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Limitations
URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited (“URS”) has prepared this Report for the sole use of DRD Roads Service
(“Client”) in accordance with the Agreement under which our services were performed [Major Works Planning,
Assessment and Delivery Contract, April 2005]. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the
professional advice included in this Report or any other services provided by URS. This Report may not be relied upon
by any person other than DRD Roads Service without the prior and express written agreement of URS.
The conclusions and recommendations contained in this Report are based upon information provided by others and
upon the assumption that all relevant information has been provided by those parties from whom it has been requested
and that such information is accurate. Information obtained by URS has not been independently verified by URS, unless
otherwise stated in the Report.
The methodology adopted and the sources of information used by URS in providing its services are outlined in this
Report. The work described in this Report was undertaken between 1 June 2011 and 22 October 2012 and is based on
the conditions encountered and the information available during the said period of time. The scope of this Report and the
services are accordingly factually limited by these circumstances.
Where assessments of works or costs identified in this Report are made, such assessments are based upon the
information available at the time and where appropriate are subject to further investigations or information which may
become available.
URS disclaim any undertaking or obligation to advise any person of any change in any matter affecting the Report, which
may come or be brought to URS’ attention after the date of the Report.
Certain statements made in the Report that are not historical facts may constitute estimates, projections or other forwardlooking statements and even though they are based on reasonable assumptions as of the date of the Report, such
forward-looking statements by their nature involve risks and uncertainties that could cause actual results to differ
materially from the results predicted. URS specifically does not guarantee or warrant any estimate or projections
contained in this Report.
Unless otherwise stated in this Report, the assessments made assume that the sites and facilities will continue to be
used for their current purpose without significant changes.
Where field investigations are carried out, these have been restricted to a level of detail required to meet the stated
objectives of the services. The results of any measurements taken may vary spatially or with time and further
confirmatory measurements should be made after any significant delay in issuing this Report.
Costs may vary outside the ranges quoted. Whilst cost estimates are provided for individual issues in this Report these
are based upon information at the time which can be incomplete. Cost estimates for such issues may therefore vary from
those provided. Where costs are supplied, these estimates should be considered in aggregate only. No reliance should
be made in relation to any division of aggregate costs, including in relation to any issue, site or other subdivision.
No allowance has been made for changes in prices or exchange rates or changes in any other conditions which may
result in price fluctuations in the future. Where assessments of works or costs necessary to achieve compliance have
been made, these are based upon measures which, in URS’ experience, could normally be negotiated with the relevant
authorities under present legislation and enforcement practice, assuming a pro-active and reasonable approach by site
management.
Forecast cost estimates do not include such costs associated with any negotiations, appeals or other non-technical
actions associated with the agreement on measures to meet the requirements of the authorities, nor are potential
business loss and interruption costs considered that may be incurred as part of any technical measures.
Copyright
© This Report is the copyright of DRD Roads Service. Any unauthorised reproduction or usage by any person other than
the addressee is strictly prohibited.
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1

INTRODUCTION
York Street Interchange is a key link in the Strategic Road Network. It presently links the A12
Westlink, the M2 Motorway and the M3 Motorway through a complex arrangement of traffic
signals that interface with the surface street network that include York Street, Great George’s
Street and Nelson Street. Road users currently experience long delays and congestion at
peak periods travelling through this ‘at grade’ signalised gyratory system.
The Regional Transportation Strategy (RTS), published in 2002, identified transportation
investment priorities and considered potential funding sources and affordability of planning
initiatives within the period up to 2012. The RTS identifies improvements that address
bottlenecks on the strategic highway network, such as the York Street Interchange, as one of
its priorities.
The Investment Strategy for Northern Ireland 2005 - 2015 envisaged an investment of
approximately £1 billion to improve the Strategic Road Network. During 2006, Roads Service
consulted on an expanded programme of strategic road improvements, which included a
scheme to deliver improvements to the York Street junction.
The scheme is presently undergoing a DMRB Stage 2 Scheme Assessment, with four
shortlisted options from the Stage 1 Scheme Assessment under consideration. As part of this
process, Roads Service have opened the scheme options to public consultation, with a public
consultation event held on 1 and 2 June 2011 in the Ramada Encore, Belfast. This event
commenced a window for public consultation which lasted through to 30 June 2011.
This report summarises the advance advertisement and information on display at the public
consultation event and the presentations delivered to selected stakeholders and community
representatives at the event. Following the closure of the public consultation window, a
summary of the results from the public consultation questionnaire that was distributed at the
event is provided.
It is important to note that this report presents a summary of public consultation during the
Stage 2 Scheme Assessment process up to the date of this report. Consultations with the
identified key stakeholders will however continue beyond the date of this report to allow Roads
Service to fully consider all issues prior to its selection of a Preferred Route.

2

PUBLIC CONSULTATION EVENT

2.1

Advertisement of the Public Consultation Event
A press notice advertising the exhibition was placed in the following newspapers for two
consecutive weeks (weeks commencing 16 and 23 May 2011):
• Belfast Telegraph
• Irish News
• News Letter
• North Belfast News.
Copies of the notices are included in Appendix A of this report.
In the week commencing 16 May 2011, a fortnight prior to the consultation event, 16,750 flyers
were distributed by Royal Mail to local residents and businesses, informing them of the
upcoming event. A copy of the flyer and a map showing the flyer distribution area are included
in Appendix B.
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In addition to the Royal Mail leaflet distribution, URS Scott Wilson carried out an additional
leaflet distribution to properties on Little George’s Street on 17 May 2011 and Garmoyle Street
and Corporation Street, including adjacent side streets such as Pilot Street, Short Street and
Corporation Square on 23 May 2011. Roads Service also made available copies of the flyer in
their Eastern Division offices and the local Section Office on Corporation Street.
As a further measure, a copy of the public consultation event flyer was made available on the
DRD website.
2.2

Press Release and Press Briefing Pack
A press briefing pack was prepared in advance of the public consultation event, with several
copies forwarded to the Department’s Press Office for onward distribution to various media
organisations. A Ministerial press release was prepared and included as part of this press
pack to coincide with the launch of the public consultation event.
A copy of the press briefing pack is included in Appendix C.

2.3

Public Information Leaflet
A public information leaflet was prepared in advance of the consultation event to illustrate the
four options under consideration and outline progress to date. Copies of the leaflet were
made available at the public consultation event, with an electronic copy made available on the
DRD website. A copy of the leaflet is included in Appendix D of this report.

2.4

Presentation to Invited Guests
A number of guests, including local politicians and representatives from the identified list of
key stakeholders were invited to attend an advance presentation of the scheme options on the
morning of Wednesday, 1 June from 10.00am, prior to opening of the exhibition to the public
at 2.00pm.
The list of guests invited to attend the presentation is included in Appendix E.
Guests were provided with a copy of the public information leaflet upon arrival and given the
opportunity to peruse the exhibition material prior to the launch of the public consultation
event. The Minister for Regional Development officially opened the consultation event with the
Project Owner and a subsequent presentation was delivered by the Project Sponsor and the
URS Scott Wilson Project Manager.
A copy of this presentation is included in Appendix F.
Following the presentation a question and answer session was facilitated by Project Owner,
giving the assembled guests a chance to put questions to a panel formed by members of the
project team.

2.5

Press Coverage
The public consultation event received considerable media coverage, with numerous spots on
local television news programmes and in the local newspapers. Copies of some of the press
clippings are included in Appendix G.

2.6

Public Exhibition

2.6.1

Duration and Registration
The public exhibition component of the consultation event was opened at 2.00pm on 1 June
2011 and ran until 9.00pm that day. On 2 June 2011, the event was reopened at 10.00am
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and ran until 9.00pm. Visitors attending the exhibition were invited to register their
attendance, with a total of 174 names were entered over the two days.
2.6.2

Display Material
Within the exhibition, a series of display boards were placed for viewing containing written text,
photographs and plans. Also on display were two hi-definition televisions displaying four high
definition 3D models. Each screen alternated between two options. A touch screen interface
was also available to offer visitors an interactive method of distinguishing the movements at
the junction in both the existing arrangement and the four proposed options. The exhibition
material comprised a number of large display boards, entitled:
• Welcome to the Public Exhibition
• The Need for the Scheme
• Scheme Objectives
• The Scheme Assessment Process
• Summary of Progress to date
• Option A (2 No. Boards)
• Option B (2 No. Boards)
• Option C (2 No. Boards)
• Option D (2 No. Boards)
• Selection of Preferred Route
Copies of the display boards are included in Appendix H.
Throughout the course of the consultation, visitors were encouraged to talk to the attending
staff to discuss the options and to make known their views. The majority of visitors took up this
invitation and discussed matters at length. A selection of photographs taken at the
consultation event is included in Appendix I.

2.6.3

Public Questionnaire
Visitors to the exhibition were provided with a copy of the public information leaflet on arrival
and were invited to register their comments on a public questionnaire available from staff.
Visitors had the option of completing the questionnaire and returning it at the event or
returning it by post to Roads Service before the close of the consultation window on 30 June
2011. Comments were also invited in electronic format, with an email address provided for the
return of responses.
The questionnaire was designed on a ‘tick-box’ basis, so that it did not discourage people from
filling in lengthy questionnaires and to assist in the subsequent analysis. A copy of the
questionnaire is included as Appendix J. It should be noted that several of the returned
questionnaires were not completed in the manner intended. A review of these questionnaire
responses is provided in Section 3 of this report.

2.6.4

Presentation to Ministerial Advisory Group
The Project Sponsor and URS Scott Wilson Project Manager delivered a presentation of the
options to the Ministerial Advisory Group to DCAL on 2 June 2011.
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3

PUBLIC CONSULTATION RESPONSES

3.1

Introduction
As reported in Section 2, visitors to the public consultation event were encouraged to complete
a questionnaire after viewing the display material to provide their comments on a pro-forma
basis, to aid the comparison of results. The questionnaires could be returned at the event and
returned by post or email prior to the close of the consultation window.
A number of individuals and organisations opted to provide their comments via letters or
emails to Roads Service instead using the contact details provided. Any representations
made to Roads Service in this format were acknowledged by return letter or email, with
confirmation that the respective responses would be taken into consideration by Roads
Service when selecting its Preferred Option.
Of the 84 responses received, 73 responses were via the preferred questionnaire format, with
the remainder via separate letter or email. A map illustrating the geographic distribution of
respondents is included in Appendix K.
Section 3.2 provides an analysis of the returned questionnaires whilst Section 3.3 provides a
summary of the issues raised in the separate representations made to Roads Service
subsequent to the public consultation event. Section 3.4 details any suggestions on alternative
options proposed by members of the public.
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3.2

Questionnaire Responses

3.2.1

Validation of Responses
The questionnaire included four multiple choice questions and a sixth question to allow
additional comments to be provided. The answers were selected via the appropriate tick box,
with the opportunity to provide an additional comment included at the base of the
questionnaire.
In order to validate questionnaire responses, respondents were asked to provide personal
details including their name and address. This personal information was used in accordance
with the Department’s Personal Information Statement as reproduced on the questionnaire.
Of the 73 questionnaires returned, 67 were determined to be valid responses through the
inclusion of the required personal information and analysed accordingly.

3.2.2

Analysis Limitations
Whilst all questionnaires were considered, the varying levels to which they were completed
required a number of limitations to be imposed to facilitate analysis when the following
scenarios occurred:
TABLE 4.2.1:

QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS LIMITATIONS

Scenario

Action Taken

Questionnaire returned in joint names at same
address

Considered as a single questionnaire response
for the address in question

Incomplete/partial response to question

Partial responses included in analysis

Multiple answers to questions requiring single
response

Each answer included in analysis

Question requiring answer

Only answers within the provided list included in
analysis

Answers not ranked in the manner requested

All answers selected given the same (highest)
rank

On the basis of the above approach, the responses to each of the questions are summarised
in Sections 3.2.3 to 3.2.8.
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3.2.3

Question 1 Response Analysis
Question 1 asked:
Please tell us how you are affected by the proposed scheme?
The public were provided with a pool of answers to choose from and responded as followed:
• As a resident of the local area

= 17 %

• As a business owner/employee in the local area

= 10 %

• As a vehicle driver/passenger

= 34 %

• As a user of public transport

= 16 %

• As a pedestrian

= 14 %

• As a cyclist

=

5%

• Other

=

4%

This information is presented graphically in Figure 4.2.1.

Figure 4.2.1 Question 1 Response Summary

STAGE 2 PUBLIC CONSULTATION REPORT
October 2012

6

DRD Roads Service — York Street Interchange
3.2.4

Question 2 Response Analysis
Question 2 asked:
How often do you use the existing Westlink / York Street signalised junction?
The public had the following choices and responded as shown:
• Daily

= 55 %

• Weekly

= 31 %

• Monthly

=

6%

• Other

=

8%

This information is presented graphically in Figure 4.2.2.

Figure 4.2.2 Question 2 Response Summary
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3.2.5

Question 3 Response Analysis
Question 3 asked:
Do you agree the need for road improvements between Westlink and the M2 and M3
motorways?
The public had the following choices and responded as shown:
• Strongly Disagree

=

7%

• Disagree

=

2%

• Neither Agree nor Disagree

= 13 %

• Agree

= 18 %

• Strongly Agree

= 60 %

An opportunity was provided to allow members of the public to explain their reasons for their
viewpoint.
This information is presented graphically in Figure 4.2.3.

Figure 4.2.3 Question 3 Response Summary
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3.2.6

Question 4 Response Analysis
Question 4 asked:
In considering improvements to the road network, which of the following factors do you
believe to be the most important?
A list of eight possible factors were provided and the public asked to rank each factor in order
of importance to them, where the lowest rank was least important and the highest rank most
important.
Based on the responses provided, the listed factors are ranked below in descending order of
importance:
• Reducing traffic congestion

(Most important factor)

• Improving journey time reliability
• Improving road safety
• Effect on people living near the road corridor
• Improving air quality and traffic noise levels
• Improving regeneration opportunities
• Value for money
• Visual impact on cityscape/landscape

(Least important factor)

This information is presented graphically in Figure 4.2.4.
Figure 4.2.4 Question 4 Response Summary

STAGE 2 PUBLIC CONSULTATION REPORT
October 2012

9

DRD Roads Service — York Street Interchange

3.2.7

Question 5 Response Analysis
Question 5 asked:
Which of the four options presented do you prefer?
The public were asked to choose one of the four options on display. Of the 67 valid
questionnaires returned, 7 respondents did not select an option as requested. Of the
remaining 60 valid questionnaires, the responses were as follows:
• Option A

= 14 %

• Option B

= 28 %

• Option C

= 46 %

• Option D

= 12 %

This information is presented graphically in Figure 4.2.5.

Figure 4.2.5 Question 5 Response Summary
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3.2.8

Question 6 Response Analysis
Question 6 asked:
Do you have any other comments on the proposals?
The question posed was open-ended, with space provided to allow the public to record any
comments or concerns. The majority of questionnaires were returned without comments.
Comments that were received were varied in nature, but did display a number of trends,
namely:
• a desire to seek improvements expedited to relieve the current congestion
• a desire to see full grade separation provided rather than partial grade separation
• concerns over potential closures of any slip roads at Clifton Street
• a desire to see improvements to pedestrian and cyclist journeys through the junction
• concerns with community severance and blight
• concerns that the proposed elevated links will create sterilisation of development
opportunities
• concerns over disruption during construction
• a desire to see depressed links rather than elevated links (due to visual impact)
• concerns that the scheme is being developed by Roads Service rather than a collective
interdisciplinary team of engineers and urban planners from various government
departments.
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3.3

Separate Representations to Roads Service

3.3.1

Introduction
An invitation was extended on the questionnaire and public information leaflet to allow the
public to make separate representations to Roads Service regarding the interchange
proposals in lieu of the public questionnaire format.
Further to this invitation, seven letters and three emails were received as summarised below.

3.3.2

Forum for Alternative Belfast Consultation Response
The Forum for Alternative Belfast (FAB) submitted their response to the consultation in their
email of 1 July 2011 to Roads Service. This email included a seven point initial response to
the scheme dated 24 June 2011, as outlined below.
• Planning of new infrastructure to be considered as strategic urban design, not as a ‘roads
only’ project.
• The final scheme should ensure that the ‘Six Links’, as defined by the FAB in their published
map of 31 May 2011, are a key part of the urban design solution.
• The infrastructure scheme should include two bridges linking North Belfast communities to
the Titanic Quarter.
• The streets and slip roads should be designed to the latest national public realm and
transportation standards and not merely to “roads and bridge” standards.
• Options B and D should be discarded.
• Only an improved version of Option C offers opportunity to address the fractured urban
structure of this part of Belfast.
• The overall scheme should be subject to a MAG Design Review and to its recommendations.
As noted, these seven points formed FAB’s initial response and in their email of 1 July 2011,
FAB added the following points upon further consideration and consultation with other
stakeholders.
• The project should be subject to the Targeting Social Need policy.
• The various banks and wedges of land should form a water management, sound and air
quality system with ring-fenced budgets and extensive planting.
• The project should provide planning gain to the local neighbourhoods and should inventive
local job creation and be procured with a correct understanding of the Office of Government
Commerce Design Guides.
• The designs require an independent expert’s opposing view to achieve true value
engineering and value for public money based on wider urban principles and the wider
economy.

3.3.3

University of Ulster
A letter was received from Atkins consultants on behalf of the University of Ulster dated 28
June 2011. In the letter, the university explained their Greater Belfast Development (GBD)
proposals and highlighted the following concerns:
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• the implications of the scheme on their proposals for traffic calming/public realm
enhancement on York Street and the surrounding area
• the implications of the scheme on future public transport services in the area of the campus
and that part of Belfast.
• the implications of the scheme on the proposed Gamble Street rail halt
• the impact on vehicular access/egress to the new Belfast campus and the implications this
will have on car parking and the University’s sustainable travel plan
• the impact on vehicular movements/accessibility in and around the York Street area during
the construction of the new Belfast campus buildings and during the construction phase of
the interchange project.
3.3.4

Belfast City Centre Management – Cathedral Quarter Steering Group
A letter was received from the Cathedral Quarter Steering Group (CQSG) dated 30 June
2011. The main comments taken from the letter are summarised below.
• CQSG calls for the formation of an interdisciplinary and cross-departmental team to guide
the project as a strategic urban design initiative and not as a ‘roads only’ project.
• The Cathedral Quarter Plan calls for traffic calming and improved access to the area for
pedestrians and cyclists.
• The ‘Six Links’ to and through North Belfast (as defined by the FAB map published on 31
May 2011) must be central to the York Street Interchange urban design solution.
• Independent consultants should be appointed to ensure best practice in relation to
pedestrian and cycle access in the area of the interchange to make certain that the needs of
visitors and people living and working in the area are addressed.
• The opportunity to create new links from inner North Belfast and Cathedral Quarter to the
Titanic Quarter should be capitalised on through the addition of two bridges to the scheme.
• CQSG supports the FAB recommendation that an amended version of Option C should be
developed to include a buried Bangor/Westlink connection.
• This variant option should be designed to the latest national roads standard and in
collaboration with DSD, DOE, DCAL, Belfast City Council and reviewed by the Ministerial
Advisory Group to DCAL.

3.3.5

Antrim Road Regeneration Committee
A letter was received from the Antrim Road Regeneration Committee dated 29 June 2011.
The main comments taken from the letter are summarised below.
• Roads Service needs to engage further with communities adjacent to the interchange for
comment and to test support from community groups and residents before settling on any
preferred option.
• Roads Service’s proposals need to take an objective account of the impact on the economic
infrastructure of the North Belfast economy, local business interests and access to
employment opportunities locally, in other parts of the city and the region.
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• Roads Service need to ensure that pedestrian and cyclists have a safe and straightforward
means of access via York Street.
• There is a need to ensure North Belfast is not used as an ‘escape route’ at Clifton Street.
• The committee is concerned that the interchange will encourage unregulated parking zones
for commuters in North Belfast.
• Roads Service should consider the re-introduction of a two-way system at York Street to
enable better access to the City centre from residents of that area.
• Roads Service need to engage with other key stakeholders and bodies who have strategic
developments planned in the surrounding locality, i.e.:
•

University of Ulster Greater Belfast Development

•

City Quays

•

Gamble Street rail halt

•

Rapid Transit

•

North Foreshore

•

Gateway Projects

•

Library Square

•

Carrick Hill DSD redevelopment.

•

Roads Service is requested to survey or demonstrate how their options will mitigate the
causes of further fracture and severance by the interchange to North Belfast.

•

Highlight the area of “planning gain” and “social benefit” for North Belfast communities.

•

Only an improved version of Option C offers opportunity to address the fractured structure of
this part of Belfast and is the preferred option for the Interchange recommended by North
Belfast Partnership
The Committee also strongly supports the FAB’s seven point response on the interchange.

North Belfast Partnership

3.3.6

An email was received from the North Belfast Partnership dated 29 June 2011. The main
comments taken from the letter reflect those made by the Antrim Road Regeneration
Committee.

Ministerial Advisory Group

3.3.7

A letter was received from the Ministerial Advisory Group (MAG) to DCAL dated 26 July 2011.
The main points from their response are summarised below.
•

MAG is supportive of FAB’s consultation response and shares their view that the scheme
should be developed as a strategic urban design rather than a roads scheme by a
multidisciplinary team of engineers and urban planners.

•

MAG considers that the FAB consultation response encourages the best practice anticipated
in the quality plans they consider to exist in the DMRB under DMRB reference 8.2.4.3 (sic)).
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3.3.8

•

MAG perceives that, under these DMRB requirements, an external design review should be
carried out on the project and offer to undertake this role.

•

Upon further investigation, it is considered that the DMRB reference to which MAG refers is
sub-paragraph 3 to paragraph 8.2.3 of DMRB Standard GD 02/08 entitled “Quality
Management Systems for Highway Design” (DMRB ref 0.2.1).

Belfast Conflict Resolution Consortium
An email was received from the Belfast Conflict Resolution Consortium dated 7 July 2011 to
state their support for the FAB response. They noted they have commissioned research from
the FAB on the disconnection of working class interface areas from the city and stated the
York Street Interchange has been a key part of their discussions.

3.4

Other Suggested Options
A number of individuals made suggestions for alternative options for consideration by Roads
Service.
The first option suggested was the introduction of a system similar to ramp metering on the
foreshore motorway to regulate the release of traffic from the existing York Street junction.
This system would however be signalled using overhead gantries in a similar fashion to the
M1/Westlink Active Traffic Management system rather than the traffic signals associated with
conventional ramp metering systems.
The second option suggested was the relocation of the existing railway line carried by the
Dargan Bridge to a position east of the Lagan Bridge.
A third option suggested was the depression of York Street below the other links between the
Westlink, M2 and M3 motorways rather than its proposed elevation in the three of the four
options at Stage 2.
A fourth option suggested was the reintroduction of two-way running on York Street as part of
the interchange proposals.
A fifth option suggested was the provision of two lanes on the Westlink to M3 movements in
both directions on all options.
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