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Statement by the Sixth Interested Party, the City of Durham Trust, of its
grounds for contesting the Claim by Durham County Council seeking
permission to bring Judicial Review proceedings (CO/2212/2015)

Introduction
1. The City of Durham Trust is a voluntary organisation and registered charity, and is one of the
oldest civic amenity bodies in Great Britain. It was formed in 1942 by local people who saw
the need to conserve, and to encourage the appreciation of, the historic City of Durham and its
surroundings.
2. In discharging its founding purpose the Trust monitors and engages when necessary in planning
matters affecting the City and its surroundings. It was therefore an active participant in the
successive consultations undertaken by the County Council in connection with the County
Durham Plan. Representatives of the Trust participated in 15 of the 20 sessions during Stage 1
of the Examination in Public, and presented evidence on the three Policies to which the Claim
refers.
3. The Trust assumes that this is why it has been named as Sixth Interested Party to the Council’s
Claim. The Court will no doubt understand that the Trust, as a charity with limited resources, is
inevitably constrained in the extent of the input it is able to provide to legal proceedings of this
nature. However, the nature and content of the Council’s Claim is such that the Trust feels it
important to respond to this Claim and to set out a number of grounds on which it opposes the
granting of permission to the Council to proceed with its application for Judicial Review.
4. In particular, the Trust wishes to emphasise that, following the issue of the Inspector’s Interim
Report and in common with the Fifth and Seventh Interested Parties, it has sought to engage in
dialogue with the County Council to assist in finding a positive way forward on the County Plan.
The Trust was a co-signatory to a letter to the Council dated 3 March 2015 to this effect, but
Councillor Foster’s reply on behalf of the Council on 5 March indicated an unwillingness to enter
into such discussions before the Council had determined its course of action.1 This was
notwithstanding the fact that the Council had already hosted a breakfast meeting on 25
February at its headquarters to discuss the consequences of the Interim Report, attendance at
which was confined to members of the developer and local business community rather than
encompassing a more inclusive and representative range of stakeholders.
5. Despite Councillor Foster’s closing reference to “dialogue with all interested parties in the
coming weeks with the aim of agreeing a plan that will work for the County”, it was over two
months before the Trust received any further information from the Council. This took the form
of a letter dated 13 May 2015 from the Head of Planning and Assets containing an invitation to a
meeting on 19 May to discuss the intended next steps on the County Plan.2 That meeting,
rather than taking the form of the previously-promised dialogue with interested parties, simply
1
2
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provided the occasion for Council representatives to announce their decision to seek Judicial
Review. It was indicated in response to a question that this was being done under officials’
delegated powers rather than with the authority of a Committee or Council meeting.
6. Representatives of the Trust, the Friends of Durham Greenbelt, and the Campaign to Protect
Rural England were present at that meeting. The first page of the Council’s Form N461PC shows
that this was filed on 15 May 2005. The form also names the Interested Parties, so the Council
had clearly identified and designated these bodies before the meeting took place on 19 May.
This information was not however conveyed to the Fifth, Sixth and Seventh Interested Parties at
that meeting, and it was not until council staff began to contact them on the following day about
the service of papers that they were made aware of their direct involvement in the legal process
that the Council had already initiated. Consequently these Interested Parties have only been
afforded the 21-day formal response period to consider their positions and to draft any replies.
7. This treatment should be compared with the Council’s dealings with at least the First Interested
Party. Paragraph 113 (Page 42 in the Council’s Statement of Facts and Grounds and Page 50 in
the bundle of Forms and Court Documents) states:
The Council fully adopts and endorses the matters relied upon by the First Interested Party,
concerning the fundamental lack of procedural fairness and breaches of natural justice, which
infected the examination process.

8. It is evident that the Council had concerted its views with this particular Interested Party well
before the submission of its claim, so that the First Interested Party has effectively been given
the advantage of a longer response time.
9. In addition, since the First Interested Party has not yet served papers in connection with this
Claim, and the Claimant has chosen not to follow the advice in paragraph 7.5 of the
Administrative Court Guidance by including within the Bundle any supporting material about
those specific matters relied upon by the First Interested Party which it “fully adopts and
endorses”, the Trust has been left unaware of the underlying substance of this particular Ground
for the Claim, thus further limiting its scope for response.
10. The remainder of the Trust’s submission comments as appropriate on the detail of the Council’s
Claim. The response focuses on what the Trust considers to be the key elements of the Claim,
but the absence of comment on other aspects is not intended to imply agreement with any parts
of the Claim.
11. The Trust acknowledges its understanding that the function of a Planning Court Judicial Review is
to consider the process followed in a case, rather than to review the evidence informing that
particular application of planning process. However, since many parts of the Council’s Claim
refer to and rest upon the detail of evidence considered in the Examination in Public of the
County Durham Plan, this response necessarily also refers to these evidential matters raised by
the Claimant.
12. Except when reference is made to additional documents which the Trust wishes to introduce
into the proceedings, the page numbers quoted below textually or in footnotes are those given
in the continuously-numbered bundle of documentation which the Council has submitted.
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Where footnoted, this is abbreviated to DCC Bundle. The Trust’s Bundle is cited as CDT Bundle,
and reference is also made to the submission by the Friends of Durham Green Belt, the Fifth
Interested Party. This is cited as FoDGB Bundle. Paragraph references in all such citations are to
paragraphs within or commencing on the numbered page that is referenced.

The Council’s Statement of Facts and Grounds:
Introduction
13. The Introduction to the Council’s Claim summarises matters which are rehearsed subsequently
in more detail under the various Grounds, and the Trust therefore comments on those parts of
the Introduction under the headings of the respective Grounds. There are however a number of
specific issues arising out of this Introduction that warrant separate comment.
14. In paragraph 4 of its Introduction, page 10, the Claimant states that its community and statutory
stakeholders are “all supportive of the Strategy as set out in the Plan.”3 It is difficult to reconcile
this assertion of the universality of support for the Strategy among consultees with the
Inspector’s statement in his Interim Report that there were some 3,596 representations against
the Plan.4
15. The Trust has had previous occasion to question the Council’s assertion that one of the statutory
consultees mentioned in paragraph 4 of the Claim, the Highways Agency, fully endorsed the
transport strategy included within the Plan. Many of the submissions from the Highways
Agency that are included in the Council’s on-line suite of responses to its consultation on the
Pre-Submission Draft of the County Plan are simply formal statements reserving the Agency’s
position, but the documentation also includes two representations submitted in revised form on
17 December 2013, eleven days after the consultation formally closed. These are included in the
Trust’s bundle, and relate to two specific policies, Policy 3, the quantity of new development,
and Policy 49, the provision of transport infrastructure. Both responses similarly reserved the
Agency’s position but were also specifically caveated by reference to the need to improve the
transport evidence base. In addition, the response on Policy 49 expressed the Agency’s need for
assurance that the safe and efficient operation of the strategic road network would be
maintained and would be capable of supporting the Plan’s aspirations.5
16. Correspondence that the Trust has obtained through a Freedom of Information request to the
Highways Agency shows that substantial matters remained at issue between the Council and the
Agency after the close of consultation on the Pre-Submission Draft of the Plan. It was only on 21
March 2014, just over a month before the Plan’s submission to the Secretary of State, that the
Agency felt able to withdraw its representations about a significant number of the policies
contained in the Plan.6
17. The Trust accordingly considers that paragraph 4 of the Claim misrepresents the extent of
support for the Council’s Strategy.
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18. In paragraphs 6-9 of the Introduction, page 11, the Claim introduces the matter of the
independent review by Nathaniel Litchfield [sic] and Partners [NLP]. This will be referred to
subsequently in the Trust’s comments on particular Grounds of the Claim. However, the Trust
wishes to comment at the outset that, although both the Council and the authors of the report
are keen to stress the “independence” of the report and the internal safeguards that were put in
place by NLP , the fact remains that the Council was a client of NLP during the preparation of the
County Plan. Indeed, the NLP report itself acknowledges that several reports by this firm form
part of the evidence base for the County Plan, one of them relating directly to matters under
dispute in this Claim.7
19. It is also relevant to note that, in a different context and for a different audience, the same firm,
using the same principal author, had previously issued another paper which takes an entirely
different view of prospective population and employment growth in north-east England from
that articulated in the review which it prepared for Durham County Council. That paper was
presented to the London Society on 5 February 2015, and the introductory section, dealing with
the UK context, has been extracted and is included in the Trust’s Bundle.8
20. The NLP report for Durham County Council, while expressing some reservations about the way
the Council had presented its figures of Objectively Assessed Need, 9 appears to accept as ”not
implausible” the Council’s preferred scenario of a 57,500 uplift in the county’s resident
population and a 30,000 increase in its employed population over the plan period.10 For context,
the 57,500 increase in the resident population in the Plan’s preferred scenario would be
equivalent to 11.2% growth over the Plan period from 2011 to 2030.
21. NLP’s London Society paper, credited to the principal author of the firm’s report for Durham
County Council, bases its case for London Green Belt release on the differential rate of growth in
London compared with other English regions. For this purpose, NLP was happy to adopt the
ONS 2012-based population projections, whic show estimated population growth in the north
east of 6.3% between 2012 and 2037, the lowest of all the English regions.11 Although this is a
different time-frame from the 2011-2030 County Durham Plan period, 2030 figures can be
interpolated from the underlying ONS data. This suggests population growth for the north-east
region of 5.3% between 2011 and 2030.
22. In order to reconcile the different population growth figures used by NLP in these two reports, it
is necessary to assume that County Durham, which provided 20% of the region’s population in
2012, would account for 43% of the entire population growth in the region between 2012 and
2030, and that other local authority areas in the north east would consequently grow at a
significantly lower rate than was projected in the ONS data preferred by NLP for its London
presentation. If NLP stands by the regional forecasts that it provided to the London Society
while at the same time maintaining its endorsement of the Council’s forecasts for County
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Durham, the population of the remainder of the north-east region could only grow by 3.5%
between 2012 and 2030, compared with the 5.0% projected by the ONS.
23. The employment and GVA forecasts used in this part of the NLP London paper are less easy to
interpret than those for population, since they are presented purely graphically and no baselines
are quoted. However, the data map presented on the same page as the regional population
growth projections is unequivocal: NLP forecasts no change at all between 2010 and 2020 in the
rate of jobs growth in County Durham. This appears to be consistent with the below-average
GVA growth rate for the north-east region between 2014 and 2018 that is forecast on the
preceding page of the document.12
24. The Trust accordingly questions the objectivity and robustness of the analysis contained in the
NLP review which is relied upon in the Council’s Claim. The apparent ambiguity in NLP’s role and
deficiencies in their findings form part of the general basis upon which the Trust contests the
Claim. In addition, further specific comment will be made about other aspects of NLP’s findings
in the discussion of Ground 2 below, paragraphs 41-96.
25. Paragraph 14 of the Introduction to the Claim (page 15, DCC Bundle) states that the Council
seeks an order (1) quashing the Inspector’s Interim Report and the decision dated 8 May 2015
and (2) appointing a new Inspector to conduct the examination into the soundness of the Plan.
The Council’s Introduction is followed by a discussion of the legal framework, upon which the
Trust is not at present in a position to comment. However, from a lay perspective, it is difficult
to understand what the Council is actually seeking to achieve on behalf of the residents and
council-tax payers of County Durham in pursuing this Claim.
26. The Inspector’s Interim Report, frequently referred to in the Council’s Claim and included in full
in the Claimant’s Bundle, suggested three options to the Council for the future progress of the
Examination – to continue on the basis of current evidence; to suspend the examination to allow
an opportunity to remedy the issues he had identified in his Interim Report; or for the Council to
withdraw the Plan and restart the process.13
27. The outcome of a successful Judicial Review on the basis sought by the Council would however
probably amount in effect to the third option identified by the Inspector, since a new Inspector
would have to consider all the existing evidence afresh. If the Council was able to establish that
it was entitled to introduce new evidence at that point into the Examination of a Plan which had
already been submitted to the Secretary of State, objectors would likewise be entitled to
respond to any such additional evidence. But since much of the existing underlying evidence on
which the Council relies has now been overtaken by subsequent data – for example, the
publication of the latest DCLG household forecasts – the introduction of more current evidence
would make it reasonable to expect the Council to undertake a comprehensive review of its
Strategy in the light of this data. However, since the Council stated at the meeting with
stakeholders on 19 May 2015 that its existing Strategy is the core of its Plan, such a review
would, in the Council’s own logic, require a fresh start and a resubmission of a new Plan for
examination. That is the Inspector’s third option.
12
13

CDT Bundle pages 41-42
DCC Bundle pages 80-81 paras 111-115

CDT Bundle page 8

6
28. The Trust is consequently unable to perceive what public benefit the Council is seeking to
achieve through its Claim, and how the public interest would be served by the grant of
permission to proceed with Judicial Review. Rather, the Trust contends that the objectives of
securing the early adoption of a robust County Durham Plan and of avoiding unnecessary
additional expenditure by public authorities and objectors would be better served by the
Council’s activation of the second option proposed by the Inspector: a period of suspension to
permit it to remedy the policies he identified in his Interim Report as likely to be found unsound.
29. It is important to note that the Inspector’s interim adverse findings extended to nine policies,
not simply the three policies to which the Council’s Claim refers. As already indicated at
paragraph 4 above, the Trust, together with the Fifth and Seventh Interested Parties, has already
indicated its willingness to work with the Council during such a period of suspension in order to
facilitate a speedy resolution of all the issues identified by the Inspector.
30. The Trust therefore contests the Claim for the reasons set out in paragraphs 26-28 above,
together with the other grounds given elsewhere in this response.

The Council’s Statement of Facts and Grounds:
Ground 1
31. The Trust fully endorses and adopts the matters relied upon by the Fifth Interested Party (the
Friends of Durham Green Belt) in its rebuttal of Ground 1 of the Council’s Claim. These are set
out in paragraphs 3.4-3.9 and 10.1-10.4 of the Fifth Interested Party’s summary of Grounds for
contesting the Claim.14 The Trust has also seen the comments of the Seventh Interested Party in
draft form, and supports the latter’s general arguments.
32. In addition to the technical arguments advanced by the Fifth and Seventh Interested Parties, the
Trust also specifically questions the accuracy of the statements in paragraphs 13(v) and 75-76 of
the Claim on which the Council seeks to base its criticisms of the Inspector’s interim conclusions
about the riskiness of its labour force growth target of 30,000 new jobs.15
33. It should be noted that these paragraphs in the Claim focus on only one element of the
Inspector’s concerns about this target, its reliance on the requirement for 7,000 of these jobs to
be accommodated outside County Durham itself, in the wider regional economy. The Council’s
wording here also appears to conflate two different expressions: commuting patterns and
commuting rates. The first is a general descriptive term, while commuting rates, in the context
in which it appears to have been applied in paragraph 75, is the specific quantification of the
relationship between the employed population of an area and the number of jobs actually
located within that area. It is correctly defined and better described in Document RS5 in the
Council Bundle as the commuting ratio, and expressed mathematically as the number in
employment [living within the county] divided by the number of jobs actually located within the
county. The result of this calculation for Durham is 1.19, indicating net out-commuting by
residents.16

14
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34. Paragraph 75 of the Claim states specifically that “the evidence submitted…by the Council as
justifying the OAN relied on a net commuting rate in Durham, which is not projected to change
over the Plan period.” [Emphasis added.] But that is simply a planning assumption: any
commuting rate, or ratio, is a dependent variable, and is not immutable.
35. Paragraph 75 of the Claim also cites paragraph 11.4 of a further Council paper, R6, in support of
this statement that the commuting ratio was not expected to change over the Plan period.
However, by choosing not to include this paper in its Bundle the Council has failed to reveal to
the Court that the same paragraph also goes on to refer to recent evidence that the commuting
ratio may have declined to 1.17 from 1.19.
The relevant quotation is therefore extracted
below:
11.4 Based on 2001 Census commuting rates the labour force growth target scenario associated with
a 73% employment rate for County Durham residents highlights that 23,016 of the 30,000 additional
labour force growth target will be located in County Durham. Unconfirmed commuting rate data
from the 2011 Census Workday Population statistics suggests that commuting may have declined
marginally to a ratio of 1.17 (from 1.19). In the event that this change is confirmed then 23,410 of the
additional jobs targeted will be located in County Durham….
(Durham County Council, Population, Housing and Employment Projections Background Paper, April
2014, pages 6-7. [Examination Library Document R6])

36. While the basis of these calculations may not be transparent, the import of the second sentence
is clear. It demonstrates that, contrary to the statement in paragraph 75 of the Claim that “no
alternative commuting rates were put before the Examination by any party”, the Council itself
had raised the possibility of an emerging change in the ratio.
37. It is fully acknowledged that the possible change referred to was only marginal at that point in
time. The Trust in its own consultation responses at previous stages of the Plan’s development
had indicated that it was prepared to use the Council’s preferred commuting ratio of 1.19 as a
working figure. However, the Trust’s submissions also pointed out that the Council had created
a more fundamental ambiguity when including the concept of a 23,000:7,000 split between
county jobs and external jobs in its target and Strategy. It is this specific aspect of the build-up
of the total 30,000 new jobs target that the Inspector questioned in paragraphs 39-40 of his
Interim Report, not the “net commuting rate” mentioned in paragraph 75 of the Claim.
38. Applying the Council’s stated commuting rate of 1.19 to the 23,000 share of new jobs to be
located within the county generates a further 4,370 new jobs to be filled by net commuting from
Durham to employment outside the county, rather than the 7,000 claimed in the Strategy. The
Council’s 23,000:7,000 formulation could only be achieved if the commuting ratio within the
additional workforce was 1.30, not 1.19. While of course the effects of this higher figure on the
county’s overall commuting ratio would be moderated statistically by the proportion of existing
commuters within the base workforce, such an increase in the net number of residents travelling
to jobs elsewhere could only be achieved by a significant uplift in a commuting ratio which the
Council has expressly stated is not “projected to change over the Plan period”.
39. Paragraph 13(v) of the Claim alleges that the Inspector had no grounds rationally to conclude
that the existing commuting patterns for Durham identified in the Council’s evidence were
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unsound.17 The wording of this allegation does not even approximate to the Inspector’s actual
statements in paragraphs 39-40 of his Interim Report,18 but more importantly totally fails to
acknowledge that it is the Council’s own reasoning that implies the necessity of a change in
existing commuting patterns, not the Inspector’s.
40. This failure on the Council’s part to ensure the consistency of the statements made in this part of
its Claim with the actual numerical implications of its Strategy has therefore infected not only
the specific arguments that it seeks to advance in paragraphs 13(v) and 75-76; it also feeds back
more extensively into the relationship between the Council’s employment forecasts and its OAN,
and therefore undercuts other elements of the Claimant’s Ground 1 case, for example as set out
in paragraphs 60 and 62 of the Claim. This therefore gives the Trust additional grounds for
concurring with the Fifth Interest Party in strongly disputing the causative links which the Council
assumes between the potential number of new jobs and the OAN for new dwellings.19

The Council’s Statement of Facts and Grounds:
Ground 2
41. The Claim’s criticism of the Inspector’s Interim Report findings on the two relief roads relies
heavily on the NLP review. As a consequence, this section of the Claim unfortunately imports a
number of errors of fact or interpretation from that document, so the Trust’s comments will
where necessary refer to the NLP report in matters of detail.
42. The limitations in NLP’s reporting are perhaps understandable, since the authors themselves
note that they confined their examination mainly to the documents cited by the Inspector, and
expressly observe that “not all evidence submitted to the Examination has been reviewed”.
They also note that they have not visited the locations concerned, so are not in a position to
comment on various key issues relating to the impact of the proposed relief roads.20
43. In this connection, it may also be pertinent to observe that NLP badges itself as “Planning,
Design, Economics” consultants, and that the primary professional affiliation of the main and sub
authors of the report appears to be to the Royal Town Planning Institute.21
While that
discipline shares some common ground with transport planning, the Council’s evidence on the
relief roads was largely prepared and led by transport planning and highways engineering
practitioners, a different professional skills-set. While it would be surprising if NLP did not
include some consultants with highways and transportation qualifications among its staff, the
authors of the NLP review explain the restrictive conditions under which it was prepared.22
Their report certainly does not claim to be informed by a transport planning or highways
engineering background.
44. It is therefore particularly disappointing to note that the NLP review states that, although the
authors have not carried out a forensic review of the objectors’ evidence, “we note that it [i.e.
17
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the objectors’] evidence does not contain technical evidence and relies on the personal evidence
of those objecting”. 23 Neither the relevance of, nor the justification for, this comment is made
clear, and it seems to be completely at variance with the intent set out in the Ministerial
Foreword to NPPF. There, the Minister decries the fact that planning has become “the preserve
of specialists, rather than people in communities”, and stresses the importance of “allowing
people and communities back into planning.”24
45. For the avoidance of doubt, the Trust is a community-based organisation, and its evidence was
provided on behalf of the organisation rather than of any individual within it. Its evidence on the
relief roads was in fact given by a Fellow of the Chartered Institute of Highways & Transportation
and of the Chartered Institution of Logistics & Transport, with extensive senior professional
experience in investment appraisal and in transport planning and delivery. The Trust’s
preparation of its evidence was also informed at the Preferred Options and Submission stages of
the County Durham Plan’s development by professional advice from two established transport
consultancy practices: Arups, and JMP.25 As the note of proceedings on the EiP hearing on the
relief roads confirms, representatives of JMP were in attendance on the Trust’s behalf when
these matters were discussed.26 So even if NLP were unaware of the Ministerial intentions
quoted above, the review’s categorisation of this input as “personal evidence” remains entirely
unwarranted.
46. As to the “technical” content of evidence, the only way that the Trust and other objectors could
have directly matched that provided on the Council’s behalf would have been by commissioning
alternative runs of the Durham Transport Model, and the Trust’s doubts about the current
robustness of the base data within this model are expressed below, paragraph 83. And even if
the Council were prepared to grant third-party access to this model, expensive consultancy time
would have been required to mount the runs and to analyse the outputs. Instead, the Trust
concluded that its limited resources would be better deployed in as full an analysis as was
possible of the technical documentation issued by the Council and its consultants, and in using
other relevant, publicly-available datasets to sense-check the Council evidence.
47. Although the Examination Library contained an extensive suite of technical documentation
prepared by the Council and its consultants during the consultation process, earlier submissions
made by consultees were not included. Consequently, NLP would not have been directly aware
of previous input from those objectors whose evidence the review’s authors nonetheless feel
able to criticise as “personal”. However, the position that the Trust reached from its analysis of
the Council’s evidence and its own research was summarised in its written submission to the
Examination, which was included in the Evidence Library as document RS69. This document,
which is attached as part of the Trust’s own Bundle of papers,27 makes explicit mention of
previous submissions, and NLP could reasonably have inferred their technical content from RS69
had the scope of the firm’s review been less limited.
23
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48. It is also relevant to point out that the note of the EiP hearing on 9 October 2014 records a
statement on the Council’s behalf that “there were lots of statistics in the representations from
the City of Durham Trust which couldn’t be responded to but they were passed to the
consultants undertaking the modelling.” 28 If the Trust’s submissions required consideration by
the Council’s own technical consultants then it surely qualifies as technical evidence.
49. Turning next to the specific elements of the Council’s Ground 2 Claim relating to the relief roads,
paragraphs 83-84 of the Council’s Ground 2 Claim relating to the relief roads aver that the
Inspector made an error of law in Ground 1 in dismissing the Council’s population and housing
forecasts, and that by also dismissing them as an input to the policy justification for the relief
roads he likewise made an error of law.
50. The Trust’s position on Ground 1 has already been set out above, paragraphs 31-40. However,
it is important to explain that the Trust’s evidence on the relief roads at every stage of the
consultation process repeatedly emphasised not only its strong reservations about the reliability
of the Council’s macro-level forecasts of population, housing and employment, but also about
the consistency of the detailed interaction between the implementation of development policies
based on those forecasts and the traffic modelling case for the relief roads.
51. For example, paragraph 9 of the Trust’s document RS69, referring to a Jacobs report T29 (which
the Claimant has not included in its Bundle), pointed out that the Council itself, during the
preparation of the Plan, had significantly reduced the forecast build-out rates for new housing
on sites which were proposed to be released through the Local Development Framework
embodied in the County Plan, to the extent that only 150 dwellings would be delivered on these
sites by 2021.29 Yet T29 continues to recommend that “the WRR should be prioritised for
implementation by 2021 due to its role of supporting development and economic growth whilst
mitigating the local impacts arising from this growth and maintaining the wider operation of the
network”.30 Despite this reduction in projected new housing development by 2021, the wording
of this 2014 recommendation is substantially the same as that in the same consultant’s
recommendation in its 2013 report which is included in the Council’s Bundle.31
52. The lack of consistency between the traffic modelling evidence, the Council’s land-use
development proposals, and the policy case for the relief roads was specifically noted by the
Inspector in paragraph 99 of his Interim Report.32 Consequently, his questioning of the statistical
justification for these roads was clearly based on wider evidential considerations than just his
reservations about the robustness of the Council’s housing and employment forecasts which are
the subject of Ground 1 of the Claim. This element of the Inspector’s interim findings is not
referred to in either paragraph 83 of the Council’s Claim or the NLP review.
53. The Trust therefore contends that paragraph 83 of the Council’s Ground 2 Claim is too narrowly
drawn and is consequently defective.
28
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54. Paragraphs 85-90 of the Council’s Ground 2 Claim refer to issues of viability and deliverability,
wording that is directly taken from NPPF paragraph 173.33 However, in framing this part of its
Claim, the Council has again drafted its terms extremely narrowly, and indeed considerably more
narrowly than is generally understood by transport practitioners and is advised in the good
practice guidance for public sector investment provided in the Treasury Green Book.
55. As the Jones Lang Lasalle draft report referenced in the Council documentation acknowledges,
the two proposed relief roads are by a very substantial margin the largest capital projects which
the Council seeks to undertake as part of the County Plan, with a total cost currently estimated
at £85 million.34
56. Virtually any roads project is deliverable in the sense that it is buildable, provided only that
sufficient funds are available to finance its construction and to overcome other constraints. But
deliverability also refers to a project’s ability to achieve the outcomes intended from its
construction. As the Trust evidence paper RS69 shows, serious doubts remain about the traffic
impacts of the two relief roads, particularly the northern relief road.35 These adverse effects
include an overall increase in traffic on the local network and therefore an increase in
environmental pollution; the diversion of traffic from the A1(M) to the less safe all-purpose road
network; local traffic growth on frontage streets in several parts of the network; and particularly
acute congestion impacts at key junctions to the north of the city. The latter is evidenced by a
report to the Council from AECOM, the firm which paragraph 87 of the Claim credits with
demonstrating the “technical feasibility” of the relief roads following the professional caveats
expressed by Jacobs in their report and referred to in paragraph 86 of the Claim. This particular
AECOM report, T43 in the Examination Library, is not included in the Council Bundle, but the
Trust wishes in particular to refer to paragraph 63 of that report and to Table 7, which clearly
demonstrate a worsening of modelled traffic conditions in 2030 as a consequence of the
construction of the northern relief road. Consequently the Trust has included the relevant
sections of document T43 in its own Bundle.36
57. So far as viability is concerned, both the Claim and the NLP Report appear to treat viability as
synonymous with the fundability that is discussed in the Jones Lang Lasalle report already
referenced.
But leaving aside the risks and caveats expressed in that draft report, NPPF
paragraph 173 clearly envisages an assessment of net financial viability against total scheme
costs, albeit expressed there in the more specific context of returns to a commercial developer.37
As the Trust argued in RS69 and elsewhere in its evidence, in a public sector context the key test
that is required to ensure compliance with Treasury guidance is value for money.38 This is
precisely the term that Jacobs used in their professional note of reservation which is directly
quoted in paragraph 86 of the Council’s Claim. But Jacobs’ recommendation also expressly
states that viability needs to be determined before committing to fund the relief roads, so their
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professional judgement clearly does not support NLP’s assertion that fundability amounts to
proof of viability.
58. The NLP Report expresses the somewhat surprising view that “this [ie a value for money
assessment] is not a typical consideration at this stage of a local plan.”39 This statement perhaps
reflects a lack of familiarity with transport scheme appraisal practice,40 but also does not accord
with the financially-based test of viability described in paragraph 173 of NPPF, already
mentioned above. It is difficult to think of any circumstances where an accountable public
authority could reasonably justify the absence of a proper assessment of all the costs and
benefits of a £85 million capital investment when seeking the level of commitment that is
attached to embodying such a proposal in a statutory development plan.
59. Consequently, the Trust contends that the elements of the Council’s Ground 2 that are included
in paragraphs 85-90 of its Claim are ill-founded and exhibit a worrying lack of understanding of
the tests of deliverability and viability that should properly be applied to schemes of this
magnitude prior to selection and commitment.
60. Paragraphs 91-103 of the Claim address the third of the issues which the Council includes in
Ground 2, that the Inspector’s interim conclusion that there was a lack of conformity between
the Council’s Local Transport Plan 3 [LTP3] and the relief roads proposals was flawed and
unlawful. Again, the Council’s Claim and the NLP review appear to have unduly narrowed the
focus of their argument, and compounded this by introducing an extended discussion of the
status of an adopted local transport plan in relation to a local development plan.
61. The Council’s Bundle contains only two short extracts from LTP3, which are not themselves
paginated but fall between pages 643 and 648 in the Bundle. The first extract rehearses Policy 5,
that proposals for improvements to the highway network will only be brought forward in the
absence of suitable alternatives capable of achieving the same objectives. This is directly
quoted by the Inspector in his Interim Report, as cited in paragraph 93 in the Council Claim.
62. The second extract is from Appendix H.0 of LTP3, and contains the quotation in paragraph 96 of
the Claim, that “the two possible solutions to address impacts on the existing road network were
already included within the County Durham Plan consultation documentation.”
63. From this, the Council attempts to construct the argument set out in paragraph 97 of the Claim
that “the justification for the relief roads was never intended to be determined by reference to
the policies in that plan [ie LTP]. Rather this issue was to be explored through the Local Plan
process.”
64. But this argument depends on an unjustifiable ex post interpretation of the documentation, and
in particular on inferring an intention that was nowhere made explicit at the time this
documentation was issued.
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65. Firstly, as the extracted page covering Policy 5 clearly shows, LTP3 sets out the overarching
policy context which the Council had formally adopted in 2011 for any new road building. The
preamble is unequivocal:
A.5.1 Road building can be disruptive and expensive and it is more preferable that new
development is located to minimise the need for new road construction. In terms of
building roads to overcome problems relating to congestion and safety, then such projects
shall only be pursued after all other potential options have been considered.
A.5.2 The new road infrastructure programme has to change from facilitating the growth of
traffic to one of managing the growth of traffic, with a view to eventually reducing
traffic…. To be consistent with this Plan’s goals, new roads need to be designed so as not to
encourage more or longer car journeys, nor detract from any of the more sustainable forms
of transport.
A.5.3 The County Council will continue its approach to integrating all modes of transport, to
build a sustainable transport system for the county and will ensure that all new highway
proposals complement the Plan’s goals. All highway schemes will be fully assessed to
ensure that they fully support the Plan’s [i.e. LTP3’s] goals and challenges. 41 [Emphasis
added]
66. The Inspector was therefore entirely justified and correct in his conclusion that the two relief
roads were contrary to Policy 5. Indeed, paragraph A.5.1 quoted above and included in the DCC
Bundle also makes it clear that the Council’s proposed housing release sites are themselves
contrary to the objectives of the LTP.
67. The Council’s Claim secondly goes on to extend the argument by suggesting, as quoted above,
that the justification for the relief roads was never intended to be determined by reference to
the policies in LTP3. This argument is unjustified and unreasonable on several counts:






The preparation of a Local Transport Plan is a statutory duty under the provisions of
S108 of the Transport Act 2000 as amended. It would entirely vitiate the policy
purposes for which Government requires local authorities to prepare such plans if the
most significant interventions proposed for the Council-controlled transport
infrastructure network in the period to 2030 were to be determined outside the
framework which the LTP provides.
The Council has provided no evidence that this “intention” was made clear to consultees
during the LTP consultation process: the cross-reference in the adopted version of the
LTP which the Claim cites was made simply “in the interests of brevity”.42
Furthermore, the adopted LTP itself makes it clear that the relief roads were in fact
considered as part of its preparation. The box within paragraph 8.4.20 of the Safer and
Healthier Travel section of LTP3 includes the two relief roads within a long list of
possible interventions, but the immediately succeeding paragraph and Table 8.4.1
confirm that these did not form part of the selected shortlist.43
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Although this de-selection is caveated by the comment that interventions not included
in this shortlist might appear elsewhere in the document in shortlists for interventions
proposed to achieve the other goals of LTP3, the two relief roads do not appear on any
other shortlists within the adopted document.

68. The final strand to this section of the Council’s Ground 2, expressed in paragraphs 99-102 of the
Claim, is that the Inspector erred in his interim finding that the Council had not analysed suitable
alternatives to the relief roads. The Trust notes that the NLP review introduced other issues
into this part of its advice, which the Council has not adopted in its Claim.44 This response
therefore does not address these issues, but the Trust reserves its position should the Council
seek to introduce these additional points at a later stage.
69. It is particularly noteworthy that the references in this section of the Claim to “the Council” do
not distinguish between the current, 2009, Unitary County Council, and the 1974 County Council
established by the Local Government Act, 1972. The new Council is an entirely separate entity,
with responsibilities and an electoral composition which differ from those of its predecessor.
Accordingly the Inspector’s statement that “the previous authority did not pursue traffic
restraint measures but that does not justify DCC excluding such policies from analysis” is
factually correct in distinguishing between the present Council and the predecessor county
council.
70. The work referred to in paragraphs 100-102 of the Claim was undertaken for the previous
County Council as the then highways and transport authority. It is interesting that the wording
from the Durham County Plan that is quoted derives almost entirely from the narrative in a
consultant’s report prepared for the Council in January 2012, which in turn draws on the same
consultant’s 2008 TIFF report cited in the quotation cited within paragraph 100 of the Claim.
71. The fact that the present Council continues to rely on wording generated by consultants for its
predecessor lends credence to the view that, during the preparation of the County Durham Plan,
there was no systematic and objective consideration of alternatives to the relief roads within the
present County Council. Oral responses to particular questions about some alternatives were
provided by officials at a late stage, during the EiP hearing. However, what is singularly absent
from the Council’s suite of documents is any evidence that, as part of the preparation of the
County Plan, officers systematically identified and analysed alternatives to the two relief roads in
the way that the Council’s own LTP3 prescribes and Government guidance advises,45 or that
elected members of the current County Council were given a proper opportunity for an informed
review of options as part of the decision-making process on the County Plan.
72. The Trust therefore considers that the Claim entirely fails to demonstrate that the Inspector was
in error in reaching his view that the Claimant – the present Council – had failed to analyse
alternatives to the relief roads, and that his interim conclusion was consequently flawed and
unlawful.
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73. Paragraphs 104-105 of the Claim relate to the strategic transport modelling undertaken by the
Council, but also include within this heading further specific issues relating to traffic restraint.
The Council contends that the Inspector’s interim findings on these matters were irrational.
74. Paragraph 104(a) questions the Inspector’s interpretation of the DfT guidance to which he refers
in his interim report. The Council has not included this admittedly very large document in its
Bundle, and appears to rely solely on comments within the NLP report in this part of its Claim. 46
These comments have however been incorporated into the Claim in a manner which does not
properly reflect the nature of the Inspector’s comments in paragraph 97 of his interim report.47
The concluding section of the DfT document, which is cited by NLP, has therefore been included
in the Trust’s Bundle to provide the necessary context.48
75. It is clear from his interim report that the Inspector was using the 21% reduction in peak hour
traffic cited in the DfT report as an example of what “could” [his wording] be achieved, in
comparison with the Plan target of 7-10%, which the Council chooses to describe as “ambitious”.
The Inspector also clearly stated his awareness that the 21% figure described in the DfT
document was the outcome of a high-intensity programme of sustainable travel initiatives.
76. The NLP review correctly notes that the same DfT document adds a qualification to that 21%
figure, and the quotation from the source document used by NLP is incorporated in full into
paragraph 104(a) of the Council’s Claim. However, the next sentence of the Claim then elides
the very carefully constructed caveat in the DfT publication about the circumstances in which
such a reduction was realistically attainable into a dismissal of the 21% figure as itself
“unrealistic”. As the DfT document clearly states, some local authorities had indeed been able
to attain a traffic reduction of that order, and then goes on to make the fundamental point that:
… the difference between the high and low intensity scenarios is not a statistical error band
driven by uncertainty about economic trends. It derives from the different assumptions
about the policy priority and momentum that local and national government may, in future,
choose to give to soft factor initiatives. 49
77. The DfT report leaves no doubt about the importance of local government commitment as a
contributory factor in the level of traffic reduction that can be achieved in any area.50 In
addition to the written evidence submitted by representors to the Examination of the County
Plan, the Inspector had heard several speakers at the EiP questioning from direct experience the
reality of the Council’s actual commitment to sustainable transport and to traffic reduction.51
78. In view of the evidence before the Inspector, the Trust finds it difficult to understand what issue
the Claimant can legitimately take with paragraph 97 of the Inspector’s interim report, or with
the processes by which he reached his view. However, despite the misleading presentation of
the wording of that paragraph in paragraph 104(a) of the Claim, the Inspector’s paragraph 97 is
clearly not prescriptive as to the specific level of traffic reduction that could be achieved in
46
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Durham.
Technically, the unwarranted gloss that the Council has added does not make any
sense, since the level of traffic reduction is an output from the modelling, not an input.
79. Instead, the Inspector’s wording correctly draws attention to the fact that the perceived
congestion problem in the part of the network under discussion is a peak-hour problem. He
refers to evidence in the published DfT documentation showing what has been attained
elsewhere in terms of peak traffic reduction; compares this with with the Council’s own targets;
and states that this DfT evidence should be fully taken into consideration. It is difficult to see
how this conclusion can be regarded as “irrational.”
80. Paragraph 104(b) of the Claim refers summarily to the technical question of traffic data, and
relies solely on one sub-paragraph of the NLP report, paragraph 3.18(2).52 However, that
paragraph expressly notes that the authors “have not viewed the specific data”, but then
attempts to interpret that data, based on “what the Council advised us”. That clearly cannot
constitute an “independent review”, and provides no objective justification at all for the
Claimant’s assertion of irrationality on the part of the Inspector in reaching this element in his
interim conclusion.
81. Both the Council and the NLP paragraph that is cited in support are factually incorrect in what is
claimed in paragraph 104(b), and significantly misrepresent the evidence that was before the
Inspector when he considered this matter. Firstly, both the Trust and other objectors quoted
traffic figures relating to more than just these two roads.53 The Trust of course accepts that not
all A roads in the Durham City area have experienced similar declines in traffic levels, but the
two roads mentioned by the Inspector in paragraph 98 of his interim report, the A167 and A690,
are the key routes that the Council seeks to relieve with the proposed new roads. In the most
recently-published DfT statistics, those for 2013, both the A167 and A690 carried less traffic than
in 2000,54 as stated by the Inspector.
82. Secondly, DfT traffic count figures are not “snapshots” as paragraph 104(b) of the Claim alleges,
based on the “view” of the NLP report whose authors did not actually examine the data. In
compiling these statistics the Department uses an established and robust methodology that
could easily have been interrogated by NLP via the Gov.uk website.55 The DfT statistics not only
provide an annual figure – the “snapshot” which NLP decries – but enable long-run trends to be
established which allow robust conclusions to be reached about relative as well as absolute
changes in traffic flows.
83. Thirdly, the NLP report is in error in imputing a higher degree of reliability to the Council’s own
modelled forecasts than to the DfT statistics. Information about the Durham Transport Model is
given in the Council’s own Bundle,56 and it needs to be emphasised that the title applied to this
particular planning tool is entirely apt: it is a model, which can simulate future traffic conditions
under different scenarios, but does not generate real-time data about actual conditions. In
52
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common with all such models, it depends on traffic counts (which NLP, as noted, decries as
“snapshots”) to provide its base data, but the underlying traffic data for the Durham model was
obtained as long ago as 2006, when traffic flows generally were still increasing towards a peak
around 2007. The model has since been “recalibrated”, but this recalibration appears to have
relied mainly on national trend data and updated planning parameters rather than a
comprehensive refresh of the underlying traffic data.57 Consequently the Claimant is not on
strong grounds in arguing that its modelled data provides a more robust basis for transport
planning than the observed, annually-updated figures within the DfT traffic count series.
84. Paragraph 104(c) of the Claim relates to traffic congestion, and again depends heavily on
paragraph 3.18(2) of the NLP report for its justification. In ascribing error to the Inspector, this
part of the Claim misrepresents the evidence that was before the Inspector and has put an
extremely selective argument before the Court.
85. The Trust has never disputed that some peak-hour congestion exists in the Durham City road
network: its difference with the Council has been about the relative significance of that
congestion and the appropriate response, given the inevitability of higher travel demand during
peak hours in almost any network and the fact that the addition of extra road capacity will of
itself add to total peak demand for car travel. The Trust also fully acknowledges that the DfT
tables of average peak-hour speeds and journey times are indeed county-wide A-road averages,
and did so in its submissions.58 However, it should also noted that summary response from
Council officers that is cited in the penultimate sentence of paragraph 104(c) of the Claim does
not also acknowledge that these county-wide averages are weighted by the traffic volumes on
individual roads so are likely to reflect the proportionate effect of the more heavily-trafficked
roads in and around Durham City within the average figures.59
86. The Trust therefore rejects the Claimant’s assertion in the penultimate sentence of paragraph
104(c) that these DfT statistics of peak traffic flow in County Durham are not directly relevant to
the particular issue of congestion in Durham City. It also directly challenges the veracity of the
final sentence of the same paragraph which states that “This [ie the lack of relevance of the
County averages to Durham City] was not disputed by any other party”.
87. The Trust’s written submission to the EiP pointed out that the Council’s own documentation
showed that the DfT averages “were not significantly unrepresentative of conditions in Durham
City”, by reference to modelled and actual runs undertaken on the Council’s behalf which
suggested peak-hour averages of 29.5 mph on the A167 and of 28.1 mph on an intersecting
short journey on the A691.60 These figures for peak-hour journeys on urban roads in Durham
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City are reasonably close to the county-wide average of 32.8 mph in what NLP characterises as
“a largely rural area”.61
88. In the Trust’s view, the evidence available to the Inspector fully justified the conclusion in
paragraph 98 of his Interim Report that “the statistics do not support a claim that Durham’s
roads are unduly congested.” In contrast, the factual correctness of the Council’s statements in
paragraph 104(c) of the Claim can be challenged, and neither these statements nor the relevant
parts of the NLP report provide any grounds for arguing that the Inspector erred in this part of
his interim report.
89. The final part of the Council’s Ground 2 Claim relates to the Inspector’s interim conclusion that
the environmental and wider effects of the impact of the relief roads would be overwhelmingly
adverse.62
90. It is interesting that in this section of the NLP report, its authors, after advising that their own
ability to take a view on the potential impacts is limited, acknowledge that the roads are
significant elements of infrastructure in Green Belt settings, “so it is right that an Inspector
should give this matter significant attention.”63
91. However, when considering whether the Inspector should have specifically referenced particular
documents which he does not cite, the NLP report makes the same error as the Claimant by
failing to note that in this paragraph of his Interim Report the Inspector did not confine his
analysis and conclusions solely to environmental aspects, but also to other wider adverse
impacts which he instanced in paragraph 100 alongside his assessment of the environmental
damage that the roads would cause.
92. Consequently the Claim addresses only a part of the Inspector’s reasoning in this paragraph, and
in focusing on the environmental evidence appears mainly to rely on the fact that English
Heritage did not specifically object to the relief roads. But, firstly, the environmental impact of
these roads would extend far beyond the listed heritage assets for which English Heritage has
formal responsibilities; and secondly the position statement by English Heritage included in the
Claimant’s Bundle was dated 31 October 2014 and is drafted in terms which relate it primarily to
Policy 44, the Council’s general strategic policy for the historic environment.64
93. This English Heritage document is dated after the EiP hearing on the relief roads was held, so it is
difficult to understand the grounds for the assertion in paragraphs 110 and 122 of the Claim that
the Inspector should have taken the views of English Heritage into account in this part of his
interim findings. Had this statement been available and introduced as late evidence at the
hearing on 9 October 2014, other representors would have been entitled to seek clarification of
English Heritage’s specific position on the relief roads, since no position had previously been
expressed by that organisation. The absence of an objection is not evidence of positive support.
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94. As noted above, the Inspector considered a wide range of issues relating to the environmental
and other impacts of the relief roads. In addition to the evidence before him, he was informed
by lengthy site visits over two days, covering not only the routes of the roads themselves but
also their wider setting. His Interim Report explicitly footnotes the effects on users of the
extensive network of footpaths and bridleways which would be disrupted by the construction of
the roads, pointing out that these effects would be additional to those on the receptors that had
been identified in the Council’s analysis.
95. Consequently, the Trust contends that the Council has no basis for its conclusion in paragraphs
109 and 112 of the Claim that the Inspector erred or failed to have proper regard for the
evidence before him, and that he failed to give proper, adequate and intelligible reasons for his
findings as set out in paragraph 100 of his interim report.
96. The Trust therefore contests Ground 2 of the Claim in its entirety, and considers the Council’s
statement of Ground 2 to be ill-advised, lacking in objectivity, and unsupported by any
substantive evidence of procedural failure on the Inspector’s part.

The Council’s Statement of Facts and Grounds:
Ground 3
97. As noted above (paragraph 9), the Trust’s ability to comment is constrained by the lack of
information about this Ground contained within paragraph 114 of the Claim, other than the
heading alleging procedural unfairness/breach of natural justice.
98. Nevertheless, we infer from comments made verbally by Council members and officials that
there is a concern that supporters of the Plan were not afforded the opportunity to participate
in the discussions at the EiP. The Trust points out that the Inspector's Guidance Notes state at
paragraph 1.2 that "only those who seek some changes to the Plan are normally involved in the
hearing sessions".65 This is entirely consistent with the provisions of Section 20(6) of the
Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, which the Claimant has enclosed in its Bundle.66
99. Paragraph 5.1 of the Inspector’s Guidance Note repeats this, while also making it clear that all
the written representations, for and against the Plan, would be considered by the Inspector, and
would have equal weight with oral representation.67 The minutes of the Pre-Hearing meeting on
31 July 2014 record that this was again repeated by the Inspector.68
100.The Council's barrister was present at the Pre-Hearing meeting, together with senior Council
officials. They did not raise any objections to the procedure which the Inspector described. The
Minute of the meeting records that
The Council also confirmed: They have not identified any fundamental procedural shortcomings in
69
terms of the Plan or the Examination.
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101.The practice followed on each day of the EiP hearings which the Trust attended was for the
Council to make an opening statement, frequently lengthy, based on the detailed document
that the Council prepared for each Matter under examination in that part of the proceedings.
This was then followed by representors’ statements, to which the Council was given an
opportunity to reply. In addition, the Council’s Counsel usually took an active role in the
proceedings, sometimes adopting an adversarial stance by seeking to challenge representors
during the course of their statements.
102.It is difficult to understand how the Claimant can take any issue with the Inspector’s conduct of
the proceedings, which followed the basis that the Council had expressly accepted. The
Council was given every opportunity to challenge the evidence presented by representors
during each session. It should also be borne in mind that representors’ written supplementary
submissions to the Examination, which under the agreed procedure had to be submitted by 29
August 2014, were limited to 3,000 words. In contrast, no word limit was placed on the
Council’s EiP submissions. In addition its representatives were able to rely during the sessions
upon the full set of previous Council reports and evidence papers included in the Examination
Library. Previous submissions by representors did not form part of that Library.
103. In addition, a number of developers who were supportive of the general thrust of the Council’s
strategy attended and gave evidence during the EiP on the basis of representations on parts of
the details of the Council’s policies and evidence base. Several of these were represented by
lawyers. The extent of this attendance during the session on Policy 3 on 2 October 2014 can be
seen by reference to the note of the proceedings included in the Council’s Bundle, which shows
that thirteen developers attended or were represented by their agents, including the First
Interested Party.70 During the various hearings attended by the Trust, none of the lawyers
representing developers made any intervention which sought to question the conduct of the
Examination or the approach taken by the Inspector.
104.Finally, the Trust wishes to observe that its representatives (usually two or three in number)
were present during the majority of the EiP hearings. These representatives all consider that the
Inspector conducted the proceedings scrupulously and fairly, and wholly in accordance with the
guidelines set out in documents INSP2 and INSP4. The Trust does not consider that an
Examination carried out in accordance with the statutory requirements and conducted in a
manner previously agreed with all parties and which was not challenged during the hearings it
attended can be regarded as being procedurally unfair or in breach of natural justice.

The Council’s Statement of Facts and Grounds:
Ground 4
105.The final Ground in the Council’s Claim argues that the Inspector’s failure to agree to reopen the
Examination in the terms requested by the Claimant was irrational, and failed to have regard to
“material considerations” in the form of the NLP review.
106.The Trust contests this. Not for this first time in this Claim, the Council interprets the
documentation extremely narrowly and partially. The statement in paragraph 118 of the Claim,
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that PINS “proposed” the reopening of the Examination rests on the Council’s interpretation of
the minute quoted subsequently in that paragraph. It simply records that PINS “suggested” that
there might be a “possible” [not “possibly” as stated in this paragraph of the Claim] hybrid
option in addition to the three proposed by the Inspector. This tentative wording does not carry
the sense of a firm alternative proposal, especially in the context of the options already on the
table. Nor does the minute indicate whether PINS was aware during that meeting that the
Council was considering seeking Judicial Review, and had therefore implicitly already rejected
the other options which provided the context for that part of the discussion.
107.So far as the Inspector’s refusal to take into account the NLP report is concerned, the Trust
wholeheartedly concurs with the view expressed in the Inspector’s letter of 8 May 2015 that the
NLP review can be given very little weight, especially in the context of the Examination
process.71 As already repeatedly noted in the Trust’s response, there are significant evidential
weaknesses in the NLP review, and its “independence” is at least open to question.
108.For the reasons given at paragraphs 26-29 above, the Trust questions what the Council could
reasonably seek to achieve by a successful Judicial Review that could not otherwise be achieved
by adoption of the Inspector’s second proposed option. It appears to the Trust that part of the
Council’s intention in its letter of 21 April 2015 was to seek to introduce additional evidence into
the Examination on its own terms, as part of a re-opener only in relation to three of the nine
policies which the Inspector’s had identified in his Interim Review as likely to be found to be
unsound. The Council was then seeking to reserve its position on the other matters raised by
the Inspector. 72 Such an approach would undermine the integrity of the Examination process
by effectively giving the Council, rather than the independent Inspector appointed by the
Secretary of State, control of the agenda for, and the overall progress of, a Plan that was still
formally under examination.
109.The Trust considers the Council’s Ground 4 to be based on an artificial construct, concerned
more with manufacturing the conditions for seeking a Claim for Judicial Review that would
otherwise be time-barred rather than with any intent to facilitate the early adoption of an
approved County Durham Plan.
110.The Trust therefore contests Ground 4 of the Claim for all the reasons stated in paragraphs 106109 of this response.

Concluding observations of the City of Durham Trust
111.The Trust regrets this situation that has been created by the Claimant. Proportionately, it has
probably invested as much of its time and effort in the County Durham Plan as the Council has
itself, and it is disappointed that the Council is diverting energy and tax-payers’ money into this
Claim.
112.The ultimate Ground of the Claim appears to be that any interim conclusions that the Inspector
has reached which prefer other parties’ evidence to that of the Council are ipso facto irrational
71
72

DCC Bundle page 120 para 12
DCC Bundle page 86 paras 10, 14, 18.
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and ill-founded. But the Inspector’s duty is to reach his conclusions on the basis of all the
evidence before him, including written and oral evidence submitted by all the parties and that
gathered in the course of his site visits. If the Council’s evidence has not carried the necessary
weight to convince the Inspector in his Interim Review, that is a failure on the part of the
Claimant, not on the part of the Inspector.
113.The Inspector’s Interim Report suggested three options to the Council, the first of which carried
the risk that a final report would find the Plan unsound, and the last of which entailed the Plan’s
withdrawal and resubmission. His middle option, though, offered a positive way forward, upon
which the Trust and the Fifth and Seventh Interested Parties have offered to engage with the
Council. Though that option would involve some delay, the Council has already spent almost
four months since the Interim Report in getting to the present position.
114.In the Trust’s view, the Council’s Claim is unwarranted, ill-founded, and not in the public
interest. The Claimant has failed to prove any error in law by the Defendant.
The Trust
therefore requests the Court to refuse the Claimant leave to bring Judicial Review proceedings.

ROGER CORNWELL
Chairman
City of Durham Trust
c/o Blackett Hart & Pratt LLP
Aire House, Mandale Business Park
Belmont, Durham DH1 1TH
11 June 2014
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Contact:
Direct Tel:
Fax:
email:
Your ref:
Our ref:

Stuart Timmiss
03000 267 334
stuart.timmiss@durham.gov.uk
ST/yen

All Stakeholders

Date: 13 May 2015
Dear Stakeholder
County Durham Plan – Update Meeting
As you will be aware on the 18th February 2015 the Council received the Inspector’s
Interim Report following the Examination in Public into the County Durham Plan. In his
report the Inspector set out three options for the Council to consider. We have now taken
advice and would, therefore, like to invite you together with other stakeholders who have
expressed particular interest in the Inspector’s Interim Report to a meeting where we will
update you on the current state of play.
The meeting will take place on Tuesday 19th May at 3:00pm in Committee Room 2 at
County Hall, Durham. I would be grateful if you could confirm your attendance in
advance of the meeting by contacting either:
x
x

Joanne Redshaw (tel: 03000 263426), email: joanne.redshaw@durham.gov.uk) or
Chloe Hillam (tel: 03000 263967), email: chloe.hillam@durham.gov.uk).

Yours sincerely

Stuart Timmiss
Head of Planning and Assets

Regeneration and Economic Development
Durham County Council, County Hall, Durham DH1 5UQ
Main Telephone 03000 26 0000 Minicom (0191) 383 3802

www.durham.gov.uk
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Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan.
Event Name

Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan

Comment by

Highways Agency (Mr Russell Mclean)

Comment ID

1881

Response Date

17/12/13 15:05

Consultation Point

Policy 49 Provision of Transport Infrastructure (
View )

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

RMclean - Revised HA response Pre Submission
Draft Local Plan.msg

Q1
Do you consider that this policy/proposal of the Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan to be Legally &
Procedurally Compliant and Sound?
(Please note the considerations in relation to the Local Plan being 'Legally & Procedurally Compliant' and
'Sound' are explained in the National Planning Policy Framework in paragraph 182 (Please see guidance
notes)).
Legally and Procedurally Compliant

Yes (Go to Q2)

Sound

Yes (Go to Q2)

Q2
If consider that this policy/proposal of the Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan is Legally &
Procedurally Compliant and Sound please use this box to explain why?Please note your representation
should cover all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the
representation and the suggested change, as there is no opportunity to submit further representations unless
requested to do so by the Inspector, based on the matters he/she identifies for examination.
(Go to Q6)
Subject to the comments in Q5, we are satisfied that the policies are proportionate, justified and backed
by an adequate evidence base.
Q3
Why do you consider that this Policy/Proposal of the Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan is not Legally
& Procedurally Compliant or sound?
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Q5
What change(s) do you consider necessary to make this policy/proposal of the Pre-Submission Draft
Plan Legally & Procedurally Compliant and Sound?
We have undertaken a review of the Pre-submission Draft Local Plan and the evidence base currently
available, and consider the policies included are inherently sound. However as stated, the IDP is to
be finalised and the Agency reserves the right to make further representations before the plan is subject
to examination in public. As stated in the representation, it is the Agency's intention to continue to work
with Council prior to the commencement of the Examination in Public with the aim of ensuring that the
transport and infrastructure evidence base is completed, appropriate and provides the Agency with
the assurance that the safe and efficient operation of the strategic road network is maintained and
capable of supporting the Plan's development and growth aspirations.
Q6
Do you wish to participate in the Examination in
Yes
Public? (Please note that the Planning Inspector will
make the final decision on who will be invited to
attend individual sessions at the Examination).
Q7
Do you want to be informed of the following:
The submission of the Local Plan to the Secretary
of State?

Yes

The publication the Inspector report?

Yes

The adoption of the County Durham Plan?

Yes

Q8
If there are any Attachments to the representations RMclean - Revised HA response Pre Submission
you have made please attach them here.
Draft Local Plan.msg
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Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan.
Event Name

Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan

Comment by

Highways Agency (Mr Russell Mclean)

Comment ID

1883

Response Date

17/12/13 15:11

Consultation Point

Policy 3 Quantity of New Development ( View )

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

RMclean - Revised HA response Pre Submission
Draft Local Plan.msg

Q1
Do you consider that this policy/proposal of the Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan to be Legally &
Procedurally Compliant and Sound?
(Please note the considerations in relation to the Local Plan being 'Legally & Procedurally Compliant' and
'Sound' are explained in the National Planning Policy Framework in paragraph 182 (Please see guidance
notes)).
Legally and Procedurally Compliant

Yes (Go to Q2)

Sound

Yes (Go to Q2)

Q2
If consider that this policy/proposal of the Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan is Legally &
Procedurally Compliant and Sound please use this box to explain why?Please note your representation
should cover all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the
representation and the suggested change, as there is no opportunity to submit further representations unless
requested to do so by the Inspector, based on the matters he/she identifies for examination.
(Go to Q6)
Subject to the comments in Q5, we are satisfied that the policies are proportionate, justified and backed
by an adequate evidence base.
Q3
Why do you consider that this Policy/Proposal of the Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan is not Legally
& Procedurally Compliant or sound?

Q5
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What change(s) do you consider necessary to make this policy/proposal of the Pre-Submission Draft
Plan Legally & Procedurally Compliant and Sound?
We have reviewed the Pre-submission Draft Local Plan and consider it to be sound, however the
Agency reserve the right to make further representations once the IDP is finalised prior to the
examination in public. The Highways Agency will continue to work with DCC to improve the evidence
base and support the submission of a sound plan.
Q6
Do you wish to participate in the Examination in
Yes
Public? (Please note that the Planning Inspector will
make the final decision on who will be invited to
attend individual sessions at the Examination).
Q7
Do you want to be informed of the following:
The submission of the Local Plan to the Secretary
of State?

Yes

The publication the Inspector report?

Yes

The adoption of the County Durham Plan?

Yes

Q8
If there are any Attachments to the representations
you have made please attach them here.

RMclean - Revised HA response Pre Submission
Draft Local Plan.msg
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Opportunity out of restraint
Green Belt and Growth
Matthew Spry, Senior Director
@mspry74
London Society | Green Belt | 5th February
CDT Bundle page 37

Structure
• London’s growth
• Implications for planning

• Are there opportunities in the Green Belt?
• What’s wrong with current Green Belt policy?

2

London Society | Green Belt | 5th February
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London’s growth

3

London Society | Green Belt | 5th February
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London and its super-region competes globally and
has unique opportunities and growth pressures
“London, one of the few
truly global, tradable services cities”
Oxford Economics

4

London Society | Green Belt | 5th February
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… economic growth has and will continue at a faster
rate than other UK regions

5

London Society | Green Belt | 5th February
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… with associated job and population effects

Population
Jobs
Source: Experian, NLP analysis
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Source: ONS/NLP analysis
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Transportation

Durham County Council

April 2014

North Durham Modelling
Report
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6

2030 Assessment Year

6.1
Introduction
The Durham Local Plan and both the Northern and Western Relief Roads will be fully implemented by 2030. The Northern Relief
Road will connect to the north east of the study area via the junction of Rotary Way, Chester Low Road and Pit Lane. The North
Arnison residential development will also be built by this stage. The 2030 Preferred Approach will therefore see much higher
traffic flows in the study area than the Reference Case. It is important to understand what the implications of this will be on the
local road network.
6.2
Amendments to the Paramics Network
Other than the connections to the North Arnison housing development and the connection to the Northern Relief Road, no further
highway improvement measures are proposed in the study area in the period up until 2030. As such, no additional changes to
the highway network should have been necessary.
As identified in the preceding chapter of this report, the 2021 network was exhibiting signs of stress at key junction locations in
the study area in both the Reference and Preferred Approach scenarios. The 2030 Reference Case scenario sees an increase in
demand on the 2021 Reference Case demand. It is little surprise therefore that when this demand was assigned to the highway
network, the problems identified in the 2021 scenario were exacerbated and a fundamental break down of the network occurred.
Key issues for the AM and PM Peak reference case scenarios are illustrated in Figures 25 and 26 below.
Figure 25: Key Issues in the 2030 Reference Case AM Peak
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Figure 25: Key Issues in the 2030 Reference Case PM Peak

It should be noted that these issues occur in the early part of the peak hours and the network struggles to recover thereafter.
To undertake any assessment of the 2030 demand for the Reference Case, it has first been necessary to make amendments to
the Paramics network. The changes which have been made for the Reference case have focussed on the junction of Abbey
Road and Front Street where signals have been installed. Changes to this junction are alongside those changes already made to
the 2021 Reference Case and have included further reductions to gap acceptance time at key junctions. These changes have
been made for modelling purposes only and would need to be subject to feasibility design work
The increase in demand to implement the Preferred Approach would require more substantial changes to the highway network.
This is predominantly as a result of the increase in traffic brought into the network through construction of the Northern Relief
Road. The Northern Relief Road is not due to be constructed until the end of the Plan period and therefore has not yet
undergone any detailed design. It is accepted that with the construction of the Relief Road then localised mitigation measures will
be necessary. For the purposes of modelling the scenario in Paramics, the following changes have been made to the network:


A167 Pity Me Roundabout – localised widening on the approaches and widening of the circulatory carriageway;



North junction of the Arnison Retail Centre – localised widening on the approaches and widening of the circulatory
carriageway;



Junction of Abbey Road and Front Street – conversion from a mini roundabout to a signalised junction;



Junction of Abbey Road and Pit Lane – conversion from a T priority junction to a roundabout;



Junction of Pit Lane and Rothbury Road – conversion from a T priority junction to a signalised junction.
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Similar to the Reference Scenario, these changes are for modelling purposes only and would need to be subject to feasibility and
detailed design work.
6.3

Modelling Results

To compare the performance of the highway network between the Reference Case and Preferred Approach scenarios, general
statistics have been output from the Paramics Model. The statistics output from the modelling are produced at defined intervals
throughout the modelled period and detail model-wide information that can give a good indication of the overall performance of
the network and highlight any obvious problems in the model. The results are shown in Table 7 below for both the AM and PM
peak hours.
Table 7: General Statistics for the 2030 Assessment Year
2030 Reference Case
Modelled Period

2030 Preferred Approach

Average Speed (mph)

Average Delay
(seconds)

Average Speed (mph)

Average Delay
(seconds)

AM 0800-0900

12

200

14

205

PM 1700-1800

24

167

17

248

It should be noted that a direct comparison cannot be drawn between the results of the Reference Case and Preferred Approach
shown in Table 7 above as different mitigation measures have been implemented. What the table does demonstrate however, is
that with appropriate mitigation in the Preferred Approach, the performance of the network can achieve a similar level of
performance to the Reference Case scenario. These mitigation measures need to be carefully developed to ensure that the local
highway network surrounding the Arnison Retail Centre does not suffer as a result of the implementation of the Durham Local
Plan and the construction of the Northern Relief Road.
Given the differences between the two 2030 models, no further outputs from Paramics model have been extracted.

6.3
Summary
The results in this chapter of the report have shown that in 2030, the existing highway network in the study area will be unable to
accommodate background and committed traffic growth without mitigation measures. Similarly, further mitigation measures will
be necessary to implement the Durham Local Plan and to accommodate the construction of the Northern Relief Road,
particularly since the Northern Relief Road results in a significant increase in traffic levels in the study area being assessed. The
results in Table 7 have shown that a similar level of network performance can be achieved with the implementation of the
Durham Local Plan but the network needs to be carefully developed to achieve this.
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7

7.1

Summary and Conclusions

Summary

AECOM has calibrated and validated a Paramics model of the Arnison Retail Centre and the surrounding highway network which
has been used to test the proposed Durham Local Plan.
The initial calibration and validation exercise was undertaken on the base model to ensure that it was representative of current
traffic conditions. The results from this initial task showed a good level of validation suggesting that the model will be a useful tool
in forecasting future traffic conditions.
Modelling has been undertaken on two future years, 2021 and 2030. A Reference Case and Preferred Approach scenario have
been modelled; the Preferred Approach scenario includes the construction of the Northern and Western Relief Roads.
The results of the 2021 assessment show little impact on network performance when comparing the Preferred Approach with the
Reference Case. Whilst there are increases in journey times and delay, these increases are considered marginal. The results for
both the Reference Case and the Preferred Approach do however show issues of congestion on the highway network.
The results for 2030 show that without any highway improvements there will be severe issues of congestion on the highway
network when considering only background traffic growth. Several pinch points have been identified including the junction of
Trouts Lane/B6532, A167/Pity Me Roundabout and the junction of Abbey Road and Front Street. The inclusion of traffic
associated with the Durham Local Plan and the construction of the Northern Relief Road will exacerbate this situation further.
The implementation of the Local Plan and the Northern Relief Road however, brings the opportunity for mitigation measures to
be implemented. Initial testing in the Paramics model has shown that improvements to key junctions on the network will improve
network performance and enable the traffic associated with the Plan to both enter and exit the local highway network.
7.2

Conclusions

The proposals set out in the Durham Local Plan are ambitious. Whilst the construction of the Northern and Western Relief Roads
will have strategic benefits, there are localised issues of congestion which need to be addressed. The modelling of the area
surrounding the Arnison Retail Centre in Paramics has shown that the current network is unable to accommodate the 2030
Preferred Approach traffic levels when including the construction of the Northern Relief Road and the additional traffic which this
brings. This is also true however of the Reference Case scenario. Initial testing in the Paramics model has shown that, with
appropriate mitigation measures at key junctions, the network would be able to accommodate the projected growth in traffic
associated with the Durham Local Plan and the Northern Relief Road. These mitigation measures however need to be carefully
developed throughout the design process of the Northern Relief Road and implementation of individual development sites
associated with the Durham Local Plan. Should the developments outlined in the Durham Local Plan not go ahead, mitigation
measures are still likely to be needed to accommodate future background growth in traffic levels.
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x 7KHUHPXVWEHDFOHDUUDWLRQDOHIRUDQ\SURSRVDODQGLWPXVWEHEDVHGRQDFOHDUSUHVHQWDWLRQRI
SUREOHPVDQGFKDOOHQJHVWKDWHVWDEOLVKWKHµQHHG¶IRUDSURMHFW

x 7KHUHPXVWEHFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIJHQXLQHGLVFUHWHRSWLRQVDQGQRWDQDVVHVVPHQWRIDSUHYLRXVO\
VHOHFWHGRSWLRQDJDLQVWVRPHFOHDUO\LQIHULRUDOWHUQDWLYHV$UDQJHRIVROXWLRQVVKRXOGEH
FRQVLGHUHGDFURVVQHWZRUNVDQGPRGHV

x 7KHUHVKRXOGEHDQDXGLWDEOHDQGGRFXPHQWHGSURFHVVZKLFKLGHQWLILHVWKHEHVWSHUIRUPLQJ
RSWLRQVWREHWDNHQIRUZDUGIRUIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDO

x 7KHUHVKRXOGEHDQDSSURSULDWHOHYHORISXEOLFDQGVWDNHKROGHUSDUWLFLSDWLRQDQGHQJDJHPHQWDW
VXLWDEOHSRLQWVLQWKHSURFHVV,QPRVWFDVHVWKLVVKRXOGLQIRUPWKHHYLGHQFHEDVHZKLFK
HVWDEOLVKHVWKHµQHHG¶IRUDQLQWHUYHQWLRQJXLGHWKHRSWLRQJHQHUDWLRQVLIWLQJDQGDVVHVVPHQW
VWHSVDVZHOODVLQIRUPLQJIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDOLQ6WDJH
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2

Option Development (Stage 1)

2.1

Introduction

2.1.1

This Section describes Stage 1 of the transport appraisal process - Option Development (Figure 1).
It is applicable to all types of intervention, including individual schemes, packages of
measures, strategies and plans.

Stage 1 – Option Development
1) Understand the current and (2) future
context and conditions in the study area
3) Establish the need for intervention
4a) Identify
interventionspecific objectives
to address the
identified need

DESIGN DEVELOPMENT /
INDICATIVE COST AND RISK
ESTMATION

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

National and local
policies

Option Assessment
Framework:



Five Cases Model:

- The Strategic Case
- Value for Money
Case

- Delivery Case
- Financial Case
- Commercial Case
Assessment and public
consultation feedback

4b) Define
geographical area
for intervention to
address

Appraisal Tools and
Procedures:







5) Generate options, reflecting a range
of modes, approaches and scales of
intervention.
6) Undertake initial sift. Discard options
that would fail to address objectives or are
unlikely to pass key viability and
acceptability criteria.
7) Develop and assess potential
options, to identify the better performing
ones. Undertake public consultation on
potential options.







Geographic
Information
System analysis
Accessibility
analysis / tools
Travel market and
available demand
data analysis
Transport model
(if available)
LTP monitoring
data
Social and
Distributional
Impacts analysis
Desktop data,
policy and and
plan review
Indicative CostBenefit analysis
and valuation
Benchmark data
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment (for
strategies and
plans)

Stage 1 Reporting:
8) Document the option development process in an
Option Assessment Report (OAR), or similar.

9) Clarify the methodology and scope for further appraisal
of better performing options in an Appraisal Specification
Report (ASR), or similar.

Stage 2 – Further Appraisal

Stage 3 – Implementation, Monitoring and
Evaluation

Figure 1 Steps in the Stage 1 process
2.1.2

Stage 1 involves identifying the need for intervention and developing options to address a clear set
of locally developed objectives. It involves generating a broad range of options, which reflect a
range of modes, approaches and scales of intervention. These are then sifted and assessed against
criteria from the Transport Business Case (DfT, 2011) ‘Five Case Model’ to identify the better
performing options for further appraisal in Stage 2. The focus of assessment is on developing a
transparent and appropriate view of the relative merits and disadvantages of different options.
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&RUH(OHPHQWVRIWKH3URFHVV



7KHIRXUFRPSRQHQWVRIWKHSURFHVVDUH
x 6WDNHKROGHU(QJDJHPHQW±&RQVXOWDWLRQ3DUWLFLSDWLRQDQG,QIRUPDWLRQ
x /HYHORI'HVLJQRU6SHFLILFDWLRQ
x &RVWV5LVNDQG2SWLPLVP%LDVDQG
x 'DWDUHTXLUHPHQWVDQGDQDO\VLV
6WDNHKROGHU(QJDJHPHQW&RQVXOWDWLRQ3DUWLFLSDWLRQDQG,QIRUPDWLRQ



6WDJHVKRXOGEHLQIRUPHGE\HQJDJHPHQWZLWKVWDNHKROGHUVRQDQRQJRLQJEDVLVWDLORUHGWRWKH
VSHFLILFFLUFXPVWDQFHVWRHQVXUHWKHDSSURDFKLVSURSRUWLRQDWHWRWKHVFDOHDQGFRPSOH[LW\RIWKH
LQWHUYHQWLRQ



$OOLQWHUHVWHGSDUWLHVLQFOXGLQJORFDOSHRSOHORFDODXWKRULWLHVUHJLRQDOSDUWQHUVVWDWXWRU\ERGLHV
EXVLQHVVHVHQYLURQPHQWDOLQWHUHVWVWUDQVSRUWXVHUVDQGRSHUDWRUVZLOOQHHGWREHLQYROYHGLQWKH
VWXG\DQGKHOSVKDSHGHFLVLRQV:LGHSDUWLFLSDWLRQDQGFRQVXOWDWLRQZLOOEHDNH\IDFWRULQJDLQLQJ
SXEOLFVXSSRUWDQGJDXJLQJDFFHSWDELOLW\IRURSWLRQVSXWIRUZDUGLQWKHVWXGLHV$VWUDWHJ\IRU
LQYROYLQJWKHVHJURXSVZLOOQHHGWREHHVWDEOLVKHGHDUO\RQLQWKHVWXG\SURFHVV7KHVWUDWHJ\ZLOO
QHHGWRDGGUHVVZKRWRLQYROYHZKHQDQGKRZ



7KHVWUDWHJ\VKRXOGPDNHFOHDUIURPWKHRXWVHWWKHDLPVDQGOLPLWVRIWKLVLQYROYHPHQWVRWKDW
VXLWDEOHWHFKQLTXHVFDQEHLGHQWLILHGDQGFRQIXVLRQDVWRWKHUROHRIGLIIHUHQWJURXSVFDQEH
DYRLGHG



,QSDUWLFXODUWKHVWUDWHJ\VKRXOGGLVWLQJXLVKEHWZHHQWKHIROORZLQJ
x ,QIRUPDWLRQSURYLVLRQDRQHZD\SURFHVVWRNHHSWKRVHZLWKDQLQWHUHVWLQWKHVWXG\LQIRUPHG
x &RQVXOWDWLRQZKHUHWKHYLHZVRIWKHJHQHUDOSXEOLFRUVHFWLRQDOLQWHUHVWVDUHVRXJKWDW
SDUWLFXODUVWDJHVRIWKHVWXG\DQGWKHUHVXOWVDUHLQSXWEDFNLQWRWKHVWXG\SURFHVV
x 3DUWLFLSDWLRQHLWKHUWKURXJKWKHVWHHULQJJURXSRUWKURXJKRWKHUPHDQVE\ZKLFKWKHSXEOLFDQG
RWKHULQWHUHVWVKDYHDGLUHFWLQIOXHQFHRQWKHRXWFRPHRIWKHVWXG\



,WLVDQWLFLSDWHGWKDWHQJDJHPHQWZLWKNH\VWDNHKROGHUVZLOOEHRQJRLQJWKURXJKRXW6WDJHDQG
OLNHO\WREHLQFRUSRUDWHGLQWKHVWXG\PDQDJHPHQWDUUDQJHPHQWV$QDO\VWVZLOOQHHGWRWDNHDYLHZ
DERXWKRZDQGZKHQWKHYLHZVRIWKHSXEOLFVKRXOGLQIRUPWKHSURFHVV$QDO\VWVVKRXOGDOVR
FRQVLGHURSWLRQVIRUXQGHUWDNLQJFRQVXOWDWLRQDVSDUWRIH[LVWLQJHQJDJHPHQWSURFHVVHV HJWR
LQIRUPORFDOWUDQVSRUWSODQQLQJ VFRSHIRUGUDZLQJFRQVXOWDWLRQHYLGHQFHFROOHFWHGWRGDWHDVSDUWRI
ZLGHUHQJDJHPHQWH[HUFLVHVRUZKHWKHUWKHYLHZVRISDUWLFXODUVWDNHKROGHUVZRXOGSURYLGHDQ
DGHTXDWHUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRISXEOLFYLHZV



&KDSWHURIWKH*XLGHOLQHVRQ'HYHORSLQJ8UEDQ7UDQVSRUW6WUDWHJLHV ,+7 SURYLGHV
DGYLFHRQWKHYDULRXVWHFKQLTXHVDYDLODEOHIRUFRQVXOWLQJWKHSXEOLF,IWKHVWXG\DUHDLVODUJH
VSHFLDODWWHQWLRQZLOOEHUHTXLUHG:D\VRIFRQVXOWLQJWKHSXEOLFRYHUWKHODUJHUVWXG\DUHDVLQDFRVW
HIILFLHQWPDQQHUZLOOQHHGFDUHIXOFRQVLGHUDWLRQ)XUWKHUJXLGDQFHFDQEHIRXQGLQ$'HFLVLRQ
0DNHU¶V*XLGHERRN .RQVXOWZHEVLWH 
/HYHORI'HVLJQRU6SHFLILFDWLRQ



,QRUGHUWRXQGHUWDNHDSSUDLVDORIDQLQWHUYHQWLRQLWZLOOEHQHFHVVDU\IRULWWREHVXIILFLHQWO\ZHOO
GHILQHGDQGVSHFLILHG7KLVSURFHVVRI³GHVLJQ´DQGWKHOHYHORIGHWDLOWRZKLFKLWLVWDNHQZLOOKDYHD
GLUHFWLPSDFWRQWKHVFRSHDQGOHYHORIDVVHVVPHQWDQGDSSUDLVDOWKDWLVSRVVLEOHDQGWKHGHJUHHRI
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FRQILGHQFHWKDWFDQEHSODFHGLQWKHUHVXOWVRIDSSUDLVDO+RZHYHULWLVHVVHQWLDOWKDWWKHSURFHVVRI
GHVLJQEHSURSRUWLRQDWHWRWKHVWDJHRIDSSUDLVDOEHLQJXQGHUWDNHQ


)RU6WDJHZKHUHWKHUHDUHDODUJHQXPEHURIRSWLRQVLWZRXOGEHLPSUDFWLFDODQGFRVWO\WR
XQGHUWDNHGHWDLOHGGHVLJQDQGVSHFLILFDWLRQ,QVWHDGWKHGHVLJQVKRXOGEHVXIILFLHQWWRLGHQWLI\WKH
LQWHUYHQWLRQ¶VORFDWLRQDQGNH\IHDWXUHVDQGFKDUDFWHULVWLFVWKDWZRXOGGULYHLQWHUYHQWLRQFRVW
SHUIRUPDQFHDQGLPSDFW7KLVOHYHORIGHVLJQVKRXOGHQDEOH
x WKHNH\SK\VLFDODQGRSHUDWLRQDODVSHFWVRIDQLQWHUYHQWLRQWREHXQGHUVWRRG
x LQWHUIDFHVDQLQWHUYHQWLRQPLJKWKDYHZLWKLWVHQYLURQVWREHLGHQWLILHG
x WKHOLNHO\FKDQJHLQWUDQVSRUWQHWZRUNDQGVHUYLFHSHUIRUPDQFHWREHHVWLPDWHGDQG
x GLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQFORVHO\FRPSHWLQJRSWLRQVWREHLGHQWLILHG

 7ZRIXUWKHUVRXUFHVRIJXLGDQFHRQWKHDSSURSULDWHOHYHORIGHVLJQDQGVSHFLILFDWLRQDUHWKHZLGHO\
DGRSWHGSURMHFWGHYHORSPHQWVWDJHJXLGDQFHLQWKH5R\DO,QVWLWXWHRI%ULWLVK$UFKLWHFWV 5,%$ 3ODQ
RI:RUN6WDJHV 5,%$ DQGWKH*XLGHWR5DLOZD\,QYHVWPHQW3URMHFWV *5,3  1HWZRUN5DLO
 
&RVWV5LVNDQG2SWLPLVP%LDV
 &RVWVDUHDVFUXFLDOWRWKHDVVHVVPHQWDQGDSSUDLVDOSURFHVVDVEHQHILWV7KHUHIRUHVWXGLHVZLOO
QHHGWRLQFOXGHHVWLPDWHVRIWKHFRVWVRILPSOHPHQWDWLRQRSHUDWLRQPDLQWHQDQFHDQGHQIRUFHPHQW
WRDQDSSURSULDWHOHYHORIDFFXUDF\WRHQDEOHUREXVWGHFLVLRQVWREHPDGH+RZHYHULWZRXOGQRWEH
FRVWHIIHFWLYHWRVSHQGFRQVLGHUDEOHIXQGVGHVLJQLQJVRPHWKLQJLQGHWDLOVLPSO\VRWKDWLWVFRVW
FRXOGEHGHWHUPLQHGZLWKDFFXUDF\RQO\WRILQGVXEVHTXHQWO\WKDWLWIDLOVWKHDSSUDLVDOFULWHULDDQGLV
UHMHFWHG2QFHWKHLQLWLDODVVHVVPHQWDSSUDLVDOUHVXOWVEHFRPHDYDLODEOHLWVKRXOGWKHQEHSRVVLEOH
WRVHHZKHUHWKHFRVWHVWLPDWHVDUHSDUWLFXODUO\LPSRUWDQWWRWKHFKRLFHVZKLFKKDYHWREHPDGHDQG
IRUWKHUREXVWQHVVRIWKHRYHUDOOUHFRPPHQGDWLRQV)XUWKHUHIIRUWPD\WKHQEHGLUHFWHGWRUHILQLQJ
WKRVHFRVWVZKLFKKDYHDVSHFLDOLQIOXHQFHRQWKHFKRLFHVWREHPDGH
 3URFHGXUHVQHHGWREHHVWDEOLVKHGIRUHDFKRIWKHYDULRXVNLQGVRIFRVWVDORQJWKHIROORZLQJOLQHV
x LPSOHPHQWDWLRQFRVWVXQLWFRVWVIRUODQGFRQVWUXFWLRQYHKLFOHVHWF
x RSHUDWLQJFRVWVPRGHOVRIWKHFRVWVRIRSHUDWLQJSXEOLFWUDQVSRUWDQGFKDUJLQJV\VWHPV
x PDLQWHQDQFHUHQHZDOFRVWVXQLWUDWHVRUVLPSOHPRGHOVDQG
x HQIRUFHPHQWFRVWVXQLWUDWHVRUVLPSOHPRGHOV
 7KHVHZLOOQHHGWREHXSGDWHGDQGUHIUHVKHGDVRSWLRQVSURJUHVVDQGWKHOHYHORIGHVLJQRU
VSHFLILFDWLRQGHYHORSV
 $WWKHRSWLRQGHYHORSPHQWVWDJH 6WHSVDQG WKHOHYHORIDFFXUDF\RIFRVWVLVOLNHO\WREHORZ
HYHQZKHUHEHQFKPDUNFRVWVDUHDYDLODEOHIURPRWKHUVLPLODUW\SHVRILQWHUYHQWLRQ7KLVLVXVXDOO\
DFFHSWDEOHDVDWWKLVVWDJHWKHDLPRIORRNLQJDWFRVWVLVSULQFLSDOO\WRLGHQWLI\RSWLRQVZKLFKZLOOEH
XQDIIRUGDEOHRUZKLFKVHHPOHDVWOLNHO\WRGHOLYHUJRRGYDOXHIRUPRQH\
 ,QRUGHUWRXQGHUWDNHIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDOLQ6WDJHWKHDFFXUDF\RIFRVWHVWLPDWHVZLOOQHHGWREH
LPSURYHGVXIILFLHQWO\WRHQDEOHUREXVWGHFLVLRQVWREHPDGH7KH$SSUDLVDO6SHFLILFDWLRQ5HSRUWRU
VLPLODU 6WHS ZLOOQHHGWRLGHQWLI\ZKHUHEHWWHUFRVWLQIRUPDWLRQLVQHHGHGDQGSURSRVHFRVW
HIIHFWLYHZD\VRIJHQHUDWLQJWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQ
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 2SWLPLVP%LDVUHIHUVWR³DGHPRQVWUDWHGV\VWHPDWLFWHQGHQF\IRUSURMHFWDSSUDLVHUVWREH
RYHUO\RSWLPLVWLF´7RUHGUHVVWKLVWHQGHQF\DSSUDLVHUVVKRXOGPDNHH[SOLFLWHPSLULFDOO\
EDVHGDGMXVWPHQWV LHSHUFHQWDJHXSOLIWIDFWRUV WRWKHHVWLPDWHVRIDSURMHFW¶VFRVWV
EHQHILWVDQGGXUDWLRQ7KHDSSURDFKDGRSWHGVKRXOGEHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKDWRXWOLQHGLQ+0
7UHDVXU\6XSSOHPHQWDU\*UHHQ%RRN*XLGDQFHRQ2SWLPLVP%LDV
KWWSVZZZJRYXNJRYHUQPHQWSXEOLFDWLRQVJUHHQERRNVXSSOHPHQWDU\JXLGDQFH
RSWLPLVPELDV 
 7KURXJKRXW6WDJH2SWLRQ'HYHORSPHQWWKHPD[LPXPOHYHORI2SWLPLVP%LDVZRXOGEHH[SHFWHG
WRDSSO\UHIOHFWLQJWKHOLPLWHGOHYHORIGHVLJQDQGGHWDLOHGDVVHVVPHQWRIULVNDWWKLVVWDJHRIWKH
SURFHVV
 $GYLFHRQWKHWUHDWPHQWRIFRVWVLQWKHFRVWEHQHILWDQDO\VLVLVJLYHQLQ7$*8QLW$±6FKHPH
&RVWV,WHPSKDVLVHVWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIUREXVWEDVHFRVWHVWLPDWHVLQFOXGLQJUHDOLVWLFFRVWLQIODWLRQ
DVVXPSWLRQVWKHXVHRITXDQWLILHGULVNDVVHVVPHQWVDQGWKHQWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRIWKHDSSURSULDWH
RSWLPLVPELDVXSOLIWV
'DWD5HTXLUHPHQWVDQGDQDO\VLV
 6WDJHLVLQWHQGHGWREHDGHVNEDVHGH[HUFLVHXVLQJUHDGLO\DYDLODEOHGDWDVXSSRUWHGE\
VWDNHKROGHUHQJDJHPHQWDQGSXEOLFFRQVXOWDWLRQ$QDO\VLVWRROVQHHGWREHILWIRUSXUSRVHIRUWKH
VWDJHRIDSSUDLVDODQGQHHGWRSURYLGHDQDO\VWVZLWKVXIILFLHQWLQIRUPDWLRQWRXQGHUVWDQGFXUUHQWDQG
IXWXUHWUDYHOGHPDQGVDWWKHOHYHORIGHWDLOUHTXLUHG
 %HVWXVHVKRXOGEHPDGHRILQIRUPDWLRQFROOHFWHGSUHYLRXVO\DQGFDUHVKRXOGEHWDNHQWRPLQLPLVH
WKHHIIRUWUHTXLUHGWRDVVHPEOHQHZLQIRUPDWLRQ
 .H\GDWDVRXUFHVDUHOLNHO\WRLQFOXGHQDWLRQDOVRXUFHVVXFKDVWKH&HQVXVDQG'I71DWLRQDO7ULS
(QG0RGHO 17(0 IRUHFDVWVRISRSXODWLRQHPSOR\PHQWDQGWUDYHOGHPDQG8.DQG5HJLRQDO
WUDQVSRUWVWDWLVWLFVORFDOJRYHUQPHQWGDWDVXFKDVORFDOSODQQLQJGDWDDQGRXWSXWVIURPRWKHUZRUN
VXFKDVIURP6WUDWHJLF(QYLURQPHQWDO$VVHVVPHQWV
 2OGHUGDWDFDQVWLOOEHUHOHYDQWLIWKHUHKDYHEHHQQRFRQVHTXHQWLDOLPSDFWVGXULQJWKHSHULRGVLQFH
LWZDVFROOHFWHG)RUH[DPSOHROGHUWUDIILFGDWDPD\VWLOOEHµLQGLFDWLYH¶LQDUHDVZKLFKKDYHVHHQ
OLWWOHGHYHORSPHQWRUWUDIILFJURZWKLQWKHLQWHUYHQLQJ\HDUV
 :KHUHWKHUHLVVXIILFLHQWHYLGHQFHRISUREOHPVLWZLOOJHQHUDOO\EHDSSURSULDWHWRXVHDVLPSOH
VSUHDGVKHHWPRGHOWRLGHQWLI\WKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKIXWXUHFKDQJHVZLOODFFHQWXDWHRUDOOHYLDWH
LGHQWLILHGWUDQVSRUWSUREOHPVDQGSURYLGHWKHUHTXLUHGLQGLFDWLYHTXDQWLWDWLYHRXWSXWV
 :KLOHWKHSUHVXPSWLRQLVWKDWPRUHFRPSOH[PRGHOVZLOOQRWEHQHHGHGIRU6WDJHH[LVWLQJ
WUDQVSRUWPRGHOVVKRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGZKHUHVXIILFLHQWO\FRQWHPSRUDU\LQQDWXUHDQGGHYHORSHGWR
DFFHSWDEOHVWDQGDUGV,IDQH[LVWLQJWUDQVSRUWPRGHOGRHVQRWH[LVWRULVQRWVXLWDEOHIRUDSDUWLFXODU
VWXG\FRQVLGHUDWLRQPXVWEHJLYHQWRZKHWKHUWRFRPPLWUHVRXUFHVWRGHYHORSLQJDPRGHODWWKLV
VWDJHRIWKHSURFHVVDQGWRWKHUHTXLUHGFRPSOH[LW\RIWKDWPRGHO$QDO\VWVVKRXOGEHFOHDUWKDWD
WUDQVSRUWPRGHOZLOODGGVXIILFLHQWYDOXHWRWKHPRUHEDVLFPHWKRGVRIDQDO\VLVZKLFKFRXOGEH
XQGHUWDNHQDWWKLVVWDJHRIWKHSURFHVV
 :KHUHWKHUHLVOLWWOHH[LVWLQJHYLGHQFHDQGRUWKHJHRJUDSKLFDODUHDRILQWHUHVWLVODUJHDQGFRPSOH[
DQGRUIXWXUHODQGXVHFKDQJHVDUHOLNHO\WRLQIOXHQFHWUDYHOGHPDQGWKHQDWUDQVSRUWPRGHO DWD
OHYHORIGHWDLOFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHQDWXUHRIWKHVWXG\ PD\EHUHTXLUHG
 )XUWKHUDGYLFHRQPRGHOOLQJDQGIRUHFDVWLQJLVJLYHQLQ7$*8QLW0±3ULQFLSOHVRI0RGHOOLQJDQG
)RUHFDVWLQJDQG7$*8QLW0±)RUHFDVWLQJDQG8QFHUWDLQW\

+07UHDVXU\6XSSOHPHQWDU\*UHHQ%RRN*XLGDQFHRQ2SWLPLVP%LDVSDUD
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6WHS8QGHUVWDQGLQJWKH&XUUHQW6LWXDWLRQ



6WHSLVGHVLJQHGWRFRQWULEXWHWRGHYHORSLQJDQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHFXUUHQWVLWXDWLRQLQWKHVWXG\
DUHDLQWHUPVRI
x FXUUHQWWUDQVSRUWDQGRWKHUSROLFLHV
x FXUUHQWWUDYHOGHPDQGDQGOHYHOVRIVHUYLFHDQG
x FXUUHQWRSSRUWXQLWLHVDQGFRQVWUDLQWV
&XUUHQW7UDQVSRUWDQG2WKHU3ROLFLHV



7KLVLVFRQFHUQHGZLWKGHYHORSLQJDQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHORFDOUHJLRQDODQGQDWLRQDOSROLFLHV
DIIHFWLQJWKHDUHDRIFRQFHUQ,QFOXGHGLQWKHVHSROLFLHVZRXOGEHWKRVHRIWKHWUDQVSRUWSURYLGHUV
2WKHUDUHDVRI*RYHUQPHQWSROLF\VKRXOGDOVREHWDNHQLQWRDFFRXQWZKHUHWKH\LPSDFWRQWKH
WUDQVSRUWVHFWRU2ISDUWLFXODULPSRUWDQFHDUHSROLFLHVUHODWLQJWRODQGXVHVDQGLGHQWLILFDWLRQRISODQV
DQGSURSRVDOVIRUGHYHORSPHQWWKDWPD\KDYHLPSOLFDWLRQVIRUWKHWUDYHOPDUNHWWRZKLFKDQ\
LQWHUYHQWLRQPD\UHODWH



6HWWLQJRXWWKHUHOHYDQWORFDOUHJLRQDODQGQDWLRQDOSROLFLHVDWWKLVVWDJHZLOOKHOSHVWDEOLVKWKH
VWUDWHJLFSROLF\FRQWH[WLQWKHVWXG\DUHD7KHQHHGIRULQWHUYHQWLRQLGHQWLILHGLQ6WHSDQGWKH
DVVRFLDWHGLQWHUYHQWLRQVSHFLILFREMHFWLYHVLQ6WHSDUHH[SHFWHGWREHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHVH
VWUDWHJLFSROLFLHV7KHUHOHYDQWVWUDWHJLFSROLFLHVWRZKLFKWKHLQWHUYHQWLRQVSHFLILFSROLFLHVUHODWH
VKRXOGEHKLJKOLJKWHG
&XUUHQW7UDYHO'HPDQGVDQG/HYHOVRI6HUYLFH



)RUDIXOOXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHVWXG\DUHDDQGLWVWUDQVSRUWV\VWHPLWLVHVVHQWLDOWRHVWDEOLVKWKH
OHYHOVRIVHUYLFHDQGFDSDFLW\RIIHUHGE\WKHFXUUHQWWUDQVSRUWQHWZRUNVDQGWKHFXUUHQWGHPDQGVIRU
WUDYHOE\WKRVHOLYLQJLQWKHDUHDDQGLWVKLQWHUODQG7KHVXUYH\VQHFHVVDU\WRFROOHFWWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQ
RIWHQFRQVXPHDVXEVWDQWLDOSDUWRIWKHUHVRXUFHVDOORFDWHGWRWKHVWXG\%HVWXVHVKRXOGEHPDGH
RILQIRUPDWLRQFROOHFWHGSUHYLRXVO\DQGFDUHVKRXOGEHWDNHQWRPLQLPLVHWKHHIIRUWUHTXLUHGWR
DVVHPEOHQHZLQIRUPDWLRQ
2SSRUWXQLWLHVDQG&RQVWUDLQWV



7KLVLVFRQFHUQHGZLWKLGHQWLI\LQJWKHSK\VLFDOOHJDODQGLQVWLWXWLRQDOFRQVWUDLQWVDQGWKH
RSSRUWXQLWLHVDIIHFWLQJWKHDUHDRILQWHUHVW



7KHUHDUHQXPHURXVFRQVWUDLQWVZKLFKOLPLWWKHSRWHQWLDOWUDQVSRUWRSWLRQVDYDLODEOHUDQJLQJIURP
H[WHQVLYHGHYHORSPHQWLQXUEDQDUHDVWKURXJKWRODQGVFDSHDQGHQYLURQPHQWDOFRQVWUDLQWVLQPRVW
UXUDODUHDV



3K\VLFDOIHDWXUHVZKLFKPD\H[HUWVSHFLDOFRQVWUDLQWVRQWKHVKDSHRIDWUDQVSRUWVWUDWHJ\RUSODQ
LQFOXGHVHQVLWLYHDUHDVRIHFRORJLFDORUODQGVFDSHRUKHULWDJHLPSRUWDQFHEXLOWXSDUHDVKLOO\
WHUUDLQULYHUVDQGUDLOZD\VWKDWDUHH[SHQVLYHWREULGJHHWF



7KHUHPD\DOVREHLQVWLWXWLRQDORUOHJDOFRQVWUDLQWVZKLFKDUHLPSRUWDQWWRWDNHLQWRDFFRXQWVXFKDV
WKHSURYLVLRQRISULYDWHQRQUHVLGHQWLDOSDUNLQJWKHSURYLVLRQRIHOHPHQWVRIWKHSXEOLFWUDQVSRUW
V\VWHPE\SULYDWHRSHUDWRUVZKRZLOOKDYHWKHLURZQFRPPHUFLDOREMHFWLYHVHWF7KHH[WHQWWRZKLFK
WKHVHLQVWLWXWLRQDODQGOHJDOFRQVWUDLQWVKDYHDPDWHULDOEHDULQJRQWKHRXWFRPHRIWKHVWXGLHVFRXOG
GHSHQGRQWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKWKHUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDUHGHYHORSHGZLWKWKHSULYDWHVXSSOLHUVRI
WUDQVSRUW



(DUO\DSSUHFLDWLRQRIDQ\FRQVWUDLQWVHVSHFLDOO\WKRVHZKLFKPD\EH³VKRZVWRSSHUV´LVHVVHQWLDO
ZKHQGHYHORSLQJDQGDVVHVVLQJRSWLRQV+RZHYHULGHQWLILFDWLRQRIFRQVWUDLQWVFDQOLPLWWKHRSWLRQ
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JHQHUDWLRQSURFHVVXQQHFHVVDULO\$QDO\VWVVKRXOGWKHUHIRUHDVVHVVWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKHDFKRIWKH
LGHQWLILHGFRQVWUDLQWVFDQRUFDQQRWEHRYHUFRPH DQGKRZ 
 ,QSDUDOOHOZLWKOLVWLQJFRQVWUDLQWVDQ\RSSRUWXQLWLHVWRLPSURYHWKHWUDQVSRUWV\VWHPPRUHZLGHO\RU
WRKDYHSRVLWLYHLPSDFWVRQLVVXHVRIZLGHUFRQFHUQVXFKDVUHJHQHUDWLRQVKRXOGEHQRWHG
 ([DPSOHVRIRSSRUWXQLWLHVFRXOGLQFOXGHZD\VRIPDNLQJEHWWHUXVHRIWKHH[LVWLQJLQIUDVWUXFWXUHRU
H[LVWLQJXQGHUXVHGDVVHWV HJUHRSHQLQJUDLOOLQHV WUDQVSRUWWKDWRSHQVXSGHYHORSPHQWODQGIRU
UHJHQHUDWLRQRUKRXVLQJHQKDQFHPHQWVWRWKHHQYLURQPHQWDQGVRRQ



6WHS8QGHUVWDQGLQJWKH)XWXUH6LWXDWLRQ



6WHSEURDGO\SDUDOOHOV6WHSLQWKDWLWLVFRQFHUQHGZLWKGHYHORSLQJDQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRISUREOHPV
EXWLQWKHIXWXUHUDWKHUWKDQWKHSUHVHQW,WZLOOLQFOXGHXQGHUVWDQGLQJ
x IXWXUHODQGXVHVDQGSROLFLHV
x IXWXUHFKDQJHVWRWKHWUDQVSRUWV\VWHP
x IXWXUHWUDYHOGHPDQGVDQGOHYHOVRIVHUYLFH



$QDO\VWVVKRXOGLGHQWLI\DUDQJHRIVFHQDULRVIRUWKHIXWXUHDJDLQVWZKLFKRSWLRQVDQGVXEVHTXHQW
IXUWKHUDSSUDLVDOZRXOGEHXQGHUWDNHQLQOLQHZLWKJXLGDQFHLQ7$*8QLW07KLVLVLPSRUWDQWDVWKH
QHHGIRUDSURMHFWGHILQHGVXEVHTXHQWO\LQ6WHSVKRXOGEHFOHDUO\DSSDUHQWDFURVVDUDQJHRI
VFHQDULRV



&RQVLGHUDWLRQVKRXOGDOVREHJLYHQWRKRZORQJLWPLJKWWDNHWRGHOLYHUDQ\VROXWLRQHVSHFLDOO\RQH
LQYROYLQJQHZLQIUDVWUXFWXUHDQGWKHUHIRUHWRWKHIXWXUHWUDYHOVLWXDWLRQDWWKHOLNHO\WLPHRIGHOLYHU\
)XWXUH/DQG8VHVDQG3ROLFLHV



7KHLQWHUDFWLRQEHWZHHQWUDQVSRUWDQGODQGXVHLVDWZRZD\UHODWLRQVKLS2QWKHRQHKDQGIXWXUH
WUDYHOGHPDQGVZLOOEHVKDSHGE\IXWXUHODQGXVHVZKLOHRQWKHRWKHUKDQGFKDQJHVLQWKH
GLVSRVLWLRQRIODQGXVHVZLOOEHLQIOXHQFHGE\FKDQJHVLQDFFHVVLELOLW\SURYLGHGE\WKHWUDQVSRUW
V\VWHP



7KHWUDGLWLRQDOWUDQVSRUWSODQQLQJDSSURDFKKDVEHHQWRDVVXPHDSDUWLFXODUODQGXVHSDWWHUQIRUWKH
IXWXUHSODQQLQJ\HDUDVDVWDUWLQJSRLQW,QDVLPLODUPDQQHUDWWKHPDFUROHYHOVWXGLHVVKRXOGZRUN
ZLWKLQWKHIUDPHZRUNVHWE\WKH1DWLRQDO3ODQQLQJ3ROLF\)UDPHZRUNDQGUHJLRQDODQGORFDO
GHYHORSPHQWSODQV+RZHYHUDWWKHPLFUROHYHOVWXGLHVVKRXOGH[DPLQHWKHLQWHUDFWLRQRIWUDQVSRUW
DQGSODQQLQJGHFLVLRQVDQGPD\FRQVLGHUODQGXVHSODQQLQJEDVHGVROXWLRQV7KLVPD\UHTXLUH
VWXG\VSHFLILFIRUHFDVWV7KHPRGHOOLQJLPSOLFDWLRQVIRUWKLVDUHGLVFXVVHGLQ7$*8QLW0



,WLVLPSRUWDQWWRHQVXUHWKDWWKHDSSURDFKWRSODQQLQJGDWDIRUHFDVWVLVEURDGO\FRQVLVWHQWEHWZHHQ
VWXGLHVDQGWKDWRSWLPLVPELDVLVDYRLGHG7RHQVXUHWKDWWKLVLVDFKLHYHGIRUHFDVWVRISRSXODWLRQ
KRXVHKROGVDQGHPSOR\PHQWSXEOLVKHGE\WKH'I7LQWKH7(0352GDWDEDVHVKRXOGEHXVHGDVD
UHIHUHQFHFDVH



)XUWKHULQIRUPDWLRQRQIRUHFDVWLQJWUHDWPHQWRIXQFHUWDLQW\LQIRUHFDVWLQJDQGXVHRI7(0352GDWD
LVJLYHQLQ7$*8QLW0
)XWXUH&KDQJHVWRWKH7UDQVSRUW6\VWHPDQG7UDQVSRUW'HPDQG



7KHDVVHVVPHQWRIDWUDQVSRUWLQWHUYHQWLRQLQYROYHVWKHFRPSDULVRQRIFRQGLWLRQVZKHUHWKHVFKHPH
LVEXLOWDJDLQVWFRQGLWLRQVZKHUHWKHVFKHPHLVQRWEXLOW,QPRUHWHFKQLFDOWHUPVWKLVLVD
FRPSDULVRQEHWZHHQWKHµZLWKVFKHPH¶DQGµZLWKRXWVFKHPH¶FDVHV7KHµZLWKRXWVFKHPH¶FDVH
QHHGVFDUHIXOFRQVLGHUDWLRQDQGVKRXOGLQYROYHVSHFLI\LQJDFRUHVFHQDULREDVHGRQVWDQGDUG
DVVXPSWLRQVRIHFRQRPLFJURZWKDQGRWKHUWUHQGVDQGVHYHUDOVHQVLWLYLW\WHVWVRUDOWHUQDWLYH
VFHQDULRV
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*XLGDQFHIRUWKH7HFKQLFDO3URMHFW0DQDJHUDQG7$*8QLW0GHVFULEHVLQGHWDLOKRZWRFRQVWUXFW
VFHQDULRVDQGIRUHFDVWVIRUWHVWLQJRSWLRQVDQGDSSUDLVDOV,WDOVRGHVFULEHVKRZWRDFFRXQWIRU
XQFHUWDLQW\VXFKDVXVLQJDQXQFHUWDLQW\ORJWRPDNHDVVXPSWLRQVLQWKHDSSUDLVDOWUDQVSDUHQWIRU
HDFKFRQVWUXFWHGVFHQDULR$VZHOODVFRQVLGHULQJFKDQJHVLQODQGXVHVDQGWKHWUDQVSRUWV\VWHP
VWXGLHVZLOODOVRQHHGWRFRQVLGHUWKHLPSDFWVRIRWKHUWUHQGVVXFKDVLQ*'3DQGWD[DWLRQDQG
HVSHFLDOO\RIFDUSXUFKDVHDQGIXHOLQHVWLPDWLQJIXWXUHWUDYHOGHPDQGVDQGOHYHOVRIVHUYLFH

 7KHVHQVLWLYLW\WHVWVRUDOWHUQDWLYHVFHQDULRVDUHXVHGWRSURYLGHLPSRUWDQWLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKH
UREXVWQHVVRIDSURSRVDO,IWUDIILFOHYHOVSDWURQDJHDQGWKHUHVXOWLQJDSSUDLVDOGRQRWYDU\
VLJQLILFDQWO\EHWZHHQWKHVHQVLWLYLW\WHVWVRUDOWHUQDWLYHVFHQDULRVH[DPLQHGWKLVGHPRQVWUDWHVWKDW
WKHSURMHFWLVQRWVHQVLWLYHWRH[WHUQDOXQFHUWDLQWLHV&RQYHUVHO\LIWKHUHDUHVLJQLILFDQWYDULDWLRQVLQ
SDWURQDJHWKHGHFLVLRQPDNHUZLOOKDYHDFOHDUYLHZRIWKHULVNVWKHSURMHFWIDFHVDQGWKHDQDO\VW
FDQH[SORUHZD\VRIPLWLJDWLQJWKRVHULVNV



6WHS(VWDEOLVKLQJWKH1HHGIRU,QWHUYHQWLRQ



,QDVVHVVLQJWKHQHHGIRUDORFDOLQWHUYHQWLRQDQGLQGHYHORSLQJWKHFDVHIRUWKDWLQWHUYHQWLRQ
DQDO\VWVVKRXOGSUHVHQWDVRXQGERG\RIDQDO\VLVWRVKRZWKHORFDOSUREOHPVWKDWHVWDEOLVKWKHQHHG
IRUDQLQWHUYHQWLRQ



,WVKRXOGEHQRWHGWKDWZKLOVWWKLVXQLWGLVFXVVHVSUREOHPVZLWKFDXVHVDQGVROXWLRQVWRDPHOLRUDWH
WKHPWUDQVSRUWLQWHUYHQWLRQPD\DOVREHDSSURSULDWHZKHUHLQYHVWPHQWZLOO\LHOGDSRVLWLYHRXWFRPH
ZKHUHWKHUHLVDQRSSRUWXQLW\WRGRVR IRUH[DPSOHVXSSRUWLQJJURZWKDQGGHYHORSPHQW 7RWKLV
HQGWKHWHUPµSUREOHP¶FDQHPEUDFHDUDQJHRILVVXHVIURPJHQXLQHSUREOHPVWRSRWHQWLDO
RSSRUWXQLWLHV



$WWKLVVWDJHRIWKHSURFHVVWKHIROORZLQJVKRXOGEHLGHQWLILHGZLWKVXSSRUWLQJHYLGHQFH
x FXUUHQWWUDQVSRUWUHODWHGSUREOHPV
x IXWXUHWUDQVSRUWUHODWHGSUREOHPV
x XQGHUO\LQJFDXVHV



/RFDOSUREOHPVVKRXOGEHIUDPHG RUFDWHJRULVHG ZLWKLQWKHFRQWH[WRIWKHQDWLRQDODQGORFDO
SROLFLHVZKLOHEHLQJFOHDUO\URRWHGLQDGGUHVVLQJVSHFLILFORFDOSUREOHPVDQGLVVXHV



(YLGHQFHVKRXOGGHPRQVWUDWHWKHVFDOHDQGVLJQLILFDQFHRIWKHµWUDQVSRUWSUREOHP¶RUµLVVXH¶
(YLGHQFHIURP6WHSVDQGZLOOLQIRUPWKLVSURFHVV



,WLVUHFRPPHQGHGWKDWDQDO\VWVLQYLWHDFKDOOHQJHIURPNH\VWDNHKROGHUVDWWKLVSRLQWLQRUGHUWR
WHVWZKHWKHUWKHUDWLRQDOHIRULQWHUYHQWLRQLVFOHDUDQGUREXVWZKHQEDVHGRQUHDGLO\DYDLODEOH
LQIRUPDWLRQ,IWKHUHLVLQVXIILFLHQWHYLGHQFHWRVXSSRUWRUUHMHFWWKHFDVHIRULQWHUYHQWLRQIXUWKHU
HYLGHQFHZLOOQHHGWREHFROOHFWHG7KLVPD\LQYROYHVXUYH\VWRFROOHFWEHVSRNHLQIRUPDWLRQRU
GHYHORSPHQWRIDWUDQVSRUWPRGHO
&XUUHQW7UDQVSRUW5HODWHG3UREOHPV



3UREOHPVPD\EHLGHQWLILHGLQDQXPEHURIZD\VLQFOXGLQJ
x FRQVXOWLQJNH\VWDNHKROGHUVVXFKDVWKHSXEOLFRUUHJLRQDODQGORFDOSODQQHUV
x JDWKHULQJGDWDDQGFRQGXFWLQJDXGLWVRQWKHSHUIRUPDQFHRIWKHWUDQVSRUWV\VWHP
x XVLQJDQDO\WLFDOWRROVVXFKDVH[LVWLQJWUDQVSRUWPRGHOVRUH[LVWLQJGDWDVHWV
x EHQFKPDUNLQJSHUIRUPDQFHDJDLQVWRWKHUSODFHV PDNLQJVXUHWKHJHRJUDSKLFGHPRJUDSKLFDQG
VRFLRHFRQRPLFFRQWH[WRIWKRVHFRPSDUDWRUVDUHVXIILFLHQWO\FRQVLGHUHG 
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)XWXUH7UDQVSRUW5HODWHG3UREOHPV


+DYLQJHVWDEOLVKHGIXWXUHWUDYHOGHPDQGVLQWKHIRUHFDVW\HDUIRUWKHZLWKRXWVFKHPHFDVHIXWXUH
SUREOHPVFDQEHDQDO\VHG:KLOHDXGLWVRIVSHFLILFSDUWVRIWKHWUDQVSRUWV\VWHPDUHQRWDSSURSULDWH
LQWKLVFRQWH[WWKHSXEOLFWKHUHJLRQDODQGORFDOWUDQVSRUWDQGSODQQLQJSURIHVVLRQDOVWUDQVSRUW
SURYLGHUVDQGRWKHUWUDQVSRUWLQWHUHVWVPD\DOOEHFRQVXOWHGDERXWWKHLUYLHZVRQWKHIRUHFDVW
FKDQJHV,WZLOODOVREHXVHIXOWRUHSHDWWKHEDVH\HDUQXPHULFDODQDO\VHVRISUREOHPVFRQGXFWHG
E\FRPSDULQJFRQGLWLRQVZLWKWKUHVKROGVEXWXVLQJWKHIRUHFDVWWUDYHOGHPDQGVDQGOHYHOVRIVHUYLFH
IRUWKHµZLWKRXWVFKHPH¶FDVH
8QGHUO\LQJ'ULYHUVRU&DXVHV



,WLVFUXFLDOWKDWWKHFDXVHVRIWKHSUREOHPVDUHLQYHVWLJDWHGEHIRUHVROXWLRQVDUHJHQHUDWHG
)RFXVLQJRQSUREOHPV UDWKHUWKDQXQGHUO\LQJFDXVHV DVWKHVWLPXOXVIRURSWLRQGHYHORSPHQWPD\
UHVXOWLQVROXWLRQVZKLFKµSDWFKXS¶WKHV\PSWRPVZLWKRXWDGGUHVVLQJWKHUHDOXQGHUO\LQJFDXVHV

 3UREOHPVVKRXOGQRWEHGHILQHGLQDZD\WKDWFRXOGELDVWKHVWDWHPHQWRIREMHFWLYHVZKLFKPLJKW
WKHQELDVWKHGHYHORSPHQWDQGVHOHFWLRQRIRSWLRQV)RUH[DPSOHVWDWLQJWKDWWKHSUREOHPRIWUDIILF
FRQJHVWLRQLQDFRUULGRULVGXHWRDODFNRIURDGFDSDFLW\DWSHDNWLPHVZLOOLQHYLWDEO\IRFXVDWWHQWLRQ
RQWKHSURYLVLRQRIDGGLWLRQDOFDSDFLW\,QFRQWUDVWVWDUWLQJRXWE\VWDWLQJWKDWWKHSUREOHPWKDW
PDQLIHVWVLWVHOILVFRQJHVWLRQDQGWKDWWKHNH\GULYHULVWKHH[LVWHQFHRIDQH[FHVVRIWUDYHOGHPDQG
RYHUDYDLODEOHFDSDFLW\VKRXOGRSHQXSFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDGGLWLRQDOZD\VRIDGGUHVVLQJWKHSUREOHP
DQGLWVGULYHUV,QWKLVH[DPSOHSURYLVLRQRISDUNDQGULGHEXVODQHVFKDQJLQJSDUNLQJDYDLODELOLW\
DQGFKDUJHVFRXOGDOOEHH[SHFWHGWRUHGXFHWKHGHPDQGIRUURDGVSDFH



6WHSD,GHQWLI\LQJ2EMHFWLYHV



$QDO\VWVVKRXOGLGHQWLI\DFOHDUVHWRILQWHUYHQWLRQVSHFLILFREMHFWLYHVWRDGGUHVVWKHLGHQWLILHG
SUREOHPV)RUDQLQGLYLGXDOVFKHPHRUSDFNDJHVRIPHDVXUHVWKHVHDUHXQOLNHO\WREHWKHVDPHDV
WKHORFDO HJ/RFDO7UDQVSRUW3ODQ UHJLRQDORUQDWLRQDOSROLF\REMHFWLYHVEXWDUHOLNHO\WRDOLJQZLWK
WKHPZKHUHFRQVLVWHQWFKDOOHQJHVKDYHEHHQLGHQWLILHG



2EMHFWLYHVVKRXOGEHLQIRUPHGE\DQDSSURSULDWHOHYHORIVWDNHKROGHUHQJDJHPHQWDQGE\DUHDOLVWLF
DSSUHFLDWLRQRIWKHLVVXHVDQGFRQWH[W 6WHSVWR UHIOHFWLQJWKHRSSRUWXQLWLHVDQGFRQVWUDLQWV
LGHQWLILHGLQ6WHSDQGWKHXQGHUO\LQJFDXVHVLGHQWLILHGLQ6WHS7KH\VKRXOGEHFRQVLVWHQWZLWK
ZLGHUORFDOUHJLRQDODQGQDWLRQDOREMHFWLYHVLGHQWLILHGLQ6WHSEXWIRFXVHGRQDGGUHVVLQJWKH
LGHQWLILHGQHHGUDWKHUWKDQVHHNLQJWRFRQWULEXWHWRDOORIWKHVHREMHFWLYHV:KHQLGHQWLI\LQJ
REMHFWLYHVDWDQHDUO\VWDJHWKH\VKRXOGDYRLGLQGLFDWLRQVRISUHIHUUHGVROXWLRQVDQGEHGUDZQXSWR
HQDEOHPRUHVSHFLILFWDUJHWVWREHGHYHORSHGDVWKHSURMHFWSURFHHGVDQGRSWLRQVDUHUHILQHG
6WXG\VSHFLILFREMHFWLYHVPD\DOVRUHODWHWRHOHPHQWVZLWKLQWKHLQGLYLGXDOFDVHVRIWKHFDVH
PRGHO



&RQVLGHUDWLRQVKRXOGEHJLYHQWRGHYHORSLQJDKLHUDUFK\RIREMHFWLYHVZKLFKFODULILHVWKHORJLFRIWKH
LQWHUYHQWLRQDQGSURYLGHVDIUDPHZRUNIRUIXWXUHDSSUDLVDODQGHYDOXDWLRQ$WKUHHOHYHOKLHUDUFK\
PLJKWFRQVLVWRI
x +LJKOHYHORUVWUDWHJLFRXWFRPHV±7KHVHZRXOGW\SLFDOO\H[SUHVVWKHGHVLUHGHQGVWDWHDQG
UHIOHFWWKHDLPVDQGDPELWLRQVIRUWKHDUHDRUSRSXODWLRQ HJHFRQRPLFGHYHORSPHQW 7KHVH
DUHJHQHUDOO\REMHFWLYHVWRZKLFKWUDQVSRUWFRQWULEXWHVEXWQRWDOZD\VLQDGLUHFWPDQQHU
x 6SHFLILFRULQWHUPHGLDWHREMHFWLYHV±7KHVHZRXOGW\SLFDOO\UHSUHVHQWWKHLQWHUPHGLDWHHIIHFWV
RIWKHWUDQVSRUWLQWHUYHQWLRQLQFOXGLQJWKHGLUHFWDQGVKRUWWHUPREMHFWLYHVZKLFKQHHGWREH
DFKLHYHGIRUWKHKLJKOHYHORUVWUDWHJLFRXWFRPHVWREHUHDOLVHG
x 2SHUDWLRQDOREMHFWLYHV±7KHVHQRUPDOO\UHSUHVHQWWKHGHVLUDEOHRXWSXWVZKLFKDUHQHFHVVDU\
IRUWKHLQWHUPHGLDWHREMHFWLYHVWREHDFKLHYHG
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2SHUDWLRQDODQGLQWHUPHGLDWHREMHFWLYHVVKRXOGJHQHUDOO\EHDV60$57 6SHFLILF0HDVXUDEOH
$FFHSWHG5HDOLVWLF7LPHGHILQHG DVSRVVLEOHJLYHQWKHQDWXUHRIWKHHYLGHQFHDYDLODEOHDWWKLV
VWDJHRIWKHSURFHVVDQGZKHUHDSSURSULDWHFDSDEOHRITXDQWLILFDWLRQLQWRVSHFLILFWDUJHWVE\WKH
HQGRI6WDJH+LJKOHYHORUVWUDWHJLFREMHFWLYHVPD\QHHGWREHH[SUHVVHGLQEURDGHUPRUH
TXDOLWDWLYHWHUPV



2EMHFWLYHVPD\QHHGWRHYROYHDVIXUWKHUHYLGHQFHLVFROOHFWHGODWHULQ6WDJH)RUH[DPSOH
DVVHVVPHQWRIRSWLRQVLQ6WHSPLJKWLGHQWLI\QHZHQYLURQPHQWDOFRQVWUDLQWVZKLFKQHHGWREH
UHIOHFWHGLQWKHREMHFWLYHV



7KHREMHFWLYHVGHILQHGKHUHZLOOLQIOXHQFHWKHIRFXVRIWKHDSSUDLVDOPHWKRGRORJ\VSHFLILHGLQ6WHS
DQGXQGHUWDNHQLQ6WDJH±)XUWKHU$SSUDLVDO
7DUJHWV



6HWWLQJWDUJHWVZLOODOVREHDQLWHUDWLYHSURFHVV



,QVRPHFDVHVDTXDOLWDWLYHWDUJHWPLJKWEHPRUHDSSURSULDWHDVDVWDUWLQJSRLQWLQRWKHUFDVHVWKH
TXDQWLWDWLYHWDUJHWFRXOGEHDUDQJHZKLFKUHSUHVHQWVDVSUHDGRIXVDEOHRXWFRPHVDQGLQRWKHU
FDVHVLWPLJKWEHSRVVLEOHWRVHWPLQLPXPSHUIRUPDQFHOHYHOVEHORZZKLFKDSURSRVDOPD\QRWEH
ZRUWKWDNLQJIRUZDUG



6HWWLQJVSHFLILFTXDQWLWDWLYHWDUJHWVWRRHDUO\LQWKHSURFHVVPLJKWRYHUO\VKDSHWKHVHDUFKIRU
VROXWLRQVRUPLJKWWKHQUHTXLUHVLJQLILFDQWUHYLVLRQVODWHUDVPRUHHYLGHQFHEHFRPHVDYDLODEOH)RU
H[DPSOHLIDWDUJHWRILVVHWIRUPRGHVKLIWIURPFDUDWSHDNWLPHVWKLVPLJKWWXUQRXWWREH
XQDWWDLQDEOHZLWKRXWEXLOGLQJDPHWURDQGVHWWLQJYHU\ORZ DQGILQDQFLDOO\XQVXVWDLQDEOH IDUHV

 :KHUHTXDQWLILHGWDUJHWVDUHVWDWHGFDUHVKRXOGEHWDNHQQRWWRLQWURGXFHELDVE\LQDGYHUWHQWO\
VHWWLQJVRPHWDUJHWVZKLFKDUHHDV\WRPHHWZKLOHRWKHUVDUHYHU\GLIILFXOWLIQRWLPSRVVLEOHWR
DFKLHYH



6WHSE'HILQH*HRJUDSKLF$UHDRI,PSDFWWREH$GGUHVVHGE\WKH
,QWHUYHQWLRQ



$QDO\VWVVKRXOGDOVRGHILQHWKHJHRJUDSKLFDODUHDRILPSDFWWREHDGGUHVVHGE\WKHLQWHUYHQWLRQLH
ZKDWFRUULGRURUDUHDLWVKRXOGEHERXQGHGE\7KLVVKRXOGEHEDVHGRQ
x DQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHJHRJUDSKLFDOVFRSHRIWKHWUDYHOPDUNHWDQGNH\RULJLQVDQGGHVWLQDWLRQV
6WHSVDQG DQG
x DQDQDO\VLVRIWKHJHRJUDSKLFDOH[WHQWRIFXUUHQWDQGIXWXUHWUDQVSRUWSUREOHPVDQGXQGHUO\LQJ
GULYHUV 6WHS 



7KHDUHDRILPSDFWZLOOEHLPSRUWDQWLQ6WHS±*HQHUDWLQJ2SWLRQV±LQWHUPVRIERXQGLQJWKH
VFRSHRIDQ\RSWLRQVEHLQJJHQHUDWHG



6WHS*HQHUDWLQJ2SWLRQV



7KHSXUSRVHRIRSWLRQJHQHUDWLRQLVWRGHYHORSDUDQJHRIDOWHUQDWLYHPHDVXUHVRULQWHUYHQWLRQVWKDW
ORRNOLNHO\WRDFKLHYHWKHREMHFWLYHVLGHQWLILHGLQ6WHSD$QDO\VWVVKRXOGVWDUWZLWKDZLGHUDQJHRI
SRVVLEOHPHDVXUHVDQGWKHQQDUURZWKHVHGRZQ LQ6WHSVDQG LQDUREXVWWUDQVSDUHQWDQG
DXGLWDEOHPDQQHU



,WLVLPSRUWDQWWKDWDVZLGHDUDQJHRIRSWLRQVDVSRVVLEOHVKRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGLQFOXGLQJDOOPRGHV
LQIUDVWUXFWXUHUHJXODWLRQSULFLQJDQGRWKHUZD\VRILQIOXHQFLQJEHKDYLRXU2SWLRQVVKRXOGLQFOXGH
PHDVXUHVWKDWUHGXFHRULQIOXHQFHWKHQHHGWRWUDYHODVZHOODVWKRVHWKDWLQYROYHFDSLWDOVSHQG
5HYHQXHRSWLRQVDUHOLNHO\WREHRISDUWLFXODUUHOHYDQFHLQEULQJLQJDERXWEHKDYLRXUDOFKDQJHDQG
PHHWLQJWKH*RYHUQPHQW¶VFOLPDWHFKDQJHJRDO
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6WXGLHVVKRXOGQRWVWDUWIURPDQDVVHUWLRQDERXWDSUHIHUUHGPRGDOVROXWLRQRULQGHHGWKDW
LQIUDVWUXFWXUHSURYLVLRQLVWKHRQO\DQVZHU)ROORZLQJWKH(GGLQJWRQ7UDQVSRUW6WXG\6SRQVRULQJ
2UJDQLVDWLRQVZLOOEHORRNLQJWRHQFRXUDJHWKHEHWWHUXVHRIH[LVWLQJLQIUDVWUXFWXUHDQGDYRLGLQJ
³VROXWLRQVLQVHDUFKRISUREOHPV´,QWKLVFRQWH[WLWLVUHFRJQLVHGWKDWVPDOOVFKHPHVFDQUHSUHVHQW
KLJKYDOXHIRUPRQH\



)RUSXEOLFWUDQVSRUWVFKHPHVRSWLRQVVKRXOGLQFOXGHGLIIHUHQWWHFKQRORJLHVDQGORZHUFRVW
DOWHUQDWLYHV)RUH[DPSOHZKHUHOLJKWUDLOVFKHPHVDUHEHLQJFRQVLGHUHGDOWHUQDWLYHEXVEDVHG
RSWLRQVVKRXOGDOVREHLGHQWLILHG



:KHUHKLJKZD\VROXWLRQVDUHEHLQJFRQVLGHUHGRSWLRQVVKRXOGLQFOXGHDFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIGLIIHUHQW
OLQNMXQFWLRQVWDQGDUGVDQGRWKHUDOWHUQDWLYHVWRDGGUHVVWKHSUREOHPVLQWKHDUHDVXFKDVSXEOLF
WUDQVSRUWSURYLVLRQGHPDQGPDQDJHPHQWSROLFLHVWUDIILFPDQDJHPHQWPHDVXUHVDQGVWUDWHJLHV



)RUPDLQWHQDQFHVFKHPHVSRWHQWLDOVROXWLRQVPLJKWIRUH[DPSOHLQFOXGHGHDOLQJZLWKWKHSUREOHP
E\PHDQVRIWUDIILFPDQDJHPHQWPHDVXUHVFORVLQJWKHUHOHYDQWLQIUDVWUXFWXUHRUXVHRIDQQXDO
PDLQWHQDQFHVXEYHQWLRQV



6SRQVRULQJ2UJDQLVDWLRQVZLOOEHNHHQWKDWRSWLRQVLQYROYLQJOLPLWHGILQDQFHIRUH[DPSOHEHWWHUODQG
XVHPDUNHWLQJDFWLYLWLHVRUWUDIILFPDQDJHPHQWDUHDOVRFRQVLGHUHGDQGWKDWFRQVLGHUDWLRQLVJLYHQ
WRWKHHQGWRHQGMRXUQH\H[SHULHQFH



2SWLRQVVKRXOGDWOHDVWLQLWLDOO\LQFOXGHPHDVXUHVWKDWPLJKWQRWSURYLGHDFRPSOHWHVROXWLRQWRWKH
LGHQWLILHGSUREOHPEXWZKLFKFDQPDNHDFRQWULEXWLRQWRZDUGVDFKLHYLQJWKHREMHFWLYHV7KLVLV
EHFDXVHDVWKHSURFHVVGHYHORSVSRVVLEOHLQWHUYHQWLRQVVKRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGQRWRQO\VLQJO\EXW
DOVRLQFRPELQDWLRQZLWKRWKHURSWLRQV2SWLRQVWKDWPLJKWEHUHMHFWHGDWDQHDUO\VWDJHZKHQORRNHG
DWLQLVRODWLRQPD\DGGYDOXHWRRWKHURSWLRQVZKHQSDFNDJHGWRJHWKHU



2SWLRQVVKRXOGUHSUHVHQWUHDVRQDEO\GLVFUHWHLQWHUYHQWLRQVVXFKDVOLJKWUDLOYHUVXVJXLGHGEXV,Q
FRQWUDVWWKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQDOLJQPHQWVRIDSRVVLEOHURDGPLJKWEHVWEHWKRXJKWRIDVYDULDQWV
DURXQGDQRSWLRQXQOHVVWKHUHDUHFOHDUGLIIHUHQFHVLQFRVWVDQGRUEHQHILWVIRUGLIIHUHQW
DOLJQPHQWV

 $UDQJHRIVRXUFHVDQGDSSURDFKHVFDQEHXVHGWRJHQHUDWHLGHDV
x IHHGEDFNIURPORFDOVWDNHKROGHUVFROOHDJXHVFRQVXOWDQWVQHLJKERXULQJDXWKRULWLHVDQGWKH
SXEOLF±LWZLOOEHXVHIXOWRVHHNYLHZVIURPSHRSOHOLYLQJDQGWUDYHOOLQJZLWKLQWKHDIIHFWHG
JHRJUDSKLFDODUHDRQWKHW\SHVRILQWHUYHQWLRQWKH\FRQVLGHUDSSURSULDWH
x EUDLQVWRUPLQJVHVVLRQVRUZRUNVKRSVZKLFKFDQJHQHUDWHLGHDVE\FURVVIHUWLOLVDWLRQEHWZHHQ
SDUWLFLSDQWV¶GLIIHUHQWSHUVSHFWLYHV DOWKRXJKWKHVHQHHGWREHFRQWUROOHGFDUHIXOO\WRHQVXUHWKDW
WKHFROOHFWHGYLHZVDUHWKRURXJKDQGXQELDVHG 
x GLVFXVVLRQVZLWK6SRQVRULQJ2UJDQLVDWLRQV
x LGHDVFRQVLGHUHGSUHYLRXVO\PD\EHUHYLHZHGWRFKHFNZKHWKHUDQ\RIWKHSURSRVDOVGLVFDUGHG
LQWKHSDVWPD\QRZEHZRUWKUHFRQVLGHULQJ
x EHQFKPDUNLQJZLWKVXLWDEOHFRPSDUDWRUDUHDVZKLFKQHHGQRWEHOLPLWHGWRWKH8.DQG
x UHVHDUFK±LQFOXGLQJDUHYLHZRISURIHVVLRQDOMRXUQDOVSUHVVLQWHUQHWVHDUFKHVWRILQGEURDGO\
FRPSDUDEOHSURMHFWVHYLGHQFHGDWDEDVHV HJ.RQVXOW HWF

7KH(GGLQJWRQ7UDQVSRUW6WXG\7KHFDVHIRUDFWLRQ6LU5RG(GGLQJWRQ¶VDGYLFHWR*RYHUQPHQW

'HFHPEHU 

.2168/7±.QRZOHGJHRQ6XVWDLQDEOH8UEDQ/DQG8VHDQG7UDQVSRUWKWWSZZZNRQVXOWOHHGVDFXN
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6WHS,QLWLDO6LIWLQJ



$WWKHHQGRI6WHSLWLVSRVVLEOHWKDWVRPHRSWLRQVZLOOKDYHEHHQLGHQWLILHGZKLFKGRQRWUHSUHVHQW
VHQVLEOHVROXWLRQV$QLQLWLDOVLIWVKRXOGWKHUHIRUHEHXQGHUWDNHQWRLGHQWLI\DQ\µVKRZVWRSSHUV¶ZKLFK
DUHOLNHO\WRSUHYHQWDQRSWLRQSURJUHVVLQJDWDVXEVHTXHQWVWDJHLQWKHSURFHVV



7KHSURFHVVLQYROYHVGLVFDUGLQJRSWLRQVWKDW
x ZRXOGFOHDUO\IDLOWRPHHWWKHNH\REMHFWLYHVLGHQWLILHGIRULQWHUYHQWLRQ
x GRQRWILWZLWKH[LVWLQJORFDOUHJLRQDODQGQDWLRQDOSURJUDPPHVDQGVWUDWHJLHVDQGGRQRWILWZLWK
ZLGHUJRYHUQPHQWSULRULWLHVDQG
x ZRXOGEHXQOLNHO\WRSDVVNH\YLDELOLW\DQGDFFHSWDELOLW\FULWHULD RUUHSUHVHQWVLJQLILFDQWULVN LQ
WKDWWKH\DUHXQOLNHO\WREH
x GHOLYHUDEOHLQDSDUWLFXODUHFRQRPLFHQYLURQPHQWDOJHRJUDSKLFDORUVRFLDOFRQWH[WHJ
RSWLRQVZKLFKZRXOGUHVXOWLQVHYHUHDGYHUVHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVZKLFKFDQQRWEH
PLWLJDWHGDJDLQVWRUZKHUHWKHFRVWRIGRLQJVRLVWRRKLJK
x WHFKQLFDOO\VRXQG
x ILQDQFLDOO\DIIRUGDEOHDQG
x DFFHSWDEOHWRVWDNHKROGHUVDQGWKHSXEOLF



3DUWRIWKHLQLWLDOVLIWLQJPLJKWLQFOXGHSDFNDJLQJWRJHWKHUPHDVXUHVZKLFKRQWKHLURZQZRXOGQRW
DFKLHYHWKHGHVLUHGRXWFRPHVEXWZKLFKPLJKWGRVRZKHQGHOLYHUHGLQFRPELQDWLRQZLWKHDFK
RWKHU



7KHSURFHVVVKRXOGLQYROYHVHHNLQJYLHZVIURPWUDQVSRUWDQGSODQQLQJSURIHVVLRQDOVWUDQVSRUW
SURYLGHUVDQGRWKHUWUDQVSRUWLQWHUHVWV



7KH(DUO\$VVHVVPHQWDQG6LIWLQJ7RRO ($67 KDVEHHQGHYHORSHGDVDGHFLVLRQVXSSRUWWRROWR
GHYHORSTXLFNO\VXPPDULVHDQGSUHVHQWHYLGHQFHRQRSWLRQVLQDFOHDUDQGFRQVLVWHQWIRUPDW,WKDV
EHHQGHVLJQHGWRDVVHVVDQGFRPSDUHDOOW\SHVRIWUDQVSRUWUHODWHGRSWLRQVSDFNDJHVVWUDWHJLHV
DQGSODQVDFURVVDOOPRGHVDQGJHRJUDSKLHV,WVIOH[LELOLW\DOORZVRSWLRQVWREHFRQVLGHUHGDWWKH
HDUO\VWDJHVRIGHYHORSPHQWKRZHYHUWKHOHYHORIFRQILGHQFHWKDWFDQEHDSSOLHGWRFRPSDULVRQV
IDFLOLWDWHGE\($67ZLOOGHSHQGRQWKHUREXVWQHVVRIWKHXQGHUO\LQJHYLGHQFHEDVH7KHWRROKDVQRW
EHHQGHVLJQHGWRPDNHUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGLVQRWLQWHQGHGWREHXVHGIRUPDNLQJILQDOIXQGLQJ
GHFLVLRQV



2SWLRQVVKRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGDQGSURJUHVVHGRUGLVFDUGHGRQWKHEDVLVRIHYLGHQFHDQG($67FDQ
EHXVHGWRIDFLOLWDWHWKLVSURFHVV$QDO\VWVLQFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKRWKHUSDUWLHVLQYROYHGLQWKHVWXG\
ZLOOQHHGWRLGHQWLI\WKHLURZQFULWHULDRUWKUHVKROGVIRUGHWHUPLQLQJZKLFKRSWLRQVµSDVV¶RUµIDLO¶WKLV
VWDJHRIWKHSURFHVVHQVXULQJWKDWWKLVLVFOHDUO\H[SODLQHGLQUHSRUWLQJ



$WWKHHQGRI6WHSDQDO\VWVVKRXOGKDYHGLVFDUGHGXQSURPLVLQJRSWLRQVDQGLGHQWLILHGDVHQVLEOH
QXPEHURIGLVWLQFWDQGIHDVLEOH RUSRWHQWLDO RSWLRQVIRUIXUWKHUGHYHORSPHQWDQGDVVHVVPHQW
'HFLVLRQVPDGHRQGLVFDUGHGRSWLRQVVKRXOGEHUHFRUGHGLQWKH2SWLRQ$VVHVVPHQW5HSRUW 6WHS
 DORQJZLWKVXSSRUWLQJHYLGHQFH

 6WHS'HYHORSPHQWDQG$VVHVVPHQWRI3RWHQWLDO2SWLRQV
 $WWKHVWDUWRI6WHSLWLVOLNHO\WKDWDQXPEHURISRWHQWLDORSWLRQVZLOOVWLOOEHXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ
DQGWKDWWKHQXPEHURIRSWLRQVZLOOQHHGWREHUHGXFHGIXUWKHULQRUGHUWRLGHQWLI\WKHEHWWHU
SHUIRUPLQJRQHV
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 6WHSLQYROYHVGHYHORSLQJSRWHQWLDORSWLRQVWRDVXIILFLHQWOHYHORIGHVLJQVSHFLILFDWLRQDQG
FROOHFWLQJVXIILFLHQWHYLGHQFHWREHDEOHWRGLVWLQJXLVKWKHUHODWLYHFRVWVEHQHILWVDQGLPSDFWVRIWKH
RSWLRQVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ
 3RWHQWLDORSWLRQVVKRXOGEHDVVHVVHGDJDLQVWWKH7UDQVSRUW%XVLQHVV&DVHFULWHULDXVLQJWKH
2SWLRQ$VVHVVPHQW)UDPHZRUNVHWRXWLQ$SSHQGL[$
 $WWKHHQGRI6WHSDQDO\VWVVKRXOGKDYHLGHQWLILHGWKHEHWWHUSHUIRUPLQJRSWLRQVWRWDNHIRUZDUG
IRUIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDO
0HWKRGRORJ\IRUDVVHVVLQJSRWHQWLDORSWLRQV
 7KLVLVSULPDULO\DGHVNEDVHGH[HUFLVH6LWHYLVLWVPD\EHUHTXLUHGKRZHYHUHQYLURQPHQWDO
VXUYH\VZLOOJHQHUDOO\QRWEHQHHGHGDWWKLVVWDJH,QIRUPDWLRQRQFXUUHQWDQGIXWXUHWUDYHOGHPDQGV
DQGOHYHOVRIVHUYLFHZLOOKDYHEHHQFROODWHGLQ6WHSVDQGRIWKHSURFHVVPDNLQJEHVWXVHRI
H[LVWLQJWUDQVSRUWPRGHOVDQGGDWDZKHUHWKLVLVVXIILFLHQWO\FRQWHPSRUDU\LQQDWXUH
 $SSHQGL[$VXPPDULVHVWKHW\SHVRIDQDO\VLVNH\LQSXWGDWDDQGWRROVDQGGDWDRXWSXWVWREHXVHG
LQWKHDVVHVVPHQWRISRWHQWLDORSWLRQV7KHDVVHVVPHQWPHWKRGRORJ\UHTXLUHGDWWKLVVWDJHRIWKH
SURFHVVVKRXOGEHEURDGO\EDVHGRQWKHGHWDLOHGJXLGDQFHSURYLGHGLQ3UDFWLWLRQHU7$*8QLWVRQ
WKHDVVHVVPHQWRIHDFKRIWKHLPSDFWVWREHDGGUHVVHGLQWKH$SSUDLVDO6XPPDU\7DEOH UHTXLUHGLQ
6WDJH +RZHYHUWKHDSSURDFKVKRXOGEHDSSOLHGSURSRUWLRQDWHO\UHIOHFWLQJWKHOHYHORIHYLGHQFH
UHTXLUHGDWWKLVVWDJHRIWKHSURFHVVLHVXIILFLHQWWREHDEOHWRGLVWLQJXLVKWKHUHODWLYHEHQHILWVDQG
LPSDFWVRIRSWLRQVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ
 7KH3UDFWLWLRQHU8QLWVDUHGHVLJQHGWRWDNHDFFRXQWRIWKHYHU\GLIIHULQJOHYHOVRIGHWDLORIGDWDOLNHO\
WREHDYDLODEOHIRUWKHDVVHVVPHQWDQGDSSUDLVDORILQWHUYHQWLRQV
 $QDO\VWVVKRXOGSURYLGHDQDVVHVVPHQWRILPSDFWIRUHDFKRIWKHDVVHVVPHQWDUHDVOLVWHGLQWKH
$SSHQGL[$WDEOHV,WPD\KRZHYHUEHDSSURSULDWHWRSURYLGHDµQHXWUDO¶UHVSRQVHLIWKH
DVVHVVPHQWDUHDGRHVQRWUHODWHFORVHO\WRWKHLQWHUYHQWLRQ¶VREMHFWLYHVDQGLWLVFOHDUWKDWWKH
LQWHUYHQWLRQZLOOQRWKDYHDSRVLWLYHRUQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQWKLVDUHDRIDVVHVVPHQW
 ,QJHQHUDOLWLVDQWLFLSDWHGWKDWDQDO\VWVZLOOXVHDRUSRLQWVFDOHLQSURYLGLQJDTXDOLWDWLYH
DVVHVVPHQWRIWKHVFDOHRILPSDFW7KLVZLOOSURYLGHFRPSDWLELOLW\ZLWKWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVRIWKH
FRUUHVSRQGLQJ3UDFWLWLRQHU7$*8QLWV$SUXGHQWDSSURDFKWRVFRULQJVKRXOGEHWDNHQWKDWUHIOHFWV
WKHTXDOLW\RILQIRUPDWLRQRQZKLFKVFRUHVDUHEHLQJEDVHGEXWHQVXUHVDQ\NH\ULVNVDVVRFLDWHG
ZLWKRSWLRQVDUHKLJKOLJKWHG
$QDO\VWVVKRXOGGUDZRQDVPXFKTXDQWLWDWLYHHYLGHQFHDVSRVVLEOHDQGDSSURSULDWHLQDVVHVVLQJ
HDFKRIWKHRSWLRQV,QSDUWLFXODUDQLQGLFDWLYH%HQHILW&RVW5DWLRVKRXOGEHHVWLPDWHGZKHUH
SRVVLEOHVXIILFLHQWWRHQDEOHRSWLRQVWREHFRPSDUHG,WLVQRWLQWHQGHGWRSUHVHQWWKHDEVROXWH
SHUIRUPDQFHRIDQRSWLRQWKRXJKLWPD\EHKHOSIXOLQSURYLGLQJDSUHOLPLQDU\LQGLFDWLRQRQZKHWKHU
WKHUHLVDQ\OLNHOLKRRGRIRSWLRQVUHSUHVHQWLQJVDWLVIDFWRU\YDOXHIRUPRQH\$VLPSOHVSUHDGVKHHW
EDVHGDSSURDFKPLJKWLQYROYHIDFWRULQJWKHEDVHGHPDQGDQGXVLQJXQLWYDOXHVWRHVWLPDWHWKH
VFDOHRIEHQHILWVXVHRIEHQFKPDUNFRVWVDQGXQLWUDWHVDQGJHQHUDWLRQRIVLPSOHGLVFRXQWHGFDVK
IORZVLQRUGHUFDOFXODWHLQGLFDWLYH3UHVHQW9DOXHVRYHUDQDSSURSULDWHDSSUDLVDOSHULRG
(QYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWV
,QDVVHVVLQJHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVDQDO\VWVPD\DOVRZLVKWRUHIHUWRJXLGDQFHRQHQYLURQPHQWDO
VFUHHQLQJDQGVFRSLQJVHWRXWLQ+LJKZD\V(QJODQG¶V'HVLJQ0DQXDOIRU5RDGVDQG%ULGJHV
'05% 9ROXPH7KLVSURYLGHVJXLGDQFHRQH[SORULQJWKHOHYHORIHQYLURQPHQWDOULVN
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKDSURMHFWDQGLGHQWLI\LQJSRWHQWLDOVLJQLILFDQWHQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFWV7KLVJXLGDQFHLV
ZULWWHQIRUWKRVHH[DPLQLQJPDMRUURDGVFKHPHVEXWPD\RIYDOXHWRWKRVHFRQVLGHULQJSURMHFWVLQ

KWWSZZZVWDQGDUGVIRUKLJKZD\VFRXNGPUE
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RWKHUPRGHV7KHJXLGDQFHLVEDVHGRQGHVNEDVHGFROOHFWLRQDQGDQDO\VLVRIUHDGLO\DYDLODEOH
LQIRUPDWLRQ
$VVHVVPHQWRIHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVGXULQJWKLVVWDJHRIWKHSURFHVVZLOOJHQHUDOO\EHDWDOHYHO
ZKLFKFDQEHXQGHUWDNHQE\LQGLYLGXDOVZLWKDEURDGXQGHUVWDQGLQJDQGH[SHULHQFHLQXQGHUWDNLQJ
HQYLURQPHQWDODVVHVVPHQWV([SHUWLVHLQVSHFLILFLPSDFWDUHDV HJQRLVHDLUTXDOLW\HWF ZLOO
JHQHUDOO\QRWEHUHTXLUHGXQWLO6WDJH±)XUWKHU$SSUDLVDO 6HFWLRQ 
,GHQWLI\LQJQHXWUDOLPSDFWV
6RPHJXLGDQFHLVSURYLGHGLQ7DEOH$WRDVVLVWDQDO\VWVLQGHWHUPLQLQJZKHQLWLVDSSURSULDWHWR
DVVXPHRSWLRQVZLOOKDYHDQHXWUDOLPSDFWRQNH\DUHDVRIDVVHVVPHQW,WLVLPSRUWDQWWKDWDQDO\VWV
FRQVLGHUWKLVJXLGDQFHLQWKHFRQWH[WRIWKHRSWLRQEHLQJFRQVLGHUHGWRHQVXUHWKDWWKHUDQJHRIDOO
SRWHQWLDOLPSDFWVDUHFDSWXUHG LHDUHWKHUHRWKHULPSDFWVZKLFKPD\QRWEHFDSWXUHGE\WKH
FULWHULDLGHQWLILHG 
,IWKHFDVHIRUDVVXPLQJDQHXWUDOLPSDFWLVPDUJLQDODQDO\VWVVKRXOGHUURQWKHVLGHRIFDXWLRQDQG
XQGHUWDNHIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDO
,QWKHFDVHRIHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVLWLVDVVXPHGWKDWWKLVDVVHVVPHQWZLOOKDYHEHHQPDGHLQWKH
DEVHQFHRIDQ\SULPDU\GDWDIURPHQYLURQPHQWDOVXUYH\V$QHXWUDODVVHVVPHQWVKRXOGWKHUHIRUH
LQGLFDWHWKDWDQ\SRWHQWLDOLPSDFWVFDQEHPDQDJHGWKURXJKVWDQGDUGPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVDWORZ
FRVW
)RUH[DPSOHQRLVHLPSDFWVZRXOGEHDVVHVVHGDVµQHXWUDO¶LIUHVXOWDQWOHYHOVGRQRWH[FHHG
DFFHSWHGVWDQGDUGVRULIUHVXOWDQWOHYHOVFDQEHDGGUHVVHGZLWKDOLPLWHGQXPEHURIQRLVHEDUULHUV
6LPLODUO\ELRGLYHUVLW\LPSDFWVZRXOGEHDVVHVVHGDVµQHXWUDO¶LISURWHFWHGVSHFLHVZHUHSUHVHQWEXW
FRXOGEHUHORFDWHGDWUHODWLYHO\ORZFRVW+RZHYHUZKHUHPDMRUPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVDUHUHTXLUHG
ZKLFKZLOOKDYHDVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWRQFRVWIRUH[DPSOHWRDGGUHVVORVVRIDOLVWHGEXLOGLQJRU
FUHDWLRQRIH[WHQVLYHOHQJWKVRIQRLVHEDUULHUDµQHXWUDO¶DVVHVVPHQWVKRXOGQRWEHXVHG
/HYHORIXQFHUWDLQW\RILPSDFW
$QDO\VWVVKRXOGLGHQWLI\WKHOHYHORIXQFHUWDLQW\UHJDUGLQJWKHHYLGHQFHSUHVHQWHGIRUHDFKDUHDRI
DVVHVVPHQWDQGWKHDVVRFLDWHGHVWLPDWHGLPSDFW7KLVZLOOIRFXVDWWHQWLRQRQDUHDVZKLFKZLOO
UHTXLUHIXUWKHUPRUHGHWDLOHGDVVHVVPHQWDWDODWHUVWDJHLQFODULI\LQJWKHDSSUDLVDOPHWKRGRORJ\LQ
6WHSDQGLQXQGHUWDNLQJIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDOLQ6WDJH7KHOHYHORIXQFHUWDLQW\ KLJKPHGLXPRU
ORZIRUH[DPSOH ZLOOGHSHQGRQWKHTXDOLW\RILQIRUPDWLRQXVHGWRPDNHWKHDVVHVVPHQWDQGWKH
GHJUHHRIFRQILGHQFHLQWKHRXWFRPHRIWKHDVVHVVPHQW
3XEOLFFRQVXOWDWLRQ
,WLVJRRGSUDFWLFHWRGUDZRQHYLGHQFHDERXWWKHYLHZRIWKHSXEOLFUHJDUGLQJSRWHQWLDORSWLRQVLQ
RUGHUWRJDXJHWKHOHYHORISXEOLFVXSSRUWDQGLGHQWLI\DQ\ SUHYLRXVO\XQLGHQWLILHG SXEOLF
DFFHSWDELOLW\LVVXHV7KHVHYLHZVFDQWKHQEHDFFRXQWHGIRULQVHOHFWLQJWKHEHWWHUSHUIRUPLQJ
RSWLRQVWREHWDNHQIRUZDUGIRUIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDOLQ6WDJH

 6WHS3URGXFH2SWLRQ$VVHVVPHQW5HSRUWRUVLPLODU
 7KH2SWLRQ$VVHVVPHQW5HSRUWRUVLPLODUVKRXOGGRFXPHQWWKH6WDJHSURFHVVRILGHQWLI\LQJWKH
QHHGIRULQWHUYHQWLRQDQGWKHSURFHVVRIRSWLRQGHYHORSPHQWDQGVHOHFWLRQ,QJHQHUDOWKHVWUXFWXUH
RIWKH2$5VKRXOGEHFRQVLVWHQWZLWK6WHSVWRVHWRXWLQWKLV8QLW
 7KH2SWLRQ$VVHVVPHQW5HSRUWRUVLPLODUVKRXOGDGGUHVVWKHIROORZLQJUHTXLUHPHQWV

7KLVJXLGDQFHLVEDVHGRQWKHFULWHULDIRUGHWHUPLQLQJQHXWUDOLPSDFWVXVHGZLWKLQ+LJKZD\V(QJODQG¶V3URMHFW

$SSUDLVDO5HSRUW 3$5 SURFHVVIRUDVVHVVLQJLQWHUYHQWLRQVFRVWLQJPRUHWKDQ 3$5*XLGDQFH3URMHFW
$SSUDLVDO5HSRUW*XLGDQFH1RWHV9HUVLRQG'HFHPEHU
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x 3UHVHQWDVRXQGERG\RIDQDO\VLVWRSURYLGHHYLGHQFHRIWKHSUREOHPVDQGFKDOOHQJHVDQGQHHG
IRULQWHUYHQWLRQ
x 'HILQHWKHIXWXUHµZLWKRXWVFKHPH¶FDVHDQGSRWHQWLDOVFHQDULRVDURXQGWKLVFDVH HJZKHUH
GLIIHUHQWJURZWKLQWUDYHOGHPDQGIURPWKHFRUHDVVXPSWLRQVPD\LQFUHDVHRUUHGXFHWUDQVSRUW
SUREOHPVDQGKHQFHWKHQHHGIRULQWHUYHQWLRQ 
x &OHDUO\VWDWHWKHVWXG\RULQWHUYHQWLRQVSHFLILFREMHFWLYHVDQGLQWHQGHGRXWFRPHVDQGHQRXJK
LQIRUPDWLRQWRIDFLOLWDWHDQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHOLQNVEHWZHHQLVVXHVDQGFRQWH[WDQGWKHILQDO
VWDWHPHQWRIREMHFWLYHV'HILQHWKHJHRJUDSKLFDODUHDWRLPSDFWWREHDGGUHVVHGE\WKH
LQWHUYHQWLRQ
x 'RFXPHQWWKHVWDNHKROGHUHQJDJHPHQWVWUDWHJ\DGRSWHGLQFOXGLQJVWDNHKROGHUVLQYROYHGDQG
WKHLUUROHLQLQIRUPLQJWKHRSWLRQGHYHORSPHQWSURFHVV
x 'RFXPHQWWKHSURFHVVRIRSWLRQJHQHUDWLRQ 6WHS VLIWLQJ 6WHS DQGDVVHVVPHQW 6WHS 
'HFLVLRQVPDGHRQGLVFDUGHGRSWLRQVVKRXOGEHUHFRUGHGDORQJZLWKVXSSRUWLQJHYLGHQFH7KH
LQLWLDOVXSSRUWLQJHYLGHQFHIRUIHDVLEOHRSWLRQVDVIDFLOLWDWHGE\($67VKRXOGDOVREH
VXPPDULVHG$QDO\VWVVKRXOGDOVRGRFXPHQWKRZHQYLURQPHQWDOFRQVLGHUDWLRQVKDYHEHHQWDNHQ
LQWRDFFRXQWLQWKLVSURFHVVSDUWLFXODUO\GXULQJWKHLQLWLDOVLIWLQJVWDJH
x 'RFXPHQWWKHUHVXOWVRIWKHVXEVHTXHQWDVVHVVPHQWRISRWHQWLDORSWLRQVDJDLQVWWKH2SWLRQ
$VVHVVPHQW)UDPHZRUN(YLGHQFHDJDLQVWWKHFDVHVVKRXOGEHSUHVHQWHG VHH7DEOHV$WR
$IRUGHWDLOVRIWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVIRUHDFKFDVH 
x 3URYLGHDFOHDUH[SODQDWLRQIRUDQ\QHXWUDODVVHVVPHQWVZKLFKKDYHEHHQPDGH
x 6XPPDULVHWKHKHDGOLQHUHVXOWVDFURVVDOORSWLRQVFRQVLGHUHGDQGSURYLGHFRQFOXVLRQVRQWKH
FRPSDUDWLYHSHUIRUPDQFHRIRSWLRQVDQG
x ,GHQWLI\WKHEHWWHUSHUIRUPLQJRSWLRQV LQFOXGLQJDORZFRVWVROXWLRQ WREHWDNHQIRUZDUGIRU
IXUWKHUPRUHGHWDLOHGDSSUDLVDOLQ6WDJH

 6WHS&ODULI\0RGHOOLQJDQG$SSUDLVDO0HWKRGRORJ\
 :KHUHSURSRVDOVDUHWREHWDNHQIRUZDUGIRUIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDODQDO\VWVVKRXOGFODULI\WKH
PHWKRGRORJ\DQGVFRSHRIIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDODQGDJUHHWKLVZLWKWKH6SRQVRULQJ2UJDQLVDWLRQSULRU
WRXQGHUWDNLQJWKHZRUN7KHPHWKRGRORJ\VKRXOGEHGRFXPHQWHGLQDQ$SSUDLVDO6SHFLILFDWLRQ
5HSRUW $65 RUVLPLODU
&RUHHOHPHQWVRIWKH$SSUDLVDO6SHFLILFDWLRQ5HSRUW RUVLPLODU 
 7KH$SSUDLVDO6SHFLILFDWLRQ5HSRUWRUVLPLODUVKRXOGVHWRXWKRZDSSUDLVDOZLOOEHXQGHUWDNHQ,W
VKRXOGGHWDLOWKH
x SURSRVHGDSSURDFKWRPRGHOOLQJDQGIRUHFDVWLQJ
x WKHSURSRVHGPHWKRGRORJ\IRUDVVHVVLQJHDFKRIWKHVXELPSDFWVSUHVHQWHGZLWKLQWKH$67
x SURSRVHGOHYHORIGHVLJQRUVSHFLILFDWLRQZKLFKZLOOLQIRUPWKHFRVWHVWLPDWLRQDQGKRZEHWWHU
FRVWLQIRUPDWLRQZLOOEHREWDLQHGDQG
x HYLGHQFHWKDWYLHZVRQWKHDSSUDLVDOPHWKRGRORJ\KDYHEHHQVRXJKWIURPWKHVWDWXWRU\
HQYLURQPHQWDOERGLHVDQGRWKHUV

KWWSVZZZJRYXNJRYHUQPHQWSXEOLFDWLRQVWUDQVSRUWEXVLQHVVFDVH
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 7KH$SSUDLVDO6SHFLILFDWLRQ5HSRUWZLOOFRQWDLQDQ$SSUDLVDO6SHFLILFDWLRQ6XPPDU\7DEOH
$667 7KH$667ZLOOSURSRVHDPHWKRGRORJ\IRUDSSUDLVDOVHWRXWDJDLQVWHDFKRIWKHFKDOOHQJHV
RUVXELPSDFWVLQWKH$677KHIXOO\FRPSOHWHG$67ZLOOWKHQEHVXEPLWWHGDW6WDJH±)XUWKHU
$SSUDLVDO VHH6HFWLRQ 
 7KHUHSRUWVKRXOGEHLQIRUPHGE\WKH2$5SOXVDGGLWLRQDOWHFKQLFDOLQSXWVUHTXLUHGWRLQIRUPWKH
PRGHOOLQJDSSURDFK$QDO\VWVVKRXOGUHIHUWRWKH3UDFWLWLRQHU7$*8QLWVLQVSHFLI\LQJWKHSURSRVHG
SURSRUWLRQDWHDSSUDLVDOPHWKRGRORJ\6WDJHPLJKWLQIRUPWKHPRGHOVSHFLILFDWLRQE\LQGLFDWLQJD
VXLWDEOHVWXG\DUHDE\VXJJHVWLQJZKLFKPRGHOFRPSRQHQWVDUHQHHGHG HJPRGHFKRLFH RUE\
LGHQWLI\LQJZKDWLVQHHGHGWRVDWLVI\HQYLURQPHQWDO DQGRWKHU DVVHVVPHQWV
0HWKRGRORJ\IRUDVVHVVLQJWKHVXELPSDFWVSUHVHQWHGLQWKH$67
 7KHPHWKRGRORJ\DQGUDWLRQDOHIRUWKHDSSURDFKIRUHDFKRIWKH$67VXELPSDFWVVKRXOGEH
SUHVHQWHGLQWKH$SSUDLVDO6SHFLILFDWLRQ6XPPDU\7DEOH $667 DQGVXSSRUWLQJFRPPHQWDU\,Q
JHQHUDODVHSDUDWH$667VKRXOGEHSURGXFHGIRUHDFKRSWLRQEHLQJDSSUDLVHGDOWKRXJKLWLV
UHFRJQLVHGWKDWWKHVHPD\EHWKHVDPHIRUVLPLODUW\SHVRIRSWLRQ
 7KHSURSRVHGPHWKRGRORJ\VKRXOGEHSURSRUWLRQDWHLQQDWXUHDQGUHIOHFW
x WKHVFDOHDQGVHYHULW\RILPSDFWVLGHQWLILHGLQWKH2$5
x WKHOHYHORIXQFHUWDLQW\DERXWHVWLPDWHGLPSDFWVDQG
x WKHIRFXVRIWKHORFDOREMHFWLYHV LGHQWLILHGLQ6WHSD 
 7KHDSSUDLVDOHIIRUWVKRXOGEHIRFXVHGRQµODUJHU¶LPSDFWV ERWKEHQHILFLDODQGDGYHUVH WKRVH
ZKHUHWKHUHLVXQFHUWDLQW\DERXWWKHVFDOHRIWKHEHQHILWDQGWKRVHZKLFKFRXOGPDNHDGLIIHUHQFH
WRWKHRYHUDOOHFRQRPLFFDVHRU9DOXHIRU0RQH\ 9I0 FDWHJRULVDWLRQ
 $QDO\VWVVKRXOGUHYLHZLQIRUPDWLRQSUHVHQWHGLQWKH2$5LQGHWHUPLQLQJWKHUHTXLUHPHQWIRUIXUWKHU
DSSUDLVDOHYLGHQFHIRUHDFKRIWKHVXELPSDFWVLQWKH$677KH\VKRXOGLGHQWLI\
x WKRVHDUHDVZKHUHVXIILFLHQWHYLGHQFHKDVEHHQFROODWHGWRGDWHWRJLYHDKLJKGHJUHHRI
FHUWDLQW\DERXWWKHVFDOHGLUHFWLRQDQGVHYHULW\RILPSDFW
x WKRVHDUHDVZKHUHLQVXIILFLHQWHYLGHQFHKDVEHHQFROOHFWHGWREHFRQILGHQWDERXWWKHVFDOHDQG
VHYHULW\RILPSDFWDQG
x WKRVHDUHDVHVWLPDWHGWRKDYHDPRGHUDWHRUODUJHLPSDFWRQWKHRYHUDOOYDOXHIRUPRQH\RIWKH
SURSRVDO
 )RUFKDOOHQJHVDVVHVVHGDVµQHXWUDO¶LQWKH2$5DQDO\VWVDQG6SRQVRULQJ2UJDQLVDWLRQVVKRXOG
UHYLHZWKHHYLGHQFHWRGHWHUPLQHZKHWKHULWLVVXIILFLHQWWRJLYHDKLJKGHJUHHRIFHUWDLQW\WKDWWKH
LPSDFWZRXOGUHPDLQµQHXWUDO¶LIIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDOZDVXQGHUWDNHQWRIXOO\PHHWWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVLQ
WKH3UDFWLWLRQHU7$*8QLWV:KHUHWKHHYLGHQFHLVGHHPHGVXIILFLHQWWKHLPSDFWFDQEHFDWHJRULVHG
DVµDVVXPHGQHXWUDO¶DQGQRIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDOZLOOEHUHTXLUHG7KHXVHRIWKHWHUPµDVVXPHG¶
LQGLFDWHVWKDWWKHDVVHVVPHQWKDVEHHQPDGHZLWKRXWXQGHUWDNLQJIXUWKHUGHWDLOHGDSSUDLVDO,Q
VXFKFDVHVZKHUHVFKHPHSURPRWHUVDQGRIILFLDOVDJUHHWKDWIXUWKHUDQDO\VLVLVQRWUHTXLUHGIRUWKH
SDUWLFXODUVXELPSDFWWKHFRUUHVSRQGLQJILHOGVIRUWKH$67±WKDWLVWREHVXEPLWWHGLQ6WDJH±
VKRXOGEHJUH\HGRXWWRLQGLFDWHWKDWQRIXUWKHUDQDO\VLVKDVEHHQFRQGXFWHG
$VLPLODUDSSURDFKFDQEHDGRSWHGIRULPSDFWVLGHQWLILHGDVKDYLQJDVOLJKWSRVLWLYHDGYHUVHLPSDFW
LQWKH2$5XVLQJWKHWHUPVµDVVXPHGVOLJKWSRVLWLYH¶DQGµDVVXPHGVOLJKWDGYHUVH¶
)RUFKDOOHQJHVZKHUHWKHHYLGHQFHSUHVHQWHGLQWKH2$5LVGHHPHGLQVXIILFLHQWWRJLYHDKLJK
GHJUHHRIFRQILGHQFHDERXWWKHVFDOHRUVHYHULW\RIWKHLPSDFWDQGWKRVHZKHUHWKHLPSDFWKDV
*XLGDQFHRQ9DOXHIRU0RQH\

'I7 
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EHHQDVVHVVHGDVµPRGHUDWH¶RUµODUJH¶IXUWKHUDSSUDLVDOVKRXOGEHXQGHUWDNHQ)RUVRPHDUHDVLW
ZLOOEHQHFHVVDU\WRIXOO\PHHWWKHDSSUDLVDOUHTXLUHPHQWVVHWRXWLQWKH3UDFWLWLRQHU7$*8QLWV)RU
RWKHUDUHDVDQDO\VWVPD\EHDEOHWRSUHVHQWDVWURQJFDVHIRUDSSO\LQJWKH3UDFWLWLRQHUJXLGDQFHLQ
DUHGXFHGIRUP
7KHSURSRVHGDSSUDLVDOPHWKRGRORJ\VKRXOGDOVRUHIOHFWWKHIRFXVRQWKHORFDOREMHFWLYHVLGHQWLILHG
LQ6WHSDZKLFKUHIOHFWWKHQHHGIRULQWHUYHQWLRQ)RUH[DPSOHZKHUHWKHSULPDU\REMHFWLYHIRU
LQWHUYHQWLRQLVWRDGGUHVVDURDGVDIHW\SUREOHPWKHQWKHDSSUDLVDORIVDIHW\EHQHILWVVKRXOGEH
XQGHUWDNHQLQDFRPSUHKHQVLYHPDQQHU+RZHYHUSURYLGLQJWKHUHLVVXIILFLHQWHYLGHQFHWRJLYHD
KLJKGHJUHHRIFHUWDLQW\WKDWWKHLQWHUYHQWLRQZLOOQRWUHVXOWLQDQ\PRGHUDWHRUODUJHQHJDWLYH
LPSDFWVWKHQIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDORIWKHVHLPSDFWVZRXOGQRWEHUHTXLUHG
:KHUHPRUHWKDQRQHRSWLRQLVEHLQJDSSUDLVHG ZKLFKZLOOJHQHUDOO\EHWKHFDVH GLIIHUHQW
DSSUDLVDOPHWKRGRORJLHVDQGPRGHOVSHFLILFDWLRQVPD\EHUHTXLUHGIRUGLIIHUHQWRSWLRQV7KLVZLOO
JHQHUDOO\EHWKHFDVHZKHUHWKHRSWLRQVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQUHIOHFWDUDQJHRIPRGHVVFDOHVRI
LQWHUYHQWLRQDQGFDSLWDOUHYHQXHEDVHGLQLWLDWLYHV$QDO\VWVDQG6SRQVRULQJ2UJDQLVDWLRQVVKRXOG
EHVDWLVILHGWKDWWKHPHWKRGRORJLHVSURSRVHGIRUHDFKRIWKHRSWLRQVZLOODOORZVXIILFLHQWFRPSDULVRQ
RIWKHUHODWLYHEHQHILWVDQGLPSDFWVRIWKHLQGLYLGXDORSWLRQV
3URSRVHGOHYHORIGHVLJQRUVSHFLILFDWLRQWRLQIRUPWKHFRVWHVWLPDWLRQ
6SHFLILFGHVLJQZLOOEHFRPHPRUHHVWDEOLVKHGZKHUHSUHIHUUHGRSWLRQVHPHUJHDQGDUHUHDG\WREH
WHVWHGLQ6WDJH7KLVPD\OHDGWRPRUHLQIRUPHGUHILQHPHQWVRIWKHFRVWHVWLPDWHVUHSRUWHGLQWKH
3XEOLF$FFRXQWVWDEOH)XUWKHUGHWDLOVDUHSURYLGHGLQ6HFWLRQ
6WDNHKROGHULQSXW
7KHVWDWXWRU\HQYLURQPHQWDOERGLHV (QYLURQPHQW$JHQF\(QJOLVK+HULWDJHDQG1DWXUDO(QJODQG 
VKRXOGEHJLYHQWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRLQIRUPWKHPHWKRGRORJ\IRUWKHDSSUDLVDORIHQYLURQPHQWDO
LPSDFWVVHWRXWLQWKH$653URPRWHUVVKRXOGJHQHUDOO\VHWRXWDEURDGPHWKRGRORJ\LQWKHILUVW
LQVWDQFHEXWWKHUHVKRXOGEHDQRSSRUWXQLW\IRUWKHUHOHYDQWHQYLURQPHQWDOERGLHVWRLQIRUPWKHILQDO
PHWKRGRORJ\7KHOHYHORILQYROYHPHQWZKLFKWKHVHRUJDQLVDWLRQVZLOOZLVKWRKDYHLQUHILQLQJWKH
PHWKRGRORJ\ZLOOYDU\GHSHQGLQJRQWKHVFDOHDQGVHYHULW\RISRWHQWLDOHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWV
LGHQWLILHGLQWKH2$5 6WHS 
$QDO\VWVPD\DOVRZLVKWRVHHNYLHZVIURPRWKHUUHOHYDQWVWDNHKROGHUV
$QDO\VWVVKRXOGFODULI\WKHSXUSRVHRIWKH$65GRFXPHQWWRVWDNHKROGHUVDQGFODULI\LWVUROHLQ
SURYLGLQJDQDO\VWVDQG6SRQVRULQJ2UJDQLVDWLRQVZLWKFRQILGHQFHWKDWIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDOZLOOEH
VXIILFLHQWO\UREXVWWRLQIRUPGHFLVLRQVDERXWZKHWKHURUQRWWRSURFHHGZLWKLQWHUYHQWLRQ
6FRSHIRUSURSRUWLRQDOLW\
,WLVDQWLFLSDWHGWKDWWKHPDLQVFRSHIRUSURSRUWLRQDOLW\ZLOOUHODWHWRWKHSURSRVHGDSSURDFKWR
PRGHOOLQJDQGLQWKHDVVHVVPHQWRIHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWV
)RUH[DPSOHHYLGHQFHSUHVHQWHGLQWKH2$5PD\KDYHGHWHUPLQHGWKDWWKHUHLVQROLNHO\LPSDFW
DJDLQVWFHUWDLQHQYLURQPHQWDOFULWHULDVXFKDVKHULWDJHRUHFRORJ\GXHWRWKHODFNRIUHOHYDQW
HQYLURQPHQWDOIHDWXUHVLQWKHVWXG\DUHDRUWKHFKDUDFWHULVWLFVRIWKHLQWHUYHQWLRQEHLQJDVVHVVHG
PHDQLQJWKDWQRLQWHUDFWLRQZRXOGWDNHSODFH,QVXFKLQVWDQFHVDQµDVVXPHGQHXWUDO¶DVVHVVPHQW
PLJKWUHDVRQDEO\EHVXJJHVWHGDQGQRIXUWKHUDVVHVVPHQWLGHQWLILHGDVWKHDSSURDFKWRDSSUDLVDOLQ
6WDJH
,QDGGLWLRQHYLGHQFHSUHVHQWHGLQWKH2$5FRXOGEHXVHGWRGHWHUPLQHWKHQHHGWRGHYHORSDQRLVH
RUDLUTXDOLW\PRGHO,IEDFNJURXQGDLUTXDOLW\LVDOUHDG\JRRGDQGFKDQJHVLQWUDIILFIORZVDUH
PLQLPDOWKHUHPD\EHOLWWOHSRLQWLQXQGHUWDNLQJDGHWDLOHGDVVHVVPHQW
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2WKHUVDYLQJVDUHOLNHO\WREHGHWHUPLQHGE\WKHIRFXVRIWKHORFDOREMHFWLYHVLGHQWLILHGLQ6WHSD
7KH\PD\EHOLWWOHQHHGWRXQGHUWDNHIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDORIZLGHUHFRQRPLFLPSDFWVUHJHQHUDWLRQ
DFFHVVLELOLW\DQGSK\VLFDODFWLYLW\EHQHILWVLIWKHVHDUHQRWUHIOHFWHGLQWKHORFDOREMHFWLYHVDQGWKHUH
LVDKLJKGHJUHHRIFHUWDLQW\WKDWWKHUHDUHQRPRGHUDWHRUODUJHDGYHUVHLPSDFWV
3RWHQWLDOVDYLQJVLQWKHHFRQRPLFDUHDVRIWUDQVSRUWHFRQRPLFHIILFLHQF\DQGUHOLDELOLW\DUHOLNHO\WR
GHSHQGRQVDYLQJVZKLFKFDQEHDFKLHYHGLQWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIDWUDQVSRUWPRGHOUDWKHUWKDQLQ
WKHDSSUDLVDOPHWKRGRORJLHVWKHPVHOYHV
$JUHHLQJDQG8SGDWLQJWKH$SSUDLVDO6SHFLILFDWLRQ5HSRUW
7KHDSSUDLVDOPHWKRGRORJ\DQGPRGHOOLQJDSSURDFKVKRXOGEHDJUHHGEHWZHHQWKHDQDO\VWDQGWKH
6SRQVRULQJ2UJDQLVDWLRQSULRUWRXQGHUWDNLQJWKHZRUN,QVRPHFDVHV6SRQVRULQJ2UJDQLVDWLRQV
PLJKWUHFRPPHQGDPRUHSURSRUWLRQDWHDSSURDFKWKDQWKDWLGHQWLILHGE\WKHDQDO\VW
,QVRPHFDVHV6SRQVRULQJ2UJDQLVDWLRQVPD\DJUHHWKDWYHU\OLPLWHGIXUWKHUDSSUDLVDORU
UHILQHPHQWRIWKHHYLGHQFHSUHVHQWHGLQWKH2$5LVUHTXLUHG7KLVPD\RFFXUZKHUHWKHUHLVD
FOHDUO\LGHQWLILHGSUHIHUUHGRSWLRQDQGLWLVFOHDUWKDWWKHSUHIHUUHGRSWLRQ
x LVEHVWDQGZLOOGHOLYHUDJDLQVWREMHFWLYHV
x $1'SUHVHQWVYHU\JRRGYDOXHIRUPRQH\ 9I0 
x $1'SUHVHQWVQRVLJQLILFDQWULVNVVKRZVWRSSHUV
7KHDJUHHGYHUVLRQRIWKH$65VKRXOGEHDSSOLHGXQOHVV
x WKHLQWHUYHQWLRQFKDQJHVVLJQLILFDQWO\ WRWKHH[WHQWWKDWFRVWVRUDSSUDLVDORXWFRPHVDUHDOWHUHG
LQDZD\WKDWLPSDFWVRQWKHYDOXHIRUPRQH\DVVHVVPHQW RU
x IXUWKHUZRUNLGHQWLILHVWKHQHHGIRUDPRUHGHWDLOHGDVVHVVPHQWPHWKRGRORJ\IRUH[DPSOH
EHFDXVHVRPHQHZDUFKDHRORJLFDOLVVXHVKDYHDULVHQ
7KHDQDO\VWVKRXOGWKHQGHFLGHKRZEHVWWRXQGHUWDNHPRUHGHWDLOHGDSSUDLVDO7KH$65VKRXOGEH
XSGDWHGDQGUHDJUHHGZLWKWKH6SRQVRULQJ2UJDQLVDWLRQ
&KDQJHVWRWKHPRGHOOLQJDSSURDFKIROORZLQJLQLWLDODJUHHPHQWZLWKWKH6SRQVRULQJ2UJDQLVDWLRQ
VKRXOGRQO\EHSURSRVHGLQH[FHSWLRQDOFLUFXPVWDQFHV
7KHQHHGWRUHIOHFWDQ\FKDQJHVLQ:HE7$*ZLOOQHHGWREHGHWHUPLQHGE\WKH6SRQVRULQJ
2UJDQLVDWLRQRQDFDVHE\FDVHEDVLV
,QWKHFDVHRIDQ\VLJQLILFDQWFKDQJHWRWKHLQWHUYHQWLRQWKHUHYLVHGSURSRVDOPXVWDOVREHUHWHVWHG
DJDLQVWWKHREMHFWLYHVIRULQWHUYHQWLRQ
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3

Further Appraisal (Stage 2)

3.1

Introduction
This Section describes Steps 10 to 12 relating to Stage 2 of the process - Further Appraisal
(see

3.1.1

Figure 2). It is primarily aimed at the appraisal of individual schemes and packages of
measures.

Stage 1 – Option Development

DESIGN DEVELOPMENT / INDICATIVE COST AND RISK
ESTMATION

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

Stage 2 – Further Appraisal
Appraisal Framework






5 Case Model
Appraisal Summary Table
Local objectives
Amelioration of problems

10) Undertake further
appraisal reflecting the
methodology and scope
set out in the Appraisal
Specification Report
(or similar) and agreed
with the Sponsoring
Organisation

Appraisal Tools and
Procedures:






Costs, Risks and Optimism
Bias




Implementation; Operation;
Maintenance; Enforcement



Transport Model
or Land-use /
Transport Model
Environmental
Impact
Assessment
procedure
Cost Benefit
Analysis
procedure
Geographic
Information
System
+
Stage 1 Tools and
Procedures

Qualitative Risk
Assessment and Optimism
Bias assessment

11) Public consultation on
appraised options prior to final
selection and implementation

12) Outputs from the Study - Sponsoring Organisation
to consider the case for funding and intervention

Stage 3 – Implementation, Monitoring and Evaluation

Figure 2 Steps in the Stage 2 process
3.1.2

Stage 2 involves the further appraisal of a small number of better performing options in order to
obtain sufficient information to enable decision-makers to make a rational and auditable decision
about whether or not to proceed with intervention. The focus of analysis is on estimating the likely
performance and impact of intervention(s) against criteria in the Transport Business Case. This
should provide Sponsoring Organisations with sufficient evidence to decide whether or not to
proceed with intervention.
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7KLVVWDJHLVW\SLFDOO\WKHORQJHVWVWDJHZLWKLQWKHRYHUDOOWUDQVSRUWDSSUDLVDOSURFHVV$V)LJXUHRI
*XLGDQFHIRUWKH7HFKQLFDO3URMHFW0DQDJHUVKRZVVWDJHLQWKHWUDQVSRUWDSSUDLVDOSURFHVVIHHGV
LQWRWZRGHFLVLRQSRLQWVLQWKHGHFLVLRQPDNLQJSURFHVV7KHUHTXLUHPHQWVRIFROOHFWLQJVXIILFLHQW
GDWDIRUWKHPRGHOOLQJDQGHQYLURQPHQWDODQDO\VLVZRUNDQGWKHLULPSOHPHQWDWLRQLVDOVRPRVW
VXEVWDQWLDODWWKLVVWDJH,QDGGLWLRQWKHGXUDWLRQRIWKLVVWDJHPD\EHDIIHFWHGE\RWKHUIDFWRUVVXFK
DVWKHWLPHUHTXLUHGWRREWDLQLQWHULPDSSURYDOVDQGWRREWDLQVWDWXWRU\SRZHUVWRLPSOHPHQWWKH
SURSRVDODQGLQVRPHFDVHVWKHLPSDFWRIVFKHPHSURFXUHPHQWSURFHVVHV
6WDNHKROGHU(QJDJHPHQW&RQVXOWDWLRQ3DUWLFLSDWLRQDQG,QIRUPDWLRQ



6WDJHVKRXOGEHLQIRUPHGE\HQJDJHPHQWZLWKVWDNHKROGHUVWDLORUHGWRWKHVSHFLILFFLUFXPVWDQFHV
WRHQVXUHWKHDSSURDFKLVSURSRUWLRQDWHWRWKHVFDOHDQGFRPSOH[LW\RIWKHLQWHUYHQWLRQ7KLVVKRXOG
LQFOXGHSXEOLFFRQVXOWDWLRQRQDSSUDLVHGRSWLRQVSULRUWRILQDOVHOHFWLRQDQGLPSOHPHQWDWLRQ 6WHS
 
/HYHORI'HVLJQRU6SHFLILFDWLRQ



)RU6WDJHDJUHDWHUOHYHORIGHVLJQGHWDLOLVH[SHFWHG7KLVZLOOHQDEOHGHWDLOHGDSSUDLVDOWREH
XQGHUWDNHQDQGDTXDQWLILHGHVWLPDWHRIFRVWV VSHFLILFWRWKHLQWHUYHQWLRQLQTXHVWLRQ WREHGHULYHG
SURYLGLQJVXIILFLHQWFRQILGHQFHLQWKHIHDVLELOLW\RIWKHGHVLJQ



7KHOHYHORIGHVLJQRUVSHFLILFDWLRQVKRXOGEHIXUWKHUUHILQHGWRVXSSRUWDSSUDLVDODWWKHSURFXUHPHQW
DQGLPSOHPHQWDWLRQVWDJHVLQWKHLQWHUYHQWLRQOLIHF\FOH
&RVWV5LVNVDQG2SWLPLVP%LDV



&RVWVKRXOGEHHVWLPDWHGLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWKWKHDSSURDFKRXWOLQHGLQWKH$SSUDLVDO6SHFLILFDWLRQ
5HSRUW



$W6WDJHDQDO\VWVVKRXOGUHYLHZWKHOHYHORI2SWLPLVP%LDVDSSOLFDEOHLQWKHOLJKWRI

x WKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKULVNLQFRVWHVWLPDWLRQKDVEHHQFDSWXUHGLQWKHTXDQWLILHGULVNDVVHVVPHQW
XQGHUWDNHQRQFRVWDQGSURJUDPPHDQG

x LPSURYHGFRVWDQGSURJUDPPHFHUWDLQW\LQNHHSLQJZLWKSURJUHVVLQGHVLJQGHYHORSPHQW


$Q\UHGXFWLRQLQUHFRPPHQGHG2SWLPLVP%LDVIDFWRUVDSSOLHGVKRXOGEHEDVHGRQDFOHDUO\
UHDVRQHGDQGHYLGHQFHGDQDO\VLVRIWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKFRQWULEXWRU\IDFWRUVWR2SWLPLVP%LDVKDYH
EHHQPLWLJDWHG

 $GYLFHRQWKHWUHDWPHQWRIFRVWVLQWKHFRVWEHQHILWDQDO\VLVLVJLYHQLQ7$*8QLW$±6FKHPH
&RVWV,WHPSKDVLVHVWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIUREXVWEDVHFRVWHVWLPDWHVLQFOXGLQJUHDOLVWLFFRVWLQIODWLRQ
DVVXPSWLRQVWKHXVHRITXDQWLILHGULVNDVVHVVPHQWVDQGWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRIWKHDSSURSULDWHRSWLPLVP
ELDVXSOLIWV



'DWD5HTXLUHPHQWVDQG7RROV
7UDQVSRUW0RGHO



6WDJHUHTXLUHVWKHTXDQWLWDWLYHDQDO\WLFDORXWSXWWREHUREXVWHQRXJKWRSURYLGHGHWDLOHGIRUHFDVWV
IRUWKHUHOHYDQWLPSDFWVWKDWDUHWDNHQLQWRWKHDSSUDLVDO$WWKLVVWDJHDIRUPDOPRGHORIWKH
WUDQVSRUWV\VWHPZLOOXVXDOO\EHUHTXLUHG7KLVZLOOLQYROYHHLWKHUDGDSWLQJDQH[LVWLQJPRGHORU
FUHDWLQJDQHZPRGHO,QHLWKHUFDVHWKHPRGHOVSHFLILFDWLRQZLOOKDYHEHHQDJUHHGZLWKWKH
6SRQVRULQJ2UJDQLVDWLRQLQWKH$65)XUWKHUDGYLFHLVJLYHQLQ*XLGDQFHIRUWKH7HFKQLFDO3URMHFW
0DQDJHU



:KHUHDWUDQVSRUWPRGHOLVXVHGWKLVGLIIHUVIURPWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVLQ6WDJHLQDQXPEHURIZD\V
ZLWKDPRGHOXVHGLQ6WDJHUHTXLULQJDJUHDWHUOHYHORIGHWDLO7KLVLQFOXGHVDGHWDLOHG
UHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHWUDQVSRUWQHWZRUNDQGPRUHGHWDLOLQWKHGLPHQVLRQVRIWKHPRGHOLQFOXGLQJWKH
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GHWDLORIWKHUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHWUDYHOPDUNHW0RGHOVXVHGLQIXOODSSUDLVDODUHDOVRH[SHFWHGWR
GHPRQVWUDWHDVXSHULRUVWDQGDUGRIFDOLEUDWLRQDQGYDOLGDWLRQDJDLQVWFRQWHPSRUDU\REVHUYHGWUDIILF
WUDYHOFKDUDFWHULVWLFV WKHVHDUHGHVFULEHGLQWKHJXLGDQFHXQLWVIRUWKHSUDFWLWLRQHU 
&RVW%HQHILW$QDO\VLV3URFHGXUH


7KH'HSDUWPHQW¶V78%$VRIWZDUHDSSURSULDWHIRUIL[HGDQGYDULDEOHWULSPDWUL[VFKHPHDQDO\VLV
FDQEHXVHGWRGHWHUPLQHHFRQRPLFHIILFLHQF\FRVWVDQGEHQHILWVGXHWRDVFKHPHLQWHUYHQWLRQ
WKURXJKXVHRIPRGHOOHGFRVWPDWULFHV



2ISDUWLFXODULPSRUWDQFHLQWKHVHFDOFXODWLRQVLVWKHFRQVLVWHQWDQGH[SOLFLWWUHDWPHQWRIIORZVRI
WD[HVVRWKDWLPSDFWVRQWKH([FKHTXHUFDQEHLGHQWLILHGDQGIORZVRIIDUHVWROOVDQGFKDUJHVSDLG
E\WUDYHOOHUVDQGUHYHQXHVUHFHLYHGE\WUDQVSRUWRSHUDWRUVFDQEHDFFRXQWHGIRU7KHVHSD\PHQWV
DQGUHFHLSWVDSSHDULQWKHFRVWEHQHILWDQDO\VLVDVFRVWVDQGEHQHILWV7KXVWKHLQIRUPDWLRQ
UHTXLUHGIRUWKHDSSUDLVDORIWKHILQDQFLDOFRQVHTXHQFHVRQWKH([FKHTXHUDQGWKHWUDQVSRUW
RSHUDWRUVLVDXWRPDWLFDOO\FRQWDLQHGZLWKLQDIXOOFRVWEHQHILWDQDO\VLVDQGFDQEHLGHQWLILHG
VHSDUDWHO\



)XUWKHUDQDO\VLVLVUHTXLUHGWREHXQGHUWDNHQLQRUGHUWRPRQHWLVHVHYHUDOHQYLURQPHQWDODQGVRFLDO
LPSDFWVWKDWIHHGLQWRWKHFRVWEHQHILWDQDO\VLV7KHVHFDQRIWHQWDNHFRQVLGHUDEOHUHVRXUFHVLQ
WKHPVHOYHVDQGVKRXOGEHDGHTXDWHO\SODQQHGIRULQWKHDSSUDLVDOZRUN9DULRXVVXEPRGHOVPD\
EHUHTXLUHGWKDWXVHRXWSXWIURPWKHPDLQWUDQVSRUWPRGHOLQRUGHUWRFDSWXUHWKHVHLPSDFWVIRU
H[DPSOHDLUTXDOLW\DQDO\VLVRIWHQUHTXLUHVDPRGHORIVRPHVRSKLVWLFDWLRQLQRUGHUWRDGHTXDWHO\
LQIRUPDQ(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW$VVHVVPHQW,WVKRXOGEHHQVXUHGWKDWVXFKPRGHOVDUHFRPSDWLEOH
DWWKHPRGHOGHVLJQVWDJH1RLVHDQGJUHHQKRXVHJDVHPLVVLRQVDUHDOVRPRQHWLVHGDVZHOODV
VRPHVRFLDOLPSDFWVVXFKDVDFFLGHQWVMRXUQH\TXDOLW\DQGSK\VLFDODFWLYLW\



7$*8QLW$±&RVW%HQHILW$QDO\VLVSURYLGHVDGYLFHRQKRZWKHFRVWEHQHILWDQDO\VLVVKRXOGEH
XQGHUWDNHQDQGRQWKHVRXUFHVIRUWKHHFRQRPLFSDUDPHWHUYDOXHVUHTXLUHGIRUWKHFDOFXODWLRQV



6WHS8QGHUWDNH)XUWKHU$SSUDLVDO



)XUWKHUDSSUDLVDORIEHWWHUSHUIRUPLQJRSWLRQVDJDLQVWWKHµZLWKRXWVFKHPH¶VFHQDULR V VKRXOG
UHIOHFWWKHPHWKRGRORJ\DQGVFRSHVHWRXWLQWKH$SSUDLVDO6SHFLILFDWLRQ5HSRUW RUVLPLODU  6WDJH
6WHS DQGDJUHHGE\WKHDQDO\VWDQG6SRQVRULQJ2UJDQLVDWLRQ



6WHS3XEOLF&RQVXOWDWLRQRQ$SSUDLVHG2SWLRQV



$FRQVXOWDWLRQH[HUFLVHVKRXOGEHXQGHUWDNHQEHIRUHWKHGHFLVLRQPDNHUVUHDFKDFRQFOXVLRQDERXW
WKHSUHIHUUHGRSWLRQ&RQVXOWDWLRQZLWK(QYLURQPHQWDO%RGLHV 1DWXUDO(QJODQG(QJOLVK+HULWDJH
DQGWKH(QYLURQPHQW$JHQF\ DQGWKHSXEOLFLVOHJDOO\UHTXLUHGDWWKHGUDIWSODQSURJUDPPHVWDJH
ZKHUHD6WUDWHJLF(QYLURQPHQWDO$VVHVVPHQWLVXQGHUWDNHQ



3XEOLFFRQVXOWDWLRQRQWKHDSSUDLVHGRSWLRQVZLOOLQIRUPWKHGHWDLOHGGHVLJQSURFHVV



6WHS2XWSXWVIURPWKH6WXG\



'HSHQGHQWXSRQWKHW\SHRIVWXG\RXWSXWVZLOOEHUHSRUWHGLQDYDULHW\RIIRUPVWRDYDULHW\RI
DXGLHQFHV,QJHQHUDOWKHRXWSXWVRIVWXGLHVVKRXOGEHSURYLGHGDWDOHYHORIGHWDLOWKDWHQDEOHVWKH
GLIIHUHQWSOD\HUVWRFRQWULEXWHWRWKHGHEDWHDQGPDNHWKHLUGHFLVLRQVLQDIXOO\LQIRUPHGPDQQHUDQG
WKHFRQFOXVLRQVVKRXOGEHVHWRXWLQDFOHDUDQGORJLFDOPDQQHUZLWKRXWRYHUEXUGHQLQJWKHUHDGHU
ZLWKLQIRUPDWLRQ
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,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ0RQLWRULQJDQG(YDOXDWLRQ 6WDJH 



,QWURGXFWLRQ



7KLV6HFWLRQGHVFULEHV6WHSVDQGUHODWLQJWR6WDJHRIWKHSURFHVV±,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ
PRQLWRULQJDQGHYDOXDWLRQ,WLVDSSOLFDEOHWRDOOW\SHVRILQWHUYHQWLRQVLQFOXGLQJLQGLYLGXDOVFKHPHV
SDFNDJHVRIPHDVXUHVVWUDWHJLHVDQGSODQV
/HYHORI'HVLJQRU6SHFLILFDWLRQ



$W6WDJHWKHOHYHORIGHVLJQQHHGVWREHVXIILFLHQWWRHQDEOHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQ



,QWHUPVRIWKHZLGHO\DGRSWHGSURMHFWGHYHORSPHQWVWDJHJXLGDQFHLQWKH5R\DO,QVWLWXWHRI%ULWLVK
$UFKLWHFWV 5,%$ 3ODQRI:RUN6WDJHVDQDO\VWVVKRXOGUHIHUWR5,%$:RUN3ODQ6WDJHV*WR/
7HQGHU'RFXPHQWV7HQGHU$FWLRQ0RELOLVDWLRQ&RQVWUXFWLRQWR3UDFWLFDO&RPSOHWLRQ$IWHU
3UDFWLFDO&RPSOHWLRQ LQWKHFDVHRIDOOW\SHVRILQWHUYHQWLRQ



)RUUDSLGWUDQVLWWUDPPHWURDQGUDLOLQWHUYHQWLRQVDQDO\VWVVKRXOGUHIHUWR*5,36WDJHVWR
&RQVWUXFWLRQ7HVWLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ6FKHPH+DQGEDFN3URMHFW&ORVH2XW 



)RULQWHUYHQWLRQVWKDWGRQRWLQYROYHWKHLQWURGXFWLRQRISK\VLFDOLQIUDVWUXFWXUHWRDQ\VLJQLILFDQW
GHJUHHHJVPDUWHUFKRLFHVRUWHFKQRORJ\RSWLRQVWKHSULQFLSOHVRIGHVLJQVWDJHVDVSHU5,%$DQG
*5,3ZLOOVWLOOEHRIUHOHYDQFH



6WHS,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3URJUDPPH



6RPHLQWHUYHQWLRQVZLOOLQYROYHDFRQVLGHUDEOHDPRXQWRIH[SHQGLWXUHDQGDODUJHQXPEHURI
FRQFHUWHGDFWLRQVVSUHDGRXWRYHUDQXPEHURI\HDUV7KHVHQHHGWREHSKDVHGDSSURSULDWHO\VR
WKDWWKHWUDQVSRUWV\VWHPGHYHORSVLQWKHPRVWHIIHFWLYHPDQQHU




6WHS0RQLWRULQJDQG(YDOXDWLRQ



$QDO\VWVVKRXOGLGHQWLI\LQGLFDWRUVWRYHULI\ZKHWKHULPSOHPHQWDWLRQLVµRQWUDFN¶DQGWRZKDWH[WHQW
WKHLQWHUYHQWLRQLVDFKLHYLQJLWVLQWHQGHGREMHFWLYHV DQGDGGUHVVLQJWKHXQGHUO\LQJFDXVHVRIWKH
SUREOHPVLGHQWLILHG $OWKRXJK:HE7$*GRHVQRWSURYLGHJXLGDQFHRQWKLVVWDJHVHSDUDWH
JXLGDQFHLVDYDLODEOHLQ+07¶V0DJHQWD%RRN$QH[DPSOHRIJRRGSUDFWLFHLQHYDOXDWLRQLVDOVR
DYDLODEOHIURP+LJKZD\V(QJODQG¶V3RVW2SHQLQJ3URMHFW(YDOXDWLRQSURJUDPPH
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5HIHUHQFHV
'I7  *XLGDQFHIRU/RFDO$XWKRULWLHVVHHNLQJ*RYHUQPHQWIXQGLQJIRUPDMRUWUDQVSRUW
VFKHPHV
KWWSZHEDUFKLYHQDWLRQDODUFKLYHVJRYXNKWWSZZZGIWJRYXNSJUUHJLRQDOOWSPD
MRUPDMRUVFKHPHJXLGHPDMRUJXLGHPDLQ"SDJH 
'I7  7KH7UDQVSRUW%XVLQHVV&DVHKWWSVZZZJRYXNJRYHUQPHQWSXEOLFDWLRQVWUDQVSRUW
EXVLQHVVFDVH
(GGLQJWRQ5  7KH(GGLQJWRQ7UDQVSRUW6WXG\7KHFDVHIRUDFWLRQ6LU5RG(GGLQJWRQ¶V
DGYLFHWR*RYHUQPHQW
(XURSHDQ&RPPLVVLRQ  ,PSDFW$VVHVVPHQW*XLGHOLQHV
KWWSHFHXURSDHXJRYHUQDQFHLPSDFWFRPPLVVLRQBJXLGHOLQHVGRFVLDJBBHQSGI
+07UHDVXU\  $VVHVVLQJ%XVLQHVV&DVHVDVKRUWSODLQ(QJOLVKJXLGH
KWWSVZZZJRYXNJRYHUQPHQWXSORDGVV\VWHPXSORDGVDWWDFKPHQWBGDWDILOH*UHHQB%RRNB
JXLGDQFHBVKRUWBSODLQB(QJOLVKBJXLGHBWRBDVVHVVLQJBEXVLQHVVBFDVHVSGI
+07UHDVXU\  7KH*UHHQ%RRN$SSUDLVDODQG(YDOXDWLRQLQ&HQWUDO*RYHUQPHQW
KWWSVZZZJRYXNJRYHUQPHQWSXEOLFDWLRQVWKHJUHHQERRNDSSUDLVDODQGHYDOXDWLRQLQFHQWUDO
JRYHUQHQW
+07UHDVXU\  7KH0DJHQWD%RRN±*XLGDQFHIRU(YDOXDWLRQ
KWWSVZZZJRYXNJRYHUQPHQWSXEOLFDWLRQVWKHPDJHQWDERRN
+07UHDVXU\  6XSSOHPHQWDU\*UHHQ%RRN*XLGDQFHRQ2SWLPLVP%LDV
KWWSVZZZJRYXNJRYHUQPHQWSXEOLFDWLRQVJUHHQERRNVXSSOHPHQWDU\JXLGDQFHRSWLPLVPELDV
+LJKZD\V(QJODQG'HVLJQ0DQXDOIRU5RDGVDQG%ULGJHV
+LJKZD\V(QJODQG3RVW2SHQLQJ3URMHFW(YDOXDWLRQ
KWWSDVVHWVKLJKZD\VJRYXNRXUURDGQHWZRUNSRSHPDMRUVFKHPHVSRSHPHWDILQDO
UHSRUWSGI
+LJKZD\V(QJODQG3URMHFW&RQWURO)UDPHZRUN
KWWSDVVHWVKLJKZD\VJRYXNRXUURDGQHWZRUNPDQDJLQJRXUURDGVSURMHFWFRQWURO
IUDPHZRUN7KHSURMHFWFRQWUROIUDPHZRUNKDQGERRNY$SULOSGI
+LJKZD\V(QJODQG  3$5*XLGDQFH3URMHFW$SSUDLVDO5HSRUW*XLGDQFH1RWHV9HUVLRQG
,+7  *XLGHOLQHVRQ'HYHORSLQJ8UEDQ7UDQVSRUW6WUDWHJLHV
,QVWLWXWHIRU7UDQVSRUW6WXGLHVHWDO  .2168/7±.QRZOHGJHRQ6XVWDLQDEOH8UEDQ/DQG8VH
DQG7UDQVSRUWKWWSZZZNRQVXOWOHHGVDFXN
.RQVXOW/HHGV8QLYHUVLW\'HFLVLRQPDNHUVJXLGHERRNLQWURGXFWLRQ
KWWSZZZNRQVXOWOHHGVDFXNGPJLQWUR
1HWZRUN5DLO  *XLGHWR5DLOZD\,QYHVWPHQW3URMHFWV9 *5,3 
KWWSZZZQHWZRUNUDLOFRXNDVS[DVS[
5R\DO,QVWLWXWHRI%ULWLVK$UFKLWHFWV  3ODQRI:RUN6WDJHV
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'RFXPHQW3URYHQDQFH
7KHJXLGDQFHLQWKLV7$*8QLWEXLOGVRQDGYLFHLQWKH*XLGDQFHIRUWKH6HQLRU5HVSRQVLEOH2IILFHU
7KLVUHVWUXFWXUHGJXLGDQFHIRUWKHWHFKQLFDOSURMHFWPDQDJHULVEDVHGRQSUHYLRXV7$*8QLWV
WRRQWKHRYHUDOODSSURDFKWRRSWLRQDVVHVVPHQWDSSUDLVDODQGHYDOXDWLRQ
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$VVHVVPHQW
DUHDV
%XVLQHVVXVHUV
DQGWUDQVSRUW
SURYLGHUV



%XVLQHVV8VHUV
$VVHVVPHQWRIWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKMRXUQH\VFDQEHPDGHZLWKLQD
UHDVRQDEOHWLPHDQGDWUHDVRQDEOHFRVWIRFXVLQJRQLPSURYHPHQWLQ
HQGWRHQGMRXUQH\WLPHVDQGPRQH\FRVWV
7KHIRFXVVKRXOGEHRQWKHFRQQHFWLYLW\EHQHILWVWRIUHLJKWEXVLQHVV
DQGFRPPXWLQJXVHUVRQO\
$GRSWLRQRIVLPSOHVSUHDGVKHHWRURWKHUOLJKWWRXFKPRGHOVWR
GHULYHDQQXDODQG39%LQOLQHZLWK:HE7$*SULQFLSOHV
'HPDQGGHULYHGIURPWUDYHOPDUNHWDQDO\VLVDVSDUWRIHYLGHQFH
EDVHWRLGHQWLI\QHHGIRULQWHUYHQWLRQLQILUVWLQVWDQFHDGRSWZRUVW
FDVHSULQFLSOHLQGHULYLQJSRWHQWLDOEHQHILFLDULHV
,QGLFDWLYHµZLWKLQWHUYHQWLRQ¶DQGµZLWKRXWLQWHUYHQWLRQ¶VDYLQJV
GHULYHGWKURXJKVLPSOHMRXUQH\FRVWLPSDFWDVVHVVPHQWRIRSWLRQ
GHVLJQVSHFLILFDWLRQUHODWLYHWRµZLWKRXWLQWHUYHQWLRQ¶VFHQDULR

$VVHVVPHQW0HWKRG

D ,PSDFWRQWKH(FRQRP\

6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQG
VSHFLILFDWLRQFKDUDFWHULVWLFV
7UDYHOPDUNHWGHPDQGGDWDDQG
SUXGHQWDVVXPSWLRQVRQ
SURSRUWLRQWREHDIIHFWHG
LQWHUYHQWLRQ
$VVXPSWLRQVRQURDGDQGYHKLFOH
W\SHVDQGIDUHVFKDUJHVDSSOLHG
0RGHOLQSXWGDWDLIDYDLODEOH
9DOXHVRI7LPHDQG9HKLFOH
2SHUDWLQJ&RVWSDUDPHWHUVIURP
WKH7$*'DWD%RRN

.H\,QSXW'DWD

NH\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQ
RYHUDOOLPSDFWV

0RQHWDU\$VVHVVPHQW,QGLFDWLYH 
39WLPHLPSDFWV 39PRQH\
WUDYHOFRVWV

2XWSXWV(YLGHQFHIRUWKH$67

7DEOHVSUHVHQWLQJDTXDOLWDWLYHVFRULQJRIKRZWKH
RSWLRQGRHV$1'GRHVQRWPHHWWKHREMHFWLYHVIRU
LQWHUYHQWLRQ
7DEOHVVKRXOGLQFOXGHDFRPPHQWDU\FOHDUO\
UHIHUHQFLQJRWKHUDUHDVRIDVVHVVPHQWWKDWKDYH
LQIRUPHGWKHVFRUHJLYHQ

7DEOHVSUHVHQWLQJDTXDOLWDWLYHVFRUHRIKRZWKH
RSWLRQGRHV$1'GRHVQRWDOLJQZLWKSROLF\
REMHFWLYHV
7DEOHVVKRXOGEHVWUXFWXUHGDURXQGQDWLRQDODQG
ORFDOREMHFWLYHV
7DEOHVVKRXOGLQFOXGHDFRPPHQWDU\FOHDUO\
UHIHUHQFLQJRWKHUDUHDVRIDVVHVVPHQWWKDW
VXSSRUWVWKHYLHZRQREMHFWLYHVDOLJQPHQW

/DWHVWSROLF\GRFXPHQWVDQGRXWSXWV
IURPRWKHUDUHDVRIRSWLRQ
DVVHVVPHQW

/RFDOO\GHYHORSHGREMHFWLYHV
LGHQWLILHGLQ6WHSDDQGRXWSXWV
IURPRWKHUDUHDVRIRSWLRQ
DVVHVVPHQW

2XWSXWV

.H\,QSXW'DWD

7DEOH$2SWLRQ$VVHVVPHQW)UDPHZRUN 9DOXHIRU0RQH\ 

0HHWLQJLQWHUYHQWLRQREMHFWLYHV$GGUHVVLQJSUREOHPVDQGFKDOOHQJHV
6FKHPH
5HYLHZRISHUIRUPDQFHDJDLQVWWKHVSHFLILF
2EMHFWLYHV)LW
REMHFWLYHVIRUDQ\LQWHUYHQWLRQRSWLRQLGHQWLILHG
HYLGHQFHGE\WKHRWKHUDUHDVRIDVVHVVPHQW
FDUULHGRXW VHHEHORZ 

$VVHVVPHQW
7\SHVRIDQDO\VLV
DUHDV
5HJLRQDO7UDQVSRUWDQG6SDWLDO6WUDWHJ\DQGORFDOREMHFWLYHVILW
5HJLRQDO3ROLF\
&ROODWLRQDQGSUHVHQWDWLRQRIUHOHYDQWREMHFWLYHV
5HYLHZRIDOLJQPHQWDJDLQVWREMHFWLYHVHYLGHQFHG
$OLJQPHQW
E\WKHRWKHUDUHDVRIDVVHVVPHQWFDUULHGRXW
/RFDO3ROLF\
$OLJQPHQW

7DEOH$2SWLRQ$VVHVVPHQW)UDPHZRUN 6WUDWHJLF)LW 

$SSHQGL[$2SWLRQ$VVHVVPHQW)UDPHZRUN

7KHUHLVQRFKDQJHWRMRXUQH\WLPHVRU
WRPRQH\WUDYHOFRVWV

'HWHUPLQLQJ1HXWUDO,PSDFWV





'HWHUPLQLQJ1HXWUDO,PSDFWV
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$VVHVVPHQW
DUHDV
1RLVH

.H\,QSXW'DWD
/RFDOHQYLURQPHQWDOSODQQLQJ
LQIRUPDWLRQDQGGDWD1RLVH
PDSSLQJORFDWLRQDQGQXPEHUVRI
UHFHSWRUVRUSUR[LHV HJSRSXODWLRQ
GHQVLW\ 
7UDIILFIORZV
6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQG
VSHFLILFDWLRQ

&ROODWLRQDQGUHYLHZRIDOOUHOHYDQWDQG
UHDGLO\DYDLODEOHEDVHOLQHHQYLURQPHQWDO
FRQGLWLRQVGDWD
'HVNWRSDQG*,6EDVHGLGHQWLILFDWLRQRI
OLNHOLKRRGDQGSRWHQWLDOVHYHULW\RI
LPSDFWJLYHQQDWXUHRILQWHUYHQWLRQ
RSWLRQ

.H\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQRYHUDOO
LPSDFWV
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW(VWLPDWHG
QXPEHUVRISHRSOHLQWKHDUHDZKRDUHOLNHO\
WREHDQQR\HG
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQWXVLQJRUSRLQW
VFDOHDVDSSURSULDWH VHH1RWHVEHORZ 
0RQHWDU\$VVHVVPHQW,QGLFDWLYH3UHVHQW
9DOXHRI%HQHILWV 39% 

$JJORPHUDWLRQ6FKHPHIDOOVRXWVLGH
WKH)XQFWLRQDO8UEDQ$UHDVGHILQHGLQ
7$*8QLW$

7KHRSWLRQLVQRWLQD5HJHQHUDWLRQ
$UHDRULVQRWH[SHFWHGWRLPSDFWRQ
DFFHVVLELOLW\WRMREVIRU5$HPSOR\PHQW

7KHUHLVQRFKDQJHWRMRXUQH\WLPHV
WKHUDWLRRIIORZWRFDSDFLW\RUWKH
QXPEHURILQFLGHQWV

7KHUHLVQRFKDQJHLQSDVVHQJHU
QXPEHUVDQGIDUHRUFKDUJHOHYHOV

WKHLQWHUYHQWLRQGRHVQRWSURYLGHQRLVHPLWLJDWLRQ
LQWHUYHQWLRQVZKLFKGRZLOOJHQHUDOO\KDYHDSRVLWLYH
LPSDFW DQGWKHUHDUHQRSURSHUWLHVZLWKLQPHWUHV
RIWKHURDGFHQWUHOLQH
25
FKDQJHLQFKDQJHLQWUDIILFIORZLVOHVVWKDQDQG
FKDQJHLQSHUFHQWDJHRIKHDY\JRRGVYHKLFOHVLVOHVV
WKDQDQGFKDQJHLQVSHHGLVOHVVWKDQNSK



)RURSWLRQVLPSDFWLQJRQWKHKLJKZD\DQHXWUDO
DVVHVVPHQWFDQEHDVVXPHGLI

'HWHUPLQLQJ1HXWUDO,PSDFWV

.H\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQ
LPSDFWRIRSWLRQRQDIIRUGDELOLW\
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW1RQH
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW
DVVHVVPHQWXVLQJ1RQH6OLJKW
0RGHUDWH/DUJHVFDOH
.H\LPSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQ
LPSDFWRQDJJORPHUDWLRQ
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW1RQH
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW
4XDOLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWXVLQJ
1RQH6OLJKW0RGHUDWH/DUJH
VFDOH

.H\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQ
RYHUDOOLPSDFWV
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW1RQH
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQWXVLQJ
SRLQWVFDOH1HXWUDO%HQHILFLDO
$GYHUVH

.H\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQ
RYHUDOOLPSDFWV

0RQHWDU\$VVHVVPHQW,QGLFDWLYH 
39UHYHQXH

2XWSXWV(YLGHQFHIRUWKH$67

*XLGDQFHLQ7$*8QLW$
'HWDLOVRIHPSOR\PHQWORFDWLRQV
DQGHVWLPDWHGWUDYHOWLPHVDYLQJV

([SHFWHGFKDQJHLQWKHQXPEHURI
UHVLGHQWVLQWKH5$LQHPSOR\PHQW
IURPZLGHUSODQQLQJGRFXPHQWV
DQGLQGLFDWLYHFKDQJHVLQMRXUQH\
WLPHV

6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQG
VSHFLILFDWLRQFKDUDFWHULVWLFV
7UDYHOPDUNHWGHPDQGDQG
UHYHQXHGDWDDQGSUXGHQW
DVVXPSWLRQVRQSURSRUWLRQWREH
DIIHFWHGE\LQWHUYHQWLRQ
)DUHVDQGFKDUJHDVVXPSWLRQV
6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQG
VSHFLILFDWLRQFKDUDFWHULVWLFV
&KDQJHLQMRXUQH\WLPHVUDWLRRI
IORZWRFDSDFLW\DQGQXPEHURI
LQFLGHQWV

$VVHVVPHQW0HWKRG

E ,PSDFWRQWKH(QYLURQPHQW

:LGHULPSDFWV

1RWH±2QO\DOLPLWHGQXPEHURIVFKHPHVDUHH[SHFWHGWRJHQHUDWH
:LGHU HFRQRPLF LPSDFWV
:KHUHLPSDFWVDUHOLNHO\WREHVLJQLILFDQWDQGYDU\VLJQLILFDQWO\
EHWZHHQRSWLRQVLQGLFDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWVVKRXOGEHEDVHGRQ
HVWLPDWHGFKDQJHVLQWUDYHOWLPHVEHWZHHQHPSOR\PHQWDUHDVDQG
WKHHYLGHQFHLQ7$*8QLW$

$TXDOLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWRIWKHLPSDFWRIWKHRSWLRQRQUHOLDELOLW\
EDVHGRQUHYLHZRI6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQGVSHFLILFDWLRQ
5HOLDELOLW\LPSDFWVQHHGRQO\EHLGHQWLILHGZKHUHLQWHUYHQWLRQKDV
EHHQGHVLJQHGWRDGGUHVVUHOLDELOLW\2WKHUZLVHSUHVHQWDWOHDVWQR
ZRUVHRIIHYLGHQFH
7KHIRFXVVKRXOGEHRQWKHUHOLDELOLW\EHQHILWVWRIUHLJKWEXVLQHVV
DQGFRPPXWLQJXVHUVDQGWUDQVSRUWSURYLGHUV
4XDOLWDWLYHHVWLPDWLRQRIWKHFKDQJHLQDFFHVVLELOLW\WRMREVDVD
UHVXOWRIWKHWUDQVSRUWLQWHUYHQWLRQ
7KLVDSSOLHVRQO\WRLGHQWLILDEOH5HJHQHUDWLRQ$UHDV 5$V 
5HJHQHUDWLRQEHQHILWVVKRXOGRQO\EHLGHQWLILHGZKHUHWKH
LQWHUYHQWLRQKDVEHHQGHVLJQHGWRDGGUHVVUHJHQHUDWLRQLVVXHV

5HOLDELOLW\

5HJHQHUDWLRQ


7UDQVSRUWSURYLGHUV
&DOFXODWLRQRIFKDQJHVLQUHYHQXHWRWUDQVSRUWSURYLGHUVXWLOLVLQJ
VLPSOHVSUHDGVKHHWGHPDQGDQGUHYHQXHPRGHOVGUDZLQJRQWUDYHO
PDUNHWDQDO\VLVDVSDUWRIHYLGHQFHEDVHWRLGHQWLI\QHHGIRU
LQWHUYHQWLRQLQILUVWLQVWDQFHDGRSWZRUVWFDVHDVVXPSWLRQVLQ
UHYHQXHFDOFXODWLRQ
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(PLVVLRQVUDWHVSHUNPDQGLQGLFDWLYH
YROXPHVDQGGLVWDQFHVDVHVWLPDWHGIRU
µ,PSURYHFRQQHFWLYLW\¶XQGHUµ6XSSRUW
HFRQRPLFJURZWK¶

&ROODWLRQDQGUHYLHZRIDOOUHOHYDQWDQG
UHDGLO\DYDLODEOHEDVHOLQHWRHVWDEOLVK
WKHFKDUDFWHULVWLFDQGORFDOO\GLVWLQFWLYH
IHDWXUHVRIDQDUHD
'HVNWRSDQG*,6EDVHGLGHQWLILFDWLRQRI
OLNHOLKRRGSRWHQWLDOVHYHULW\DQG
LQFUHPHQWDOLPSDFWJLYHQQDWXUHRI
LQWHUYHQWLRQRSWLRQ
&ROODWLRQDQGUHYLHZRIDOOUHOHYDQWDQG
UHDGLO\DYDLODEOHEDVHOLQHWRHVWDEOLVK
WKHXUEDQFKDUDFWHULVWLFV
'HVNWRSDQG*,6EDVHGLGHQWLILFDWLRQRI
OLNHOLKRRGDQGSRWHQWLDOVHYHULW\RI
LPSDFWJLYHQQDWXUHRILQWHUYHQWLRQ
RSWLRQ

*UHHQKRXVH
JDVHV

/DQGVFDSH

7RZQVFDSH

&ROODWLRQDQGUHYLHZRIDOOUHOHYDQWDQG
UHDGLO\DYDLODEOHEDVHOLQHHQYLURQPHQWDO
FRQGLWLRQVGDWDIROORZHGE\GHVNWRS
DQG*,6EDVHGLGHQWLILFDWLRQRI
OLNHOLKRRGDQGSRWHQWLDOVHYHULW\RI
LPSDFWJLYHQQDWXUHRILQWHUYHQWLRQ
RSWLRQ

$LUTXDOLW\

/RFDOHQYLURQPHQWDOSODQQLQJ
LQIRUPDWLRQDQGGDWD
6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQG
VSHFLILFDWLRQ

6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQG
VSHFLILFDWLRQ
,QGLFDWLYHYROXPHVDQGGLVWDQFHVDV
HVWLPDWHGIRUµ,PSURYHFRQQHFWLYLW\¶
XQGHUµ6XSSRUWHFRQRPLFJURZWK¶
(PLVVLRQVUDWHVSHUNPRIWUDYHODQG
'(&&SULFHSHUWRQQHRIFDUERQ
/RFDOHQYLURQPHQWDOSODQQLQJ
LQIRUPDWLRQDQGGDWD0DJLF
ZZZ0DJLFJRYXN 1DWXUDO
(QJODQG/DQGVFDSH&KDUDFWHU
$VVHVVPHQWV
6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQG
VSHFLILFDWLRQ

/RFDOHQYLURQPHQWDOSODQQLQJ
LQIRUPDWLRQDQGPRQLWRULQJGDWD
6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQG
VSHFLILFDWLRQ

.H\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQLPSDFWVRQ
WKHFRKHUHQFHDQGGLVWLQFWLYHQHVVRI
WRZQVFDSHUHVRXUFHV
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW1XPEHURI
VWUDWHJLFDOO\LPSRUWDQWYLHZVDQGRUNH\
YLVWDVGLUHFWO\DIIHFWHG
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQWXVLQJRUSRLQW
VFDOHDVDSSURSULDWH VHH1RWHVEHORZ 

.H\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQRYHUDOO
LPSDFWV
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW(VWLPDWHGFKDQJH
LQDVVHVVPHQWVFRUHRI30DQG12
(VWLPDWHGFKDQJHLQ12[HPLWWHG
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQWXVLQJRUSRLQW
VFDOH
0RQHWDU\$VVHVVPHQW,QGLFDWLYH3UHVHQW
9DOXHRI%HQHILWV 39% 
.H\,PSDFWV$QLQGLFDWLRQRIWKHNH\GULYHUV
ZKLFKDUHUHVSRQVLEOHIRUDQ\FKDQJHLQ
FRQGLWLRQV
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW(VWLPDWHGFKDQJH
LQWRQQHVRIFDUERQHPLWWHG
0RQHWDU\$VVHVVPHQW,QGLFDWLYH3UHVHQW
9DOXHRI%HQHILWV 39% 
.H\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQRYHUDOO
LPSDFWV
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW'RHVWKHRSWLRQ
LPSDFWRQDGHVLJQDWHGVLWH<HV1R
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW4XDOLWDWLYH
DVVHVVPHQWXVLQJRUSRLQWVFDOHDV
DSSURSULDWH VHH1RWHVEHORZ 

7RZQVFDSHLPSDFWVZLOODSSO\WRSURMHFWVORFDWHGLQ
EXLOWXSDUHDV ZKLFKLQFOXGHVFLWLHVWRZQVDQG
YLOODJHV RUZKHUHDSURMHFWZLOOVHUYHWRUHGXFHWUDIILF
IORZVLQDEXLOWXSDUHDDQGLQVRGRLQJZLOOIDFLOLWDWH
LPSURYHPHQWVWRWKHWRZQVFDSH

)RUWKHSURMHFW¶VLPSDFWWREHQHXWUDOLWPXVWEHZKROO\
ZLWKLQWKHFDUULDJHZD\RUKLJKZD\YHUJHRUH[LVWLQJ
WUDLQOLQHERXQGDU\QRWZLWKLQRUDGMDFHQWWRD
VHQVLWLYHVLWH NH\YLVWDVRUVWUDWHJLFDOO\LPSRUWDQW
YLHZ DQGQRWLQYROYHWKHLQVWDOODWLRQRIYHKLFOHRU
SHGHVWULDQEDUULHUVOLJKWLQJVLJQDOVODUJHVLJQV
JDQWULHVPDVWVRUWUDIILFFDOPLQJPHDVXUHV

7KHLQWHUYHQWLRQLVZKROO\ZLWKLQWKHFDUULDJHZD\RU
KLJKZD\YHUJHRUH[LVWLQJUDLOOLQHERXQGDU\LVQRW
ZLWKLQRUDGMDFHQWWRDQDWLRQDOODQGVFDSHGHVLJQDWLRQ
VXFKDV1DWLRQDO3DUNRU$21%DQGGRHVQRWLQYROYH
WKHLQVWDOODWLRQRIOLJKWLQJVLJQDOVODUJHVLJQV
JDQWULHVPDVWVRUWUDIILFFDOPLQJPHDVXUHV



)RUVFKHPHVDIIHFWLQJWKHKLJKZD\WKHUHDUHQR
SURSHUWLHVZLWKLQPRIWKHHGJHRIFDUULDJHZD\,I
WKLVFULWHULRQLVQRWPHWWKHQWKHLPSDFWFDQEHVWLOOEH
UHJDUGHGDVQHXWUDOLIFKDQJHLQ$$'7LVOHVVWKDQ
YHKLFOHVDQGFKDQJHLQVSHHGLVOHVVWKDQNSK
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&ROODWLRQDQGUHYLHZRIDOOUHOHYDQWDQG
UHDGLO\DYDLODEOHEDVHOLQHWRHVWDEOLVK
WKHKHULWDJHFKDUDFWHUIRUDQDUHD
LQFOXGLQJ105WRHVWDEOLVKNQRZQEXLOW
KHULWDJHDUFKDHRORJ\DQGSRWHQWLDOIRU
DUFKDHRORJ\
'HVNWRSDQG*,6EDVHGLGHQWLILFDWLRQRI
OLNHOLKRRGSRWHQWLDOVHYHULW\DQG
LQFUHPHQWDOLPSDFWJLYHQQDWXUHRI
LQWHUYHQWLRQRSWLRQ
&ROODWLRQDQGUHYLHZRIDOOUHOHYDQWDQG
UHDGLO\DYDLODEOHEDVHOLQHWRHVWDEOLVK
WKHFKDUDFWHULVWLFELRGLYHUVLW\DQGHDUWK
KHULWDJHIHDWXUHVRIDQDUHD
'HVNWRSDQG*,6EDVHGLGHQWLILFDWLRQRI
OLNHOLKRRGSRWHQWLDOVHYHULW\DQG
LQFUHPHQWDOLPSDFWJLYHQQDWXUHRI
LQWHUYHQWLRQRSWLRQ
&ROODWLRQDQGUHYLHZRIDOOUHOHYDQWDQG
UHDGLO\DYDLODEOHEDVHOLQHHQYLURQPHQWDO
FRQGLWLRQVGDWD
'HVNWRSDQG*,6EDVHGLGHQWLILFDWLRQRI
OLNHOLKRRGDQGSRWHQWLDOVHYHULW\RI
LPSDFWJLYHQQDWXUHRILQWHUYHQWLRQ
RSWLRQ

$VVHVVPHQW
DUHDV
1RQEXVLQHVV
XVHUV

6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQGVSHFLILFDWLRQ
FKDUDFWHULVWLFV
7UDYHOPDUNHWGHPDQGGDWDDQG
SUXGHQWDVVXPSWLRQVRQSURSRUWLRQWR
EHDIIHFWHGLQWHUYHQWLRQ
$VVXPSWLRQVRQURDGDQGYHKLFOHW\SHV
DQGIDUHVFKDUJHVDSSOLHG
9DOXHVRI7LPHDQG9HKLFOH2SHUDWLQJ
&RVWSDUDPHWHUVIURPWKH7$*'DWD
%RRN
&KDQJHLQMRXUQH\WLPHVUDWLRRIIORZWR
FDSDFLW\DQGLQFLGHQWQXPEHUV

4XDOLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWRIWKHLPSDFWRIWKHRSWLRQRQ
UHOLDELOLW\DQGFRQQHFWLYLW\IRUQRQZRUNDQGQRQFRPPXWLQJ
MRXUQH\V
(VWLPDWHLPSDFWRQWUDYHOWLPHVFRVWVDQGUHOLDELOLW\IRUOHLVXUH
WULSVXVLQJWKHDSSURDFKHVRXWOLQHGIRUFRPPXWLQJDQG
EXVLQHVVWULSVLQWKH5HOLDELOLW\FKDOOHQJHDERYH


.H\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQ
RYHUDOOLPSDFWV
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQWXVLQJRU
SRLQWVFDOHDVDSSURSULDWH VHH
1RWHVEHORZ 
0RQHWDU\$VVHVVPHQW,QGLFDWLYH 
39WLPHLPSDFWV 39PRQH\
WUDYHOFRVWV

6HH5HOLDELOLW\HQWU\DERYH

'HWHUPLQLQJ1HXWUDO,PSDFWV

7KHUHLVQRFKDQJHWRWKHKLJKZD\RUUDLOOLQHGUDLQDJH
RUWRWKHPHDQVRIGLVFKDUJHDQGWKHUHLVQHJOLJLEOH
FKDQJHWRWKHYROXPHDQGTXDOLW\GLVFKDUJHG

7KHLQWHUYHQWLRQLVZKROO\ZLWKLQWKHFDUULDJHZD\RU
KLJKZD\YHUJHRUH[LVWLQJUDLOOLQHERXQGDU\$1'QR
DGGLWLRQDOODQGWDNHLVUHTXLUHG
7KHLQWHUYHQWLRQGRHVQRWLPSDFWGLUHFWO\WKURXJK
ODQGWDNHRUSUR[LPLW\WRLQWHUQDWLRQDOQDWLRQDO
UHJLRQDODQGORFDOGHVLJQDWHGVLWHV


7KHLQWHUYHQWLRQLVZKROO\ZLWKLQWKHFDUULDJHZD\RU
KLJKZD\ERXQGDU\RUH[LVWLQJUDLOERXQGDU\
7KHLQWHUYHQWLRQGRHVQRWLPSDFWGLUHFWO\WKURXJKODQG
WDNHRULQGLUHFWO\WKURXJKSUR[LPLW\RQDUFKDHRORJLFDO
RUQDWLRQDOUHJLRQDORUORFDOEXLOWKHULWDJHVLWHV *UDGH
,DQG,, :RUOG+HULWDJH6LWH6FKHGXOHG0RQXPHQW
5HJLVWHUHG3DUNRU*DUGHQ&RQVHUYDWLRQ$UHDV

2XWSXWV(YLGHQFHIRUWKH$67

.H\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQRYHUDOO
LPSDFWVRQULYHUFDWFKPHQWVIORRGULVNDQG
JURXQGZDWHU
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW([WHQWRI
GHYHORSPHQWLQWKHIORRGSODLQ PHDVXUHGDV
OHQJWK NP LQIORRG]RQHE 5HVLGXDO)ORRG
5LVN PHDVXUHGDVOHQJWK NP LQIORRG]RQH
 :DWHU4XDOLW\6WDQGDUGV
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQWXVLQJRUSRLQW
VFDOHDVDSSURSULDWH VHH1RWHVEHORZ 

.H\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQRYHUDOO
LPSDFWV
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW'RHVWKHRSWLRQ
LPSDFWRQDGHVLJQDWHGVLWH 5DPVDU63$
6$&666,&:66,1& <HV1R
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQWXVLQJRUSRLQW
VFDOHDVDSSURSULDWH VHH1RWHVEHORZ 

.H\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQRYHUDOO
LPSDFWV
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW'RHVWKHRSWLRQ
LPSDFWRQDGHVLJQDWHGVLWH *UDGH,DQG,, 
:+6605HJLVWHUHG3DUNRU*DUGHQ
&RQVHUYDWLRQ$UHDV<HV1R
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQWXVLQJRUSRLQW
VFDOHDVDSSURSULDWH VHH1RWHVEHORZ 

.H\,QSXW'DWD

/RFDOHQYLURQPHQWDOSODQQLQJ
LQIRUPDWLRQDQGGDWD(QYLURQPHQW
$JHQF\0DJLF ZZZ0DJLFJRYXN 
6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQG
VSHFLILFDWLRQ

/RFDOHQYLURQPHQWDOSODQQLQJ
LQIRUPDWLRQDQGGDWD0DJLF
ZZZ0DJLFJRYXN 1DWXUDO
(QJODQG%LRORJLFDO5HFRUGV&HQWUH
6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQG
VSHFLILFDWLRQ

/RFDOHQYLURQPHQWDOSODQQLQJ
LQIRUPDWLRQDQGGDWD(QJOLVK
+HULWDJH/LVWHG%XLOGLQJVRQOLQH
1DWLRQDODQG&RXQW\0RQXPHQW
5HFRUGV0DJLFKLVWRULFDOPDSVDQG
DHULDOSKRWRJUDSKV
6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQG
VSHFLILFDWLRQ

$VVHVVPHQW0HWKRG

F ,PSDFWRQWKH6RFLHW\

:DWHU
HQYLURQPHQW

%LRGLYHUVLW\

+LVWRULF
(QYLURQPHQW
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4XDOLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWRIFKDQJHVWRWKHHQGWRHQGMRXUQH\
H[SHULHQFHRIWUDQVSRUWXVHUV FRQVLGHULQJWUDYHOOHUFDUH
WUDYHOOHUV YLHZVDQGWUDYHOOHUVWUHVV 



,IHYLGHQFHEDVHKDVKLJKOLJKWHGDFFLGHQWVDVDPRQJVWWKHNH\
SUREOHPVDQGFKDOOHQJHVWREHDGGUHVVHGWKHQUHYLHZ
OLNHOLKRRGRIRSWLRQVDGGUHVVLQJSUREOHPLQWKHOLJKWRI6WDJH
GHVLJQVSHFLILFDWLRQFKDUDFWHULVWLFVDQGSRWHQWLDOWRLPSDFWRQ
WUDIILFIORZV
,IDFFLGHQWV127LGHQWLILHGDVDSUREOHPFKDOOHQJHGULYLQJ
LQWHUYHQWLRQWKHQDQDO\VLVVKRXOGEHOLPLWHGWRUHYLHZLQJRSWLRQ
GHVLJQFKDUDFWHULVWLFVWRHQVXUHQRVLJQLILFDQWDFFLGHQWULVNLV
LQWURGXFHG


,IHYLGHQFHEDVHKDVKLJKOLJKWHGFULPHRUVHFXULW\DVDPRQJVW
WKHNH\SUREOHPVDQGFKDOOHQJHVWREHDGGUHVVHGWKHQUHYLHZ
OLNHOLKRRGRIRSWLRQVDGGUHVVLQJSUREOHPLQWKHOLJKWRI6WDJH
GHVLJQVSHFLILFDWLRQFKDUDFWHULVWLFV
,IVHFXULW\127LGHQWLILHGDVDSUREOHPFKDOOHQJHGULYLQJ
LQWHUYHQWLRQWKHQDQDO\VLVVKRXOGEHOLPLWHGWRUHYLHZLQJ6WDJH
GHVLJQFKDUDFWHULVWLFVWRHQVXUHQRVLJQLILFDQWVHFXULW\ULVN
ZLOOEHLQWURGXFHG



-RXUQH\TXDOLW\

$FFLGHQWV

6HFXULW\

,GHQWLILFDWLRQRIZKHWKHULQWHUYHQWLRQLVOLNHO\WRJHQHUDWH
VLJQLILFDQWDGGLWLRQDOQXPEHUVZDONLQJRUF\FOLQJZLWKLQGLFDWLRQ
RIQXPEHUVRIHDFK



3K\VLFDODFWLYLW\

&ULPHVWDWLVWLFVDQGDQ\VDIHW\
SHUFHSWLRQGDWDIRUWKHDUHDUHOHYDQWWR
SRWHQWLDOLQWHUYHQWLRQ
6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQGVSHFLILFDWLRQ
FKDUDFWHULVWLFV

5RDGVDIHW\LQFLGHQWGDWDDQG.6,
VWDWLVWLFVIRUKLJKZD\QHWZRUNIRUDUHD
UHOHYDQWWRLQWHUYHQWLRQRSWLRQV
6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQGVSHFLILFDWLRQ
FKDUDFWHULVWLFV
,QGLFDWLYHIRUHFDVWVRIFKDQJHVLQWUDIILF
OHYHOVVSHHGVDWKRWVSRWV
7UDIILFIORZVIURPDQDO\VLVXQGHUWDNHQ
IRUµLPSURYHFRQQHFWLYLW\¶XQGHUWKH
µ6XSSRUW(FRQRPLF*URZWK¶VFHQDULR

6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQGVSHFLILFDWLRQ
FKDUDFWHULVWLFV
,QGLFDWLYHHVWLPDWHRIQXPEHURIXVHUV
DIIHFWHG


2SWLRQGHVFULSWLRQFKDUDFWHULVWLFV
*,6DQDO\VLVRIPLQVDQGPLQV
ZDONDQGF\FOHFDWFKPHQW

.H\LPSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQ
RYHUDOOLPSDFWV
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW1RQH
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW
4XDOLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWXVLQJ
SRLQWVFDOH1HXWUDO%HQHILFLDO
$GYHUVH

.H\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQ
SRWHQWLDOVDIHW\LPSDFW
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW1RQH
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW
4XDOLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWXVLQJRU
SRLQWVFDOHDVDSSURSULDWH VHH
1RWHVEHORZ 
0RQHWDU\$VVHVVPHQW,QGLFDWLYH
3UHVHQW9DOXHRI%HQHILWV 39% 

.H\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQ
RYHUDOOLPSDFWV
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW,ID
ZDONF\FOHVFKHPHWKHQHVWLPDWH
FKDQJHLQWKHQXPEHURISHUVRQV
ZDONLQJDQGF\FOLQJDYHUDJH
MRXUQH\WLPHUHVXOWDQWFKDQJHLQ
PRUWDOLW\±EDVHGRQLQLWLDO
FDWFKPHQWDQDO\VLV
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW
4XDOLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWXVLQJRU
SRLQWVFDOHDVDSSURSULDWH VHH
1RWHVEHORZ 
.H\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQ
RYHUDOOLPSDFWV
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW1RQH
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQWXVLQJ
SRLQWVFDOH±1HXWUDO%HQHILFLDO
$GYHUVH

7KHUHLVQRFKDQJHWRWKHOLNHO\
LQFLGHQFHRIFULPHRUIHDURIFULPH
UHODWHGWRURDGXVHUV LQFOXGLQJQRQ
PRWRULVHG 

7KHUHLVQRFKDQJHWR
WKHSURYLVLRQRIIDFLOLWLHVDQG
LQIRUPDWLRQIRUXVHUVRUWKHFOHDQOLQHVV
DQGJHQHUDOHQYLURQPHQWZLWKLQSXEOLF
WUDQVSRUWYHKLFOHVDQGLQWHUFKDQJHV
WRWUDYHOOHUYLHZVRU
WRWKHIDFWRUVDIIHFWLQJWUDYHOOHUVWUHVV
IUXVWUDWLRQIHDURISRWHQWLDODFFLGHQWV
DQGURXWHXQFHUWDLQW\ 
7KHUHLVQRFKDQJHLQQHWZRUN
FRQGLWLRQVRUWUDIILFIORZVDQGSDWWHUQV

7KHUHLVQRFKDQJHWRWKHOHQJWKDQG
QXPEHURIZDONLQJDQGF\FOLQJWULSV
PDGH
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$VVHVVPHQWRIOHYHORILPSDFWRQWKHDIIRUGDELOLW\RIWKH
WUDQVSRUWV\VWHPWRXVHUV
$IIRUGDELOLW\LPSDFWVQHHGRQO\EHLGHQWLILHGZKHUHLQWHUYHQWLRQ
KDVEHHQGHVLJQHGWRDGGUHVVDIIRUGDELOLW\2WKHUZLVHSUHVHQW
DWOHDVWQRZRUVHRIIHYLGHQFH

(YLGHQFHEDVHGMXGJPHQWDODVVHVVPHQWRIWKHLPSDFWRIWKH
WUDQVSRUWLQWHUYHQWLRQRQVHYHUDQFHDQGHVWLPDWLRQRIWKH
LQGLFDWLYHQXPEHUVRISHRSOHZKRZLOOEHDIIHFWHG
6HH7$*8QLW$IRUIXUWKHUJXLGDQFH

4XDOLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWRIWKHLPSDFWRIWKHRSWLRQRQ
FRPPXQLWLHVLQWHUPVRIWKHRSWLRQYDOXHDVVRFLDWHGZLWK
VHUYLFHDGGLWLRQVZLWKGUDZDOV



$IIRUGDELOLW\

2SWLRQYDOXHV

6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQGVSHFLILFDWLRQ
FKDUDFWHULVWLFV
,QGLFDWLYHHVWLPDWHRIQXPEHURI
KRXVHKROGVDIIHFWHG


6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQGVSHFLILFDWLRQ
FKDUDFWHULVWLFV


6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQGVSHFLILFDWLRQ
FKDUDFWHULVWLFV


PZDONLQJGLVWDQFHFDWFKPHQWDUHD
DURXQGVFKHPHEDVHGRQ*,6DQDO\VLV


.H\LPSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQ
FDWFKPHQWDIIHFWHG
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW1RQH
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW
4XDOLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWXVLQJRU
SRLQWVFDOHDVDSSURSULDWH VHH
1RWHVEHORZ 
.H\LPSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQ
LPSDFWRIRSWLRQRQDIIRUGDELOLW\
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW1RQH
4XDOLWDWLYH,PSDFWV
XVLQJRUSRLQWVFDOHDV
DSSURSULDWH VHH1RWHVEHORZ 
.H\LPSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQ
LPSDFWRIRSWLRQRQVHYHUDQFH
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW1RQH
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQWXVLQJRU
SRLQWVFDOHDVDSSURSULDWH VHH
1RWHVEHORZ 
.H\,PSDFWV,GHQWLI\ZKLFKJURXS
RIWUDQVSRUWVHUYLFHVDUHWKH
VRXUFHRIDQ\DGGLWLRQDO RU
UHGXFHG RSWLRQDQGQRQXVH
YDOXH
4XDQWLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQW1XPEHU
RIKRXVHKROGVDIIHFWHG
4XDOLWDWLYH$VVHVVPHQWXVLQJRU
SRLQWVFDOHDVDSSURSULDWH VHH
1RWHVEHORZ 

7KHSURMHFWGRHVQRWUHVXOWLQWKH
SURYLVLRQRIQHZSXEOLFWUDQVSRUW
VHUYLFHV

7KHUHLVQRFKDQJHWRWKHURXWHVXVHG
E\SHGHVWULDQVHTXHVWULDQVRUF\FOLVWV
RUWRWKHVWDQGDUGDQGTXDOLW\RIWKH
URXWHVZKLFKPLJKWUHVXOWLQDFKDQJHRI
SDWURQDJH

7KHUHLVQRFKDQJHLQIDUHVWUDYHO
FRVWVWRXVHUV

7KHUHLVQRFKDQJHLQWKHURXWHVVHUYHG
E\WKHSXEOLFWUDQVSRUWV\VWHP

$VVHVVPHQW
DUHDV
&RVWWREURDG
WUDQVSRUWEXGJHW

.H\,QSXW'DWD
6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQGVSHFLILFDWLRQ
FKDUDFWHULVWLFV
8QLWFRVWUDWHVRUEHQFKPDUNFRVWVIRU
RWKHUVLPLODUW\SHVRILQWHUYHQWLRQ
,QIODWLRQDQGRSWLPLVPELDVUDWHV

$VVHVVPHQW0HWKRG

&HQWUDO*RYHUQPHQW
(VWLPDWLRQRIFDSLWDODQGRSHUDWLQJPDLQWHQDQFHFRVWVEDVHG
RQDSSOLFDWLRQRIVWDQGDUGXQLWUDWHV$SSOLFDWLRQRIFUHGLEOH
ZRUVWFDVHLQIODWLRQDQGRSWLPLVPELDVLQOLQHZLWKUHOHYDQW
JXLGDQFHDQGGLVFRXQWHGFRQVLVWHQWZLWK:HE7$*WRGHULYH
3UHVHQW9DOXHV 39V 


G 3XEOLF$FFRXQWV

NH\,PSDFWV&RPPHQWDU\RQ
RYHUDOOLPSDFWV
0RQHWDU\$VVHVVPHQW,QGLFDWLYH
39& &HQWUDO*RYHUQPHQW 

2XWSXWV(YLGHQFHIRUWKH$67

1RWDSSOLFDEOH

'HWHUPLQLQJ1HXWUDO,PSDFWV


1RWHVRQWKHXVHRITXDOLWDWLYHVFDOHV
SRLQWTXDOLWDWLYHVFDOH ODUJHDGYHUVHPRGHUDWHDGYHUVHVOLJKWDGYHUVHQHXWUDOVOLJKWEHQHILFLDOPRGHUDWHEHQHILFLDOODUJHEHQHILFLDO,QVRPHFDVHVLWZLOOEHVXIILFLHQWWRXVHDSRLQWVFDOH7KHVFDOH
XVHGVKRXOGEHVXIILFLHQWWRGLVWLQJXLVKWKHUHODWLYHLPSDFWVRIGLIIHUHQWRSWLRQV


6HYHUDQFH

$VVHVVPHQWRIOHYHORILPSDFWRQSHRSOHDFFHVVLQJWKH
WUDQVSRUWV\VWHPHVSHFLDOO\WKRVHKRXVHKROGVZLWKRXWDFDU
$FFHVVLELOLW\LPSDFWVQHHGRQO\EHLGHQWLILHGZKHUH
LQWHUYHQWLRQKDVEHHQGHVLJQHGWRDGGUHVVDFFHVVLELOLW\
2WKHUZLVHSUHVHQWDWOHDVWQRZRUVHRIIHYLGHQFH


$FFHVVWR
VHUYLFHV
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(VWLPDWHRILQGLUHFWWD[DQGUHYHQXHLPSDFWVRQSXEOLFVHFWRU
EDVHGRQLQGLFDWLYHFKDQJHVLQYROXPHDQGIDUHVFKDUJHDQG
WD[UDWHVSHUNLORPHWUHRUWULS

,QGLUHFWWD[
UHYHQXHV

,QGLFDWLYH
(FRQRPLF%&5

,QGLFDWLYH1HW
3UHVHQW9DOXH

$VVHVVPHQW
DUHDV
&RVWWR3ULYDWH
6HFWRU

3UHVHQW9DOXHRI%HQHILWV 39%  HVWLPDWHGLQD WRH DERYH 
&RVWWR3ULYDWH6HFWRU3UHVHQW9DOXHRI&RVWV 39& 
HVWLPDWHGLQI DERYH 
39%&RVWWR3ULYDWH6HFWRU 39&


$VIRUEURDGWUDQVSRUWEXGJHW FHQWUDOJRYHUQPHQW DERYHIRU
SULYDWHVHFWRUFRQWULEXWLRQWRVFKHPHFRVWV

$VVHVVPHQW0HWKRG

2XWSXWVIURPD WRI DERYH 39&DQG
39% 

6WDJHOHYHOGHVLJQDQGVSHFLILFDWLRQ
FKDUDFWHULVWLFV
8QLWFRVWUDWHVRUEHQFKPDUNFRVWVIRU
RWKHUVLPLODUW\SHVRILQWHUYHQWLRQ
,QIODWLRQDQGRSWLPLVPELDVUDWHV
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8.4.12 It is important to note the potential increase in National Driver Offender Rectification
Scheme (NDORS) activity in County Durham. The move to deliver speed awareness to the national
model will inevitably lead to a large number of referrals coming through the County Council training
courses. Whilst the scheme is in principle designed to be non-profit making, it is inevitable that
due to the scale of numbers there will be a surplus. However, it is very likely that Durham
Constabulary, the client, will insist that surplus derived from driver referrals will be managed by
the DDCRP Forum and a bidding process will be put in place to determine investment in the future
data-led casualty reduction programmes.
8.4.13 The Driving on Business element of the casualty reduction programme aims to reduce
collisions whilst driving for work. This service seeks to work primarily with small and medium
enterprises, engaging them in development of their road safety policies and procedures, and
providing assistance where necessary to improve.
8.4.14 Bikeability takes children out of the playground environment and into the 'real world'
where training is much more effective. Bikeability Levels 1 and 2, give young riders the experience
of cycling on trafficked roads and to learn about risk, hazards and danger. The confidence gained
through this training should increase cycle usage amongst young people, but with much improved
skills and attitude towards safety. Level 3 'on-route' training is aimed at comprehensive school
students and adults seeking to develop their riding skills in more complicated traffic situations over
longer distances.
Healthier Travel
8.4.15 The emerging Air Quality Action Plan will be complementary to LTP3 and will implement
the strategy necessary to improve air quality in the AQMA. At time of writing, arrangements are
being made to install a single continuous NO2 analyser at Gilesgate in Durham City for monitoring
purposes. This will be used to verify the dispersion modelling study and provide a real time basis
for modelling the air quality to determine the extent of traffic reduction required to remain below
statutory limits.
8.4.16 A combination of solutions, both hard and soft, will be needed to tackle the air quality
related issue of rising congestion. Hard measures could include installation of a system (Scoot)
that links all traffic lights on the main A690 through-road corridor and designed to bring greater
efficiency to traffic flow. Other or additional options include extension of two of the three existing
Park & Ride sites or construction of relief roads to reduce traffic volumes in the city centre. Soft
measures could include encouragement of workplace and personalised travel planning involving
car sharing, car clubs, teleworking, use of public transport and walking/cycling. Congestion charging
has been considered in the past through studies carried out in connection with the DfT Transport
Innovation Fund (TIF) and which in the long-term may have to be revisited.
8.4.17 Extensive traffic modelling will be needed to determine which interventions are sufficient
in themselves to improve air quality within the AQMA to meet national air quality objectives. As
the volume of traffic is now so high within the AQMA, and is likely to increase with further residential
and commercial regeneration in the city, the provision of relief roads to take through traffic away
from the built up area may be the only practical solution to provide a sufficient decrease in traffic.
However, all possible alternatives to the relief roads option will be fully evaluated.
8.4.18 Adoption of healthier travel is vital to help meet obesity and carbon reduction targets. A
meeting of the Physical Activity Strategy Implementation Team in May 2010 brought together LTP,
Primary Care Trust and NHS representatives to plan the delivery of a Physical Activity Strategy
for County Durham. The remit of the Strategy, published early 2010, co-ordinates all physical
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activity in the county, is inclusive of all organisations and ties into county, regional and national
policy. The contribution that LTP3 makes is through active travel and the betterment of access to
sports and leisure facilities.
8.4.19 Walking and cycling are the best ways of making healthy and sustainable short journeys.
Continuing to develop our network of walking/cycling routes, particularly as modest levels of funding
can give economic returns of 13:1, means this is a cost-effective approach to encouraging people
to walk or cycle for local journey-making. The access and rights of way network helps tackle rising
levels of physical inactivity and obesity by not only providing access between settlements, but as
part of tourism infrastructure and a location for informal sports and keep-fit activities such as
running, horse-riding and cycling. The ROWIP, subject to full consultation before publication, is
integrated with LTP3 and its associated Action Plan will enable all partners to prioritise where
funding should be directed more cost-effectively to ensure maximum benefit.
Interventions
8.4.20 Feedback from the 12-week consultation allowed a ‘long-list’ of potential interventions
to be considered further and a resulting short-list produced of interventions applicable to the first
three years of LTP3. The interventions 'long list' is:

Driver/motorcyclist training
Targeted road safety publicity campaigns
Continue coverage of road safety/cyclist training
Targeted public transport publicity campaigns
Promote and improve Link2 service in response to demand
Increase awareness and use of Traveline
Provide/improve of walking and cycling routes/facilities
Personal/workplace travel planning
Provide cycling 'super routes' on key travel corridors
Improved street lighting
Increase CCTV coverage and awareness
Provide staff presence in bus and rail stations and Park & Ride sites
Awareness training for bus drivers
Prompt removal of visible effects of vandalism
Development of AQMA action plan and implement measures
Congestion charging
Promote electric vehicles
Encourage bus companies to introduce low emission buses
Expand UTMC initiative
Durham City Relief Roads construction
Accident Investigation and Prevention (AIP) schemes

8.4.21 Certain interventions in the 'long-list' may not appear in the following 'short-list'. However
this does not necessarily imply that they have been discounted, as due to the cross-cutting nature
of some of the interventions, they may have been short-listed under one of the other five goals.
8.4.22 Table 8.4.1 shows the selected interventions together with their associated key issue(s)
and LTP3 objective for addressing this goal.
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Table 8.4.1 Interventions 'Short-list'

Intervention

Provide/improve walking and
cycling routes/facilities

Key Issue(s) Addressed

LTP3 Objective(s)

Perceived lack of alternatives to the
car

Reduce costs to health of
transport including air
quality impacts

Entrenched attitude to use of the
car
High levels of obesity and unfitness

Driver/motorcyclist training

Targeted public transport
publicity campaigns

Increase awareness and use
of Traveline

Personal/workplace travel
planning

Accident Investigation and
Prevention (AIP) schemes

Improve health by
encouraging and enabling
physically active travel

At-risk drivers and other vulnerable
groups
Reduce the risk of death or
injury from accidents
Single vehicle accidents

Entrenched attitude to use of the
car

Improve health by
encouraging and enabling
physically active travel

Perceived lack of alternatives to the
car

Reduce costs to health of
transport including air
quality impacts

Entrenched attitude to use of the
car

Entrenched attitude to use of the
car
High levels of obesity and unfitness

Improve health by
encouraging and enabling
physically active travel
Improve health by
encouraging and enabling
physically active travel

At-risk drivers and other vulnerable
groups
Reduce the risk of death or
injury from accidents
Single vehicle accidents

Continue coverage of road
safety/cyclist training

Capacity to deliver road safety
training

Reduce the risk of death or
injury from accidents

Targeted road safety
publicity campaigns

Single vehicle accidents

Reduce the risk of death or
injury from accidents

Prompt removal of visible
effects of vandalism

Reduce crime, fear of crime
Perception of personal security and
and anti social behaviour on
threat of anti-social behaviour
transport networks

Development of AQMA
action plan and implement
measures

Decreasing air quality in some town
centres

Reduce costs to health of
transport including air
quality impacts
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14. Conclusions
14.1 Overview
In recent years, there has been growing interest in a range of transport policy
initiatives which are now widely described as ‘soft’ measures. Soft measures usually
seek to give better information and opportunities which affect the free choices made
by individuals, mostly by attractive, relatively uncontroversial, and relatively cheap
improvements. They include:
• Workplace and school travel plans;
• Personalised travel planning, travel awareness campaigns, and public transport
information and marketing;
• Car clubs and car sharing schemes;
• Teleworking, teleconferencing and home shopping.
Following this review, we can say that sufficient evidence now exists to have some
confidence that soft factor interventions can have a significant effect on individual
travel choices.
In this concluding chapter we bring together both the research conclusions from the
literature and case studies, and also the policy issues, barriers and difficulties which
the case study interviewees discussed with the study team.
The assessment focuses on two different policy scenarios for the next ten years. The
‘high intensity’ scenario identifies the potential provided by a significant expansion
of activity to a much more widespread implementation of present good practice, albeit
to a realistic level which still recognises the constraints of money and other resources,
and variation in the suitability and effectiveness of soft factors according to local
circumstances. The ‘low intensity’ scenario is broadly defined as a projection of the
present (2003-4) levels of local and national activity on soft measures.
The main features of the high intensity scenario would be
•
•
•

A reduction in peak period urban traffic of about 21% (off-peak 13%);
A reduction of peak period non-urban traffic of about 14% (off-peak 7%);
A nationwide reduction in all traffic of about 11%.

These figures represent a cautious estimate of the impacts of significantly scaling up
work on soft factors from its current level. The scenario described is one where soft
measures have benefited from a high intensity policy build-up over a period of about
ten years. This would require commitment at local government level (though at a
varying scale in accordance with local conditions) and by national government also.
It would necessarily involve more resources than are currently committed to this area,
but at a level which we judge, based on the interviews carried out, to be within the
range of what could feasibly be made available and used efficiently, should local and
national government choose to do so. We have not estimated an upper limit of how
UCL, Transport for Quality of Life
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much could be achieved by seeking to go beyond these short and medium term
constraints.
We emphasise that, even under our scenario of intense implementation, there will be
particular types of location where certain soft factor policies would be less
appropriate, and that it would be unrealistic to assume that all authorities could
achieve the same effects as those particularly impressive individual achievements that
have only occurred in a small minority of cases.. Therefore we assume more
widespread, but not universal, application of soft factors, achieving results from soft
factor interventions which are in line with typical current achievements from
authorities that have prioritised such interventions.
With these rather cautious assumptions, our calculations suggest that soft factor
interventions offer very acceptable value for money. Using current DfT practice for
estimating the value of the effects on travel times of a reduction in the number of
vehicles, each £1 spent on soft measures could produce benefits of about £10 on
average, and considerably more in congested conditions. Inclusion of values for
potentially positive effects on safety, health or the environment would further increase
the value for money. This gives a good margin of robustness to changes in
assumptions or methods of calculation.
The figures are subject to a number of caveats. They are based on a generally
conservative interpretation of the evidence, analysed by ‘hands-on’ methods which do
not depend on the assumptions, simplifications and mechanisms of traditional
transport modelling. However, there is inevitably a degree of doubt as to their
robustness. We would broadly recommend that the margins of statistical error
assumed (upwards as well as downwards) should be similar to those applied to policy
assessments from the Department’s National Transport Model generally.
In addition, the review has also revealed the critical importance of the policy context,
with specific issues that are so fundamental that they should always be emphasised at
the same time as the optimistic picture described above:
First, these figures do not represent a forecast, they represent a potential. If
implementation is at a lower level, inadequately funded, or inconsistent, the effects,
unsurprisingly, will be substantially less. Calculations we have made about ‘lowintensity’ implementation, in which soft factors are not given increased policy priority
compared with present practice, are estimated to be considerably less than those of the
high intensity scenario, including a reduction in peak period urban traffic of about
5%, and a nationwide reduction in all traffic of 2%-3%. These smaller figures also
assume that sufficient other supporting policies are used to prevent induced traffic
from eroding the effects, notably at peak periods and in congested conditions. Without
these supportive measures, the effects could be lower, temporary, and perhaps
invisible. Effects at this scale could still be worth having from a cost-benefit point of
view, because of the benefits brought to the individuals affected, but might not be
seen as making a significant contribution to mainstream transport strategy.
Thus, the difference between the high and low intensity scenarios is not a statistical
error band driven by uncertainty about economic trends. It derives from the different
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assumptions about the policy priority and momentum that local and national
government may, in future, choose to give to soft factor initiatives.
In either case, soft measures, which, in intent and style, are so different from road
construction, do share one important feature with it: any substantial initial reduction
in congestion has the potential to cause induced traffic, which erodes the benefits. To
spell this out, those individuals choosing to reduce their car use may be simply
replaced by other individuals who are attracted by the freer road conditions to
increase their car use.
In ‘Managing our Roads’ (DfT 2003), the Government stressed the importance of
‘locking-in’ the benefits of congestion reduction policies by demand management
measures to control induced traffic. This review has found that the same condition is
vitally important for delivering the full potential of soft measures. Without this, soft
measures can still succeed in changing which individuals are using cars, therefore
potentially resulting in benefits for individuals, but may have much less effect on area
wide traffic levels, congestion or environmental impacts. Broadly, those experienced
in the implementation of soft factors locally support this logic of ‘locking-in’ usually
expressing it in terms of soft measures being part of an integrated transport strategy,
or needing to be supported by complementary measures. They frequently emphasise
that achieving overall reductions in traffic depends on some or all of such supportive
policies as re-allocation of road capacity and other measures to improve public
transport service levels, parking control, traffic calming, pedestrianisation, cycle
networks, congestion charging or other traffic restraint, other use of transport prices
and fares, speed regulation, or stronger legal enforcement levels.

14.2 Summary results of research literature and case studies
14.2.1 Overall impacts
Seven separate published estimates of the overall effect of differently defined
packages of such measures were examined (including the Halcrow study leading to
the 5% figure given in Department for Transport guidance on the multi-modal
studies). The results of these studies, about the potential traffic reduction from soft
factors, range from a lowest figure of 4% of national traffic and a highest of 20%
overall, and up to about 30% for some specific urban locations (although the latter
figure also included the effect of additional supporting hard measures). These results
can be interpreted in relation to our low and high intensity scenarios. They suggest
that, at the lower intensity application, there is scope for soft measures to reduce
traffic levels by about 4% or 5% at the national level, with a range around this
according to local circumstances. Taking the studies as a whole, they suggest that,
with higher intensity application (and emphasising the importance of supportive hard
measures either by assumption or explicitly) the estimated potential effect of soft
factor interventions on traffic levels would be a reduction of 10% to 15% as a national
average, and 15% to 20% in favourable local conditions. (These figures represent only
the central bands that emerge from the 7 studies – the full distribution was wider).
Our own high intensity estimate of 11% falls towards the lower end of the central
band of the other studies, and our estimated 22% for urban peak periods is slightly
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above the central band, but well within the range of results as a whole. Our low
intensity estimate of 2%-3% is somewhat lower than the 5% figure given in the
Department for Transport guidance to the multi-modal studies (derived from Halcrow,
2002), although the difference is probably within the range of uncertainty of both
studies.
Thus, both our low intensity and high intensity estimates appear to be in line with
informed professional opinion.

14.2.2 Impacts of soft measures considered separately
For the present study, the overviews mentioned above were augmented by
examination of detailed international published literature on specific instruments of
policy, and case studies based on twelve UK local authority areas, and also the
experience of British Telecom. These case studies covered 24 different single or
combined soft factor initiatives.
The main findings were as follows.
•

Workplace travel plans typically reduce commuter car driving by between 10%
and 30%, though the best ones achieve significantly more than that. Typical cost
to the local authority is £2-£4 per head. So far, city authorities prioritising
workplace travel plans have typically managed to engage with organisations
representing about 30% of the workforce, whilst county authorities have managed
to engage with organisations representing about 10%.

•

School travel plans, on average, cut school run traffic by between 8% and 15%,
with high performing schools commonly achieving reductions of over 20%, and,
sometimes, considerably more. Many local authorities are devoting more
resources to school travel work than to workplace travel plans, and some expect to
reach nearly all schools in their area in the next 10 years.

•

Personalised travel planning initiatives typically report reductions in car use of
7%-15% in urban areas, and 2-6% in rural and smaller urban areas. Costs for large
scale implementation are likely to be considerably cheaper than pilot projects,
being in the order of less than £20 per head, (with some suggesting figures of half
this magnitude).

•

Public transport information and marketing has delivered clearly recorded
increases in bus use, with evidence suggesting that it can cause patronage
increases from service improvements to double. City-wide budgets for such work
of £60,000-£300,000 per year (including public and private sector investment)
have helped to deliver city-wide increases in bus use of 1.5%-5% a year, when
combined with other improvements.

•

Travel awareness campaigns vary in nature, from relatively general campaigns to
closely targetted intensive approaches. Both types report evidence of car use
reductions, although intensive approaches tend to achieve higher levels of
individual change. Many are now focusing on the positive health benefits from
alternative transport policies. In many cases, travel awareness campaigns are used
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to win support for, and perhaps intensify, other specific initiatives, and the value
of national awareness campaigning was identified in relation to many of the other
soft factor initiatives.
•

Car clubs have been associated with a reduction of about 5 private cars per
car club vehicle. They require start-up funding in the order of £50,000 to
£150,000 per club which should lead to them becoming self-financing. In the
absence of evidence, there has been a tendency to set unrealistic timescales
for breaking even, perhaps partly to justify public funding. Initially, car
club initiatives have been focused on high density urban residential
locations, although emerging information from rural pilots suggests that
low-cost operational models can make clubs viable in rural areas too.

•

Organised car-sharing has effects on overall car use, but these depend on other
factors, including parking regimes, the balance of users drawn from car driving or
from other modes, and the amount of informal car sharing already taking place.
Set up and running costs vary significantly and are primarily determined by the
extent of associated publicity and marketing that takes place.

•

Teleworking is growing rapidly, and typically currently results in a reduction of
between 2 and 6 home-work journeys per teleworker per week. Evidence suggests
that changes in car use for other purposes, or by other household members, or due
to changes in home location, do not substantially offset these reductions, and, in
some cases, there may be further cuts in car use. Costs are likely to be offset by
business savings.

•

Teleconferencing typically reduces business travel by between 10% and 30% in
organisations that promote its use. Many commentators suggest that there is great
potential for more widespread use of teleconferencing, however public sector
promotion may be needed to ensure mainstream adoption. Business savings could
be substantial, in terms of reduced travel costs and more efficient use of staff time.

•

Home shopping currently accounts for less than 5% of the grocery market, but is
estimated to reach 10%-15% over the next decade, leading to potential reductions
of 7-11% of all food shopping traffic. Meanwhile, investment in better drop off
facilities for all types of home shopping could reduce travel for customers in some
circumstances (where their alternative is travelling to a more remote collection
point) and could also substantially improve the efficiency of delivery vehicle
operations.

14.2.3 Costs of implementation
For the different soft factors, the cost of facilitating choices by individuals to reduce
their car use in most cases ranged from about 0.1 pence to 10 pence per vehicle
kilometre saved, depending on the soft factor and method of cost attribution. Our
calculations suggest that it is reasonable to take a public expenditure cost of 1.5 pence
per vehicle kilometre saved as an indicative figure for a well-designed package of
different soft initiatives, i.e. £15 for removing each 1000 vehicle kilometres of traffic.
Current official practice calculates the benefit of reduced traffic congestion, on
average, to be about 15p per car kilometre removed, and more than three times this
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level in congested urban conditions. Thus, as outlined in section 14.1, on average,
every £1 spent on well-designed soft measures could bring about £10 of benefit in
reduced congestion alone, more in the most congested conditions, and with further
potential gains from environmental improvements and other effects, provided that the
tendency of induced traffic to erode such benefits is controlled. There are also
opportunities for private business expenditure on some soft measures, which can
result in offsetting cost savings.
There are reasons for expecting the relationship between cost and impact not to be
linear. There may be economies of scale which reduce the unit costs of large
initiatives; there may be learning and the development of better methods which
increase the effectiveness of soft measures; and there may be diminishing returns
especially as the achievable limits to behavioural change are approached. The first
and second of these would lead to unit costs becoming lower as a programme of soft
measures is built up, and the third would lead to the unit costs becoming higher. A
sensible hypothesis might be that, in the early stages of extensive soft factor
implementation, unit costs will fall, and, at later stages, as saturation of effect is
approached, they will increase. Although available data do not yet allow these
hypotheses to be fully checked, there are some indications that, currently, in some
situations, the unit costs of implementing soft factors are falling, consistent with the
reality that most soft factors interventions have so far only been implemented in a
relatively small scale way. Within the time scale and assumptions of the high intensity
scenario, we would not expect that diminishing returns are likely to set in.

14.3 Issues of implementation and policy
All the literature reviewed, and the case study interviews, have stressed the
importance of the policy context of soft factor interventions, and have also discussed
various problems, constraints, barriers to successful implementation, and ‘wish-lists’
of improvements that would make implementation easier. At local level, officials
concerned with developing soft measures often feel that their work is still not
recognised as being of central importance in transport strategy, which is affecting
resources, political support, career expectations and profile. There is also a perception
that the relevant professional skills are not widely available or given sufficient
importance.
The discussion below attempts to synthesise the main policy arguments and issues
from the case study interviews and published literature, though it should be
remembered that there is a range of different views on all these matters, with
consensus not yet having been widely tested.

14.3.1 National strategy
Soft measures are always described as making a contribution to overall transport
policy, but this is often an aspiration rather than embedded reality. There could be
greater use of specific practical applications in which hard measures (a) create a
greater demand for the new opportunities given by soft measures, and (b) ‘lock in’
their benefits so they are not eroded by induced traffic. This would arise naturally
from traffic reduction targets such as those provided for in the Traffic Reduction Acts,
where a long term strategy for an area would be implemented by coherent use of all
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available policy instruments. Most of the interviewees have suggested to us that they
would welcome a clear national strategy about traffic reduction as this would help to
integrate separate initiatives, an issue which we did not pursue for this study. In any
case, local traffic reduction could be supported by national guidelines, information
and advice on how soft measures might contribute to this goal: there is a widespread
local view that national support can help to give credibility, demonstrating both that
traffic reduction is an officially approved policy objective, and that soft measures can
make a valuable and concrete contribution to this.

14.3.2 Funding mechanisms
Most soft measures are funded via local authority revenue budgets, and most specific
initiatives are locally designed and launched. Therefore the views, priorities and
constraints in local authorities are likely to be decisive in determining what happens
in practice. Some local authorities have successfully made the case to their district
auditors that soft measures, being part of a package of hard and soft measures, can be
funded from capital budgets, and this has given them a great flexibility which they see
as important. Others cannot do this, or think that they cannot. If soft measures are to
be applied more intensively and extensively than at present, greater flexibility in
funding them via capital programmes would be required, or alternative revenue
sources would need to be found. This is particularly true to avoid short term contracts,
and associated rapid turnover, of staff with the skills to implement soft factors.

14.3.3 Requests for supportive national policies
Many soft measures require stronger supporting action from other areas of local and
national policy. Those national policies most frequently mentioned by our
interviewees were:
•

•

•

•

More employers could be persuaded to develop workplace travel plans if further
tax incentives were offered. One mechanism mentioned by interviewees was
business rate rebates; alternatives might include tax credits for travel plan revenue
measures, or enhanced capital allowances for infrastructure.
Some interviewees argued that travel plans could be made a statutory requirement
for schools (as part of their health and safety responsibilities to pupils) and for
other organisations (drawing parallels with legislation on disability and social
housing, which, although initially seen as an unacceptable burden on the private
sector, are now widely accepted).
Planning policy guidance was felt to be inconsistently applied, and two tier
authorities in particular felt that PPG13 could be strengthened to ensure planning
authorities required effective travel plans as part of new developments. It was
suggested that Section 106 planning gain agreements could be used more
frequently to secure personalised travel planning programmes and car clubs for
new residential developments – and that, as innovative use of the planning system
occurred, it was important to disseminate good practice.
Public transport information and marketing can only be as good as the product,
and if bus services are poor quality, infrequent, or do not connect, marketing will
not deliver significant patronage increase. The lack of directive powers for local
authorities and PTEs to set the framework for public transport was felt to be an
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obstacle to the provision of good public transport services. It was also argued that
OFT constraints are perceived to inhibit cooperative arrangements on joint
information, marketing, ticketing, and timetabling arrangements between
operators. National clarification that this is encouraged would be welcomed.
There are some groups that local authorities find hard to engage with – for
example, leisure providers, property developers and trade unions for workplace
travel planning; and retailers for home shopping. Greater work with these groups
at national level might make achieving local buy-in from such groups easier.
Technical advice for companies interested in telework or teleconference solutions
might also be appropriate.
The majority of interviewees commented that it was often hard to gain credibility
for soft policies – not least because knowledge and evidence about them was
sparse. Consequently, greater dissemination of existing national experience could
be helpful for achieving local acceptability.

14.3.4 Need for other local policies which support soft measures
The most important local policies to support soft measures were identified as follows:
• Reallocation of road capacity, parking restraint, congestion charging and
workplace parking levies were all felt to be important in order to ‘lock in’ the
benefits of soft measures; to motivate organisations to become involved in travel
planning; and to provide the space necessary for high quality public transport,
walking and cycling provision.
• Traffic calming, 20mph limits, safe crossing facilities and parking restrictions
outside schools were felt by some interviewees to be an important part or
counterpart to school travel planning programmes.
• Traffic orders for dedicated parking spaces for car club vehicles could be fasttracked, to reduce the long time gap between canvassing potential car club
members in a new locality and providing a car. Special parking arrangements for
car sharers could also help to substantially generate interest in car sharing
schemes.
• For home shopping, vehicle access restrictions, specific parking rights, and
investment in local drop-off facilities could all help to persuade retailers to invest
in more efficient and less polluting logistics systems.

14.4 Issues of analysis, methodology, and implications for
modelling and forecasting
As foreshadowed in chapter 1, the work has revealed a number of quite serious
measurement problems, which affect all calculations of the impact of soft measures,
in some cases substantially – though it should be said that similar issues will also need
to be addressed for many other types of transport initiative. The five most important
identified problems are described in the following sections.

14.4.1 Recognition of responses other than mode switching
Many of the policy objectives, reviews and individual studies have expressed their
targets and outcomes in the form of shifts in the proportion of trips by each mode,
then converting these into traffic impacts by re-calculating the figures as vehicle
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kilometres. However, they have done so in different ways, in some cases simply by
assuming that all origins, destinations and average journey distances stay the same,
others by allowing for differential impact on journeys of different lengths, and a few
by allowing for an effect on wider dimensions of choice such as destination, number
of journeys, time of day, and patterns of trip tours at the household level. Analysis
which treats mode shift as the only behavioural response is unlikely to be able to
make a full assessment of the impact.
Overestimates of impact may occur if a particular soft measure is only effective for
short journeys, but is assumed to be equally effective for journeys of all lengths. For
example, a health awareness programme specifically aimed at encouraging people to
walk instead of driving for short trips might have a large effect on number of car trips
but a small effect on car mileage.
Underestimates may occur because:
• no allowance is made for average distance or longer car journeys switching to
closer destinations, which then make switching to walking or cycling more
realistic;
• switching from car to public transport is most likely to be associated with a shift
from diffuse patterns of origins and destinations to more concentrated patterns
reflecting public transport routes, with, for example, a focus on city centres.
The former effects mainly apply when considering shifts in mode within a stable
pattern of journey length, and the latter to shifts in the distribution of journey length
itself, which is especially likely over the periods of time in which people change their
home, job and shopping preference for other reasons. It is therefore a logical
hypothesis that overestimating effects might be more likely in the short run, and
underestimating them might be more likely in the longer run. However, we have not
yet found evidence to confirm this.

14.4.2 Dynamic build-up of effects over time
Most studies of the effects on behaviour of hard measures, such as studies of changes
in price (involving econometric analysis of time series data) or studies of the
expansion or contraction of road capacity (involving analysis of traffic counts), have
concluded that effects on behaviour can build up over a period of several years.
Theory, logic and intuition, but little evidence, suggests that this build-up process
could also apply to the similar behavioural responses involved in some soft measures,
and, if so, those studies with a short period will underestimate the impacts of such
measures, after allowing also for the effects in the longer term of other factors (eg
income, car ownership etc) which may be operating in the opposite direction.
Other soft factors, however, may have the effect of shortening the behavioural
response period, by making immediate information available, and alternatives worth
considering, which would otherwise only filter through to some travellers much more
slowly, or not at all. Further, some soft initiatives seem to need reinforcement or
refreshment after a period.
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Although some studies have continued empirical monitoring for a longer period, when
considering future impacts, it is most common only to allow for delays due to feasible
timescales of implementation, not those due to the behavioural timescales of response.

14.4.3 Synergy and interactions
A recurrent theme in earlier reviews has been the strong argument that synergies and
interactions are likely between soft measures, and between soft and hard measures.
Local experience rarely if ever presents a ‘pure’ experimental context where only one
instrument is changed at a time, or controlled combinations of instruments are
implemented. Therefore the observed effects will always, to some extent, include
effects of a combination of variables, but not in a way which allows definite
attribution of importance to each, or the statistical measurement of interaction effects.
In local experience the initiators of soft policies have formed a strong impression of
specific synergies and interactions at work, as reported in Chapters 3 to 13. The most
frequently cited examples of positive synergistic interactions are those in which (a)
one soft measure increases the effectiveness of another and (b) soft measures interact
with hard measures. In each case, the main mechanisms are: strengthening awareness,
intent, or the range of opportunities available; reaching thresholds enabling larger
responses; or reducing offsetting effects which would undermine the impact of the
soft factor intervention. There are also often synergies with non-transport policy
objectives.
There were some concerns about circumstances where the interaction may be
negative, namely:
•

Car-based initiatives such as car clubs or car-sharing are intended to encourage a
less car-based lifestyle, but they may have the opposite effect for some people,
subtracting from public transport, walking or cycling. For car clubs the available
evidence suggests the net effect so far has been small (that is, non car owners
who join car clubs show little change in their travel patterns), partly because cost
regimes make car use unattractive for regular trips. For car-sharing, the evidence
is less clear, but common sense suggests that car-sharing might be more
appropriate in areas where public transport is relatively poor (e.g. rural areas)
than in areas where it is good.

•

When approaching saturation levels of effect for particular markets, further
reductions in car use will be increasingly difficult, and it would then risk double
counting to assume that the effects of separate soft factor initiatives, aimed at the
same journeys, would be additive. It is unlikely that this applies often at present,
but it would become material in the event of intensive, sustained and successful
implementation of soft measures over a number of years.

•

If soft instruments succeed in reducing car use in conditions of congestion,
sufficiently to have a noticeable effect on that congestion, induced traffic effects
must become important. This has been identified as a potential problem
throughout the report. As highlighted, if this occurs, soft measures may have
large effects on individual behaviour but small or zero eventual net effects on
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traffic levels. Consequently, demand management measures aimed at avoiding
induced traffic offsetting the results of soft measures are a key requirement to
achieving their full potential.
•

It has been suggested that enthusiasm for soft factors is enhanced by high
congestion and related problems. To some extent, success in overcoming these
problems could reduce their potential effectiveness, though the other benefits
from soft factor measures would still apply.

Overall, the main significance of arguments about both synergies and negative
interactions is that consistent application of soft and hard measures will increase the
speed at which maximum realistic behavioural shifts are achieved, and inconsistent or
partial application will substantially undermine the likelihood of having much effect
at all at the network level, though effects at the individual level could still occur.

14.4.4 Prospective and retrospective bias
When carrying out systematic comparisons of alternatives for policy appraisal, it is
usual to imagine or model a world of identical base conditions, where the same people
with the same economic and social circumstances are making different travel
decisions because of different transport costs, opportunities or information. There are
some features of soft policy instruments which make it difficult to fit real world
observations into this framework.
One case applies prospectively, when selecting in advance a specific sample of the
population for information or opportunities not aimed at everybody. When a reduction
in car use is then observed, it is necessary to distinguish how many of the target group
would have made the observed change in their behaviour even without the
intervention. It is known that, in any two time periods, a substantial proportion of the
population will reduce their car use even without policy intervention, though they will
be offset, or more than offset, by different people who increase their car use. This is
important both for calculation of the overall change, but also for attribution of the size
of the soft impact.
Another case applies retrospectively, especially when relying on research methods
asking ‘what did you do before?’ or ‘why?’. There is a well-documented tendency for
people to recall and describe events and motives in such a way as to justify their
current choices, to themselves or to the interviewer, which can influence both
estimation of the size of a change and its attribution to different causes.
Both of these effects can be allowed for, in principle, by suitably rigorous controls.
Not all studies have attempted to do so, and those that have frequently record
controversy and argument about whether the controls are well defined and the
inferences valid. It is worth noting that similar caveats and issues of interpretation
apply to assessment of conventional or ‘hard’ policies, though are often not taken into
account.
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14.4.5 Monitoring
As a new area of policy, there is a wide range of practice on monitoring, and a
sensitivity to its cost. There is some wry puzzlement about expectations or
requirements that a much larger proportion of the overall expenditure should be spent
on monitoring soft measures than has ever been considered for traditional hard
policies. This is seen as a barrier to implementing cheap, potentially good value
measures which is not imposed on expensive, potentially poor value measures.
Moreover, there is also an increasing awareness of the difficulty of measuring
complex changes to travel behaviour with precision, for the reasons discussed above.
Guidelines on monitoring methodologies could help ensure useful data was gathered
at least cost. However, to be useful, this should not be seen as an additional burden of
proof required for soft measures, but part of a general approach to monitoring the
effects of all important policy initiatives and projects. (This is especially important
since it is now argued that the degree of certainty about the impacts of traditional hard
measures is no greater than that for the new policy packages).
There is a particular lack of empirical evidence about the traffic impacts of teleconferencing; car sharing schemes (in particular, what participants ‘did before’);
travel awareness campaigns (in terms of behaviour change, not simply attitude
modification); and home shopping schemes. It is also clear that nationally funded
pilot projects on some of the other soft factors (notably the personalised travel
planning pilots and the original Sustrans Safe Routes to School project) have played,
or are playing, a key role in helping to increase the knowledge base about the role of
such measures in the UK. Further pilot projects, with careful monitoring, could help
to reduce the current lack of data about some of the less well understood soft factors.
The ‘Sustainable Travel Demonstration Towns’ project should also provide an
invaluable source of data about the combined impact of introducing a co-ordinated
package of such measures.

14.5 Recommendation
Although ‘soft factors’ still remains, in part, a label of convenience rather than being
coherently and rigorously defined, there is nevertheless a growing body of practical
experience and theoretical understanding of the role for such measures in transport
policy. Soft factor interventions provide a number of different ways of giving more
reliable information, better informed traveller attitudes, and more benign or efficient
ways of travelling.
Such policies, separately or together, have been undertaken for a wide range of
different objectives including reducing congestion; increasing revenue for transport
companies; improving health by encouraging more physical activity; improving social
inclusion; reducing environmental damage and saving commercial costs for
employers. The most common specific feature linking these different policies has
been that they have the potential to impact on levels of car use.
We conclude that these soft measures, in a favourable wider policy context, could be
sufficiently effective in reducing traffic that they merit serious consideration for an
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important role in transport strategy for the foreseeable future, prima facie offering
very good value for money, and few disadvantages.
We stress that the substantial future traffic reduction identified here should be seen as
the potential that soft factor interventions offer, not a forecast of probable impacts.
Particular attention would be needed to ensure the benefits from soft factor
interventions are ‘locked in’, via demand management measures to control induced
traffic. Such measures, if well designed, could also have further beneficial effects on
travel choices and traffic conditions in their own right. In this report, we have not
taken any of these further effects into account.
It is important to include the impact of soft measures in national forecasting exercises,
though we do not find helpful the practice that this can be done simply by subtracting
a certain percentage of traffic, whatever figure that may be. The effects of soft
policies will depend on the scale of implementation chosen, as an act of policy, by
central and local government, associated, and interacting, with other policies being
assessed, including prices, service improvements, traffic control and management,
and infrastructure changes.
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Road Traffic Estimates
Methodology Note
An annual series of road traffic estimates are published by the Department for Transport,
approximately 6 months after the end of the reference year.
Data Collection
There are three main data sources which are used to calculate annual traffic estimates. Manual
traffic counts are carried out at a number of sites throughout the counting season which runs
between March and October. This raw data is then combined with information from a network of
1
automatic traffic counters (ATCs) to calculate a series of annual average daily flows (average
vehicles per day) for each count point. These daily flows are combined with road lengths to
calculate the number of vehicle miles travelled each year by vehicle type, road category and
region.
Manual Traffic Counts
Annual traffic estimates are mainly based on around 10,000 manual counts which are conducted
each year, where trained enumerators count traffic by vehicle type over a 12 hour period.
Manual counts are held on both major and minor roads on days in the year which have been
assigned the status: ‘neutral day’. A neutral day is a weekday between March and October,
excluding all public holidays and school holidays; this is because it is on any of these days that
traffic is expected to behave similarly. There are usually 110 neutral counting days in a calendar
year.
Major roads in Great Britain are represented by a series of links, which are unique sections of road
which make up the entirety of the major roads network. These links are given a unique reference
number called a count point number or CP; these links are referred to as CPs. It is not possible to
count every single link every year; therefore the sections of road are surveyed on either an annual
basis or on a cycle of every 2 years, every 4 years or every 8 years. This means not every link in
the major road network has a 12 hour count in each year.
Minor road estimates are calculated differently to major road estimates. Due to the vast number of
minor roads in Great Britain it is not possible to count them all, instead a representative sample of
1

Annual average daily flow (AADF) is the number of vehicles estimated to pass a given point on the road in a 24 hour
period on an average day in the year
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minor road sites are counted each year. Growth between the two years is then applied to overall
minor road estimates to calculate estimates for the latest year.
Automatic Traffic Counters (ATCs)
Traffic data is also collected continuously from a national network of around 180 Automatic Traffic
Counters (ATCs). In addition to counting traffic, the ATCs record some of the physical properties of
passing vehicles which are used to classify traffic by type. The ATCs produce two outputs which
are used in the production of annual estimates: expansion factors and growth factors.
Expansion factors
Expansion factors are used to convert the manual count 12 hour totals into flow figures that
represent traffic in an average 24 hour period, or annual average daily flow (AADF). In order to do
this, roads in Great Britain are split into 22 categories, based on the type of road, the location, and
the estimated AADF. See Annex A for details of these categories. These 22 categories are called
expansion factor categories and each ATC is placed into one of these categories.
Each ATC records a 12 hour day figure from 7 am to 7 pm, and a 12 hour night figure, from 7 pm
to 7 am, and also a 24 hour figure which is just the sum of these two 12 hour figures, for each day
in the year. Expansion factors for each individual ATC are created by calculating the average of
the 24 hour totals over 365 days of the year: this is effectively calculating an AADF for each ATC.
Then, for each neutral day (days on which manual counts are conducted), the ATC’s AADF is
divided by the 12 hour (7 am to 7 pm) total to give an expansion factor for every neutral day for
each ATC.
To produce the final expansion factors a median of the individual ATC expansion factors in each of
the 22 expansion factor categories for each neutral day is calculated. This is done for the different
vehicles types. This results in 16,390 unique expansion factors (110 neutral days by 22 expansion
factors by 7 different vehicle types, excluding any for pedal cycles on motorways).
HGVs: The data from the ATCs is grouped into rigid and articulated HGVs and expansion factors
are created for these two vehicle types. When a manual count is carried out 6 different
classifications of HGV are recorded: 3 rigid types and 3 articulated types. The same expansion
factors are applied to all 3 rigid types, and the same expansion factor is applied to all 3 articulated
types.
London: In London the ATCs only classify vehicles into two categories, Short and Long. The ATCs
are then classified into 4 London expansion factor categories and then those traffic totals are split
into the different vehicle types using proportions that have been calculated from a series of manual
counts done in London. Short is split into car, vans, motorcycles and pedal cycles while Long is
split into articulated HGVs, rigid HGVs and Bus. Expansion factors can then be calculated for
these categories in the same way described above.
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Converting the 12 hour raw totals into AADF figures is done by multiplying the 12 hour total by the
relevant expansion factor depending on vehicle type, count date and expansion factor category
Growth factors
Where a manual count has not taken place in the reference year, growth factors are applied to the
previous year’s AADFs in order to bring them in line with growth at the national level. Growth
factors are calculated from the change between the reference year and the previous year. They
are calculated from data from every ATC in the 22 expansion factor categories and for the 7
vehicle types ATC data is grouped into.
Data from the Continuing Survey of Road Goods Transport (CSRGT) provides information on the
proportions of the 6 classifications of HGV we publish our traffic data on; these proportions are
applied to the rigid and articulated growth factors. This results in unique growth factors for 11
vehicle types and expansion factor categories.
By applying either expansion factors to manual counts or growth factors to the previous year’s
AADFs we get a full set of up-to-date AADFs for every link of road on the major road network, and
for the minor roads on which counts have been carried out.
Creating AADFs
The expansion factors are applied to all CPs which have had a manual count. At this point major
and minor road AADFs are separated as traffic volume is calculated differently for major and minor
roads. The growth factors are then applied to the previous year’s AADF of any remaining major
road CPs. There are some CPs which are never counted, they are defined as either dependent,
derived or Scottish ATC CPs.
CPs are defined as dependent if the road to which they’re associated crosses through a local
authority boundary. We do this because we publish our traffic estimates by local authority. When
this happens the link is simply broken into two parts and the AADF is equal for each section.
Therefore all the dependent CPs are calculated after all other AADFs to ensure all data is
available.
CPs are defined as derived if the link that is to be counted is very small (less than 300m) or is
considered too dangerous to count. In these situations, surrounding roads have been studied and
a formula created to calculate the flow on the derived link using the flows of the other links.
Some roads in Scotland have automatic traffic counters on them; these are managed by Transport
Scotland, who then supply DfT with the AADFs calculated from the ATCs on these roads.
Once an AADF for the latest year has been calculated for all of the links of the major road network,
and for the sample of minor road sites counted each year, the figures are combined with road
lengths to produce estimates for the amount of vehicle miles driven in the year.
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Road Lengths
Methodology on the calculation of major and minor road length statistics is available at
http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/statistics/datatablespublications/roads/condition/#technical.
Major road traffic
At this stage we have calculated AADFs for every link of road in the major road network. Traffic
volume is measured in vehicle miles, where one vehicle mile is equal to one vehicle travelling one
mile. For each CP in our database we have associated information, and one detail is the length of
each link.
To convert the AADFs into traffic volume we multiply each AADF with its associated link length; we
then multiply it by the number of days in the year to get an annual total.
TrafficCP = AADFCP x Lengthlink x 365
Total traffic = 6 TrafficCP
As we have traffic volume figures for every link of the major road network, these figures can then
be summed to create total major traffic volume figures for Great Britain, regions and local
authorities.
Minor road traffic
Minor road traffic estimates are grown from a baseline which is periodically updated. In the base
year, for each minor road class in each local authority, an AADF is estimated based on a sample
of traffic counts, including those projected forward from counts done in earlier years. These AADFs
are then multiplied by the total road length for the relevant minor road category to give an estimate
of traffic for that road category.
The minor roads are made up of six road categories, ‘B’, ‘C’ and unclassified roads, further split
into rural and urban areas. Minor road traffic estimates are split by the same 11 vehicle categories
as the major road estimates.
Traffic for the latest year is obtained by calculating changes in traffic flows from a sample of minor
road manual counts which are counted every year. Minor road AADFs are calculated as detailed
above for all of the growth sample of minor road count points. AADF figures are used for all vehicle
types other than pedal cycles, where the raw 12 hour count data is used.
For each region and road type, the median AADF is found for the current year and the previous
year for the different vehicle types from the growth sample. All counts from the growth sample are
included in this calculation where a valid count is available for both years. This gives a median
AADF for all splits of data for the latest and the previous year for each region, for example, cars on
rural B roads in London.
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These medians are used to produce a series of growth factors for each split of data. To do this, the
regional medians are first weighted by the length of road in each category in each region. These
growth factors indicate how the average flow for different road and vehicle types has changed
between the two years, and are weighted to show changes in traffic (flow x distance) rather than
simply flow.
Growth factors for the road length in each category are also produced so that any changes in road
length between years are reflected in the latest estimates.
These two sets of growth factors are then applied to the previous year’s minor roads estimates to
calculate the latest year’s estimates. So for cars on rural B roads the latest year’s traffic estimate is
calculated using the following formula for each local authority:
Cars on rural B roadsy = Cars on rural B roadsy-1 x Growthtraffic x Growthlength
Where:
Growthtraffic is the growth in the traffic (median AADF x road length) for cars on rural B roads in
the relevant region between y-1 and y
Growthlength is the growth in rural B road length in the relevant local authority between y-1 and y
The same formula is used to grow the traffic estimates from the previous year for the 6 road
categories and 11 vehicle types which make up the minor road estimates.
For further information on these statistics please email roadtraff.stats@dft.gsi.gov.uk.

This methodology note relates to the “Annual Road Traffic Estimates” statistics (tables and charts)
and statistical release published on the DfT website at:
http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/statistics/datatablespublications/roads/traffic
Road Traffic Estimates – Methodology Note – Page 5 of 6
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Annex A:
Road categories used in the calculation of expansion factors
Category
01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
50
51
52
53
54
55

Description
Motorways in holiday areas
Motorways in other rural areas with an estimated AADF of of up to 59,999
Motorways in other rural areas with an estimated AADF of 60,000 or more
Motorways in part rural and part urban areas and conurbations
Motorways in mostly urban areas and Greater London
Rural A roads in holiday and very rural areas with an estimated AADF of up to 4,999
Rural A roads in holiday and very rural areas with an estimated AADF of between 5,000 and 7,999
Rural A roads in holiday and very rural areas with an estimated AADF of 8,000 or more
Rural A roads in all other areas with an estimated AADF of up to 13,999
Rural A roads in all other areas with an estimated AADF of 14,000 or more
Urban A roads in holiday areas
Urban A roads in all other areas except Greater London with an estimated AADF of up to 19,999
Urban A roads in all other areas except Greater London with an estimated AADF of 20,000 or more
Urban A roads in Outer London
Urban A roads in Inner London
Urban A roads in Central London
Minor rural roads in holiday areas with an estimated AADF of up to 399
Minor rural roads in holiday areas with an estimated AADF of 400 or more
Minor rural roads in all other areas with an estimated AADF of up to 2,499
Minor rural roads in all other areas with an estimated AADF of 2,500 or more
Minor urban roads in all areas except Greater London
Minor urban roads in Greater London
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Flow Weighted Vehicle Speeds on Local Authority Managed ‘A’ Roads –
Methodology
10 November 2011
Introduction
1. This document sets out the methodology used to calculate the Department’s estimates of
vehicle speeds on local authority managed ‘A’ roads and provides some indication as to the
quality of the estimates produced.
2. This statistical series was first published in November 2010 - using data from the last 3
academic years - and has been updated since then with new monthly and quarterly statistics
showing how speeds on locally managed ‘A’ roads have changed since September 2006.
3. The statistics for the most recent academic year, that is September to July, are provisional
and will be finalised along with the publication of the annual estimates in the following
November.
User feedback
4. We are always keen to receive comments from users of transport statistics and are
encouraged to seek user views by the UK Statistics Authority. Your views about the new
series, how it is presented and analysed, and the frequency you would like to see it updated
would be particularly helpful.
5. If you have any comments, suggestions or questions on any of the above, please email
them to us at: congestion.stats@dft.gsi.gov.uk.
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Matching the congestion and traffic count road networks
6. The Department’s congestion and traffic data are currently matched against 2 different
interpretations of the road network.
7. The congestion data provided to the Department by Trafficmaster are matched to the
Ordnance Survey Integrated Transport Network (ITN). This network provides a highly
accurate representation of roads on the ground and is constructed in such a way that any
individual section of road between 2 junctions – however minor they may be – can be
separately identified. The complete network for England consists of around 3.4 million
separate ‘links’, many of which are bi-directional, and is therefore ideal for matching high
resolution GPS-data to in order to estimate average traffic speeds on any given part of the
actual road network.
8. The Department’s traffic count data, however, are collected against a schematic
representation of the major road network, consisting of all ‘A’ roads and motorways. Each
stretch of road between major road junctions is defined as a ‘link’, upon which traffic is
counted, but these links are represented as simplified straight lines in the network rather
than following the actual road layout. In this way, the start and end points of each link will be
accurately positioned at the site of the relevant junctions but the link itself will deviate from
the actual formation of roads on the ground. While simplified, this network is effective for the
organisation of traffic counts as it can be easily maintained and managed and it can
reasonably be assumed that traffic levels do not deviate significantly across the length of
each link.
9. An example of how these 2 networks differ in their representation of the actual road layout is
shown below.
Figure 1: Example of actual road layout

© Crown copyright. All rights reserved. Department for Transport 100039241, 2010
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Figure 2: ITN representation of example network (major roads shown in red)

© Crown copyright. All rights reserved. Department for Transport 100039241, 2010

Figure 3: Schematic representation of major roads within example network

10. In order to allow the Department’s traffic count data to be used constructively alongside the
congestion data, these 2 different representations of the road network must be matched.
11. For the purposes of this project, the matching of these 2 networks was performed using
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) software. Each link within the ITN representation of
the major road network (the red lines shown in figure 2) was first distilled to its centroid – the
geometric centre point of its line – as shown in the example below.
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Figure 4: Centroids of links within example ITN major road network

© Crown copyright. All rights reserved. Department for Transport 100039241, 2010

12. Each of these centre points were then matched through the GIS software to the link within
the Department’s schematic traffic count network falling closest to it. However, in order to
prevent issues of mismatching, particularly around road junctions, a further restriction was
put in place so that centre points from links in the ITN network were only matched against
schematic traffic count links that shared the same road classification (A1, A40, A406, etc). In
addition, an upper limit was introduced so that ITN links could not be matched to traffic count
links more than 7.5 kilometres away.
13. An example of the results of this geographic matching exercise is shown in figure 5. The
colours of the centroids in the example indicate that the points have been matched to a
different traffic count link.
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Figure 5: Example of matched network results (colours represent matching to traffic count links)

© Crown copyright. All rights reserved. Department for Transport 100039241, 2010

14. Despite the precautions outlined above, it is not possible to remove all occurrences of
incorrect matching between the 2 networks. For example, around particularly complex
junctions some ITN link centroids may have been matched to the traffic count link on the
wrong side of the junction and, due to the different timing of network updates, there will
some issues of new roads being incorrectly matched or not matched at all. However, these
issues are infrequent and, as the example matching shown above indicates, the vast
majority of ITN links match to an appropriate traffic count link.
15. As the ITN and traffic count networks are updated annually, a matching exercise is carried
out each year in order to generate the annual flow weighted congestion statistics. The
individual versions of the ITN and traffic count networks matched, along with the number of
matched and un-matched links, are shown below.
Figure 6: Summary results of ITN vs. traffic count network matching
Academic
year

ITN version(s)
matched

2006/7 1

9 Mar 2007
9 Mar 2007
9 Oct 2007
12 Jun 2008
7 Jul 2009
8 Jun 2010
22 Jun 2011

2007/8 2
2008/9
2009/10
2010/11
2011/12 3

Traffic count
networks
matched
2007
2007
2008
2009
2010
2010

No. ITN links No. ITN links
matched
unmatched
306,807
306,807
310,288
316,390
315,860
318,831
320,217

429
429
524
475
495
623
715

1. Congestion data for 2006/7 were matched against the 2007 traffic count network due to the unavailability of the
2006 network at the time of matching.
2. Congestion data for the 2007/8 academic year were matched against 2 versions of the ITN - Sep 07 to Jan 08
data were matched against the 9/3/07 version and Feb 08 to Jul 08 data were matched against the 9/10/07 version.
Both versions have therefore been matched with the 2007 traffic count network.
3. The 2011/12 ITN will be re-matched against the 2011 traffic count network next year before the statistics are
made final in November 2012. It is expected the number of unmatched ITN links will reduce at this point .
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Estimating vehicle journey times on the ITN
16. The Department currently purchases data about vehicle speeds and journey times from
Trafficmaster.
17. These data are generated through in-vehicle GPS units as part of the satellite navigation
and stolen vehicle tracking services Trafficmaster provides to their customers. The specific
raw data used to derive the Department’s journey time statistics consist of 10-second GPS
location reports for these vehicles for the period during which their ignition is on.
18. As part of the service provided to the Department, Trafficmaster map these GPS location
reports to the Ordnance Survey ITN (described earlier) and then use this information to
reconstruct the routes taken by their customers as they move through the road network.
19. These reconstructed journeys, combined with the time stamps on the associated GPS
location reports, allow Trafficmaster to estimate the time taken by these vehicles to traverse
each ITN link. The data also allows journey times to be associated with a particular link
direction if the ITN link in question can be traversed in either direction. Where the 10-second
GPS location reports don’t fall exactly on the start and end of each link, interpolation is used
to estimate the time taken by the vehicles to complete each link.
20. An example of how this process works is given below.
Figure 7: Example of 10-second GPS vehicle location reports

© Crown copyright. All rights reserved. Department for Transport 100039241, 2010
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Figure 8: Example of route reconstructed from GPS location reports

© Crown copyright. All rights reserved. Department for Transport 100039241, 2010

Figure 9: Example of how individual link journey times are estimated

5:45:51
Estimated link end
time = 5:45:49
5:45:41

5:45:31

Estimated link start
time = 5:45:34

Estimated time to
complete link shown
= 5:45:49 – 5:45:34
= 15 seconds

21. It is important to note, however, that while these data are created from high resolution GPS
traces, the data the Department receive are anonymised so that individual vehicle or
ownership details can never be linked to individual journeys. In addition, the first and last
500 metres of each journey are excluded from the raw data to prevent complete, door-todoor, journeys being identified.
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22. For the purposes of this project, only data generated from cars, light goods vehicles and
heavy goods vehicles were used to estimate journey times. All public service vehicles (e.g.
buses) were excluded from the statistics as their frequent stopping/starting would report
much slower journey times than actually prevail on the road.
23. In addition, in order to make the data representative of conditions during the most congested
times, data were only included for journeys made during the morning peak, defined as 7am
to 10am, and weekends and school holiday periods were excluded from the statistics.
24. The individual link journey times were then averaged for each ITN link and direction for all
relevant journeys made during each academic year - that is from September to July each
year. This process resulted in a single average journey time, in minutes, for each link and
direction for each year and additionally, in the case of the quarterly and monthly series, for
each quarter and month.
25. Clearly, the robustness of these link level averages will be largely dependent on the number
of vehicles generating the data with more vehicle movements along a link increasing the
confidence that the journey time estimate for that link is accurate. The treatment of journey
times based on small samples is dealt with later in this paper but a summary showing the
reassuringly large number of vehicles generating data for most links/direction combinations
is shown below.
Figure 10: Number of vehicle movements generating link level journey time estimates for local
authority managed ‘A’ roads
No. vehicle
movements
generating
journey time
estimate
0-10
11-50
51-100
101-250
251-500
501-1,000
1,001+

No. ITN links/directions1
2006/7
academic
year

2007/8
academic
year

2008/9
academic
year

2009/10
academic
year

2010/11
academic
year

6,484
10,220
16,642
69,471
120,337
121,085
56,454

5,722
6,273
8,778
39,051
89,434
144,253
117,281

4,477
4,248
5,511
23,970
59,544
135,621
183,428

4,729
3,567
4,809
20,813
54,796
132,427
194,278

3,277
4,997
7,059
31,137
78,647
148,789
144,250

1. Data for 2011/12 will be shown in November 2012 when the full year’s data are available.
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Estimating vehicle flow on the major road traffic count network
26. The Department estimates the traffic flow along each schematic link of the major road traffic
count network (described earlier) through the use of manual surveys.
27. Individual links on the major road network are surveyed on an 8-year rolling schedule
although those carrying the greatest flow of traffic are surveyed every year. In addition, a
number of links are not physically surveyed at all as their traffic flow is known to be wholly
dependent on that of another link or on the flows from a combination of other links. A
summary of the number of links counted in each of the last 3 years is given below.
Figure 11: Number of major road network links by count type
Year
Count type

2007

2008

2009

2010

Counted in year
(includes all those counted
annually and some on 8year schedule)

4,753

4,635

4,624

4,296

Dependent on flow from
other link(s)

2,323

2,330

2,375

2,398

Not counted in year

10,850

10,961

10,927

11,206

28. The survey period runs between March and October each year and individual surveys take
place on a selected weekday, outside of school holidays, during the 12 hour period 7am to
7pm. Daily surveys typically consist of teams of enumerators observing the traffic during this
period and recording the observed traffic flow in each direction for each vehicle classes on
an hourly basis.
29. In order to estimate annual traffic, these data are then expanded to 24-hour estimates
through factors derived from the Department’s series of automatic traffic counters and, in the
case of links which have not been surveyed for a number of years, grown or shrunk
depending on changes observed on these types of links in the intervening period.
30. More details of how these traffic estimates and those for minor roads are derived are
available at:
http://assets.dft.gov.uk/statistics/releases/traffic-estimates-2010/traffic-estimates-2010methodology.pdf
31. For the purposes of this project, estimates of traffic flow on each major road link during the
weekday morning peak were required so that the data could be used in a meaningful way
alongside the vehicle journey time estimates outlined in the previous section.
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32. In order to derive these morning peak flow estimates, the following approach was used.
For all major road links where a manual survey had been carried out that year, the
observed 7am to 10am vehicle flow in each direction of the link was simply extracted
from the Department’s central database.
For those major road links where a manual survey hadn’t been carried out that year, it
was assumed that the proportion of the daily flow accounted for by the morning peak the
last time the link was surveyed had not changed. These proportions were calculated for
each vehicle class within each link direction and applied to the latest all-day flows in
order to derive flow estimates for the morning peak.
Example of calculation of morning peak flow for selected link direction (repeated for each
vehicle type):
No. of cars observed between 7am and 10am during last survey: 3,000
Daily flow estimate for cars during last survey: 15,000
Proportion of daily car flow accounted for by the morning peak: 3,000 / 15,000 = 0.2
Daily flow estimate for cars in current year: 20,000
Estimated flow of cars between 7am and 10am in current year:
0.2 x 20,000 = 4,000
For those major road links whose flow is assumed to be dependent on that of another
link, or on a combination of other links, the morning peak flows from these ‘parent’ links,
as calculated above, were taken as the link estimates.
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Combining the journey time and traffic data to derive flow-weighted speed estimates
33. In order to derive a single flow-weighted speed estimate for each local authority, the journey
time data were aggregated in 2 separate stages.
Aggregation of journey times within traffic count links
34. Firstly, the ITN link journey times (as outlined previous) were combined to produce an
estimated journey time for each of the Department’s traffic count links. To aid comparability,
these estimates were calculated in minutes per mile rather than the absolute journey times
derived for each ITN link.
35. In order to provide the most accurate estimate of the actual journey times experienced within
each traffic count link, the Trafficmaster data were allowed to ‘self-weight’ during the
aggregation process. In this way, sections of road with relatively few Trafficmaster
observations on them will count less towards the average journey time for each traffic count
link than sections with many observations.
36. While this method should prevent slip roads, for example, having too much impact on the
overall estimate for each traffic count link, it does assume that the distribution of
Trafficmaster vehicles is representative of the general traffic.
37. This would be a very bold assumption if made at network level –Trafficmaster’s customers
are unlikely to be evenly spread across the country for example - but, as the data are only
taken to be representative within the realm of each traffic count link, it is a much more
reasonable assumption.
38. An example of how ITN link journey times were aggregated to traffic count link level is
shown overleaf.
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Figure 12: Example of how journey times were aggregated within traffic count links
Stage 1: ITN Links matched to a particular traffic count link
Traffic count links
ITN links

© Crown copyright. All rights reserved. Department for Transport 100039241, 2010

Stage 2: Journey time data extracted for ITN links
ITN Link
Number of
Average journey time
observations
(mins)
A
250
3.0
B
500
2.0
C
750
4.5
D
600
6.0
E
150
2.0

Link length (miles)
1.0
1.0
5.0
1.5
1.5

Stage 3: Journey time data aggregated for traffic count link
Aggregate data
Description
Vehicle minutes
Total time spent travelling by observed vehicles
within selected ITN links:
[number of observations]*[average journey time],
summed across ITN links
Vehicle miles
Total distance travelled by observed vehicles within
selected ITN links:
[number of observations]*[link length], summed
across ITN links
Average journey time Average journey time, in minutes per mile, for
(minutes per mile)
selected traffic count link:
[vehicle minutes]/[vehicle miles]

Value
9,025

5,625

1.6

39. This aggregation was carried out similarly for all ITN links recorded by the Ordnance Survey
as being part of a locally managed ‘A’ road with the small exception of roundabouts.
40. Journey times for roundabout links within the ITN were removed from the data before
aggregation as the flow around them are complex and cannot simply be estimated by the
flow of one or other of the traffic count links that join at them. In addition, congestion does
not usually occur on roundabouts themselves and is more commonly associated with the
links leading up to these types of junction.
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Imputation of journey times for links with small sample sizes
41. Although the journey time estimates for the majority of ITN links are based on very large
sample sizes – see figure 10 – the data for some links are based on much smaller samples
and cannot be treated with the same level of confidence.
42. As such, any aggregated data at traffic count link level that were based on fewer than an
average of 10 observations per ITN link were replaced with imputed journey times based on
the following:
The average journey time, in minutes per mile, for that particular road in the local
authority - if this itself was based on an average of 50 or more observations per ITN link;
Otherwise,
The average journey time, in minutes per mile, for all locally managed ‘A’ roads in the
local authority.
43. Detailed imputation tables for published statistics can be found online in the technical
information section at:
http://www.dft.gov.uk/statistics/series/congestion-and-reliability/

Aggregation of journey times within local authorities
44. Once any necessary imputations were carried out, the aggregated journey time statistics for
each relevant direction of the Department’s traffic count links were weighted by their
appropriate 7am to 10am traffic flow (as described previous).
45. These weightings were then used to calculate an overall journey time estimate for each local
authority and for England as a whole.
46. By taking account of the traffic flow, journey times for traffic count links with relatively low
morning peak flow were given appropriately less weighting in the overall statistics than
journey times for links with much higher flow.
47. For the small number of ITN links that could not be matched against an appropriate traffic
count link – see figure 6 – the average flow from other similar types of link in that local
authority were used as the weighting factor.
48. An example of how the data were aggregated across traffic count links is shown below.
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Figure 13: Example of how journey times were aggregated within local authorities
Stage 1: Traffic count links identified

© Crown copyright. All rights reserved. Department for Transport 100039241, 2010

Stage 2: Journey time and flow data extracted for traffic count links
Traffic count link Average journey time
Link length
(minutes per mile)
(miles)
A
1.5
10.0
B
2.0
8.0
C
4.5
6.5

Morning peak traffic
flow
3,000
10,000
5,000

Stage 3: Journey time data aggregated across traffic count links
Aggregate data
Description
Vehicle minutes
Total time spent travelling by vehicles during the
morning peak within traffic count links:
[average journey time (mins per mile)]*[link
length]*[morning peak flow], summed across traffic
count links
Vehicle miles
Total distance travelled by vehicles during the
morning peak within traffic count links:
[link length]*[morning peak flow], summed across
traffic count links
Average journey time Average journey time, in minutes per mile, across
(minutes per mile)
selected traffic count links:
[vehicle minutes]/[vehicle miles]

Value
351,250

142,500

2.46
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Application of methodology to ‘A’ roads managed by Transport for London
49. In order to create separate speed statistics for those ‘A’ roads managed by Transport for
London (TfL), the journey time data for each ITN link was combined with information
provided by TfL about the roads under their control.
50. The data were then aggregated to traffic count links and then complete network level in a
similar manner to that outlined above, although any traffic count links based on fewer than
10 observations on average were replaced with the following:
The average journey time, in minutes per mile, for that particular road in the inner/outer
TfL managed network - if this itself was based on an average of 50 or more observations
per ITN link;
Otherwise,
The average journey time, in minutes per mile, for all locally managed ‘A’ roads in the
inner/outer TfL managed network.
51. As details about which sections of the ITN network are managed by TfL are only available
towards the end of each academic year, these flow-weighted speed statistics are updated on
an annual basis.
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DURHAM COUNTY COUNCIL
EXAMINATION OF THE COUNTY DURHAM PLAN
GUIDANCE NOTES FOR PARTICIPANTS
1
1.1

Introduction
The Inspector has prepared these Guidance Notes to assist everyone who wishes to be
involved in the Examination of The County Durham Plan (the “Plan”). This Plan was
published on 14 October 2013 and was formally submitted to the Secretary of State on 25
April 2014.

1.2

It is important that everyone who wishes to be involved in the hearing sessions of
the Examination takes account of this Guidance Note. However, only those who made
representations on the Pre-Submission version of the Plan are involved in the Examination
process, and only those who seek some changes to the Plan are normally involved in the
hearing sessions.

2
2.1

Inspector and Programme Officer
The Secretary of State has appointed Planning Inspector, Harold Stephens BA MPhil
DipTP MRTPI FRSA, under Section 20 of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to
carry out the independent examination of the County Durham Plan.

2.2

The Programme Officer is Jayne Knight, who is an impartial officer of the Examination,
working under the Inspector’s direction. She helps to organise the programme of hearings,
maintains the Examination library, records and circulates all material received, and assists
the Inspector with procedural and administrative matters. She will advise on any
programming and procedural queries, and any matters which the Council or participants
wish to raise with the Inspector should be addressed to the Programme Officer. Her contact
details and web-site address are on the cover sheet and letter accompanying these notes.

3

Purpose of the Examination and Inspector’s role

3.1

The purpose of the Examination is to examine the soundness and legal compliance of
The County Durham Plan. The “Examination” starts when the Plan is submitted to the
Secretary of State and ends when the Inspector’s report is sent to the Council. The
Inspector has already begun his initial examination of the Plan and has asked the Council
for information on various matters. The Inspector’s Initial Questions to the Council and
their responses will be posted on the Examination website after the due response date of 18
July 2014. Following his initial review of the submitted Plan and the associated evidence and
representations, the Inspector has decided to conduct the Examination of the Plan in three
stages. Stage 1 will focus on:



whether the Council has met the legal requirements related to the Duty to Co-operate (S33A of
the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended);
the soundness of the approach to establishing the objective assessment of housing and
employment requirements, and whether the Plan meets the full objectively assessed needs for
market and affordable housing in the relevant housing market area, as required by the National
Planning Policy Framework (¶ 47; 182); Green Belt principles, Transport and Minerals and Waste.

Stage 2 will focus on Areas and Sites and Stage 3 will be an examination of the Community
Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule.
3.2

The Inspector’s role is to assess whether the Plan has been prepared in accordance with the
legal and procedural requirements set out in Sections 19-20 of the 2004 Act (as amended)
and associated regulations, including the Duty to Co-operate, and whether it is sound in
terms of the guidance in the NPPF (March 2012) 2. The Examination will focus on these
requirements. The Council should rely on evidence collected while preparing the Plan to
demonstrate that it is sound. Those seeking to change the Plan need to demonstrate why
the Plan is unsound and suggest specific changes that would make it sound, including any
detailed alternative/additional wording and supporting evidence.

3.3

The examination of the Plan is concerned with two separate matters 1:
x Legal requirements: whether the Plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to
Co-operate, and with the Local Development Scheme, Statement of Community
Involvement and Local Planning Regulations; has been subject to Sustainability
Appraisal; and has regard to national policy and the Sustainable Community Strategy;
x Soundness: whether the Plan has been:
 Positively prepared - based on a strategy which meets the objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from

1

National Planning Policy Framework (including ¶ 182) [DCLG: March 2012]

- 1 -
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surrounding areas where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving
sustainable development;
Justified - the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;
Effective - deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on crossboundary strategic priorities;
Consistent with national policy - enable the delivery of sustainable development
in line with policies in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

3.4

Further guidance on the examination process can be found in the Planning Inspectorate’s
booklet: “Examining Local Plans: Procedural Practice” (updated in December 2013),
available from the Programme Officer and on the PINS Planning Portal. Other guidance is
included in the attached annex to these Guidance Notes.

3.5

The starting point for the Examination is the assumption that the Council has submitted
what it considers to be a sound and legally compliant plan, as the NPPF (¶ 182) requires.
The Examination is into the soundness of the Plan, not into individual objections. In
examining compliance with the legal requirements and soundness, the Inspector considers
the representations made to the Pre-Submission Plan, but only insofar as they relate to the
legal requirements and soundness of the Plan. The Inspector is not required to consider
each and every point made in every representation or to report on them, but to use the
representations in considering whether the Plan complies with the legal requirements and is
sound. The Plan and the Examination should also be “front-loaded”, with all the material
and evidence available and submitted well before the hearings commence.

3.6

The soundness and legal compliance of the Plan will be addressed through informal roundtable discussions at the Examination hearings, based on key Matters & Issues which the
Inspector identifies. The hearings will focus on these main issues, rather than on the
individual representations. The Inspector’s role is to ensure the Plan meets the soundness
tests in the NPPF, rather than seeking to “improve” it or make it “sounder”. To these ends,
he will concentrate on identifying any “Main Modifications” which are needed to ensure that
the Plan is sound and can be adopted 2. The Inspector does not need to recommend any
minor changes (“Additional Modifications”) which the Council may wish to make to the Plan.

3.7

The Inspector takes control of the Examination process from start to finish. However, the
scope for making substantial or fundamental changes to the Plan, once submitted, is
limited, particularly where they have implications for the sustainability appraisal, the
consultation processes already undertaken and the underlying strategy. PAS5 and PINS
guidance3 advises that post-submission changes to a plan should not be necessary, and the
Council should only seek changes after submission in exceptional circumstances or to cater
for the unexpected. Any “Main Modifications” needed to ensure the Plan is legally compliant
and sound will normally be subject to the same process of publicity, opportunity to make
representations and sustainability appraisal as the original Plan .

3.8

After the hearings have closed and any “Main Modifications” required have been published
and subject to consultation, the Inspector will prepare a report for the Council with
conclusions and recommendations. This report will deal with the main issues relating to the
soundness and legal compliance of the Plan, taking into account the representations made,
but it will not deal with individual representations.

3.9

In carrying out this Examination, the Inspector will aim to work in a pro-active, pragmatic
and consensual manner with the Council and other participants, so as to deliver a positive
outcome in terms of the soundness of The County Durham Plan.

4

Representations on The County Durham Plan

4.1

In accordance with the Local Planning Regulations4, the Council has confirmed that
representations were received from 1,314 respondents on the Pre-Submission version of the
Plan between 4 October 2013 and 6 December 2013, along with x late representations. The
Council has summarised the main issues raised in the representations in its Statements of
Consultation.5

4.2

The representations cover many aspects and policies in the Plan, but focus on:
x Legal Compliance and the Duty to Co-operate;
x Vision and Strategic Objectives;

2

s20(7/7A/7B/7C) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended by s112 of the Localism Act
2011)
3
Examining Local Plans: Procedural Practice [PINS: December 2013]
4
Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012; SI.2012/767 [Reg. 22(c)(v)]
5
Document C1-C3
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x
x
x
x
x
x

Spatial Strategy, including the overall housing requirement, housing supply, distribution
and delivery of development and other development strategy policies;
Strategic allocations for housing and employment, including Durham City (Aykley Heads,
Sniperley Park, North of Arnison and Sherburn Road); other strategic housing allocations
at Bishop Auckland, Crook, Newtown Aycliffe and Peterlee;
Homes & Communities policies, including executive housing, affordable housing, sites for
travellers and student accommodation;
Economy and Infrastructure policies, including prestige and specific use employment
allocations, Town centres and retailing; and Western and Northern Relief Roads and
other transport schemes
Natural and Built Environment policies, including Green Belt, Historic Environment,
Sustainable Development and the Countryside;
Minerals and Waste.

4.3

The Council has already made some minor changes to the Pre-Submission version of the
Plan in response to representations6. Other amendments to the Plan may be debated
during the Examination, to ensure that it is sound. Any changes proposed during the
examination/hearings should include the precise wording of any amendments to the
policies/text of the Plan and be set out in an Examination document.

5

Methods of considering representations

5.1

Representations on the Plan will be considered either on a written basis (based on the
original representations), or by participating at the hearing sessions. Normally, only those
who seek some change to the Plan to make it sound or legally compliant can participate at
the hearing sessions7. Both methods carry the same weight and the Inspector will have
equal regard to views put orally or in writing. Those who wish their representations to be
considered in writing can rely on their original representations. There is no need for those
supporting or commenting on the Plan to attend, and participants only need to attend the
hearings if they wish to contribute to the debate. If anyone wishes to participate in the
hearing sessions, they should let the Programme Officer know as soon as possible.

6

Procedure at the Hearing Sessions of the Examination
The hearing sessions of Stage 1 of the Examination are scheduled to commence on
Tuesday 30 September 2014 at the Emirates Durham International Cricket Ground,
Riverside, Chester-Le-Street, County Durham, DH3 3QR at 10.00am. Subsequent sessions
will normally start at 10.00am and 2.00pm each day, with a break for lunch at about
1.00pm, and finish at about 5.00pm. Short breaks will be taken mid-morning and midafternoon.

6.1

The purpose of the hearing sessions is to concentrate on the Matters & Issues identified by
the Inspector, rather than repeat or debate points made in the representations or present
individual cases. The hearings will be conducted on the basis that everyone has read the
relevant documents and statements, although participants will be able to refer to and
elaborate on relevant points. The statements of the Council and other participants will be
available to all those participating in the relevant hearing sessions. The Inspector will
endeavour to progress the hearing sessions in an efficient manner, keeping a tight hand on
the discussions and time taken. As part of this process, he will aim to minimise the amount
of material that is necessary to come to informed conclusions on the relevant issues.

6.2

A separate hearing session of the Examination will be held for each of the main topics in the
programme. The sessions will take the form of an informal, structured and informed
discussion, where the Council and other participants debate the key points raised by the
Inspector around a table. Legal/professional representatives are welcome to participate and
ask questions, but there is no presentation of evidence, cross-examination or formal
submissions. Participants do not need to be legally represented, but they should let the
Programme Officer know well before the hearings commence if they intend to have legal
representation, along with the names of their representative(s).

6.3

6
7

Before each session, the Inspector will set out a detailed agenda with the points for
discussion on each topic. The discussion will focus on the issues identified in the agenda
and the questions posed. The Inspector will begin by making a few brief comments on the
matters to be covered, asking questions and drawing participants into the discussion to
enable him to gain enough information to reach a conclusion on the relevant issues.
Participants can ask questions, and at the end of each session, participants may have the
opportunity to sum-up the main points of their arguments. Please note that the hearing
sessions are intended to discuss issues raised about the soundness and legal compliance of
Document K7 & K57
Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 [S.20(6)]
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the Plan, rather than discussing the representations or giving an opportunity for a full
presentation of participants’ cases.
The Examination process does not provide the
opportunity to present new evidence not based on the original representation or submit new
points and material. Participants challenging the development strategy or soundness of the
Plan will need to clearly demonstrate why it is unsound and what changes are necessary;
those promoting additional/alternative development sites should first demonstrate why such
sites are needed in the context of the soundness of the strategy and the sites already
proposed in the Plan. Not all matters and issues will be discussed at the hearings; some will
be dealt with in writing. In some cases, issues may only be discussed with the Council,
without other participants taking part. Anyone can attend the hearings as an observer, but
they will not be able to take part in the discussion unless they are listed on the programme.
7

Hearings Programme

7.1

A draft programme for the hearings will be published well before the hearings commence.
The programme will reflect the Inspector’s Schedule of Matters & Issues for Examination.
In addition to considering the legal and procedural requirements (including the Duty to Cooperate), the list of Matters and Issues is likely to cover most of the key issues that have
been raised in the representations (see para 4.2 above). However, the list may be reviewed
if new government statements are issued on national, regional and local planning policy or
on the scope of the examination. Stage 1 of the Examination hearings will consider issues
related to the Duty to Co-operate and the overall housing and employment requirements;
Stage 2 (dealing with the development sites and other policies in the Plan) will follow later
when these issues have been debated and resolved. Stage 3 will deal with the CIL Charging
Schedule.

7.2

Every effort will be made to keep to the programme, but late changes may be unavoidable.
Priority will be given to starting the debate on each matter at the scheduled time, and it
may be necessary to extend the debate in the afternoon session. The Programme Officer
will inform participants of any late changes to the timetable, but participants should aim to
keep themselves up to date with the programme.

8

Preparation and submission of further material

8.1

The Council has already submitted the Evidence Base for the Plan, including the Submission
and Supporting Documents; this is available on the Council’s web-site8. Participants should
ensure that any documents they wish to refer to are included in the Examination Library,
and should arrange for any missing documents to be sent to the Programme Officer (4
copies, including an electronic copy).

8.2

The original representations made on the Pre-Submission Plan should include all the points,
documents and evidence necessary to substantiate representors’ cases. It should not
therefore be necessary to submit any further material based on the original
representations. Any further statements should only respond to relevant matters
in the Inspector’s Schedule of Matters & Issues for the Examination, rather than
repeating or expanding on the original representations. A draft version of this schedule will
be available shortly, along with the programme for the hearings. Statements from the
Council and other participants relating to Stage 1 of the Examination should be submitted to
the Programme Officer no later than Friday 29 August 2014.

8.3

The Council is invited to respond on all the matters, issues and questions, referring to
information in the Submission Documents and Evidence Base, explaining why the Plan is
sound and responding to the concerns of those challenging the Plan. Other participants
should only respond on topics/issues relevant to points made in their original
representation(s). Statements should focus on relevant Matters & Issues identified for
Examination, without raising new issues not included in the original representation.
Participants may refer to information in earlier representations, but the Inspector only has
copies of the representations made to the Publication version of the Plan. All responses
should include the necessary evidence and supporting material . Participants will be
expected to state which aspect of the Plan is unsound, explain why it is unsound
and specify precisely how it should be altered, with detailed wording and clear
evidence to support any changes.

8.4

Statements should be succinct, avoiding unnecessary detail, repetition and quotations from
the Plan or other sources of policy guidance. Nevertheless, it is vital that the fundamental
elements of the cases are set out clearly and succinctly, since the hearings are not the
place for new points or evidence to be presented for the first time. All statements
should clearly indicate the relevant policy/paragraph/page of the Plan.
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8.5

Participants should try to agree factual matters and statistics before the hearings start and
continue a dialogue with the Council and other participants. Statements of Common Ground
can be useful in narrowing the issues in dispute, and should be submitted within the
timescales set out. There is no need to prepare a further statement if all the points are
covered in the original representation, but participants will not be able to raise new points
or extend the scope of the original representation. Participants should notify the Programme
Officer if they do not intend to submit further statements.

8.6

The Programme Officer will require 4 copies of all statements, as well as an electronic
version. Statements from participants should be no longer than 3,000 words for each
matter/issue/policy (the Council’s statements may exceed this figure, if necessary, due to
their scope and content, but should still be succinct). Statements that are excessively long
or contain irrelevant or repetitious material may be returned. Technical evidence, clearly
related to the case, should be included in appendices. Supporting material should be limited
to that which is essential to understand the case and should not contain extracts from
documents already in the Examination library. Statements should be on A4 paper, unbound,
and any plans, photos or diagrams should fold down to A4 size.

8.7

Participants should adhere to the timetable for submitting further statements and should
avoid circulating additional material during the hearings. Late submissions and
additional material are unlikely to be accepted on the day of the relevant session,
since this can cause disruption and result in unfairness. Those who fail to meet the
deadline may lose their right to be heard, unless the Inspector is satisfied that there is
a genuine and unavoidable reason; the matter will then be considered by written
representations. If statements are not received by the deadline stated, the Programme
Officer will assume that no further representations are to be submitted. Further statements
from the Council and others will be put on the Examination web-site and will be available
from the Programme Officer, but will not be formally circulated to participants.

9

Availability of information
Examination Library

9.1

The Examination Library is currently available for inspection in the Programme Officer’s
room at Durham County Council’s Offices. Appointments can be made with the Programme
Officer to read documents in the Library which contains copies of the Plan, along with
associated documents, all representations and the Examination Library, including the
Submission & Supporting Documents, and further statements and documents will be added,
as received. Copies of the representations, statements and other relevant information are
also available on the Examination web-site. When the hearings are in session, the
Examination Library will be located in the Examination office at the hearing venue.
Representors may also contact an officer in the Spatial Policy Team on 03000 261 908
during standard office hours to request access to documents.

9.2

The Programme Officer will record all documents submitted. The evidence base and other
examination documents will be updated as the examination proceeds. Lists of documents,
the up-to-date Programme for the hearing sessions and other relevant material will be on
the Examination web-page. Anyone who needs assistance or special facilities for disabled
persons should contact the Programme Officer beforehand.

10

Site visit arrangements

10.1

The Inspector will familiarise himself with the district, visiting relevant places referred to in
the Plan and representations on an unaccompanied basis. He will ask the Council to suggest
an itinerary of relevant areas and places for him to include on his site visits. If there are
particular sites which participants wish him to visit, or need an accompanied visit, they
should discuss this with the Programme Officer.

11

Close of the Examination and submission of Inspector’s report

11.1

The Examination remains open until the Inspector’s report is submitted to the Council.
However, the Inspector will not accept any further representations or evidence after the
hearing sessions have finished unless he specifically requests further information. Any late
or unsolicited material is likely to be returned.

11.2

After the Examination has closed, the Inspector will submit his report to the Council with his
conclusions and recommendations on the actions or changes needed as regards the
soundness of the Plan. The date of submission of the report will depend on the content,
extent and length of the Examination and the issues raised. The Inspector will confirm the
likely date at the end of the hearing sessions of the Examination.
HRS/JK

08.07.14
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ANNEX
SOURCES OF RELEVANT DOCUMENTS AND ADVICE
A. Council’s web-site
Details of the submission of the County Durham Plan and details of the submission documents
and supporting evidence base can be found at:
http://durhamcc-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/
Relevant legislation and national policy







Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended)
Planning Act 2008
Local Democracy, Economic Development & Construction Act 2009
Localism Act 2011
The Town & Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2012
The Environmental Assessment of Plans & Programmes Regulations 2004

This legislation can be found at:
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/

The National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012) can be found at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2

B. Plan Making
The Planning Advisory Service produces useful guidance on plan-making, including the
principles of plan-making and local planning, which can be found at:
http://www.pas.gov.uk/plan-making

C. Guidance from the Planning Inspectorate
The Planning Inspectorate has produced various guidance on examining development plans:




Examining Local Plans: Procedure Guidance [3rd Edition v.1; December 2013
Examining Development Plan Documents: Learning from Experience
[PINS: Sept 2009];
Development Plan Document Examination: Procedural Advisory Notes
(August 2009)

These documents can be found at:
http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/planning/planningsystem/localplans
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THE COUNTY DURHAM PLAN
EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC
Pre-Hearing Meeting: 31 July 2014
Durham County Cricket Ground, Riverside Suite
The meeting commenced at 14:00 and Inspector Harold Stephens welcomed all attendees and introduced
himself. All present were asked to sign the Attendance List
Purpose of PHM
The purpose of this Pre-Hearing Meeting was to:
 Explain and discuss procedural and administrative matters for the management of the Examination,
including:

Nature and role of the Examination process

Procedure for examining the County Durham Plan

Managing the Examinations, including the Programme for the hearings

Matters to be examined and related questions

How representations will be dealt with

Timetable for submitting any further material

Any other relevant matters
 The content or merits of the Local Plan or the CIL representations were not discussed at the meeting

The Inspector aimed to conclude this Pre-Hearing Meeting at the latest by 4pm


Programme Officer
 Mr Stephens then introduced Jayne Knight as the Programme Officer for the Examination, acting as an
impartial officer, working under his direction.
 Jayne is responsible for:
 organising the Hearing Sessions of the Examinations;
 maintaining the Examination Library;
 recording and circulating all material received;
 answering queries on procedural and administrative matters
 communicating with representors and the Council on my behalf on procedural and administrative
matters
 If the Council or anyone else wishes to raise any programming or procedural queries or any other matter
with Mr Stephens, they should address them through the Programme Officer
 Jayne’s contact details are on the letter inviting you to this Pre-Hearing Meeting
 Jayne will be responsible for issuing notes of this meeting. She will be assisted by Richard Bennett who is
taking notes of the meeting.
Agenda
 Agenda for the meeting had already been circulated, outlining the matters to be covered
 Guidance Notes for Participants have also been circulated previously
 Although several Local Plans and other Development Plans have been produced in this region, much of
what is said may probably be new to some of you
 Most of what will be said is standard guidance and good practice established by the Planning Inspectorate
for examinations into plans under the Local Development Framework process
Notes of PHM
 Notes of this meeting will be circulated to all those making representations on the plan.
 The Programme Officer will also send out in week commencing 11 August a revised version of the
Programme for the Stage 1 Hearings showing those who are invited to participate in the Hearings;
 An outline version of the programme for the hearing sessions and schedule of matters & issues for the
Examination Stage 1 have been previously circulated.
1
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Council
 The Council were represented by the following;
 Mike Allum - Spatial Policy Manager
 Neil Foster - Portfolio Holder for Economic Regeneration
 Ian Ponter - Barrister, King's Chambers
 Michelle Robinson - Spatial Planning Team Leader
 Graeme Smith - Principal Policy Officer
 Stuart Timmis - Head of Planning and Assets
 Mr Stephens said that there would an opportunity for questions to be asked at the end of the
presentation.
 Anyone wishing to speak or ask questions, was requested to introduce themselves and explain their
interest before raising the concern
Examination
 Firstly, it was explained that the “Examination” refers to the whole process of examining the Plan, from
the time it is submitted to the Secretary of State to the submission of the Inspector’s reports to the
Council
 The Examinations started when the Plan was submitted to the Secretary of State on 25 April 2014
 Mr Stephens has already started examining the soundness of the submitted Plan
 He has already indicated several matters on which he need further information from the Council
 Those matters and the Council’s responses are available on the Council’s web-site
Scope of Examination
 Mr Stephens role is to consider

Whether the Plan has been prepared in accordance with the legal and procedural requirements set
out in Sections 19-20 of the 2004 Act (as amended) and associated regulations
Including the “Duty to Co-operate”

Whether it is sound in terms of the guidance set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
 Firstly, the Plan needs to have complied with the legal requirements set out in legislation:
 Has been prepared in accordance with the

Duty to Co-operate

Local Development Scheme,

Statement of Community Involvement

and relevant Regulations
 Has been subject to Sustainability Appraisal
 Has had regard to
 national policy
 the Council’s Sustainable Community Strategy


Tests of soundness
 Secondly, to be sound, the plan should be:
 Positively prepared
based on a strategy which meets the objectively assessed development and infrastructure
requirements, including unmet requirements from surrounding areas where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development;
 Justified
the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives, based on
proportionate evidence;
 Effective
deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic
priorities;
 Consistent with national policy
enable the delivery of sustainable development in line with policies in the NPPF
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 The plan also needs to clearly indicate what (and how much) development is proposed, and where, when
and how it will be delivered, along with the justification (why). Examination will focus on these key
aspects of soundness
Localism Act
 Localism Act 2011 was enacted on 15 November 2011
 Several important new requirements came into force on 15 January 2012
 “Duty to co-operate”
 Inspector has to examine this requirement
 but there is no means of rectifying any failure through the examination process

Act distinguishes between “Main Modifications”, which are required to ensure the plan is sound, and
“Additional Modifications” which are not subject to examination

Inspector can only recommend “Main Modifications” i.e. changes that relate to issues of legal
compliance and soundness needed to make the plan sound and capable of adoption, if requested by
the Council
 The Council confirmed that they wished the Inspector to consider and recommend “Main Modifications”
which may be needed to ensure that the plan is sound and capable of adoption

Inspector does not consider or recommend “Additional Modifications” which the Council may wish
to make
Published guidance
 In terms of published documents, everyone should be familiar with:

National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012) and the National Planning Practice Guidance
(March 2014)

Planning Inspectorate Guidance:

Examining Local Plans Procedural Practice PINS; December 2013]

Examining Development Plan Documents: Learning from Experience [PINS; Sept 2009]

Lessons Learned Examining Development Plan Documents [PINS; June 2007]

Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) and associated Regulations

Localism Act 2011

These can be accessed via the Planning Inspectorate’s Planning Portal web-site
Examination process
 The Guidance Notes set out the purpose and process of the Examination and are not repeated here
 Some of the key points of the Examination are:

Starting point is the assumption that the Council has submitted a plan for Examination which it
considers is sound

Examination is into the soundness of the Plan, rather than considering individual objections

Hearings are an inquisitorial part of the Examination, where particular topics, identified beforehand,
are discussed around a table in an informal way


For this Plan, the Examination will focus on 3 stages:
Stage 1 will focus on:
whether the Council has met the legal requirements related to the Duty to Co-operate (S33A of
the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended);

the soundness of the approach to establishing the objective assessment of housing and
employment requirements, and whether the Plan meets the full objectively assessed needs for
market and affordable housing in the relevant housing market area, as required by the National
Planning Policy Framework (¶ 47; 182); Green Belt principles, Transport and Minerals and Waste.
We may need to debate the principle and broad location and extent of specific areas proposed in
the plan
Stage 2 will focus on Areas and Sites and
Stage 3 will focus on the Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule.
The merits of national or regional policy are not up for discussion, but the implications of such
policies for the Plan may be relevant
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After the Examinations are closed, the Inspector will submit his reports to the Council, which if they
request, will include recommendations for changes to ensure the Plan is sound and capable of
adoption



Scope for making changes
 At this stage, the scope for making major changes to the submitted Plan is limited, particularly where
such changes may have implications for the sustainability appraisal, community consultation and
participatory processes already undertaken
x

PINS Procedure Guidance advises against making major changes to plans after submission

 The Inspector can only make changes which relate to the soundness of the Plan on the basis of evidence
assessed during the Examination, and reasons must be given for those changes

The Inspector will be only be able to give limited consideration to representations that raise issues or
suggest changes that have not been subject to the proper procedures of sustainability appraisal and
public consultation
 The Inspector’s role is to consider whether the plan, as submitted, is sound, rather than making an
otherwise sound plan sounder
Procedural questions
 The Council confirmed that the Plan:
Has been prepared in accordance with:
latest Local Development Scheme in terms of timetable and content;
Adopted Statement of Community Involvement;
Local Planning Regulations, in terms of publication, availability and advertisement of
documents, notification of bodies and list of superseded saved policies;
Has been subject to Sustainability Appraisal, with a Final Report of the findings of the appraisal;
Has had regard to:
National policy;
Sustainable Community Strategy
Has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Co-operate
Has taken account of:
Council’s other plans and strategies
those of adjoining local authorities and other agencies/bodies
Has been subject to a Self-Assessment of Legal Requirements, Soundness and Compatibility with the
National Planning Policy Framework
 The Council also confirmed:
 They have not identified any fundamental procedural shortcomings in terms of the Plan or the
Examination
 Programme for preparing other LDF documents is as set out in the latest Local Development Scheme,
subject to the examination timescale.
 The Inspector will confirm all these matters again at the start of the Hearing sessions of the Examination
 Most of these procedural matters should be covered in the Council’s Self-Assessment of Soundness &
Legal Compliance
 Representors were asked to ensure that they have read these documents before challenging procedural
matters
Representations

The Council has confirmed that 3,966 representations were received from 1,315 organisations or
individuals at Publication stage
 The Council confirmed that:
 It has prepared Documents C1 & C2 a report summarising the key issues arising from the
representations
 Details of the representations are available on the Council’s web-site;
 The Council has formally considered the representations
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 Formal responses to the representations have been made and are included in the report in documents
C1 & C2
 The Inspector has no discretion to consider any late representations that have not been accepted by the
Council
 Representations cover many aspects and policies in the Plan, but focus on:
 Context of the Plan; Aspirations and Vision
 Sustainable Development, the Spatial approach including the settlement hierarchy
 Housing, including overall level and distribution of housing development, strategic sites,
affordable housing, executive housing, and rural exceptions policy, HMOS and Student
Accommodation and Sites for Travellers; Developer contributions.
 Economy, including level and distribution of employment land and retail strategy;
 Transport and other Infrastructure;
 Environment, including Green Belt, AONB, Durham Coast, Biodiversity, Protected species and
sites including, Durham Cathedral and Castle World Heritage Site, flood risk and climate change
 Minerals and Waste
 Sustainability Report
x Many respondents did not use the online form for registering their representations and for many it
has not been totally clear from what has been logged by Council officers on the DCC website whether
respondents wish to appear at the Hearings and how their representation has been logged against
which policy/policies in the Plan
x The Matters and Issues document for Stage 1 relates to policies in the Plan and the Programme has
been structured around this
x Please do let the Programme Officer know – by the end of 11 August at the latest – if you do wish to
participate in hearing(s) relevant to your representation on policies relating to Matters 1 to 16
x The Programme Officer has indicated a link to the Council’s website in her letters which will enable
you to check how your representations have been logged with reference numbers and policies which
you will need to proceed to request to participate
x Only those representations which have been made which say parts of the Plan are UNSOUND may be
heard in the Examination
x If in doubt, please contact the Programme Officer who will help you find relevant information in
order to proceed.
Proposed changes
 With the Submission Documents, the Council has prepared a Schedule of Minor (Additional) Modifications
to the Plan, which have been made publically available. These changes now form part of the plan, and
need no further recommendation from the Inspector.
 The Council does not propose to make any further changes to the submitted plan, to take into account
valid points made in the representations or other factors at this stage. Should that change they will
inform the Inspector at the earliest opportunity.

These further changes likely to fall under the categories of “Main Modifications” or “Additional
Modifications”;

The Council confirmed that none of these Further Proposed Changes would materially affect the
underlying strategy of the submitted Plan, or would undermine the sustainability appraisal and
participatory processes already undertaken;
Further changes
 It may be that the need for further changes comes about as a result of discussions during the Examination
 Any further changes to wording agreed or suggested during the course of the Examination will be set
out in detail in an Examination document and included in a comprehensive schedule of changes that
can be appended to the Inspector’s reports.
 Any Main Modifications which are needed to ensure the Plan is sound would be subject to public
consultation after the Hearings have finished
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Meetings
 The Council confirmed that meetings were continuing with Sports England, English Heritage,
Northumbrian Water Ltd and The Home Builders’ Federation to discuss or resolve key issues relating to
the soundness of the Plan.
 The outcome of these meetings will be available by 29 August 2014.
Considering representations
 The Guidance Notes explain how representations will be dealt with, either by:
 Written representations
 Orally at the hearing sessions of the Examination.
 Both methods carry the same weight and the Inspector shall give equal regard to views expressed
orally and in writing.
 The Inspector will consider all the representations already made on the published Plan
 Only those parties seeking specific changes to the Plan on the basis that it is unsound are normally
entitled to participate in the Hearing sessions of the Examination

Supporters or those making representations that the policies of the Plan are sound do not usually take
part in the Hearings.
 Normal public inquiry procedure is not usually appropriate, but relevant points are debated at a roundtable forum at the Hearing sessions
 Those participating in the Hearing sessions will have every opportunity to make their points and ask
questions. Hearing sessions will all be held at Durham County Cricket Ground, utilising the “Riverside
Suite” for larger sessions and the “Castle View” room for smaller sessions in Stages 1 and 2.
Programme for hearing sessions
 Hearing sessions in Stage 1 of the Examination are scheduled to commence on Wednesday 1 October 2014
at Durham County Cricket Ground, at 10.00am.
 Subsequent sessions will normally start at 9.30am and 2.00pm each day, with a lunch break at about
1.00pm, and finish by 5.00pm. If convenient, short breaks will be taken mid-morning and mid-afternoon.
 Hearings will be in session on Tuesday-Friday during over a four-week period during October. There will
be a one week break during week commencing 20 October.
 The Council confirmed that they will advertise the opening date of the hearing sessions no later than six
weeks prior to commencement.
Procedure at hearing sessions
 The procedure for the hearing sessions is set out in the Guidance Notes

Separate Hearing sessions of the Examination will be held for each of the main Matters identified in
the programme.

Sessions will take the form of an informal, structured and informed discussion, where representatives
of the Council and other participants debate the key points and issues raised

Those attending may bring professional representatives with them, but there is no need for legal
representation

The Council confirmed that it expects to have Mr Ian Ponter present as its legal representative at
the Hearing sessions.

If anyone else anticipates being legally represented, please let the Programme Officer know well
before the Hearing sessions commence

There will be no formal presentation of evidence, cross-examination or formal submissions;
 All evidence and material should be submitted beforehand, since it is unlikely that new evidence will be
allowed on the day of the hearings

Late submission of evidence will not normally be allowed
Examination programme
Hearing sessions for Stage 1 will commence on 1 October 2014
 An outline version of Programme has been sent out previously and a populated formal Programme
Version 1 will be sent out week commencing 11 August
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Please confirm with the Programme Officer whether you wish to participate in the Hearing sessions as
soon as possible
If you do not reply by close of business on Monday 11 August it will be assumed that you do not wish to
participate in the hearing sessions
The Programme Officer will confirm when you are expected to attend the Hearing sessions by issue of V1
of the formal Programme
Thereafter, it is the responsibility of participants to keep in touch with Programme Officer to check
progress of Examination and ensure they are present at the appropriate time. Updates will be published
on the Programme Officer page of the Examination website and this should be referred to for updates
The programme is structured around the Matters defined by the Inspector and those who wish to
participate in Hearings will be listed against matters where they have made representation and confirm
that they wish to participate
At some hearings, it may be helpful to have other parties present by invitation of the Inspector

The Council confirmed that it wishes to invite Durham University to the Hearing sessions; this was
agreed by Mr Stephens.
The Inspector pointed out that not all matters, issues and policies will be discussed at the Hearings;

Some matters may be dealt with by written representations, depending on who attends the Hearings

Some matters may be discussed with only the Council taking part, if no-one has raised that particular
matter or wishes to take part in that Hearing session
Anyone can attend the Hearing sessions as an observer, but only those listed in the Programme can take
part in the discussions

Matters and Issues for Examination
 A draft Schedule of Matters & Issues for Examination at Stage 1 has been sent out previously, and a final
version will be sent out with Programme v1
 Any further statements made by the Council and other participants should address these Matters &
Issues, rather than the original representations
 The Schedule of Matters & Issues covers most aspects and policies of the submitted plan.
 Participants should find suitable matters, issues and questions relevant to the points made in their
original representation
 The Schedule of Matters and Issues outlines the topics that will be examined in terms of the soundness of
the plan, covering the following main matters:


LEGAL REQUIREMENTS & PROCEDURAL MATTERS



VISION, OBJECTIVES AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT



SPATIAL APPROACH



QUANTITY OF DEVELOPMENT



DISTRIBUTION OF DEVELOPMENT



DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS



DURHAM CITY



OTHER STRATEGIC HOUSING SITES



EXECUTIVE HOUSING SITES



GREEN BELT



GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES



A PROSPEROUS ECONOMY



NATURAL AND HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT



HOUSING



TRANSPORT AND INFRASTRUCTURE
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MINERALS AND WASTE



OTHER MATTERS INCLUDING MONITORING & IMPLEMENTATION

Examination Library

The Council has prepared an initial set of documents, Part One of the Examination Library, which
includes:
Submitted Local Plan
Other Submitted Documents and Supporting Evidence for Local Plan
Background and topic papers and reports, etc.
All documents will be available to view in the Examination Library either on line or in the Programme
Office

Initial list of Examination documents, Part One, is now available on the Council’s web-site and can be
obtained from the Programme Officer
Further documents, including further statements, will be added to the Examination Library, Part Two,
as they are submitted by both the Council and representors making further statements

The Council confirmed that all documents will be available in the Examination Library, with electronic
links on the web-site.

The Council also confirmed that documents that have been added to the Examination Library since the
plan was formally submitted to the Secretary of State are available in the Library Part Two.

Participants should ensure that any documents they intend to refer to are included in the Examination
Library as part of their representation








Other documents
 The Council has prepared a set of Background Papers, including further details about the background and
justification of the Plan
 The Council does not anticipate preparing any further background or topic papers.
Further statements
 Any further written statements addressing relevant Matters and Issues for Examination should be
submitted to the Programme Officer by Friday 29 August 2014
 4 copies of each statement should be sent and in addition an electronic copy, where possible
 Details of the form and length of statements are set out in the Guidance Notes
 Statements should be succinct, and not longer than 3,000 words
 The starting point for the Examination is the assumption that the Council has submitted what it
considers is a sound plan

Those who are participating in Hearing sessions may send in further written statements

From the Council, the Inspector needs a statement on each of the Matters and Issues, addressing all the
questions and commenting on relevant points made in the representations, setting out why they
consider the Plan is sound and why the changes sought by other parties would make it unsound.

All further statements from other participants should focus on the relevant Matters & Issues for
Examination, related to their original representation, and should:
specifically demonstrate which part of the Local Plan is unsound
explain why it is unsound
explain how it could be made sound by adopting the approach advocated
include the precise change and wording sought
Should not raise new issues not included in the original representation
Participants do not have to produce any further statements. They can rely on the original
representation if they wish.







Availability of information
 The Programme Officer will maintain the Examination Library at County Hall and all documents received
post 25 April, the date of submission of the Plan, are listed and accessible through the Examination
Pages section on the Council’s website and can be found through the link from the Programme Officer
page to Examination Library Part Two.
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The Library Part One contains copies of the Local Plan and associated documents, representations,
supporting evidence etc. as received at submission of the Plan and of which the Inspector has copies.
Further statements received from Council and representors will be included in Part Two both on line and
in the Examination Library in the Programme Office, initially at County Hall and then at the Hearings
venue.
Lists of documents and appearances, the up-to-date Programme for the hearing sessions of the
Examination, and other relevant material will be displayed on the Examination notice board at the
hearing venue.
Relevant information will also be included on the Council’s web site

Please try to look at the web-site regularly to ensure you are aware of any new information or
alterations to the programme
Please let the Programme Officer know beforehand if you need any special assistance or facilities for
disabled persons at the hearing sessions.

Site visits
 The Inspector has already carried out a tour of the County to familiarise himself with the area

The Inspector will visit relevant sites and places referred to in the Plan and representations,
before, during or after the Hearing sessions, by himself on an unaccompanied basis.

If there are particular reasons for an accompanied visit, participants should discuss this with the
Programme Officer.

The Council confirmed that it will prepare an itinerary of relevant sites and areas for the Inspector
to visit, which will be publicly available
Close of Examination
Examination will remain open until Stages 1-3 are completed. The Inspector will prepare Interim
Conclusions on the Stage 1 Matters before commencing Stage 2 which will be focussed on Areas and Sites.
Stage 3 relates solely to the CIL Examination. Both of his reports on the Local Plan and the CIL Charging
Schedule will be submitted to the Council.
 However, he will not accept any further representations or evidence after the Hearing sessions have
finished unless he specifically requested further information on particular topics.
 He said he would instruct the Council to return any late or unsolicited material presented after the
close of the Hearings.
 However, if any Main Modifications are needed to ensure the Plan is sound, there will be an
opportunity to comment on them during the consultation period after the Hearings have finished
Reports
 The date for submission of the Inspector’s report to the Council largely depends on the content, extent
and length of the Examinations;
 Further details will be given about this at the close of the Hearing sessions
Final Questions to the Council

The Council confirmed that a Habitats Regulations/Appropriate Assessment has been undertaken
to the satisfaction of Natural England

The Council confirmed that a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment has been undertaken to the
satisfaction of Environment Agency

The Council confirmed that arrangements have been made for notes of the gist of the discussion
at the Hearing sessions to be taken by someone not involved in the process of the Plan.
Inspector’s approach
The Inspector is required by law to examine the legal compliance and soundness of this Local Plan

But this is the Council’s plan for the whole community

Reflecting the Government’s approach to “localism”

The Inspector said that he had no wish to rewrite this Plan or impose his views on the Council

If the Council wish the Inspector to consider changes to the plan, or if any changes are needed as a
result of discussions, the Inspector would ask the Council to put forward suitable wording, hopefully
agreed with other participants
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The Inspector intended to adopt a positive, pro-active, consensual and pragmatic approach to the
Examination, with the aim of ensuring a positive outcome
The Inspector would be looking for a positive, co-operative and consensual approach from all
participants, including the Council, with a willingness to discuss reasonable changes to the Plan
which can be agreed by all parties
All changes should relate to the soundness of this plan, rather than trying to “improve” it, with the
aim of making the minimum number of changes to ensure that the Plan is sound
The Government wishes to see sound local plans in place across the country
The outcome of the Examination process is therefore to produce a sound plan that can be adopted

QUESTIONS
The Council was invited to ask questions about procedure and management of the Examination. There were
none so the Inspector then opened questions to everyone present.
________________________________________________________________________
Key:
HS - Harold Stephens, Inspector
MA – Mike Allum, Spatial Policy Manager
IP – Ian Ponter, Barrister
RC - Richard Cowen – CPRE, ID#549455
RC: Does the Council’s barrister intend to be present through all sessions in the EIP?
IP: Yes, DCC will have legal representation throughout, though this is not intended to inhibit anyone. He
would be present as a contributor to the process and would not be formally presenting the Council’s case.
RC: Can we tape record Sessions?
HS: Yes, if there are no objections made by those present.
RC: As per 6.3 Guidance notes will any session be held as a closed session between the Council and
Inspector?
HS: Yes, but only when no representations had been made on the topic to be addressed. Observers will
welcome at every session
JU - John Urquhart, ID#365574
JU: Will Wi-Fi be available throughout the sessions for representors wishing to use tablets and other devices
to access documents during the Examination?
HS: Yes
JU: As per NPPF guidelines if new information comes to light can this be put forward after the 29th August
deadline?
HS: The Hearing sessions would focus on the Matters and Issues rather than individual objections. Any
further statements should focus on these, rather than the original representations or new information.
Further statements are not required but if submitted they should be short and succinct. They should not
repeat previous information and they should be limited to not more than 3,000 words. Bullet points are
acceptable.
Roger Cornwell – City of Durham Trust Chair, ID#365591
RC: The LPA intends to update Document R5 (Population Projections) which is a contentious document, if
this is submitted close to the deadline how can we realistically respond to and comment on it in time?
MA: We have no intention to update this paper; supplements may be produced and made available. The
Council is happy to meet with concerned parties to discuss these supplements. It was agreed that the
Council would set up a meeting with the City of Durham Trust, to be held by the 15 August 2014, to discuss
the approach to the 2012 - based Sub National Population Projections and any areas of agreement.
RC: Will the supplements be published to give time for responses?
MA: They will be published before the deadline.
HS: Are any of the supplements of significance?
MA: This remains to be seen and the Council is unable to say as yet.
HS: Could meetings to discuss such topics occur before 15 August 2014?
10

CDT Bundle page 144

MA: Yes
Inspector’s note: It is hoped that the supplements will be published in good time by the Council to
enable comment by other parties
RC: What about further papers referring to Green Belt deletions at Aykley Heads, submitted after the
consultation period had closed?
MA: Documents have been created since the representation closed as clarification. These have been made
available along with the Plan, but were not intended as part of the consultation.
HS: The latest position will be considered, but only as a clarification.
RC: Are there errors and omissions in the Library documents? For example Document R5 (Population
Projections), the critique of the Green Belt campaign & the Western Relief Road Document T26, which
appears to be superseded by Document T28 and backtracks on previous content?
MA: Apologies, it is likely that there are drafting errors. We are happy to discuss any concerns.
HS: Hopefully the Council will issues errata documents.
RC: Some corrective suggestions on the plan may not be suitable or possible if the plan is grossly
inappropriate. In this event how might we proceed?
HS: Up to you to make your case at the Hearing sessions. At the end of the Stage 1 I intend to compile
Interim Conclusions. This will identify any further work required, and will be produced before we progress
to Stage 2. If fundamentally at odds with national policy the process may be arrested at this point.
SG - Councillor Stephen Guy, ID#794917
SG: The Council refused to accept representations made after 9 December 2013. Will the Inspector include
these late representations? Does the Inspector have the right to overrule the Council’s decision on this?
0HS: This is a matter for the Council to decide; treatment of late representations are outside the
jurisdiction of the Inspector. The Inspector has no discretion to consider any late representations that have
not been accepted by the Council
SG: Is consistency in how the Council assessed representations relate to soundness?
HS: If the matter relates to soundness then it is appropriate to raise it.
RW - Ros Ward, ID#700652
RW: What contribution will Durham University have in the Hearing sessions and the process? Is the University
submitting something in advance that people can see?
MA: Yes, as stated.
HS: So will the University be giving evidence in support of the Council’s case?
MA: Yes.
HD - H Dowdy – Deputy Director Estates and Buildings Durham University, ID#803483
HD: Regarding Policy 32 (HMOS and Student Accommodation), it is useful for the University’s interests to be
included in the representations. A further statement will be submitted.
HS: For clarification, Stage 2 will be focused on Policy 30 allocations, as it is inappropriate to deal with
these in the strategic phase of the plan. If this goes well Stage 2 will commence in the early in 2015. Prior
to the commencement of Stage 2 a Matters and Issues document will be produced focussed on the content
of that Stage, providing an opportunity for produce further statements for Stage 2 Hearing sessions.
Submissions for Stage 2 do not need to be completed for the current deadlines.
RW: Can the University contribute to the strategic parts of Stage 1?
HS: Yes.
NF - Norbert Frain - Little Thorpe, ID#797708
NF: A large development has had planning permission agreed prior to local plan. Answers to complaints
about this have been experiencing delays. Can the findings of the Ombudsman be brought into this
investigation?
HS: If the site already has a valid planning permission, which I understand it has, then there is very little
that I can do about that.
JH -Justin Hancock – Banks Group, ID#786388
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JH: Will site specifics covered in Stage 1 sessions be considered again in Stage 2? Will all strategic sites be
wrapped up in Stage1?
HS: Strategic sites will be addressed in Stage1. These will be listed in the programme. If there are residual
site specific issues they could be addressed again at Stage 2 if required. Main concerns should be raised in
relation to strategic sites at Stage 1. It will be important not to repeat evidence already heard at Stage 1
when Stage 2 sites are considered.
FT - Frasier Tinsley – G Willinghow TL
FT: If you are in support of a strategic policy/site, no submission is required?
HS: Yes, that’s right.
JH - James Hall – Barton Wilmore, ID#800404
JH: Will statements of common ground be prepared for strategic sites?
MA: Yes, for strategic sites, these will be submitted before the upcoming deadlines.
JH: How will Proposed Changes be addressed where it fundamentally alters the Plan?
HS: It is difficult to say at present. The NPPF requires the Council to `objectively assess their full housing
need for both market and affordable housing’ and to meet those needs in full. There must be a clear 2 stage
process whereby the objective assessment of need must not be clouded by consideration of constraints. In
this context we shall be looking at the SHMA and the SHLAA to identify the scale and mix of housing and the
range of tenures that the local population is likely to need over the plan period. Interim Conclusions will be
prepared at the end of Stage 1. These will come to a view as to whether the plan is fundamentally sound or
not. If not then a decision will have to be made about whether “additional work” or “homework” can be
carried out by the Council to make the Plan sound without fundamentally altering the overall strategy
before proceeding to Stage 2. The issue would have to be a fundamental one for us not to be able to
proceed to Stage 2. A break in the Examination Programme would be necessary allow for any “homework” to
be completed, which would affect the start date for Stage 2 Hearings.
JH: Will Inspector take into account recent research and findings relating to sustainability?
HS: Proposed Modifications can be submitted at relevant Hearing sessions. Concerns over soundness can be
raised by the Inspector or by Attendees. Hopefully there will be agreement on Proposed Modifications. At
the end of the Inquiry a list of all Major Modifications will be produced in a schedule.
DH - Councillor David Hall, ID801556
DH: What is the difference and classification between Major Modifications and Additional Modifications?
HS: It is a matter for the Council to decide if an issue constitutes a Major or an Additional Modification at
the session. Major modifications are made on issues of soundness. Minor or Additional Modifications are a
matter for the Council and do not require any recommendations from the Inspector; they are not concerned
with soundness.
NM – Councillor Nigel Martin – Durham Council, ID#794777
NM: With regard to strategic housing allocations in Durham City and strategic allocation in Policy 8 and
Policy 30, will the same sites be covered in both sessions? Will the same site be discussed on multiple dates?
Do we know which session the Merryoaks site will be addressed?
HS: Yes, the main strategic housing sites will be addressed and hopefully concluded in Stage 1. If there are
any residual site specific matters they could be dealt with at Stage 2 if necessary. The session on Policy 8 Durham City Strategic Housing Sites would be dealt with in Part 1. That would include Aykley Heads,

Sniperley Park and North of Arnison. Merryoaks is not included in the strategic sites and would be
covered in the Policy 30 session.
Closing remarks
The Inspector asked if there were any further questions. As none were raised, he reminded everyone that
the deadline for submitting further material was 29 August 2014. The Inspector thanked everyone for
attending the Pre-Hearing Meeting and for their help. The meeting closed at 15:40 hours.
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