughout the district area. There will be a general presumption in favour of
retaining all such lands and wuses, including protecting any character and amenity
value, whether specifically identified in the LDP or not, unless the lands are
identified in the LDP for an alternative use.

Development resulting in the loss of open space on lands specifically identified
for these uses in the LDP and/or the council’s Open Spaces Strategy and/or GBIP
will only be considered in exceptional circumstances where it is clearly shown that
redevelopment will bring substantial community benefits that decisively
outweigh the loss of the open space.

An exception may also be permitted where it is demonstrated that the loss of
open space will have no significant detrimental impact on the amenity, character
or biodiversity of an area and where either of the following circumstances occur:

In the case of an area of open space of 2 hectares or less, alternative provision
is made by the developer which is at least as accessible to current users and at
least equivalent in terms of size, usefulness, attractiveness, safety and quality;
or

. In the case of playing fields and sports pitches within settlement limits, it is
demonstrated by the developer that the retention and enhancement of the
facility can only be achieved by the development of a small part of the

existing space - limited to a maximum of 10% of the overall area - and this
will have no adverse effect on the sporting potential of the facility. This

exception will be exercised only once.

In all circumstances, the council must be satisfied that the loss of any open space
would not result in detriment to the overall green infrastructure provision.

The presumption against the loss of existing open space will apply irrespective of
ownership, public access, physical condition or appearance.

We do not support the above policy as currently worded and would suggest that the last paragraph
of the policy is amended:

“The presumption against the loss of existing open space will apply irrespective of ownership,
public access, physical condition or appearance.”

It should be amended to read as follows:
“The presumption against the loss of existing open space will apply irrespective of ownership.”

Whether or not open space is publicly accessible and in a good or poor physical condition is key to
determining the amenity value of the land. Land such as the subject lands that is fenced off to

prevent public access and lies in a relatively poor physical condition does not offer any amenity value
(IR==]
(Ll

GRAVIS

PLANNING




C03689 Laburnum Park, Prince Regent Road

to the local community or environmental benefit. In such cases, where land identified as existing
open space is of limited or low amenity value provision should be made for the review of such
zonings.

It is not clear whether the recommendation of the Open Space, Sport and Qutdoor Recreation topic
paper published at the same time as the POP to review/assess of existing open space to enable the
development of the LDP has been undertaken. This significant omission is in direct contrast to the
review which was undertaken into existing strategic employment sites to aid preparation of the
policies contained within the ‘Creating a Vibrant Economy’ section of the DPS.

This is particularly relevant given the limited land supply within the existing settlement limit of
Belfast to accommodate the 37,000 extra homes {based our suggestion to revert back the original
POP figure) and 46,000 extra jobs the DPS seeks to provide over the plan period. There is therefore
a clear and obvious need in the preparation of the Local Policies Plan to review the existing open
space zonings for the purpose of de-zoning those derelict or unused parcels of open space land
with little or no amenity value or guality, which are in strategic locations (such as the subject
lands) where their rezoning as development opportunity sites would contribute to the strategic
housing and economic growth objectives of DPS without compromising the objectives of
‘Promoting a green and active place’ {p29). It could be demonstrated that redevelopment of the
subject lands as a mixed use type scheme with associated amenities could bring about substantial
benefit to the local community that would outweigh the ioss of open space.

Removing the current open space zoning will not affect the functionality or integrity of the
Connswater Greenway. In fact, it will only serve to enhance it’s function by providing improving
access to it and by creating a new destination along the network. Development of the site could also
improve the security of the greenway through improved natural surveillance of this section of the
network.

Soundness Test

e Policy OS 1 is not ‘sound’ as the policy is not realistic or appropriate {Test CE2). There is a
need to assess and de-zone unsuitable open space areas, as protection of such areas with
limited or no public value, is not appropriate.

e In addition, this policy fails Test CE3 & CE4, as there is no monitoring provision to consider
the value of zoned open space areas and no flexibility in policy to allow alternative uses
where zoned open spaces no longer have any amenity value.

Remedy

e Undertake a full review & qualitative assessment of existing zoned open space areas.
e Re-word policy to allow flexibility to allow development where zonings have no amenity
value.
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C03689 Laburnum Park, Prince Regent Road

Soundness Test

e This policy is contrary to soundness test CE4 in that it is not flexible. The proposed housing
allocation figure of 31,660 in the DPS does nat include a 5 year over supply of housing and is
therefore not flexible and able to respond to unexpected growth during the plan period.

» In addition, the policy sets out what the delivery of housing will be on a 5-yearly basis, with
delivery increasing towards the end of the plan period. This is also an inflexible approach.
Especially, in the event, as stated previously, of the council area experiencing a higher than
anticipated level of growth in the first 5 years of the plan.

Remedy

e The council should revert back to the housing growth figure of 37,000 as set out in the
Preferred Options Paper.

e The council should remove the section of the policy which stipulates average annual figures
for the delivery the housing requirement.

ML
GRAVIS

PLANNING

11




C03689 Laburnum Park, Prince Regent Road

Policy HOU4 — Density

Policy HOU4 - Density of residential development

Planning permission will be granted for residential development proposals which
are brought forward in accordance with the following density bands:

Settlement / Average density Locational criteria
character area band (dwellings per
hectare)

Tall buildings >350 Locations to be identified

within city centre

Belfast city 150-350 Within the defined city centre

Centre boundary

Inner city Belfast 75-150 As defined within the settlement
strategy

Outer Belfast 25-125 Remainder of Belfast city between
inner city Belfast and the settlement

R _ | development limit

District centres 100-200 Within 200m of a district centre

Local centres 75-150 Within 100m of a local centre

City corridor 100 -175 50m either side of a designated city

within inner city corridor

Rail stations and 50-150 Within 100m of a rail station or halt

halts within outer Belfast |

Small settlements 25-50 Within the settlement development
limits of the small settlements

The above density bands are to be used as a guide to inform proposed
developments within the relevant settlement areas and development proposals
outside of these broad bands will be considered on their merits. This will be
subject to meeting all other policy requirements.

We support this policy and commend the council on proposing a policy that provides flexibility in
terms of the range of housing densities that would be acceptable across the district.
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C03689 Laburnum Park, Prince Regent Road

This policy, if taken forward, could see developers reducing residential development in general,
resulting in fewer housing projects being brought forward and result in affordable housing not being
delivered in the volume that was anticipated. This non-delivery of housing development could
undermine LDP targets.

The policy will not necessarily deliver affordable housing in the locations where those in need of
affordable housing would wish to live. Those seeking affordable housing will often wish to remain
within the close knit community where they have grown up and where family ties are strong. The
policy in its current form would seek to provide affordable housing on a blanket basis, whether
needed or not, spread across the district. There is therefore a need for a more targeted approach,
based on NIHE areas of demand.

The policy does not explicitly state that the affordable housing requirement could be delivered off-
site as an alternative to providing it on-site and such an approach would create more certainty
regarding delivery and alternatives. Ancther approach could be the payment, by developers, of a
fixed commuted sum, that is used to fund affordable housing provision within the district. Either of
these approaches would ensure that affordable housing is provided within the district but on a more
flexible basis that would allow the council to better respond to ever-changing need.

The policy does not differentiate between site types: greenfield, brownfield, inner city and edge of
city sites.  The land values associated with these site types vary and has implications for
development costs of projects. Therefore, the policy could differentiate between site types by using
a banding system such as that used by the City of York or Leeds (see page 9 &10) where the level of
provision required is based on zones.

In addition, consideration should be given to discounting the amount of social housing provision
required for residential schemes that utilises vacant/derelict buildings such as old mills and other
buildings of architectural merit. This can be justified as the development costs of these types of
schemes tend to be higher than new build projects on a ‘shovel ready’ site and not only would
discounting the affordable housing requirement on such sites ease the burden on developers, it
would also encourage sustainable development and regeneration of existing buildings across the
district.

We would suggest that it would be cumbersome and time-consuming to put in place Section 76
planning agreements in order to secure an affordable housing element within a residential scheme.
This would ultimately delay the delivery of the schemes as planning permission wouid be withheld
until the legal agreement was in place and a developer would not be able to commence works until
such times as the consent has been issued. Therefore, we would urge the council to remove any
reference to the need for section 76 planning agreements. It would be more appropriate and
efficient to deal with these matters through an appropriately worded planning condition.
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€03689 Laburnum Park, Prince Regent Road

We would respectfully suggest that Policy HOU 5 is revised to read as follows:

“Planning permission will be granted for residential development that provides
affordable housing, where it can be demonstrated that there is need.”

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

housing stress and prevailing housing need.

The affordable housing should be provided as an integral part of mixed tenure
development, integrated with general needs housing and not readily distinguishable
in terms of external design, materials and finishes.

Where it can be demonstrated that it is not sustainable or viable for a proposed
development to meet the requirements of this policy in full, the council will consider
suitable alternatives on a case-by-case basis, such as cammuted sums”
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Examples of Affordable Housing Planning Policy in other UK cities — York, Leeds and Manchester

City of York

On page 115 of City of York’s Local Plan Draft Publication, Policy H10 — Affordable Housing is
proposed as a planning policy to ensure appropriate provision of affordable housing in new
residential schemes. The plan was been submitted to the Secretary of State for Housing,
Communities and Local Government on Friday 25 May 2018 for independent examination.

The policy directs a differing {evel of provision based on the site type and units numbers as set out

Table 5.4: Affordable Housing Slte Thresholds
Threshold Target

below:

Brownfield sites = > 15 dwellings 20%
Greenfield sites = > 15 dwellings 30%
Urban, Suburban and Rural sites 11-14 20%
dwellings ’
Urban brownfield sites 5-10 dwellings® 15%!
Urban greenfield sites 5-10 dwellings® 19%’
Urban brownfield sites 2-4 dwellings® 8%"
Urban greenfietd sites 2-4 dweliings’ 10%’
Sub-urban brownfield sites 5-10 10%"
dwellings? °
Sub-urban greenfield sites 5-10 ot
dwellings? 15%
Sub-urban brownfield sites 2-4 1
. 2 2%
dwellings
Sub-urban greenfield sites 2-4 dwellings? 7%’
Rural brownfield sites 5-10 dwellings® 1%
Rural brownfield sites 2-4 dwellings? that 3%’
Rural greenfield sites 5-10 dwellings? 17%’
Rural greenfietd sites 2-4 dwellings® 8%
Notes to Table
1 This is the target percentage 1o be used In the off-site financial
contribution calculation following sub-clause (i) below
2 For sites that have a maximum combined gross floorspace of more

than 1,000sgm

Belfast City Council could introduce a similar banding that differentiates between the each site type
where new housing is proposed.
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Manchester City Council

In Manchester’s Core Strategy, p116, Policy H8 relates to Affordable Housing.

Within this policy, the threshold is set at sites of 0.3ha or greater or where a scheme proposes 15
units or greater that affordable housing provision (20%) will be expected.

It also states that an exemption from providing affordable housing or a lower proportion may be
acceptable in some circumstances, such as where it would financially undermine significant
development proposals critical to economic growth within the City.

This threshold in terms of unit numbers and site size is much less onerous and stringent than that
proposed in Belfast City Council’s Draft Plan Strategy. We would encourage the council to review
and relax the thresholds for the requirement to provide affordable housing within new residential
developments.

Soundness Test

e The policy is contrary to soundness test CE2 as it is not realistic or appropriate to require
20% for Affordabie Housing on sites of 0.1ha or 5 no. units or more.

e It is also contrary to soundness test CE3 in that there is no suitable mechanism for
implementation i.e. Section 76 Agreements are not suitable means to deliver the affordable
housing provision within a scheme.

e Finally, the policy is contrary to soundness test CE4 in that it is not flexible and lacks
alternatives such as the payment of a fixed commuted sum by developers.

Remedy

e The policy should be re-worded so that affordable housing provision is linked to
demand/need. It should also be updated to allow for alternatives such as the payment of a
fixed commuted sum by developers.
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Policy CI1 — Community Infrastructure

Policy CI1 — Community infrastructure

The council will seek to protect and provide development opportunities for
community, health, leisure, nurseries and educational facilities based on local
need in line with the projected population growth over the plan period.

Planning permission will be granted for the provision of new and improved
community infrastructure at appropriate and accessible locations within the urban
area, subject to consideration of the nature and location of any proposals. All
proposals shall ensure that there is no unacceptable impact on residential amenity
or natural/built heritage and satisfactory arrangements are provided for access for
all, including for pedestrians, cyclists and public transport. Where proposals affect
lands specifically zoned for development for particular uses, such proposals will
only be considered where they do not prejudice the proper planning and
sustainable development of the zoned lands.

In exceptional circumstances where there is no suitable land available in a
designated village settlement boundary, favourable consideration may be given
to a commumity use associated with the settlement which is located next to the
settlement limits.

There is a presumption against the development of existing community
infrastructure or lands identified for such use for altemative uses. Proposals for
alternative uses will require to demonstrate that the existing facility/designated
site is no longer required and that alternative arrangements are in place to ensure
no significant diminution of community infrastructure provision.

Where appropriate, new developments should be required to provide or
contribute towards any new community infrastructure requirements arising as a
result of development and should ensure good accessibility to existing services

and facilities intended to serve future residents. The council may seek to secure
the provision or improvement of community facilities, or improved access to such
facilities, by way of s76 planning agreement. This may be by way of agreed works
carried out by the developer or a financial contribution from the developer in lieu
of such works.

We are supportive of this policy. The policy contributes to the council’s aim of improving the health
and well-being of the citizens living within the city by ensuring that adequate provision is made for
community infrastructure facilities placed at highly accessible location. The subject lands are one
such location.

As previously stated in relation to Policy HOU5 & Policy HC1, we do not believe that Section 76
Agreements are appropriate and that appropriately worded planning conditions would be a much
more efficient method of securing the associated benefits of a scheme. Therefore, we would urge
the council to remove this element of the policy.
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C03689 Laburnum Park, Prince Regent Road

e The lands are low lying and relatively flat throughout, ensuring any future development will
not appear prominent;

e The site lies adjacent to the existing Connswater Greenway and connects directly to existing
green infrastructure which will ensure;

e It is clear that the lands no longer hold any amenity value in their present state and have
been fenced off preventing public access {see appendix 2).

e The site lies adjacent to existing employment;

¢ The lands are highly accessible given their strategic location on the A55 outer ring;

e An existing residential area lies to the north east and there are no incompatible land uses
surrounding the site that would prevent the fand from being developed as a mixed use
scheme.

We look forward to receiving an acknowledgement of receipt of this submission and engaging
further with the Council as the LDP progresses.

Stuart Clarke
Gravis Planning
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