
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to queries raised by the Department for Infrastructure 
 
 
 
 
 
 

August 2023 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

1.0. Introduction 

 

1.1. The Mid Ulster Local Development Plan 2030 — Draft Plan Strategy (February 

2019) (‘the draft Plan Strategy’) was submitted to the Department for 

Infrastructure for independent examination under section 10 of the Planning Act 

(Northern Ireland) 2011 (‘the 2011 Act’) on 28 May 2021.  On 23 December 

2021, the Department for Infrastructure (‘DfI’) wrote to the Council seeking 

clarification on a number of points.  The letter enclosed four appendices, each 

of which set out a number of questions (Annex 1). 

 

(1) Appendix 1 — Clarification Questions — Housing Section 

(2) Appendix 2 — Clarification Questions — Economic Development / 

Additional in the Countryside 

(3) Appendix 3 — Clarification Questions — Residential Development in the 

Countryside  

(4) Appendix 4 — Clarification Questions — Legal / Procedural Compliance 

 

1.2. The Council responded to DfI on 4 February 2022 (Annex 2).  DfI wrote to the 

Council on 17 June 2022 highlighting a number of outstanding concerns and 

raising a new concern about the legality of some of the policies in the draft plan 

strategy in the light of the judgment of the Court of Justice of the European 

Union in cases C-197/11 and C-203/11 (Annex 3).   

  

1.3. This paper provides a comprehensive response to the matters raised by DfI in 

its 23 December 2021 and 17 June 2022 letters.  In so far as there is any 

conflict between what is said in this response and what was said by the Council 

in its earlier 4 February 2022 response,  this response should be taken as 

superseding that response. The Council intends to publish this paper on its 

website and envisages that it will form part of the material to be examined at 

the forthcoming independent examination. 

 
1.4. The structure of this paper is as follows. 

 
(1.0) Introduction 

(2.0) Response to Appendix 1 questions 

(3.0) Response to Appendix 2 questions 

(4.0) Response to Appendix 3 questions 

(5.0) Response to Appendix 4 questions 

(6.0) Response to concerns raised about the judgment of the Court of 

Justice of the European Union in cases C-197/11 and C-203/11. 

 

 

 



 

 

2.0. Response to Appendix 1 questions 

 

Question 

 

Updated HGIs were published by the Department in Sep 2019.  Based upon more 

recent 2016-based household projects and other updated data they cover the time 

period 2016 – 2030.  The update indicates 10,300 units for Mid Ulster District 

Council (MUDC) however the Council has retained the existing draft Plan Strategy 

housing figure of 11,000.  MUDC303, ‘Urban Capacity Study’, appears to the 

Department to be the main evidence paper considering the revised HGI.  It 

concludes that the figure of 11,000 (derived from extrapolating the previous HGI of 

9,500 for the period 2012 – 2025 remains sound because it is ‘not a significant 

reduction’ on the Draft Plan Strategy housing figure. 

 

Q1– Can the Council direct DfI to any submitted evidence clarifying why, despite 

being based on the now superseded 2012-based HGI, the draft housing requirement 

of 11,000 represents an equally robust approach to one based upon the more 

recently prepared 2016-based HGI? 

 

Response 

 

2.1. Paragraph 3.15 of the draft plan strategy,  bulletpoint four says: 

 

“To provide for 11,000 new homes by 2030 in a range of housing capable of 

meeting the needs of families,  the elderly and disabled,  and single people,  

at locations accessible to community services,  leisure and recreational 

facilities,  for those people with and without a car” 

 

2.2. It may be useful to briefly explain how the 11,000-figure contained in the draft 

plan strategy was arrived at.  MUDC 209 was published at a time when the only 

Housing Growth Indicators (‘HGIs’) were those in the Regional Development 

Strategy (‘RDS’).  This paper anticipated a likely reduction in the HGI in the 

then forthcoming update.  The Addendum to this paper,  published in June 

2016,  took into account the most up to date HGIs available at the time,  namely 

the 2012-based HGIs.  The table below shows the difference between the  

HGIs contained in the RDS and the 2012-based HGIs over the plan period. 

 

RDS HGIs 2012-based HGIs % change 

11,700 10,950 - 6% 

 

2.3. The 11,000 figure was a rounding off upwards of the 10,950 HGI figure.  Taking 

into account all of the evidence available to the Council at that time,  it was 

considered to be the most appropriate figure for inclusion in the draft plan 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b2ebe6d5-c685-4589-b5ed-34fc5e2e74e9/MUDC209-Housing-Allocation-July-2015.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/1994950f-02be-41db-80bf-71ad50612f60/REVISED-HGI-PAPER-SPC-30-10-19.docx.aspx


 

strategy.  It would ensure that sufficient houses came forward in the settlements 

over the plan period,  in line with wider regional policy and local plan objectives. 

  

2.4. At the time of publication the Addendum acknowledged that a further HGI  

was likely to be published in 2018.  As the Council observed at that time,  “this 

timeframe will coincide with the production of the LDP and may conflict with  

this process”.  The Council was thus mindful that a revised HGI was likely to be 

published,  but was concerned that this would conflict with the proposed 

timetable for the emerging draft plan strategy.  This was a concern shared by 

several other councils in Northern Ireland who were at similar stages of the  

plan process at that time. 

 
2.5. Revised HGIs,  2016-based,  were published on 26 September 2019.  A report 

was presented to the Planning Committee on 30 October 2019 to discuss the 

implications of the revised HGIs.  In that report,  members were appraised of 

the changes in the HGIs,  that are summarised in the table below. 

   

2012-based HGIs 2016-based HGIs % change 

10,950 10,300 - 6% 

   

2.6. Officers advised members that in accordance with correspondence sent by the 

Chief Planner,  that HGIs were to be used as guidance,  and considered 

alongside all other relevant evidence.  They were not to be viewed as a cap on 

housing development or a target to be achieved.  They formed one part of the 

overall evidence to be considered in setting the housing strategy.  Reflecting on 

the revised HGIs in light of all of the evidence available to them,  the judgment 

of professional planning officers,  ultimately supported by elected members,  

was that the revised HGIs did not justify any modification to the housing 

strategy.  As it was put,  “no action is required in relation to the strategic 

approach to housing provision as a result of the publication of  

the revised HGIs”  (Paragraph 4.3). 

  

2.7. Ultimately,  as a matter of expert planning judgement officers were sceptical 

about the merit in modifying the housing strategy by reducing it by 700 houses.  

Over the course of two HGI updates,  12% less growth was predicted in Mid 

Ulster.  Officers were mindful that the HGIs are based on past trends continuing 

into the future.  It was considered that a further 6% reduction of the HGI in 

addition to the 6% already introduced by the 2012-based HGIs was not 

necessarily justified in predicting future growth or consistent with local 

aspirations.  Having regard principally to completion rates,  existing levels of 

commitments,  policy aspirations,  and representations received during the 

public consultation on the draft plan strategy,  officers adjudged that no change 

was justified.  Even if the use of the 2012-HGI resulted in a slight overprovision 

of housing land,  this would only be less than 10% of the HGI,  and was not felt 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/1994950f-02be-41db-80bf-71ad50612f60/REVISED-HGI-PAPER-SPC-30-10-19.docx.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/1994950f-02be-41db-80bf-71ad50612f60/REVISED-HGI-PAPER-SPC-30-10-19.docx.aspx


 

to be significant in sustainability terms.  At an individual settlement level,  

reducing the HGI by 700 was likely to have a negligible impact. 

 
2.8. It is prudent to look at two of these factors in greater detail. 

 
(1) the HGIs;  and 

  

(2) completions. 

 
2.9. Starting with the HGIs,  in deciding to retain the 11,000 figure the Council paid 

particular regard to the advice of the Chief Planner in his 25 September 2019 

letter.  In that letter,  the Chief Planner explained that the HGIs  “do not forecast 

exactly what will happen in the future”,  but are instead  “policy neutral 

estimates based on recent trends [that] assume recent trends will continue  

into the future”.  Councils were advised not to regard HGIs as “cap on housing  

or a target to be met”.  They were instead to be regarded as a  “starting  

point”  to be considered along with  “all relevant sources of evidence”.  This is 

the approach which the Council took.  Instead of uncritically accepting the 

revised HGI,  the Council reflected on whether a predicted 6% dip in  

growth over the plan period was justified,  and,  in the exercise of its  

planning judgement,  decided it was not.   

 

2.10. An analysis of recent data from the Northern Ireland Statistics and Research 

Agency (‘NISRA’) shows that the scepticism which the Council had about the 

level of growth predicted as being necessary in the 2016-based HGIs was well 

placed. 

 
2.11. The 2016-based HGIs were based in large part on household and population 

projections.  Whilst the NISRA 2016-based household population projections for 

2021 are slightly higher than the 2021 Census results,  the household 

projections and average household size are lower. The 2016-based  

projections estimated there would be a household population of 150,656 and 

52,504 households in Mid Ulster with an average household size of 2.87.  The 

2021 Census result confirmed that the household population was in fact 

149,118 (-1,538) with 54,005 households (+1,501) and a lower  

average household size of 2.76 (-0.11).   

 

Data 2016-based 

projections 

2021 Census 

Result 

Difference 

Household 

population in 

Mid Ulster 

150,656 149,118 -1,538 

Households in 

Mid Ulster 

52,504 54,005 + 1,501 



 

Average 

household size 

2.87  2.76 - 0.11 

 

2.12. An increase in the number of households and decrease in the average 

household size could lead to greater demand for houses than predicted. 

 

2.13. In order to illustrate this further,  several alternative scenarios can be tested.  

The 2016-based HGI paper outlines a household projection of 57,000 homes in 

Mid Ulster in 2030,  which equates to a HGI figure of 10,300.  Household 

projections can be calculated by dividing the total household population by the 

average household size.  Given we cannot know with absolute certainty what  

the average household size will be in Mid Ulster in 2030, a range across four 

scenarios can be tested. 

 

(1) Apply the 2021 census average household size to 2030 (assumes no 

further decline in average household size which we consider is unlikely). 

 

(2) Apply the NISRA 2016-based projections rate of decline in household size 

between 2021 to 2030 from 2.87 to 2.80 (i.e.  a rate of reduction of 0.07).  

This is applied to the lower baseline figure for 2021 (2.76) and gives a new 

average household size for 2030 of 2.69 (i.e.  2.76 – 0.07).  

  

(3) Apply a proven rate of decline in average household size from the 2011 

Census (combining the former legacy council areas of Dungannon,  

Cookstown and Magherafelt (see page 37 of 2011 Census Results 

Bulletin)) to the 2021 Census for Mid Ulster which fell from 2.88 to 2.76.  It 

reduced by 0.12 in 10 years.  When continuing on this trajectory and 

reapplying this rate of decline between April 2021 and December 2030,  a 

further fall of 0.117.  This gives a new average household size for 2030 of 

2.64 (i.e. 2.76 – 0.117). 

 
(4) Apply the Northern Ireland average household size of 2.44. 

 

2.14. The difference in household population identified by the 2021 census is applied 

to the 2030 household population projections (i.e. -1,538). Revised household 

projections are subsequently calculated to give a projected number of 

households in 2030.  These household projections are then translated into a 

HGI figure for the District using the HGI methodology.  Full details of the 

working out are enclosed  (Annex 1A).  

  

2.15. The revised HGI after running each of the scenarios set out above is as follows. 

 

 

 



 

Scenario HGI output 

(1) 10,718 

(2) 12,209 

(3) 13,323 

(4) 18,234 

 

 

2.16. The above shows that the HGIs are sensitive to small changes to household 

size.  It has been shown up to 2021 that the HGI has underestimated the 

decline in household size in Mid Ulster.  Applying any of the above three 

realistic scenarios,  where household size continues to decline over the plan 

period,  will only exacerbate the underestimation accumulated to date.   

  

2.17. For the avoidance of any doubt,  it is not unrealistic to assume that there will be 

further decline in household size moving forward.  The NISRA 2016-based 

projections estimated slow decline in household size up to 2021 (from 2.88 in 

2016 to 2.87 in 2021),  falling more rapidly thereafter (from 2.87 in 2021 to 2.80 

in 2030). 

 
2.18. Whilst the Council acknowledges that there is always a degree of uncertainty in 

demographic trends of this type,  the best evidence to date suggests that the 

2016-based projections have underestimated the rate of decline in household 

size.  The evidence presented above shows this is capable of having a material 

impact on the outcome HGI figure.  Accordingly,  working through the three 

realistic scenarios outlined above,  further decline in household size over the 

plan period is likely to push the HGI figure up further.  This shows that the 

scepticism which the Council had over the 2016-based HGI figure was sound.  

 
2.19. Turning next to completions and commitments,  the need to take account of 

these was expressly recognised by the Chief Planner in his letter.  It is similarly 

recognised in the SPPS (Paragraph 6.139).   

 
2.20. As of 1 April 2020,  there are existing commitments (excluding expired 

permissions on unzoned land) for 8,837 housing units within the hubs and 

settlements.   

 
2.21. Of these 8,837 commitments, 4,777 are in the three main hubs.  A  

review of housing monitor sites in the three hubs and an  

estimation of the status of commitments is outlined in the table below. 

 
 

 

 

 



 

 % of Total Commitments in Hubs Total % 

 Cookstown Dungannon Magherafelt 

Extant 

permission on 

white land 

5% 17% 3% 25% 

Extant 

permission on 

zoned land 

16% 13% 14% 43% 

Expired 

permission on 

zoned land 

3% 12% 1% 16% 

Zoned land 

with no 

permission 

2% 5% 10% 17% 

 

 

2.22. This demonstrates that extant permissions on zoned land form the  

majority of commitments with 43% across in Cookstown, Dungannon and  

Magherafelt.  Around 16% of commitments were expired permissions on zoned 

land, while 17% of commitments were from housing zonings with no previous  

planning permission. It is estimated that 25% of the total commitments  

in the hubs were extant permissions on white land.  

 

2.23. In addition,  there have been 2,285 housing completions during the plan period 

2015 to 2020,  as set out in the table below. 

 

 Number 

Completions 2,285 

Commitments  8,837 

 

 

2.24. Overall,  the total number of completions and commitments comes in at just 

over 11,000,  which sits well with the 11,000 figure in the housing strategy. 

  

2.25. Looking further at completions,  the table below presents housing completions 

in hubs and settlements between 2015 and 2020.  Whilst some fluctuation is 

present,  it is evident that there is a steady upwards trend.  This shows healthy 

growth which Mid Ulster would like to encourage over the plan period through a 

robust supply of housing land. 

 

Year 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 Total Average 

Units 160 71 721 231 1102 2285 457 

 



 

2.26. It is also important to acknowledge that completions during this period, 

particularly in the early stages are likely to have been negatively impacted by 

the 2008 recession, bearing in mind the 5-year implementation period 

associated with planning permissions.  The steady upward trend would  

suggest recovery as we begin to move further from the 2008 recession and 

associated period thereafter.  

 

2.27. Additionally,  the Council observes that other local councils have been 

permitted to proceed to independent examination on the basis of the 2012-

based HGI without any comparable objection from DfI prior to independent 

examination.  Antrim and Newtownabbey in large part based its housing 

requirement figure on the 2012-based HGI and opted not to use the 2016-

based HGI for the reasons explained in its ‘Topic Paper 1:  Housing Growth 

(March 2021)’.  Similarly,  Mid and East Antrim largely based its housing 

requirement figure on the 2012-based HGI;  and in its ‘Further Evidence Report 

— Housing (March 2021)’,  it took a similar view to this Council in observing 

that the 2016-based HGI,  “do[es] not represent a significant variation”  to the 

2012-based HGI (even though the variation experienced by that council (-13%) 

was greater than the variation experienced by this council (-6%)).    

 

2.28. Finally,  what matters is whether the level of housing which the plan provides 

for is sound,  not what HGI was used.  Like other councils,  Mid Ulster is 

content that the level of housing which the plan provides for is sound,  taking 

into account all of the evidence available to it,  including the 2012-based and 

2016-based HGIs.  The Council is concerned that DfI has unquestioningly 

placed too much weight on the latest HGI,  without affording any weight to other 

evidence or accounting for the fact that,  as the Chief Planner put it,  the HGIs 

are only a starting point,  and should not be viewed as a cap or target.   

 

Question 

 

Q2–Where in the submitted evidence has the Council considered what residual 

housing need remains as of the date of submission once completions from 2015 – 

2020 are taken into account? 

 

Response 

 

2.29. Completions are subject to continuing change and are kept under review by the 

Council.  An updated position on completions will be required at the local 

policies plan stage.  The number of completions between 2015 and 2020 is set 

out in the table below for ease of reference. 

 

 



 

 Number 

Completions (settlements) 2,285 

Completions (countryside) (excluding 

replacements) 

712 

Completions (total) 2,997 

Completions (annual average) 459 

 

 

Question 

 

The Council’s Housing Allocation paper (MUDC209 July 2015) provides allocations 

for the urban and rural area for 2015-2030.  It is said to be based on the most recent 

household projections available at that time (provided by NISRA March 2015). The 

paper advises that the position would be revisited and the paper updated when HGIs 

are revised. (Paragraphs 1.1 & 1.2). There is a reference within the POP to a 

Housing Allocation position paper addendum dated 2016. 

 

Q3–Can the Council direct DfI to the 2016 ‘Housing Allocation’ addendum referred to 

in the POP or any revisions or updates of the information presented in this Housing 

Allocation Paper? 

 

Response 

 

2.30. A copy of the Addendum Position Paper — Housing Allocation Revised HGI 

Figures was enclosed by the Council with its 4 February 2022 response.  It was 

agreed by elected members on 27 September 2016.  The Revised Housing 

Growth Indicators and Implications paper was agreed by members on 30 

October 2019.  It was also enclosed by the Council with its 4 February 2022 

response. 

  

2.31. In its 17 June 2022 response,  DfI did not raise any further concerns in respect 

of this question.  Accordingly,  it is assumed that DfI requires no further 

clarification on this matter. 

 

Question 

 

The Council proposes an allowance equivalent to 40% of the ‘Council’s HGI’ to 

account for development that will take place under countryside policies. This is said 

by the Council to reflect the existing proportion of households in the countryside of 

the district which is presently 41% (MUDC237). The Council’s proposal is that 

applications will be monitored and a plan review initiated when approvals reach a 

level equivalent to 40% of the HGI. In the draft Plan Strategy,  the allowance to the 

countryside is therefore in addition to the planned housing allocation to settlements. 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/34db028b-6090-4cda-9f82-7fb5d62e5a80/ADDENDUM-Position-Paper-Housing-Allocation-Addedum-Revisied-HGI-figures.docx.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/34db028b-6090-4cda-9f82-7fb5d62e5a80/ADDENDUM-Position-Paper-Housing-Allocation-Addedum-Revisied-HGI-figures.docx.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/1994950f-02be-41db-80bf-71ad50612f60/REVISED-HGI-PAPER-SPC-30-10-19.docx.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/1994950f-02be-41db-80bf-71ad50612f60/REVISED-HGI-PAPER-SPC-30-10-19.docx.aspx


 

The Department would again highlight the RDS direction (page 43) which states that 

the HGI figure is for the whole council area. 

 

The Department would also draw attention to the Council’s own statement at 

paragraph 6.16 of its 2014 Housing Paper (MUDC202) that “Within the HGI figure 

(the Department’s emphasis) an allowance will also have to be made for dwellings in 

the Countryside”. It therefore appears that the Council previously accepted that the 

housing need indicated by the HGI related to the whole district, including the 

countryside, and not just part of it. 

 

Q4– It would assist the Department’s consideration if the Council can refer to the 

submitted evidence explaining the change in approach between the 2014 Housing 

Paper and the Draft Plan Strategy with regard to the 40% allowance to the 

countryside within the context of the HGI figure? An explanation as to why the 

allowance to the countryside changed from being within the HGI to being outside it? 

 

Response 

 

2.32. The draft plan strategy is clear that the countryside will not be subject to an 

allocation of the HGI.  This is set out explicitly at paragraph 4.34.  Instead,  the 

policy approach is to direct growth towards the settlements,  in particular the 

hubs,  by ensuring that there is an adequate supply of housing land within the 

settlements.  That is achieved by allocating the HGI across the settlements only 

as opposed to across the settlements and the countryside.  This also ensures 

that regional and local policy objectives in respect of the countryside are able to 

be achieved. The policy approach for the countryside is to monitor the level of 

growth in the countryside to ensure that approvals in the countryside do not 

exceed the equivalent of 40% of the HGI.  The 40% is not a target.  The 40% is 

simply the level at which a policy review would be triggered on grounds of there 

being a risk of unsustainable levels of growth in the countryside.   

 

2.33. DfI in its question is referring to comments made in documents produced early 

in the plan preparation process.  The plan has evolved during that process in 

response to public consultation and sustainability appraisal.  There is nothing 

unusual about a plan evolving through that process.  The option carried through 

to the Preferred Options Paper as the recommended option was ‘Option 1 – 

Equitable Split’,  which saw the countryside allocated 40% of the HGI (MUDC 

115) (Page 23 to 24). However,  in the Preferred Options Paper Public 

Consultation Report,  a detailed analysis was undertaken of the various 

responses,  which pushed and pulled in different directions  (MUDC 116) 

(Pages 16 to 21).  DfI in particular wanted to see a greater proportion of the 

HGI going to the hubs,  but this was proposed to be at the expense of the 

countryside,  which was not viewed as justified in a rural district like Mid Ulster.  

The Council had to grapple with the fact that there was a desire,  backed up by 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/c532bd20-5453-4934-a410-9144ab9aa9d0/MUDC115-Preferred-Options-Paper-November-2016.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/c532bd20-5453-4934-a410-9144ab9aa9d0/MUDC115-Preferred-Options-Paper-November-2016.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8742b903-00e5-4320-9000-6af941e60085/MUDC116-Preferred-Options-Paper-Public-Consultation-Report-Jan-2019.pdf.aspx


 

regional policy,  to increase the level of housing land available in the hubs on 

the one hand,  whilst on the other hand there was a need to sustain rural 

communities in Mid Ulster.  As set out in that report,  “following further 

consideration of consultee advice and in undertaking the SA/SEA [the Council] 

review[ed] [its] approach to [its] growth strategy and spatial planning 

framework”,  introducing a new option,  Option 4,  which did not include an 

allocation to the countryside.  This is set out and explained in the Sustainability 

Appraisal (MUDC 102) (Pages 63 to 65).  As set out at paragraph 5.11 in 

particular,  “following publication of the POP an additional 4th option has  

been proposed”.   

  

2.34. The justification for selecting Option 4 as the preferred option for the draft plan 

strategy was set out in MUDC 102)  (Paragraphs 5.12 to 5.17).  Detailed 

rebuttal of concerns raised,  including those raised by DfI in this question,  can 

be found in the Public Consultation Report (MUDC 114) (Pages 084 to 091). 

 
2.35. This was again a balanced judgment taken by the Council in light of all of the 

available evidence.  The Council is well aware of the levels of growth which the 

draft plan strategy provides for.  It has carefully appraised the implications of 

this growth in its sustainability appraisal.  It has reflected carefully on the 

competing views of stakeholders,  including DfI.  In taking the approach that it 

has,  the Council has attempted to reconcile the tension inherent in seeking to 

grow large urban settlements without doing so at the expense of valued rural 

communities.  It believes that the approach it has taken is sustainable  

and tailored to the circumstances of this District. 

 
2.36. Councils are afforded a significant degree of latitude within the confines of the 

soundness test to decide how to use the HGI in light of their own local 

circumstances.  This was reflected in the Planning Appeals Commission report 

into the Fermanagh and Omagh draft Plan Strategy.  Fermanagh and Omagh 

opted not to count completions that pre-dated the current policy context 

towards the overall HGI allocation to the countryside.  DfI disagreed with this,  

however the Commission observed that this was  “a matter for the Council”,  

and it has demonstrated that its decision was informed by all of the relevant 

evidence.  Similarly,  whilst DfI may disagree with the approach taken by this 

Council,  it is clear that the approach is carefully thought through,  sitting 

comfortably within the range of reasonable policy choices open to it. 

 

Question 

 

Q5– The Council acknowledges the relevance of implementation rates elsewhere in 

the submitted evidence and indicate that the rate is between 90-95%. As approvals 

do not equate to completed dwellings can the Council advise why these are 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b4f7aed8-296e-4b4d-b778-ac7d12dbc561/MUDC114-DPS-Consultation-Report-issues-raised-in-Reps-and-Counter-Reps-Apr-21.pdf.aspx


 

considered to be a robust indicator of whether the 40% ‘cap’ is reached and a review 

initiated? 

 

Response 

 

2.37. It is assumed that in this question DfI is referring to paragraph 4.34 of the draft 

plan strategy which explains that for review purposes,  “if the number of houses 

being approved in the countryside exceed 40% of the Districts HGI this will 

trigger the need to change policy at the Plan Review” (underlining added).   

  

2.38. There are two reasons why monitoring approvals is more appropriate in the 

present circumstances than monitoring completions for the purposes of this 

policy. 

 
(1) It sounds the warning bell sooner.  Approvals come before completions.  

Completions typically lag behind approvals.  The Council wants closely to 

monitor the level of development in the countryside and react quickly if 

there is a need to review the plan strategy.  By monitoring approvals,  the 

Council will have a solid understanding of the pipeline of supply moving 

forward.  It will be able to estimate through completion rates how many 

houses are likely to be built in the years ahead.  If completions were used,  

there is a risk that by the time the 40% figure is breached,  a substantial 

pipeline of committed approvals would already be in place,  with no 

realistic way to control those.  Monitoring approvals allows for earlier and 

more effective intervention. 

  

(2)  Policy is one thing that the Council has control over.  It has control over 

the setting of policy and its application.  It does not have any effective 

control over completions.  There may be a wide range of reasons why 

completion rates fluctuate from time to time.  A high rate of completions in 

one year is not necessarily emblematic of a problem with planning policy,  

whereas a high rate of approvals could be.  It makes much more sense for 

a plan to monitor that which it can control and is responsible for than for it 

to monitor that which it cannot fully control and is not responsible for.   

 

Question 

 

Q6– Can the Council highlight where in the submitted evidence explanation is 

provided of how the Council intends to monitor and implement the 40% allowance in 

practice and how this may feature in any plan review? 

 

 

 

 



 

Response 

 

2.39. Monitoring arrangements are set out in the draft plan strategy at pages 249 to 

252.  A specific outcome is included to ensure that “sustainable opportunities 

will have been provided for homes in the countryside to meet the needs of the 

rural population at a level of not more than 40% of the households in the 

District”  (Page 250).  This will be monitored by looking at the “number  

of housing permissions in the countryside”  and the  “pipeline for further  

housing development”  (Page 250).  The Council commits to reporting on  

these matter in its annual monitoring report (Regulation 25(2) Planning  

(Local Development Plan) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015 (‘the  

2015 Regulations’)). 

 
2.40. As for plan review,  if the 40% figure is exceeded then the Council will have to 

carefully to examine the reasons for this and consider whether any remedial 

action is necessary.  This could involve modifying the plan strategy (section 

14(1)(a) 2011 Act). 

 

Question 

 

Paragraph 5.5 of the later Policy Review ‘Sustainable Development in the 

Countryside’ (MUDC228) indicates that ‘there is a requirement’ for 4380 rural houses 

over the plan period (based on 40% of 10,950). The paragraph draws upon approval 

data for only the period 2012 – 2014 which shows that existing rural policy permits 

220 dwellings per year over this period. The Council apply a 90% ‘implementation 

rate’ and estimate this would permit 3,300 ‘rural dwellings. The Council conclude 

that, taking account of the ‘requirement’ of 4380, there is therefore scope for 1000 

additional ‘rural dwellings’ over the plan period. The Council state that while these 

figures are indicative ‘they provide justification for relaxation of the rural policy in the 

new LDP’. 

 

Also noted is page 225 of the consultation report (MUDC 114) which contains more 

recent data on approvals indicating an average approval rate for 2016 – 2019 of 259 

per annum. If applied over the plan period the Council state this would result in 3,885 

rural dwellings, 585 more than the amount previously estimated by the council in the 

rural policy review paper (MUDC228) 1. As a result,  the scope for 1000 additional 

‘rural’ dwellings previously identified by the Council is reduced by more than half to 

485. It is therefore clear that the number of approvals varies from year to year in 

response to a range of factors, not just policy. 

 

Q7– From the above-mentioned figures it appears that the scope to further increase 

countryside approvals in order to achieve the Council’s ambition of 40% of future 

housing growth is substantially less than the 1000 previously estimated by the 

Council. In view of this, has the Council provided evidence of why the proposed 



 

countryside policy relaxations remain an appropriate response to the gathered 

evidence? 

 

Response 

 

2.41. There are two points which need to be clarified at the outset. 

 

(1) It is wrong to say that the Council has an “ambition of 40% of future 

housing growth”  in the countryside.  Nothing in the draft plan strategy 

says this.  SPF6 does not set a 40% growth ambition;  it says simply that 

the aim is to “accommodate development within the countryside that 

supports the vitality and viability of rural communities without 

compromising the landscape or environmental quality and whilst 

safeguarding our natural and built heritage”  (Draft Plan Strategy) (Page 

41).  The policy approach to housing in the countryside is an outworking  

of this principle.  It is therefore wrong to read paragraph 4.34 of the draft 

plan strategy as setting a target;  in fact,  to the contrary,  the 40% figure  

is a number which,  if reached and exceeded,  would trigger a plan review.     

  

(2) The premise of this question appears to be that the countryside policy 

relaxations are principally justified by the Council on the basis of a 

perceived ability to accommodate additional growth in light of historic 

approval rates.  If so,  that would be wrong.  Whilst in the documents 

referred to by DfI in the question the Council considered approvals and 

completions when deciding what level,  if any,  of countryside relaxation 

would be sustainable,  that was not the sole or determining factor in 

introducing the relaxations in question.  In response to questions 

contained in Appendix 3,  the Council has explained the rationale for the 

relaxations to the countryside policy below  (see paragraphs 4.13 to 4.29).   

 
2.42. At this juncture it may also be useful to provide an update on countryside yield.  

The table below sets out countryside approvals between 2015 and 2020 

(including replacements). 

 

Year 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 Total Average 

Units 184 239 218 275 255 1,171 234 

 

2.43.  A review of full and reserved matters housing permissions granted in the 

countryside between 2015 and 2020 was undertaken.  Results are enclosed 

(Annex 1B).  Further analysis of the countryside housing granted during the 

period 2015 to 2016 and 2016 to 2017 was completed and their status 

established as of 1 April 2021 and 1 April 2022 (i.e.  the latest five-year  

expiry of the permission).  This provides an indication of new housing in  



 

the countryside that has been implemented.  It produces a verifiable 

implementation rate of 86%. 

 

 

 

2.44.  If the average annual approval rate is extrapolated over the plan period,  the 

total yield from countryside housing based on existing policy provisions is 

3,510.  Applying the 86% implementation rate,  this leads to 3,018 

implementations.  In response to questions in Appendix 3,  set out below at 

paragraph 4.28.  the average annual approval rate based on the new 

opportunities is 43,  which translates to 37 implementations using the 86% rate. 

  

2.45. Accordingly,  the total yield is as follows. 

 

(A) Total average annual yield from 

existing development opportunities 

234  

(B) Total estimated average annual 

completions and commencements 

from existing development 

opportunities (applying 86% rate) 

201 (A) *0.86 

(C) Total average annual yield from 

additional development opportunities 

43  

(D) Total estimated average annual 

completions and commencements 

from additional development 

opportunities (applying an 86% rate) 

37 (C) * 0.86 

(E) Total estimated overall approvals 

combined  

3,768 (A * 15) + (C* 

6) 

(F) Total estimated overall completions 

and commencements combined 

3,237 (B *15) + (D 

*6)  

 

  2015 - 2016   2016 - 2017  

Total number of housing 
units approved   
(Including replacements)  

184 239 

STATUS  
Number of 

housing 
units  

Total Number 
Implemented   

Number of 
housing 

units  

Total Number 
Implemented   

  

Built  132  168  161 193  

In Progress  36 32 

Not started   16 -  46 -  

% Implementation rate  168/184 = 91%  193/239 = 81%  

Average Implementation 
Rate  

86%  



 

2.46. It is worth pointing out that the total yield excluding replacements is estimated 

as 2,367.  This is important since not all replacement dwellings will result in a 

new dwelling. Both figures for housing in the countryside, (including and 

excluding replacements) sit comfortably below 40% of the HGI. 

 

Question 

 

Q8– The evidence shows that existing countryside policies in PPS21 and the SPPS 

provide flexibility for approval rates to increase over time without the need for a 

relaxation of policies, could the Council direct DfI to the justification for the further 

relaxations proposed? 

 

Response 

 

2.47. It has already been shown above that the level of additionality introduced by the 

new opportunities in CT2 will make only a very small contribution to the overall 

countryside housing yield.  This is dealt with in further detail below in response 

to questions in Appendix 3,  at paragraph 4.28.  The Council would again 

repeat that the justification for the policy relaxations is not justified solely or 

principally on the basis of a perceived ability to accommodate additional growth 

in light of historic approval rates.  In response to questions contained in 

Appendix 3,  the Council has explained the rationale for the relaxations to the 

countryside policy below  (see paragraphs 4.13 to 4.29).   

  

2.48. Additionally,  whilst the Council acknowledges a degree of fluctuation in 

countryside approvals over time,  it does not believe that this can necessarily 

be chalked down to  “policies in PPS21 and the SPPS provid[ing] flexibility”.  As 

DfI itself earlier observes,  “the number of approvals varies from year to year in 

response to a range of factors,  not just policy”.  It does not follow from the fact 

that there has been some fluctuation in approval rates under existing policy, 

that existing policy is therefore sufficiently flexible. 

 

Question 

 

Q9– As the number of countryside approvals can vary year-on-year, can the Council 

advise why its original estimate of a ‘requirement’ for 1000 additional dwellings was 

based upon only 2 years of approval data? 

 

Response 

 
2.49. In light of the passage of time,  a further analysis of countryside approvals has 

been undertaken above.  This relies on more than two years of approval data. 

 

 



 

Question 

 

Q10– Did the Council attempt to obtain information in relation to the number of single 

and replacement dwelling completions in the countryside of the district? If this is 

provided in the submitted evidence can the Council direct the Department to this? 

 

Response 

 

2.50. Evidence on rural completions,  including estimated completion rates,   

was contained in MUDC 202.  Updated data has been provided above  

and is enclosed (Annex 1B). 

 

Question 

 

The Council state that at present 27% of their district’s households are located within 

the three main towns (identified as Hubs/Local Hubs in the RDS). The Council 

propose to focus growth in these settlements by providing opportunities in the Local 

Policies Plan for ‘up to 60%’ of the HGI to be accommodated there. The minimum 

threshold beneath which the Council will act to release more land is 30%.   

 

It is unclear what has informed the upper ambition of ‘up to 60%’. It appears it may 

have been intended to reflect the regional RDS target of 60% of new housing to be 

located on appropriate brownfield sites within the urban footprint of settlements 

greater than 5000 population, although this relates to brownfield and includes more 

than just Hub/Local Hub settlements (MUDC102SA). It may also haven been 

informed by the Council’s evidence that unimplemented approvals and zonings 

within the main towns are sufficient to achieve 54% of the housing need of 11,000 

identified by the plan (MUDC116 POP Consultation Report). 

 

The Council’s POP originally identified Option 1 ‘equitable split’ as the preferred 

option, indicating 40% of the HGI to the rural area, 33% to settlements and 27% to 

the main towns. The POP consultation report also indicates a recommendation to 

retain the preferred ‘equitable split’ approach to housing allocation. The SA report 

(MUDC102) makes reference to a 4th option ‘based on the RDS 60% target but 

without a specific allocation to the countryside’ however this is the first point in the 

plan preparation process where such an option is introduced and selected. 

 

The council state that the Housing Local Indicators (HLI) are not a table of 

allocations but instead an ‘indicator of growth to ensure there is adequate land in 

each settlement to meet targets set by the RDS’. 

 

The Department also notes the Council approach in the HLI of identifying a range of 

growth scenarios for each of the main towns of between 30 – 60% of the housing 

requirement of 11,000. The indicated housing growth is therefore between a range 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/3889d986-eab8-4ef1-91d0-a001611b3903/MUDC202-Position-Paper-2-Housing-Novemeber-2014.pdf.aspx


 

3,285 and 6589 units which is a difference of 3284 dwellings or approximately a third 

of the overall housing allocation A further 33% of the allocation to the remaining 

settlements of the district. 

 

Taking account of the fact that the allowance to the Countryside is entirely outside 

the HGI (equivalent to 40% of that indicator) there appears to be 7% of the HLI to 

settlements that is unaccounted for. 

 

It appears that the HLI is informed solely by the proportion of the districts population 

that currently reside within a given settlement. In their consultation report document 

(MUDC114) the Council however indicate that the strategic settlement evaluation 

has identified the services contained within settlements and has informed the 

approach to the allocation of housing. 

 

In relation to the local towns of Maghera and Coalisland the Consultation Report 

(MUDC114, April 2021 page 053) indicates these settlements ‘will end up 

accommodating more growth than their percentage share’. The Council state this will 

be a matter for the Local Policies Plan. Council have not indicated how much 

development over and above the indicated allocation they expect these settlements 

to accommodate.  

 

Q11– Can Council clarify from within the submitted evidence the basis for identifying 

a range of housing growth between 30% - 60% of the HGI in respect of the main Hub 

and Local Hub settlements of Cookstown, Dungannon and Magherafelt? 

 

Response 

 

2.51. The evolution of the evidence base over time has already been set out above 

and is not repeated here.  DfI is referred back to the answer given to question 4 

(see paragraphs 2.32 to 2.36).  The justification for adopting the approach 

taken is set out in the underlying evidence base referred to in that answer. 

  

2.52. In broad terms,  the Council wished to ensure that its spatial growth strategy 

accorded with wider regional policy objectives,  in particular SFG12 of the RDS 

which seeks to  “grow the population in the Hubs”.  This is reflected in SPF2 of 

the draft plan strategy,  which seeks to  “focus growth within the three main 

towns/hubs of Cookstown,  Dungannon and Magherafelt”.  One of the 

objectives of the draft plan strategy is to  “provide for 11,000 new homes by 

2030 [ … ] at locations accessible to community services,  leisure and 

recreational facilities,  for those people with and without a car”.   

 
2.53. The Council was aware that the existing population levels in the Hubs was 

relatively low.  The draft plan strategy records that less than 30% of households 

are currently located in the Hubs (paragraph 4.16).  The Council recognised 



 

that if wider regional and local policy objectives in respect of growing the Hubs 

was to be achieved,  housing land capable of attracting households to the Hubs 

would need to be provided,  at a suitable level.  Council was mindful from the 

comments received from the Preferred Options Paper consultation,  including 

from DfI,  that the previous preferred option of allocating 27% of the HGI to the 

Hubs was unlikely to achieve the necessary growth in the Hubs. 

 
2.54. The selection of 30% as the lower range of growth for the Hubs was justified on 

the basis that it broadly reflects the existing level of households located in the 

Hubs.  If growth was to occur below the existing level,  then instead of 

contributing to growth in the Hubs the draft plan strategy would be contributing 

to a decline in the Hubs.  This would plainly not be in line with wider regional or 

local policy objectives.  30% represents the minimum level of suitable growth in 

the Hubs.  It represents a trigger for the potential release of land. 

 
2.55. The selection of 60% as the upper range of growth for the Hubs took account of 

a range of factors.  Council was first mindful of the wider regional and local 

policy objectives to grow the Hubs.  This necessitated the selection of an upper 

allocation figure capable of accommodating growth.  Council also took into 

account the evidence suggesting that unimplemented approvals and zonings 

within the main towns are sufficient to achieve 54% of the housing need of 

11,000 identified by the plan (MUDC 116) (Page 19).  The need to take account 

of existing commitments when making decisions about allocations is specifically 

recognised by the SPPS (Paragraph 6.139).  Council was mindful,  therefore,  

that as matters stand,  the Hubs could accommodate up to 54% the HGI.  The 

Council saw no good reason to revise that ambition downwards in light of wider 

regional and local policy objectives.  The potential for an extra 6% on top allows 

for additional land to be zoned to encourage growth if necessary.  And finally,  

the Council was mindful of the 60% target in the RDS.  The Council was aware 

that the target is for  “60% of new housing to be located in appropriate 

‘brownfield sites’ within the urban footprints of settlements greater than 5,000 

population”  (underlining added).  Whilst not all of the 60% will necessarily be 

on appropriate brownfield sites within the urban footprints,  the 60% will 

nevertheless  “take the allocation in the hubs close to the 60% mark referenced 

in the RDS”  (MUDC 116) (Page 19). 

  

2.56. For all of these reasons,  the Council is content that the 30% – 60% growth 

band for the Hubs is sound.  It will ensure that wider local and regional policy 

objectives are met.   

 

Question 

 

Q12– Can the Council direct DfI to where, in the submitted evidence, the reasoning 

for the apparent change of approach to distributing the housing requirement is set 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8742b903-00e5-4320-9000-6af941e60085/MUDC116-Preferred-Options-Paper-Public-Consultation-Report-Jan-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8742b903-00e5-4320-9000-6af941e60085/MUDC116-Preferred-Options-Paper-Public-Consultation-Report-Jan-2019.pdf.aspx


 

out? (i.e. from the ‘equitable split’ favoured at POP stage to the approach eventually 

adopted in the draft Plan Strategy) 

 

Response 

 

2.57. This question overlaps significantly with question 4.  DfI is referred back to the 

answer given to that question (see paragraphs 2.32 to 2.36).  

 

Question 

 

Q13–Does the range of growth indicated to the hub settlements provide sufficient 

clarity and certainty on the amount of housing that will take place over the life time of 

the plan. 

 

Response 

 

2.58. The Council is of the view that it does.  The range of growth is set out with 

clarity in Appendix 1 of the draft plan strategy (Page 235).  As explained above,  

taking into account all of the evidence,  the Council has set a strategy which is 

capable of accommodating up to 60% of the HGI in the Hubs.  Whether that 

level of growth will in fact occur will of course depend on a wide range of 

factors,  many of which are outside of the control of a planning authority.  

Suitable mechanisms are in place,  however,  to ensure that if growth is below 

30%,  then robust steps can be taken.   

  

2.59. The detail of working out precisely what should be zoned and where in order to 

give effect to the spatial strategy is a matter for the local policies plan.  

However,  the strategy provides a clear framework for decisions on zoning land 

to be made.  The local policies plan will when it comes forward have to be 

consistent with the plan strategy and this can be tested during the independent 

examination of that document  (section 9(5) 2011 Act).  

 
2.60. Accordingly,  as demonstrated above,  any suggestion that banded growth 

rates are impermissible as a matter of principle,  this is not accepted.  There is 

no basis for that in law or policy.  A sound and lawful strategy is capable of 

being promoted whilst relying on banded growth rates. 

 

Question 

 

Q14– In order to assist in the Department’s assessment of the submission can 

MUDC provide clarification as regards the 7% of the Housing Local Indicator not 

accounted for in allocation to settlements? 

 

 



 

Response 

 

2.61. Appendix 1 of the draft plan strategy specifically allocates up to 93% of the 

housing allocation across the settlements.  7% of the housing allocation is not 

allocated to a specific settlement but is allocated to the settlements more 

generally.  The reason for this is principally to introduce a degree of flexibility in 

recognition of the fact that unexpected windfall opportunities will likely come 

forward across the settlements over the plan period.  Instead of rigidly making 

an allowance for windfall in each individual settlement,  the Council has chosen 

to make an overall allowance for windfall.  The Urban Capacity Study suggests 

that up to 667 units (representing approximately 6% of the housing allocation) 

could come forward as windfall development in the towns (MUDC 303) 

(Paragraphs 7.1 – 7.3).   

  

2.62. Whilst in accordance with the methodology set out in PPS 12,  ‘Housing in 

Settlements’,  Appendix 1,  ‘Urban Capacity Studies’,  the lower tier settlements 

were not included in the urban capacity study,  the Council considers it to be 

highly likely that at least some unexpected opportunities will come forward in 

the lower tier settlements over the plan period,  sufficient to take up the 

remaining 1% of the allocation  (i.e.  around 100 houses).   

 
2.63. The Council considers that this approach is consistent with regional policy,  in 

particular paragraph 6.139 (bullet 5) which allows for an allowance to be made 

for windfall.  It warns that whatever methodology is used must take care to 

avoid underestimating windfall allowance.  The Council considers that its 

approach of reserving 7% of the housing allocation for windfall and  

choosing not to allocate this to a specific settlement is cautious and will  

ensure that there is sufficient flexibility for residential units to come  

forward where there is demand for them over the plan period. 

  

Question 

 

Q15– Can the Council clarify the status of the Housing Local Indicators and further 

explain how existing commitments have been taken into account in the allocation of 

growth to settlements? 

 

Response 

 
2.64.  The Housing Local Indicator (HLI) table is a point in time assessment of the 

allocation of housing across the settlements based on the spatial growth 

strategy set out in the draft plan strategy.  It is intended to be utilised at the 

local policies plan to guide the allocation of housing across settlements.  The 

reason why it is referred to as an indicator is because decisions about the 

precise quantum of housing in each settlement will be decided at the local 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/1a2fb48e-2e4e-4023-ad4d-629f643c4080/MUDC303-Urban-Capacity-Study-March-2021_1.pdf.aspx


 

policies plan stage when decisions are being made about land zoning.  The HLI 

table sets the strategic framework within which those decisions will be made. 

  

2.65. DfI is reminded that a similar approach was taken by Fermanagh and Omagh in 

their adopted plan strategy which was found sound by the Planning Appeals 

Commission.  At paragraph 6.26 of their plan strategy,  it was observed that the 

table in question was an  “indicative strategic allocation for our settlements.  At 

the LPP stage more detailed analysis of current growth rates and any short-

term infrastructure capacity limitations [ … ] will be accounted for and 

adjustments may be made to the allocation”.  The same  

logic applies here.   

 
2.66. It is to be recalled that Derry City and Strabane District Council has been 

permitted to proceed to independent examination with a plan strategy that takes 

a materially identical approach.  The split of the housing allocation across each 

settlement tier is set out by Derry City and Strabane in Table 8 of their plan 

strategy.  Table 8 is entitled, ‘Indicative Allocation of Housing in DC&SDC by 

Settlement Tier 2017–32’ (underlining added).  The text which precedes that 

table at paragraph 16.8 refers to the table setting out “the indicative allocation 

proposed for the LDP period”   (underlining added).  The same logic again 

applies here. 

 

Question 

 

Q16– Can the Council clarify what evidence, other than a settlements existing share 

of the district’s population, informed the HLI to settlements. In particular, can 

clarification be provided on whether the Strategic Settlement Evaluation, including 

assessment of environmental capacity, has influenced these choices? 

 

Response 

 

2.67. The starting point was to grow the hubs in accordance with the spatial planning 

framework set out in Part 4 of the draft plan strategy,  which is itself informed by 

regional policy,  in particular the RDS.  This approach suggests,  at a basic 

level,  a higher allocation of growth to be given to the higher tier settlements. 

  

2.68. The focus in respect of the smaller settlements is upon consolidating their 

position.  Consolidation was adjudged to mean strengthening.  A policy 

approach which sought to accommodate a level of growth in proportion to the 

number of existing households will,  in the judgement of Council,  secure this.   

 
2.69. The evidence for the setting of the overall settlement hierarchy,  which clearly 

influenced the allocation to each settlement,  is set out in MUDC 201.  

Reference was made in that paper to the Infrastructure Wheel in the RDS 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/aea86f33-c114-4a1f-958d-a21f51504a2d/MUDC201-Position-Paper-1-Population-Growth-September-2014.pdf.aspx


 

(Table 21).  Additionally,  information on each settlement,  including relevant 

constraints,  was gathered in the Strategic Settlement Evaluation (MUDC 215).  

 
2.70. In Appendix 1 it can be seen that the Hubs received a bias of growth,  

consistent with their place in the settlement hierarchy.  The level of growth 

apportioned to each Hub took into account existing population share and the 

evidence contained within the background papers referred to above. 

 
2.71. In respect of the smaller settlements,  a decision was taken to initially allocate 

each settlement a share of the HGI consistent with its current share of 

households.  After doing so,  the Council considered whether there was any 

good reason to depart from this,  taking into account the evidence gathered in 

the background papers referred to above.  Ultimately the Council decided that 

there was no good reason,  and that the plan objectives were well served by 

allocating each small settlement a level of growth consistent with its share of 

the existing households.   

 

Question 

 

Q17– Can the Council explain the statements within the public consultation report 

that the LPP may facilitate a different level of growth from that indicated by the 

Housing Local Indicator in the draft PS? In light of the Planning Act 2011 which 

requires that the LPP is consistent with the PS (Section 9) 

 

Response 

 
2.72. The Council does not consider it to be useful to speculate on the specifics of 

section 9(5) of the 2011 Act at this stage as that obligation relates to the local 

policies plan and not the plan strategy.  Whether or not section 9(5) of the 2011 

Act is complied with will be a judgement to be reached as part of the 

independent examination into the local policies plan.  At this stage,  the Council 

would simply observe that,  read as a whole and fairly,  the draft plan strategy 

acknowledges that the housing growth indicator is indicative,  thereby leaving 

scope for some changes at the local policies plan stage.  Accordingly,  no issue 

would arise under section 9(5) of the 2011 Act if,  consistently with the language 

of the plan strategy,  changes were made at the local policies plan stage.  The 

Council would,  however,  stress that any changes are likely to be relatively 

minor,  and will not conflict with the overall spatial growth strategy.  

  

2.73. DfI is referred back to the answer in response to question 13 (see paragraphs 

2.58 to 2.60).   

 

 

 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/fe06d107-b20f-4fb2-94da-3cf02ab73492/MUDC215-Position-Paper-Strategic-Settlement-Evaluation-July-2015.pdf.aspx


 

Question 

 

The Council, in their consultation report on representations and counter-

representations (MUDC14, p61; p65), state they are not allocating 30% of the HGI to 

these settlements but instead making provision to accommodate up to 60% of 

growth while ensuring that land supply does not fall below 30%. The Council also 

indicate in their consultation report that more land will be released should the supply 

fall below that necessary to accommodate 30% of the HGI. 

 

In its consultation report on reps and counter-reps (MUDC114) the Council state that 

by providing opportunities for 60% of the districts HGI to be located in the three main 

towns there will “inevitably be a growth in their population over the plan period” (page 

29). 

 

The most recent housing monitor report for MUDC indicates that at 1 April 2020 

there was a remaining potential of 1514 units in Cookstown, 2597 units in 

Dungannon and 1496 units in Magherafelt. This gives a total of 5607 units. Based on 

the average build rate for the last 5 years there would therefore appear to be 

approximately 29 years supply in Cookstown; 41 years in Dungannon and 18 years 

in Magherafelt. There is therefore approximately 29 years supply based on the 

current supply and average build rate across all 3 hubs. 

 

The table below contains data extracted from the Council’s Housing Monitor 

evidence. It shows the number of completions in Hubs settlements over a 5 year 

period. The Council may wish to conduct its own assessment to confirm these 

figures. 

 

 
 

The Council’s minimum target of maintaining housing land availability sufficient to 

achieving 30% of the Council’s housing requirement means that over the lifetime of 

the plan, as a minimum, sufficient housing land should always be available in hubs to 

accommodate at least 3,300 units. According to the latest Housing Monitor at 1 April 

2020 there was housing land sufficient to accommodate 5607 units. Therefore the 

additional capacity available over and above the 30% minimum suggested by the 

Council is 2307. Based upon the average completion rates within the hubs over the 



 

last 5 years (see table above) it would therefore appear that there is approximately 

12 years additional supply before the 30% threshold might be triggered (if current 

completions rates are sustained). This would most likely take the plan beyond its 

stated end date. 

 

By extrapolating the average figure of 196 units per annum over the remaining 10 

years of the plan the anticipated number of completions over the remaining period 

can be estimated at approximately 1960 units. This is less than the approximately 

2,300 unit margin (April 2020) that currently exists over and above the 30% ‘trigger’ 

point. This also indicates that if current completion rates are sustained the 30% 

threshold appears unlikely, within this plan period, to trigger the need for a review 

and/or the release of additional land in the hubs. Furthermore, when existing 

completions in the years 2015 – 2020 are added to this projection the total number of 

dwellings that can be expected to be completed over the plan period is 

approximately 2940. Expressed as a percentage of 11,000 this is equivalent to 

approximately 27% which aligns with the existing proportion of households in hubs 

as a percentage of the total number across the district. The current evidence 

therefore appears to indicate that, based on current completion rates, the Council will 

likely not achieve the objective of strengthening the hubs by increasing the 

proportion of households located there. 

 

Based upon current data it appears that the draft Plan Strategy is unlikely to deliver 

the minimum objectives in respect of the Hubs and will likely still result in a 

proportionally higher share of future growth being directed to the countryside of the 

district. This appears not to support of a strengthening of the Hubs in comparison to 

other parts of the district, including the countryside. 

 

Q18– Completions in the main towns (based on recent completion rates) appear 

likely to be approximately equivalent to 27% of the planned housing requirement of 

11,000. Therefore, are there any other measures, in addition to the possible release 

of more land, that’s the Council considered to increase the % share of the district 

wide housing need accommodated in the hubs? 

 

Response 

 

2.74. As the figures presented by DfI in the table above show,  urban housing 

completions will be subject to fluctuation on an annual basis.  It is not 

necessarily safe to assume that past trends will continue into the future.  A wide 

range of factors,  most of which are outside of the control of a planning 

authority,  will influence the rate of completions in urban areas. 

  

2.75. The Council as planning authority can only pull the levers which it has at its 

disposal to attempt to grow the Hubs.  As explained above,  one of the levers 

which the Council has pulled,  through the draft plan strategy,  is ensuring that 



 

there is adequate land to accommodate at least 30% of the necessary growth 

in the Hubs and up to 60%.  Any greater an allocation would be at the expense 

of the smaller settlements which would conflict with other plan objectives. 

 
2.76. In respect of other measures,  the plan strategy must be read as a whole.  It 

seeks to make the hubs attractive places to live and work.  This will be 

achieved through the provision of economic,  leisure,  recreation,  retail and 

sustainable transport opportunities in the Hubs.  Combined with an adequate 

supply of available housing land,  the Council is confident that the draft plan 

strategy will deliver on the objective of growing the Hubs. 

 
Question 

 

Q19– Can the Council please explain the reason for the contrasting approach 

between Hubs and the Countryside where a ‘shortfall’ in approvals below 40% ‘cap’ 

of the HGI is presented as justifying numerous further policy relaxations there? 

 

Response 

 
2.77. It is apparent that this question is based on a misunderstanding of the position 

in respect of the countryside.  It would be wrong to say that a shortfall in 

approvals below a 40% cap has justified the policy relaxations introduced in the 

countryside.  In response to questions contained in Appendix 3,  the Council 

has explained the rationale for the relaxations to the countryside policy below  

(see paragraphs 4.13 to 4.29).  

  

2.78. The approach to be taken to the countryside and to the hubs is obviously 

different.  The Council has explained above how it considers that the strategy 

supports growth in the Hubs,  especially through the provision of adequate 

amounts of housing land capable of accommodating up to 60% of the HGI.   

 
Question 

 

Q20– Can Council direct DfI to submitted evidence that further explains how the 

approach to the allocation of growth to the three main towns is in line with RDS 

regional policy objective of growing the population of the Hubs within the council 

area? 

 

Response 

 

2.79. The question significantly overlaps with previous questions.  DfI is referred back 

to the comments made above at paragraphs 2.51 to 2.56 and 2.74 to 2.78.   

 

 



 

 

Question 

 

Q21– Can the Council explain the phased approach to the release of housing 

zonings and how the high level of commitments outlined within the Draft Plan 

Strategy is consistent with the Councils approach? 

 

Response 

 

2.80. The existence of commitments is not inconsistent with the phased approach set 

out within the draft plan strategy;  to the contrary,  the phased approach of 

housing land is part of the way in which the Council proposes to sustainably 

manage supply over the plan period and into the future.  The existence of a 

large number of commitments at present does not mean that moving forward 

the Council should not seek to sustainably manage supply.  This is explained in 

the plan strategy itself in the accompanying text to HOU1,  at paragraph 7.13 

and 7.14 in particular (underlining added): 

 

“7.13 Land has been zoned as either Phase 1 or phase 2 housing land 

in Cookstown,  Dungannon and Magherafelt.  Phase 1 housing land is 

available for development,  while Phase 2 land is held in land bank to 

meet future need.  We recognise the benefits of a phased approach in 

providing a vision for long term expansion of the towns,  whilst avoiding 

over-provision of land at the current time.  By zoning Phase 2 land,  

government bodies will be able to take this into account when planning 

infrastructure and service delivery. 

 

7.14.  By avoiding over-provision it is possible to avoid urban sprawl 

and ensure development takes places in a more sequential manner 

with priority given to accessibility to services,  public transport and to 

the town centres”. 

 

2.81. DfI is also directed to the remainder of the justificatory and amplificatory text 

supporting policy HOU 1 which explains further the justification for and 

operation of the phased approach to housing land.  Additionally,  the underlying 

evidence base sets out further justification for the approach taken,  in particular 

in the Preferred Options Paper (MUDC 115) (Pages 24 and 33),  the 

Sustainability Appraisal (MUDC 102) (Pages 436 to 441),  and in the Public 

Consultation Report (MUDC 114) (Pages 48, 61, and 160).   

  

2.82. As for how the level of commitments is consistent generally with the approach 

to the allocation of housing land,  the impact which the level of commitments 

had on the overall spatial growth strategy is explained above at paragraphs 

2.19 to 2.24.  DfI is referred to that answer.  

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/c532bd20-5453-4934-a410-9144ab9aa9d0/MUDC115-Preferred-Options-Paper-November-2016.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx


 

 

Question 

 

Q22– The Council identify the need for housing land to be identified as Phase 1 and 

Phase 2 respectively, however did the Council consider the need for a strategic 

policy relating to both housing and employment land that would align the release of 

both in accordance with need/infrastructure availability? 

 

Response 

 

2.83. The Council has responded below at paragraph 3.40 why a phased approach 

to the release of employment land is not justified.  DfI is referred to that answer. 

  

2.84. As for the release of land in accordance with need and infrastructure 

availability,  decisions around the phasing and release of land will take account 

of these factors.  This is clear in the draft plan strategy itself in several places. 

 
(1)  Paragraph 4.16,  under SPF 2,  says that a phased approach to housing 

land will be taken.  Paragraph 4.17 then goes onto say that in selecting 

land to be zoned for housing priority will be given to locations which,  

amongst other things,  “can avail of existing infrastructure such as water, 

waste and sewerage”.  This clearly envisages a need to assess 

infrastructure availability as part of the zoning of land. 

  

(2) Paragraph 7.16 of the draft plan strategy,  under HOU 1,  sets out some of 

the key factors which will be taken into account when deciding whether to 

release Phase 2 land.  This includes “the latest Housing Growth Indicators,  

the allocations contained in our Growth Strategy,  current housing land 

availability and the rate of house building”.  All of these are matters which 

go to need.  The paragraph then goes on to explain that in determining 

which land should be released to Phase 1,  account will be taken of,  

amongst other things,  “the availability of infrastructure”.   

 
2.85. Decisions around the identification of land into phases and the release of land 

over the plan period are matters which will be addressed at subsequent stages 

of the plan process and over the course of the lifetime of the plan.  The plan 

strategy already acknowledges the importance of need and infrastructure 

capacity in making those decisions.  Those are matters which the Council will 

take account of when making those decisions along with other relevant factors.   

  

2.86. There is no need for any more specific reference to these matters in the draft 

plan strategy.  A blanket approach which simply aligned the release of land 

solely with the availability of infrastructure would not be reasonably flexible 

which is a requirement of soundness test CE4.  It would mean that decisions 



 

about the future strategic growth of the district would be tied solely to 

infrastructure delivery which is not a sustainable way to plan growth. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

3.0. Response to Appendix 2 questions 

 

Question 

 

Further opportunities for new economic development in the countryside despite 

significant quantity of undeveloped economic development land in main Settlements 

/ Hubs. 

 

The Council’s own evidence indicates a significant amount of land zoned for 

economic development purposes within extant area plans remains undeveloped.  

The Council’s latest information is contained in their ‘Industrial Monitor October 2018’ 

(MUDC302) which indicated that,  of the land zoned for ‘industry’ in the Cookstown 

Area Plan 2010 some 71.5% remains undeveloped.  Of the land zoned in the 

Dungannon and South Tyrone Area Plan 2010, 62% remains undeveloped.  Finally 

of the land zoned in the Magherafelt Area Plan 2015 the vast majority, 94%, remains 

undeveloped. 

 

MUDC have adopted a more permissive approach to new economic development in 

the countryside, in particular draft Policy ECON2 (Economic Development in the 

Countryside).  This policy sets out an extensive list of opportunities (criteria a–j).  

Some of these are based on regional policy set out in the SPPS and PPS4 PED 3 – 

6, however Council indicate in their Economic Development Policy Review Paper 

(MUDC219) that current policy does not reflect the local circumstances in Mid Ulster 

and greater flexibility (e.g. PED5 and 6) would allow proposals to be determined on 

their own merits.  Council also indicate (MUDC219 paragraph 4.27) that in areas 

where there is a high concentration of existing rural industry, ‘it could be argued’ that 

rural character had already been altered or in some cases undermined.  Council also 

state that regional policy does not recognise ‘home grown industries and businesses’ 

are an important aspect of employment and economic prosperity in the area. 

 

Q1–RDS (RG1) and the regional strategic objectives and policy of the SPPS (para 

6.66 and 6.88) support economic development of an appropriate nature and scale 

however the aim is to direct new economic development opportunities to the Hubs or 

higher performing town / city and to limit, for rural amenity and wider sustainability 

objectives, the level of new building for economic development purposes outside of 

settlements.  Can the Council direct the Department to evidence within the 

submission which outlines how draft policy ECON2, is supportive of strategic 

guidance contained within the RDS and SPPS? 

 

Response 

 

3.1. The implied premise of the above analysis and question is that policy ECON2 

conflicts with regional policy.  That premise is not accepted.  The Council has 

taken account of regional policy in accordance with its legal duty to do so under 



 

section 8(5) of the 2011 Act.  The draft plan strategy accords with the overall 

direction of regional policy in this area which is to direct economic development 

towards the hubs whilst still providing sustainable opportunities for economic 

development in the countryside.  The draft plan strategy needs to be read as a 

whole.  It is wrong to focus solely on ECON2 when considering whether the 

aims and objectives of regional policy are met in respect of focusing economic 

development in the higher tier settlements.  When the draft plan strategy is read 

as a whole,  it is clear that it accords with regional policy in this respect. 

 

(1) SPF2 recognises the need to “focus growth within the three main towns / 

hubs of Cookstown,  Dungannon and Magherafelt and strengthen their 

roles as the main administrative,  trade,  employment,  and residential 

centres within the District” (underlining added).  This is reinforced in 

paragraph 4.15 which explains that the role of these settlements “is to be 

strengthened as economic hubs”,  which it says will be done by “protecting 

existing economic zonings and providing economic zonings within them to 

ensure the creation of 8,500 new jobs over the plan period” (underlining 

added). 

  

(2) Paragraph 4.12 of the draft plan strategy explains that at least 170 

hectares of economic development land will be distributed equitably 

across the three towns at a variety of locations suitable for a mixture of 

economic uses.  The lower tier settlements do not receive any specific 

allocation (Appendix 1 of the draft plan strategy).  The supply of adequate 

employment land within the main towns will support their growth.   

 
(3) ECON1 directs economic development towards zoned land and land 

within the settlements.  ECON3 protects against the loss of zoned land 

and existing economic development sites save in specified circumstances 

in order to ensure a healthy supply exists. ECON4 protects against 

potentially incompatible neighbouring developments. ECON2 provides a 

circumscribed set of sustainable opportunities for economic development 

in the countryside in order to sustain the rural economy. 

 

3.2. ECON2 supports a number of higher tier regional policy objectives as well.  

Most notably,  paragraph 6.66,  bullet three of the SPSS supports development 

in the countryside that “contributes to a sustainable rural economy”.  Paragraph 

6.82,  bullet three of the SPPS says that the planning system should “sustain a 

vibrant rural community by supporting economic development of an appropriate 

nature and scale”.  SFG13 of the RDS affirms the need to “sustain rural 

communities living in smaller settlements and the open countryside”, and at 

paragraph 3.101,  bullet four reference is made to the need to “facilitate the 

development of rural industries,  businesses and enterprises in appropriate 

locations”. The ability of ECON2 to contribute to the achievement of these 



 

objectives is set out explicitly in the accompanying justification and amplification 

text,  at paragraph 12.15: 

 

“The guiding principle of this policy is to facilitate proposals that are likely to 

protect the rural economy and support rural communities,  while protecting or 

enhancing the rural character”. 

 

3.3. ECON2 also supports the local plan objectives,  especially the objective to 

“recognise and accommodate entrepreneurship,  innovation for large,  medium,  

and small firms by attracting new firms and accommodating expanding 

businesses”  and the objective to “recognise the importance of self-employment 

and home working,  particularly in rural locations”.  This is all part of the 

objective to sustain rural communities in Mid Ulster.  ECON2 also performed 

well in the sustainability appraisal against relevant objectives (MUDC 102). 

 

3.4. The Council accepts that in some respects ECON2 goes beyond existing 

regional policy.  However,  it is not prohibited from doing so.  Two points are 

worth noting in that respect. 

 

(1) Local development plans are not required to replicate regional policy word 

for word.  They are expected to reflect local circumstances.  Provided that 

a council has taken account of regional policy in accordance with section 

8(5) of the 2011 Act and has provided a sound justification for the policy 

choices which it has made,  there is nothing to stop it from going beyond 

what regional policy allows at present.  This lies at the very heart of the 

local development plan regime introduced under the 2011 Act. 

  

(2) That principle is expressly recognised in regional policy.  Notably,  at 

paragraph 6.68,  the SPPS places the onus on the council to bring forward 

a strategy for sustainable development in the countryside which is “tailored 

to the specific circumstances of the plan area”.  Similarly,  at paragraph 1.9 

the need to bring forward “operational policies tailored to local 

circumstances within new LDPs” is recognised.  The RDS also recognises 

that there “are wide variations across Northern Ireland in terms of 

economic,  social and environmental characteristics of rural areas”,  

resulting in a “need for local development to reflect these regional 

differences”  (RDS (Paragraph 3.100)). 

 
3.5. ECON2 reflects the local circumstances of the Council area.  Throughout the 

draft Plan Strategy and in the underlying evidence base the Council has 

explained that the overwhelmingly rural character of Mid Ulster justifies the 

approach taken in the draft plan strategy.  The local circumstances in the 

district justify the approach to economic development in ECON2. 

 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx


 

(1) The rural nature of the district is recognised in Position Paper One – 

Population and Growth (MUDC 201).  As recognised in that paper,  “the 

needs of those people living in the rural area cannot be forgotten and if 

those populations are to be sustained they will also require their share of 

housing and employment opportunities”.  The draft plan strategy itself 

picks up on this theme,  noting that “we are a very rural District with  

72% [ … ] of the population living in a rural area”. The draft plan strategy 

recognises that critical to the vision of maintaining Mid Ulster as a key 

industrial centre outside of Belfast with a strong engineering,  agri-food 

and minerals base is  “ensuring our farms and other rural business remain 

strong and continue to attract investment”.  The draft plan strategy speaks 

of the “recognition [ … ] given to the special characteristics of Mid  

Ulster by recognising the needs of [ … ] rural businesses”.   

 
(2) The Economic Development Policy Review (MUDC 219) sets out the 

justification for the policy choices made in considerable detail.  DfI is 

directed in particular to paragraphs 3.1 to 3.54 which explain why the 

policy approach adopted in ECON2 is justified. 

 

3.6. This analysis has also been supported by a recent briefing prepared for the 

Council by Invest Northern Ireland in October 2021 (Annex 2A).  It is of 

particular note that agricultural businesses in the district account for a much 

higher proportion of the overall business makeup than in Northern Ireland (the 

average in Northern Ireland is 23% whereas in Mid Ulster the figure is 35%).  

Mid Ulster also has a very high proportion of micro businesses (making up 92% 

of the business base).  It has the fifth highest proportion of self-employed 

individuals in Northern Ireland.  Mid Ulster also ranks second in Northern 

Ireland in respect of the percentage of adult population aged 18 – 64 years 

engaged in total early-stage entrepreneurial activity.  All of this underscores the 

importance of planning policies which support small businesses and enterprises 

in Mid Ulster.  

 

3.7. In its analysis,  DfI refers to ECON2 as being “more permissive” than extant 

regional policy.  The Council accepts that ECON2 is in some respects more 

permissive than extant regional policy.  However,  this is a deliberate policy 

decision which has a sound evidential basis.  It is also important not to 

overstate the degree of divergence between ECON2 and existing regional 

policy opportunities.  A close analysis of ECON2 shows that the majority of the 

opportunities it provides for are carried forward from extant regional policy,  with 

only a few additional opportunities provided.  The introductory text to ECON2 

along with the justificatory text and the operation of other general policies in the 

plan will ensure that the development which comes forward under ECON2 is 

controlled in the interests of sustainable development.  The Council considers 

that ECON2 strikes the right balance between the need to protect the 

http://midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/aea86f33-c114-4a1f-958d-a21f51504a2d/MUDC201-Position-Paper-1-Population-Growth-September-2014.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/abfaa41b-0508-48ac-9308-b81b799aed38/MUDC219-Policy-Review-Economic-Development-Feb-2016.pdf.aspx


 

countryside from unsustainable development on the one hand and the need to 

sustain rural communities by providing opportunities for economic development 

in the countryside on the other hand.  The justification for the policy changes 

introduced is set out in considerable detail in MUDC 219 (Policy Review – 

Economic Development) (February 2016) and is not repeated here. 

  

3.8. In order to assist in the consideration of this issue,  the table below compares 

the opportunities provided under ECON2 with the opportunities provided under 

regional policy.  Additional opportunities are shaded in blue. 

 

ECON 2  Regional Policy  Comment 

(a) Provision of small 

workshop accommodation 

of no more than 100 sq. 

metres floor space for 

self-employment, forming 

part of the existing 

curtilage of a dwelling 

which is inhabited by the 

operator of the workshop 

No explicitly comparable 

opportunity under extant 

regional policy,  however 

falls under and respects 

the approach in 

paragraph 6.87 of the 

SPPS 

This provides a limited 

opportunity for small 

workshop accommodation 

to cluster with an existing 

dwelling inhabited by the 

operator of the workshop.  

The usual objections to 

rural economic 

development would not 

apply to this opportunity.  

The opportunity is limited 

by the fact that no more 

than 100 sq. metres of 

floor space will be allowed 

which will also have to be 

located within the 

curtilage of an existing 

dwelling occupied by the 

operator of the workshop.  

The justification for this 

policy is principally set out 

in MUDC219 at 

paragraphs 3.7 and 3.27 

and in the draft plan 

strategy itself at 

paragraph 12.19. 

(b) Development of a 

small gap site with an 

appropriate economic 

development proposal 

such as light industry 

Opportunity already exists 

under paragraph 6.73 of 

the SPPS and CTY8 of 

PPS 21   

 

No material change to 

existing regional policy.  

The general planning 

considerations which 

appear in CTY8 are 

covered by other more 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/abfaa41b-0508-48ac-9308-b81b799aed38/MUDC219-Policy-Review-Economic-Development-Feb-2016.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/abfaa41b-0508-48ac-9308-b81b799aed38/MUDC219-Policy-Review-Economic-Development-Feb-2016.pdf.aspx


 

CTY8:  “In certain 

circumstances it may also 

be acceptable to consider 

the infilling of such a 

small gap site with an 

appropriate economic 

development proposal 

including light industry 

where this is of a scale in 

keeping with adjoining 

development, is of a high 

standard of design,  

would not impact 

adversely on the 

amenities of neighbouring 

residents and meets other 

planning and 

environmental 

requirements”. 

general policies in the 

draft plan strategy. 

(c) Development within 

Tullyvannon and 

Desertcreat Rural 

Industrial Policy Areas or 

a designated Rural 

Industrial Policy Area in 

the Local Policies Plan 

provided it accords with 

any uses and 

requirements identified in 

the Local Development 

Plan 

No explicitly comparable 

opportunity,  however 

considered to be a 

reflection of local 

circumstances justified by 

the evidence. 

The justification for Rural 

Industrial Policy Areas 

(‘RIPAs’) can be found 

principally in MUDC204.  

Paragraphs 4.35 to 4.40 

of the draft plan strategy 

contain additional 

justification for RIPAs. 

 

The purpose of a RIPA 

designation is to protect 

and consolidate existing 

strategic areas of rural 

industrial uses and 

contain them within set 

limits whereby large-scale 

expansion would not be 

permitted.  The principle 

of RIPAs as well as the 

specific RIPAs proposed 

at Tullyvannon and 

Desertcreat scored well in 

the sustainability 

appraisal (MUDC102). 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/f5261adb-8063-479f-8901-6711de2b0a21/MUDC240-Background-Evidence-Paper-Rural-Industrial-Policy-Areas.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx


 

 

RIPAs are dealt with in 

further detail below in 

response to further 

questions. 

(d) Expansion within the 

existing curtilage of an 

established economic 

development use which is 

of an appropriate scale 

and nature 

Opportunity already exists 

under paragraph 6.87 of 

the SPPS and PED3 of 

PPS 4. 

 

SPPS:  “Appropriate 

redevelopment and 

expansion proposals for 

industrial and business 

purposes will normally 

offer the greatest scope 

for sustainable economic 

development in the 

countryside.  Such 

proposals may 

occasionally involve the 

construction of new 

buildings,  where they can 

be integrated in a 

satisfactory manner”. 

 

PED3:  “Expansion of an 

Established Economic 

Development Use in the 

Countryside.  The 

expansion of an 

established economic 

development use in the 

countryside will be 

permitted where the scale 

and nature of the 

proposal does not harm 

the rural character or 

appearance of the local 

area and there is no 

major increase in the site 

area of the enterprise” 

No material change to 

existing regional policy.  

The general planning 

considerations relating for 

example to rural character 

are dealt with under other 

general planning policies 

in the draft plan strategy. 



 

(e) Expansion outside of 

the existing curtilage of an 

economic development 

use where it has been 

demonstrated that 

relocation is not possible 

for operational or 

employment reasons and 

where the economic use 

makes a significant 

contribution to the local 

economy  

Opportunity already exists 

under paragraph 6.87 of 

the SPPS and PED3 of 

PPS4. 

 

SPPS:  “Appropriate 

redevelopment and 

expansion proposals for 

industrial and business 

purposes will normally 

offer the greatest scope 

for sustainable economic 

development in the 

countryside.  Such 

proposals may 

occasionally involve the 

construction of new 

buildings,  where they can 

be integrated in a 

satisfactory manner” 

 

PED3:  “Proposals for 

expansion will normally 

be expected to be 

accommodated through 

the reuse or extension of 

existing buildings on site.  

Where it is demonstrated 

that this is not possible,  

new buildings may be 

approved provided they 

are in proportion to the 

existing building(s) and 

will integrate as part of 

the overall development.  

Any extension or new 

building should respect 

the scale,  design and 

materials of the original 

building(s) on the site and 

any historic or 

architectural interest the 

No material change to 

existing regional policy.  

The general planning 

considerations relating for 

example to design and 

the historic environment 

are dealt with under other 

general planning policies 

in the draft plan strategy.  

The policy reflects the 

view of the Council as to 

the circumstances when 

expansion outside of an 

existing curtilage should 

be permitted. 



 

original property may 

have.” 

(f) Redevelopment of an 

established economic 

development use or reuse 

of an existing redundant 

non-residential rural 

dwelling 

Opportunity already exists 

under paragraph 6.87 of 

the SPPS,  ED4 of PPS4,  

and CTY4 of PPS21. 

 

SPPS:  “Appropriate 

redevelopment and 

expansion proposals for 

industrial and business 

purposes will normally 

offer the greatest scope 

for sustainable economic 

development in the 

countryside.  Such 

proposals may 

occasionally involve the 

construction of new 

buildings,  where they can 

be integrated in a 

satisfactory manner” 

 

PED4:  “A proposal for 

the redevelopment of an 

established economic 

development use in the 

countryside for industrial 

or business purposes (or 

a sui generis employment 

use) will be permitted 

where it is demonstrated 

that all the following 

criteria can be met: (a) 

the scale and nature of 

the proposal does not 

harm the rural character 

or appearance of the local 

area and there is only a 

proportionate increase in 

the site area; (b) there 

would be environmental 

benefits as a result of the 

Regional policy provides 

suitable opportunities for 

the redevelopment of an 

established economic 

development use or reuse 

of an existing redundant 

non-residential rural 

dwelling.  These 

opportunities are spread 

across several policies.  

This development 

opportunity consolidates 

these opportunities into a 

single opportunity.  

General planning 

considerations are again 

dealt with in other policies 

in the draft plan strategy. 



 

redevelopment; (c) the 

redevelopment scheme 

deals comprehensively 

with the full extent of the 

existing site or in the case 

of partial redevelopment 

addresses the 

implications for the 

remainder of the site; and 

(d) the overall visual 

impact of replacement 

buildings is not 

significantly greater than 

that of the buildings to be 

replaced.” 

 

CTY4:  “Planning 

permission will be granted 

to proposals for the 

sympathetic conversion 

with adaption, if 

necessary, of a suitable 

building for a variety of 

alternative uses, including 

use as a single dwelling, 

where this would secure 

its upkeep and retention.  

Such proposals will be 

required to be of a high 

design quality and to 

meet all of the following 

criteria: (a) the building is 

of permanent 

construction; (b) the reuse 

or conversion would 

maintain or enhance the 

form, character and 

architectural features, 

design and setting of the 

existing building and not 

have an adverse effect on 

the character or 

appearance of the 



 

locality; (c) any new 

extensions are 

sympathetic to the scale,  

massing and architectural 

style and finishes of the 

existing building; (d) the 

reuse or conversion 

would not unduly affect 

the amenities of nearby 

residents or adversely 

affect the continued 

agricultural use of 

adjoining land or 

buildings; (e) the nature 

and scale of any 

proposed non-residential 

use is appropriate to a 

countryside location; (f) all 

necessary services are 

available or can be 

provided without 

significant adverse impact 

on the environmental 

character of the locality; 

and (g) access to the 

public road will not 

prejudice road safety or 

significantly 

inconvenience the flow of 

traffic.” 

 

(g) A new building as part 

of a farm diversification 

scheme where a 

redundant farm building is 

not available or there is 

no suitable building 

available on the farm 

Opportunity already exists 

under paragraph 6.73 of 

the SPPS and CTY 11 of 

PPS 21. 

 

SPPS:  “Farm 

diversification: provision 

should be made for a 

farm diversification 

scheme where the farm 

business is currently 

active and established 

Regional policy provides 

suitable opportunities in 

exceptional 

circumstances for a new 

building as part of a 

diversification proposal.  

This development 

opportunity carries this 

part of regional policy 

forward.  General 

planning considerations 

are again dealt with in 



 

(for a minimum of 6 

years) and, the proposal 

is to be run in conjunction 

with the agricultural 

operations of the farm.  

Proposals must involve 

the re-use or adaption of 

existing buildings,  with 

new buildings only being 

acceptable in exceptional 

circumstances”. 

 

CTY11:  “Planning 

permission will be granted 

for a farm or forestry 

diversification proposal 

where it has been 

demonstrated that it is to 

be run in conjunction with 

the agricultural operations 

on the farm.  The 

following criteria will 

apply: (a) the farm of 

forestry business is 

currently active and 

established; (b) in terms 

of character and scale it is 

appropriate to its location; 

(c) it will not have an 

adverse impact on the 

natural or built heritage; 

and (d) it will not result in 

detrimental impact on the 

amenity of nearby 

residential dwellings 

including potential 

problems arising from 

noise, smell and pollution.  

Proposals will only be 

acceptable where they 

involve the re-use or 

adaption of existing farm 

buildings.  Exceptionally, 

other policies in the draft 

plan strategy. 

 

 



 

a new building may be 

permitted where there is 

no existing building 

available to accommodate 

the proposed use,  either 

because they are 

essential for the 

maintenance of the 

existing farm enterprise, 

are clearly unsuitable for 

adaption and re-use or 

cannot be adapted to 

meeting the requirements 

of other statutory 

agencies.  Where a new 

building is justified it 

should be satisfactorily 

integrated with an existing 

group of buildings” 

 

(h) Major industrial 

proposals where it is 

demonstrated that the 

development will make a 

significant contribution to 

the regional economy and 

where it is demonstrated 

that due to its size or site-

specific requirements it 

needs a countryside 

location.  Where there are 

no site-specific reasons,  

an edge of town location 

will be preferred. 

Opportunity already exists 

under paragraph 6.88 of 

the SPPS and PED5 of 

PPS 4. 

 

SPPS:  “A proposal for a 

major or regionally 

significant economic 

development,  where a 

countryside location is 

necessary because of 

size or site specific 

requirements.  Such 

proposals should be able 

to demonstrate a 

significant contribution to 

the regional economy and 

be otherwise acceptable,  

particularly in terms of 

their environmental and 

transport impacts.  An 

edge of town location 

should normally be 

No material change to 

existing regional policy.  

The general planning 

considerations which 

appear in regional policy 

are covered by other 

more general policies in 

the draft plan strategy. 



 

favoured over a location 

elsewhere in the rural 

area.” 

 

PED5:  “A major industrial 

proposal which makes a 

significant contribution to 

the regional economy will 

be permitted in the 

countryside where it is 

demonstrated that the 

proposal due to its size or 

site specific requirements 

needs a countryside 

location.  Such proposals 

will be assessed taking 

account of: (a) the long-

term sustainable 

economic benefits; (b) the 

availability of alternative 

sites; and (c) the 

environmental or 

transport impacts.  Where 

an industrial development 

proposal is judged 

acceptable in principle in 

the countryside under the 

above,  an edge of town 

location will be favoured 

over a location elsewhere 

in the rural area”.  

 

(i) Development of a small 

community enterprise 

park / centre or a small 

rural industrial enterprise 

outside of a village or 

small settlement where 

the use will be associated 

with the settlement.  

Where practical,  an edge 

of settlement location will 

be favoured. 

Opportunity already exists 

under paragraph 6.88 of 

the SPPS and PED6 of 

PPS 4. 

 

SPPS:  “A small scale 

new build economic 

development project may 

be permissible outside a 

village or small settlement 

where there is no suitable 

No material change to 

existing regional policy.  

The general planning 

considerations which 

appear in regional policy 

are covered by other 

more general policies in 

the draft plan strategy. 



 

site within the settlement.  

An edge of settlement 

location will be favoured 

over a location elsewhere 

in the rural area,  subject 

to normal planning 

considerations”. 

 

PED6:  “A firm proposal to 

develop a small 

community enterprise 

park / centre or a small 

rural industrial enterprise 

on land outside a village 

or smaller rural settlement 

will be permitted where it 

is demonstrated that all 

the following criteria are 

met: (a) there is no 

suitable site within the 

settlement; (b) the 

proposal would benefit 

the local economy or 

contribute to community 

regeneration; and (c) the 

development is clearly 

associated with the 

settlement, but will not 

dominate it, adversely 

affect landscape setting 

or otherwise contribute to 

urban sprawl.  In 

assessing the 

acceptability of sites, 

preference will be given to 

sites in the following 

order: (1) land adjacent to 

the existing settlement 

limit,  subject to amenity 

and environmental 

considerations; (2) a site 

close to the existing 

settlement limit which 



 

currently contains 

buildings or where the site 

is already in a degraded 

or derelict state and there 

is an opportunity to 

improve the environment; 

and (3) an undeveloped 

site in close proximity to 

the settlement where the 

development could be 

visually integrated into the 

landscape.  Where an 

economic development 

proposal is permitted 

under this policy,  any 

subsequent proposal 

should preferable be sited 

to cluster or visually link 

to this,  subject to amenity 

and environmental 

considerations”. 

 

(j) Where there are 

existing quarries outside 

of areas designated for 

their nature conservation, 

heritage or landscape 

value, favourable 

consideration will be 

given to a directly related 

industry e.g. cement/ 

concrete works or glass 

manufacture. 

No explicitly comparable 

opportunity,  however 

considered to be a 

reflection of local 

circumstances justified by 

the evidence. 

Mining and quarrying is a 

significant employer in the 

District as set out in 

MUDC203 (paragraph 

4.4).  There is a 

sustainable opportunity 

for Mid Ulster to build 

upon this strong base and 

to encourage indigenous 

construction and 

manufacturing enterprises 

to locate in Mid Ulster in 

sustainable locations 

close to existing quarries. 

There are sustainability 

benefits associated with 

locating such industries 

close to existing quarries.   

The justification for this 

policy is set out in the 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/08501e15-e557-474b-88a6-714f58d29bd8/MUDC203-Position-Paper-3-Employment-and-Economic-Development-Feb-2015.pdf.aspx


 

draft plan strategy itself at 

paragraph 12.24. 

 

This development 

opportunity is limited.  In 

order to give an idea of 

the limited number of 

development 

opportunities available 

under this policy,  the 

Council has considered 

potentially applicable 

sites.  There are 63 

existing quarries,  but only 

51% of these (32) are 

located outside of areas 

designated for their 

nature conservation, 

heritage or landscape 

value.  Not all of these are 

likely to take up the 

development opportunity 

offered either. 

 

Question 

 

Q2–Furthermore, in providing clarification, can the Council direct the Department to 

evidence within the submission outlining how the approach to new economic 

development in the countryside (ECON2) is supportive of the Council’s own plan 

objectives including SPF2 (to focus growth within the three main towns/Hubs of 

Cookstown, Dungannon and Magherafelt) and SPF3 (to consolidate the role of 

Coalisland and Maghera as part of the draft Plan Strategy)? 

 

Response 

 

3.9. The implied premise of this question is that ECON2 conflicts with the objectives 

of the draft plan strategy.  This is not accepted.  Much of this has already been 

explained above in response to the previous question,  but several points are 

worth highlighting in response to this question.   

  

3.10. A preliminary point is worth noting.  DfI in its question has mistakenly referred to 

SPF2 and SPF3 as objectives,  however as paragraph 4.6 of the draft plan 

strategy makes clear,  these are the principles of the Strategic Planning 

Framework which are designed to achieve the objectives of the plan.  They are 



 

not objectives in and of themselves.  The objectives are set out at paragraph 

3.15 of the draft plan strategy.   

  

3.11. The plan objectives need to be read as a whole.  Some policies will serve some 

objectives more than others.  ECON2 is concerned with economic development 

in the countryside.  The most relevant objectives are therefore those that seek 

to sustain rural communities and provide sustainable opportunities for 

economic development in the countryside.  The table below identifies the most 

relevant plan objectives for ECON2 and briefly explains how ECON2 

contributes to the achievement of those objectives. 

 

Plan objective Contribution made by ECON2 

“To provide for vital and vibrant rural 

communities whilst protecting the 

countryside in which they live by 

accommodating sustainable growth 

within the countryside proportionate to 

the extent of existing rural communities” 

ECON2 provides for sustainable 

economic development opportunities in 

the countryside which will contribute to 

vital and vibrant rural communities.  

ECON2 strikes a balance between the 

need to provide economic development 

opportunities in the countryside and the 

need to protect the countryside from 

inappropriate development.  It does so 

by providing for carefully circumscribed 

and proportionate opportunities for 

sustainable development in the 

countryside.  

“To promote diversity in the range of 

jobs on offer recognising the importance 

of employment in the primary sector 

(agriculture, forestry and mining), 

secondary sector (industry and 

manufacturing), and tertiary sector 

(administration, commerce, retailing, 

leisure and tourism). 

ECON2 promotes diversity in the range 

of jobs on offer by providing 

opportunities for jobs to come forward in 

rural areas.  ECON2 has the potential to 

support jobs in all of the sectors 

mentioned in the countryside. 

“To recognise and accommodate 

entrepreneurship, innovation for large, 

medium and small firms by attracting 

new firms and accommodating 

expanding businesses”  

ECON2 provides opportunities for 

entrepreneurial start-ups and 

innovation,  especially with the new 

development opportunity for small 

workshops.  It contains limited 

opportunities for new firms to locate 

their business in the countryside where 

that is appropriate and it encourages 

the sustainable expansion of existing 

businesses. 



 

“To recognise the importance of self-

employment and home working, 

particularly in rural locations” 

ECON2 performs particularly well in 

respect of this objective,  providing 

opportunities for self-employed 

individuals and home workers to locate 

in the countryside in certain 

circumstances.   

 
3.12. In respect of the principles in the Strategic Planning Framework of the draft 

plan strategy,  whilst DfI have cited SPF2 and SPF3,  the most relevant 

principle is in fact SPF6.  It seeks to “accommodate development within the 

countryside that supports the vitality and viability of rural communities without 

compromising the landscape or environmental quality and whilst safeguarding 

our natural and built heritage”.  The accompanying text in paragraphs 4.35 to 

4.41 of the draft plan strategy explain how opportunities for economic 

development in the draft plan strategy will contribute to this principle.  The 

justificatory and amplificatory text to ECON2 at paragraph 12.15 of the draft 

plan strategy also explains the contribution that the plan makes to wider plan 

objectives identified and discussed above. 

  

3.13. The Sustainability Appraisal assesses relevant policies against twenty-two 

sustainability objectives.  Appendix 7 shows the general compatibility of these 

twenty-two objectives against the seventeen objectives in the draft plan 

strategy.  This is explained at paragraph 2.13 of the Sustainability Appraisal.  

The matrix for ECON2 shows particularly good performance against social and 

economic objectives,  as would be expected for an economic policy (MUDC 

102) (Pages 575 – 577).  It explains that the policy scores significantly positive 

in respect of most economic indicators in particular,  as it is “tailored to suit the 

bespoke needs of Mid Ulster which is characterised by self-employment,  

entrepreneurship and homeworking or workshop style development”  (MUDC 

102) (Paragraph 5.309). 

  

3.14. The question from DfI highlights SPF2 and SPF3 in particular.  Two points are 

worth observing in response 

 
(1) As explained,  SPF6 is in fact the most relevant principle for ECON2.  It is 

unclear why DfI have singled out principles which are focused on the hubs 

when dealing with a policy which is concerned with the countryside.  

Different policies will align with different principles and objectives in the 

plan in different ways.  The objectives must be viewed in the round. 

  

(2) The implication seems to be that economic growth in the countryside is 

inconsistent with a desire to grow the towns.  This is incorrect.  The 

Council views the two objectives as complementary.  It is possible to both 

grow the towns and to sustain vibrant rural communities.  It is not a zero-

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx


 

sum game where growth in the countryside takes away from growth in the 

towns.  That much appears to be recognised by the Department in its own 

policy documents,  for example the SPPS and RDS,  as they too support 

growing higher tier settlements,  whilst at the same time sustaining rural 

communities.  That is all that the Council is doing here with ECON2. 

 
3.15. ECON2 is consistent with the plan objectives,  in particular those relating to 

sustaining rural communities and providing opportunities for sustainable 

economic growth in the countryside.  There is no conflict between the aims 

which ECON2 seeks to support and the aim to grow the towns.   

 

Question 

 

Q3–The Council state that there is already a proliferation of existing rural enterprises 

meaning that in some locations ‘it could be argued’ that rural character has already 

been altered / undermined.  Can the Council please highlight what evidence within 

the updated Landscape Character Assessment Review has informed its view in this 

regard which provides part of the justification for the RIPA designation? 

 

Response 

 

3.16. It is necessary to clarify a few points at the outset. 

 

(1) The justification for RIPAs is set out principally in MUDC240.  The draft plan 

strategy at paragraph 4.37 in particular sets out further justification.  As set 

out there,  RIPAs will “protect and consolidate existing areas of rural 

industrial uses and contain them within limits whereby large-scale 

expansion would not be permitted”.  It can be seen,  therefore,  that a large 

part of the justification for RIPAs is to protect and consolidate existing  

areas,  not to create new areas,  of rural industrial use. 

  

(2) The potential for introducing a policy mechanism to protect and consolidate 

areas of existing rural industry was explored by members in early 

workshops,  as recorded in MUDC219,  at paragraph 4.2.  Members and 

officers drew on their local experience and knowledge in identifying this as 

an area of policy deserving of further consideration.  This was carried 

through to the Preferred Options Paper (MUDC115) where the public were 

asked for their views on RIPAs generally,  and on a list of potential RIPAs 

(Pages 59 and 61).  DfI raised some concerns at this stage,  but the 

prevailing public view was in support of RIPAs (MUDC116) (Pages 83 to 

84).  The recommendation was to identify a small number of strategic RIPAs 

at this stage and then to defer the identification of any further RIPAs to the 

local policies plan,  with criteria for selection set out in the plan strategy. 

  

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/f5261adb-8063-479f-8901-6711de2b0a21/MUDC240-Background-Evidence-Paper-Rural-Industrial-Policy-Areas.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/abfaa41b-0508-48ac-9308-b81b799aed38/MUDC219-Policy-Review-Economic-Development-Feb-2016.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/abfaa41b-0508-48ac-9308-b81b799aed38/MUDC219-Policy-Review-Economic-Development-Feb-2016.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8742b903-00e5-4320-9000-6af941e60085/MUDC116-Preferred-Options-Paper-Public-Consultation-Report-Jan-2019.pdf.aspx


 

(3) MUDC240 identified two strategic RIPAs,  known in the draft plan strategy 

as the Tullyvannon RIPA and the Desertcreat RIPA.  One other location was 

ruled out on flooding grounds.  The justification for the identification of those 

two RIPAs,  including the analysis of the existing and proposed enterprises 

in those areas and the subsequent impact on rural character,  is contained 

principally in  MUDC240.  Additional commentary is also available in the 

Sustainability Appraisal (MUDC102) (Pages 113 – 116).  Ultimately,  these 

sites were considered to be appropriate for designation by professional 

planning officers and elected members with knowledge of the sites,  drawing 

upon desktop and site observations.   

 
(4) As for any remaining RIPAs,  their identification will be a matter for the local 

policies plan stage.  Judgements will have to be reached as to whether the 

criteria is met for designation for any sites promoted as part of the local 

policies plan.  It would be premature to comment on any possible sites at 

this stage. 

 
3.17. The Council was aware of the emerging findings of the updated Landscape 

Character Assessment Review in making judgements about RIPAs,  but it 

would be wrong to assume that this document was the only,  or even the 

principal,  basis on which judgements about RIPAs were made.   

A wide range of evidence was taken into account by officers in reaching  

these judgements.   

  

3.18. As for the Landscape Character Assessment Review (MUDC401) and 

associated documents (notably the Review and Audit of the Landscape 

Character Assessment Review (MUDC 304)),  it is important to stress that 

these are strategic assessments of landscape character.  They do not 

reference particular localities,  sites,  or RIPA designations.  Whilst useful in 

understanding the landscape character of certain areas,  they may not provide 

a straightforward answer as to whether rural character within a particular area 

has been undermined by industrial development.  Such an assessment may 

require a more granular analysis.  Nevertheless,  in so far as the proposed 

RIPAs are concerned. 

 
(1) The Tullyvannon RIPA is located within the Dungannon Drumlins and Hills 

LCA45 and partially within the Slievemore LCA44.  As stated in the review,  

LCA45 is unspoilt by overt human influence,  however the outskirts of 

Dungannon have been affected by industrial,  commercial and housing 

development.  It says in respect of LCA44 that there are some localised 

impacts of expanding rural industrial operations,  including for example the 

area around Sandvik between Ballygawley and Cabragh.  Quarries and 

derelict sand and gravel workings are relatively common elements,  and 

upstanding transmission masts are very prominent in views from the 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/f5261adb-8063-479f-8901-6711de2b0a21/MUDC240-Background-Evidence-Paper-Rural-Industrial-Policy-Areas.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/f5261adb-8063-479f-8901-6711de2b0a21/MUDC240-Background-Evidence-Paper-Rural-Industrial-Policy-Areas.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/67e9640d-db1c-49c7-910a-9f1890101e41/MUDC401-Landscape-Character-Assessment-Review.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/61c7b2b6-9644-48f1-bc62-03f0108ead36/MUDC304-Review-and-Audit-of-MUDC-Landscape-Character-Assessment-Review.pdf.aspx


 

surrounding lowlands.  The area proposed as a RIPA encompasses a 

large area of existing industrial use.  It is clear from this extensive area of 

existing enterprises that rural character has been undermined.  Further 

photographs and a map indicating the extent of existing operations are 

enclosed (Annex 2B).  As the Sustainability Appraisal notes at paragraph 

5.156 (MUDC102),  “the site is dominated by existing industry in Sandvik 

who make quarrying equipment,  Acheson and Glover making concrete 

products and a Northstone depot.  Work is ongoing on the northern portion 

of the site on an in-vessel composting facility for Northway”. 

 

(2) The Desertcreat RIPA is located within the Cookstown Farmlands LCA42 

and has been designated due to the opportunity which exists from the 

extant,  commenced planning approval on the site,  as well as the 

investment undertaken in providing essential infrastructure.  As the 

Sustainability Appraisal notes at paragraph 5.162 (MUDC102),  “it is 

considered a potential strategic RIPA due to the recent planning 

permission on the site for major development and the construction works 

on site have now commenced”.  Details of the relevant planning approvals,  

and a map are enclosed (Annex 2C).  The site has been identified and 

has been included for public funding as part of the  

SW Growth Deal.  The Council is currently in the process of acquiring  

the lands and it is anticipated that this will form a long-term project well 

beyond the life of the plan and work is currently being undertaken to 

devise a development brief which would protect the river corridor and 

provide for outdoor recreational uses.  The RIPA designation is consistent 

with central and local government plans for this land.   

 

3.19. The Council is satisfied that the evidence base in support of the RIPA 

designations is sound.  The justification for the RIPA designations is clearly 

documented in the evidence base.  Clarification has been provided above. 

 

Question 

 

Q4–Can the Council clarify how the proposed extension of the industrial footprint 

within the proposed Tullyvannon RIPA is consistent with the stated purpose of RIPAs 

to consolidate existing industry? 

 

Response 

 

3.20. The Tullyvannon RIPA has been proposed given the extensive,  well-

established and on-going large-scale industry on the site.  The site includes 

Sandvik,  who make quarrying equipment,  Acheson and Glover,  who produce 

concrete products,  and work ongoing on the northern portion of the site for 

Northway (M/2014/0567/F).  The enclosed map shows a limited opportunity for  

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx


 

further expansion of industrial uses on the site on a 6.83 ha plot of land to the 

east and on a smaller 1.06 ha plot of land to the west (Annex 2B). 

  

3.21. As illustrated on this map,  the vast majority of the proposed RIPA covers  

land already in industrial use.  A very limited proportion of the RIPA is capable 

of being further developed on.  it is considered that the boundaries of the RIPA  

are justified.  As set out in the draft plan strategy,  the role of RIPAs is to 

consolidate areas of industrial use in the countryside.  Consolidate means to 

strengthen.  It is not inconsistent with the aim to consolidate RIPAs to provide  

a limited opportunity for further development where it is sustainable to do so.  

Such an approach supports wider plan principles and objectives.  The  

proposed Tullyvannon RIPA recognises the extent of existing industry and 

permissions and provides for limited scope for sustainable consolidation.  

Boundaries have been defined based on geographical features and the 

possibility of any further extension is physically limited by the rising topography 

of the land,  thereby protecting against any sprawl.  This is a rounding off 

opportunity which will contribute to wider plan principles and objectives. 

 
3.22. The Council ultimately does not accept the implied premise of this question 

which is that consolidate means no further growth.  That is not what consolidate 

means.  RIPAs would serve little to no purpose if they simply sought to freeze 

existing uses with no possibility of sustainable consolidating growth.  The 

opportunities for further growth in the Tullyvannon RIPA are sustainable and do 

not conflict with the stated purpose of RIPAs.     

 
Question 

 

Q5–Is the Council aware of how many other locations within the MUDC district would 

meet the criteria for RIPA designation set out within the draft Plan Strategy at 

paragraph 4.37?  Furthermore,  do the findings of the updated Landscape Character 

Assessment Review support the designation of RIPAs generally? 

 

Response 

 

3.23. The first part of the question deals with the number of areas likely to be 

designated as RIPAs in due course.  

  

3.24. It is not possible to say definitively at this stage how many RIPAs will be 

designated at the local policies plan stage.  The identification of RIPAs will be a 

matter for the local policies plan and decisions will have to be made on the 

basis of the most up to date evidence available at that time.   

  

3.25. Without prejudice to the above,  it appears that the underlying concern of DfI in 

asking this question is the concern that a large,  unsustainable number of 



 

RIPAs will come forward at the local policies plan stage.  That concern is not 

justified for three reasons. 

 
(1) The criteria for the designation of RIPAs is set out at paragraph 4.37 of the 

draft plan strategy.  There are a large number of conditions which must be 

met before a RIPA can be designated and many of these conditions are 

quite restrictive.  Drawing on their extensive local and background 

knowledge of land use in the district,  officers are confident that the criteria 

set out at paragraph 4.37 of the draft plan strategy are strict enough to 

ensure there will not be a proliferation of RIPAs across the district. 

  

(2) A broad indication of the number of sites which may be designated as 

RIPAs can be obtained by tracing the development of RIPAs through the 

evidence base.  When initially discussing the potential for RIPAs at a 

workshop, nine potential sites were identified (MUDC 219) (Paragraph 4.2) 

(Ballygawley was listed twice).  The Preferred Options Paper sought views 

on these sites and any other sites (MUDC115) (Pages 59 to 61).  

MUDC240 identified two strategic RIPAs,  known in the draft plan strategy 

as the Tullyvannon RIPA and the Desertcreat RIPA.  One other location 

was ruled out on flooding grounds.  Whilst the list of potential RIPAs 

considered as part of the preparation of the plan strategy is not an 

exhaustive list,  the list was drawn up by professional planning officers and 

elected members with extensive local and background knowledge in the 

district.  The fact that a relatively small list was initially identified indicates 

that the Council does not consider that there is likely to be a large number 

of sites which are likely to meet the criteria for designation as RIPAs. 

  

(3) Additional sites were suggested by members of the public during the 

public consultation on the Preferred Options Paper RIPAs (MUDC116) 

(Pages 83 to 84).  Fifteen site specific representations suggesting RIPA 

designations were received.  There were nine site specific representations 

received to the draft plan strategy consultation,  although six of these had 

previously been suggested during the Preferred Options Paper 

consultation.  Officers have undertaken an initial high-level analysis of the 

representations received and consider that only one would be likely to 

meet the criteria for designation as a RIPA.  This supports the view 

expressed above that there is not likely to be a large number of sites which 

meet the criteria for designation as RIPAs.   

 

3.26. Therefore,  without prejudice to the outcome of the local policies plan process 

and the consideration of all of the evidence at that stage,  the Council is 

confident at this stage that the criteria for designation as a RIPA are sufficiently 

strict so as to ensure that there will not be an unsustainable proliferation of 

RIPAs in the countryside. 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/abfaa41b-0508-48ac-9308-b81b799aed38/MUDC219-Policy-Review-Economic-Development-Feb-2016.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/c532bd20-5453-4934-a410-9144ab9aa9d0/MUDC115-Preferred-Options-Paper-November-2016.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/f5261adb-8063-479f-8901-6711de2b0a21/MUDC240-Background-Evidence-Paper-Rural-Industrial-Policy-Areas.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8742b903-00e5-4320-9000-6af941e60085/MUDC116-Preferred-Options-Paper-Public-Consultation-Report-Jan-2019.pdf.aspx


 

  

3.27. The second part of the question asks whether the findings of the Landscape 

Character Assessment Review (MUDC401) support the designation of RIPAs. 

 
3.28. As explained above in response to the previous question,  it would be wrong to 

assume that the Landscape Character Assessment Review was the only,  or 

even the principal,  basis for justifying the designation of RIPAs.  RIPAs are not 

a landscape designation.  They are principally an economic designation,  as 

explained in MUDC240.  RIPAs are partially justified on the basis that there  

are areas of established industrial use in the countryside where rural character 

has already been eroded.  The Landscape Character Assessment Review 

provides some evidence of where such erosion has occurred,  but because it is 

undertaken at a strategic level,  it does not necessarily capture changes in rural 

character at a more granular,  site level.  Ultimately in deciding whether to 

designate RIPAs at the local policies plan stage,  the Council will take account 

of a wide range of evidence,  including further landscape evidence.  The 

Council is content that its judgment that there are areas within the district where 

existing industrial uses have eroded rural character is sound.  It is a view which 

received widespread support at the Preferred Options Paper stage (MUDC116).   

  

Question 

 

In arriving at a minimum requirement of 8,500 jobs the Council has developed their 

own methodology which draws upon data from the 2011 Census as well as NISRA 

2014-based population projects.  The methodology also includes an adjustment to 

account for the aim of reducing the portion of the working age population classified 

as ‘economically active’ (document ‘Enabling Success: Supporting the transition from 

economic activity to employment’ sets a target of 70% of the working age population 

being economically active by 2030).  While the addendum took account of the 2014 

population projections,  2016-based and 2018-based projections have been 

published by NISTRA in April 2018 and 2020 respectively. 

 

The Council state at paragraph 5.10 of Position Paper 3 “the calculated jobs figure is 

sensitive to economic changes and population projections changes”.  Accordingly,  

the Council state that any target should be kept under review. 

 

Q6–In providing clarification,  can MUDC direct the Department to any evidence 

within the submission which shows consideration by Council of the impact of any 

later projections? 

 

Response 

 

3.29. At the outset,  it is important to stress that population projections are released 

annually.  The figures contained in the draft plan strategy and the underlying 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/67e9640d-db1c-49c7-910a-9f1890101e41/MUDC401-Landscape-Character-Assessment-Review.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/f5261adb-8063-479f-8901-6711de2b0a21/MUDC240-Background-Evidence-Paper-Rural-Industrial-Policy-Areas.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8742b903-00e5-4320-9000-6af941e60085/MUDC116-Preferred-Options-Paper-Public-Consultation-Report-Jan-2019.pdf.aspx


 

evidence base should be viewed as point in time assessments which used the 

evidence available at the time.  The evidence base must be proportionate.  The 

Council continues to monitor recent data published by NISRA.  It would,  

however,  be an unrealistic counsel of perfection to expect the Council to 

publish additional topic papers each and every time that NISRA published new 

data.  This would unnecessarily delay the progression of local development 

plans.  The Council remains confident that the employment land figure 

contained in the draft plan strategy is sound.  The Council will keep the 

emerging data under review and if it considers that there is any need to modify 

the plan in light of emerging data,  it may do so post-adoption,  in accordance 

with section 14(1)(a) of the 2011 Act.   

  

3.30. Nevertheless,  given that DfI have requested further information in respect of 

the 2016-based and 2016-based population projections,  the Council is willing 

to provide these.  They do not alter the conclusions reached by the Council.   

 
3.31.  The table below provides data extrapolated from the NISRA population 

projections for the year 2015 (plan base date) and 2030 (plan end date) for the 

working age population aged 16 to 64.  Whilst 2012 and 2014 based population 

projections predicted a rise,  the 2016 and 2018 based population projections 

anticipate a fall of around 2,000 people by 2030.  These falling population 

trends are reflective of UK-wide trends,  arising from a number of factors,  

particularly Brexit,  and the associated decline in immigration. 

 

 2015 

(Age 16 to 64) 

2030 

(Age 16 to 64) 

2012-based 

population 

projections 

91,368 99,571 

2014-based 

population 

projections 

91,564 99,322 

2016-based 

population 

projections 

N/A 97,394 

2018-based 

population 

projections 

N/A 97,275 

 

3.32. The first phase of main statistics from the Census 2021 were published in 

September 2022.  They provide a profile of the Northern Ireland population.  

Census 2021 recorded the adult age population (age 15 to 64) for Mid Ulster at 

95,200.  This is broadly similar to the NISRA 2016 and 2018 projections which 

were 95,443 and 95,085 respectively for that age bracket,  by 2021. 



 

  

3.33.  Applying the methodology previously adopted to the 2016-based and 2018-

based population projections leads to the following. 

  Population Projections 

  2016-based 
(published 
April 2018) 

2018-based 
(published 
April 2020) 

Source 

 
(A) 

Assumption 1 
 
Population aged 16 to 
64 in 2015 

 
91,564 

 
91,564 

 
NISRA 

 
(B) 

Assumption 2 
 
Economic activity rate 
of 67% (Census 2011) 
for population ages 16 
to 64 in 2015 

 
 
61,348 

 
 
61,348 

 
 
(A) * 0.67 

 
(C) 

Assumption 3 
 
The 70% DETI DEL 
target is applied to the 
population ages 16 to 
64 in 2015 

 
 
64,095 

 
 
64,095 

 
(A) * 0.70 

 
(D) 

Consequently 
 
The number of jobs 
needed in 2015 
(additional jobs needed 
to meet 70% target) 

 
 
2,747 

 
 
2,747 

 
(C) – (B) 

 
(E) 

Assumption 4 
 
Populated aged 16 to 
64 in 2030 

 
 
97,394 

 
 
97,275 

 
 
NISRA 

 
(F) 

Consequently 
 
Resulting in an 
increase in the 
population aged 16 to 
64 by 2030 of  

 
 
5,830 
 

 
 
5,711 

 
(D) – (A) 

 
(G) 

Assumption 5 
 
70% of the rise of 
those aged 16 to 64 
will be economically 
active  

 
4,081 

 
3,998 

 
(F) * 0.70 

 
(F) 
 

Consequently 
 

 
6,828 

 
6,745 

 
(D) + (G) 



 

Resulting in jobs 
required over the plan 
period of  

 

 

3.34.  It can be seen from the above that using the 2016 or 2018 based population 

projections leads to a lower jobs figure than that planned for.  The percentage 

reduction for both is around 20%.  However,  these figures do not account for 

the raising state pension age.  The effect of doing so is to introduce an 

additional two-year age bracket into the pool of economically active individuals.   

  

3.35. The effect of changing the state pension age has been considered against the 

2018-based population projections below. 

 

 2018-based 
(published 
April 2020) 

Source 

Assumption 1 
 
Population aged 16 to 
64 in 2015 

 
91,564 

 
NISRA 

Assumption 2 
 
Economic activity rate 
of 67% (Census 2011) 
for population ages 16 
to 64 in 2015 

 
 
61,348 

 
 
(A) * 0.67 

Assumption 3 
 
The 70% DETI DEL 
target is applied to the 
population ages 16 to 
64 in 2015 

 
 
64,095 

 
(A) * 0.70 

Consequently 
 
The number of jobs 
needed in 2015 
(additional jobs needed 
to meet 70% target) 

 
 
2,747 

 
(C) – (B) 

Assumption 4 
 
Populated aged 16 to 
66 in 2030 

 
 
100,813 

 
 
NISRA 

Consequently 
 
Resulting in an 
increase in the 

 
 
9,249 

 
 
(D) – (A) 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.36 It can be seen from the above that the effect of adding additional two-year age 

bracket into the pool of economically active individuals at the end of the plan 

period is to increase the number of jobs necessary by the end of the plan 

period.  The percentage increase based on the figure in the draft plan strategy 

is approximately 8%.  It is considered to be overly conservative to assume  

that 70% of the population aged 64 to 66 will be working by 2030.  A  

lower proportion is assesed to be more likely. 

 

3.37 A 1 hectare per 50 jobs conversion factor was used in MUDC203.  Applying that 

conversion rate to the various calculations undertaken,  yields the following. 

 

Scenario Jobs needed over the 

plan period 

Indicative land 

requirement 

2012-based (working 

population of 16 to 64) 

8,484 170 hectares 

2014-based (working 

population of  

8,178 163 hectares  

2016-based (working 

population of 16 to 64) 

6,828 137 hectares 

2018-based (working 

population of 16 to 64) 

6,745 135 hectares 

2018-based (working 

population of 16 to 66) 

9,221 184 hectares 

 

3.38 Ultimately,  the Council has to reach a balanced judgement taking into account 

all of the data before it.  Population trends are subject to fluctuations,  as the 

above analysis shows.  Economic factors are also likely to impact on the 

number of jobs required over the plan period.  Planning policy has little control 

over these factors.  The Council is mindful that regional policy calls for an 

“ample supply of suitable land”  promoting a  “a range and choice of sites in 

terms of size and location”  (SPPS) (Paragraph 6.92).  RG1 of the RDS speaks 

population aged 16 to 
66 by 2030 of  

Assumption 5 
 
70% of the rise of 
those aged 16 to 64 
will be economically 
active  

 
6,474 

 
(F) * 0.70 

Consequently 
 
Resulting in jobs 
required over the plan 
period of  

 
9,221 

 
(D) + (G) 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/08501e15-e557-474b-88a6-714f58d29bd8/MUDC203-Position-Paper-3-Employment-and-Economic-Development-Feb-2015.pdf.aspx


 

of an  “adequate supply of land”.  The Council is also mindful of the draft plan 

strategy objectives and the wider objectives of the Council set out in the 

Community Plan to promote economic growth in Mid Ulster.  Taking all of this 

into account,  the Council remains of the view that the 170 hectares planned for 

in the draft plan strategy is sound.  It will ensure that there is an ample supply 

of economic development sites,  promoting a range of choice across the main 

towns.  It sits broadly within the mid-range of the estimates set out above.  It 

will not lead to an unsustainable level of growth,  but it will ensure that Mid 

Ulster is able to remain competitive and take advantage of any uptake in 

economic growth over the plan period.  This reflects the carefully considered 

view of the Council in light of all of the available data.   

  

3.39 As stated at the outset of the answer to this question,  that the Council will keep 

this matter under review throughout the plan period and has the ability to 

modify the plan should it consider it necessary to do so.  There are specific 

monitoring indicators and measures in the draft plan strategy which will ensure 

that the Council keeps this matter under review. 

 
Question 

 

The objective of the plan states that it aims to facilitate the creation of at least 8,500 

new jobs by 2030 at a variety of locations accessible to all members of the 

community,  including those without a private car.  The Council estimate 170 

hectares of land is required,  based on a ration of 50 jobs per hectare.  The council 

acknowledge this assumes all new jobs will be supported on zoned employment / 

industrial land (paragraph 6.3 of position Paper 3).  Accordingly,  170 hectares 

results in what the Council describe as a “degree of over zoning” allowing the plan to 

provide a choice of sites in different locations to encourage economic growth. 

 

It appears that the figure of 50 jobs per hectare is based upon a survey of 

employment on industrial estates in Omagh and Fermanagh carried out by Planning 

Service in 2006 

 

Q7–Noting that the methodology will result in a degree of over-zoning did the council 

consider the application of a phased approach to the release of economic 

development land similar to the approach taken in respect of housing land? 

 

Response 

 

3.40 As explained above,  in accordance with regional policy requirements,  the draft 

plan strategy seeks to make provision for an ample supply of suitable land,  

with a range and choice of sites in terms of size and location.  This will be 

achieved by ensuring that there is an ample supply of available land across the 

district throughout the plan period.  Introducing a phased approach would  



 

inhibit this,  as instead of there being an ample choice across the district  

over the plan period,  a phased approach would limit the pool of available  

sites at any one time.  It would also have the potential to hold up economic 

investment whilst decisions on rephasing lands were made.  Such an  

approach is not justified and does not sit comfortably with local or regional 

policy objectives.  The Sustainability Appraisal did not identify any particular 

concerns in respect of the sustainability of the approach proposed which would 

warrant a phased approach (MUDC 102) (Pages 75 to 76).  There are evidently 

different considerations at play when considering housing land and economic 

development land.  The importance of choice,  flexibility,  and availability is 

underscored in the economic development context,  and points strongly  

against a phased approach to the release of land. 

 

Question 

 

In terms of the distribution,  the Council indicate that the 170ha should be focused in 

the main settlements with the plan indicating that 60ha will be zoned in Dungannon, 

55ha in Cookstown and 55ha in Magherafelt.  The Council indicate that this 

approach is supportive of the Draft Plan Strategy SPF2 which seeks to strengthen 

the role of the Hubs as main centres of employment.  Council indicate that this 

approach supports RDS RG1 (to ensure an adequate supply of land to facilitate 

economic growth) and SFG11 (promote economic development opportunities at the 

Hubs). 

 

Q8–In providing clarification,  can MUDC direct the Department to evidence within 

the submission showing consideration by the Council of how its approach to 

economic development in the countryside will promote development at the hubs,  in 

line with SFG11 of the Regional Development Strategy? 

 

Response 

 

3.41 This question overlaps significantly with the first and second questions.  DfI is 

referred back to the answers to those questions which explain how the 

approach to economic development in the countryside under ECON2  

accords with regional policy and wider plan objectives and principles. 

 

Question 

 

The Council do not propose to make a specific allocation of economic development 

land to Coalisland and Maghera as it is considered in the main that these would be 

privately led.  The Settlement Appraisals prepared by the Council for Coalisland and 

Maghera identify extant industry and business zonings.  Maghera currently has 7.6 

hectares of land zoned for industry and economic uses,  while Coalisland has 19 

hectares of land zoned for this purpose. 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx


 

 

In response to the public consultation,  it appears that the MUDC consider this to be 

in accordance with the objective of focusing economic growth in the main 

settlements./ Hubs.  The Council state that economic development land will not be 

zoned in the local towns for flexibility reasons. 

MUDC however indicate,  within its consultation report,  that economic development 

land may be zoned at LPP stage to protect existing economic activity from 

competing uses or provide opportunities to meet local need.  If the council were to 

make an allocation to the local towns this would likely be in addition to the 170 

hectares already allocated across the three hubs. 

 

Overall,  this approach appears to differ from that of the draft plan strategy which 

indicates (paragraph 4.21) that no specific allocation will be made to the two local 

towns. 

 

Q9–In providing clarification,  can MUDC direct the Department to evidence within 

the submission which shows consideration by Council as to the reason for the 

change of approach between publication of the Draft Plan Strategy and subsequent 

Public Consultation Report for Coalisland and Maghera? 

 

Response 

 

3.42 It appears that the premise of this question is that there has been a change of 

approach between the publication of the draft plan strategy and the subsequent 

public consultation report.  If that is so,  then it is based on a misunderstanding 

of the position.  It should be clear that there is no change in approach given that 

no modifications are proposed to the draft plan strategy in the public 

consultation report in respect of this issue.  The report specifically says that no 

action was required in response to the representations raised.  The public 

consultation report was simply responding to specific queries raised in some 

representations about economic development land in Coalisland and Maghera 

(MUDC 114) (Pages 072 to 073). 

  

3.43 Paragraph 4.21 of the draft plan strategy plainly sets out the position in respect 

of Coalisland and Maghera. 

 
“Accordingly in zoning economic development land the primary aim is to 

provide opportunity for expansion clustered around existing provision or to 

provide economic activities on publicly owned land.  However no specific 

allocation of economic land is made to the two local towns as schemes in the 

main would be privately led” 

 

3.44 Contrary to the reading placed on this paragraph by DfI,  this paragraph does 

not rule out zoning economic development land in the small towns;  to the 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b4f7aed8-296e-4b4d-b778-ac7d12dbc561/MUDC114-DPS-Consultation-Report-issues-raised-in-Reps-and-Counter-Reps-Apr-21.pdf.aspx


 

contrary,  the first sentence explicitly envisages zoning where the primary aim is 

to provide opportunity for expansion clustered around existing provision or to 

provide economic activities on publicly owned land.  The second sentence 

makes it clear,  however,  that the local towns will not receive a share of the 170 

hectares of economic land identified as being necessary to meet need.   

This accords with what is said in the draft plan strategy at paragraph 4.12.  Any 

limited zoning of economic development land in the small towns would be 

additional to the zoning in the main towns,  serving the specific purposes set 

out in the draft plan strategy at paragraph 4.21 and expanded on in the Public 

Consultation Report (MUDC 114) (Pages 072 to 073). 

  

3.45 Not only does paragraph 4.21 of the draft plan strategy make it quite clear in 

principle that limited opportunities for zoning economic development land may 

be taken in the local towns,  but paragraph 4.22 then goes further and actually 

refers to an example,  the former High School site in Maghera.  On this basis,  

the reading advanced by DfI,  that there would be no economic zoning at all in 

the local towns,  is clearly mistaken. 

  

3.46 None of this is unsustainable or in conflict with wider plan objectives either. 

 
(1) As explained in paragraph 4.21 of the draft plan strategy and expanded on 

in detail above in response to earlier questions,  the 170 hectares of 

economic development land considered to be necessary to meet need is 

allocated across the three main towns.  The reason why the three main 

towns receive all of the allocation is because the Council wants to promote 

growth in the main towns in accordance with regional and local policy 

objectives.  The principal way in which the planning system can promote 

growth within the main towns is by providing an ample supply of land in 

those towns.  Allocating the whole of the share of the required economic 

development land across the main towns will direct growth towards them. 

  

(2) However,  the desire to grow the hubs and focus economic development 

therein does not mean that the local towns should be left behind.  As 

 SPF 3 explains,  the aim is to “consolidate the role of the local towns as 

service centres [ … ] providing appropriate development opportunities  

for [ … ] employment [ … ] activities,  in keeping with the scale  

and character of these settlements”.  Some economic development land 

will be necessary to achieve this aim,  however it will evidently be of a 

much smaller scale than that available in the main towns,  and will be 

limited so as to be in  “keeping with the scale and character”  of the 

settlement.  The types of opportunities envisaged in the draft plan strategy 

at paragraph 4.21 and in the Public Consultation Report (MUDC 114) 

(Pages 072 to 073) are quite limited in comparison to the main towns.   

 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b4f7aed8-296e-4b4d-b778-ac7d12dbc561/MUDC114-DPS-Consultation-Report-issues-raised-in-Reps-and-Counter-Reps-Apr-21.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b4f7aed8-296e-4b4d-b778-ac7d12dbc561/MUDC114-DPS-Consultation-Report-issues-raised-in-Reps-and-Counter-Reps-Apr-21.pdf.aspx


 

(3) Because of the nature of these opportunities,  it is not possible nor indeed 

is it desirable to try to give the local towns a share of the allocation of 

economic development land at this strategic level.  As explained,  the 

opportunities which will be identified in the local towns will be site specific,  

consolidating existing enterprises and taking opportunities to meet local 

need.  These are matters which are best assessed at the local policies 

plan stage as opposed to at a strategic level.  At that stage,  consistently 

with the plan strategy,  the Council will identify sustainable opportunities 

for economic development land in the local towns.  It is not envisaged that 

the amount of economic development land zoned in the local towns will 

increase beyond its current levels,  and it may well decrease.  Ultimately,  

these will be matters for the local policies plan,  guided by the plan 

strategy (section 9(5) of the 2011 Act). 

 
Question 

 

The main evidence papers supporting the Council’s proposed approach to Economic 

Development include Position Paper 3,  Employment and Economic Development 

(February 2015);  Economic Development Policy Review (February 2016);  Position 

Paper 3–Addendum,  Employment and Economic Development (in response to 

NISRA May 2016 pop projects); and Industrial Monitor October 2018 – Report on 

Summary of Findings (as at Oct 2018). Other evidence papers are also relevant. 

 

Other than an additional short paper to consider the implications of Covid-19 on the 

draft Plan Strategy – March 2021 (MUDC 403) there appears to have been no 

review or update to the policy paper / addendum highlighted above. 

 

The Covid paper addresses the impact of the pandemic on the economic 

development and town centre growth. The paper does not draw upon any updated 

data sources and still refers to the NISRA census of employment 2014. It concludes 

that the figure of 8500 jobs remains relevant and that the figure of 50 jobs per 

hectare used to determine the land requirement, although lower than the existing 

average density for jobs in Mid Ulster of 65- 75 jobs per hectare, is more suited to 

the continuing requirement for social distancing. 

 

The Council has continued to use the NISRA census of employment 2014 despite 

other sources of evidence being available regarding employee jobs and the profile of 

employment for the district (e.g. up-to-date Business Register and Employment 

Survey prepared by NISRA). 

 

Q10– In order to aid the Department’s consideration of the MUDC submission can 

Council,  through directing DfI to evidence within the submission, demonstrate how it 

has taken account of any updated data sources to support its approach to 



 

employment and economic development,  to that presented in the papers of 2015, 

2016, 2018 and 2021 (as referred above)? 

 

Response 

 

3.47 It has already been explained above that the evidence base and the draft plan 

strategy represents a point in time assessment.  The Council has kept relevant 

data under review and is content that the draft plan strategy remains sound.   

It would not be proportionate for the Council to release new evidence each and 

every time new evidence comes to light.  If the evidence base had to  

be updated each and every time new information came to light,  regardless of 

its materiality,  then the local development plan process would be paralysed  

in a constant state of evidence gathering.  The Council wishes to avoid this. 

 

3.48 The draft plan strategy was submitted to DfI for independent examination  

well over a year ago.  Further data has been released during that period,   

but the Council has refrained from releasing any further evidence during this 

period of consideration in order to avoid further delays.  This paper updates the 

evidence in light of the requests made by DfI.  Any further requests to  

update information should be explored as part of the independent examination. 

 
3.49 Ultimately,  the Council is required to bring forward a plan strategy which is 

sound and legally compliant based on the information available to it at the time.  

The Council is content that it has done so and that any necessary updates can 

be addressed either as part of the independent examination or through the plan 

review mechanism. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

4 Response to Appendix 3 questions 

 

Question 

 

Evidence presented by MUDC indicated that rural dwellings approved between April 

2008 and March 2014 in Cookstown were 793,  in Dungannon were 1,385,  and in 

Magherafelt were 993.  It appears that Reserved Matters applications relating to an 

Outline application decided within the study period are not included,  applications 

seeking to renew an existing approval previously decided within the study period are 

not included,  and where there is more than one application / appeal decision relating 

to the same site within the study period,  only one decision is included. 

 

Q1–In order to assist Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission,  can 

Council please direct the Department to evidence which would provide clarification of 

the adopted methodology in using full and reserved matters approvals in 2 years 

(2012 – 2014) only? 

 

Answer 

 

4.1 The figures quoted by DfI in this question are from MUDC202 which was 

published in November 2014.  Full and reserved matters approvals were used 

principally in order to avoid double counting with outline permissions.  As to why 

the focus was on 2012 to 2014 approval rates,  Table 23 of MUDC202 shows 

that the introduction of PPS had a constraining influence.  It was considered 

that the approval rates for 2012 to 2014 were a more accurate representation of 

rural housing approvals under PPS 21.  By this time PPS21 had bedded in.  

Approval rates between 2010 and 2012 were not felt to be representative given 

the backlog of applications which were being processed at the time. 

  

4.2 Figures for additional years were included in Appendix 1 of the Public 

Consultation Report (MUDC114).  In light of queries raised by DfI,  the Council 

has taken the opportunity to update these figures.  These show that the 

average rural approval rate over the last five year period for which data is 

available (2015 to 2020) is 234 which broadly aligns with the average rural 

approval rate of 245 between 2012 to 2014,  contained in MUDC202.  A 

truncated version of the table is reproduced below for ease of reference. 

 

 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 

Total 

approvals 

184 239 218 275 255 

Total 

approvals 

131 164 145 198 192 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/3889d986-eab8-4ef1-91d0-a001611b3903/MUDC202-Position-Paper-2-Housing-Novemeber-2014.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/3889d986-eab8-4ef1-91d0-a001611b3903/MUDC202-Position-Paper-2-Housing-Novemeber-2014.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b4f7aed8-296e-4b4d-b778-ac7d12dbc561/MUDC114-DPS-Consultation-Report-issues-raised-in-Reps-and-Counter-Reps-Apr-21.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/3889d986-eab8-4ef1-91d0-a001611b3903/MUDC202-Position-Paper-2-Housing-Novemeber-2014.pdf.aspx


 

(excluding 

replacements) 

 

 
4.3 Whilst there will always be a degree of fluctuation in rural approval rates,  the 

Council is confident,  based on its analysis of the figures and experience of 

rural approvals since the transfer of planning functions to it under the 2011 Act,  

that the evidence base has not underestimated the yield from rural approvals. 

 

Question 

 

Q2–In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission,  can 

Council please direct the Department to evidence providing quantification of housing 

completions for this period? 

 

Response 

 

4.4 Paragraph 6.18 of MUDC202 indicates that the Council estimated around 90% 

to 95% of rural approvals translated into completions or starts.  This was based 

on rural permissions and completions from a sample rural housing monitor 

2003,  2005 and 2006.  Applying the banded estimate would lead to between 

220 to 232 completions a year  (using the 2012 to 2014 data).  

  

4.5 In light of queries raised by DfI,  the Council has taken the opportunity to 

update the figures,  as referenced in the answers above,  paragraph 4.2.  

A study of approvals between 2015 and 2017 was carried out to establish 

completion rates for this period and the figure arrived at was 86%. 

 
Question 

 

The Development Pressure Analysis paper (MUDC212 – September 2015) provides 

an analysis based on all outline,  reserved matters,  and full applications.  Paragraph 

2.12 states specifically that: 

 

“The trends highlighted above are largely based on a desktop assessment 

only.  It is suggested that a more detailed assessment,  including 

complementary field survey work would be required in order to justify the 

introduction of a stricter policy regime in certain areas,  or relaxation in others 

as the case may be” 

 

Q3–In order to aid the Department’s consideration of the MUDC submission can 

Council,  through directing DfI to evidence,  demonstrate how the results of further 

field survey work undertaken by the council has helped support the proposed policy 

approach? 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/3889d986-eab8-4ef1-91d0-a001611b3903/MUDC202-Position-Paper-2-Housing-Novemeber-2014.pdf.aspx


 

 

Response 

 

4.6 The Landscape Character Assessment Review (MUDC 401) at paragraph 2.0 

explained that it built upon. Worked carried out in earlier papers,  including the 

Development Pressure Analysis (MUDC 212).  Paragraph 34.0 of the 

Landscape Character Assessment Review explains that  “on the ground there 

is particular evidence of [development pressure from single houses] in parts of 

Slievemore LCA,  West Lough Neagh Shores LCA,  Lough Neagh Peatland 

LCA and the north-eastern part of Dungannon Drumlin and Hills LCA”.  This 

observation was informed by field survey work undertaken as part of the 

Landscape Character Assessment Review,  as explained at paragraph 29.0.  

The field study helped to verify,  add and refine information gathered through 

the desk study.   

  

4.7 For each LCA,  a specific section on intervening changes recorded any 

changes in the LCA since the last assessment.  Where relevant,  these 

assessments picked up on pressure from single dwellings.  By way of example,  

in LCA 64,  it is observed that  “the key force for change in recent years has 

been one-off dwellings.  Many areas,  such as the Washing Bay Road and 

Aughamullan,  have experienced a high degree of development pressure from 

one off single dwellings,  expressed in the form of clusters and ribbons of 

development”  (MUDC 401) (Page 21). 

 
4.8 Table 2 Appendix 1 of MUDC 401 contains a summary of the changes and 

includes a column on action points.  These action points arise as a result of 

identified changes.  They are the outcome and product of the detailed work 

undertaken as part of the Landscape Character Assessment Review.  These 

action points were taken into account in the development of the draft plan 

strategy.  They informed the policy approach,  especially CT1. 

 
4.9 Additionally,  and by way of further example,  the introduction of a Special 

Countryside Area along the Lough shore was formulated partly in response to 

the high degree of development pressure from one off single dwellings,  evident 

in the form of clusters and ribbons of development in the Aughamullan and 

Washing Bay Road area as identified in the Landscape Character Assessment 

Review.  This is evident in the action points for LCA 64 (MUDC 401) (Page 25). 

 

Question 

 

Policy CT1 of MUDC Draft Plan Strategy contains what appears to be a broad 

exception to the regional strategic policy direction to cluster / consolidate where 

there are environmental or operational reasons why this is “impracticable” 

 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/67e9640d-db1c-49c7-910a-9f1890101e41/MUDC401-Landscape-Character-Assessment-Review.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/a8500aa0-1927-416a-be55-41c52b38c02e/MUDC212-Position-Paper-Development-Pressure-Analysis-Sept-2015.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/67e9640d-db1c-49c7-910a-9f1890101e41/MUDC401-Landscape-Character-Assessment-Review.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/67e9640d-db1c-49c7-910a-9f1890101e41/MUDC401-Landscape-Character-Assessment-Review.pdf.aspx


 

Q4–To aid the Department’s consideration of the MUDC submission can Council,  

through directing to the submitted evidence,  demonstrate how this approach takes 

account of the regional strategic policy approach of the SPPS,  which applies the 

general principle of clustering,  consolidating and grouping to all development in the 

countryside (with limited exceptions in relation to Dwellings on Farms)? 

 

Response 

 
4.10 The characterisation of CT1 as containing a “broad exception to the regional 

policy direction to cluster / consolidate” is not correct.  Paragraph 6.69 of the 

SPPS says that the policy approach must be to  “cluster,  consolidate,  and 

group new development with existing established buildings”.  CT1 respects this,  

requiring  proposals to  “cluster,  consolidate and group with existing buildings”.  

CT1 goes on to introduce a narrow exception,  where there are  “environmental 

or operational reasons”  why it would be impracticable.  The Council does not 

envisage that this exception will be lightly engaged.  The characterisation by DfI 

as this being a  “broad exception”  is speculative assertion.  The Council,  

through its experience of dealing with rural applications since 2015,  is 

confident that this exception will not often be engaged.  The amplificatory text in 

paragraph 8.15,  which refers to the need to provide evidence if the exception is 

being engaged,  shows that the Council will not lightly be satisfied that this 

exception is met.  

 

4.11 This exception is justified on its merits.  There is no sound reason why,  in an 

appropriate case,  an evidenced operational or environmental reason may not 

be capable of constituting an exception to the general approach.  The inclusion 

of this narrow exception in the policy affords it a degree of flexibility that is 

currently lacking in regional policy.  It is also in the interests of certainty that 

exceptions are set out clearly on the face of the policy.  There may be very 

good operational or environmental reasons which justify a departure from the 

general approach.  Clustering may,  for example,  present health and safety 

concerns or may lead to more harmful natural heritage impacts which could be 

avoided if development was sited elsewhere.   

 
4.12 Additionally,  as DfI acknowledge in their question,  regional policy at present 

contains exceptions to the general principle of clustering,  especially in respect 

of farm dwellings under CTY10(c).  It is not apparent to the Council what the 

logic for singling out farm dwellings as an exception in regional policy is.  The 

Council considers that it is more coherent for the exception to be available for 

all residential dwelling opportunities in the countryside where justified.  The 

Council is entitled in its local development plan to take a different approach to 

regional policy where it considers that it is justified to do so in the interests of 

good planning,  as it does here. 

 



 

Question 

 

As a general policy,  CT1 applies to all applications for residential development in the 

countryside.  On this basis it represents a significantly different approach to the 

examples set out by the Council.  The SPPS sets out a range of specific 

opportunities within the countryside,  consistent with regional strategic objectives.  

Justification for additional opportunities outlined by MUDC in the Draft Plan Strategy 

must be based on evidence presented by the Council.  The SPPS states that other 

types of development in the countryside can be considered in line with the other 

policies set out within the SPPS. 

 

The Department notes the MUDC Statement: 

 

“The SPPS clearly provides for housing in the countryside, (our 

emphasis) along the lines of which the Council has adopted new policies.  We 

have however provided for additional exceptions.  Mid Ulster has a high rural 

population — 40% of our households live in the countryside.  Prior to the 

introduction of PPS 16,  growth in the countryside was approximately 1,100 

per year.  Now we are currently experiencing figures of approximately 270 per 

year,  based on current policy”. 

 

Q5–In order to aid the Department’s consideration of the MUDC submission can 

Council,  through directing DfI to submitted evidence,  demonstrate how the above 

Council statement is reflective of the SPPS regional approach? 

 

Response 

 

4.13 It is not clear what specific concerns DfI has over the conformity of CT1 and 

CT2 with the SPPS.  

  

4.14 The general approach of regional policy is to set out a series of specific 

development opportunities in the countryside.  This is evident in paragraph 6.73 

of the SPPS.  It is also evident in CTY1 of PPS 21.  The draft plan strategy 

follows the same general approach.  The specific opportunities for residential 

development in the countryside,  the majority of which are based on existing 

opportunities under regional policy,  are set out in CT2(a)–(j).  These are the 

only opportunities for residential development in the countryside.  As CT2  

says,  “proposals for dwellings which do not meet the above criteria will be in 

conflict with the plan”.  CT1 is not a development opportunity in itself.  It is 

simply a general policy dealing with siting,  rural integration,  design etc.  Any 

proposal for residential development will have to fit within one of the 

opportunities listed in CT2(a)–(j) and comply with the criteria set out in CT1. 

  



 

4.15 The Council acknowledges that in some respects it has departed from regional 

policy by relaxing existing development opportunities or providing for new ones.  

However,  as explained above in paragraph 3.4,  the Council is entitled to do so 

provided that it has a sound evidential basis — which it does.  There is a  

quite extensive evidence base in support of the policy approach outlined,  set 

out most clearly in the Sustainable Development in the Countryside — Policy 

Review (MUDC 228).  A detailed rebuttal of concerns raised in respect of each 

of the CT2 opportunities can be found in the Public Consultation Report (MUDC 

114) (Pages 194 to 217).  The Sustainability Appraisal considered all of the 

development opportunities in CT2 in detail (MUDC 102) (Pages 465 to 521). 

 
4.16 It is unclear precisely what the concerns of DfI are given the extensive evidence 

base in support of the rural housing policies in the draft plan strategy,  none of 

which DfI specifically challenges.  To the extent that DfI take the view that any 

relaxation of rural dwelling policy is impermissible,  this is an overly dogmatic 

approach which conflicts with wider regional policy objectives and fails to pay 

due regard to the local circumstances of Mid Ulster.  Many local councils  

have chosen to depart slightly from regional policy when it comes to rural 

housing in their local development plans.  This is a matter which elected 

members in Mid Ulster feel strongly about.  It should be explored at 

independent examination.   

 
Question 

 

Q6–In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission,  can 

Council please direct the Department to evidence estimating the likely impact of 

additional opportunities proposed under policy CT2 in terms of the potential number 

of additional development opportunities in the countryside?  Has the Council 

considered the impact of these measures in the context of the HGI 40% allowance in 

respect of residential development?  

 

Response 

 

4.17 The estimation of potential yield of the additional opportunities proposed under 

CT2 calls for an exercise of planning judgement,  with officers drawing upon 

their local and background knowledge.  Any estimate will necessarily involve an 

element of uncertainty;  however,  officers are confident that the figures set out 

below are realistic,  demonstrating that the yield from the additional proposed 

opportunities will be low.  The additional proposed opportunities will not lead  

to an unsustainable level of growth over the plan period.  This is explained in 

the Public Consultation Report (MUDC 114) (Pages 195 to 196). 

  

4.18 It is assumed that in referring to the “additional opportunities proposed”  DfI is 

referring to the following. 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b66750d8-c101-40fd-bfac-8e3d342491a5/MUDC228-Policy-Review-Sustainable-Development-in-the-Countryside-April-2016.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b4f7aed8-296e-4b4d-b778-ac7d12dbc561/MUDC114-DPS-Consultation-Report-issues-raised-in-Reps-and-Counter-Reps-Apr-21.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b4f7aed8-296e-4b4d-b778-ac7d12dbc561/MUDC114-DPS-Consultation-Report-issues-raised-in-Reps-and-Counter-Reps-Apr-21.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b4f7aed8-296e-4b4d-b778-ac7d12dbc561/MUDC114-DPS-Consultation-Report-issues-raised-in-Reps-and-Counter-Reps-Apr-21.pdf.aspx


 

 
(1) CT2(b) (Dwelling infilling a small gap site (only in respect of the additional 

exception introduced)).   

  

(2) CT2(f) (Dwelling in a farm cluster) 

  

(3) CT2(h) (Dwelling for a carer or someone availing of care)  

  

(4) CT2(j) (Dwelling for holder of commercial fishing licence) 

 

4.19 Each will be taken in turn. 

  

4.20 The opportunity for infill in a small gap site is in line with CTY 8 of PPS 21,  

however it does include an additional exception where a dwelling can be 

located between two dwellings.  This is the only additional opportunity provided 

by CT2(b).  Following discussions with development management officers who 

have intimate working knowledge of CTY 8 and the prevailing pattern of 

development in the countryside in this district,  the plan team has concluded 

that the anticipated yield from this opportunity would be low.  A conservative 

estimate is that it will lead to 10% more infill approvals. 

 
4.21 Infill approvals under CTY 8 between 2015 and 2020 are included in the table 

below. 

 

2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 Average 

(2015/16 

to 

2019/20) 

33 50 47 78 67 55 

 
4.22 Applying a conservative 10% rate of additionality to the average approval rate,  

approximately 6 new dwellings a year would come forward under the exception 

in CT2(b).   

  

4.23 Turning next to the dwelling in a farm cluster opportunity under CT2(f),  this is 

intended to apply to both active farms with a registered farm ID issued by the 

Department for Agriculture,  Environment and Rural Affairs in the circumstances 

set out in the policy and non-active farms,  with no registered farm ID.  There 

were 24,200 active farms in Mid Ulster in 2014 (MUDC 228) (Paragraph 5.89).  

There are around 19,200 houses in the countryside in 2015 (MUDC 209) 

(Appendix 1).  This means that there are more farms registered in Mid Ulster 

than there are houses in the countryside.  The practice of registering a farm 

holding in Mid Ulster appears to be common.  Given this,  and the financial 

incentives associated with having an active farm ID,  it is not considered likely 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b66750d8-c101-40fd-bfac-8e3d342491a5/MUDC228-Policy-Review-Sustainable-Development-in-the-Countryside-April-2016.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b2ebe6d5-c685-4589-b5ed-34fc5e2e74e9/MUDC209-Housing-Allocation-July-2015.pdf.aspx


 

that there are a large number of unregistered farms in Mid Ulster that will seek 

to avail of this policy.  It has been conservatively assumed that there are 

approximately 1,200 unregistered farms (5% of the registered farm figure 

(24,200)). 

  

4.24 On average,  a total of 24,200 registered farms has led to an annual approval 

rate between 2015 to 2020 under CTY 10 of around 100.  The average  

approval rate between 2015 and 2020 under CTY2A is around 6.  It is 

reasonable to assume that the demand for additional dwellings within a farm 

cluster will not exceed these levels and will in fact be relatively low given the 

stringent policy criteria in CT2(f) in respect of existing buildings on two sides 

and 3 substantial buildings  (excluding garages).  It is assumed that if 15% of all 

registered farms who have approval under criterion (e) already and want an 

additional dwelling for their family were to apply for permission,  that would lead 

to around 15 dwellings per year.  This is considered to be a reasonable 

estimate. 

 
4.25 In respect of the dwelling for a carer or someone receiving care opportunity 

under CT2(h),  it is anticipated that the uptake of this policy will be similar to 

that under existing policy for personal and domestic circumstances under CTY 

6.  The rationale for this policy is similar in that the applicant will have special 

circumstances and will be required to demonstrate the level of care needed to 

provided.  This opportunity also has strict controls attached to it which is likely 

to limit its uptake.  For context,  approvals under CTY6 between 2015 and  

2020 are included in the table below. 

 

2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 Average 

(2015/16 

to 

2019/20) 

2 2 4 2 2 2 

 

4.26 Some of the approvals which previously would have been approved under 

CTY6 are now likely to be approved under CT2(h) instead,  such that there may 

negate some additionality.  However,  considering policy CT 2 (h) makes 

provision for both a carer or person receiving care, we therefore anticipate the 

quantum of houses coming forward to be similar to CTY 6 albeit marginally 

greater. Assuming 10 per year over 6 years will lead to an additional 60 

dwellings receiving permission.  

 

4.27 Turning finally to dwellings for holders of commercial fishing licenses under 

CT2(j),  the Lough Neagh Fishermen’s Cp-operative have advised in a recent 

email that a total number of 133 commercial permits were granted in 2022.  Of 

the permits issued in 2022,  55% of those recipients (73) lived in Mid Ulster.  



 

There were also a number of assistant licences granted,  but these would not 

qualify under CT2(j),  as the policy only applies to  “boat owners”.  On a worst-

case scenario,  therefore,  this policy will yield 73 dwellings over the plan 

period,  which,  assuming a 2024 adoption date,  leads to an average annual 

yield from CT2(j) of 12.  This is again considered to be a conservative  

analysis as it is not likely that all of those capable of benefitting from this policy 

will choose to avail of the development opportunity which it offers.    

  

4.28 The annual average level of additionality from each of these additional 

development opportunities is set out in the table below.  The expected level of 

completions from approvals under these additional development opportunities 

applying an 86% rate of approval is also included for context. 

 

Development opportunity Average annual yield 

CT2(b) (Dwelling infilling a small gap 

site (only in respect of the additional 

exception introduced)).   

 

 

6 

CT2(f) (Dwelling in a farm cluster) 

 

15 

CT2(h) (Dwelling for a carer or 

someone availing of care)  

 

10 

CT2(j) (Dwelling for holder of 

commercial fishing licence) 

 

12 

 

Total average annual yield from 

additional development opportunities 

43 

Total estimated average annual 

completions and commencements 

from additional development 

opportunities (applying an 86% rate) 

37 

 

4.29 It should be emphasised that the Council considers this to be an overly 

conservative estimate for the reasons explained above.  The likely yield is likely 

to be smaller in practice.  However,  even on the basis of the conservative 

figure set out above,  it is clear that the additional development opportunities 

will not contribute to unsustainable levels of growth in the countryside.   

  

4.30 The second part of the question asks whether the Council considered the 

impact of these additional development opportunities in the context of the HGI 

40% allowance in respect of residential development in the countryside.  The 



 

Council has already explained above in paragraphs 4.17 to 4.29 what the 

correct position is in terms of the 40% allowance mentioned by DfI in this 

question.  The Council was at all times mindful of the level of additionality which 

the development opportunities in CT2 would likely yield.  The level of 

additionality does not affect the overall plan strategy. 

 
4.31 It is important finally to note that robust monitoring mechanisms are proposed 

to ensure that the effect of these policies and others will be kept under review 

by the Council  (Draft Plan Strategy (Pages 248 to 251)).  If it becomes clear 

that these policies are leading to an unsustainable level of growth in the 

countryside,  the Council has the power to modify the plan strategy at any time 

(section 14(1)(a) of the 2011 Act). 

 

Question 

 

Q7–In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission,  can 

Council please direct the Department to evidence explaining the basis for the policy 

wording and in particular if it has considered the extent to which policy criteria CT2(f)  

may compromise criteria CT2(e)? 

 

Response 

 

4.32 The rationale for the approach taken generally in CT2 is set out in various 

documents,  the contents of which are not repeated here.  DfI is directed in 

particular to the Sustainable Development in the Countryside — Policy Review 

(MUDC 228),  the Public Consultation Report (MUDC 114) (Pages 194 to 217),  

and the Sustainability Appraisal (MUDC 102) (Pages 465 to 521). 

  

4.33 The Council already responded to this specific point in the Public Consultation 

Report (MUDC 114) (Pages 207 to 208).  The Council does not accept that (f) 

in any way “compromises”  (e).  The two are separate development 

opportunities.  Criterion (e) will be engaged where the farm is established for 

six years and is currently active with no permissions obtained in the last ten 

years.  Criterion (f) will apply “exceptionally”,  on farms that are not active or 

established or where permission has been obtained in the past ten years,  in 

the circumstances set out.  Criterion (f) is intended to provide a limited 

development opportunity in circumstances where (e) is not engaged.  The two 

opportunities are considered to complement each other.  They should be read 

holistically.  As explained elsewhere,  the level of flexibility introduced by (f) was 

felt to be justified in response to local circumstances,  namely the desire for 

families with a farming background to live close to each other.  Criterion (e),  

based as it is on regional policy,  was felt to be too restrictive on its own.    

 

 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b66750d8-c101-40fd-bfac-8e3d342491a5/MUDC228-Policy-Review-Sustainable-Development-in-the-Countryside-April-2016.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b4f7aed8-296e-4b4d-b778-ac7d12dbc561/MUDC114-DPS-Consultation-Report-issues-raised-in-Reps-and-Counter-Reps-Apr-21.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b4f7aed8-296e-4b4d-b778-ac7d12dbc561/MUDC114-DPS-Consultation-Report-issues-raised-in-Reps-and-Counter-Reps-Apr-21.pdf.aspx


 

Question 

 

CT2(h) of the Plan Strategy document provides draft policy for provision of a dwelling 

for a carer or someone availing of care.  MUDC states that 10+% of the population 

rely on a degree of care / social benefits of extended families and within the 

Consultation Report advise that “the Department has failed to recognise the serious 

structural changes occurring in society”. 

 

In addition to the principle of this policy,  it is noted that the approach relies on the 

use of occupancy conditions that the council have acknowledged elsewhere within 

their consultation report are “against the ethos of existing rural policy which is based 

on minimum use of occupancy conditions”. 

 

Q8–in order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission,  can 

Council please direct the Department to evidence underpinning the inclusion of 

Policy CT2(h) of the Draft Plan Strategy and how Council envisage the 

implementation,  assessment and enforceability of this proposed policy?  

 

Response 

 

4.34 The evidence in support of this policy is set out in several documents,  most 

notably the Sustainable Development in the Countryside — Policy Review 

(MUDC 228) (Paragraphs 3.1,  5.56,  5.57,  5.60,  and 5.65).  Further 

justification can be found in the Public Consultation Report,  where the Council 

responded to similar criticisms from DfI about the rationale for this policy 

(MUDC 114) (Pages 209 to 210).  The Sustainability Appraisal sets out 

additional justification  (MUDC 102) (Pages 507 to 512). 

  

4.35 In very broad terms,  around 10% of the population in Mid Ulster currently 

provide some care (MUDC 116) (Page 8).  The challenges which society faces 

as a result of an ageing population and increasing pressures on the health and 

social care system are well documented.  As MUDC 201 observes,  “if care in 

the community is to succeed,  value needs to be attached to carers”.   

The planning system has a role to play.  The local development plan in its 

objectives seeks to  “recognise the needs of both growing families and carers of 

the elderly and disabled by accommodating development which allows people 

to remain within their own communities”  (Paragraph 3.15).  The approach 

which Mid Ulster is taking accords with broader regional policy objectives in 

respect of health and well-being.  The SPPS itself recognises the need to 

“understand and take account of health issues and the need of local 

communities”  and says that this may include  “bring[ing] forward local policies 

that contribute to improving health and well-being”  (Paragraph 4.6).  The 

Council strongly believes that the limited development opportunity provided by 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b66750d8-c101-40fd-bfac-8e3d342491a5/MUDC228-Policy-Review-Sustainable-Development-in-the-Countryside-April-2016.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b4f7aed8-296e-4b4d-b778-ac7d12dbc561/MUDC114-DPS-Consultation-Report-issues-raised-in-Reps-and-Counter-Reps-Apr-21.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8742b903-00e5-4320-9000-6af941e60085/MUDC116-Preferred-Options-Paper-Public-Consultation-Report-Jan-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/aea86f33-c114-4a1f-958d-a21f51504a2d/MUDC201-Position-Paper-1-Population-Growth-September-2014.pdf.aspx


 

CT2(h) will have a positive effect on health and well-being (a point borne out  

by the Sustainability Appraisal (MUDC 102) (Page 507)). 

  

4.36 The Council considers that the wording of the policy is clear on its face and will 

be capable of implementation without difficulty.  Justificatory and amplificatory 

text at paragraphs 8.53 to 8.56 of the draft plan strategy provide further detail 

on the types of evidence which applicants will be required to provide and the 

matters which will be taken into account by the Council.  The Council 

experienced in dealing with similar issues in its implementation of CTY6. 

 
4.37  It is assumed that the concern about enforcement relates to the proposed 

occupancy condition.  Whilst not frequently used,  the use of occupancy 

conditions is well established as a matter of law and practice.  The Council will 

use the full range of enforcement powers available to it under Part 5 of the 2011 

Act to ensure that relevant occupancy conditions are complied with.  For 

example,  the Council has the power to issue an enforcement notice for a 

breach of planning control consisting of the failure to comply with a condition 

(section 131(b) 2011 Act).  The Enforcement Team will be responsible for this 

matter following the adoption of the draft plan strategy.   

 
4.38 Additionally,  occupancy conditions attached to developments generally serve 

as a deterrent for any subsequent sale of a property.  The Council understands 

that banks and lenders will often not lend money for the purchase of any site 

with an occupancy condition attached.   

 
4.39 Whilst the use of occupancy conditions generally is discouraged,  their use is of 

course justified in some circumstances.  For instance,  under existing regional 

policy in CTY 6 of PPS 21,  DfI advocates the use of occupancy conditions.  

The use of occupancy conditions under CT2(h) would in no way be novel.  And 

given the relatively small number of permissions likely to come forward under 

CT2(h),  there is no conflict with the prevailing ethos of regional policy and 

practice,  which is to keep the use of such conditions to a minimum.  

Occupancy conditions are justified in the particular circumstances of CT2(h) so 

as to ensure that dwellings authorised are in fact used by those in need.   

 

Question 

 

CT2(j) of the Plan Strategy document provides draft policy provision of a dwelling for 

the holder of a commercial fishing licence.  It appears that there are 79 licensed 

permit holders currently residing in MUDC, which amounts to 0.77% of the revised 

HGI figure of 10,300.  It also appears that these dwellings will be restricted for 

MUDC residents. 

 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx


 

Q9–In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission,  can 

Council please direct the Department to evidence underpinning the need for the 

inclusion of Policy CT2(h) of the draft plan strategy and how Council envisage the 

implementation,  assessment and enforceability of this proposed policy?  

 

Question 

 

4.40 On the face of it,  this question is a duplicate of the previous question.  

However,  given the text preceding it,  it is assumed that DfI meant to refer to 

CT2(j) and not CT2(h). 

  

4.41 The evidence in support of this policy can principally be found in the Preferred 

Options Paper Public Consultation Report (MUDC 116) (Pages 59 to 63) and in 

the Public Consultation Report,  where the Council responded to similar 

criticisms from DfI about the rationale for this policy (MUDC 114) (Pages 212  

to 215).  The Sustainability Appraisal sets out additional justification  (MUDC 

102) (Pages 518 to 521).  The draft plan strategy also explains the importance 

of this industry to Mid Ulster (Paragraphs 4.33,  8.3,  8.11,  and 8.60). 

 
4.42 The Council again envisages no issues with the implementation of this policy.  

The wording of the policy is clear.  The justificatory and amplificatory text set 

out further information on the implementation of the policy at paragraphs 8.59 

to 8.61 of the draft plan strategy.  There are not considered to be any unique 

challenges with the enforceability of this policy which warrant further comment. 

 
4.43 The monitoring indicators in the draft plan strategy make specific provision for 

monitoring this development opportunity.  The draft plan strategy at page 250 

says that the number of housing permissions by policy justification will be 

monitored as well as the total number of commercial fishing licences. This is 

also covered in the Preferred Options Paper Public Consultation Report (MUDC 

116) (Page 63).  If the total number of commercial fishing licences was to 

drastically increase,  this would,  therefore,  be picked up by monitoring and the 

plan could be modified if necessary (section 14(1)(a) 2011 Act). 

 

Question 

 

Q10–In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission,  can 

Council please direct the Department to evidence which outlines the operational 

requirements of the job that necessitate being located in the countryside adjacent to 

the Lough,  as opposed to a nearby settlement for example? 

 

Response 

 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8742b903-00e5-4320-9000-6af941e60085/MUDC116-Preferred-Options-Paper-Public-Consultation-Report-Jan-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/b4f7aed8-296e-4b4d-b778-ac7d12dbc561/MUDC114-DPS-Consultation-Report-issues-raised-in-Reps-and-Counter-Reps-Apr-21.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8e39c236-f7f5-4254-8313-fca2840d1e81/MUDC102-SA-(Incorporating-SEA)-Report-February-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8742b903-00e5-4320-9000-6af941e60085/MUDC116-Preferred-Options-Paper-Public-Consultation-Report-Jan-2019.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/8742b903-00e5-4320-9000-6af941e60085/MUDC116-Preferred-Options-Paper-Public-Consultation-Report-Jan-2019.pdf.aspx


 

4.44 The holder of a commercial fishing licence generally requires safe and secure 

storage of boats and nets,  as well as space for the ongoing maintenance of 

both.  This makes urban living,  where outside amenity space is typically limited 

and shared,  more difficult.  There are other operational and cultural reasons 

why a countryside location close to the Lough is necessary.  Locating fisherman 

close to their place of work also has sustainability benefits.  The Lough Neagh 

Fishermen’s Co-operative have provided further details of the operational 

requirements which necessitate a dwelling in the countryside,  close to the 

Lough.  A copy of their email is enclosed (Annex 3A).   

 

“On your other query regarding the case for policy opportunity for a dwelling in 

the countryside as opposed to in a village or town – you have captured most 

of these already;  

 

1. Fishing quays around Lough Neagh are not in any way centralised 

but rather fisherman launch from and moor at primitive quays close 

to their homes and are therefore relatively isolated locations — this 

has been the tradition for generations. 

  

2. Fishing boats and the required fishing gear,  even on Lough Neagh,  

can be worth in excess of £60k – 70k and by necessity must be 

protected from damage, adverse weather, etc. — it is clearly easier 

to look after things when you live close-by and can check things 

regularly. 

 
3. Similarly,  fishermen will need to store live fish on occasions,  and 

this must be done on the shoreline,  in the water.  There have been 

many incidents of unattended storage tanks being ‘robbed’ — that 

can amount to the loss of one or two days’ pay for both the boat 

owner and his helper. 

 
4. Living close to the lough also creates the capacity to provide 

suitable shelter / accommodation for boats and tackle in the off-

season as well as facilities to carry out essential repair / 

maintenance work as the need arises. 

 
5. The fishing industry involves long hours,  often beginning at 3am 

and extending long into the evening.  It can also involve what others 

might consider ‘split shifts’ depending on the nature of the fishing 

being undertaken — for example,  at particular points in the season 

night-time work might prove more rewarding than daytime fishing 

and so on.  Additional travel to and from a more distant place of 

residence adds to inconvenience and costs. 

 



 

6. Clearly any insurance cover which fishermen have to protect their 

livelihood will be easier obtained where they reside ‘on-site’. 

 
[ … ] we have a unique natural resource in Lough Neagh [ … ] the traditions,  

culture and heritage of the industry have attracted global recognition and 

accreditation — it is vital that we all understand that ultimately it is the fishing 

industry who are the custodians of this unique industry,  and we must help 

them secure a sustainable and viable future or we all lose something 

valuable”. 

 

Question 

 

The draft policy supports strategic policy SPF7 ‘Support Rural Regeneration in 

Remoter Areas through the Designation of Dispersed Rural Communities (DRCs).  

The SPPS makes no provision for DRCs to be designated however it is 

acknowledged that the district already has 3 existing DRCs.  The J&A states that 

some rural areas display symptoms of economic and social disadvantage and that in 

the interests of promoting rural regeneration the Council has designated DRCs. 

 

Q11–In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission,  can 

Council please direct the Department to evidence in relation to the economic and 

social disadvantage that underpins their continued designation,  and the 

identification of any new DRC designations that may be brought forward? 

 

Response 

 

4.45 The indicators for levels of deprivation are taken from the Northern Ireland 

Multiple Deprivation Measure 2017.  A copy of relevant extracts is enclosed 

(Annex 3B).  The Measure ranks the 890 Super Output Areas (‘SOAs’) from 

the most deprived (rank 1) to the least deprived (rank 890).  The data in the 

Measure in part supports the continuing designation of the existing Dispersed 

Rural Communities (‘DRCs’).  

  

4.46 Dunnamore SOA which contains the majority of the Broughderg DRC is ranked 

271 most deprived SOA in Northern Ireland.  Draperstown SOA which contains 

the proposed Sixtowns DRC is listed as the 389 most deprived SOA in  

Northern Ireland.  Swatragh SOA which contains the Carntogher DRC is ranked 

562 most deprived in Northern Ireland.  Levels of income in each of these 

SOAs is also well below the mid-point.  This data clearly supports the view  

that the areas which the DRCs are located in, are suffering from economic  

and social disadvantage. 

 
4.47 It is also important,  however,  not to focus unduly on the statistics in respect of 

social and economic disadvantage.  Whilst these are a factor in the designation 



 

of DRCs,  as the criteria set out at paragraph 4.44 of the draft plan strategy 

shows,  there are other factors at play when considering whether to designate a 

DRC.  This accords with the position in PPS 21,  paragraph 4.6 in particular. 

 
4.48 In terms of the evidence to be taken into account for any future designation of 

DRCs,  the Council will apply the criteria set out in paragraph 4.44 of the draft 

plan strategy.  In doing so,  it will take account of the most relevant evidence  

at the time.  The Council does not wish to predetermine or prejudice that 

process by attempting to specify what evidence it will take into account  

now when that is a decision which will have to be taken at the time. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

5 Response to Appendix 4 questions 

 

Question 

 

Erroneous references 

 

MUDC405 (Soundness Self-Assessment Checklist) appear to make inaccurate 

references to documents. 

 

For example: 

 

• Page 2 of MUDC 405 (re Soundness Test P1 regarding the LDP Timetable) 

signposts to MUDC 409 for details of compliance with the LDP Regulations.  

However,  MUDC 409 does not appear within the Council’s document library.  

It is noted that MUDC 407 presents the Council’s assessment of compliance 

with the LDP Regulations. 

  

• Page 4 of MUDC 405 (re Soundness Tests P1 and P2 and the Statement of 

Community Involvement) signposts to MUDC408 for details of compliance 

with the SCI.  However,  MUDC 408 presents a report on the dPS and 

linkages to the Marine Plan.  It is acknowledged that the Council’s 

assessment of compliance with the SCI is contained within MUDC 406. 

 

• Page 5 of MUDC 405 (re Soundness Test 2 and POP Consultation) signposts 

to MUDC 409 for details of the Council’s compliance with the LDP 

Regulations.  As stated above,  there is no such reference,  and that MUDC 

407 appears to present the Council’s intended assessment.  It is noted that 

the same incorrect reference is made on page 7 of the document in relation to 

the conservation of representation to the POP 

 
Q1–It appears that these documents may have been renumbered / reorganised after 

the Soundness Self-Assessment has been completed — can the Council clarify? 

 

Response 

 

5.1 In light of this question,  the Council has checked all of the references in MUDC 

405 and has identified a number of typographical errors with the references.  

For ease of reference,  the Council has enclosed a tracked changes version of 

MUDC 405 which corrects the typographical errors identified (Annex 4A). 

  

5.2 Additionally,  the Council in preparing this response has also identified a 

number of minor errors in MUDC 406.  Again for ease of reference,  the Council 

has enclosed a tracked changes version of MUDC  406 which corrects the 

minor errors identified (Annex 4B). 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/320165d8-f9ea-4498-8e41-8d02dfdad08a/MUDC405-Soundness-Self-Assessment-Checklist-May-21.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/320165d8-f9ea-4498-8e41-8d02dfdad08a/MUDC405-Soundness-Self-Assessment-Checklist-May-21.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/320165d8-f9ea-4498-8e41-8d02dfdad08a/MUDC405-Soundness-Self-Assessment-Checklist-May-21.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx


 

 
5.3 These documents should be taken as replacing the previous versions of these 

documents.  The updated versions of these documents will be uploaded onto 

the online document library in due course. 

 
Question 

 

Notification to consultation bodies throughout LDP preparation — Reg 10(c), Reg 

15(c),  and Reg 17(e)(f) 

 

Councils are required to demonstrate that they have notified consultation bodies,  

and whilst sample correspondence is included (and noted within MUDC407),  no 

distribution lists have been provided for who this was issued to (i.e. consultation 

bodies for each of these regulations. 

 
Q2–Can the Council provide a copy of distribution lists to satisfy these regulations? 

 

Response 

 

5.4 Information was provided to DfI by the Council in its 4 February 2022 response.  

In its 17 June 2022 response,  DfI did not raise any further concerns in respect 

of this question.  Accordingly,  it is assumed that DfI requires no further 

clarification on this matter.   

 

Question 

 

Council approval of LDP Timetable – Reg7(1) 

 

The Council advises that the original draft of the LDP Timetable was approved by the 

Council and subsequently submitted to the Department for its agreement.  Following 

advice from the Department,  a number of amendments were made to the Timetable,  

which was resubmitted to and agreed with the Department. 

 

It is unclear from the evidence included within the submission documents,  whether 

the Council was made aware of the amendments made to the document,  or if the 

amended document was approved by resolution of the Council prior to resubmission 

to the Department. 

 

Q3–Can the Council provide clarification regarding this matter? 

 

Response 

 

5.5 Clarification on this point is provided to DfI by the Council in its 4 February 2022 

response.  In its 17 June 2022 response,  DfI did not raise any further concerns 



 

in respect of this question.  Accordingly,  it is assumed that DfI requires no 

further clarification on this matter.   

 

  

 Question 

 

Local Advertisements – Regs. 8b, 10d, 15d, 17d 

 

The Council has provided copies of public notices placed in local newspapers and 

the Belfast Gazette.  However,  it is noted that the publications appear to vary (at 

different stages of the process). 

 

It is noted that the Council’s publicity arrangements for the LDP documents have 

changed each time the SCI has been amended.  Generally,  the adverts provided 

are from publications as specifically stated in the Council’s SCI.  However,  not all 

adverts (from all publications) have been provided.   

 

In order to confirm that the Council has complied with its SCI(s) in the context of the 

requirements for LDP publicity in accordance with the LDP Regulations,  could the 

Council provide copies of all advertisements placed in local newspapers. 

 

Further information is set out below in relation to the local advertisements 

requirement. 

 

Availability of timetable – Reg8(b) 

 

The Council’s SCI (May 2016) sets out public notices were to be published in the Mid 

Ulster Mail and Tyrone Courier re the LDP Timetable.  However,  the advertisements 

provided by the Council originate from neither of these publications. 

 

Q4–Can the Council confirm which publications the public notices were placed,  and 

provide copies of those advertisements? 

 

Response 

 

5.6 Despite the Council in its 4 February 2022 response inviting DfI to specify 

precisely what its concerns were in respect of this point,  DfI have failed to do 

so.  It appears,  however,  from the 17 June 2022 response from DfI that  

there are outstanding concerns in respect of this point.  In broad terms,  the 

Council is confident that it has complied with the 2015 Regulations.  No specific 

allegation of non-compliance has been made by DfI.  And in any event,  it is 

clear that the draft plan strategy,  and all relevant documents,  have been the 

subject of extensive public consultation,  with all parties having had a full and 



 

fair opportunity to express their views.  The evidence is comprehensively set 

out in MUDC 406,  MUDC 407,  and in the February 2022 submission to DfI. 

  

5.7 In an effort to assist DfI,  the following paragraphs summarise compliance with 

the legal obligations that DfI has referred to in the question. 

 
5.8 A Statement of Community Involvement and Local Development Plan Timetable 

was agreed by DfI on 6 May 2016 and was published on the Council website 

(MUDC 406) (Appendix 4).  The Statement of Community Involvement required 

a public notice to be issued in the Mid Ulster Mail and the Tyrone Courier.  

Regulation 8(1)(b) of the 2015 Regulation required notice by way of “local 

advertisement”.  “Local advertisement”  is defined in regulation 2(1) as “an 

advertisement for two successive weeks in at least one newspaper circulating 

in the district of the council”.  Compliance with this obligation is evidenced in 

appendices 28 to 30 of MUDC 406.  For ease of reference,  the adverts are 

enclosed (Annex 4C). 

 
5.9 The Preferred Options Paper was published in November 2016.  The 

Statement of Community Involvement required public notices to be placed in 

the Mid Ulster Mail,  the Tyrone Courier,  and the Belfast Gazette.  Regulation 

10(d) required notice by way of  “local advertisement”.  This has the same 

meaning as previously stated.  Compliance with these obligations is evidenced 

in Appendix 32 of MUDC 406  (see also paragraphs 3.2 and 3.7 of the same).  

For ease of reference,  the adverts are enclosed (Annex 4D). 

 
5.10 Following the publication of the Preferred Options Paper and prior to the 

publication of the draft plan strategy,  both the Timetable and the Statement of 

Community Involvement were revised.  This took place in November 2018 

(MUDC 406) (Appendix 7).  The revised Statement of Community Involvement 

required notice to be placed in the Mid Ulster Mail and the Tyrone Courier.  

Regulation 8(1)(b) of the 2015 Regulation required notice by way of “local 

advertisement”.  This has the same meaning as previously stated.  In the event,  

advertisements were placed in the Mid Ulster Mail and the Derry Post (MUDC 

406) (Appendix 29) as well as in the Tyrone Courier  (evidence of which was 

sent to DfI in February 2022).  For ease of reference,  all of the relevant 

evidence is enclosed (Annex 4E). 

 
5.11 The draft plan strategy was then published in February 2019.  The revised 

Statement of Community Involvement required notices to be placed in the Mid 

Ulster Mail,  the Tyrone Courier,  Tyrone Times,  Derry Post,  Impartial Reporter,  

and the Belfast Gazette.  Regulation 15(d) of the 2015 Regulations required 

notice to be given in the Belfast Gazette and by way of “local advertisement”.    

This has the same meaning as previously stated.  Evidence of the adverts 

placed in the Mid Ulster Mail,  Tyrone Courier and Belfast Gazette can be found 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/764b511a-321f-4b57-8734-587fc7278da6/MUDC407-Self-Assessment-Compliance-with-LDP-Regulations-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx


 

in appendix 40 of MUDC 406. Evidence of publication in the Tyrone Times,  

Derry Post,  and Impartial Reporter was sent to DfI in February 2022.  For ease 

of reference,  all of the relevant evidence is enclosed (Annex 4F). 

 
5.12 Representations received on the draft plan strategy were published in June 

2019.  The revised Statement of Community Involvement required notices to be 

placed in the Mid Ulster Mail,  Tyrone Courier,  Tyrone Times,  Derry Post,  

Impartial Reporter,  and Belfast gazette.  Regulation 17(1)(d) required notice to 

be given in the Belfast Gazette and by way of “local advertisement”.  This has 

the same meaning as previously stated.  Evidence of the adverts placed in the 

Tyrone Courier,  Derry Post,  and Belfast Gazette can be found in appendix 37 

of MUDC 407.  Evidence of publication in the Tyrone Times,  Mid Ulster Mail,  

and Impartial Reporter was sent to DfI in February 2022.  For ease of 

reference,  all of the relevant evidence is enclosed (Annex 4G).         

 
5.13 Following the identification of a procedural error in the advertisement of the 

draft plan strategy,  the public were reconsulted in March 2020.  The same 

advertisement requirements as those specified in the previous paragraph 

applied.  Evidence of the adverts placed in the Mid Ulster Mail,  the Tyrone 

Courier,  and the Belfast Gazette can be found in appendix 48 of MUDC 406.  

Evidence of publication in the Derry Post and Impartial Reporter was sent to DfI 

in February 2022.  As explained in the February 2022 submission to DfI,  the 

Tyrone Times ceased operations on 18 June 2019.  As a result,  the decision 

was taken to consult in the Dungannon Herald instead.  Evidence of this was 

provided to DfI in February 2022.  For ease of reference,  all of the relevant 

evidence is enclosed (Annex 4H). 

 
5.14 As set out in MUDC 406 at paragraph 5.4,  because of the impacts of the 

Covid-19 pandemic,  the Council considered it appropriate to extend the 

reconsultation period.  Public notices were placed in the Mid Ulster Mail,  Derry 

Post,  Dungannon Herald,  Tyrone Courier,  Impartial Reporter,  and Belfast 

Gazette.  Evidence of the publication in the Derry Post can be found in 

appendix 50 of MUDC 406.  This,  along with proof of publication in the other 

papers,  is enclosed for ease of reference (Annex 4I). 

 
5.15 The Statement of Community Involvement was further revised in June 2020 

(MUDC 406) (Appendices 12 and 13).  It was agreed that given it was unknown 

how long government would be encouraging individuals not to congregate that 

a public notice of the reconsultation closing date would be published in local 

newspapers circulating in the Mid Ulster District and the Belfast Gazette once 

known.  Notices were placed in the mid Ulster Mail,  Derry Post,  Dungannon 

Herald,  Tyrone Courier,  Impartial Reporter,  and Belfast Gazette.  Evidence of 

publication in the Belfast Gazette and Derry Post can be found in appendices 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/764b511a-321f-4b57-8734-587fc7278da6/MUDC407-Self-Assessment-Compliance-with-LDP-Regulations-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx


 

52 and 53 of MUDC 406 respectively.  Proof of publication in other papers is 

enclosed for ease of reference (Annex 4J). 

 
5.16  Representations received on the draft plan strategy during the reconsultation 

period were then published in October 2020.  The revised Statement of 

Community Involvement required notices to be placed in at least one local 

newspaper circulating in Mid Ulster District and the Belfast Gazette for two 

weeks.  Regulation 17(1)(d) required notice to be given in the Belfast Gazette 

and by way of “local advertisement”.  This has the same meaning as previously 

stated.  Evidence of publication in the Derry Post and Belfast Gazette can be 

found in appendix 56 of MUDC 406.  For ease of reference,  all of the relevant 

evidence is enclosed (Annex 4K). 

 
5.17 The timetable was revised further in November 2020 (MUDC 406) (Appendix 

31).  The revised Statement of Community Involvement required notice to be 

placed in at least one newspaper circulating in Mid Ulster District.  Regulation 

8(1)(b) of the 2015 Regulation required notice by way of “local advertisement”.  

This has the same meaning as previously stated.  Evidence of the notice 

placed in the Derry Post can be found in appendix 30 of MUDC 406.  For ease 

of reference,  all of the relevant evidence is enclosed (Annex 4L). 

 
Question 

 

The Council’s SCI (October 2018) sets out public notices were again to be published 

in the Mid Ulster Mail and Tyrone Courier.  Appendix 16 of MUDC 407 provides 

advertisements were placed in the Derry Post (4/11 Dec 2018),  and in the Mid 

Ulster Mail (6/13 Dec 2018).  No notice has been provided to show advertisement 

specifically in the Tyrone Courier. 

 

Q5–Can the Council confirm those publications within which public notices were 

placed, and provide copies of those advertisements that have not already been 

submitted? 

 

Response 

 

5.18 Clarification on this point as provided to DfI by the Council in its 4 February 

2022 response.  In its 17 June 2022 response,  DfI did not raise any further 

concerns in respect of this question.  Accordingly,  it is assumed that DfI 

requires no further clarification on this matter.   

 

Question 

 

Availability of the preferred options paper - Reg. 10d  

 

https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx
https://www.midulstercouncil.org/getmedia/69341af6-e8ac-4fb4-913f-50291b5a707d/MUDC406-Proof-of-Compliance-with-SCI-May-2021.pdf.aspx


 

The Council’s SCI (May 2016) states public notices were to be published in the Mid 

Ulster Mail, the Tyrone Courier and the Belfast Gazette. No notice has been 

provided to show advertisement specifically in the Mid Ulster Mail, however copies of 

public notices placed in the Mid Ulster Observer have been submitted. The 

Department understands the Mid Ulster Observer and Mid Ulster Mail are two 

separate publications. 

 

Q6– Would the Council be able to provide a copy of this advert from Mid Ulster Mail 

or provide clarification on this point? 

 

Response 

 

5.19 Clarification on this point as provided to DfI by the Council in its 4 February 

2022 response.  In its 17 June 2022 response,  DfI did not raise any further 

concerns in respect of this question.  Accordingly,  it is assumed that DfI 

requires no further clarification on this matter.   

 

Question 

 

Availability of DPS - Reg 15d  

 

The Council’s SCI (October 2018) states that public notices were to be placed in the 

Mid Ulster Mail, Tyrone Courier, Tyrone Times, Derry Post, Impartial Reporter and 

the Belfast Gazette. However, only those notices placed in the Tyrone Courier and 

Belfast Gazette have been provided as evidence. 

 

Q7– Is the Council able to confirm that public notices were placed in the remaining 

publications in accordance with the SCI in effect at that time? 

 

Response 

 

5.20 Clarification on this point as provided to DfI by the Council in its 4 February 

2022 response.  In its 17 June 2022 response,  DfI did not raise any further 

concerns in respect of this question.  Accordingly,  it is assumed that DfI 

requires no further clarification on this matter.   

 

Question 

 

When the re-consultation was undertaken, it is noted that the Council’s SCI (Oct 

2018) states that public notices were to be placed ‘in the Mid Ulster Mail, Tyrone 

Courier, Tyrone Times, Derry Post, Impartial Reporter and Belfast Gazette.’. Only 

those notices placed in the Mid Ulster Mail and Belfast Gazette have been provided 

by the Council in its submission documents. 



 

Q8– Can the Council confirm if there were notices placed in any other publications, 

and if so,  could copies of those advertisements be provided? 

 

Response 

 

5.21 Clarification on this point as provided to DfI by the Council in its 4 February 

2022 response.  In its 17 June 2022 response,  DfI did not raise any further 

concerns in respect of this question.  Accordingly,  it is assumed that DfI 

requires no further clarification on this matter.   

 

Question 

 

Availability of representations on a DPD - Reg 17d 

 

Appendix 37 of MUDC407 and MUDC603 includes the public notices placed in the 

Belfast Gazette (14 & 21 June 2019), Tyrone Courier (12 & 19 June 2019), and 

County Derry Post (11 & 18 June 2019). These notices detail the availability of 

representations for inspection, and the places and times that they can be inspected. 

 

The Council’s SCI (October 2018) states that public notices were to be placed in the 

Mid Ulster Mail, Tyrone Courier, Tyrone Times, Derry Post, Impartial Reporter and 

the Belfast Gazette. However, only those notices placed in the Tyrone Courier and 

Belfast Gazette have been provided as evidence. 

 

Q9– Is the Council able to confirm that public notices were placed in the remaining 

publications in accordance with the SCI in effect at that time? 

 

Response 

 

5.22 Clarification on this point as provided to DfI by the Council in its 4 February 

2022 response.  In its 17 June 2022 response,  DfI did not raise any further 

concerns in respect of this question.  Accordingly,  it is assumed that DfI 

requires no further clarification on this matter.   

 

Question 

 

Provision of Relevant Evidence or adequate ‘signposting’ Non-Supportive/Insufficient 

Evidence It is noted on a number of occasions the Council provides evidence that 

may not be sufficient to support its own self-assessment. 

 

For Example: Reg. 8c requires the Council to publish its timetable on the Council 

website. For ‘Revision 1’ of the LDP Timetable (Nov 2018), the Council presents an 

email trail which effectively outlines the intention to publish the document online, and 

confirmation in writing that it had been uploaded. 



 

Q10–Can the council provide a screenshot from the Council’s website (as has been 

provided for the other iterations of the document) to demonstrate this? 

 

Response 

 

5.23 Clarification on this point as provided to DfI by the Council in its 4 February 

2022 response.  In its 17 June 2022 response,  DfI did not raise any further 

concerns in respect of this question.  Accordingly,  it is assumed that DfI 

requires no further clarification on this matter.   

 

Question 

 

Lack of supporting evidence. 

 

Under Reg. 19, as soon as reasonably practicable after the expiry of the period of 

consultation on site specific policy representations, the Council is required to make a 

copy of counter-representations available for inspection at its principal offices (and/or 

such other places) and online. However, the Council has not provided any evidence 

to support their self-assessment (particularly in relation to online availability). This is 

the case with regard to the original dPS consultation and the re-consultation. 

 

The provision of screenshots from the Council’s website at the respective time would 

be sufficient proof of compliance with this aspect of Reg. 19. 

 

Q11–Can the Council provide this evidence? 

 

Response 

 

5.24 Clarification on this point as provided to DfI by the Council in its 4 February 

2022 response.  In its 17 June 2022 response,  DfI did not raise any further 

concerns in respect of this question.  Accordingly,  it is assumed that DfI 

requires no further clarification on this matter.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

6 Response to concerns raised about the judgment of the Court of Justice 

of the European Union in cases C-197/11 and C-203/11 

 

6.1 It is understood that DfI is concerned about whether CT2(h) and (j) are 

compatible with the judgment of the Court of Justice of the European Union in 

cases C-197/11 and C-203/11 (‘the Flemish Case’). 

  

6.2 It is first of note that this is not a point which has been raised in any 

representations to the draft plan strategy.  This is a point which DfI has 

introduced late in the day.  Additionally,  DfI,  whilst raising the  

Flemish Case,  has not specified what its concerns are in terms  

of legal compliance.  What follows,  therefore,  is a brief discussion  

of the relevance of the Flemish Case to the draft plan strategy.   

 
6.3 The Flemish Case concerned,  amongst other things,  Article 5.2.1 of Book 5 of 

the Decree of the Flemish Region of 27 March 2009 on land and real estate 

policy (‘the Flemish Decree’) which in certain communes made the transfer of 

land and any buildings constructed thereon subject to the buyer or tenant being 

able to demonstrate a sufficient connection with those communes.  Sufficient 

connection was defined in Article 5.2.1(2) as follows. 

 
“a person shall have a sufficient connection with the commune if he or 

she satisfies one or more of the following conditions: 

 

1. he has been continuously resident in the commune or in a 

neighbouring commune for at least six years,  provided that 

that commune is also included in the list prescribed in Article 

5.1.1;  

  

2. on the date of transfer,  he carries out activities in the 

commune,  provided that those activities occupy on average 

at least half a working week;   

 
3. he has established a professional,  family,  social or 

economic connection to the commune as a result of a 

significant circumstance of long duration”. 

 

6.4. The Court of Justice of the European Union was asked to consider whether this 

restriction was contrary to Articles 21 TFEU, 45 TFEU, 49 TFEU and 63 TFEU 

and Articles 22 and 24 of Directive 2004/38.  Ultimately,  the Court concluded 

that these provisions were breached on the facts of that case. 

  



 

6.5. It is understood that the principal concern here is whether CT2(h) and CT2(j) 

fall foul of the same requirements.  For ease of reference,  those requirements,  

so far as they are relevant,  are as follows. 

 
“provided the care is delivered by or received from an immediate family 

member and the dwelling is in the form of an extension to an existing 

dwelling to form a separate but attached residential unit, or change of 

use of an existing building within the curtilage to form a separate 

residential unit. 

 

the applicant must [ … ] at the time of the submission of a planning 

application [ … ] have been living and conducting their fishing 

operations from Mid Ulster for a minimum of the last 6 years” 

 

6.6. It is not at all obvious how the Flemish Case is relevant to CT2(h) which does 

not contain any residency requirement. 

  

6.7. The Court of Justice of the European Union in the Flemish Case concluded  

that the restriction imposed by Book 5 constituted a restriction on the 

fundamental freedoms and rights enjoyed by citizens of the Union  (see the 

analysis at paragraphs 38 to 41).  That conclusion is readily understandable in 

circumstances where national law imposes a blanket ban on the  

transfer of land except where an individual is able to demonstrate  

a sufficient connection.  However,  no comparable restriction is  

imposed by CT2(h) or (j).  Unlike the law at issue in the Flemish Case,   

these development opportunities do not prohibit individuals who do not fall 

within the tests set out in the policy from applying for or obtaining planning 

permission for dwellings.  Individuals who do not fall within the scope of CT2(h) 

or (j) are still free to apply for planning permission unlike in the Flemish Case 

where individuals were prohibited from transferring property.  Properly 

understood,  all that CT2(h) and (j) do are provide additional development 

opportunities for carers and resident fishermen in the district.  It does not 

prohibit others from applying for planning permission.  Accordingly,  unlike in 

the Flemish Case,  there is no restriction or interference with any fundamental 

rights or freedoms continued to be guaranteed post-Brexit.  

  

6.8. Even if there were such an interference,  it would be slight and capable of 

justification.  As recognised by the Court of Justice of the European Union in 

the Flemish Case  (see paragraphs 49 to 60),  any interference is lawful if it 

pursues an objective in the public interest,  is appropriate for attaining that 

objective,  and does not go beyond what is necessary for obtaining that 

objective  (see in particular paragraph 49).  The justification for CT2(h) has 

been set out above at paragraphs 4.34 to 4.35. The justification for CT2(j)  

has been set out above at paragraph 4.44.  These development opportunities 



 

clearly serve legitimate aims in the public interest and are appropriate for 

attaining those aims.  They also go no further than is necessary for obtaining 

those aims, as they provide development opportunities subject to the 

satisfaction of strict criteria which are necessary to ensure that the development 

opportunity provided for is sustainable and does not lead to a proliferation of 

dwellings in the countryside.    

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 Annex 1 – Letter from DfI to Council dated 23 December 2021 



 

E-mail: planning@infrastructure-ni.gov.uk 
Website: www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/topics/planning  

Strategic Planning Directorate 
 
 

Dear Dr Boomer 
 
MUDC draft Plan Strategy Submission  

 

I am writing in relation to the Council’s draft Plan Strategy submission which was made to 
the Department on 29th May 2021.  I also wish to acknowledge your recent correspondence 
of 5th November in which you queried the Department’s progression of the Council’s  
submission.   

 
Following the Department’s consideration of the Council’s submission, there are a number 
of aspects of the submission which the Department is seeking further clarification on. It 
may be helpful if I broadly set out how the Department considers submissions made by 

Councils’ at this point in the process.  
 
The Council submitted its development plan document and other associated 
documentation to the Department under section 10(1) and 10(3) of the Planning Act.  In 

doing so the Council has confirmed under Section 10(2) that it has complied with 
requirements contained in the Regulations and it considers that the development plan 
document is ready for Independent Examination.  
 

In more recent correspondence on the 29th November the Council stated that the 
Department’s representation has been taken into account as part of the submission.  It is 
however, in the Department’s oversight role that clarification is being sought at this time.   
 

Under s. 10(4) the Department must, unless it intends to make a direction under section 
11(2) or 15(1) of the 2011 Act, cause an IE to be carried out. To establish whether an IE 
should be caused, an overview of the submission material is undertaken.    
 

 
Dr Chris Boomer 

Planning Manager  
Mid Ulster District Council 
Local Development Plan Team  
50 Ballyronan Road  

Magherafelt  
BT45 6EN 
 
Email: developmentplan@midulstercouncil.org 

 

 

 
 

 
 
Clarence Court 
10-18 Adelaide Street 

BELFAST 
BT2 8GB 
Tel: 0300 200 7830 

 
 Email: alistair.beggs@infrastructure-ni.gov.uk 

    f iona.mccartan@infrastructure-ni.gov.uk 

 
 

Your reference:  

Our reference:  MUDC DPS Sub1 
 
 
23 December 2021 

http://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/topics/planning
mailto:angus.kerr@infrastructure-ni.gov.uk


There are broadly three aspects to the overview; whether the development plan document 
has been prepared in accordance with relevant procedures; whether there are any 
fundamental issues which appear to undermine the implementation of the RDS/SPPS; and 

whether there are obvious gaps in the evidence base.  
 
The Department must ensure that on balance there is sufficient and satisfactory 
information to enable the PAC to undertake an IE, in matters of process and procedure.     

 
It is important to note that this overview is not a first sift of an assessment of soundness 
which is the remit of the PAC/Independent Examiner. Furthermore in the event that the 
Department causes an IE, it is made clear that this is not a determination on the soundness 

of the DPD.  
 

The Department seeks this clarification to confirm how the Council have considered certain 
aspects of the Plan with reference to the evidence provided in the submission.  In reviewing 

the documentation submitted by the Council, the Department seeks clarification in relation 
to a number of aspects as set out in the Appendices to this letter under the following areas; 
Legal/Procedural; Housing/HGI; Economic Development and Development in the 
Countryside as it is acknowledged that these are important strategic elements of the draft 

Plan Strategy. 
 
The Department is mindful however that on receipt of any submission or clarification - any 
further consideration of these aspects at this stage of the process would not be appropriate 

as this is the purpose of the IE under Section 10 (6) of the Act.  
 
I appreciate that carrying out this overview of the Council’s submission has taken longer 
than initially anticipated, however, pending your response the Department will progress 

with consideration promptly. 
 

This letter has been copied to Katrina Godfrey and Adrian McCreesh for information.  
 

Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
____________ 
ALISTAIR BEGGS 

Director of Strategic Planning 
 
 

Enc –  

APPENDIX 1 – CLARIFICATION QUESTIONS - HOUSING SECTION  
APPENDIX 2 – CLARIFICATION QUESTIONS - ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT/ADDITIONAL IN 
THE COUNTRYSIDE  

APPENDIX 3 – CLARIFICATION QUESTIONS ON RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE 

COUNTRYSIDE 

APPENDIX 4 – CLARIFICATION QUESTIONS ON LEGAL/PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE  



  

 

APPENDIX 1 – CLARIFICATION QUESTIONS - HOUSING SECTION  

 

HGI Application and Housing Need  
 

Updated HGIs were published by the Department in Sep 2019. Based upon more recent 2016-
based household projections and other updated data they cover the time period 2016-2030.  The 
update indicates 10,300 units for Mid Ulster District Council (MUDC) however Council has retained 
the existing draft Plan Strategy housing figure of 11,000. MUDC303’ Urban Capacity Study’ appears 
to the Department to be the main evidence paper considering the revised HGI. It concludes that 
the figure of 11,000 (derived from extrapolating the previous HGI of 9500 for the period 2012 – 
2025) remains sound because it is ‘not a significant reduction’ on the Draft Plan Strategy housing 
figure.  

Q1- Can the Council direct DfI to any submitted evidence clarifying why, despite being based on 
the now superseded 2012-based HGI, the draft housing requirement of 11,000 represents an 
equally robust approach to one based upon the more recently prepared 2016-based HGI.  

Q2 - Where in the submitted evidence has the Council considered what residual housing need 
remains as of the date of submission once completions from 2015 – 2020 are taken into account? 

 
Distribution of Housing to countryside 

The Council’s Housing Allocation paper (MUDC209 July 2015) provides allocations for the urban 
and rural area for 2015-2030. It is said to be based on the most recent household projections 
available at that time (provided by NISRA March 2015). The paper advises that the position would 
be revisited and the paper updated when HGIs are revised. (Paragraphs 1.1 & 1. 2). There is a 
reference within the POP to a Housing Allocation position paper addendum dated 2016.  

Q3. Can Council direct DfI to the 2016 ‘Housing Allocation’ addendum referred to in the POP 
or any revisions or updates of the information presented in this Housing Allocation Paper? 

The Council proposes an allowance equivalent to 40% of the ‘Council’s HGI’ to account for 
development that will take place under countryside policies.  This is said by the Council to reflect 
the existing proportion of households in the countryside of the district which is presently 41% 
(MUDC237). The Council’s proposal is that applications will be monitored and a plan review 
initiated when approvals reach a level equivalent to 40% of the HGI. In the draft Plan Strategy the 
allowance to the countryside is therefore in addition to the planned housing allocation to 
settlements.  The Department would again highlight the RDS direction (page 43) which states that 
the HGI figure is for the whole council area.  

The Department would also draw attention to the Council’s own statement at paragraph 6.16 of 
its 2014 Housing Paper (MUDC202) that “Within the HGI figure (the Department’s emphasis) an 
allowance will also have to be made for dwellings in the Countryside”. It therefore appears that 
the Council previously accepted that the housing need indicated by the HGI related to the whole 
district, including the countryside, and not just part of it.  

Q4 - It would assist the Department’s consideration if the Council can refer to the submitted 
evidence explaining the change in approach between the 2014 Housing Paper and the Draft Plan 
Strategy with regard to the 40% allowance to the countryside within the context of the HGI 
figure? An explanation as to why the allowance to the countryside changed from being within 
the HGI to being outside it?  



Q5 – The Council acknowledges the relevance of implementation rates elsewhere in the 
submitted evidence and indicate that the rate is between 90-95%. As approvals do not equate 
to completed dwellings can the Council advise why these are considered to be a robust indicator 
of whether the 40% ‘cap’ is reached and a review initiated? 

Q6 - Can the Council highlight where in the submitted evidence explanation is provided of how 
the Council intends to monitor and implement the 40% allowance in practice and how this may 
feature in any plan review?  

Paragraph 5.5 of the later Policy Review ‘Sustainable Development in the Countryside’ (MUDC228) 
indicates that ‘there is a requirement’ for 4380 rural houses over the plan period (based on 40% 
of 10,950). The paragraph draws upon approval data for only the period 2012 – 2014 which shows 
that existing rural policy permits 220 dwellings per year over this period. The Council apply a 90% 
‘implementation rate’ and estimate this would permit 3,300 ‘rural dwellings’. The Council 
conclude that, taking account of the ‘requirement’ of 4380, there is therefore scope for 1000 
additional ‘rural dwellings’ over the plan period. The Council state that while these figures are 
indicative ‘they provide justification for relaxation of the rural policy in the new LDP’.  

Also noted is page 225 of the consultation report (MUDC 114) which contains more recent data 
on approvals indicating an average approval rate for 2016 – 2019 of 259 per annum. If applied 
over the plan period the Council state this would result in 3,885 rural dwellings, 585 more than 
the amount previously estimated by the council in the rural policy review paper (MUDC228)1. As 
a result the scope for 1000 additional ‘rural’ dwellings previously identified by the Council is 
reduced by more than half to 485. It is therefore clear that the number of approvals varies from 
year to year in response to a range of factors, not just policy.  

Q7 –From the above-mentioned figures it appears that the scope to further increase countryside 
approvals in order to achieve the Council’s ambition of 40% of future housing growth is 
substantially less than the 1000 previously estimated by the Council. In view of this, has the 
Council provided evidence of why the proposed countryside policy relaxations remain an 
appropriate response to the gathered evidence? 

Q8 - The evidence shows that existing countryside policies in PPS21 and the SPPS provide 
flexibility for approval rates to increase over time without the need for a relaxation of policies, 
could the Council direct DfI to the justification for the further relaxations proposed?  
 

Q9 – As the number of countryside approvals can vary year-on-year, can the Council advise why 
its original estimate of a ‘requirement’ for 1000 additional dwellings was based upon only 2 
years of approval data? 

Q10 – Did the Council attempt to obtain information in relation to the number of single and 
replacement dwelling completions in the countryside of the district? If this is provided in the 
submitted evidence can the Council direct the Department to this? 

 

Allocation to settlements.  

The Council state that at present 27% of their district’s households are located within the three 
main towns (identified as Hubs/Local Hubs in the RDS). The Council propose to focus growth in 
these settlements by providing opportunities in the Local Policies Plan for ‘up to 60%’ of the HGI 

                                                             
1 To note: There appears to be inconsistency in application of implementation allowance.  



to be accommodated there.  The minimum threshold beneath which the Council will act to release 
more land is 30%.  

It is unclear what has informed the upper ambition of ‘up to 60%’. It appears it may have been 
intended to reflect the regional RDS target of 60% of new housing to be located on appropriate 
brownfield sites within the urban footprint of settlements greater than 5000 population, although 
this relates to brownfield and includes more than just Hub/Local Hub settlements (MUDC102SA). 
It may also been informed by the Council’s evidence that unimplemented approvals and zonings 
within the main towns are sufficient to achieve 54% of the housing need of 11,000 identified by 
the plan (MUDC116 POP Consultation Report). 

The Council’s POP originally identified Option 1 ‘equitable split’ as the preferred option, indicating 

40% of the HGI to the rural area, 33% to settlements and 27% to the main towns. The POP 

consultation report also indicates a recommendation to retain the preferred ‘equitable split’ 

approach to housing allocation. The SA report (MUDC102) makes reference to a 4th option ‘based 

on the RDS 60% target but without a specific allocation to the countryside’ however this is the first 

point in the plan preparation process where such an option is introduced and selected.  

The council state that the Housing Local Indicators (HLI) are not a table of allocations but instead 

an ‘indicator of growth to ensure there is adequate land in each settlement to meet targets set by 

the RDS’.  

The Department also notes the Council approach in the HLI of identifying a range of growth 
scenarios for each of the main towns of between 30 – 60% of the housing requirement of 11,000.  
The indicated housing growth is therefore between a range 3,285 and 6589 units which is a 
difference of 3284 dwellings or approximately a third of the overall housing allocation A further 
33% of the allocation to the remaining settlements of the district.  

Taking account of the fact that the allowance to the Countryside is entirely outside the HGI 

(equivalent to 40% of that indicator) there appears to be 7% of the HLI to settlements that is 

unaccounted for.  

It appears that the HLI is informed solely by the proportion of the districts population that 
currently reside within a given settlement. In their consultation report document (MUDC114) the 
Council however indicate that the strategic settlement evaluation has identified the services 
contained within settlements and has informed the approach to the allocation of housing. 

In relation to the local towns of Maghera and Coalisland the Consultation Report (MUDC114, April 
2021 page 053) indicates these settlements ‘will end up accommodating more growth than their 
percentage share’. The Council state this will be a matter for the Local Policies Plan. Council have 
not indicated how much development over and above the indicated allocation they expect these 
settlements to accommodate. In light of this can the Council provide clarification on the questions 
below:  

Q.11- Can Council clarify from within the submitted evidence the basis for identifying a range of 
housing growth between 30% - 60% of the HGI in respect of the main Hub and Local Hub 
settlements of Cookstown, Dungannon and Magherafelt?  

Q12 - Can the Council direct DfI to where, in the submitted evidence, the reasoning for the 
apparent change of approach to distributing the housing requirement is set out? (i.e. from the 
‘equitable split’ favoured at POP stage to the approach eventually adopted in the draft Plan 
Strategy) 

Q13 – Does the range of growth indicated to the hub settlements provide sufficient clarity and 
certainty on the amount of housing that will take place over the life time of the plan.  



Q14. - In order to assist in the Department’s assessment of the submission can MUDC provide 

clarification as regards the 7% of the Housing Local Indicator not accounted for in allocation to 

settlements? 

Q15 - Can the Council clarify the status of the Housing Local Indicators and further explain how 
existing commitments have been taken into account in the allocation of growth to settlements? 

Q16 – Can the Council clarify what evidence, other than a settlements existing share of the 
district’s population, informed the HLI to settlements. In particular, can clarification be provided 
on whether the Strategic Settlement Evaluation, including assessment of environmental 
capacity, has influenced these choices? 

Q 17 - Can the Council explain the  statements within the public consultation report that the LPP 
may facilitate a different level of growth from that indicated by the Housing Local Indicator in 
the draft PS? In light of the Planning Act 2011 which requires that the LPP is consistent with the 
PS (Section 9)  

The Council, in their consultation report on representations and counter-representations 

(MUDC14, p61; p65), state they are not allocating 30% of the HGI to these settlements but instead 

making provision to accommodate up to 60% of growth while ensuring that land supply does not 

fall below 30%. The Council also indicate in their consultation report that more land will be 

released should the supply fall below that necessary to accommodate 30% of the HGI.  

In its consultation report on reps and counter-reps (MUDC114) the Council state that by providing 
opportunities for 60% of the districts HGI to be located in the three main towns there will 
“inevitably be a growth in their population over the plan period” (page 29).   

The most recent housing monitor report for MUDC  indicates that at 1 April 2020 there was a 

remaining potential of 1514 units in Cookstown, 2597 units in Dungannon and 1496 units in 

Magherafelt. This gives a total of 5607 units. Based on the average build rate for the last 5 years 

there would therefore appear to be approximately 29 years supply in Cookstown; 41 years in 

Dungannon and 18 years in Magherafelt. There is therefore approximately 29 years supply based 

on the current supply and average build rate across all 3 hubs 

The table below contains data extracted from the Council’s Housing Monitor evidence. It shows 

the number of completions in Hubs settlements over a 5 year period. The Council may wish to 

conduct its own assessment to confirm these figures.  

 2015 - 
2016 

2016- 
2017  

2017 – 
2018  

2018 – 
2019  

2019 – 
2020 
 

Average  

Cookstown 18 

 

6 105 65 66 52 

Dungannon 47 9 61 17 179 63 
Magherafelt 13 14 231 32 125 83 

Total 78 19 397 114 370 196 
 

The Council’s minimum target of maintaining housing land availability sufficient to achieving 30% 

of the Council’s housing requirement means that over the lifetime of the plan, as a minimum, 

sufficient housing land should always be available in hubs to accommodate at least 3,300 units. 

According to the latest Housing Monitor at 1 April 2020 there was housing land sufficient to 



accommodate 5607 units. Therefore the additional capacity available over and above the 30% 

minimum suggested by the Council is 2307. Based upon the average completion rates within the 

hubs over the last 5 years (see table above) it would therefore appear that there is approximately 

12 years additional supply before the 30% threshold might be triggered (if current completions 

rates are sustained). This would most likely take the plan beyond its stated end date.  

By extrapolating the average figure of 196 units per annum over the remaining 10 years of the 

plan the anticipated number of completions over the remaining period can be estimated at 

approximately 1960 units. This is less than the approximately 2300 unit margin (April 2020) that 

currently exists over and above the 30% ‘trigger’ point. This also indicates that if current 

completion rates are sustained the 30% threshold appears unlikely, within this plan period, to 

trigger the need for a review and/or the release of additional land in the hubs.  Furthermore when 

existing completions in the years 2015 – 2020 are added to this projection the total number of 

dwellings that can be expected to be completed over the plan period is approximately 2940. 

Expressed as a percentage of 11,000 this is equivalent to approximately 27% which aligns with the 

existing proportion of households in hubs as a percentage of the total number across the district. 

The current evidence therefore appears to indicate that, based on current completion rates, the 

Council will likely not achieve the objective of strengthening the hubs by increasing the proportion 

of households located there.  

Based upon current data it appears that the draft Plan Strategy is unlikely to deliver the minimum 

objectives in respect of the Hubs and will likely still result in a proportionally higher share of future 

growth being directed to the countryside of the district. This appears not to support of a 

strengthening of the Hubs in comparison to other parts of the district, including the countryside.   

In light to the above, can the Council give further consideration to the following:  

Q18 - Completions in the main towns (based on recent completion rates) appear likely to be 

approximately equivalent to 27% of the planned housing requirement of 11,000. Therefore, are 

there any other measures, in addition to the possible release of more land, that’s the Council 

considered to increase the % share of the district wide housing need accommodated in the hubs? 

Q19– Can the Council please explain the reason for the contrasting approach between Hubs and 

the Countryside where a ‘shortfall’ in approvals below 40% ‘cap’ of the HGI is presented as 

justifying numerous further policy relaxations there? 

Q20 - Can Council direct DfI to submitted evidence that further explains how the approach to the 
allocation of growth to the three main towns is in line with RDS regional policy objective of 
growing the population of the Hubs within the council area?   

 

Phased release of Land  

 Q21 – Can the Council explain the phased approach to the release of housing zonings and how 
the high level of commitments outlined within the Draft Plan Strategy is consistent with the 
Councils approach?  

Q22 – The Council identify the need for housing land to be identified as Phase 1 and Phase 2 
respectively, however did the Council consider the need for a strategic policy relating to both 
housing and employment land that would align the release of both in accordance with 
need/infrastructure availability?  



APPENDIX 2 – CLARIFICATION QUESTIONS - ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT/ADDITIONAL IN 
THE COUNTRYSIDE  

 
Further opportunities for new economic development in countryside despite significant 
quantity of undeveloped economic development land in main Settlements/Hubs.  
 
The Council’s own evidence indicates a significant amount of land zoned for economic 
development purposes within extant area plans remained undeveloped. The Council’s latest 
information is contained in their ‘Industrial Monitor October 2018’ (MUDC302) which indicates 
that, of the land zoned for ‘industry’ in the Cookstown Area Plan 2010 some 71.5% remains 
undeveloped. Of the land zoned in the Dungannon and South Tyrone Area Plan 2010 62% remains 
undeveloped. Finally of the land zoned in the Magherafelt Area Plan 2015 the vast majority, 94%, 
remains undeveloped.   
 
MUDC have adopted a more permissive approach to new economic development in the 
countryside, in particular draft Policy ECON2 (Economic Development in the Countryside). This 
policy sets out an extensive list of opportunities (criteria a–j). Some of these are based on regional 
policy set out in the SPPS and PPS4 PED 3 – 6, however Council indicate in their Economic 
Development Policy Review Paper (MUDC219) that current policy does not reflect the local 
circumstances in Mid Ulster and greater flexibility (e.g. PED 5 and 6) would allow proposals to be 
determined on their merits. Council also indicate (MUDC paragraph 4.27) that in areas where 
there is a high concentration of existing rural industry, ‘it could be argued’ that rural character has 
already been altered or indeed in some cases undermined. Council also state that regional policy 
does not recognise “home grown industries and businesses” are an important aspect of 
employment and economic prosperity in the area.  

 

Q1 - RDS (RG1) and the regional strategic objectives and policy of the SPPS (para 6.66 and 6.88) 
support economic development of an appropriate nature and scale however the aim is to direct 
new economic development opportunities to the Hubs or higher performing town/city and to 
limit, for rural amenity and wider sustainability objectives, the level of new building for 
economic development purposes outside of settlements. Can the Council direct the Department 
to evidence within the  submission which outlines how draft policy ECON2 , is supportive of 
strategic guidance contained within the RDS and SPPS?  
 
Q2. Furthermore, in providing clarification, can the Council direct the Department to evidence 
within the submission outlining how the approach to new economic development in the 
countryside (ECON2) is supportive of the Council’s own plan objectives including SPF2 (to focus 
growth within the three main towns/Hubs of Cookstown, Dungannon and Magherafelt) and 
SPF3 (to consolidate the role of Coalisland and Maghera as of the draft Plan Strategy)? 
 
Q3 – The council state that there is already a proliferation of existing rural enterprises meaning 
that in some locations ‘it could be argued’ that rural character has already been 
altered/undermined. Can the Council please highlight what evidence within the updated 
Landscape Character Assessment Review has informed the Councils view in this regard which 
provides part of the justification for RIPA designation? 
 
Q4 – Can the Council clarify how the proposed extension of the industrial footprint at the 
proposed Tullyvannon RIPA is consistent with the stated purpose of RIPAs to consolidate existing 
industry? 
 



Q5 – Is the Council aware how many other locations within the MUDC district would meet the 
criteria for RIPA designation set out within the draft Plan Strategy at paragraph 4.37? 
Furthermore do the findings of the updated Landscape Character Assessment Review support 
the designation of the RIPAs generally? 
 

 
Methodology for arriving at the number of jobs, quantity and distribution of economic 
development land in main settlements/Hubs & local towns.  
 
In arriving at a minimum requirement of 8,500 jobs the Council has developed their own 
methodology which draws upon data from the 2011 Census as well as NISRA 2014-based 
population projections. The methodology also includes an adjustment to account for the aim of  
reducing the proportion of the working age population classified as ‘economically inactive’ 
(document ‘Enabling Success: Supporting the transition from economic inactivity to employment 
sets a target of 70% of the working age population being economically active by 2030). While the 
addendum took account of the 2014 population projections 2016-based and 2018 based 
projections have been published by NISRA in April 2018 and 2020 respectively.  
 
The Council state at paragraph 5.10 of Position Paper 3 state “the calculated jobs figure is sensitive 
to economic changes and population projections changes”. Accordingly the Council state that any 
target set should be kept under review.  

 
Q6. In providing clarification, can MUDC direct the Department to any evidence within the 
submission which shows consideration by Council of the impact of any later projections?  
 
The objective of the plan states that it aims to facilitate the creation of at least 8,500 new jobs by 
2030 at a variety of locations accessible to all members of the community, including those without 
a private car. The Council estimate 170 hectares of land is required, based on a ratio of 50 jobs per 
hectare. The council acknowledge this assumes all new jobs will be supported on zoned 
employment/industrial (paragraph 6.3 of Position Paper 3). Accordingly 170 hectares results in 
what the Council describe as a “degree of over zoning” allowing the plan to provide a choice of 
sites in different locations to encourage economic growth.   
 
It appears that the figure of 50 jobs per hectare is based upon a survey of employment on 
industrial estates in Omagh and Fermanagh carried out by Planning Service in 2006.  

 
Q.7 – Noting that the methodology will result in a degree of over-zoning did the council consider 
the application of a phased approach to the release of economic development land similar to 
the approach taken in respect of housing land? 

 
In terms of the distribution, the Council indicate that the 170Ha should be focused in the main 
settlements with the plan indicating that 60Ha will be zoned in Dungannon, 55Ha in Cookstown 
and 55Ha in Magherafelt. The Council indicate that this approach is supportive of the Draft Plan 
Strategy SPF2 which seeks to strengthen the role of the Hubs as main centres of employment.  
Council indicate that this approach supports the RDS RG1 (to ensure an adequate supply of land 
to facilitate economic growth) and SFG11 (promote economic development opportunities at the 
Hubs). 

 
Q8. In providing clarification, can MUDC direct the Department to evidence within the 
submission showing consideration by the Council of how its approach to economic development 



in the countryside will promote economic development at the hubs, in line with SFG11 of the 
Regional Development Strategy?  

 
 
Distribution to Local Towns Maghera & Coalisland  
 
The council do not propose to make a specific allocation of economic development land to 
Coalisland and Maghera as it is considered in the main that these would be privately led. The 
Settlement Appraisals prepared by the Council for Coalisland and Maghera identify extant industry 
and business zonings. Maghera currently has 7.6 hectares of land zoned for industry and economic 
uses, while Coalisland has 19 hectares of land zoned for this purpose.  
 
In response to the public consultation it appears that the MUDC consider this to be in accordance 
with the objective of focusing economic growth in the main settlements /Hubs. The Council state 
that economic development land will not be zoned in the local towns for flexibility reasons.  
 
MUDC however indicate, within its consultation report, that economic development land may be 
zoned at LPP stage to protect existing economic activity from competing uses or provide 
opportunities to meet local need.  If the council were to make an allocation to the local towns this 
would likely be in addition to the 170 Ha already allocated across the three hubs.  
 
Overall this approach appears to differ from that of the draft Plan Strategy which indicates (para 
4.21) that no specific allocation will be made to the two local towns.  
 
Q9. In providing clarification, can MUDC direct the Department to evidence within the 
submission which shows consideration by Council as to reason for the change of approach 
between publication of the Draft Plan Strategy and subsequent Public Consultation Report for 
Coalisland and Maghera?  

 
 
Evidence used to inform and justify policy changes with regard to Economics Development in 
MUDC.  

 
The main evidence papers supporting the Council’s proposed approach to Economic Development 

include Position Paper 3, Employment and Economic Development (Feb 2015); Economic 

Development Policy Review (Feb 2016); Position Paper 3- Addendum, Employment and Economic 

Development (in response to NISRA May 2016 pop projections); and Industrial Monitor October 

2018 – Report on Summary of Findings (as at Oct 2018). Other evidence papers are also relevant.  

Other than an additional short paper to consider the implications of Covid-19 on the draft Plan 
Strategy – March 2021 (MUDC 403) there appears to have been no review or update to the policy 
paper/ addendum highlighted above.  
 
The Covid paper addresses the impact of the pandemic on the economic development and town 
centre growth. The paper does not draw upon any updated data sources and still refers to the 
NISRA census of employment 2014. It concludes that the figure of 8500 jobs remains relevant and 
that the figure of 50 jobs per hectare used to determine the land requirement, although lower 
than the existing average density for jobs in Mid Ulster of 65- 75 jobs per hectare, is more suited 
to the continuing requirement for social distancing.  
 



The Council has continued to use the NISRA census of employment 2014 despite other sources of 
evidence being available regarding employee jobs and the profile of employment for the district 
(e.g. up-to-date Business Register and Employment Survey prepared by NISRA).  
 
Q10. In order to aid the Department’s consideration of the MUDC submission can Council, 
through directing DfI to evidence within the submission, demonstrate how it has taken account 
of any updated data sources to support its approach to employment and economic development, 
to that presented in the papers of 2015, 2016, 2018 and 2021 (as referred above)? 
 

 
 

 
  



APPENDIX 3 – CLARIFICATION QUESTIONS ON RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE 
COUNTRYSIDE 

 

Evidence presented by MUDC indicated that rural dwellings approved between April 2008 & 
March 2014 in Cookstown were 793, in Dungannon were 1385 and in Magherafelt were 993. It 
appears that Reserved Matters applications relating to an Outline application decided within the 
study period are not included, applications seeking to renew an existing approval previously 
decided within the study period are not included and where there is more than one 
application/appeal decision relating to the same site within the study period, only one decision is 
included. 

 
Q1. In order to assist Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission, can Council 
please direct the Department to evidence which would provide clarification of the Council’s 
adopted methodology in using full and reserved matters approvals in 2 years (2012 – 2014) only? 
 

Q2. In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission, can Council 
please direct the Department to evidence providing quantification of housing completions for 
this period?  

 

The Development Pressure Analysis paper (MUDC212 - September 2015) provides an analysis 

based on all Outline, RM and Full applications. Paragraph 2.12 states specifically that:  

“The trends highlighted above are largely based on a desktop assessment only. It is suggested 

that a more detailed assessment, including complementary field survey work would be required 

in order to justify the introduction of a stricter policy regime in certain areas, or relaxation in 

others as the case may be”. 

Q3. In order to aid the Department’s consideration of the MUDC submission can Council, 
through directing DfI to evidence, demonstrate how the results of further field survey work 
undertaken by the council has helped support the proposed policy approach?  
 
Policy CT1 of MUDC Draft Plan Strategy contains what appears to be a broad exception to the 
regional strategic policy direction to cluster/consolidate where there are environmental or 
operational reasons why this is ‘impracticable’.  

 
Q4. To aid the Department’s consideration of the MUDC submission can Council, through 
directing  to the submitted evidence, demonstrate how this approach takes account of the 
regional strategic policy approach of the SPPS, which applies the general principal of clustering, 
consolidating and grouping to all development in the countryside (with limited exceptions in 
relation to Dwellings on Farms)?  
 
As a general policy, CT1 applies to all applications for residential development in the countryside. 
On this basis it represents a significantly different approach to the examples set out by the Council.   
The SPPS sets out range of specific opportunities within the countryside, consistent with regional 
strategic objectives.  Justification for additional opportunities outlined by MUDC in the Draft Plan 
Strategy must be based on evidence presented by the Council.  The SPPS states that other types 
of development in the countryside can be considered in line with the other policies set out within 
the SPPS.  

The Department notes the MUDC statement: 



 “The SPPS clearly provides for housing in the countryside, (our emphasis) along the lines 
of which the Council has adopted new policies. We have however provided for additional 
exceptions. Mid Ulster has a high rural population – 40% of our households live in the Countryside. 
Prior to the introduction of  PPS 14 growth in the countryside was approximately 1100 per 
year. Now we are currently experiencing figures of approximately 270 per year, based on current 
policy.” 
 
Q5. In order to aid the Department’s consideration of the MUDC submission can Council, 
through directing DfI to submitted evidence, demonstrate how the above Council Statement is 
reflective of the SPPS regional approach? 

Q6. In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission, can Council 
please direct the Department to evidence estimating the likely impact of additional 
opportunities under proposed policy CT2 in terms of the potential number of additional  
development opportunities in the countryside? Has the Council considered the impact of these 
measures in the context of the HGI 40% allowance in respect of residential development? 

Q7. In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission, can Council 
please direct the Department to evidence explaining the basis for the policy wording and in 
particular if it has considered the extent to which policy criteria CT2(F) may compromise criteria 
CTY2(E)? 

 

CT2 (h) of the Plan Strategy document provides draft policy for provision of a dwelling for a carer 
or someone availing of care.  MUDC states that 10+% of the population rely on a degree of 
care/social benefits of extended families and within the Consultation Report advise that  “the 
Department has failed to recognise the serious structural changes occurring in society”.   

In addition to the principle of this policy, it is noted that the approach relies on the use of 
occupancy conditions that the council have acknowledged elsewhere within their consultation 
report are “against the ethos of existing rural policy which is based on minimum use of occupancy 
conditions”. 

 

Q8. In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission, can Council 
please direct the Department to evidence underpinning the inclusion of Policy CT2 (H) of the 
Draft Plan Strategy and how Council envisage the implementation, assessment and 
enforceability of this proposed policy?  

 

CT2 (j) of the Plan Strategy document provides draft policy for provision of a dwelling for the holder 
of a commercial fishing licence.  It appears that there are 79 licenced permit holders currently 
residing in MUDC, which amounts to 0.77% of the revised HGI figure of 10,300. It also appears that 
these dwellings will be restricted for MUDC residents. 

 

Q9. In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission, can Council 
please direct the Department to evidence underpinning the need for the inclusion of Policy CT2 
(H) of the Draft Plan Strategy and how Council envisage the implementation, assessment and 
enforceability this proposed policy?  

 

Q10. In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission, can Council 
please direct the Department to evidence which outlines the operational requirements of the job 



that necessitate being located in the countryside adjacent to the Lough, as opposed to a nearby 
settlement for example? 

 

The draft policy supports strategic policy SPF 7 ‘Support Rural Regeneration in Remoter Areas 
through the Designation of Dispersed Rural Communities (DRCs). The SPPS makes no provision for 
DRCs to be designated however it is acknowledged that the district already has 3 existing DR Cs. 
The J&A states that some rural areas display symptoms of economic and social disadvantage and 
that in the interests of promoting rural regeneration the council has designated DRCs.  

 

Q11. In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission, can Council 
please direct the Department to evidence in relation to the economic and social disadvantage 
that underpins their continued designation, and the identification of any new DRC designations  
that may be brought forward. 
 

  



 

APPENDIX 4 – CLARIFICATION QUESTIONS ON LEGAL/PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE  
 

Erroneous References 
MUDC405 (Soundness Self-Assessment Checklist) appear to make inaccurate references to 
documents.   
For Example: 

 Page 3 of MUDC405 (re Soundness Test P1 regarding the LDP Timetable) signposts to MUDC409 
for details of compliance with the LDP Regulations. However, MUDC409 does not appear within 
the Council’s Document Library. It is noted that MUDC407 presents the Council’s assessment 

of compliance with the LDP Regulations. 

 Page 4 of MUDC405 (re Soundness Tests P1 & P2 and the Statement of Community 
Involvement) signposts to MUDC408 for details of compliance with the SCI. However, 

MUDC408 presents a report on the dPS and linkages to the Marine Plan. It is acknowledged 
that the Council’s assessment of compliance with the SCI is contained within MUDC406.  

 Page 5 of MUDC405 (re Soundness Test 2 and POP consultation) signposts to MUDC409 for 
details of the Council’s compliance with the LDP Regulations. As stated above, there is no such 

reference, and that MUDC407 appears to present the Council’s intended assessment. It is 

noted that the same incorrect reference is made on page 7 of the document in relation to the 
consideration of representations to the POP. 

 
Q1. It appears that these documents may have been renumbered/reorganised after the 
Soundness Self-Assessment has been completed – can the council clarify? 

 
 

Notification to consultation bodies throughout LDP Preparation - Reg 10(c), Reg 15(c), Reg 
17(e)(f)  

 Councils are required to demonstrate they have notified consultation bodies, and whilst sample 
correspondence is included (and noted within MUDC407), no distribution lists have been 
provided for who this was issued to (i.e. consultation bodies) for each of these regulations.  

 
Q2. Can the Council provide a copy of distribution lists to satisfy these regulations? 

 
 
Council approval of LDP Timetable - Reg 7(1)(a)   

 The Council advises that the original draft of the LDP Timetable was approved by the Council 
and subsequently submitted to the Department for its agreement. Following advice from the 
Department, a number of amendments were made to the Timetable, which was resubmitted 
to and agreed with the Department. 

 It is unclear from the evidence included within the submission documents, whether the 
Council was made aware of the amendments made to the document, or if the amended 
document was approved by resolution of the Council prior to resubmission to the 
Department.  

 
Q3. Can the Council provide clarification regarding this matter? 
 

 
 
 



Local Advertisements - Regs. 8b, 10d, 15d, 17d  

 The Council has provided copies of public notices placed in local newspapers and the Belfast 
Gazette. However, it is noted that the publications appear to vary (at different stages of the 
process).  

 It is noted that the Council’s publicity arrangements for the LDP documents have changed 
each time the SCI has been amended. Generally, the adverts provided are from publications 
as specifically stated in the Council’s SCI. However, not all adverts (from all publications) have 
been provided. 

 In order to confirm that the Council has complied with its SCI(s) in the context of the 
requirements for LDP publicity in accordance with the LDP Regulations, could the Council to 
provide copies of all advertisements placed in local newspapers. 

 
Further information is set out below in relation to the local advertisements requirement  

 
Availability of timetable - Reg 8(b)  

 The Council’s SCI (May 2016) sets out public notices were to be published in the Mid Ulster 
Mail and Tyrone Courier re the LDP Timetable. However, the advertisements provided by 
the Council originate from neither of these publications.  

 
Q4. Can the Council confirm which publications the public notices were placed, and provide 
copies of those advertisements? 
 

 

 The Council’s SCI (October 2018) sets out public notices were again to be published in the 
Mid Ulster Mail and Tyrone Courier. Appendix 16 of MUDC407 provides advertisements 
that were placed in the Derry Post (4/11 Dec 2018), and in the Mid-Ulster Mail (6/13 Dec 
2018), No notice has been provided to show advertisement specifically in the Tyrone 
Courier.  

 
Q5. Can the Council confirm those publications within which public notices were placed, and 
provide copies of those advertisements that have not already been submitted?  
 
 
Availability of the preferred options paper - Reg. 10d   

 The Council’s SCI (May 2016) states public notices were to be published in the Mid Ulster 
Mail, the Tyrone Courier and the Belfast Gazette. No notice has been provided to show 
advertisement specifically in the Mid Ulster Mail, however copies of public notices placed 
in the Mid Ulster Observer have been submitted. The Department understands the Mid 
Ulster Observer and Mid Ulster Mail are two separate publications.  

 
Q6. Would the Council be able to provide a copy of this advert from Mid Ulster Mail or provide 
clarification on this point?  
  
 
Availability of Dps - Reg 15d  

 The Council’s SCI (October 2018) states that public notices were to be placed in the Mid 
Ulster Mail, Tyrone Courier, Tyrone Times, Derry Post, Impartial Reporter and the Belfast 
Gazette. However, only those notices placed in the Tyrone Courier and Belfast Gazette have 
been provided as evidence.  

 



Q7.  Is the Council able to confirm that public notices were placed in the remaining publications  
in accordance with the SCI in effect at that time?  
 
 When the re-consultation was undertaken, it is noted that the Council’s SCI (Oct 2018) states 

that public notices were to be placed ‘in the Mid Ulster Mail, Tyrone Courier, Tyrone Times, 
Derry Post, Impartial Reporter and Belfast Gazette.’. Only those notices placed in the Mid 
Ulster Mail and Belfast Gazette have been provided by the Council in its submission 
documents.  

 
Q8.  Can the Council confirm if there were notices placed in any other publications, and if so, 
could copies of those advertisements be provided?  
 
 
Availability of representations on a DPD - Reg 17d 

 Appendix 37 of MUDC407 and MUDC603 includes the public notices placed in the Belfast 
Gazette (14 & 21 June 2019), Tyrone Courier (12 & 19 June 2019), and County Derry Post (11 
& 18 June 2019). These notices detail the availability of representations for inspection, and 
the places and times that they can be inspected. 

 
 The Council’s SCI (October 2018) states that public notices were to be placed in the Mid Ulster 

Mail, Tyrone Courier, Tyrone Times, Derry Post, Impartial Reporter and the Belfast Gazette. 
However, only those notices placed in the Tyrone Courier and Belfast Gazette have been 
provided as evidence.  

 
Q9.  Is the Council able to confirm that public notices were placed in the remaining publications  

in accordance with the SCI in effect at that time? 
 
 
Provision of Relevant Evidence or adequate ‘signposting’  

Non-Supportive/Insufficient Evidence 
It is noted on a number of occasions the Council provides evidence that may not be sufficient to 
support its own self-assessment. 

 
For Example:  Reg. 8c requires the Council to publish its timetable on the Council website. For 
‘Revision 1’ of the LDP Timetable (Nov 2018), the Council presents an email trail which effectively 
outlines the intention to publish the document online, and confirmation in writing that it had been 
uploaded.  

 
Q10.  Can the council provide a screenshot from the Council’s website (as has been provided for 
the other iterations of the document) to demonstrate this?  
 

 
Lack of supporting evidence. 

 Under Reg. 19, as soon as reasonably practicable after the expiry of the period of 

consultation on site specific policy representations, the Council is required to make a copy 
of counter-representations available for inspection at its principal offices (and/or such 

other places) and online. However, the Council has not provided any evidence to support  

their self-assessment (particularly in relation to online availability). This is the case with 
regard to the original dPS consultation and the re-consultation. 

 



 The provision of screenshots from the Council’s website at the respective time would be 
sufficient proof of compliance with this aspect of Reg. 19.  

 
 
Q11. Can the council provide this evidence? 
 

  



 



Annex 1B – Council response to DfI dated 4 February 2022 



APPENDIX 1 – HOUSING SECTION  

 

Q1 – Can the Council direct DfI to any submitted evidence clarifying why, 

despite being based on the now superseded 2012-based HGI, the draft housing 

requirement of 11,000 represents an equally robust approach to one based 

upon the more recently prepared 2016-based HGI 

The revised HGIs were published in September 2019, approximately 7 months after 

the publication of the draft Plan Strategy. Given the relatively small adjustment to the 

Mid Ulster HGI, the revised indicators would result in no change to the status of any 

settlement within our settlement hierarchy in terms of housing requirements 

compared to existing commitments.  

We note that when the revised HGIs were published, DFI clearly stated on the 25th 

September that the indicators did not forecast exactly what would happen and that 

they were policy neutral estimates. Given this and the minor nature of the change in 

the HGI for Mid Ulster, the Council took the view that the revised HGI’s would not 

necessitate a change in the figure of 11,000 new homes contained within the draft 

Plan Strategy. This was laid out in a paper that was agreed by the Planning 

Committee on 30th October 2019. Paper is attached to this response. 

Q2 - Where in the submitted evidence has the Council considered what 

residual housing need remains as of the date of submission once completions 

from 2015 – 2020 are taken into account? 

The draft Plan Strategy considers housing need over the notional plan period 2015-

2030 and also clearly shows residual zonings and permissions. The Housing monitor 

is updated regularly and the most recent report on the housing monitor was 

submitted as evidence in the Councils submission (MUDC 305). This clearly shows 

that the majority of settlements have no residual housing need and even in the hubs 

there is no significant housing need required in order to meet the need of 30-60% of 

new housing being located in these locations. 

The most up to date housing monitor figures will be again provided prior to IE and 

will also form part of the monitoring process of the document. 

Q3 - Can Council direct DfI to the 2016 ‘Housing Allocation’ addendum referred 

to in the POP or any revisions or updates of the information presented in this 

Housing Allocation Paper? 

The paper is attached with this paper. This paper informed the 11,000 figure for new 

housing which was included in the POP and was subsequently agreed by members 

on the 27th September 2016. This paper was not submitted and the mist recent HGI 

which has been considered by Members in the paper referenced in the answer 

above and agreed by Committee on 30th October 2019.   

Q4 - It would assist the Department’s consideration if the Council can refer to 

the submitted evidence explaining the change in approach between the 2014 

Housing Paper and the Draft Plan Strategy with regard to the 40% allowance to 



the countryside within the context of the HGI figure? An explanation as to why 

the allowance to the countryside changed from being within the HGI to being 

outside it? 

The POP put forward the case for a balanced approach in relation to housing local 

indicators (option 1) which identified that the amount of housing in the open 

countryside should not exceed 40%. In relation to additionally, this relates to the 3 

hub settlements. 

This has not changed, as per DFIs claims. The approach put forward in the DPS will 

allow the hubs to grow in line with existing commitments whilst allowing the rural 

population their fair share of opportunity.  

Q5 - The Council acknowledges the relevance of implementation rates 

elsewhere in the submitted evidence and indicate that the rate is between 90-

95%. As approvals do not equate to completed dwellings can the Council 

advise why these are considered to be a robust indicator of whether the 40% 

‘cap’ is reached and a review initiated? 

The Council has not proposed that the trigger for a review is as suggested by DFI in 

the above question i.e. that completions be the trigger for review. 

The trigger for a review is whether the number of permissions granted exceeds a 

certain level, as outlined in para. 4.34 of the draft Strategy. The Plan is based on the 

figure of 11,000 new houses in total and therefore the figure to trigger a review is 

based on whether the projected rate of permissions will lead to exceeding 4,380 

dwellings in the countryside. No reference is made to the trigger for a review being 

linked to the number of completions. 

Q6 - Can the Council highlight where in the submitted evidence explanation is 

provided of how the Council intends to monitor and implement the 40% 

allowance in practice and how this may feature in any plan review? 

The DPS clearly states that one of the measures used to monitor the objectives 

relating to the 40% of households in the countryside will be “the number of housing 

permissions in the countryside.” Reserved Matters and Full Approvals will be 

counted when formulating projections based on past approval rates, in order to avoid 

double counting.  

Q7 - From the above-mentioned figures it appears that the scope to further 

increase countryside approvals in order to achieve the Council’s ambition of 

40% of future housing growth is substantially less than the 1000 previously 

estimated by the Council. In view of this, has the Council provided evidence of 

why the proposed countryside policy relaxations remain an appropriate 

response to the gathered evidence? 

DFI appear to be confused on this issue – both in terms of their understanding of the 

Councils approach to rural housing and of the numbers used to justify such.  

The 40% of houses in the countryside is not a council “ambition,” rather it is a 

recognition of the existing level of housing provision in the countryside and a figure 



at which growth in the countryside would no longer be balanced and would herald 

the need for a review.  

In relation to the figures for rural completions, the information provided in the Public 

Consultation Report (MUDC114) and referred to by DFI shows that between 2012-

2019 the average amount of rural approvals was 246, similar to the 245 listed for 

2012-2014 in Policy Review of Sustainable Development in the Countryside (MUDC 

228). Given a 90% completion rate, this shows an average approval rate of 220 new 

houses in the countryside per year.  

DFI seem to have, when reading MUDC 228, confused the approval rate with the 

expected number of dwellings to be completed.  

Q8 – The evidence shows that existing countryside policies in PPS21 and the 

SPPS provide flexibility for approval rates to increase over time without the 

need for a relaxation of policies, could the Council direct DfI to the justification 

for the further relaxations proposed? 

As outlined above, the average approval rate for 2012-2014 and 2012-2019 is very 

similar. There may well be specific years / periods were approval rates are higher but 

there is no validity in the claim that this is a result of planning policy. External market 

forces, such as availability of finance, prevailing economic conditions are all more 

likely to cause a rise in planning permissions over specific periods than for this to be 

the result of planning policy which remains unaltered over the same time period.  

Q9  –  As the number of countryside approvals can vary year-on-year, can the 

Council advise why its original estimate of a ‘requirement’ for 1000 additional 

dwellings was based upon only 2 years of approval data? 

As set out above, the average approval rate of 245 dwellings per year is reflective of 

more than 2 years of approval data.  

Q10 - Did the Council attempt to obtain information in relation to the number of 

single and replacement dwelling completions in the countryside of the 

district? If this is provided in the submitted evidence, can the Council direct 

the Department to this? 

Evidence for the rate of completions is provided in submitted document MUDC 202. 

Approval rates are listed in table 23 and justification for completion rate is provided in 

para. 6.18 

Q11 - Can Council clarify from within the submitted evidence the basis for 

identifying a range of housing growth between 30% - 60% of the HGI in respect 

of the main Hub and Local Hub settlements of Cookstown, Dungannon and 

Magherafelt? 

The 60% target has regard to the recommendation in the RDS that 60% of new 

housing should be within settlement of a population of 5,000 or greater. Existing 

commitments show that there is enough land available to allow this target to be met.  

The existing level of housing in these settlements is 27% and therefore the 30% 

figure represents a minimum quantum of housing which should be within the main 



hubs. If this figure appears to not be being realised then further phase 2 land can be 

released (following a formal review) to enable more development to take place. The 

Department should take note that to date, the Council has not released phase 2 land 

as there is currently no need.  

Q12 - Can the Council direct DfI to where, in the submitted evidence, the 

reasoning for the apparent change of approach to distributing the housing 

requirement is set out? (i.e. from the ‘equitable split’ favoured at POP stage to 

the approach eventually adopted in the draft Plan Strategy) 

There has been no “change of approach” in relation to the equitable split. It is still 

being followed with the reality of existing commitments in the hub settlements being 

taken into consideration. To implement the original balanced approach would require 

revocation of permissions in hub settlements. 

Q13 - Does the range of growth indicated to the hub settlements provide 

sufficient clarity and certainty on the amount of housing that will take place 

over the life time of the plan. 

Yes.  

The draft Plan Strategy stage of the Development Plan Process only sets out the 

indicators against which land is zoned. The final figures for housing will be derived 

via the Local Policies Plan. Based on current level of commitments in the Hubs, it Is 

clear that housing need would not be a driver for zoning further land in these 

settlements. 

Q14 - In order to assist in the Department’s assessment of the submission can 

MUDC provide clarification as regards the 7% of the Housing Local Indicator 

not accounted for in allocation to settlements? 

We assume that the “7%” referred to by the Department is arrived at by adding the 

60% maximum indicator for the hub settlements to the 33% of the indicator for the 

rest of the settlements. This gives a total of 93% and therefore an implied shortfall of 

7%. This is incorrect. In producing the local indicators, we have taken into account 

both the urban and rural area. 93% relates to maximum possible houses for hubs 

and settlements.  

Q15 - Can the Council clarify the status of the Housing Local Indicators and 

further explain how existing commitments have been taken into account in the 

allocation of growth to settlements? 

Local Housing Indicator table is a translation of the districts HGI. It gives a general 

indication of the level of housing which should be provided across our settlements. 

However, it does not represent either a cap or a minimum and for this reason it is 

called an indicator. In applying the indicator to the settlements, it is clear that for the 

vast majority, the indicator can be provided within the existing settlement limit. Those 

settlements where this is not the case (Swatragh for example) have been identified.  

Assuming the adoption of the draft Plan Strategy in its current form, in accordance 

with the SCI, a call for sites will be for those settlements where a shortfall has been 



identified. In the main, applying these indicators suggests that the existing Area 

Plans, in terms of settlement limits, are, in the main, fit for purpose until 2030.  

Q16 -  Can the Council clarify what evidence, other than a settlements existing 

share of the district’s population, informed the HLI to settlements. In 

particular, can clarification be provided on whether the Strategic Settlement 

Evaluation, including assessment of environmental capacity, has influenced 

these choices? 

Strategic settlement evaluations have been carried out for all settlements and these 

have been submitted as part of the evidence base. The strategic settlement 

evaluations included an assessment of the infrastructure and level of service 

provision available in each settlement. They were carried out with specific reference 

to the Hierarchy of Settlements and Related Infrastructure Wheel in the RDS. 

Consideration was also given to the environmental capacity of each settlement in 

relation to constraints caused by flooding, environmental designations or heritage 

issues.  

Following the strategic settlement evaluations, the settlements were assigned to 

categories within the settlement hierarchy and this determined the level of growth 

relative the HGI which were assigned to them in the Housing Local Indicator table.  

Q17 - Can the Council explain the statements within the public consultation 

report that the LPP may facilitate a different level of growth from that indicated 

by the Housing Local Indicator in the draft PS? In light of the Planning Act 

2011 which requires that the LPP is consistent with the PS (Section 9) 

As already laid out, the Housing Local Indicator table is an indicator and not an 

allocation. MUDC do not know what the outcome of the LPP will be and therefore do 

not wish to prejudice it. However, it is clear that for a number of settlements, existing 

permissions already exceed the Housing Local Indicator. Individual representations 

will be submitted as part of the LPP process and whilst the Housing Local Indicator 

table may in some instances, indicate that a settlement does not require further 

growth, these representations may well offer logical solutions where a settlement can 

be expanded via rounding off for example. Therefore, the LPP may well produce 

outcomes in relation to individual settlements, which are different to the picture 

indicated in the Housing Local Indicator table. To rule out such an eventuality at this 

stage would be prejudicial. 

Q18 - Completions in the main towns (based on recent completion rates) 

appear likely to be approximately equivalent to 27% of the planned housing 

requirement of 11,000. Therefore, are there any other measures, in addition to 

the possible release of more land, that the Council considered to increase the 

% share of the district wide housing need accommodated in the hubs? 

Great care should be taken when considering urban completion rates. 

Implementation of approvals is dependent on external factors such as the housing 

market, the availability of finance and interest rates. None of these matters are in the 

control of the planning system. The draft Plan Strategy has clearly provided 



opportunity for development within the hubs in order to allow sufficient development. 

The Councils strategy for growing the hubs involves not just simply housing growth 

but also involves economic and social growth. This is clearly demonstrated by SPF 

2.  

Q19 -  Can the Council please explain the reason for the contrasting approach 

between Hubs and the Countryside where a ‘shortfall’ in approvals below 40% 

‘cap’ of the HGI is presented as justifying numerous further policy relaxations 

there? 

As mentioned above, the 30-60% target of new houses in hubs has been explained. 

The existing level of rural permissions under PPS 21 would not be sufficient to allow 

for the countryside to get 40% of the share of the HGI which is needed in order to 

ensure the level of rural housing provision stays at a current level and does not 

decline leading to the erosion of rural communites. The commitment to support the 

rural community which is very strong in Mid Ulster is in line with SPF 6 of the draft 

Strategy and also in keeping with SFG 13 which aims to “sustain the overall strength 

of the rural community living in……the open countryside.” It would not be possible to 

achieve this if the level of new housing in the countryside of Mid Ulster was not 

reflective of its current level.  

Relaxations of rural policy have not been driven by any notion of a shortfall but rather 

by specific needs identified as part of consultation with stakeholders, such as the 

needs of our fishermen and the local business community. Consideration has also 

been given to the fact that Mid Ulster elected members feel that in order to keep 

farms and rural communities viable, greater attention needs to be given to the needs 

of rural carers and their families. It is essential to bear in mind that in all the 

scenarios referred to above, permissions will be subject to occupancy conditions and 

this will be a robust mechanism whereby the level of approvals is controlled. 

Q20 - Can Council direct DfI to submitted evidence that further explains how 

the approach to the allocation of growth to the three main towns is in line with 

RDS regional policy objective of growing the population of the Hubs within the 

council area? 

The draft Plan Strategy clearly shows that there is existing potential to grow the hubs 

by up to 60% of the HGI figure. This is in keeping with the RDS objectives and will 

also represent a doubling of the current level f housing located within the hubs of mid 

Ulster.  

Q21 - Can the Council explain the phased approach to the release of housing 

zonings and how the high level of commitments outlined within the Draft Plan 

Strategy is consistent with the Councils approach? 

Housing zonings are subject to different policies with just phase 1 being eligible for 

development, whilst phase 2 is protected from development except for a few specific 

criteria as set out in policy HOU1. It is envisaged that a change in phasing status of 

land can only occur following a policy review and this would involve the provisions 

set out in Part 2 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 – Section 13. If Council 

decided that a change was needed, such as the relase of phase 2 land, we would 



view this as a revision and therefore be subject to Section 14 of the Planning Act 

(Northern Ireland) 2011. 

It is highly unlikely that there will be any release of phase 2 land within the plan 

period. The existing commitments do not include phase 2 land and therefore, it is 

envisaged that existing commitments can provide enough land to meet the required 

level of housing growth throughout the Plan Period. The notional end date of the plan 

period can herald a review whereby the need to release phase 2 land will be 

considered. However, phase 2 des provide an excellent indicator of future long term 

growth when planning roads and infrastructure.  

Q22 - The Council identify the need for housing land to be identified as Phase 

1 and Phase 2 respectively, however did the Council consider the need for a 

strategic policy relating to both housing and employment land that would align 

the release of both in accordance with need/infrastructure availability? 

Yes we did and as a result we have the current approach involving phasing. We 

concluded that all land within phase 1 is available for development, having carried 

out consultation with statutory bodies. At Local Policies Plan we will look further at 

zonings and landowners have been advised that land could be de-zoned where 

there is no commitment to develop.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX 2 – ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SECTION 

Q1 - RDS (RG1) and the regional strategic objectives and policy of the SPPS 

(para 6.66 and 6.88) support economic development of an appropriate nature 

and scale however the aim is to direct new economic development 

opportunities to the Hubs or higher performing town/city and to limit, for rural 

amenity and wider sustainability objectives, the level of new building for 

economic development purposes outside of settlements. Can the Council 

direct the Department to evidence within the submission which outlines how 

draft policy ECON2 , is supportive of strategic guidance contained within the 

RDS and SPPS? 

We would draw the Departments attention to the fact that the entirety of the 170 

hectares of industrial land identified as being required throughout the Plan Period will 

be located within the main hub towns. Mid Ulster is a key driver in the economic 

performance of Northern Ireland with this being primarily driven by the agri food, 

quarrying and quarrying related sectors. A lot of that activity, especially the quarrying 

industry and its associated activity are located close to the source of their products 

and therefore, in the rural area.  

There is no requirement for policies to be “supportive” of the RDS and SPPS. To do 

so would simply mean that local development plans should only exist to replicate 

policies contained in regional guidance.  In accordance with Section 8 of the 

Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011, the draft Plan Strategy is required to “take 

account” of the RDS and any other policy put forward by the Department. It is 

therefore a moot point to ask the Council to provide evidence of how they are 

“supportive” of strategic guidance.  

The draft Plan Strategy operates a presumption against economic development in 

the countryside and states that there are a limited number of scenarios when 

economic development in the countryside will be in conformity with the Plan. Where 

this is not the case, Planning Permission will be refused.  

The SPPS specifically states that farm diversification, the reuse of rural buildings and 

appropriate redevelopment and expansion proposals for industrial and business 

purposes will normally offer the greatest scope for sustainable development and it 

recognises that such proposals may occasionally involve the construction of new 

buildings where they can be integrated in a satisfactory manner. These scenarios 

are all reflected in ECON 2.  

In relation to new build economic development in the countryside, the scenarios 

described by the SPPS para. 6.88, namely a small scale new build on the edge of a 

settlement and major regionally important development, are also accounted for 

within ECON 2. 

Para. 12.15 of the Justification for policy ECON 2 of the draft Plan Strategy states 

that the guiding principle for policies and proposals for economic development in the 

countryside is to facilitate proposals likely to benefit the rural economy and support 

rural communities, while protecting or enhancing rural character. This is directly in 

line with the approach set out in para. 6.87 of the SPPS.  



Policy ECON 2 seeks to tailor the regional approach in order to recognise the unique 

economic circumstances of Mid Ulster where self-employment and rural economic 

enterprises are a common feature of the economic make-up of the district.  

The desire to reflect this unique circumstance is one that was expressed by our 

elected members as laid out in the submitted evidence (MUDC 219) along with 

quantitative proof of how the existing approach to economic development in the 

countryside is producing a disproportionately low number of approvals for economic 

development in the countryside.  

We therefore feel that the evidence for tailoring the rural policy in relation to 

economic development has been provided and supports the approach taken.  

 

Q2 - Furthermore, in providing clarification, can the Council direct the 

Department to evidence within the submission outlining how the approach to 

new economic development in the countryside (ECON2) is supportive of the 

Council’s own plan objectives including SPF2 (to focus growth within the three 

main towns/Hubs of Cookstown, Dungannon and Magherafelt) and SPF3 (to 

consolidate the role of Coalisland and Maghera as of the draft Plan Strategy)? 

The Council do not agree with the Departments implied position that a policy which 

facilitates development within the countryside is not compatible with growth also 

being facilitated within the hubs and the local towns. As has already been stated, the 

approach to economic development in the countryside is in line with the SPPS and 

existing policy.  The only additionally in the draft Strategy’s planning policy is in 

recognition of the strong entrepreneurial spirit in the district and the fact that many of 

our industries are 1 man operations and a policy has been introduced to allow 

people to work from home. Our only other policy additions are the introduction of 

RIPA designations, which aim to consolidate areas of existing industry and sites 

benefitting from major Planning Permissions. 

MUDC 203 contains the rationale for the figure of 8,500 new jobs to be provided 

throughout the Plan Period and the associated requirement of 170 hectares of land.  

MUDC 203 also states that it is inevitable that 170 hectares will be an over zoning 

but is needed to allow flexibility. Not all jobs created throughout the plan period will 

be provided on zoned land. The evidence provided in MUDC 203 shows an expected 

growth in the knowledge based industries and is obvious that these jobs are in all 

likelihood, not going to be located on zoned industrial land but elsewhere in 

settlements or edge of settlement locations.  

The paper also acknowledges that some of the 8,500 new jobs will be provided in 

the rural area. As outlined above, the evidence shows the low rate of rural economic 

approvals being approved under existing economic policy and therefore justifies the 

policy which has been brought forward in the form of ECON 2.  

Q3 - The council state that there is already a proliferation of existing rural 

enterprises meaning that in some locations ‘it could be argued’ that rural 

character has already been altered/undermined. Can the Council please 



highlight what evidence within the updated Landscape Character Assessment 

Review has informed the Councils view in this regard which provides part of 

the justification for RIPA designation? 

Reference has been made to the impact of industrial development on certain 

Landscape Character Areas within the Landscape Character Assessment.  

For instance in relation to the Dungannon Drumlins and Hills LCA, which the 

Tullyvannon RIPA is proposed to be predominantly located within, the LCAR 

includes in its description of key landscape features, the description of the LCA as 

having areas which are affected by intrusive, industrial and commercial and housing 

development.  

It is important to remember that LCAs do not reference specific localities such as the 

exact locations of where our RIPA designations are located.  

Q4 - Can the Council clarify how the proposed extension of the industrial 

footprint at the proposed Tullyvannon RIPA is consistent with the stated 

purpose of RIPAs to consolidate existing industry? 

Tullyvannon RIPA recognises the extent of existing industry and permissions with 

limited scope for expansion. The objective is to consolidate existing industry at this 

location. Consolidation is defined as making something stronger or solid or into a 

more effective entity.  

Boundaries have been defined based on geographical features and the opportunities 

for expansion are limited; therefore helping to prevent further sprawl.  

Q5 - Is the Council aware how many other locations within the MUDC district 

would meet the criteria for RIPA designation set out within the draft Plan 

Strategy at paragraph 4.37? Furthermore do the findings of the updated 

Landscape Character Assessment Review support the designation of the 

RIPAs generally? 

The draft Plan Strategy only defined 2 RIPA designations. A third was considered at 

Creagh but was ruled out due to limited environmental capacity in s far as the area is 

a major area of floodrisk.  

We have provided opportunities for other RIPAs to be suggested, based on a set of 

criteria. This will be a matter to be further considered as part of the Local Policies 

Plan. It is important to bear in mind that any such proposal will need to meet criteria 

set out in para. 4.37.  

Q6 - In providing clarification, can MUDC direct the Department to any 

evidence within the submission which shows consideration by Council of the 

impact of any later projections? 

The 2018 based projections were published in October 2019, after the publication of 

the draft Plan Strategy. The 2016 based population projections did not give a 

population figure for 2015, instead they start in 2016.  The 2016 projections showed 

a severe fall in the 16-64 population of Mid Ulster by the year 2030. A fall of around 

2,000 compared to a slight fall of around 200 for the previous corresponding set of 



projections. These projections are forecasts only and do not offer any certainty as to 

what will transpire. These projected low population figures, which appeared to be 

largely linked to the unknown forecasts associated with the Brexit vote, if 

implemented would mean a reduction of around 1,500 in the number of jobs for Mid 

Ulster. This would be a fundamental change to the Plan and one which would be 

damaging to Mid Ulster and would have been based on forecasts which may or may 

not come true. 

The most recent projections, which provided data for all years within the Plan Period 

was the 2014 based population projections and these were reflected in an 

addendum to Position Paper 3 (MUDC 236), showing the 8,500 figure for the number 

of new jobs to be created was still feasible.  

It is important to remember that employment figures are not subject to any regional 

indicator and that the approach advocated in regional policy is to provide a choice 

and flexibility in relation availability of economic land (SPPS – Para. 6.92). It is felt 

that the figure of 8,500 new jobs as contained within the draft Plan Strategy does 

allow for this degree of flexibility and choice of sites and for those reasons, the 

approach is in keeping with the approach advocated by regional policy.  

Q7 - Noting that the methodology will result in a degree of over-zoning did the 

council consider the application of a phased approach to the release of 

economic development land similar to the approach taken in respect of 

housing land? 

The supply of economic land catered for within the draft Plan Strategy will create a 

choice and flexibility of land, which is in line with the requirements of regional policy. 

Therefore, we do not consider that a phased approach is beneficial.  

Q8 - In providing clarification, can MUDC direct the Department to evidence 

within the submission showing consideration by the Council of how its 

approach to economic development in the countryside will promote economic 

development at the hubs, in line with SFG11 of the Regional Development 

Strategy? 

This question is based on a false premise that economic development in the 

countryside automatically means that the objective of growing the hubs is 

unrecognisable. It fails to recognise that much of the industry in mid Ulster is linked 

to the primary sector, such as quarrying and the related quarry products sector and 

that such industries need to be located close to their primary products, which are 

almost exclusively located in the open countryside.  

The draft Plan Strategy allows for limited expansion of existing enterprises; 

regionally significant proposals or where development is within an existing cluster of 

rural industry. This is in keeping with scenarios where development is deemed 

acceptable in the SPPS (Para. 6.87) 

The notion that any new policy should prevent expansion in the countryside would be 

contrary to regional policy.  



It should also be noted, that the Council expect the future growth of the hubs to 

involve an increasing number of jobs in the knowledge based industries and that this 

represents a different type of industrial growth from the traditional industries which 

are already prevalent in the countryside and which should be accommodated to grow 

and expand, in line with regional policy.  

Q9 - In providing clarification, can MUDC direct the Department to evidence 

within the submission which shows consideration by Council as to reason for 

the change of approach between publication of the Draft Plan Strategy and 

subsequent Public Consultation Report for Coalisland and Maghera? 

There has been no change in approach. There will be no allocation of the 170 

hectares of economic land formally allocated to the local towns but that is not to say 

that land cannot be zoned in these towns. 

The public consultation report at page 031 states that in villages, the Council will not 

zone land for economic purposes in order to provide flexibility. The paragraph in 

question clearly relates to villages and not local towns of Coalisland and Maghera.  

There are references in the Public Consultation Report which appear, on face value, 

to suggest that economic land will not be be “reserved” in local towns and villages. 

The Council acknowledge this and have identified these references as human error 

on the part of the Author. It is apparent however, that where this form of words 

occurs, the Author is clearly referring to towns and villages as opposed to local 

towns. This is clear for instance on pages 035, 038 and page 072 where the 

language used shows that while there will be no land reserved in the settlements in 

question, exceptions may be made for rural enterprises within the settlement limits. 

This would clearly show that the author was mindful of smaller settlements which are 

more rural in nature, when writing this and not referring to larger local towns, some f 

which are actually classed officially as urban areas. 

We would point out that page 072 clearly states that in relation to local towns; 

therefore, while the logical location for providing industrial land is in the hubs, it is 

likely that local towns could also provide zoned land as established in the extant 

plans. 

Q10 -  In order to aid the Department’s consideration of the MUDC submission 

can Council, through directing DfI to evidence within the submission, 

demonstrate how it has taken account of any updated data sources to support 

its approach to employment and economic development, to that presented in 

the papers of 2015, 2016, 2018 and 2021 (as referred above)? 

It is important to remember that employment figures are not subject to any regional 

indicator and that the approach advocated in regional policy is to provide a choice 

and flexibility in relation availability of economic land (SPPS – Para. 6.92). It is felt 

that the figure of 8,500 new jobs as contained within the draft Plan Strategy does 

allow for this degree of flexibility and choice of sites and for those reasons, the 

approach is in keeping with the approach advocated by regional policy.  



Subsequent population projections show a forecast of a lower population at the end 

of 2030. The 2018 sub national population projections show mid Ulster with a 

population of 159,933 at the end of 2030/31. This is a 3% reduction from the 2014 

projections which forecast a population of 165,063. 

However, these are forecasts and do not provide any degree of certainty, particularly 

given the more noticeable difference in population projections put forward from 2016 

onwards, which are as yet uncertain in terms of their accuracy. MUDC are of the 

belief that in order to ensure sufficient flexibility and choice, as stated in the SPPS, 

that the earlier population projections are the best vehicle to do this and ensure that 

sufficient land is available for economic development throughout the Plan Period.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX 3 – RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE COUNTRYSIDE 

Q1 - In order to assist Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission, 

can Council please direct the Department to evidence which would provide 

clarification of the Council’s adopted methodology in using full and reserved 

matters approvals in 2 years (2012 – 2014) only? 

Full and Reserved Matters approvals are used in order to reduce the risk of double 

counting planning permissions. Reserved matters are used instead of outline 

permissions because they represent the outworking of an outline application. Full 

permissions are in the majority of cases, stand-alone applications which are not 

linked to a RM approval. 

In relation to the 2012-2014 approval rates, it has been demonstrated above that this 

rate, whilst only for 2 years is very similar to the broader approval rate over the years 

2012-2019. 

Q2 - In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission, 

can Council please direct the Department to evidence providing quantification 

of housing completions for this period? 

The amount of housing completions has been based on a presumption of 90-95% 

completion rate and the rationale behind this is laid out in MUDC 202. This is an 

upper estimate and therefore the assumed approval rate is considered to be 

representative of the highest possible new dwellings being erected in the countryside 

under existing policy.   

DFI may wish to check records of previous Departmental Development Plan Working 

Groups when it was generally accepted that the implementation rate of new 

approvals was around 90-95%. The Department also took the decision that it would 

no longer be economically viable to survey rural permissions for the purposes of 

ascertaining completion rates.  

Q3 - In order to aid the Department’s consideration of the MUDC submission 

can Council, through directing DfI to evidence, demonstrate how the results of 

further field survey work undertaken by the council has helped support the 

proposed policy approach? 

Fieldwork was an intrinsic component of the Councils LCA Review (MUDC 210). 

Data collection occurred in the field to help verify, add and refine information to the 

key characteristics and qualities of the appraisal of the desk based study. The field 

study enabled the attributes of the landscape to be assessed on location capturing 

aesthetic and perceptual qualities of each LCA. This fieldwork also included the 

noting of some of the key experiential qualities of each of the LCAs and there are 

numerous examples of this throughout the LCA Review. 

The Landscape Character Assessment Review demonstrates the impact of a range 

of factors (one of which is “pressure for single dwellings”) on the intrinsic value of 

each LCA. It concludes that in the years since the original NILCA 2000 was carried 

out; there have been no key intervening changes in the landscape, although certain 

mitigations can be taken to address smaller scale changes that have taken place. 



The results of this field work and the subsequent findings are translated into the 

LCAR in the form of “action points” which relate to policy measures which can be 

implemented in the formulation of the draft Plan Strategy. Such measures include 

the need to control siting, design, appearance of rural houses.  

Q4 - To aid the Department’s consideration of the MUDC submission can 

Council, through directing to the submitted evidence, demonstrate how this 

approach takes account of the regional strategic policy approach of the SPPS, 

which applies the general principal of clustering, consolidating and grouping 

to all development in the countryside (with limited exceptions in relation to 

Dwellings on Farms)? 

We strongly refute the assertion by the Department that the draft Plan Strategy 

represents a “broad exception” to regional strategic policy. Our policies do indeed 

contain numerous references to the need to cluster with / have visual linkage with / 

be sited between, existing buildings or to re use / convert existing buildings. A 

cursory glance at policy CT2 is enough to confirm that this is a recurring theme 

throughout the policy and that is in line with SPPS para. 6.69. 

CT1 states explicitly in its first criterion that all residential development in the 

countryside shall be required to “cluster, consolidate and group with existing 

buildings unless there are environmental or operational reasons where this is 

impracticable.”  

The principle of there being an exception to the requirement to cluster new 

development with existing buildings is clearly already evident in existing policy 

CTY10 of PPS 21. This policy states that the requirement to cluster may be set aside 

if there is a potential risk to health and safety or if there are plans to expand the farm 

holding. The “environmental or operational reasons” which is contained within policy 

CT1 is a clear attempt to tie in with existing policy and this is further evident if one 

reads the justification at para. 8.15 of the draft Plan Strategy. 

If the Department is suggesting that the exceptions of “environmental or operational 

reasons” are not appropriate, then it would appear that they are suggesting a further 

tightening of existing policy whereby these existing exceptions to policy are 

removed?  

The Department in asking this very question, has itself acknowledged the existence 

of the exception to the requirement to cluster and therefore we feel that this question 

is illogical.  

Q5 - In order to aid the Department’s consideration of the MUDC submission 

can Council, through directing DfI to submitted evidence, demonstrate how the 

above Council Statement is reflective of the SPPS regional approach? 

The Department have emphasised the following quote from the DPS; “The SPPS 

clearly provides for housing in the countryside” and at the same time asks how the 

“above Council Statement is reflective of the SPPS approach.” 

MUDC are baffled by this question insofar as the SPPS does clearly provide for 

housing in the countryside. Para. 6.73 of the SPPS sets out a range of scenarios 



where housing in the countryside will be acceptable and all these are reflected in the 

draft Plan Strategy. Paragraphs 3.9 - 3.13 of MUDC 228 (Policy Review – 

Sustainable Development in the Countryside) clearly considers the provisions of 

the SPPS and how it relates to housing in the Countryside.  

As always, we are of the opinion that the SPPS is not a document that Development 

Plans should simply replicate. In accordance with Section 8 of the Planning Act 

(Northern Ireland) 2011, the draft Plan Strategy is required to “take account” of the 

RDS and any other policy put forward by the Department.  

Q6 - In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission, 

can Council please direct the Department to evidence estimating the likely 

impact of additional opportunities under proposed policy CT2 in terms of the 

potential number of additional development opportunities in the countryside? 

Has the Council considered the impact of these measures in the context of the 

HGI 40% allowance in respect of residential development? 

The only addition which we consider to be solidly quantifiable in relation to numbers 

of potential approvals is criteria (j) of policy CT2, which allows for permission within a 

specific part of the District, for holders of a commercial fishing license. This will be 

limited exclusively to those who hold the license in question and consideration of the 

numbers involved here has been provided in the Public Consultation Report (MUDC 

114) – para. 4.13. These numbers have been obtained via consultation with the 

Lough Neagh Fisherman’s Co-Operative.  

In relation to the other additional policy criteria, there is no way of knowing with any 

degree of overriding certainty, how many approvals will result, as a maximum figure. 

These are dependent on market forces such as availability of finance, interest rates 

and construction trends. It is for this reason that MUDC will monitor and review the 

draft Plan Strategy on a regular basis. In the same way, there is no one way of 

knowing future rates of approvals based on existing rural policy. 

The additional policy mechanisms contained in CT 2 will all be subject to the 

limitation of occupancy conditions.  

Q7 - In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission, 

can Council please direct the Department to evidence explaining the basis for 

the policy wording and in particular if it has considered the extent to which 

policy criteria CT2(F) may compromise criteria CTY2(E)? 

The two scenarios alluded to in the question relate to two separate scenarios so the 

Council do not accept the premise that one might compromise the other. Where a 

farm is established and viable then it can avail of a dwelling under criteria (e). Where 

a farm is not established and viable then it will be able to avail of a dwelling under 

criteria (f). Where an established and viable farm has had a dwelling approved in the 

last 10 years then it also can avail of criteria (f) provided that the dwelling is 

accommodated within a farm cluster.  



This policy has been brought forward because members feel that given the large 

family size in Mid Ulster, greater opportunity should be provided for family members 

to live together.  

The SPPS policy approach is to cluster, consolidate and group new development 

with existing established buildings. It provides examples of where LDPs should make 

provision for houses in the rural area; however, it does not say that these examples 

are the only scenarios where development can occur. Local Councils are entitled to 

tailor policy based on the views of members and the resident population of the 

district and this is what has happened in this instance. 

Q8 - In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission, 

can Council please direct the Department to evidence underpinning the 

inclusion of Policy CT2 (H) of the Draft Plan Strategy and how Council 

envisage the implementation, assessment and enforceability of this proposed 

policy? 

The submitted evidence refers to the fact that around 10% of the population in Mid 

Ulster currently provide some sort of care. This has been referenced in MUDC 201 

and MUDC 116 for example. The importance of unpaid care is an ever increasing 

issue and one which was the subject of a paper put to the NI ASSEMBY (Dr 

Raymond Russell - Background Information and Statistics on Carers in Northern 

Ireland – March 2017). 

This is only one example of changing societal trends which support this policy and 

which the Council was right to point out, have not been given proper consideration 

by the Department, in their critique of this policy. 

There are clear trends showing an ageing population across the whole of Northern 

Ireland. Coupled with this are things such as the obvious crisis in social care and the 

governments clear focus on transforming care provision to include a move towards 

care being provided in domestic settings where possible (again, this is highlighted in 

the evidence base in MUDC 214).  

The impact of the pandemic has heightened the trend of working from home to an 

extent where for most people the idea of working from home will now be a feature of 

their daily life, to some extent, for the near future. This is likely to increase the 

opportunities for care to be provided in domestic settings.  

These are all examples of changing societal trends which the Department have not 

paid enough attention to in their criticism of this policy.  

In relation to implementation, the policy will be implemented on the basis of the 

policy wording, like all planning policy. The policy wording has the control 

mechanism built into it, which only permits a new dwelling if it is in the form of an 

extension, physically attached to the existing building or a change of use from an 

existing building within the curtilage. 

With regards to enforcement, enforcement action is possible in relation to attached 

occupancy conditions in the same way as enforcement action is possible for any 

breach of condition. Likewise, occupancy conditions will be viewed as a deterrent for 



the subsequent sale of any permission in that banks / lenders will not lend money for 

the purchase of any site with an occupancy condition attached. Occupancy 

conditions will be used in the way advocated by CTY6 of PPS 21 in so it is strange 

that, given their existence within existing policy, The Department would seek to 

query if they are or are not enforceable.  

Q9 - In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC submission, 

can Council please direct the Department to evidence underpinning the need 

for the inclusion of Policy CT2 (H) of the Draft Plan Strategy and how Council 

envisage the implementation, assessment and enforceability this proposed 

policy? 

This appears to be a duplication of Q8. 

Please see response to Q8 

Q10 - In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC 

submission, can Council please direct the Department to evidence which 

outlines the operational requirements of the job that necessitate being located 

in the countryside adjacent to the Lough, as opposed to a nearby settlement 

for example? 

This question appears to refer to the areas shaded blue on District Proposals Map 

1e. 

This line has been drawn based on postcodes to reflect the areas where fishermen 

who will benefit from the policy, live.  

Mid Ulster District Council and its Members firmly believe that fishing is a primary 

industry in the same way as farming is. To not recognising fishermen and their 

requirement to live near their source of income, would be discriminatory and 

prejudicial against a distinct group who have for generations, contributed to the 

social and cultural makeup of the lough shore area. 

Our Members, having expressed strong support for the inclusion of this policy in the 

draft Plan Strategy would expect the chance to articulate their views on this issue on 

behalf of their constituents, at an Independent Examination.  

Q11 - In order to facilitate Departmental consideration of the MUDC 

submission, can Council please direct the Department to evidence in relation 

to the economic and social disadvantage that underpins their continued 

designation, and the identification of any new DRC designations that may be 

brought forward. 

The indicators for levels of deprivation are published public information via the 

Northern Ireland Multiple Deprivation Measure 2017 (NIMDM2017). A cursory glance 

at these indicators will show that levels of deprivation in the SOAs located within the 

proposed DRCs are higher than the Northern Ireland average, in some cases 

significantly so.  

For example, Dunnamore SOA which contains the majority of the Broughderg DRC 

is listed as the 271st most deprived SOA in Northern Ireland (out of 890) whilst being 



the 6th most derived in Northern Ireland in relation to access to services. 

Draperstown SOA which contains the proposed Sixtowns DRC is listed as the 389th 

most deprived SOA in Northern Ireland and also the 174th in relation access to 

services, whilst Swatragh SOA which contains the Carntogher DRC is 123rd in 

relation access to services.  

Levels of income in these SOAs are also well below the “mid point” in relation to their 

rank in the list of all the SOAs in Northern Ireland (Swatragh – 389, Dunnamore – 

222 and Drpaerstown – 214). 

It is clear therefore, from the published, public evidence that the areas wherein the 

proposed DRCs are located are suffering from economic and social disadvantage. 

However, we would point out that the levels of deprivation / social disadvantage are 

not the only tests for the introduction of DRCs. Whilst the SPPS is silent on the issue 

of DRCs, existing policy (PPS 21) recognises that DRCs do exist and sets out 

criteria for them at para. 4.6. 

Our draft Strategy at para. 4.44 sets out the criteria for DRCs and these criteria are 

in line with the criteria set out in existing policy as well as with the criteria which is 

listed in SP5 of the Planning Strategy for Rural Northern Ireland. 

We therefore feel that the continued designation of DRCs is justified and their 

designation has been based on tried and tested criteria and rationale.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX 4 – LEGAL / PROCEDURAL COMPLAINCE  

Q1 - It appears that these documents may have been renumbered/reorganised 

after the Soundness Self-Assessment has been completed – can the council 

clarify? 

The three instances alluded to by the Department prior to Q1 appear t be typing 

errors on behalf of the Council. The Council acknowledge these. However, it is clear 

from the text on each occasion as to what the documents referred to are. Despite the 

incorrect references to document numbers, the Department was still able to identify 

the correct document. 

With such a large volume of text in this submission, human typing / referencing 

errors are almost inevitable. Indeed, the Department have made such mistakes in 

their clarification document as pointed out in Appendix 3 with the duplication of 

questions 8&9.  

We do not feel that these mistakes are significant.  

Q2 - Can the Council provide a copy of distribution lists to satisfy these 

regulations? 

Yes – These lists change over time and accordingly were updated at each stage of 

the process ie. At REG 10, REG15 and REG 17. 

Lists are attached in the form of spreadsheets to the covering email. 

The contact lists for REG 10 and REG 15 are included in one spreadsheet each ie. A 

spreadsheet for contact list at the time of REG 10 and a corresponding one for REG 

15.  

The lists for REG 17 are attached separately with a spreadsheet being complied for 

each “type” of consultation body e.g. “gas licensees”, “electricity licensees” 

“communications code,” “adjoining councils,” “NIHE,” “government departments,” “NI 

Water,” “Civil Aviation Authority” etc. 

If the Department is still not satisfied, then individual copies of each correspondence 

to each “consultation body” can be forwarded for each of the consultation exercises 

at REG 10, REG 15 and REG 17 respectively. 

Q3 – Can the Council provide clarification regarding this matter? 

The draft Timetable was agreed by Council in March of 2016 and the timetable was 

submitted to the Department in the same month, following Council agreement. 

The Department recommended some minor changes to the document via 

correspondence in April of 2016. The Council incorporated these changes and 

received the subsequent agreement from the Department in May of 2016. The 

changes to the timetable meant that instead of having seasons and specific quarters, 

the amended version had only seasons as indicative periods. Therefore, the period 

of the LDP had not actually changed.  



The amended timetable was not presented to Council because it was considered, in 

conjunction with the Councils Solicitor, that these changes were so minor that they 

did not materially alter the version of the timetable that had already been agreed by 

Council.  

Q4 - Can the Council confirm which publications the public notices were 

placed, and provide copies of those advertisements? 

This question is confusing. The Department appears to take issue with the fact the 

local publications used by the Council have been altered throughout the process. 

There is nothing to prohibit the Council from doing this. 

In relation to MUDC 406, The Department state that “Generally, the adverts provided 

are from publications as specifically stated in the SCI. However, not all adverts (from 

the publications) have been provided.” 

The Department then specifically references the notices in the Mid Ulster Mail and 

Tyrone Courier relating to the publication of the Council Timetable and states “the 

advertisements provided by the Council originate from neither of these publications”. 

These notices have been provided at Appendix 27 of MUDC 406  

MUDC 406 is a comprehensive document of over 600 pages containing copies of all 

public notices as attached appendices. 

If the Department considers that certain Public Notices are not included then they 

should specify which ones are not included and the Council will produce those 

specific ones rather than produce documents, which have already been included in 

the submission.  

Q5 - Can the Council confirm which publications the public notices were 

placed, and provide copies of those advertisements? 

Again, a comprehensive list of public notices has been supplied to the Department in 

both MUDC 406 and MUDC 407. If the Department feel that, any are missing or 

incorrect then please advise the Council of the exact adverts / public notices that are 

missing and we will furnish them, as we do not feel it is appropriate to submit all 

notices and adverts for a second time. 

In relation to this specific instance, the Department have implied that the Council 

have not complied with the relevant version of the SCI. They assert that we 

published adverts relating to the revision of the Timetable, in the Mid Ulster Mail and 

the Derry Post instead of the Mid Ulster Mail and the Tyrone Courier.  

In fact, the SCI is silent on the subject of the revision of the timetable. It states that 

we must advertise in the Tyrone Courier and the Mid Ulster Mail when the Timetable 

is published which we did satisfactorily in May / June 2016 (see Appendix 27 of 

MUDC 406). In relation to subsequent revisions of the Timetable, the SCI places no 

obligation on the Council in terms of advertisements. 

Therefore, the only obligation on the Council is that imposed upon them by 

Regulation 8(b) of The Planning (Local Development Plan) Regulations (Northern 

Ireland) 2015 i.e. that a local advertisement must be placed.  



However, if it gives the Department comfort, we have attached the relevant adverts 

from the Tyrone Courier as well as the order sheet sent on behalf of the Council to 

have the advertisements placed in the Tyrone Courier as well as a range of 

additional papers.  

Q6 - Would the Council be able to provide a copy of this advert from Mid Ulster 

Mail or provide clarification on this point? 

The Department has quoted the SCI and specifically asked for the advertisements 

regarding the intention to publish the POP in the Mid Ulster Mail. These are included 

in the evidence base at Appendix 32 of MUDC 406. 

We would point out that MUDC 406 relates to compliance with the SCI and MUDC 

407 relates to compliance with the LDP Regulations.  

Q7 - Is the Council able to confirm that public notices were placed in the 

remaining publications in accordance with the SCI in effect at that time? 

Again, the Department are confusing the requirements to comply with The Planning 

(Local Development Plan) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015 and the requirements 

to comply with the Statement of Community Involvement. The required level of 

compliance with Regulation 15 has been demonstrated in MUDC 407 (see pages 10-

13). 

In relation to the SCI commitment to place a notice in the Mid Ulster Mail, The 

Tyrone Courier, Tyrone Times, Derry Post, Impartial Reporter and the Belfast 

Gazette. Copies of the advert placed in the Mid Ulster Mail, Tyrone Courier and the 

Belfast Gazette are included in Appendix 40 of MUDC 406.  

Copies of the Derry Post adverts on the 19th and 26th February 2019 are attached 

along with this correspondence.  

Copies of adverts placed in the Impartial Reporter on the 21st and 28th February 

2019 have also been attached. 

The Tyrone Times ceased to circulate in June 2019 and therefore records were not 

able to be obtained but attached is a copy of the order from for all adverts showing 

that the Tyrone Times was advertised in on the 19th and 26th February 2019 . 

Q8 - Can the Council confirm if there were notices placed in any other 

publications, and if so, could copies of those advertisements be provided? 

Mid Ulster Mail (12th &19th March 2020) and Belfast Gazette (13th & 20th March 

2020) advertisements have been supplied as part of the submission documents 

(Appendix 31 of MUDC 407).  

Copies of the advertisements placed in the Tyrone Courier on 11th and 18th March 

2020 are attached with this correspondence. Copies of the advertisements placed in 

the Derry Post on 10th and 17th March 2020 are attached also. 

Copies of the advert placed in the Impartial Reporter on the 12th and 19th March 

2020 have also been attached. 



The Tyrone Times ceased to circulate in June 2019 but in lieu of this a copy was 

placed in the Dungannon Herald, even though this was not specified in the SCI and 

these adverts have been attached. 

Q9 – Is the Council able to confirm that public notices were placed in the 

remaining publications in accordance with the SCI in effect at the time? 

Yes. The Public Notices from the Tyrone Courier and the Belfast Gazette are 

provided in Appendix 37 of MUDC 407. 

The Public Notices in the Mid Ulster Mail were ran on 12th and 19th June 2019. 

Copies have been attached.  

The Public Notices in the Derry Post were ran on the 11th and 18th June 2019. 

Copies have been attached. 

The Public Notices in the Tyrone Times were ran on the 11th June 2019 and 18th 

June 2019. The Tyrone Times ceased circulation in June of 2019 so copies are not 

available, however the order form showing all advertisements that were signed off 

(including the Tyrone Times) has been attached.  

The Public Notices in the Impartial Reporter were ran on 13th and 20th June 2019. 

Copies have been attached.  

Q10 – Can the Council provide a screenshot from the Council website (as has 

been provided for other iterations of the document) to demonstrate this? 

The Council are unable to find a screenshot of the revised timetable on the Councils 

website.  

However, as the Department has acknowledged, we have provided email 

confirmation from our communications team who administer the website that the 

revised timetable was placed on the Council website on 30th November 2018. We 

consider this is adequate confirmation that the revised timetable was indeed 

published on our website.  

Communications have advised that it is not possible to retrieve historic pages from 

the website. 

Q11 – Can the Council provide this evidence? 

Screenshots are not available in relation to this and as pointed our above, it is not 

possible to retrieve these pages historically. 

The Council can assure the Department that this regulation has been complied with 

as outlined in MUDC 407. We are aware that other Councils have offered similar 

evidence in terms of compliance with this regulation. For instance, in relation to their 

compliance with Regulation 19, Fermanagh and Omagh District Council have simply 

stated that; 

19(1) A copy of all counter representations were made available for inspection during 

normal office hours at the Grange and Strule House Omagh and the Town Hall 



Enniskillen from November 2019. They were also placed on the council website at 

this same time. 

No screenshot was offered by Fermanagh and Omagh District Council in relation to 

this matter.  
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Annex 1A HGI Methodology and Calculations 

2016 based NISRA Household Projections for Mid Ulster 

 2021 2030 

Population  151718   
(150656/99.3*100) 

161186   (159735/99.1*100) 

Household Population  150656 159735 

Proportion of Population in 
Households 

99.3% 99.1% 

Total number of households   52504 57014 

Average household size  2.87      (150656/52504) 2.80       (159735/57014) 

 

2021 Census Results for Mid Ulster 

 2021 

Population  150293  (see table 1 in this report) 

Household Population  149118  (see table 24 in this report and see table 7 in this 
report)  

Proportion of Population in 
Households 

99.2%    (149118/150293) 

Total number of households   54005    (see table 23 in linked report) 

Average household size  2.76       (see table 24 in this report and see table 7 in linked 
report) 

 

HGI Methodology  

The application of NISRA 2016-based household projections for the year 2030 to calculate 

HGI figures for the period 2016 – 2030 are outlined and summarized in this report.  

NISRA 2016-based Household Projection for 2030 = 57014 (rounded to 57000 and 

highlighted in red below) 

 

A                 B               C                 D              E                F              HGI 

https://www.nisra.gov.uk/sites/nisra.gov.uk/files/publications/HHP16_LGD2014.xls
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/sites/nisra.gov.uk/files/publications/HHP16_LGD2014.xls
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/sites/nisra.gov.uk/files/publications/HHP16_LGD2014.xls
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/sites/nisra.gov.uk/files/publications/HHP16_LGD2014.xls
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/sites/nisra.gov.uk/files/publications/HHP16_LGD2014.xls
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/sites/nisra.gov.uk/files/publications/HHP16_LGD2014.xls
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/sites/nisra.gov.uk/files/publications/HHP16_LGD2014.xls
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/system/files/statistics/census-2021-main-statistics-for-northern-ireland-phase-1-report.pdf
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/system/files/statistics/census-2021-main-statistics-for-northern-ireland-phase-1-report.pdf
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/system/files/statistics/census-2021-main-statistics-for-northern-ireland-phase-1-statistical-bulletin-demography-and-households.pdf
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/system/files/statistics/census-2021-main-statistics-for-northern-ireland-phase-1-statistical-bulletin-demography-and-households.pdf
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/system/files/statistics/census-2021-main-statistics-for-northern-ireland-phase-1-report.pdf
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/system/files/statistics/census-2021-main-statistics-for-northern-ireland-phase-1-report.pdf
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/system/files/statistics/census-2021-main-statistics-for-northern-ireland-phase-1-statistical-bulletin-demography-and-households.pdf
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/system/files/statistics/census-2021-main-statistics-for-northern-ireland-phase-1-statistical-bulletin-demography-and-households.pdf
https://www.pacni.gov.uk/sites/pacni/files/Housing%20Growth%20Indicators%20-%202016%20based_1.pdf
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Variables in calculating the HGI are outlined below: 

A) Number of households 2030 

The estimate of the number of households in 2030 comes from the 2016 based household 

projections produced by NISRA. 

Number of Households in 2030 = Household population in 2030 / average household size in 

2030 

B) Second homes 2030 

C) Vacant stock 2030 

D) Net conversions/closures/demolitions 2016 to 2030 

E) New stock requirement estimate 2030 (E) (A + B + C + D) 

This is calculated by adding the estimated number of second homes (B), vacant stock (C) 

and stock loss adjustment (D) to the estimated number of households (A).  

F) Total stock 2016  

The LPS publication ‘Northern Ireland Housing Stock’ reports on data from the NI Valuation 

List (see ‘User Information – data sources’ on page 9).  

G) Projected new dwelling requirement 2016 to 2030 (E – F) 

This is calculated by subtracting the 2016 total stock figure (F) from the 2030 total stock 

estimate (E). 

 

Scenarios with different average household size and their impact on the HGI for Mid 

Ulster 

(1) Apply the 2021 census average household size to 2030 (assumes no further 

decline in average household size). 

 

(2) Apply the NISRA 2016-based projections rate of decline in household size 

between 2021 to 2030 from 2.87 to 2.80 (i.e.  a rate of reduction of 0.07).  This is 

applied to the lower baseline figure for 2021 (2.76) and gives a new average 

household size for 2030 of 2.69 (i.e.  2.76 – 0.07).  

  

(3) Apply a proven rate of decline in average household size from the 2011 Census 

(combining the former legacy council areas of Dungannon,  Cookstown and 

Magherafelt (see page 37 of 2011 Census Results Bulletin) to the 2021 Census 

for Mid Ulster which fell from 2.88 to 2.76.  It reduced by 0.12 in 10 years.  When 

continuing on this trajectory and reapplying this rate of decline between April 

2021 and December 2030,  a further fall of 0.117.  This gives a new average 

household size for 2030 of 2.64 (i.e. 2.76 – 0.117). 

 

(4) Apply the Northern Ireland average household size of 2.44. 

 

 

https://www.nisra.gov.uk/system/files/statistics/census-2021-main-statistics-for-northern-ireland-phase-1-statistical-bulletin-demography-and-households.pdf
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HGI Calculated using the NISRA 2030 Household Population Projections 

 Household 
Population 
in 2030 

Average 
Household 
size in 
2030 

Number of 
Households 
in 2030 (=A) 

A B C D E F G 

NISRA 
2016-
based 
projections 

159735 2.80 57014 57000 200 3500 2300 63000 52600 10300 

Scenario 1 159735 2.76 57875 57875 200 3500 2300 63875 52600 11275 

Scenario 2 159735 2.69 59381 59381 200 3500 2300 65381 52600 12781 

Scenario 3 159735 2.64 60506 60506 200 3500 2300 66506 52600 13906 

Scenario 4 159735 2.44 65465 65465 200 3500 2300 71465 52600 18865 

 

HGI Calculated using the NISRA 2030 Household Population Projections minus 1538 

(the difference in household population identified in the 2021 census) 

 Household 
Population 
in 2030 

Average 
Household 
size in 
2030 

Number of 
Households 
in 2030 (= 
A) 

A  
 

B C D E F G 

NISRA 
2016-
based 
projections 

159735 2.80 57014 57000 200 3500 2300 63000 52600 10300 

Scenario 1 158197 2.76 57318 57318 200 3500 2300 63875 52600 10718 

Scenario 2 158197 2.69 58809 58809 200 3500 2300 65381 52600 12209 

Scenario 3 158197 2.64 59923 59923 200 3500 2300 66506 52600 13323 

Scenario 4 158197 2.44 64834 64834 200 3500 2300 71465 52600 18234 

 



Annex 1B – Results for review of full & reserved matters housing permission 

granted in the countryside between 2015 & 2020  



Annex 1B: Housing Approvals and Completions in the Countryside 

Methodology 

• Use DfI annual planning statistics dataset (excel format). 

• Isolate / identify all Full and Reserved Matters applications which have been 

approved for residential development in Mid Ulster located in the rural countryside. 

• Remove any applications not for a new dwelling/s i.e. remove extensions, disabled 

facilities, change of house types, renewals, substitution etc. (Note: change of house 

type to replace outline applications retained as would not have been previously 

counted). 

• Identify and note any temporary permissions. 

• Check all remaining applications to confirm: 

o They are located in the countryside outside any development limits (if not 

remove them). 

o The number of dwellings approved. 

o The decision notice is not for a temporary permission, (if so, take note but 

exclude from final numbers). 

o The policy they have been approved under. 

• Provide a summary of results. 

Implementation Rates: 2015-16 & 2016-17: 

• Check orthophotography to identify if development has commenced or been 

constructed by cross referencing against approved drawings. (Note: Aerial photos 

must be after latest date of expiry i.e. March 2021 for the year 2015-16 and March 

2022 for the year 2016-17) 

• Note – include applications where an access has been constructed in line with 

approved drawings as a development in progress.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Results 

Table 1: 2015-16 Policy breakdown for approved dwellings in the countryside and status 

YEAR 2015-16: POLICY JUSTIFICATION (APPROVALS) 
 
 
 
 
  

Number 
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CTY 2 - Dwellings in Dispersed Rural Settlements 0 0% 0 0 0 

CTY 2a - New Dwellings in Existing Clusters 3 1% 2 1 0 

CTY 3 - Replacement Dwellings                   53 29% 38 8 7 

CTY 4 -The Conversion and Reuse of Existing Buildings 2 1% 2 0 0 

CTY 5 - Social and Affordable Housing 0 0% 0 0 0 

CTY 6 - Personal and Domestic Circumstances 2 1% 1 1 0 

CTY 7 - Dwellings For Non-Agricultural Business Enterprises 0 0% 0 0 0 

CTY 8 - Ribbon Development (Infill) 33 18% 25 6 2 

CTY 9 - Residential Caravans and Mobile Homes 0 0% 0 0 0 

CTY 10 - Dwellings on Farms 90 49% 64 19 7 

CTY 11 - Farm Diversification 0 0% 0 0 0 

CTY 12 - Agricultural and Forestry Development 0 0% 0 0 0 

Historic/Miscellaneous 1 <1% 0 1 0 

TOTAL 184 100% 132 36 16 

Temporary permissions (excluded from the above figures) 2     

 

Table 2: 2016-17 Policy breakdown for approved dwellings in the countryside and status  

YEAR 2016-17: POLICY JUSTIFICATION (APPROVALS) 
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of 

dwellings 

% 

B
u

il
t 

In
 P

ro
g

re
s

s
 

N
o

t 
B

u
il
t 

Policy CTY 2 – Development in Dispersed Rural Settlements 0 0 0 0 0 

Policy CTY 2a – New Dwellings in Existing Clusters 8 3% 8 0 0 

Policy CTY 3 – Replacement Dwellings 75 31% 53 10 12 

Policy CTY 4 – The Conversion and Reuse of Existing Buildings 1 <1% 0 1 0 

Policy CTY 5 – Social and Affordable Housing 0 0% 0 0 0 

Policy CTY 6 – Personal and Domestic Circumstances  2 1% 1 0 1 

Policy CTY 7 – Dwellings For Non-Agricultural Business Ent. 1 <1% 1 0 0 

Policy CTY 8 – Ribbon Development (Infill) 50 21% 34 7 9 

Policy CTY 9 – Residential Caravans and Mobile Homes 2 1% 1 0 1 

Policy CTY 10 – Dwellings on Farms 98 41% 62 13 23 

Policy CTY 11 – Farm Diversification 0 0% 0 0 0 

Policy CTY 12 – Agricultural and Forestry Development 0 0% 0 0 0 

Historic/Miscellaneous  2 1% 1 1 0 

TOTAL 239 100 161 32 46 

Temporary permissions (excluded from the above figures) 5     

 

 



Table 3: 2017-18 Policy breakdown for approved dwellings in the countryside 

YEAR 2017-18: POLICY JUSTIFICATION (APPROVALS) Number of 
dwellings 

% 

Policy CTY 2 – Development in Dispersed Rural Settlements 1 <1% 

Policy CTY 2a – New Dwellings in Existing Clusters 1 <1% 

Policy CTY 3 – Replacement Dwellings 73 33% 

Policy CTY 4 – The Conversion and Reuse of Existing Buildings  0 0 

Policy CTY 5 – Social and Affordable Housing 0 0 

Policy CTY 6 – Personal and Domestic Circumstances  4 2% 

Policy CTY 7 – Dwellings For Non-Agricultural Business Enterprises 1 <1% 

Policy CTY 8 – Ribbon Development (Infill) 47 22% 

Policy CTY 9 – Residential Caravans and Mobile Homes 0 0 

Policy CTY 10 – Dwellings on Farms 91 42% 

Policy CTY 11 – Farm Diversification 0 0 

Policy CTY 12 – Agricultural and Forestry Development 0 0 

Historic/Miscellaneous  0 0 

TOTAL 218 100 

Temporary permissions (excluded from the above figures) 3  

 

Table 4: 2018-19 Policy breakdown for approved dwellings in the countryside 

YEAR 2018-19: POLICY JUSTIFICATION (APPROVALS) Number of 
dwellings 

% 

Policy CTY 2 – Development in Dispersed Rural Settlements 0 0 

Policy CTY 2a – New Dwellings in Existing Clusters 9 3% 

Policy CTY 3 – Replacement Dwellings 77 28% 

Policy CTY 4 – The Conversion and Reuse of Existing Buildings  2 1% 

Policy CTY 5 – Social and Affordable Housing 0 0% 

Policy CTY 6 – Personal and Domestic Circumstances  2 1% 

Policy CTY 7 – Dwellings For Non-Agricultural Business Enterprises 0 0% 

Policy CTY 8 – Ribbon Development (Infill) 78 28% 

Policy CTY 9 – Residential Caravans and Mobile Homes 0 0% 

Policy CTY 10 – Dwellings on Farms 106 39% 

Policy CTY 11 – Farm Diversification 0 0% 

Policy CTY 12 – Agricultural and Forestry Development 0 0% 

Historic/Miscellaneous  1 0% 

TOTAL 275 100 

Temporary permissions (excluded from the above figures) 6  

 

 

 

 

 



Table 5: 2019-20 Policy breakdown for approved dwellings in the countryside 

YEAR 2019-20: POLICY JUSTIFICATION (APPROVALS) Number of 
Dwellings 

% 

CTY 2 - Dwellings in Dispersed Rural Settlements 0 0 

CTY 2a - New Dwellings in Existing Clusters 14 5% 

CTY 3 - Replacement Dwellings 63 25% 

CTY 4 -The Conversion and Reuse of Existing Buildings 3 1% 

CTY 5 - Social and Affordable Housing 0 0% 

CTY 6 - Personal and Domestic Circumstances 2 1% 

CTY 7 - Dwellings For Non-Agricultural Business Enterprises 1 1% 

CTY 8 - Ribbon Development (Infill) 67 26% 

CTY 9 - Residential Caravans and Mobile Homes 0 0% 

CTY 10 - Dwellings on Farms 104 41% 

CTY 11 - Farm Diversification 0 0% 

CTY 12 - Agricultural and Forestry Development 1 0% 

Historic/ Miscellaneous 0 0 

 TOTAL 255 100 

Temporary permissions (excluded in the above figures) 8  

 

Table 6: Summary of Results – All approvals for dwellings in the countryside 

 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 TOTAL 

Number of dwellings 
approved 

184 239 218 275 255 1171 

Number of dwellings built 
or under construction 

168 193 - - - 361 

Projected number of 
dwellings (applying 
average implementation 
rate of 86%) 

N/A N/A 187 237 219 643 

Total number of dwellings 
built / which will be 
constructed (2015-2020)  

 
1004 

Average number of 
dwellings approved per 
year 

 234 

Average number of 
dwellings built or 
commenced per year  

 
201 

Total number of dwellings 
built or commenced in the 
countryside over the Plan 
period (average number of 
dwellings built per year * 
15)  

 
3015 

 

 



Table7: Summary of Results – Approvals for dwellings in the countryside excluding 

replacements 

 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 TOTAL 

Number of dwellings 
approved 

131 164 145 198 192 830 

Number of dwellings built 
or under construction 

122 130 - - - 252 

Projected number of 
dwellings constructed 
(applying average 
implementation rate of 
86%) 

N/A N/A 125 170 165 460 

Total number of dwellings 
built / which will be 
constructed (2015-2020) 

 712 

Average number of 
dwellings approved per 
year 

 166 

Average number of 
dwellings built or 
commenced per year  

 143 

Total number of dwellings 
built or commenced in the 
countryside over the Plan 
period (average number of 
dwellings built per year * 
15) 
 

 2145 

 

Table 8: Summary of Results – Approvals for replacement dwellings only  

 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 TOTAL 

Number of replacement 
dwellings approved 

53 75 73 77 63 341 

Number of replacement 
dwellings built or under 
construction 

46 63    109 

Projected number of 
replacement dwellings 
(2017-2020) to be 
constructed  

  187-125 
= 62 

237-170 
= 67 

219 -165 
= 54 

183 
 

Total number of 
replacement dwellings 
built / which will be 
constructed (2015-2020) 

     292 

Average number of 
replacement dwellings 
approved per year 

     68 

Average number of 
replacement dwellings 
built or commenced per 
year 

     58 



Total number of 
replacement dwellings 
built or commenced in the 
countryside over the Plan 
period (average number of 
dwellings built per year * 
15) 
 

     870 
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Employment by Sector

Businesses by Size

42%

25%
29%

*

Micro
Businesses
(0-9
employees)

Small
Businesses
(10-49
employees)

Medium
Businesses
(50-249
employees)

Large
Businesses
(250+
employees)

24%

43%

26%

7%

Business by Ownership

Ownership

Employment

External Local

6% 94%

32% 68%

Whilst externally-owned businesses represent 6%
of the total they account for 32% of employment.

17,073
Employment

£3,776m
All Sales

£2,944m
External

Sales

£1,024m
Export
Sales

Supported
Businesses

224

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) are collected from a 
sub-set of Invest NI businesses who are significant 
contributors to the NI economy. KPIs are geographically 
assigned based on the HQ location of the business. 

Key metrics include all sales, external sales outside NI, 
export sales outside UK and employment (based on 
Full-Time Equivalent). All data is provisional and subject 
to further revision.

Businesses are classified according to Invest NI’s sector 
reporting structure which is based on their main product 
and/or service within Northern Ireland. 

Invest NI Supported Business Performance (2020)

* Business count too small to release

1%*

Advanced
Engineering &
Manufacturing

Agri-Food Construction Digital &
Creative

Technologies

Financial,
Professional
& Business

Services

Life & Health
Sciences

Leisure &
Tourism

*
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£1,024m (27%)

£3,776m (100%)

£2,944m (78%)

Great Britain
£1,920m (50.9%)

EU27
£681m (18.0%)

Rest of
World
£341m
(9.0%)

Northern Ireland
£831m (22.0%)

Life & Health Sciences
£74m (2.0%)

Financial, Prof.
& Bus. Services
£41m (1.1%)

O
th

er
£1

5
m

 (
0

.4
%

)

Advanced
Engineering &
Manufacturing
£1,292m (34.2%)

Construction
£1,228m (32.5%)

Agri-Food
£1,126m (29.8%)

Other
£3m
(0.3%)

Irish Republic
£354m (34.6%)

EU & Russia (excl RoI)
£373m (36.4%)

Americas
£113m (11.0%)

India, Middle East &  Africa
£50m (4.9%)

Asia Pacific
£131m (12.8%)

Note: Individual amounts may not add to the total figure due to an unassigned amount of £3m (0.1%)
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Company Investment Invest NI Assistance 

Northern Ireland

Northern Ireland

Northern Ireland

Northern Ireland

Northern Ireland

£m

Northern Ireland

Northern Ireland

Northern Ireland

United States

Finland

Tobermore Concrete
Products

Mallaghan Engineering

Moyola Precision
Engineering

Creagh Concrete

Edge Innovate (NI)

UForm

Specialist Joinery

Genesis Crafty

Terex

McCloskey International

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Activity is based on those projects brought forward by Invest NI 
customers over the past 5 years that have been approved for an 
offer of support. 

“Assistance” is offered at the start of a project based on a 
company commitment to undertake a business development 
project, such as job creation, R&D, skills development.

Invest NI’s Assistance is then combined with investment from the 
company to form the project “Investment”.

The project is then delivered over an agreed period of time 
meaning there is a lag between Assistance and Investment and 
the delivery by customers on the ground.

Investing
in R&D

Creating
Jobs

OtherVenture
Capital
Fund

Developing
Skills

Developing
Overseas

Trade

Developing
Innovation &
Technology

Covid

Note: Excludes Venture Capital funding
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Sweden
£4m (19.8%)

Canada
£4m (21.7%)

United States
£6m (28.3%)

Note: Country reflects ownership at the time of offer.

China
£4m (19.8%)

Locally-OwnedExternally-Owned

Advanced
Engineering

& Manufacturing

Agri-Food Construction Digital &
Creative

Technologies

Financial,
Professional
& Business

Services

Leisure &
Tourism

Life &
Health

Sciences

Offers Assistance Investment

£122m

£25m

£130m

£5m
£11m

£0.2m £5m

Note: Investment by sector does not include £2.28m of investment that cannot be allocated at council level.

Irish
Republic
£1m
(3.2%)

Australia
£1m
(2.6%)

Other
£1m
(3.0%)

Netherlands
£0.3m
(1.5%)
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0-15 years

16-39 years

40-64 years

65+ years

Mid Ulster Northern Ireland

economically
active

economically
active

economically
inactive

economically
inactive

Total Employed

Self-Employed

of population claiming
unemployment benefit

and of this number

Mid Ulster

are youth
(aged 18-24)

of population claiming
unemployment benefit

and of this number

Northern Ireland

are youth
(aged 18-24)

Mid Ulster Northern Ireland

Total Employed

Self-Employed

Source: Mid Year Population Estimates, NISRA

Source: Labour Force Survey, NISRA

Source: Claimant Count, NISRA

The labour market structure is composed of the 
economically active (people in employment and seeking 
work) and inactive (not seeking nor available for work). 
This data is provided through the Labour Force Survey 
(LFS), the largest regular household sample survey in 
Northern Ireland. 

Unemployment annual averages data is derived from the 
Claimant Count as LFS figures fall below suppression 
thresholds. This is an administrative data source based 
on the numbers claiming unemployment-related 
benefits. It uses a different definition of unemployment to 
the LFS.

Both measures of the labour market are based on the 
working-age (16-64) population.
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Mid Ulster Northern
Ireland

Mid Ulster Northern
Ireland

Construction Manufacturing Services Other

Northern Ireland

No Qualifications

Below NVQ Level 4

NVQ Level 4 and above

x

Northern IrelandMid Ulster

Median annual earnings
based on people living
in the area - 

Median annual earnings
based on people working
in the area - 

The Business Register and Employment Survey is a business census which provides employee jobs estimates. 

 It excludes agriculture employee jobs and self-employed (not on a PAYE system).

Based on median, annual, basic and other earnings for full-time employees (more than 30 hours per week) in the private sector.

This data is provided through the Labour Force Survey 
(LFS) which is a household survey and includes a 
measure of qualifications, based on the working-age 
population (16-64), using the following classification:

No Qualifications

Below NVQ Level 4 (Level 1 to Level 3)

NVQ Level 4 and above (degree level and above)

Source: Business Register and Employment Survey, NISRA

Source: Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings, NISRA

Source: Labour Force Survey, NISRA
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Micro
Businesses
(0-9
employees)

Small
Businesses
(10-49
employees)

Medium
Businesses
(50-249
employees)

Large
Businesses
(250+
employees)

This accounts for

of all the businesses
in Northern Ireland

The business population is defined here by the Inter Departmental Business Register which excludes smaller businesses 
and the self-employed who fall below the VAT registered/PAYE thresholds.

A business birth is identified as a business who was present in the active business population dataset for 2019, but not in 
the two previous years. A business is deemed to have survived for one year if having been a birth in 2017, it is active in 
terms of employment and/or turnover in any part of 2018. Rates are expressed as a percentage of total active businesses.

Source: Inter Departmental Business Register, ONS

Source: Inter Departmental Business Register, NISRA
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Mid Ulster Northern
Ireland

per head per head

Productivity is based on the Regional Gross Value 
Added (Balanced) in Current Prices (£). Regional GVA 
is the value generated by any unit engaged in the 
production of goods and services. 

Per head calculations are made using employee jobs, 
rather than the resident population as this can be 
subject to distortion (due to the effects of commuting 
and variations in age distribution).

Source: Regional GVA (Balanced), ONS
and Business Register Employment Survey, NISRA

Mid Ulster

2015 2019

Northern
Ireland

2015 2019

% change 2015-19

% change 2015-19
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visits to visitor
attractions

Dungannon Park 

Ballyronan Marina

Lough Fea 

Total jobs in Mid Ulster

 of all jobs in Northern Ireland are within the tourist industry

overnight trips
(3% of NI total) 

beds available
(3% of NI total)

The most popular visitor attractions in 2019 were:- 

A variety of statistics are used to provide a picture of tourism. These include: passenger and household surveys which 
measure the number of overnight trips and associated expenditure; occupancy surveys of local hotels and commercial 
accommodation and the Visitor Attraction Survey. 

Note: BRES are unable to provide 2020 tourism jobs due to disclosure issues.

Source: Tourism Statistics, NISRA

expenditure
(2% of NI total)

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Source: Broad Economy Sales and Exports Statistics, NISRA

Note: Where a business has a head office outside NI the value has been categorised as “Unassigned”. This accounts for approx. 7% of NI exports.

Northern Ireland Great Britain

Rest of World

Irish Rep Rest
of EU
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The NI Local Growth Dashboard presents a set of growth metrics for start-ups and existing firms based on the Office for 
National Statistics’ Business Structure Database at Council Level.

Number of start-ups can be seen as a headline metric of 
“entrepreneurial ability” and show variation across NI.

High-Growth Firms are defined here as businesses 
with annual average employment growth of 20% or 
more over a three year period.

Positive productivity growth is where 
turnover and employment both 
increased, turnover at a faster rate.

15.0 - 18.9

19.0 - 22.9

23.0 - 26.9

27.0 - 30.9

4.0 - 4.7

4.8 - 5.5

5.6 - 6.3

6.4 - 7.1

9.2 - 10.2

10.3 - 10.7

10.8 - 11.6

11.7 - 13.5

Source: Queen’s University Belfast & Entreprise Research Centre
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Total Early-stage Entrepreneurial Activity (TEA) represents the percentage of the population aged 18-64 who are either 
nascent (in process of starting a business) or new entrepreneurs (running a business not older than 42 months).

Entrepreneurial activity is based on average TEA rates recorded over 2017-2019, which are grouped due to small sample 
sizes.
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Annex 2B – Tullyvannon RIPA map and associated photographs 
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Annex 2C – Desertcreat RIPA Map & relevant planning approvals  
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Annex 3A – Copy of email received from Lough Neagh Fishermen’s Co-

Operative 

 



 



Annex 3B – Northern Ireland Multiple Deprivation Measure 2017 



LGD2014NAME
2015 Default 
Urban/Rural SOA2001 SOA2001_name

Multiple Deprivation 
Measure Rank 

(where 1 is most 
deprived)

Income Domain Rank 
(where 1 is most 

deprived)

Employment Domain 
Rank (where 1 is 
most deprived)

Health Deprivation 
and Disability 

Domain Rank (where 
1 is most deprived)

Education, Skills and 
Training Domain 
Rank (where 1 is 
most deprived)

Access to Services 
Domain Rank (where 
1 is most deprived)

Living Environment 
Domain Rank (where 
1 is most deprived)

Crime and Disorder 
Domain Rank (where 
1 is most deprived)

Antrim and Newtownabbey Rural 95AA01S1 Aldergrove_1 516 790 888 890 254 17 75 874
Antrim and Newtownabbey Mixed urban/rural 95AA01S2 Aldergrove_2 749 737 740 719 749 158 761 863
Antrim and Newtownabbey Mixed urban/rural 95AA01S3 Aldergrove_3 658 573 661 718 690 150 419 748
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95AA02W1 Balloo 439 734 337 245 252 519 655 149
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95AA03W1 Ballycraigy 259 313 255 166 251 366 728 166
Antrim and Newtownabbey Mixed urban/rural 95AA04W1 Clady 594 446 734 777 719 82 396 547
Antrim and Newtownabbey Mixed urban/rural 95AA05W1 Cranfield 613 514 571 562 774 144 641 754
Antrim and Newtownabbey Mixed urban/rural 95AA06S1 Crumlin_1 574 736 497 336 476 294 857 269
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95AA06S2 Crumlin_2 565 645 485 398 390 388 866 275
Antrim and Newtownabbey Mixed urban/rural 95AA07W1 Drumanaway 569 440 585 574 573 201 494 563
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95AA08W1 Farranshane 178 329 158 148 138 300 760 77
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95AA09W1 Fountain Hill 330 370 259 317 215 513 786 240
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95AA10W1 Greystone 285 473 220 252 243 406 827 32
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95AA11S1 Massereene_1 670 794 630 418 479 571 801 153
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95AA11S2 Massereene_2 801 833 815 668 596 463 797 421
Antrim and Newtownabbey Rural 95AA12W1 Parkgate 706 593 829 856 808 84 719 660
Antrim and Newtownabbey Mixed urban/rural 95AA13S1 Randalstown_1 643 783 579 522 514 312 370 341
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95AA13S2 Randalstown_2 676 755 548 433 524 487 759 442
Antrim and Newtownabbey Rural 95AA14W1 Shilvodan 604 656 761 754 739 19 407 836
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95AA15S1 Springfarm_1 623 641 652 441 370 436 877 246
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95AA15S2 Springfarm_2 247 390 305 242 89 325 418 231
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95AA16W1 Steeple 308 597 287 179 76 682 748 209
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95AA17W1 Stiles 420 630 325 285 211 548 776 189
Antrim and Newtownabbey Rural 95AA18W1 Templepatrick 758 759 700 797 803 263 340 558
Antrim and Newtownabbey Rural 95AA19W1 Toome 437 504 386 445 465 131 214 631
Ards and North Down Rural 95BB01S1 Ballygowan_1 744 600 776 825 644 230 710 850
Ards and North Down Rural 95BB01S2 Ballygowan_2 701 655 714 608 635 299 444 637
Ards and North Down Mixed urban/rural 95BB02W1 Ballyrainey 240 287 180 261 210 370 690 271
Ards and North Down Rural 95BB03S1 Ballywalter_1 223 193 206 338 218 220 878 411
Ards and North Down Rural 95BB03S2 Ballywalter_2 374 209 466 587 339 187 580 468
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB04S1 Bradshaw's Brae_1 467 602 383 406 321 582 293 115
Ards and North Down Mixed urban/rural 95BB04S2 Bradshaw's Brae_2 743 631 803 810 845 304 144 716
Ards and North Down Rural 95BB05S1 Carrowdore_1 506 333 573 688 683 120 198 742
Ards and North Down Rural 95BB05S2 Carrowdore_2 548 579 446 565 539 152 625 487
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB06W1 Central 99 62 148 159 107 770 387 55
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB07S1 Comber East_1 325 260 330 294 271 698 646 121
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB07S2 Comber East_2 696 575 660 626 634 382 534 611
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB08S1 Comber North_1 303 688 247 220 59 558 852 263
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB08S2 Comber North_2 741 601 799 759 569 291 642 880
Ards and North Down Mixed urban/rural 95BB09S1 Comber West_1 704 407 783 827 804 387 383 603
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB09S2 Comber West_2 795 636 807 828 791 433 376 789
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB10S1 Donaghadee North_1 508 384 373 486 623 790 447 127
Ards and North Down Mixed urban/rural 95BB10S2 Donaghadee North_2 750 609 791 853 790 243 389 704
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB11S1 Donaghadee South_1 199 203 161 249 163 338 880 478
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB11S2 Donaghadee South_2 597 552 465 466 385 639 683 641
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB12S1 Glen_1 97 75 167 173 45 712 240 138
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB12S2 Glen_2 683 455 687 808 654 309 720 452
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB13S1 Gregstown_1 339 150 357 490 401 430 889 326
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB13S2 Gregstown_2 345 335 285 325 169 748 703 432
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB13S3 Gregstown_3 721 662 675 660 469 439 839 711
Ards and North Down Rural 95BB14S1 Killinchy_1 564 487 825 855 831 35 60 887
Ards and North Down Rural 95BB14S2 Killinchy_2 719 620 838 861 814 109 438 765
Ards and North Down Rural 95BB15S1 Kircubbin_1 448 318 525 597 505 103 292 759
Ards and North Down Rural 95BB15S2 Kircubbin_2 263 168 336 357 255 272 723 200
Ards and North Down Mixed urban/rural 95BB16S1 Lisbane_1 770 758 839 847 838 151 289 830
Ards and North Down Mixed urban/rural 95BB16S2 Lisbane_2 698 483 861 874 872 212 139 824
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB17S1 Loughries_1 501 389 500 362 333 496 787 570
Ards and North Down Mixed urban/rural 95BB17S2 Loughries_2 524 507 512 524 308 270 594 502



Ards and North Down Rural 95BB18S1 Millisle_1 306 274 341 275 190 349 843 300
Ards and North Down Mixed urban/rural 95BB18S2 Millisle_2 635 343 747 786 541 236 851 794
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB19S1 Movilla_1 528 503 457 504 224 670 605 463
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB19S2 Movilla_2 765 497 801 769 775 457 547 718
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB19S3 Movilla_3 850 778 837 686 695 573 550 872
Ards and North Down Rural 95BB20S1 Portaferry_1 402 412 350 419 398 133 631 517
Ards and North Down Rural 95BB20S2 Portaferry_2 219 564 103 139 246 290 554 389
Ards and North Down Rural 95BB21S1 Portavogie_1 225 226 218 276 208 203 763 414
Ards and North Down Rural 95BB21S2 Portavogie_2 472 457 445 438 419 157 691 545
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB22S1 Scrabo_1 231 229 333 287 116 293 330 307
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB22S2 Scrabo_2 71 41 83 162 79 424 798 201
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB23S1 Whitespots_1 803 726 779 776 732 699 279 466
Ards and North Down Urban 95BB23S2 Whitespots_2 828 864 810 730 600 522 421 797
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95CC01W1 Abbey Park 424 451 353 315 362 442 425 391
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC02W1 Ballymartrim 498 305 590 651 659 102 369 728
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95CC03W1 Callan Bridge 61 38 98 121 97 716 92 69
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC04W1 Carrigatuke 273 93 452 576 686 100 151 670
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC05W1 Charlemont 403 195 559 545 627 135 215 690
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95CC06S1 Demesne_1 718 745 678 724 762 333 242 371
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95CC06S2 Demesne_2 521 485 387 432 502 450 717 311
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC07W1 Derrynoose 212 46 417 569 664 54 694 522
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95CC08W1 Downs 288 197 273 262 368 603 528 239
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC09S1 Hamiltonsbawn_1 657 528 757 815 810 125 170 820
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC09S2 Hamiltonsbawn_2 651 567 688 728 563 156 460 771
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC10W1 Hockley 680 683 728 748 673 110 382 673
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC11W1 Keady 125 22 227 320 326 410 278 277
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC12W1 Killeen 443 248 549 635 604 113 317 708
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC13W1 Killylea 432 266 550 550 647 89 281 752
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC14W1 Laurelvale 588 541 613 517 460 260 362 695
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC15W1 Loughgall 505 300 620 537 615 137 431 865
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC16W1 Markethill 310 139 385 359 425 237 733 484
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC17W1 Milford 600 482 676 689 721 166 163 554
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95CC18W1 Observatory 426 217 404 478 609 414 455 490
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC19W1 Poyntz Pass 294 131 423 568 504 101 267 591
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC20S1 Rich Hill_1 786 798 735 642 706 283 805 854
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC20S2 Rich Hill_2 637 643 496 493 568 372 459 772
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95CC21W1 Tandragee 353 185 455 448 312 316 713 364
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95CC22W1 The Mall 269 156 320 391 292 714 83 356
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95DD01W1 Academy 681 447 600 714 777 422 557 565
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD02S1 Ahoghill_1 598 811 461 488 392 281 503 564
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD02S2 Ahoghill_2 778 795 772 691 677 241 621 805
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95DD03W1 Ardeevin 817 797 828 817 650 324 815 553
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95DD04W1 Ballee 85 146 85 103 41 629 590 106
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95DD05W1 Ballykeel 110 55 144 187 177 421 464 182
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95DD06W1 Ballyloughan 874 884 842 821 788 451 608 768
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD07S1 Broughshane_1 691 572 651 601 592 409 517 700
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD07S2 Broughshane_2 717 624 642 640 709 319 855 636
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95DD08W1 Castle Demesne 183 171 314 247 94 751 120 52
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD09W1 Craigywarren 590 403 756 812 827 132 84 764
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD10W1 Cullybackey 538 682 397 423 380 360 560 390
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95DD11W1 Dunclug 154 181 186 177 96 556 427 89
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD12W1 Dunminning 591 472 706 772 701 121 112 867
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95DD13W1 Fair Green 222 126 222 346 223 777 337 349
Mid and East Antrim Mixed urban/rural 95DD14S1 Galgorm_1 794 820 751 693 750 342 484 779
Mid and East Antrim Mixed urban/rural 95DD14S2 Galgorm_2 869 782 881 878 873 350 738 809
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD15W1 Glenravel 679 626 670 795 718 92 645 841
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD16W1 Glenwhirry 642 555 805 805 776 71 201 838
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD17W1 Grange 648 591 708 787 784 49 639 845
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95DD18W1 Harryville 228 235 311 328 156 630 106 61
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD19S1 Kells_1 518 581 492 371 337 256 858 435
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD19S2 Kells_2 692 536 739 742 764 197 355 798
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95DD20W1 Moat 91 90 99 127 95 722 491 79
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95DD21W1 Park 537 320 705 656 404 738 71 373
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD22S1 Portglenone_1 596 527 608 628 633 149 493 459
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD22S2 Portglenone_2 342 154 433 422 489 195 674 632



Mid and East Antrim Rural 95DD23W1 Slemish 484 276 742 794 811 34 221 737
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95DD24W1 Summerfield 734 846 581 579 543 452 835 582
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95EE01W1 Ballyhoe and Corkey 387 358 506 542 525 13 593 757
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95EE02W1 Benvardin 382 297 378 479 309 219 666 424
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95EE03W1 Carnany 302 279 174 314 302 535 814 512
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95EE04W1 Clogh Mills 483 337 564 468 459 176 495 703
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95EE05W1 Dervock 349 180 507 527 439 217 105 572
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95EE06W1 Dunloy 581 582 632 581 643 68 435 875
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95EE07W1 Fairhill 488 502 338 340 411 506 584 585
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95EE08W1 Glebe 677 717 464 508 678 732 377 342
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95EE09W1 Killoquin Lower 546 520 516 544 503 204 230 819
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95EE10W1 Killoquin Upper 566 588 627 687 350 167 244 633
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95EE11W1 Knockaholet 575 603 659 737 691 70 86 799
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95EE12W1 Newhill 204 118 232 243 172 553 816 578
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95EE13W1 Route 197 147 132 265 384 696 269 261
Causeway Coast and Glens Mixed urban/rural 95EE14W1 Seacon 533 499 436 470 464 279 650 593
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95EE15W1 Stranocum 552 460 569 667 616 105 386 744
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95EE16W1 The Vow 444 290 576 625 584 58 441 766
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95FF01S1 Ballydown_1 806 708 719 704 757 510 813 675
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95FF01S2 Ballydown_2 805 670 798 785 730 399 861 626
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95FF02W1 Ballyward 233 109 498 617 513 4 481 706
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95FF03W1 Banbridge West 430 388 413 354 267 458 794 372
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95FF04W1 Bannside 411 228 643 716 760 18 458 735
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95FF05W1 Dromore North 502 359 458 446 351 543 779 509
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95FF06S1 Dromore South_1 785 686 712 619 687 596 742 617
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Mixed urban/rural 95FF06S2 Dromore South_2 797 729 794 792 736 250 834 846
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95FF07W1 Edenderry 224 357 170 145 182 648 775 132
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95FF08W1 Fort 503 638 307 393 383 561 777 230
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95FF09W1 Gilford 347 360 345 302 289 284 509 294
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95FF10W1 Gransha 520 286 674 722 667 64 791 840
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95FF11W1 Katesbridge 449 263 662 732 651 33 411 843
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95FF12W1 Lawrencetown 496 441 463 439 601 193 457 383
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95FF13W1 Loughbrickland 485 346 501 507 538 200 582 388
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95FF14W1 Quilly 639 493 691 793 821 98 347 817
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95FF15W1 Rathfriland 328 231 332 311 288 440 704 433
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95FF16W1 Seapatrick 672 621 490 604 731 423 682 409
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95FF17W1 The Cut 120 190 119 130 184 763 69 15
Belfast Urban 95GG01S1 Andersonstown_1 388 786 159 143 387 867 505 408
Belfast Urban 95GG01S2 Andersonstown_2 198 590 110 111 228 755 76 112
Belfast Urban 95GG01S3 Andersonstown_3 320 439 226 151 295 869 262 331
Belfast Urban 95GG02S1 Ardoyne_1 16 29 19 19 58 814 78 74
Belfast Urban 95GG02S2 Ardoyne_2 4 8 15 12 39 827 66 108
Belfast Urban 95GG02S3 Ardoyne_3 9 67 12 6 19 804 87 16
Belfast Urban 95GG03S1 Ballyhackamore_1 811 813 784 671 835 853 142 394
Belfast Urban 95GG03S2 Ballyhackamore_2 823 777 775 766 798 890 209 370
Belfast Urban 95GG03S3 Ballyhackamore_3 601 646 591 473 364 700 254 233
Belfast Urban 95GG04S1 Ballymacarrett_1 95 255 91 52 48 642 512 83
Belfast Urban 95GG04S2 Ballymacarrett_2 78 474 60 33 25 855 276 31
Belfast Urban 95GG04S3 Ballymacarrett_3 40 80 64 43 17 801 335 53
Belfast Urban 95GG05S1 Ballynafeigh_1 579 743 486 430 684 847 31 154
Belfast Urban 95GG05S2 Ballynafeigh_2 652 784 743 634 313 868 39 303
Belfast Urban 95GG05S3 Ballynafeigh_3 270 251 405 284 151 882 147 88
Belfast Urban 95GG06S1 Ballysillan_1 109 138 193 144 47 787 68 84
Belfast Urban 95GG06S2 Ballysillan_2 268 543 224 205 146 766 63 234
Belfast Urban 95GG06S3 Ballysillan_3 433 463 359 281 270 676 616 367
Belfast Urban 95GG07S1 Beechmount_1 121 674 70 55 132 744 4 80
Belfast Urban 95GG07S2 Beechmount_2 66 188 54 37 66 878 29 210
Belfast Urban 95GG07S3 Beechmount_3 181 508 113 99 162 796 111 91
Belfast Urban 95GG08S1 Bellevue_1 570 458 470 494 588 565 476 274
Belfast Urban 95GG08S2 Bellevue_2 123 101 155 157 127 703 177 160
Belfast Urban 95GG08S3 Bellevue_3 315 292 290 271 204 656 830 186
Belfast Urban 95GG09S1 Belmont_1 890 882 875 859 866 631 841 792
Belfast Urban 95GG09S2 Belmont_2 747 841 618 531 508 569 770 652
Belfast Urban 95GG09S3 Belmont_3 401 637 358 227 170 574 516 260
Belfast Urban 95GG10S1 Blackstaff_1 58 35 213 186 22 500 8 212



Belfast Urban 95GG10S2 Blackstaff_2 102 141 215 133 36 641 54 71
Belfast Urban 95GG11S1 Bloomfield_1 139 218 234 165 60 794 34 48
Belfast Urban 95GG11S2 Bloomfield_2 656 644 586 554 671 843 67 337
Belfast Urban 95GG11S3 Bloomfield_3 215 240 302 259 143 851 56 87
Belfast Urban 95GG12S1 Botanic_1 580 375 851 850 833 833 2 70
Belfast Urban 95GG12S2 Botanic_2 457 505 883 811 241 687 1 11
Belfast Urban 95GG12S3 Botanic_3 481 481 856 775 303 815 11 4
Belfast Urban 95GG12S4 Botanic_4 189 107 588 246 120 786 14 105
Belfast Urban 95GG12S5 Botanic_5 79 221 149 58 44 713 27 13
Belfast Urban 95GG13S1 Castleview_1 119 165 111 155 91 661 157 142
Belfast Urban 95GG13S2 Castleview_2 711 607 709 615 805 651 97 523
Belfast Urban 95GG13S3 Castleview_3 463 589 342 256 334 702 578 247
Belfast Urban 95GG14S1 Cavehill_1 819 865 768 749 755 541 601 241
Belfast Urban 95GG14S2 Cavehill_2 736 517 778 844 844 550 231 335
Belfast Urban 95GG14S3 Cavehill_3 848 885 780 782 778 441 868 329
Belfast Urban 95GG15S1 Cherryvalley_1 873 877 867 849 883 602 167 886
Belfast Urban 95GG15S2 Cherryvalley_2 885 824 865 831 868 829 496 602
Belfast Urban 95GG15S3 Cherryvalley_3 640 775 427 457 394 740 669 460
Belfast Urban 95GG16S1 Chichester Park_1 122 196 153 116 141 848 12 60
Belfast Urban 95GG16S2 Chichester Park_2 377 549 242 234 421 870 178 122
Belfast Urban 95GG16S3 Chichester Park_3 559 721 476 403 400 578 180 282
Belfast Urban 95GG17S1 Cliftonville_1 98 161 75 74 183 638 109 100
Belfast Urban 95GG17S2 Cliftonville_2 515 725 361 334 580 888 55 202
Belfast Urban 95GG17S3 Cliftonville_3 150 219 120 96 129 864 398 155
Belfast Urban 95GG18S1 Clonard_1 50 73 49 41 101 737 100 131
Belfast Urban 95GG18S2 Clonard_2 55 293 46 15 73 885 40 14
Belfast Urban 95GG19S1 Crumlin_1 24 34 25 34 20 667 422 218
Belfast Urban 95GG19S2 Crumlin_2 21 30 56 20 10 749 168 68
Belfast Urban 95GG20S1 Duncairn_1 49 47 106 73 35 515 121 135
Belfast Urban 95GG20S2 Duncairn_2 53 44 78 89 56 760 360 43
Belfast Urban 95GG21S1 Falls_1 41 211 27 14 27 818 136 258
Belfast Urban 95GG21S2 Falls_2 30 233 36 7 9 875 79 2
Belfast Urban 95GG21S3 Falls_3 29 88 30 11 46 788 258 9
Belfast Urban 95GG22S1 Falls Park_1 297 692 212 244 293 873 33 25
Belfast Urban 95GG22S2 Falls Park_2 393 753 185 142 428 863 504 256
Belfast Urban 95GG22S3 Falls Park_3 338 650 197 140 340 874 306 191
Belfast Urban 95GG23S1 Finaghy_1 856 828 781 809 816 472 451 847
Belfast Urban 95GG23S2 Finaghy_2 854 858 764 713 875 877 259 457
Belfast Urban 95GG23S3 Finaghy_3 859 787 741 703 819 789 552 678
Belfast Urban 95GG24S1 Fortwilliam_1 685 855 418 405 797 856 266 360
Belfast Urban 95GG24S2 Fortwilliam_2 298 417 268 277 266 824 32 143
Belfast Urban 95GG24S3 Fortwilliam_3 611 699 480 464 630 779 89 293
Belfast Urban 95GG25S1 Glen Road_1 185 424 82 87 220 835 470 164
Belfast Urban 95GG25S2 Glen Road_2 267 526 160 132 300 819 96 340
Belfast Urban 95GG25S3 Glen Road_3 158 246 125 106 126 859 199 296
Belfast Urban 95GG26S1 Glencairn_1 87 353 84 102 15 332 237 219
Belfast Urban 95GG26S2 Glencairn_2 136 191 118 109 99 800 374 184
Belfast Mixed urban/rural 95GG27S1 Glencolin_1 391 853 209 215 353 355 305 309
Belfast Urban 95GG27S2 Glencolin_2 131 385 72 50 168 726 270 133
Belfast Urban 95GG27S3 Glencolin_3 162 471 88 71 109 708 681 150
Belfast Urban 95GG27S4 Glencolin_4 116 500 66 39 118 849 77 117
Belfast Urban 95GG28S1 Highfield_1 522 617 523 383 249 314 803 439
Belfast Urban 95GG28S2 Highfield_2 343 654 204 185 219 781 357 327
Belfast Urban 95GG28S3 Highfield_3 60 56 76 66 78 538 352 213
Belfast Urban 95GG29S1 Island_1 140 404 173 78 34 434 346 250
Belfast Urban 95GG29S2 Island_2 350 402 399 286 186 792 131 194
Belfast Urban 95GG30S1 Knock_1 384 547 249 279 283 526 325 398
Belfast Urban 95GG30S2 Knock_2 882 807 857 796 851 797 602 644
Belfast Urban 95GG30S3 Knock_3 841 776 745 676 745 721 725 537
Belfast Urban 95GG31S1 Ladybrook_1 763 851 598 420 578 785 873 615
Belfast Urban 95GG31S2 Ladybrook_2 368 613 236 196 194 807 736 313
Belfast Urban 95GG31S3 Ladybrook_3 76 201 63 60 53 813 304 63
Belfast Urban 95GG32S1 Legoniel_1 161 223 211 129 117 326 454 103
Belfast Urban 95GG32S2 Legoniel_2 88 111 80 101 121 782 251 92
Belfast Urban 95GG32S3 Legoniel_3 386 509 291 269 319 733 219 161



Belfast Urban 95GG33S1 Malone_1 849 868 871 885 881 606 93 467
Belfast Urban 95GG33S2 Malone_2 875 840 878 875 888 678 213 619
Belfast Urban 95GG33S3 Malone_3 773 792 860 860 886 821 6 347
Belfast Urban 95GG34S1 Musgrave_1 256 158 237 253 299 747 440 437
Belfast Urban 95GG34S2 Musgrave_2 757 860 635 551 785 803 169 332
Belfast Urban 95GG34S3 Musgrave_3 820 870 820 735 815 735 103 455
Belfast Urban 95GG35S1 New Lodge_1 25 250 9 10 18 707 114 22
Belfast Urban 95GG35S2 New Lodge_2 7 63 1 3 49 889 192 51
Belfast Urban 95GG35S3 New Lodge_3 32 162 37 18 1 881 107 65
Belfast Urban 95GG36S1 Orangefield_1 667 696 671 435 381 840 466 288
Belfast Urban 95GG36S2 Orangefield_2 834 779 770 638 712 825 442 667
Belfast Urban 95GG36S3 Orangefield_3 813 838 682 672 697 727 604 407
Belfast Urban 95GG37S1 Ravenhill_1 833 856 824 803 862 666 162 338
Belfast Urban 95GG37S2 Ravenhill_2 668 770 698 584 519 880 41 207
Belfast Urban 95GG37S3 Ravenhill_3 730 791 785 575 323 811 716 248
Belfast Urban 95GG38S1 Rosetta_1 846 671 818 778 860 623 643 503
Belfast Urban 95GG38S2 Rosetta_2 707 761 475 428 753 844 591 420
Belfast Urban 95GG38S3 Rosetta_3 881 883 831 801 870 852 339 656
Belfast Urban 95GG39S1 Shaftesbury_1 163 464 128 70 104 739 187 123
Belfast Urban 95GG39S2 Shaftesbury_2 146 438 146 68 72 769 275 39
Belfast Urban 95GG39S3 Shaftesbury_3 67 127 81 61 16 808 212 352
Belfast Urban 95GG40S1 Shankill_1 28 49 44 26 7 654 561 114
Belfast Urban 95GG40S2 Shankill_2 18 115 20 27 4 776 116 3
Belfast Urban 95GG41S1 Stormont_1 866 821 827 881 890 334 566 877
Belfast Urban 95GG41S2 Stormont_2 889 876 876 883 887 652 497 885
Belfast Urban 95GG41S3 Stormont_3 876 879 773 741 832 750 471 832
Belfast Urban 95GG42S1 Stranmillis_1 887 832 882 888 880 507 709 866
Belfast Urban 95GG42S2 Stranmillis_2 888 890 890 882 882 734 273 856
Belfast Urban 95GG42S3 Stranmillis_3 832 789 889 887 889 836 45 440
Belfast Urban 95GG42S4 Stranmillis_4 879 808 885 889 877 532 598 579
Belfast Urban 95GG43S1 Sydenham_1 318 690 195 149 171 474 510 599
Belfast Urban 95GG43S2 Sydenham_2 627 709 655 427 287 854 173 510
Belfast Urban 95GG43S3 Sydenham_3 456 633 453 309 232 768 108 252
Belfast Urban 95GG44S1 The Mount_1 80 282 134 79 8 791 152 17
Belfast Urban 95GG44S2 The Mount_2 64 145 138 88 6 841 61 54
Belfast Urban 95GG45S1 Upper Malone_1 843 866 843 870 878 415 200 532
Belfast Urban 95GG45S2 Upper Malone_2 159 477 116 95 51 646 208 443
Belfast Urban 95GG45S3 Upper Malone_3 720 735 538 529 708 673 542 470
Belfast Urban 95GG46S1 Upper Springfield_1 82 538 34 25 65 701 202 116
Belfast Urban 95GG46S2 Upper Springfield_2 77 605 39 29 77 498 25 141
Belfast Urban 95GG46S3 Upper Springfield_3 48 442 21 21 23 822 48 130
Belfast Urban 95GG47S1 Water Works_1 15 89 18 8 26 767 46 35
Belfast Urban 95GG47S2 Water Works_2 2 23 2 4 63 846 341 21
Belfast Urban 95GG47S3 Water Works_3 56 133 50 72 123 884 7 5
Belfast Urban 95GG48S1 Whiterock_1 74 132 86 49 154 883 19 46
Belfast Urban 95GG48S2 Whiterock_2 23 306 8 1 5 731 130 227
Belfast Urban 95GG48S3 Whiterock_3 35 322 17 5 29 872 20 146
Belfast Urban 95GG49S1 Windsor_1 822 802 859 804 847 876 94 298
Belfast Urban 95GG49S2 Windsor_2 790 788 868 780 796 887 44 272
Belfast Urban 95GG49S3 Windsor_3 482 342 806 592 409 805 3 145
Belfast Urban 95GG49S4 Windsor_4 556 693 832 506 359 871 5 73
Belfast Urban 95GG50S1 Woodstock_1 155 204 279 167 88 823 13 111
Belfast Urban 95GG50S2 Woodstock_2 128 265 154 76 52 879 303 86
Belfast Urban 95GG50S3 Woodstock_3 96 160 194 138 28 886 17 66
Belfast Urban 95GG51S1 Woodvale_1 8 7 45 47 2 610 368 37
Belfast Urban 95GG51S2 Woodvale_2 12 27 28 56 3 741 118 85
Belfast Urban 95GG51S3 Woodvale_3 17 12 41 53 12 809 132 177
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95HH01W1 Blackhead 605 606 505 594 408 297 848 486
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH02S1 Bluefield_1 766 805 754 727 486 320 629 831
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH02S2 Bluefield_2 810 741 755 746 771 321 865 825
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH03W1 Boneybefore 791 817 701 731 587 465 632 613
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH04S1 Burleigh Hill_1 774 861 732 561 705 336 429 816
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH04S2 Burleigh Hill_2 829 889 710 659 782 394 874 696
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH05W1 Clipperstown 286 448 239 190 159 511 679 223
Mid and East Antrim Mixed urban/rural 95HH06S1 Eden_1 752 767 802 750 585 239 518 616



Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH06S2 Eden_2 617 544 566 477 480 369 784 550
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH07W1 Gortalee 276 298 243 230 157 608 781 403
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH08W1 Greenisland 783 812 758 684 522 391 773 639
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH09W1 Killycrot 252 435 172 221 148 709 633 110
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH10W1 Knockagh 865 862 849 788 839 353 845 592
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH11W1 Love Lane 173 553 95 134 54 594 824 157
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH12W1 Milebush 536 718 380 413 253 490 664 610
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH13W1 Northland 65 50 135 98 13 686 707 365
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH14W1 Sunnylands 230 454 171 163 83 810 699 221
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95HH15W1 Victoria 609 687 547 392 375 438 888 412
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95HH16W1 Whitehead 699 678 601 789 713 303 586 279
Mid and East Antrim Mixed urban/rural 95HH17W1 Woodburn 644 529 746 685 518 198 548 499
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II01S1 Ballyhanwood_1 784 720 753 670 723 373 573 743
Lisburn and Castlereagh Mixed urban/rural 95II01S2 Ballyhanwood_2 827 822 836 829 869 274 519 551
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II02S1 Beechill_1 853 859 787 761 858 286 872 860
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II02S2 Beechill_2 733 816 552 451 758 499 831 548
Belfast Urban 95II02S3 Beechill_3 549 694 312 248 642 593 732 465
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II03S1 Cairnshill_1 880 872 869 863 854 340 885 884
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II03S2 Cairnshill_2 845 880 872 833 717 566 174 577
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II04S1 Carrowreagh_1 860 869 835 774 700 407 884 674
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II04S2 Carrowreagh_2 511 561 435 305 225 664 726 697
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II05S1 Carryduff East_1 814 843 763 756 825 378 288 734
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II05S2 Carryduff East_2 725 732 515 480 734 627 689 698
Lisburn and Castlereagh Mixed urban/rural 95II06S1 Carryduff West_1 851 863 826 798 874 305 498 753
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II06S2 Carryduff West_2 872 848 808 791 768 604 714 647
Belfast Urban 95II07W1 Cregagh 241 666 188 131 80 812 228 283
Belfast Urban 95II08W1 Downshire 687 703 570 475 473 860 394 477
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II09S1 Dundonald_1 807 768 720 679 747 505 860 504
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II09S2 Dundonald_2 838 844 729 583 655 657 867 864
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II10W1 Enler 371 629 322 180 130 658 832 354
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II11W1 Galwally 883 886 812 800 834 671 833 569
Belfast Urban 95II12W1 Gilnahirk 877 878 840 802 829 828 210 818
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II13W1 Graham's Bridge 410 428 367 260 197 838 678 399
Belfast Urban 95II14W1 Hillfoot 884 836 863 842 857 591 613 835
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II15S1 Knockbracken_1 870 852 880 876 863 435 520 542
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II15S2 Knockbracken_2 867 771 841 838 842 605 473 664
Belfast Urban 95II16W1 Lisnasharragh 615 871 448 360 248 717 749 749
Belfast Urban 95II17W1 Lower Braniel 641 697 429 416 483 745 755 511
Belfast Urban 95II18W1 Minnowburn 293 698 225 153 106 514 640 285
Lisburn and Castlereagh Mixed urban/rural 95II19S1 Moneyreagh_1 821 800 846 871 836 172 751 883
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95II19S2 Moneyreagh_2 740 829 664 614 703 268 465 699
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95II20W1 Newtownbreda 815 827 695 665 726 759 420 520
Belfast Urban 95II21W1 Tullycarnet 248 433 191 182 74 783 753 518
Belfast Urban 95II22W1 Upper Braniel 614 622 560 443 466 469 403 475
Belfast Urban 95II23W1 Wynchurch 836 834 727 637 679 861 522 605
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95JJ01W1 Agivey 550 362 681 768 676 117 186 679
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ02W1 Atlantic 213 124 216 451 305 419 752 72 TRUE
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ03S1 Ballysally_1 31 6 38 94 114 544 324 93
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ03S2 Ballysally_2 160 176 156 193 103 480 565 236
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95JJ04S1 Castlerock_1 373 187 518 734 320 177 380 476
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95JJ04S2 Castlerock_2 450 175 561 715 470 267 708 581
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ05W1 Central 137 106 189 222 226 831 26 36
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ06W1 Churchland 172 200 139 171 149 626 530 152
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ07W1 Cross Glebe 157 142 136 184 139 521 722 336
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95JJ08S1 Dundooan_1 337 405 335 474 345 205 62 305
Causeway Coast and Glens Mixed urban/rural 95JJ08S2 Dundooan_2 793 659 830 834 752 315 859 501
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95JJ09W1 Dunluce 547 326 637 830 670 163 225 549
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95JJ10W1 Garvagh 272 71 432 559 467 189 724 623
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ11S1 Hopefield_1 626 486 504 673 555 343 853 534
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ11S2 Hopefield_2 593 317 717 752 530 374 540 368
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95JJ12W1 Kilrea 407 227 379 503 535 245 764 557
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ13S1 Knocklynn_1 542 294 484 674 501 364 820 762
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ13S2 Knocklynn_2 665 409 580 753 646 393 842 849
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95JJ14W1 Macosquin 458 339 440 662 547 145 345 471
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ15W1 Mount Sandel 471 354 376 546 374 753 415 229



Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ16W1 Portstewart 253 170 210 353 445 672 715 40
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95JJ17W1 Ringsend 341 177 495 697 556 51 222 870
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ18W1 Royal Portrush 105 32 140 342 348 405 397 18
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ19S1 Strand_1 835 825 873 866 840 576 113 505
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ19S2 Strand_2 861 823 870 784 848 567 762 232
Causeway Coast and Glens Mixed urban/rural 95JJ20S1 The Cuts_1 592 327 628 708 528 392 863 405
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ20S2 The Cuts_2 539 494 422 513 344 583 673 366
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ21W1 University 398 383 391 345 188 464 800 406
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95JJ22W1 Waterside 708 416 693 813 773 554 567 426
Mid Ulster Rural 95KK01W1 Ardboe 206 237 238 178 258 79 636 882
Mid Ulster Rural 95KK02W1 Coagh 492 566 491 308 413 181 456 724
Mid Ulster Rural 95KK03W1 Dunnamore 271 222 441 425 590 6 463 740
Mid Ulster Urban 95KK04W1 Gortalowry 404 665 292 238 296 444 483 203
Mid Ulster Rural 95KK05W1 Killycolpy 314 267 388 378 306 80 430 859
Mid Ulster Urban 95KK06W1 Killymoon 254 361 217 192 191 549 283 276
Mid Ulster Rural 95KK07W1 Lissan 434 562 521 526 512 10 524 791
Mid Ulster Rural 95KK08W1 Moneymore 406 296 479 369 382 238 757 345
Mid Ulster Urban 95KK09W1 Newbuildings 390 490 339 236 250 650 541 159
Mid Ulster Rural 95KK10W1 Oaklands 397 205 654 611 532 59 327 688
Mid Ulster Urban 95KK11W1 Oldtown 296 243 297 189 330 552 809 204
Mid Ulster Rural 95KK12W1 Pomeroy 167 68 267 290 318 91 480 775
Mid Ulster Rural 95KK13W1 Sandholes 478 365 522 465 523 179 301 648
Mid Ulster Rural 95KK14W1 Stewartstown 408 554 368 291 414 161 229 649
Mid Ulster Rural 95KK15W1 The Loop 531 668 510 521 494 44 778 858
Mid Ulster Urban 95KK16W1 Tullagh 561 760 451 329 422 674 644 96
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95LL01S1 Aghagallon_1 649 680 539 557 577 199 771 755
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Mixed urban/rural 95LL01S2 Aghagallon_2 684 664 647 593 658 192 618 689
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Mixed urban/rural 95LL02S1 Annagh_1 583 414 610 543 582 288 653 438
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL02S2 Annagh_2 73 19 240 228 110 842 15 42
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Mixed urban/rural 95LL03W1 Ballybay 200 202 275 235 82 477 637 226
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Mixed urban/rural 95LL04W1 Ballyoran 412 489 321 278 366 329 647 384
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Mixed urban/rural 95LL05S1 Bleary_1 825 730 848 841 781 255 840 822
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95LL05S2 Bleary_2 631 765 529 472 567 253 285 784
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Mixed urban/rural 95LL06S1 Brownstown_1 423 264 520 599 311 322 311 448
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL06S2 Brownstown_2 447 338 467 335 297 645 539 415
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL07W1 Church 62 17 198 199 33 690 204 104
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL08S1 Corcrain_1 129 100 147 168 136 637 361 196
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL08S2 Corcrain_2 108 86 178 211 81 564 70 175
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL09S1 Court_1 54 105 69 67 68 850 58 7
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL09S2 Court_2 179 592 92 100 115 806 299 97
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Mixed urban/rural 95LL10S1 Derrytrasna_1 697 752 646 462 681 285 626 589
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95LL10S2 Derrytrasna_2 608 635 666 633 570 73 581 707
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95LL11S1 Donaghcloney_1 519 418 472 564 520 210 543 531
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95LL11S2 Donaghcloney_2 727 634 797 818 688 127 767 829
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL12S1 Drumgask_1 208 273 265 124 164 344 687 188
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL12S2 Drumgask_2 52 117 67 42 24 478 166 295
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL13S1 Drumgor_1 262 277 288 273 195 354 545 125
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL13S2 Drumgor_2 81 172 107 64 37 531 792 26
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL14S1 Drumnamoe_1 83 395 42 31 62 589 146 344
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL14S2 Drumnamoe_2 351 444 257 202 332 524 297 606
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL15S1 Edenderry_1 427 291 468 331 449 798 268 192
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL15S2 Edenderry_2 682 845 526 400 426 597 711 608
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL16S1 Kernan_1 780 739 760 669 692 346 837 508
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL16S2 Kernan_2 616 516 696 567 367 276 856 541
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL17W1 Killycomain 468 351 360 386 416 607 744 469
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL18S1 Knocknashane_1 678 747 631 577 317 613 453 473
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL18S2 Knocknashane_2 775 830 724 606 499 429 765 803
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Mixed urban/rural 95LL19S1 Magheralin_1 746 740 667 616 606 446 599 625
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95LL19S2 Magheralin_2 689 467 718 695 672 261 795 781
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL20W1 Mourneview 301 459 246 183 178 509 513 317
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL21W1 Parklake 417 295 424 356 341 659 570 243
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL22W1 Taghnevan 332 465 286 208 239 533 526 173
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL23W1 Tavanagh 164 122 199 225 93 799 502 181
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95LL24S1 The Birches_1 534 268 704 721 537 130 808 746
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95LL24S2 The Birches_2 577 627 541 609 496 96 658 786



Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95LL25S1 Waringstown_1 715 521 774 729 715 254 825 539
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Rural 95LL25S2 Waringstown_2 767 658 767 739 817 348 395 588
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL26S1 Woodville_1 14 9 59 91 21 729 10 27
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon Urban 95LL26S2 Woodville_2 772 766 645 600 780 475 478 691
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM01S1 Altnagelvin_1 101 199 71 118 85 461 247 176
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM01S2 Altnagelvin_2 545 236 584 573 611 622 785 339
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM01S3 Altnagelvin_3 525 350 449 496 488 377 882 640
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM02S1 Ballynashallog_1 621 596 402 481 744 534 614 328
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM02S2 Ballynashallog_2 808 667 750 814 853 358 700 800
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95MM03W1 Banagher 245 130 414 505 517 41 148 760
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM04W1 Beechwood 196 429 79 115 257 857 243 397
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM05W1 Brandywell 13 18 13 32 98 516 141 50
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM06S1 Carn Hill_1 226 422 121 119 315 581 485 220
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM06S2 Carn Hill_2 59 94 32 63 144 837 205 102
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM07W1 Caw 287 425 176 207 189 669 844 301
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM08S1 Clondermot_1 43 45 24 45 174 758 718 94
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM08S2 Clondermot_2 633 731 478 385 551 616 461 351
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95MM09S1 Claudy_1 490 565 340 366 471 229 849 600
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95MM09S2 Claudy_2 340 316 442 467 571 32 241 533
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM10S1 Creggan Central_1 10 20 16 23 31 695 82 198
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM10S2 Creggan Central_2 69 58 61 65 165 719 181 254
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM11W1 Creggan South 33 54 14 35 57 675 302 238
Derry City and Strabane Mixed urban/rural 95MM12S1 Crevagh_1 142 85 145 274 372 202 363 195
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM12S2 Crevagh_2 3 15 10 9 32 525 529 28
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM12S3 Crevagh_3 149 129 142 110 259 453 423 281
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95MM13S1 Culmore_1 650 814 481 501 793 165 663 497
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM13S2 Culmore_2 22 42 22 22 64 598 95 30
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM13S3 Culmore_3 130 421 57 85 128 471 622 126
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM13S4 Culmore_4 300 308 245 194 377 298 823 392
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95MM13S5 Culmore_5 738 610 679 760 826 231 854 659
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM14S1 Ebrington_1 416 413 235 387 602 826 353 119
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM14S2 Ebrington_2 38 24 51 104 166 866 18 33
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95MM15S1 Eglinton_1 421 310 348 459 707 249 393 315
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95MM15S2 Eglinton_2 636 510 553 560 685 269 745 607
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95MM16S1 Enagh_1 180 119 214 176 280 273 804 257
Derry City and Strabane Mixed urban/rural 95MM16S2 Enagh_2 634 585 555 587 729 246 486 380 TRUE
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM17S1 Foyle Springs_1 713 742 488 605 738 488 426 726
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM17S2 Foyle Springs_2 229 366 108 169 343 625 372 270
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95MM18S1 Holly Mount_1 470 419 438 442 521 185 432 495
Derry City and Strabane Mixed urban/rural 95MM18S2 Holly Mount_2 603 604 558 444 593 275 577 374
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM19S1 Kilfennan_1 630 764 415 458 456 774 328 496
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM19S2 Kilfennan_2 415 420 316 303 386 752 284 289
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM20S1 Lisnagelvin_1 274 391 127 164 371 614 876 429
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM20S2 Lisnagelvin_2 513 449 409 431 447 830 216 320
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95MM21S1 New Buildings_1 278 270 229 280 265 307 579 574
Derry City and Strabane Mixed urban/rural 95MM21S2 New Buildings_2 739 750 583 701 754 282 783 629
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM22S1 Pennyburn_1 419 513 355 421 620 832 37 24
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM22S2 Pennyburn_2 755 835 508 476 812 635 819 535
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM23W1 Rosemount 68 51 65 105 245 858 50 44
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM24W1 Shantallow East 86 174 43 62 179 730 117 265
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM25S1 Shantallow West_1 19 65 7 13 87 684 300 19
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM25S2 Shantallow West_2 27 16 40 46 108 431 185 29
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM25S3 Shantallow West_3 51 40 58 59 135 328 730 107
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM25S4 Shantallow West_4 327 254 308 282 430 330 671 273
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM26S1 Springtown_1 144 157 114 108 262 584 257 291
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM26S2 Springtown_2 578 804 347 363 626 560 255 413
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM27S1 Strand_1 5 10 4 36 203 839 9 10
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM27S2 Strand_2 405 345 434 339 557 862 22 205
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM28W1 The Diamond 6 11 6 44 152 845 42 1
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM29W1 Victoria 153 149 152 160 212 677 183 109
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95MM30W1 Westland 45 43 29 77 167 865 110 120
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN01S1 Ardglass_1 176 285 115 204 175 227 612 259
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN01S2 Ardglass_2 305 302 263 372 474 104 350 449
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95NN02W1 Audley's Acre 599 710 456 449 531 389 672 237
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95NN03S1 Ballymaglave_1 396 215 372 344 527 704 677 214



Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95NN03S2 Ballymaglave_2 475 548 381 365 274 341 822 556
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95NN04W1 Ballymote 115 315 93 57 113 473 651 34
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95NN05W1 Ballynahinch East 283 234 271 272 256 628 527 187
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN06S1 Castlewellan_1 235 580 184 161 142 688 35 287
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN06S2 Castlewellan_2 455 427 406 382 418 233 634 544
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95NN07S1 Cathedral_1 352 546 251 152 395 454 821 163
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95NN07S2 Cathedral_2 106 108 133 125 158 489 434 23
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN08S1 Crossgar_1 669 649 611 580 698 207 536 653
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN08S2 Crossgar_2 660 551 639 720 553 228 790 555
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN09S1 Derryboy_1 716 652 822 835 792 95 469 861
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN09S2 Derryboy_2 464 443 487 556 657 142 57 521
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95NN10S1 Donard_1 442 673 208 326 675 428 467 136
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95NN10S2 Donard_2 671 462 606 652 735 352 660 685
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN11S1 Drumaness_1 364 436 334 258 369 223 354 488
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN11S2 Drumaness_2 629 476 690 645 662 129 648 787
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN12W1 Dundrum 321 182 374 376 427 209 572 419
Newry, Mourne and Down Mixed urban/rural 95NN13W1 Dunmore 666 623 657 677 656 146 654 657
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN14S1 Killough_1 217 186 266 316 327 126 329 323
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN14S2 Killough_2 261 238 318 401 378 72 143 576
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN15W1 Killyleagh 381 349 398 407 238 318 508 314
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN16S1 Kilmore_1 735 559 813 839 856 216 406 645
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN16S2 Kilmore_2 693 612 707 820 614 184 414 806
Newry, Mourne and Down Mixed urban/rural 95NN17W1 Murlough 89 112 77 114 176 361 600 57
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95NN18S1 Quoile_1 186 401 105 146 217 448 154 183
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95NN18S2 Quoile_2 761 875 607 591 759 266 810 712
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN19S1 Saintfield_1 771 763 577 598 756 586 756 559
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN19S2 Saintfield_2 781 545 821 837 828 327 828 562
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN20W1 Seaforde 429 411 511 511 477 66 326 567
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95NN21W1 Shimna 295 241 278 368 481 523 171 64
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN22W1 Strangford 474 576 537 555 617 31 260 493
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN23S1 Tollymore_1 375 453 392 455 437 76 129 584
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95NN23S2 Tollymore_2 372 192 396 440 638 244 409 441
Mid Ulster Rural 95OO01W1 Altmore 313 242 425 497 435 53 122 871
Mid Ulster Rural 95OO02W1 Augher 479 331 692 757 699 36 197 720
Mid Ulster Rural 95OO03W1 Aughnacloy 344 183 482 483 500 106 474 515
Mid Ulster Rural 95OO04W1 Ballygawley 232 113 327 330 438 107 596 543
Mid Ulster Urban 95OO05W1 Ballysaggart 239 336 219 210 155 679 250 156
Mid Ulster Rural 95OO06W1 Benburb 494 311 636 572 566 118 358 758
Mid Ulster Rural 95OO07W1 Caledon 465 363 629 566 668 57 150 796
Mid Ulster Rural 95OO08W1 Castlecaulfield 625 577 599 499 621 206 620 598
Mid Ulster Rural 95OO09W1 Clogher 331 325 474 498 393 40 203 462
Mid Ulster Mixed urban/rural 95OO10W1 Coalisland North 329 431 233 191 325 356 788 513
Mid Ulster Urban 95OO11W1 Coalisland South 92 76 96 82 199 447 595 197
Mid Ulster Mixed urban/rural 95OO12W1 Coalisland West and Newmills 360 437 309 297 235 262 698 529
Mid Ulster Urban 95OO13W1 Coolhill 662 799 726 630 361 493 65 612
Mid Ulster Rural 95OO14W1 Donaghmore 425 198 572 523 586 173 390 732
Mid Ulster Urban 95OO15W1 Drumglass 291 341 262 203 206 476 549 387
Mid Ulster Rural 95OO16W1 Fivemiletown 431 397 545 453 298 155 507 386
Mid Ulster Rural 95OO17W1 Killyman 560 456 612 541 484 171 583 681
Mid Ulster Mixed urban/rural 95OO18W1 Killymeal 624 714 602 535 444 335 226 456
Mid Ulster Rural 95OO19W1 Moy 558 348 633 646 559 218 702 404
Mid Ulster Urban 95OO20W1 Moygashel 586 535 589 460 591 396 308 292
Mid Ulster Urban 95OO21W1 Mullaghmore 355 332 354 298 482 601 137 98
Mid Ulster Rural 95OO22W1 Washing Bay 476 400 473 379 581 143 537 750
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP01W1 Ballinamallard 526 408 592 533 454 139 684 715
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP02W1 Belcoo and Garrison 238 128 543 710 540 2 182 596
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP03W1 Belleek and Boa 151 37 362 536 450 14 500 507
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP04W1 Boho Cleenish and Letterbreen 399 230 650 655 415 48 514 654
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP05W1 Brookeborough 366 262 562 705 565 27 153 668
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95PP06S1 Castlecoole_1 357 496 303 251 202 420 680 284
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95PP06S2 Castlecoole_2 466 224 462 518 669 416 610 304
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP07W1 Derrygonnelly 436 307 524 639 546 50 559 731
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP08W1 Derrylin 362 159 595 807 487 42 597 687
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95PP09W1 Devenish 44 28 62 69 153 595 119 59
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP10W1 Donagh 234 69 509 649 605 16 556 719



Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95PP11W1 Erne 216 330 175 200 205 460 685 62
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP12W1 Florence Court and Kinawley 275 125 603 700 583 11 238 693
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP13W1 Irvinestown 143 74 168 209 316 280 670 208
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP14S1 Kesh Ederney and Lack_1 211 134 375 352 331 47 298 714
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP14S2 Kesh Ederney and Lack_2 392 213 536 549 342 159 697 482
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP15W1 Lisbellaw 622 560 656 621 526 196 349 710
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP16W1 Lisnarrick 413 239 644 631 572 83 149 560
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP17W1 Lisnaskea 182 166 164 233 229 289 615 179
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP18W1 Maguiresbridge 394 210 531 620 373 111 695 665
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP19W1 Newtownbutler 112 31 260 304 363 39 332 561
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95PP20W1 Portora 214 114 328 295 407 418 384 38
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP21W1 Rosslea 114 14 407 582 495 5 343 666
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95PP22W1 Rossorry 409 410 331 374 336 365 811 249
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95PP23W1 Tempo 309 153 428 532 431 81 568 527
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95QQ01W1 Antiville 156 212 117 217 160 689 134 118
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95QQ02W1 Ballycarry 612 615 689 767 420 122 356 723
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95QQ03W1 Ballyloran 104 70 129 141 150 432 401 158
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95QQ04W1 Blackcave 367 512 258 263 209 495 488 676
Mid and East Antrim Mixed urban/rural 95QQ05W1 Carncastle 729 660 683 783 751 265 344 741
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95QQ06W1 Carnlough 369 469 319 412 440 115 290 324
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95QQ07W1 Central 192 280 166 223 268 723 36 41
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95QQ08W1 Craigy Hill 209 515 104 156 145 633 323 357
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95QQ09W1 Gardenmore 595 700 395 454 536 632 336 350
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95QQ10W1 Glenarm 281 288 623 682 554 3 16 401
Mid and East Antrim Mixed urban/rural 95QQ11W1 Glynn 555 379 615 644 618 178 338 655
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95QQ12W1 Harbour 441 532 276 519 412 381 176 375
Mid and East Antrim Rural 95QQ13W1 Island Magee 514 614 617 763 461 69 51 773
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95QQ14S1 Kilwaughter_1 728 707 752 641 545 313 758 485
Mid and East Antrim Mixed urban/rural 95QQ14S2 Kilwaughter_2 568 488 669 773 663 99 126 646
Mid and East Antrim Urban 95QQ15W1 Town Parks 292 206 326 312 307 720 80 430
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95RR01S1 Aghanloo_1 414 184 400 434 598 357 890 638
Causeway Coast and Glens Mixed urban/rural 95RR01S2 Aghanloo_2 493 498 544 683 544 77 123 614
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95RR02W1 Ballykelly 251 259 205 373 338 234 227 280
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95RR03W1 Coolessan 34 60 23 48 67 503 381 20
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95RR04W1 Dungiven 145 39 151 241 455 483 661 450
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95RR05S1 Enagh_1 610 681 384 429 710 375 754 480
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95RR05S2 Enagh_2 127 189 97 120 173 518 649 47
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95RR06W1 Feeny 203 53 366 414 389 186 388 684
Causeway Coast and Glens Mixed urban/rural 95RR07W1 Forest 446 323 444 492 492 194 399 686
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95RR08W1 Glack 365 352 420 539 653 12 525 776
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95RR09S1 Gresteel_1 290 256 228 268 493 188 592 573
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95RR09S2 Gresteel_2 265 140 403 381 273 259 287 434
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95RR10W1 Greystone 11 33 5 51 42 599 296 12
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95RR11W1 Magilligan 491 598 638 489 613 25 274 587
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95RR12W1 Rathbrady 348 380 261 396 376 529 156 169
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95RR13W1 Roeside 191 347 94 214 277 775 101 81
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95RR14W1 The Highlands 194 57 310 471 511 63 603 804
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95RR15W1 Upper Glenshane 440 381 356 447 497 160 555 828
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS01S1 Ballinderry_1 673 746 852 725 746 45 294 852
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS01S2 Ballinderry_2 695 628 697 717 612 182 662 761
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS02S1 Ballymacash_1 655 724 685 709 424 557 72 346
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS02S2 Ballymacash_2 844 849 874 873 865 359 164 873
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS03S1 Ballymacbrennan_1 700 676 866 864 859 86 145 888
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS03S2 Ballymacbrennan_2 659 722 850 868 864 56 52 837
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS04S1 Ballymacoss_1 361 475 284 197 286 437 879 330
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS04S2 Ballymacoss_2 535 557 503 410 264 443 667 536
Lisburn and Castlereagh Mixed urban/rural 95SS04S3 Ballymacoss_3 723 685 771 706 574 252 521 677
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS05S1 Blaris_1 509 556 394 509 263 834 334 216
Lisburn and Castlereagh Mixed urban/rural 95SS05S2 Blaris_2 837 806 858 824 843 295 659 514
Belfast Mixed urban/rural 95SS06S1 Collin Glen_1 63 378 48 38 50 278 30 165
Belfast Urban 95SS06S2 Collin Glen_2 20 135 11 2 30 592 98 134
Belfast Urban 95SS06S3 Collin Glen_3 26 120 35 16 11 765 28 45
Belfast Urban 95SS07S1 Derryaghy_1 487 639 477 299 261 306 721 378
Belfast Urban 95SS07S2 Derryaghy_2 554 539 443 367 434 634 523 474
Lisburn and Castlereagh Mixed urban/rural 95SS07S3 Derryaghy_3 567 578 450 450 397 426 817 431



Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS08S1 Dromara_1 769 704 793 790 861 190 379 881
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS08S2 Dromara_2 675 653 711 658 693 169 246 747
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS09S1 Drumbo_1 764 769 884 884 885 242 53 662
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS09S2 Drumbo_2 709 648 800 862 823 164 239 422
Belfast Urban 95SS10S1 Dunmurry_1 572 461 460 530 641 795 342 129
Belfast Urban 95SS10S2 Dunmurry_2 831 831 782 762 841 640 252 417
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS11S1 Glenavy_1 703 723 715 553 649 225 793 483
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS11S2 Glenavy_2 645 675 738 755 652 87 265 575
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS12W1 Harmony Hill 852 837 744 738 786 724 439 546
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS13S1 Hilden_1 190 164 296 313 119 754 49 99
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS13S2 Hilden_2 202 92 289 296 181 817 310 310
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS14S1 Hillhall_1 277 550 183 195 122 681 371 427
Lisburn and Castlereagh Mixed urban/rural 95SS14S2 Hillhall_2 690 480 736 736 637 264 635 729
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS15S1 Hillsborough_1 862 695 834 840 852 485 712 793
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS15S2 Hillsborough_2 812 793 862 867 884 226 315 717
Belfast Urban 95SS16S1 Kilwee_1 553 773 344 239 603 718 309 461
Belfast Urban 95SS16S2 Kilwee_2 107 511 53 40 125 756 102 67
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS17S1 Knockmore_1 576 594 554 510 284 403 705 451
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS17S2 Knockmore_2 346 506 346 237 185 408 331 297
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS18S1 Lagan Valley_1 246 278 230 218 137 540 627 436
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS18S2 Lagan Valley_2 380 382 254 292 534 778 448 78
Lisburn and Castlereagh Mixed urban/rural 95SS19S1 Lambeg_1 606 608 604 548 357 456 544 262
Lisburn and Castlereagh Mixed urban/rural 95SS19S2 Lambeg_2 359 452 430 384 90 380 477 428
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS20W1 Lisnagarvey 809 772 721 743 597 710 576 566
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS21S1 Maghaberry_1 712 663 816 764 741 232 211 410
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS21S2 Maghaberry_2 742 748 796 770 740 175 291 774
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS22S1 Magheralave_1 753 619 759 694 433 762 492 780
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS22S2 Magheralave_2 857 867 748 771 770 459 706 810
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS23S1 Maze_1 787 677 777 822 794 301 490 722
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS23S2 Maze_2 646 706 625 612 548 136 501 777
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS24S1 Moira_1 804 713 847 832 824 251 782 528
Lisburn and Castlereagh Rural 95SS24S2 Moira_2 796 754 713 699 722 411 846 682
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS25W1 Old Warren 118 137 162 93 84 512 462 171
Belfast Urban 95SS26S1 Poleglass_1 39 167 33 17 40 491 235 82
Belfast Urban 95SS26S2 Poleglass_2 454 584 282 333 329 663 515 325
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS27W1 Seymour Hill 418 501 317 306 279 579 405 393
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS28W1 Tonagh 282 396 252 232 180 784 158 180
Belfast Urban 95SS29S1 Twinbrook_1 42 96 47 30 70 621 23 245
Belfast Urban 95SS29S2 Twinbrook_2 36 64 26 28 112 668 59 167
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS30S1 Wallace Park_1 858 887 886 865 660 742 104 868
Lisburn and Castlereagh Urban 95SS30S2 Wallace Park_2 842 818 814 857 820 417 307 683
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT01W1 Ballymaguigan 664 640 730 690 728 112 314 727
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT02W1 Bellaghy 541 377 546 540 629 168 533 826
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT03S1 Castledawson_1 453 599 421 301 301 296 359 494
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT03S2 Castledawson_2 607 522 502 618 552 277 538 763
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT04W1 Draperstown 389 214 416 370 575 174 686 812
Mid Ulster Urban 95TT05S1 Glebe_1 688 537 672 657 610 536 606 253
Mid Ulster Urban 95TT05S2 Glebe_2 227 356 190 122 131 780 511 382
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT06W1 Gulladuff 589 534 575 491 622 170 562 751
Mid Ulster Mixed urban/rural 95TT07W1 Knockcloghrim 674 715 702 622 631 141 367 756
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT08W1 Lecumpher 563 406 703 650 704 65 532 814
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT09S1 Lower Glenshane_1 527 574 563 502 761 30 489 869
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT09S2 Lower Glenshane_2 661 587 762 799 837 62 404 807
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT10W1 Maghera 255 163 301 289 275 527 256 343
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT11S1 Swatragh_1 562 364 565 632 742 123 741 842
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT11S2 Swatragh_2 459 299 640 723 725 24 400 839
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT12W1 Tobermore 582 611 568 528 640 116 366 738
Mid Ulster Urban 95TT13S1 Town Parks East_1 435 232 527 463 352 551 443 363
Mid Ulster Urban 95TT13S2 Town Parks East_2 218 249 223 137 221 715 769 90
Mid Ulster Urban 95TT14W1 Town Parks West 544 583 431 358 396 636 768 215
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT15W1 Upperlands 358 207 483 404 562 140 195 733
Mid Ulster Rural 95TT16W1 Valley 510 328 557 623 549 148 424 795
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95UU06W1 Dalriada 584 542 390 515 608 386 870 464
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95UU09W1 Glenariff 543 386 542 613 743 134 449 597
Causeway Coast and Glens Urban 95UU14W1 Knocklayd 221 143 201 266 310 385 871 381



Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95UU99C1 Armoy and Moss-Side and Moyarget 169 72 281 348 423 55 271 526
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95UU99C2 Ballylough and Bushmills 177 59 270 558 147 247 734 458
Causeway Coast and Glens Mixed urban/rural 95UU99C3 Bonamargy and Rathlin and Glenshesk 460 344 459 666 696 124 249 316
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95UU99C4 Carnmoon and Dunseverick 210 84 437 586 490 38 99 788
Causeway Coast and Glens Rural 95UU99C5 Glenaan and Glendun 499 371 535 653 682 85 313 692
Causeway Coast and Glens Mixed urban/rural 95UU99C6 Glentaisie and Kinbane 124 25 231 350 347 222 333 251
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV01S1 Annalong_1 363 169 574 590 441 153 236 530
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV01S2 Annalong_2 187 66 300 288 282 302 563 355
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV02W1 Ballybot 93 271 73 80 100 575 73 56
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV03W1 Bessbrook 132 281 130 128 61 412 155 299
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV04W1 Binnian 335 123 540 629 550 93 417 705
Newry, Mourne and Down Mixed urban/rural 95VV05S1 Burren and Kilbroney_1 473 257 587 726 716 90 263 782
Newry, Mourne and Down Mixed urban/rural 95VV05S2 Burren and Kilbroney_2 663 393 765 823 789 138 739 833
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV06W1 Camlough 260 110 294 364 599 215 412 506
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV07S1 Clonallan_1 133 98 157 206 198 609 161 75
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV07S2 Clonallan_2 619 434 493 610 661 362 802 634
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV08W1 Creggan 72 1 221 415 391 61 159 721
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV09W1 Crossmaglen 57 5 109 229 276 208 81 783
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV10S1 Daisy Hill_1 171 519 124 83 105 580 175 137
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV10S2 Daisy Hill_2 75 104 100 75 213 680 24 8
Newry, Mourne and Down Mixed urban/rural 95VV11S1 Derryleckagh_1 686 518 641 571 800 257 743 739
Newry, Mourne and Down Mixed urban/rural 95VV11S2 Derryleckagh_2 557 289 556 607 748 271 619 709
Newry, Mourne and Down Mixed urban/rural 95VV12S1 Derrymore_1 147 77 274 213 242 379 85 148
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV12S2 Derrymore_2 237 225 207 216 240 497 433 377
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV13S1 Donaghmore_1 334 136 582 647 727 26 574 736
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV13S2 Donaghmore_2 504 252 626 654 783 128 392 630
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV14S1 Drumalane_1 326 284 299 322 322 462 218 446
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV14S2 Drumalane_2 279 151 371 323 625 545 135 58
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV15S1 Drumgullion_1 70 52 89 90 102 693 188 206
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV15S2 Drumgullion_2 551 716 408 347 399 470 617 376
Newry, Mourne and Down Mixed urban/rural 95VV16W1 Fathom 243 102 329 487 355 213 446 395
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV17S1 Forkhill_1 249 87 351 437 448 214 402 628
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV17S2 Forkhill_2 100 2 272 395 624 94 472 635
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV18S1 Kilkeel Central_1 540 376 534 570 405 563 437 333
Newry, Mourne and Down Mixed urban/rural 95VV18S2 Kilkeel Central_2 258 445 177 212 272 383 234 185
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV19S1 Kilkeel South_1 500 570 412 514 335 345 623 190
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV19S2 Kilkeel South_2 113 78 122 158 201 401 365 228
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV20W1 Lisnacree 336 269 489 525 509 28 351 525
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV21S1 Mayobridge_1 378 144 514 552 506 147 731 823
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV21S2 Mayobridge_2 587 540 716 696 766 29 611 853
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV22W1 Newtownhamilton 111 13 389 484 403 37 217 361
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV23W1 Rostrevor 385 216 447 520 560 248 133 491
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV24S1 Seaview_1 620 394 616 663 830 468 190 348
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV24S2 Seaview_2 244 152 250 257 349 528 322 402
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV25S1 Silver Bridge_1 94 3 253 380 491 78 638 702
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV25S2 Silver Bridge_2 220 36 454 664 689 67 535 848
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV26W1 Spelga 284 91 471 485 510 154 408 552
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV27W1 St Mary's 207 334 203 188 216 482 74 128
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV28S1 St Patrick's_1 400 415 323 377 429 542 90 308
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV28S2 St Patrick's_2 126 103 163 154 314 643 38 49
Newry, Mourne and Down Rural 95VV29W1 Tullyhappy 322 82 622 712 561 97 378 694
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV30S1 Windsor Hill_1 710 701 567 698 765 492 179 594
Newry, Mourne and Down Urban 95VV30S2 Windsor Hill_2 370 491 315 250 291 504 416 162
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW01S1 Abbey_1 451 595 295 397 269 728 312 319
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW01S2 Abbey_2 428 398 401 337 354 771 261 193
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW02S1 Ballyclare North_1 489 531 324 343 346 600 875 423
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW02S2 Ballyclare North_2 571 372 594 547 358 570 883 416
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW03S1 Ballyclare South_1 324 484 244 283 161 644 373 244
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW03S2 Ballyclare South_2 732 762 648 627 452 520 750 583
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW04S1 Ballyduff_1 486 616 439 341 200 479 571 498
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW04S2 Ballyduff_2 654 774 530 426 356 665 558 658
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW05S1 Ballyhenry_1 705 810 694 578 472 619 140 540
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW05S2 Ballyhenry_2 507 702 370 318 294 820 248 369
Antrim and Newtownabbey Mixed urban/rural 95WW06S1 Ballynure_1 653 647 811 848 628 74 207 713
Antrim and Newtownabbey Rural 95WW06S2 Ballynure_2 800 719 809 851 809 235 812 650



Antrim and Newtownabbey Rural 95WW07S1 Ballyrobert_1 777 785 789 854 769 224 232 808
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW07S2 Ballyrobert_2 748 850 731 707 485 351 445 621
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW08S1 Burnthill_1 754 839 668 624 498 761 245 586
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW08S2 Burnthill_2 759 873 653 603 516 683 348 519
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW09S1 Carnmoney_1 165 245 143 170 69 547 482 362
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW09S2 Carnmoney_2 782 888 680 643 619 653 224 618
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW10S1 Cloughfern_1 618 691 532 390 446 494 789 286
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW10S2 Cloughfern_2 469 625 313 349 278 764 364 322
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW11S1 Collinbridge_1 802 780 819 680 763 398 575 489
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW11S2 Collinbridge_2 760 857 699 661 733 647 184 224
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW12W1 Coole 103 148 90 107 71 816 233 199
Antrim and Newtownabbey Rural 95WW13S1 Doagh_1 799 744 795 806 720 287 665 767
Antrim and Newtownabbey Rural 95WW13S2 Doagh_2 694 530 769 747 645 211 656 604
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW14W1 Dunanney 84 116 87 92 43 711 385 306
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW15S1 Glebe_1 724 712 665 538 558 624 553 453
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW15S2 Glebe_2 826 803 766 636 694 539 799 680
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW16S1 Glengormley_1 638 842 634 469 388 743 196 124
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW16S2 Glengormley_2 195 312 181 136 86 697 652 268
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW17W1 Hawthorne 495 756 349 293 222 615 696 445
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW18W1 Hightown 517 558 533 389 360 793 125 174
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW19S1 Jordanstown_1 779 727 624 595 724 692 701 538
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW19S2 Jordanstown_2 878 854 879 872 876 390 564 876
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW19S3 Jordanstown_3 871 815 877 880 879 363 546 878
Antrim and Newtownabbey Mixed urban/rural 95WW20S1 Mallusk_1 745 733 723 740 674 240 780 454
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW20S2 Mallusk_2 792 749 854 781 594 317 772 568
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW20S3 Mallusk_3 839 874 833 846 799 376 206 844
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW21S1 Monkstown_1 117 208 123 112 55 612 160 264
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW21S2 Monkstown_2 462 450 469 327 285 577 320 396
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW22S1 Mossley_1 722 796 725 563 475 620 272 472
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW22S2 Mossley_2 193 468 182 117 38 546 774 385
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW23S1 Rostulla_1 628 661 519 516 463 537 588 242
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW23S2 Rostulla_2 886 881 887 877 767 590 551 890
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW24S1 Valley_1 319 470 241 198 214 802 391 151
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW24S2 Valley_2 184 272 179 174 75 662 475 170
Antrim and Newtownabbey Urban 95WW25W1 Whitehouse 135 194 102 123 111 617 487 225
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX01S1 Ballycrochan_1 863 819 817 843 822 331 826 857
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX01S2 Ballycrochan_2 830 657 786 826 806 402 887 851
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX01S3 Ballycrochan_3 737 618 677 648 666 508 452 770
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX02W1 Ballyholme 840 651 853 869 867 725 189 701
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX03S1 Ballymaconnell_1 751 738 733 733 576 502 191 785
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX03S2 Ballymaconnell_2 847 669 845 852 787 384 850 889
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX04S1 Ballymagee_1 864 809 844 779 772 501 609 725
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX04S2 Ballymagee_2 714 684 609 602 515 555 864 418
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX05W1 Bangor Castle 585 533 517 495 410 685 630 217
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX06S1 Bloomfield_1 354 301 382 332 233 568 729 147
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX06S2 Bloomfield_2 523 399 494 408 417 517 869 318
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX07S1 Broadway_1 726 563 619 758 529 588 829 669
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX07S2 Broadway_2 868 781 788 744 813 746 688 661
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX08S1 Bryansburn_1 776 679 737 845 818 772 47 745
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX08S2 Bryansburn_2 789 689 686 745 807 425 807 516
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX09S1 Churchill_1 798 801 649 596 711 660 727 642
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX09S2 Churchill_2 788 632 684 678 801 618 657 627
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX10S1 Clandeboye_1 307 121 410 409 379 413 531 290
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX10S2 Clandeboye_2 702 571 792 711 636 395 836 140
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX10S3 Clandeboye_3 356 283 426 388 124 587 735 447
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX11S1 Conlig_1 497 321 551 482 402 311 838 444
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX11S2 Conlig_2 602 523 658 456 458 308 847 353
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX11S3 Conlig_3 134 95 192 86 192 445 881 172
Ards and North Down Mixed urban/rural 95XX12W1 Craigavad 756 728 749 858 846 221 253 609
Ards and North Down Mixed urban/rural 95XX13W1 Crawfordsburn 824 826 823 879 850 258 413 672
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX14W1 Cultra 762 751 864 886 871 310 43 622
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX15W1 Dufferin 317 432 256 219 196 449 806 255
Ards and North Down Mixed urban/rural 95XX16W1 Groomsport 768 672 663 702 779 337 862 730
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX17S1 Harbour_1 174 173 202 307 324 757 21 6
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX17S2 Harbour_2 632 495 614 751 714 773 64 178



Ards and North Down Urban 95XX18W1 Holywood Demesne 647 430 722 681 648 694 91 425
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX19W1 Holywood Priory 816 757 804 836 855 397 375 492
Ards and North Down Mixed urban/rural 95XX20S1 Loughview_1 250 155 283 270 304 367 628 359
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX20S2 Loughview_2 480 244 855 816 133 562 223 624
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX21W1 Princetown 818 711 673 819 849 572 589 595
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX22W1 Rathgael 532 319 528 589 453 705 428 267
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX23W1 Silverstream 530 479 578 411 237 611 766 302
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX24S1 Springhill_1 855 847 790 765 795 371 740 879
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX24S2 Springhill_2 731 586 593 692 579 691 569 801
Ards and North Down Urban 95XX25W1 Whitehill 242 178 298 300 134 655 746 211
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95YY01W1 Beragh 422 423 499 399 478 108 172 620
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95YY02W1 Camowen 312 426 169 147 457 455 818 379
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95YY03W1 Clanabogan 461 392 605 534 680 20 587 855
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95YY04W1 Coolnagard 438 524 277 255 468 368 796 500
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95YY05W1 Dergmoney 316 373 200 264 564 585 194 95
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95YY06W1 Dromore 383 642 269 224 595 88 479 524
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95YY07W1 Drumnakilly 395 355 411 324 639 75 468 827
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95YY08W1 Drumquin 311 303 363 375 507 43 220 643
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95YY09W1 Drumragh 323 568 187 201 542 467 115 168
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95YY10W1 Fairy Water 512 525 596 675 802 15 319 862
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95YY11W1 Fintona 138 99 126 181 436 183 321 278
Fermanagh and Omagh Mixed urban/rural 95YY12W1 Gortin 573 466 621 512 702 119 607 590
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95YY13S1 Gortrush_1 529 705 364 226 432 466 675 769
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95YY13S2 Gortrush_2 188 367 112 97 193 486 585 334
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95YY14S1 Killyclogher_1 264 247 280 172 365 347 318 358
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95YY14S2 Killyclogher_2 445 478 352 231 442 323 886 663
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95YY15S1 Lisanelly_1 47 21 52 84 187 736 138 222
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95YY15S2 Lisanelly_2 46 61 55 24 140 484 277 113
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95YY16W1 Newtownsaville 452 569 513 500 607 22 280 811
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95YY17W1 Owenkillew 257 179 419 424 665 9 282 813
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95YY18W1 Sixmilecross 289 387 377 417 533 8 124 802
Fermanagh and Omagh Urban 95YY19W1 Strule 168 258 101 126 231 530 295 235
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95YY20W1 Termon 280 253 306 351 632 46 193 790
Fermanagh and Omagh Rural 95YY21W1 Trillick 379 369 597 585 737 7 88 778
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95ZZ01W1 Artigarvan 376 324 369 436 281 191 692 601
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95ZZ02W1 Ballycolman 37 26 31 81 92 706 624 144
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95ZZ03W1 Castlederg 152 261 74 113 260 400 506 321
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95ZZ04W1 Clare 333 340 343 361 451 60 436 821
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95ZZ05W1 Dunnamanagh 148 79 248 319 443 21 264 671
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95ZZ06W1 East 1 4 3 54 14 559 127 76
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95ZZ07W1 Finn 166 81 196 310 236 180 668 571
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95ZZ08W1 Glenderg 90 48 165 254 247 23 410 651
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95ZZ09W1 Newtownstewart 201 314 150 240 230 162 450 312
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95ZZ10W1 North 141 83 141 267 328 404 316 101
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95ZZ11W1 Plumbridge 304 368 393 461 589 1 286 834
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95ZZ12W1 Sion Mills 175 304 131 150 207 339 128 266
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95ZZ13W1 Slievekirk 299 275 365 394 462 52 165 815
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95ZZ14S1 South_1 236 374 137 175 227 427 676 400
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95ZZ14S2 South_2 477 492 293 402 406 481 737 479
Derry City and Strabane Rural 95ZZ15W1 Victoria Bridge 266 220 304 355 290 114 499 580
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95ZZ16S1 West_1 205 97 264 321 244 292 747 481
Derry City and Strabane Urban 95ZZ16S2 West_2 170 309 68 135 234 649 693 139
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1.0 Introduction – Concept of Soundness 

1.1 As set out in Development Plan Practice Note 6, Soundness (May 2017), a key feature of the local development plan system 

is soundness which requires the development plan document (DPD) to be tested in terms of content, conformity, and the 

process by which it is produced at an independent examination (IE). The concept of testing the soundness of local 

development plans comes from established practice in England and Wales. The tests of soundness are based on three 

categories which relate to how the DPD has been produced, the alignment of the DPD with central government regional 

plans, policy and guidance and the coherence, consistency and effectiveness of the content of the DPD.  

 Legislative Context  

1.2 Section 10 of The Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 [2011 Act] requires that the Local Development Plan is examined at 

Independent Examination to ascertain if it is sound. This statement comprises the Councils self-assessment against the 

twelve tests of soundness contained within DPPN 6. These tests are based on three categories; procedural, consistency and 

coherence and effectiveness. These tests have a degree of overlap in terms of criteria. In addition, DPPN 6 also suggests 

that these examples may not constitute an inclusive and definitive list. Therefore, it is a matter for the council to decide the 

most appropriate evidence to demonstrate how it has met each test of soundness.  

1.3 As part of the process of submitting the draft Plan Strategy, Section 10 (3) of the 2011 Act Regulation 20 of the Planning 

(Local Development Plan) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015, the Council is required to provide a range of submission 

documents. This soundness self-assessment is one of those documents and is provided in accordance with  

1.4 It is the view of Mid Ulster District Council that the draft Plan Strategy meets all the tests of soundness, including in terms of 

procedures, consistency, coherence and effectiveness. Therefore, the Council considers that the draft Plan Strategy is ready 

for submission to the Department of Infrastructure for them to cause an IE. We hereby submit the draft Plan Strategy and 

supporting documents under Section 10 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 and Regulation 20 of the Planning 

(Local Development Plan) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015. 
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Test P1: Has the DPD been prepared in accordance with the Councils Timetable and Statement of Community 
Involvement? 

Key Considerations  Evidence  

 
Timetable 

➢ Does the Timetable detail the main stages of 
the Plan Strategy process; has it been 
prepared in accordance with Section 7 of the 
Planning (Northern Ireland) Act 2011 and 
Regulations 5-8 of the Planning (Local 
Development Plan Regulations) Northern 
Ireland 2015? 

 
 

➢ Has the Timetable been prepared in 
consultation with the PAC and other 
consultation bodies as the Council considers 
appropriate? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Statement of Community Involvement 
 

➢ Does the SCI set out how the Council will 
involve the community in accordance with SCI 
regulations? 

 
 
YES – The PS has been prepared in accordance with the LDP 
timetable. The POP was published on 7th November 2016 in line 
with the indicative date in the timetable that it would be published 
in Autumn 2016. The draft Plan Strategy was published in 
February 2019 in line with the indicative date given in the revised 
timetable to publish it in Spring 2019.  
 
YES - The timetable was revised on two occasions – November 
2018 and September 2020. Consultation was carried out with the 
PAC and DFI for the initial publication and for each subsequent 
revision. Consultation was also carried out with other bodies as 
deemed appropriate by the Council such as NI Water, Invest NI, 
DFI - Roads, GSNI AND DFI – Rivers. 
 
All details of compliance with Regulations 5-8 of the Planning 
(Local Development Plan) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015 for 
the initial publication and the subsequent revisions are detailed in 
MUDC409 MUDC407. 
 
 
YES – SCI clearly sets out how the public will be involved at each 
stage of the Local Development Plan process. 
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➢ Has the SCI been agreed by Council and by 

DfI? 
 
 

 
 
➢ Have all relevant consultation / participation 

procedures set out in the SCI been carried 
out? 

 
 
 

YES - The SCI was agreed by the Council on 24th March 2016 
before being sent to DFI for approval on 27th April 2016. 
Agreement was received by the Department on 6th May 2016. 
Subsequent revisions to the SCI were agreed by Council on 25th 
October 2018 and 2nd June 2020 before being sent to DFI for 
agreement on 29th October 2018 and 5th June 2020 respectively. 
Agreement was received on 21st November 2018 and on the 18th 
June 2020. 
 
YES - For details on how the requirements of the SCI were 
complied with, refer to MUDC408 MUDC406.  

Test P2: Has the Council prepared its Preferred Options Paper (POP) and taken into account any representations 
made? 

Key Considerations Evidence 

 
➢ Has the POP been prepared and consulted 

upon in accordance with the Timetable and 
SCI? 

 
 

➢ Does the POP set out a distinctive Vision, 
Objectives as well as a range of options and a 
preferred option? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
YES - The POP was published on 7th November 2016 in line with 
the indicative date in the timetable that it would be published in 
Autumn 2016. For details on how the requirements of the SCI 
were complied with, refer to MUDC408 MUDC406. 
 
YES – The POP clearly sets out how the visions and objectives 
will be in keeping with the vision of the RDS as well as tailored to 
suit the vision expressed in our Community Plan. The POP also 
contains a structured set of objectives built around the three key 
themes of Accommodating People and Places, Creating Jobs and 
Promoting Prosperity and Enhancing the Environment and 
Improving the Infrastructure.  
 
A range of options are laid out for each important strategic issue 
and a preferred option is then identified with explanation given. In 
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➢ Was consultation carried out with the 
consultation bodies in accordance with 
regulation 9 of the Planning (Local 
Development Plan) Regulations (Northern 
Ireland) 2015? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

addition a range of additional questions are posed to stimulate 
debate on a wide range of additional issues. Examples of such are 
frequent throughout the POP document. 
 
 
YES – consultation was carried out in accordance with regulation 
9   - preparation of the Preferred Options Paper. For details on 
compliance with LDP regulations please see MUDC409 
MUDC407. 
 
The consultation ran for a period of 12 weeks between November 
7th 2016 and January 27th 2017 and was publicised through the 
following channels:  

✓ A Public Notice was issued in the Mid Ulster Mail, the 
Tyrone Courier, the Tyrone Times, the Co Derry Post, the 
Impartial Reporter, the Mid Ulster Observer, the 
Dungannon Observer and the Belfast Gazette and on the 
Mid Ulster District Council website 
(www.midulstercouncil.org) for two consecutive weeks. 
This notice stated:  
 
(i) The Council’s intention to prepare a Local 

Development Plan, accompanied by a Sustainability 
Appraisal, including Strategic Environmental and 
Equality Impact Assessments;  

(ii) Publication of the Prepared Options Paper inviting 
comment within 12 weeks; 

(iii)   Details of community meetings, exhibitions and 
pop-in information sessions;  

(iv) Publication of the initial stages of Sustainability 
Appraisal, incorporating SEA, and invite comment 
as considered necessary.  
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✓ The POP and related Easy Read Guide was published on 

the Mid Ulster District Council website also made available 
at the Council Offices in Magherafelt, Dungannon and 
Cookstown and hard copies provided upon request.  

✓ A Press Release was issued in the Mid Ulster Mail, the 
Tyrone Courier, the Mid Ulster Observer, the Dungannon 
Observer, the Derry Post, the Impartial Reporter, the 
Tyrone times and the Belfast Gazette about the intention to 
prepare a new plan, drawing attention to the Preferred 
Options Paper and the public consultation.   

✓ A Launch and Exhibition was held in The Burnavon Theatre 
and Arts Centre in Cookstown on November 7th 2016 to 
announce the publication of the Preferred Options Paper. 4 
| P a g e PUBLIC CONSULTATION REPORT   

✓ Public Meetings and Exhibitions with drop in sessions were 
held in the District towns of Dungannon, Cookstown, 
Magherafelt, Coalisland and Maghera. And in a number of 
other locations distributed across the Mid Ulster District. 
Appendix 6 details the locations of all the List of Public 
Meetings and Exhibitions and summarizes the issues 
raised at each.  

✓ We also wrote to Elected Members and MLA’s (Department 
Ministers and Junior Ministers) providing them with a copy 
of the Preferred Options Paper. x We wrote to 1,754 local 
community groups and section 75 groups as listed in our 
Statement of Community Involvement. They were given the 
opportunity of a meeting with a planning officer to record 
their views.  

✓ In addition to the public meetings a number of focused 
meeting were facilitated with local groups and some were 
held in conjunction with the consultation on the draft 
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➢ Was consideration given to representations 
received from the POP in accordance with 
Regulation 9 and were regulations 10 and 11 
complied with in relation to availability and 
public consultation on the POP? 

 
 
 

➢ Have the Council founded their preferred 
options on a robust evidence base? 

 
 

➢ Do options take account of Community Plan, 
RDS and the SPPS? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

community plan. A summary of the comments made at 
these are contained at Appendix 6.  

✓ Engagement with the ‘Consultation Bodies’ has been a key 
part of the consultation on the POP and SA/SEA Interim 
Report. The responses from the consultation bodies are 
summarized at Appendix 5 and consideration of the 
comments is also provided. 

 
 
YES – Yes, responses to Regulation 9 correspondence were 
recorded and detailed as they were received. These were 
subsequently considered in preparation of the POP. Reponses 
were received from a range of consultees including utility 
providers, government departments and neighbouring councils. 
For details on compliance with LDP regulations please see 
MUDC409 MUDC407. 
 
YES – The POP was underpinned by background evidence in the 
form of Position Papers across a range of topics covered in the 
POP 
 
YES - The POP clearly sets out how the visions and objectives will 
be in keeping with the vision of the RDS as well as tailored to suit 
the vision expressed in our emerging Community Plan. It is self-
evident in the POP itself that each section considers what the 
strategic objectives are as per the SPPS as well as considering 
what the key issues are for the District. Issues raised in the 
consultation process for the emerging Community Plan are also 
given consideration. 
 



8 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

➢ Has the POP been subject to an interim SA? 
 

It is important to note that the Community Plan for Mid Ulster was 
not published in its final form until May 2017 i.e. after the POP was 
published. 
 
 
 
Yes, a Sustainability Appraisal (Incorporating SEA) Interim Report 
accompanied the POP in November 2019 – see MUDC103 
 

Test P3:  Has the DPD been subject to a SA including Strategic Environmental Assessment? 
 

Key Considerations Evidence 

 
➢ Has the draft Plan Strategy been subject to a 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) including 
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)?  

➢ Has the Council complied with relevant 
contained within the EAPP (NI) Regulations? 

 
 
 
 

 
YES – All these requirements have been met. A full SA/SEA 
assessment has been undertaken for all the strategic and 
development management policies and proposed designations in 
the draft Plan Strategy. 
 
A copy of the SA/SEA is submitted with the draft Plan Strategy. 
See MUDC102 
 
 

Test P4:  Did the Council comply with the regulations on the form and content of the draft Plan Strategy and 
procedure for preparing the draft Plan Strategy? 
  

Key Considerations Evidence 

 
➢ Has the Council complied with the relevant 

requirements contained within the Planning 
(Local Development Plan) Regulations 
(Northern Ireland) 2015? 

 

 
YES – All details on compliance with the regulations can be found 
at MUDC409. MUDC407. 
 
The draft Plan Strategy clearly sets out the Council’s objectives in 
relation to the development of land within the District. It contains 
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➢ Has the Council taken account of any 
representations received in relation to the POP 
and considered representations and counter-
representations received on the draft Plan 
Strategy. 

 
 

specific policies for the implementation of those objectives and 
also contains maps of strategic designations to show how those 
polices will be implemented spatially. For example, maps are 
provided of Areas of Constraint on Minerals Development, Special 
Countryside Areas and other strategic designations. Separate and 
distinct justification is provided for each policy along with clear 
evidence of how the policy approach fits with regional policy and 
with the vision of the District which is expressed in the Community 
Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
YES – 
 
POP 
 
In total 657 representations were received to the POP as well as 
29 “late” representations which were received after the closure of 
the consultation period. In January 2019, the Council published its 
Preferred Options Paper Public Consultation Report. The report 
was structured around the sections of the Preferred Options 
Paper. 
 
It explained in detail the issues which had been raised by 
Consultation Bodies and by members of the public. It set out the 
Councils consideration of these issues which had been raised and 
what our recommendation was based on the careful consideration 
of such. It also detailed how the recommendations had been 
implemented in moving forward with the draft Plan Strategy, where 
relevant. 
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The Public Consultation Report on the POP was agreed by 
Planning Committee over 3 separate meetings on 17th October 
2017, 2nd November 2017 and 28th November 2017. 
 
Draft Plan Strategy 
There were 204 representations received to the initial consultation 
period for the draft Plan Strategy. Following the closure of that 
consultation period, a consultation report was also completed to 
consider representations received. This report. In the report, under 
each chapter/topic heading, the main issues are identified followed 
by all representations made which are related to that issue. The 
regional and local policy context are outlined and a response to 
specific issues, which includes the reference number of each 
representation, followed by the Council’s consideration and 
suggested action. Consideration of any counter-representation are 
also included. This report was agreed by Planning Committee over 
three separate meetings at the end of 2019 and beginning of 2020.  
 
Following this, a procedural error was discovered which meant that a re-
consultation was undertaken. In total, 36 representations were received 
to that re-consultation and the report was updated to reflect the issues 
raised in this process. Again, any counter representations received tot 
his re-consultation process were included in the report. The report was 
agreed by Planning Committee on the 12th April 2021.  
 

The POP and DPS consultation reports can be found at 
MUDC114 and MUDC116 
 

Test C1:  Did the Council take account of the Regional Development Strategy? 
  

Key Considerations Evidence 
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➢ Did the Council ensure that the objectives, 

proposals and policies contained the dPS have 
taken account of the RDS and provide 
evidence of how this has been undertaken?  

➢ Has the Council referred to the RDS 
throughout the draft Plan Strategy? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
YES – The RDS has been considered and taken account of 
throughout the process of preparing the draft Plan Strategy. The 
earliest background evidence position papers clearly took account 
of the RDS and the SPPS and these were discussed in the 
introduction to each paper.  
 
The spatial Growth Strategy of the DPS has clearly been based on 
the RDS and this is evidenced in the introduction to chapter 4.0. In 
addition, each policy chapter of the draft Plan Strategy has a 
section setting out the regional policy context.  
 
Examples of where the RDS has been taken account of in the 
DPS include; 
 
 

✓ The RDS aim of concentrating development in the three 
main hubs of Cookstown, Dungannon and Magherafelt is 
evidenced through SPF 2.  

✓ The RDS aim of 60% of new housing to urban centres with 
>5k population is evidenced through the local housing 
indicators in the DPS (Appendix 1). 

✓ The RDS aim of sustaining rural communities in small 
settlements and the open countryside is evidenced through 
SPF 5, SPF 6 and our rural housing policy and rural 
economic policy. 

✓ The RDS aim of ensuring secure energy supply has been 
realised through the decision not to bring forward 
separation distances for single turbines as proposed in the 
POP – see MUDPS 239  - as this would hinder energy 
supply 
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➢ Where an aspect of dPS departs from the 
approach of the RDS, does the evidence base 
support a different approach? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

✓ Settlement Hierarchy has been defined using the 
Infrastructure Wheel. See background evidence paper 
entitled Strategic Settlement Evaluation – MUDC215 

 
 
The background papers and the SA report provide analysis of 
evidence and justification in support of policy direction. In those 
policies that represent a slight deviation from regional policy, this 
is set out either in the PS itself or in the accompanying 
background papers and studies. The SA Report also provides 
justification on why certain options were pursued. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Test C2:  Did the Council take account of its Community Plan? 

Key Considerations Evidence 

 
➢ Has the draft Plan Strategy demonstrated how 

its policies, allocations and strategic 
designations give spatial expression to the 
Community Plan? 

 
 
 

 
YES – Para. 1.17 of the DPS states that the Local Development 
Plan for Mid Ulster supports and spatially represents the vision of 
the Community Plan. The Community Plan has been a major 
consideration throughout the creation of the draft Plan Strategy.  
 
It is however, important to remember that the Community Plan 
was not published until after the launch of the POP and therefore, 
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 consideration of its finalised outcomes and goals were not 
possible in the early phase of evidence gathering. When the 
Community Plan was published in its final form, later evidence 
gathering and background studies show clear evidence of 
considering the themes and outcomes of the Community Plan. 
See MUDC055, MUDC057 MUDC244 for example.  
 
The POP clearly sets out how its visions and objectives are 
tailored to suit the vision expressed in our emerging Community 
Plan. It is self-evident in the POP itself that each section considers 
what the strategic objectives are as per the SPPS as well as 
considering what the key issues are for the District. Issues raised 
in the consultation process for the emerging Community Plan are 
also given consideration. 
 
Each section of the draft Plan Strategy also contains consideration 
on what parts of the Community Plan are relevant to the topic in 
question.  
 
Most of the designations in the DPS are strategic in nature and 
more specific policies / allocations will be identified at LPP stage. 
However, planning policies proposed withint the strategy do give 
spatial representation to the outcomes of the Community Plan. For 
example; 
 
Outcome 3 of Community Plan Theme 3 - “Education and Skills” 
states that “we are more entrepreneurial, innovative and creative.” 
The DPS seeks to implement this outcome by recognising the 
strong entrepreneurial spirit in Mid Ulster and therefore allowing 
greater flexibility for small workshop type development in the rural 
area and economic development on the edges of a settlement. 
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Test C3:  Did the Council take account of policy and guidance issued by the Department? 
 

Key Considerations Evidence 

 
➢ Do the policies, objectives and proposals 

contained within the draft Plan Strategy take 
account of policy guidance issued by the 
Department.  

 
 
 

 
YES - As mentioned above, the draft Plan Strategy has taken 
account of the RDS. The SPPS sets out regional planning policy 
for the two tier planning system and is in keeping with the RDS. 
Each section of the DPS includes a consideration of regional 
policy and how it pertains to the subject matter. This is clear 
evidence of the SPPS being taken into account when formulating 
policy. 
 
This is also the case for background preparatory papers dating 
back to the very beginning of the draft Plan Strategy process. 
Early preparatory papers for baseline evidence gathering have 
clear linkages to the SPPS (draft SPPS in some instances) as well 
as other regional policy and guidance such as Planning Policy 
Statements and the Planning Strategy for Rural Northern Ireland, 
where relevant and Development Control Advice Notes (DCANs), 
where relevant. 

Test C4:  Has the plan had regard to other relevant plans, policies and strategies relating to the Council’s District 
or to any adjoining councils District? 
 

Key Considerations Evidence 

 
➢ Does the draft Plan Strategy have regard to 

other plans and policies relating to the District 
or to any adjoining district. 
 

 
 
 
Other Plans and Policies  
 
YES - In preparing background evidence papers, consideration 
was given to the extant Area plans and how they impacted upon 
the subject matter in question. For example in the initial evidence 
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gathering stage for formulation of Minerals Policy, consideration 
was given to the existing Areas of Constraint on Mineral 
Development as well as existing Areas of Safeguarding. 
 
Consideration was also given to the Regional Transportation 
Strategy and the Mid Ulster District Council Local Transport 
Strategy as well as other overarching Regional Transport 
Strategies / Plan. For example, the preparatory evidence paper 
used in the formulation of transport policy, details how the 
following regional strategies and polices have been considered; 
 
 

➢ The Regional Transportation Strategy (RTS) 2002-2012 
➢ DRD Ensuring a Sustainable Transport Future: A New 

Approach to Regional Transportation. 
➢ Regional Strategic Transport Network Transport Plan 2015 

(RSTN TP) 
➢ Sub Regional Transport Plan 2015 (SRTP) 
➢ Mid Ulster Tourism Strategy 

 
Additionally, we have considered the draft Marine Plan and how 
our DPS, whilst not relating to a District with a coastline, can help 
to implement the aims and outcomes of the draft Marine Plan. 
 
This is not intended to be an exhaustive list of other plans and 
guidance which have been considered in the formulation of the 
DPS, rather is intended to provide evidence that consideration 
was give, to alternative plans / strategies, where appropriate.  
 
Adjoining Districts 
 



16 
 

The Council has complied with all statutory obligations to consult 
with adjoining councils who are classed as “Consultation Bodies” 
as per the Local Development Plan (Regulations) Northern Ireland 
2015. Evidence of this compliance is detailed in MUDC409. 
MUDC407. 
 
The Council has also considered and responded to each adjoining 
council in respect of their emerging draft Plan Strategy and the 
proposals within. We have done this directly to each council via 
statutory consultations, which we have received, and via the 
Cross Border Forum (Mid Ulster, Fermanagh & Omagh, Armagh, 
Banbridge & Craigavon and Monaghan County Council) and the 
Sperrins Forum (Mid Ulster, Derry & Strabane, Fermanagh & 
Omagh and Causeway Coast and Glens). We have worked with 
both these forums to produce Statements of Common Ground 
(Sperrins Forum is in draft form), which whilst are not formally 
signed show that clear agreement has been reached. This will 
help ensure issues of mutual concern such as protection of 
landscapes, minerals development, and transport linkages are 
dealt with by each council in a way that will not undermine the 
forthcoming proposals in each other’s draft Plan Strategy.  
(SEE DOCUMENT NUMBERS MUDC 501 & 502). 
 
For example, on the issue of protecting our important landscapes, 
all councils in the Sperrins Forum agreed that we would protect 
them but that each council would bring forward its own mechanism 
for doing so.  
 

Test CE1:  The DPD sets out a coherent strategy from which its policies and allocations logically flow and where 
cross boundary issues are relevant, it is not in conflict with the DPDs of neighbouring councils 
 

Key Considerations Evidence 
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➢ Does the DPD have a coherent strategy and 

set out a distinct Vision, Objectives, strategic 
policies and, where relevant, allocations which 
are realistic and founded on a robust evidence 
base? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

➢ Are the policies in the draft Strategy consistent 
with one another and do they support the 
Plans spatial growth strategy.  

 
 
 
 

 
YES – The Council is satisfied that is has a coherent strategy. The 
overarching strategy is considered to be a balanced approach 
which seeks to focus growth on the three main towns whilst 
sustaining local towns, smaller settlements and our vibrant rural 
communities. It is a vision which is in keeping with the vision of our 
Community Plan and which seeks to spatially represent the aims 
of the Community Plan.  
 
Our strategy is supported by a robust evidence base as shown 
through the range of preparatory background papers, policy 
reviews, community engagement and consultation as well as 
direct consultation with stakeholders such as the minerals industry 
/ operators, Rural Communities Network, NI Water, GSNI and 
others.  
 
The majority of designations in the draft Strategy are strategic in 
nature with the only site specific allocations being the interim 
supply of economic land in Dungannon and Granville. These 
allocations were brought forward to identify a clear shortage of 
economic land in the locality as identified by Invest NI. The 
allocations were brought forward in consultation with a range of 
consultees such as DFI Roads, DFI Rivers and NIEA. 
 
 
YES - Strategic policies that have been brought forward are clear 
in their aims to advance the strategic planning framework, which 
underpins the Strategy. Each section of the draft Strategy contains 
a summing up of our strategic approach in relation to the subject 
area and this can be directly linked to the aims set out in the 
Growth Strategy and Spatial Planning Framework Strategy.  
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➢ Where relevant has, the DPS taken account of 
national and regional policy/strategy. 

 
 

For example, the first objective of the Plan Strategy IS “To build 
Cookstown, Dungannon and Magherafelt, as economic and 
transportation hubs and as main service centres for shops, leisure 
activities, public administrative and community services including 
health and education. These are the most populated places and 
the town centres are the most accessible locations for people to 
travel including those without a car.” 
This is directly linked to SPF 2 and the associated housing 
allocations which are explained therein and represented in the 
local housing growth indicators which indicate the level of 
available land in the settlements which can help to accommodate 
this aim. 
 
Additionally, strategic policies seek to facilitate this strategic aim 
by among other things, accommodating housing in settlements, 
protecting zoned land in settlements and operating a town centre 
first approach to retail development.  
 
In addition, the SA/SEA process has sought to ensure that policies 
are consistent and coherent.  
 
The draft PS has been prepared and presented in a clear and 
consistent manner. The policy areas have been clearly identified 
under the three main pillars of sustainable development i.e. 
Economic, Environmental and Societal policies.  
 
 
YES – In addition to implementing the aims of the RDS, the draft 
Plan Strategy has also taken into account more specific regional 
and national targets and are cognisant of the fact that the DPS 
can act as a vehicle by which to realise these.  
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➢ Have cross boundary issues been considered 
to ensure that the Plan Strategy is not in 
conflict with the PS of neighbouring Councils. 

 
➢ Where applicable, has consultation taken 

place with planning authorities in the ROI? 
 

For instance, the Renewable Energy proposals put forward in the 
DPS are different to those put forward in the POP because it was 
recognised that the proposals put forward in the POP would hinder 
our ability to meet regional renewable energy targets. This 
consideration is evidenced in MUDC239. 
 
 
 
YES – See above (C4 for breakdown of level of consultation with 
neighbouring councils on cross boundary issues. 
 
 
YES – Yes, direct consultation has taken place with Monaghan Co 
Council and as detailed above via the Cross Border Forum. We 
have also engaged with the North West Regional Assembly 
(NWRA) in relation to their draft Regional Spatial and Economic 
Strategy (RSES) to ensure that our LDP is not at odds with the 
proposals contained within their draft document.  
 

Test CE2:  The Strategy, policy and allocations are realistic and appropriate having considered the relevant 
alternatives and are founded on a robust evidence base. 
 

Key Considerations Evidence 

 
➢ Is it clear that the Council have considered all 

relevant alternatives when preparing the DPD? 
 
 

 
YES – The POP clearly sets out a range of options on how policy 
could be developed to address the main issues. These options 
were developed from background evidence papers where the 
main issues and baseline evidence was explored and discussed. 
The POP was intended to stimulate debate on these options from 
the general public as well as the consultation bodies. The POP 
also welcomed suggestions for other options which were not 
included as preferred options. The findings from the consultation 
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on the POP was considered as detailed above, in the formulation 
of the DPS. 
 
An SA/SEA interim report was prepared for the POP. An SA/SEA 
also accompanies the draft Plan Strategy. The both of these 
reports provide detailed explanation of how each alternative was 
considered against a range of economic, social and environmental 
indicators. The options are described in the SA/SEA as being 
“reasonable alternatives” and this shows how those options, which 
are considered as realistic, have been considered.  
 
There is also specific evidence in the SA/SEA that less realistic 
options less are considered less appropriate. For example, in 
considering the options for transportation and connectivity, option 
(ii) is considered the preferred option, partly because it is “a more 
realistic way of tackling the issue of transportation and connectivity 
throughout the District.” 
 
The robust nature of the evidence base is laid out in the range of 
position papers, policy reviews further background papers and 
technical studies. This evidence base is robust but is also 
dynamic. 
 
For example, the NISRA population projections that were used as 
evidence to calculate the amount of jobs required over the Plan 
Period has changed but the change does not show that we will be 
unable to accommodate the required number of jobs throughout 
the Plan Period. Evidence such as this will change over the Plan 
Period but the Council will monitor it to ensure that we are still able 
to meet the plan Objectives.  
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Likewise, the renewable energy targets for Northern Ireland are 
likely to be increased over the life of the Plan Period. This is 
something which will not be exclusive to Mid Ulster but will relate 
to Northern Ireland as a whole and which will be continually 
monitored as part of the annual monitoring report.  
 
 

Test CE3:  There are clear measures for implementation and monitoring. 
 

Key Considerations Evidence 

 
➢ Does the draft Plan Strategy include 

mechanisms for monitoring the implementation 
and delivery of the stated objectives? 

 
 
 
 

 
YES – The draft Strategy includes a specific section on how we 
will monitor the implementation the objectives of the Strategy. 
These will be used to compete the Annual Monitoring Report 
(AMR) as well as a review that will take place, at a maximum of 
every years.  
 
The monitoring section includes specific outcomes, indicators and 
measures that will be used to monitor the level to which the 
objectives of the Strategy are being implemented. These include 
indicators such as the amount of housing land available and 
availability of economic land.  
 
The AMR will be implemented following the adoption of the Plan 
Strategy and therefore, it has not been possible to carry out any 
monitoring, although it is clear that mechanisms are in place 
monitoring the level to which are objectives are implemented.  
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Test CE4: It is reasonably flexible to enable it to deal with changing circumstances. 
 

Key Considerations Evidence 

 
➢ How flexible is the draft Plan Strategy to 

enable it to adapt to unexpected changes in 
circumstances? 

 
 
 

 
The draft Plan Strategy largely reflects established planning policy 
and the policies contained within it should cover every eventuality. 
Ongoing monitoring will ensure the Strategy remains relevant and 
whether there is a need to review or amend it. This includes where 
there may be unexpected trends or significant changes to regional 
policy and guidance. The Strategy is flexible to changing 
economic circumstances and can meet any unexpected increases 
in future housing demand through existing housing supply 
commitments.  
 
The LPP will contain phased housing land so that if demand is 
high then additional land can be made available over and above 
that which is anticipated.  
 
Evidence which was used in the formulation of the DPS is subject 
to change. For example, the NISRA population projections that 
were used as evidence to calculate the amount of jobs required 
over the Plan Period has changed but the change does not show 
that we will be unable to accommodate the required number of 
jobs throughout the Plan Period. Evidence such as this will change 
over the Plan Period but the Council will monitor it to ensure that 
we are still able to meet the plan Objectives.  
 
Likewise, the renewable energy targets for Northern Ireland are 
likely to be increased over the life of the Plan Period. This is 
something which will not be exclusive to Mid Ulster but will relate 
to Northern Ireland as a whole and which will be continually 
monitored as part of the annual monitoring report.  
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This report has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of Section 

4 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 (‘the 2011 act’) and Regulation 

20(2)(c) of the Planning (Local Development Plan) Regulations (NI) 2015.  Mid 

Ulster District Council (‘the Council’) published its Statement of Community 

Involvement (SCI) in May 2016.  A draft SCI was presented to the Planning 

Committee on 2nd June 2015 including a draft Appendix 1 consisting of three 

separate lists of all Groups to be consulted when preparing the new Local 

Development Plan. (Appendix 1)  It was resolved that the SCI will be kept under 

review and any new groups or bodies wishing to be included or added to the 

lists contained in Appendix 1 of the draft SCI may wish to have their details 

added would be subject to Council Agreement. 

1.2 Invitation letters, dated 12th August 2015, were issued to those Groups included 

in Appendix 1 of draft SCI, to establish if they wished to be included in the list 

of Community Groups who will be contacted by the Council during the 

preparation of the new Local Development Plan for Mid Ulster. (Appendix 2) 

1.3  A draft SCI was agreed with the Council on 24th March 2016, with a subsequent 

addendum agreed on 26th April 2016 (Appendix 3) and approved by 

Department for Infrastructure on 6th May 2016.  (Appendix 4) 

1.4 The SCI was revised on June October 2018 to reflect new legislation on data 

protection, namely the General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR).  The 

GDPR legal requirements commenced on 29th May 2018.  A paper regarding 

this issue was presented to the Planning Committee on 9th May 2018 (Appendix 

5).  Subsequently, all those listed on Appendix A of 2016 SCI were contacted 

and advised of the legal requirement to confirm in writing consent for the 

Council to retain contact details of those identified in Appendix 1 of the SCI 

2016. (Appendix 6) The Department for Infrastructure agreed the revised SCI 

on 21st November 2018.  (Appendix 7) 

1.5 The SCI was revised again to reflect the unforeseen impacts of a procedural 

error and of the COVID19 Pandemic restricting how public consultation 

procedures were complied with.  The Planning Committee considered a paper 

on 3rd March 2020 (Appendix 8) regarding the identified procedural error.  The 

Planning Committee resolved to re-consult on the draft Plan Strategy and SA, 

SEA Environmental Report.  A public notice was issued providing details of the 

re-consultation period for the LDP 2030 draft Plan Strategy noting it would run 

for a period of 8-weeks commencing at 10am on 25th March 2020 and ending  
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at 5pm on 21st May 2020. (Appendix 9) (Appendix 48) Details of public 

exhibitions and drop-in events were contained in the Public Notice. 

1.6 On 23rd March 2020 Northern Ireland commenced the first COVID19 lockdown.  

The Councils resolution to re-consult on the draft Plan Strategy and 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA), Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) 

Environmental Report was to commence on 25th March 2020.  COVID19 

lockdown required a re-consideration of how the public consultation could 

proceed. A notification to the public was issued. (Appendix 10) (Appendix 48)   

1.7 A paper was presented to the Planning Committee on 2nd June 2020 regarding 

the need to amend the SCI document (Appendix 11) and to agree procedural 

alternatives given restrictive COVID19 requirements on face-to-face and public 

interactions.  The Council wrote to the Department for Infrastructure (DfI) on 5th 

June 2020 and received reply on 18th June 2020. (Appendix 12)  A further 

notification was issued to a local newspaper providing detail of the agreed 

revised SCI. (Appendix 13) In addition, notification of an agreed time extension 

on the public re-consultation on the Draft Plan Strategy and SA, SEA was 

issued. (Appendix 14) A further notification was issued regarding amended 8-

week period for submission of counter-representations. (Appendix 15) 

1.8 The Planning (Statement of Community Involvement) Regulations (NI) 2015 

requires that the Council keep the SCI under regular review.  The Planning 

(Local Development Plan) Regulations (NI) 2015 requires that when a 

development plan document is submitted to the Department for Infrastructure 

for independent examination, it is accompanied by evidence that the Council 

has complied with its Statement of Community Involvement (SCI). 

1.9 The purpose of the SCI Compliance Paper is to outline how the Council 

proposes to engage the community and stakeholders in exercising its planning 

functions.  The Council’s SCI takes account of Department for Infrastructure 

(DfI’s) guidance as contained in Development Plan Practice Note 2; and, was 

prepared in accordance with the 2015 Regulations.  Full details of the SCI are 

available via www.midulstercouncil.org 

 Principles of Community Involvement 

1.10 The key principles that have underpinned community engagements in the 

Local Development Plan (LDP) process laid out in the SCI namely:- 

• A culture of engagement; 

• Early Involvement; 

• Open, Transparent, Inclusive and Fit for Purpose; 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
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• Continuing Involvement; 

• Reaching Our; and, 

• Clarity 

1.11 In applying these principles, the Council has sought to ensure that those who 

live in the Council area and are most likely to be affected by the policies and 

proposals in the LDP are involved throughout the plan making process.  This 

is in addition to statutory organisations such as Government Departments, 

neighbouring councils, and gas, water and electricity providers, which we 

must consult. 

1.12 The purpose of this report is to outline how the preparation of the draft Plan 

Strategy (dPS) has complied with our SCI action points.  Within this report, 

the Council have detailed each Action Point and provided comment on how 

Mid Ulster District Council (MUDC) consider they have been achieved.  Table 

1 sets out the timeframe for each public consultation stage. 

1.13 The report sets out: 

• The steps taken to publicise and engage with the community 

throughout the LDP preparation process to date; and 

• The bodies engaged or consulted at each public consultation stage. 

 

Table 1: Consultation Stages for LDP to date 

Stage Period of Consultation 

Preferred Options Paper (POP) 7th November 2016 – 27th January 2017 

 

Draft Plan Strategy (dPS) 22nd February 2019 – 9th August 2019 

dPS publication of representations 

received and receipt of counter 

representations 

(i) 22nd February 2019 – 19th April 2019 

 

(ii) 14th June 2019 – 9th August 2019 

 

Re-consultation of Draft Plan 

Strategy (dPS) 

25th March 2020 – 18th December 2020 

Re-consultation of representations 

received and receipt of counter 

representations. 

(i) 25th March 2020 - 21st October 2020 

 

(ii) 22nd October – 18th December 2020 
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2.0 Developing the Evidence Base 

2.1 The initial phase of preparation involves drawing up a timetable and moving 

towards publishing the Preferred Options Paper (POP).  Prior to the 

publication of the timetable, the Council undertook a wide range of 

preparatory studies to inform the POP.  In preparing the POP there was an 

interim SA/SEA compiled which was accompanied by the Scoping Report, as 

well as an EQIA Progress Report.  All preparatory papers and policy reviews 

are available on the Council’s website at www.midulstercouncil.org/planning  

 SCI Action 

 Steering Group – What the SCI May 2016 says: 

2.2 The Council established the Steering Group, comprised of the Planning 

Committee, the Chief Executive and the Planning Manager.  The Steering 

Group has responsibility for managing the progress of the Local Development 

Plan 2030 (LDP), agree changes and oversee the progress of the LDP with 

Council.   

2.3 This requirement was in the form of the Mid Ulster District Council Planning 

Committee consulted at each stage of the Plan process and who gave their 

views and agreement to proceed at each stage. The adopted Protocol for 

Operation of Mid Ulster District Council Planning Committee attached, 

(Appendix 16).  In addition, a copy of the Planning Department’s Scheme of 

Delegation is available at www.midulstercouncil.org/your-council/councillor-

and-committees.   

 

 

 

 

 

We will set up a Steering Group comprising representatives of the Mid 

Ulster Planning Committee, the Chief Executive and the Planning Manager.  

This will be the high-level co-ordinating body will ensure an overview and 

strategic input on behalf of the whole community, as well as from planning 

professionals. 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/planning
http://www.midulstercouncil.org/your-council/councillor-and-committees
http://www.midulstercouncil.org/your-council/councillor-and-committees
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SCI Action 

 Project Management Team – What the SCI May 2016 says: 

2.4 A Project Management Team (PMT) namely, MUDC SA/SEA multi-

disciplinary Steering Group comprised MUDC Planning Manager, Principal 

Planning Officer, Chair of the Planning Committee, Vice Chair of the Planning 

Committee, MUDC Director of Business and Communities, Director of Culture 

and Leisure, Director of Environmental Service and representatives from the 

relevant NI Government Departments.  Invitation letters were issued to an 

inaugural PMT meeting on 9th February 2016.  The dates of PMT meeting are 

detailed below:  

• 9th February 2016 (Appendix 17) 

• 29th June 2016 (Appendix 18) 

• 25th August 2016 (Appendix 19) 

• 26th and 27th June 2018 (Appendix 20) 

SCI Action Point 

 Key Development Plan Consultees – What the SCI May 2016 says: 

2.5 Key Development Plan Consultees were identified as per Item 7.2 of SCI 

Planning Committee paper dated 2nd June 2015.  As part of the pre-POP 

consultation process said Key Consultees were and are included in draft SCI 

Formation of a Project Management Team (Multi-Disciplinary Steering 

Group) comprising MUDC Planning Manager, Principal Planning Officer, 

Chair of the Planning Committee, Vice Chair of the Planning Committee, 

MUDC Director of Business and Communities, Director of Culture and 

Leisure, Director of Environmental Service and representatives from the 

relevant NI Government Departments.  The PMT will be consulted on and 

will act as the screening and scoping group for the Sustainability Appraisal 

(SA), including Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Equality 

Impact Assessment (EQIA). 

Key Consultees will receive written invitation requesting them to participate 

in the plan making process by providing information on the key strategic 

issues that the Local Development Plan should address. 
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presented to the Planning Committee on 2nd June 2015 (Appendix 1) invited 

to provide information on the key strategic issues that the Local Development 

Plan 2030 should address.  An invitation letter was issued on 22nd January 

2015. (Appendix 21)  Subsequently, the Project Management Team (PMT) 

formed and convened on 9th February 2016.   

SCI Action Point 

Section 75 Groups – What the SCI May 2016 says:  

2.6 All Section 75 (s.75) groups identified as per Item 7.2 of SCI Planning 

Committee paper dated 2nd June 2015, and confirmed in List 3, Appendix 1 of 

the published SCI document, contacted in writing on 14th August 2015 and, 

invited to identify any particular issues or needs, which they felt, should be 

addressed. (Appendix 22) 

SCI Action Point 

 Sustainability Appraisal – What the SCI May 2016 says:  

2.7 The Council invited the SA/SEA consultation body (formerly NIEA) to attend 

the first meeting of the Multi-Disciplinary Steering Group / Project 

Management Team on 22nd January 2015 (Appendix 23).  Following the 

inaugural meeting of said Team on 9th February 2016 a letter was issued to 

the consultation body along with the draft SA/SEA Scoping Report on 1st April 

2016 (Appendix 24)  

We will invite under-represented (Section 75) groups to identify whether 

there are any types of planning policies, which are likely to have a 

significant impact on the groups they represent.  They will also be provided 

opportunity to identify any particular issues or needs, which they feel the 

plan should address.  Where requested this can be done through a face to 

face meeting with our Planning Officers.  Any comments received will be 

taken into account when screening and scoping the Equality Impact 

Assessment. 

The Scoping Report of the SA incorporating SEA will be sent to the 

Department and if necessary, they may be requested to undertake trans-

boundary consultation with the Republic of Ireland. 
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2.8 Following consultation with the identified consultation body, (formerly NIEA), 

Mid Ulster District Council’s SA/SEA Scoping report was sent to the 

Department of Infrastructure (DfI) along with a cover letter. Subsequently DfI 

issued a reply letter on 29th April 2016. (Appendix 25) 

2.9 An invitation letter was issued to all adjoining jurisdictions including Monaghan 

County Council highlighting trans-boundary strategic planning policy issues 

(Appendix 26).  A copy of the SA/SEA Scoping Report was included as was a 

copy of the LDP draft Timetable.   

 SCI Action Point 

Public Notices and Consultation – What we promised SCI May 2016 

2.10 A SCI document and LDP Timetable published on the Council’s website 

following formal agreement by DfI, 6th May 2016. (Appendix 3)  To accord with 

legislative requirements a public notice was placed in the Tyrone Courier, Mid 

Ulster Mail, (Appendix 27), for two consecutive weeks commencing 25th May 

2016, advising where the Timetable and SCI could be viewed and where 

copies could be obtained.   

2.11 Public Notices for the LDP 2030 Timetable and subsequent revised 

Timetables were issued on; 

• LDP Timetable May 2016 (Appendix 28) 

• LDP Timetable June 2018 (Appendix 29) 

• LDP Timetable August 2020 (Appendix 30) 

2.13 Each public notice provided details on where to locate the agreed timetable 

and supporting information could be accessed, including hard copies at the 

three Mid Ulster District Council Offices (Cookstown, Dungannon and 

Magherafelt) and online at www.midulstercouncil.org.  

2.14 To accord with Reg. 7 of the Planning (Local Development Plan) Regulations 

(NI) 2015 and Reg. 6 of the Planning (Statement of Community Involvement) 

Regulations (NI) 2015 DfI were consulted. 

Issue a Public Notice in the Mid Ulster Mail and the Tyrone Courier 

confirming the publication of the Mid Ulster Timetable for the preparation of 

the new Local Development Plan as well as other supporting information.  

The notice will state that the agreed timetable and supporting information 

will be made available for inspection during normal in all three Council 

Offices and such other places within the district considered appropriate as 

well as being available on the Council website www.midulstercouncil.org 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
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• DfI Letter 6th May 2016 (Appendix 4) 

• DfI Letter 21st November 2018 (Appendix 7) 

• DfI Letter 23rd November 2020 (Appendix 31) 

 

SCI Action Point 

Public Interest – What the SCI May 2016 says: 

2.15 A list of all local community and voluntary groups was compiled with the 

assistance of the Community Planning Team database and identified within 

the draft SCI Paper Annex 1 List 2. (Appendix 1)  A letter dated 12th August 

2015 (Appendix 2) was issued to all local Community and Voluntary Groups 

seeking confirmation if they wished to be included in the list of Community 

Groups who will be contacted by Mid Ulster Council during the preparation of 

the new Local Development Plan 2030.  Consequently, 225 responses 

received and considered.  The majority of which confirmed desire for inclusion 

on the list of Community Groups and clarification of contact details.  The 

complete list of Groups consulted remains under review throughout the 

process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The SCI will be kept under review and any new groups or bodies wishing to 

be included or added to the lists contained in the appendices may request 

to have their details added.  This will be subject to Council agreement. 
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3.0 Publication of the Preferred Options Paper (POP) 

3.1 The POP set out key plan issues and suggested options available to address 

them.  The key purpose of the POP is to encourage debate on issues of 

strategic significance, which are likely to influence the shape of future 

development within our District. 

 SCI Action Point 

Public Notice – What the SCI May 2016 said: 

3.2 Public notice placed in the Mid Ulster Mail and the Tyrone Courier for two 

consecutive weeks commencing 25th October 2016, Table 2, and the Belfast 

Gazette on 11th and 18th November 2016. (Appendix 32)  The Public Notice 

provided details of community meetings, exhibitions and pop-in information 

sessions, as well as confirming the 12-week public consultation period for the 

Preferred Options Paper and the SA/SEA Scoping Report and Interim Report.  

A EQIA Progress Report was also published for public consultation.   

 

 

 

 

Issue a public notice in the Mid Ulster Mail, the Tyrone Courier, and the 

Belfast Gazette and on the Mid Ulster Council website 

www.midulstercouncil.org for two consecutive weeks.  This notice will state: 

i) The intention to prepare a Local Development Plan, accompanied by a 

Sustainability Appraisal, including Strategic Environmental and Equality 

Impact Assessments; 

ii) Publication of the Preferred Options Paper inviting comment within 12 

weeks; 

iii) Details of community meetings, exhibitions and pop-in information 

sessions: 

iv) Publication of the initial stages of Sustainability Appraisal, incorporating 

SEA, and invite comment as considered necessary. 

 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
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Table 2 Public Notice Local Development Plan 2030 Preferred Options 

Paper 2016 

Mid Ulster Mail (i) 27.10.2016 

(ii) 31.11.2016 

Tyrone Courier (i) 26.10.2016 

(ii) 02.11.2016 

Belfast Gazette (i) 11.11.2016 

(ii) 18.11.2016 

 

3.3 The public notice provided details on access and availability of said 

documents i.e. Locations, dates and times, set out in Table 3.  

Table 3: Public Exhibition / Drop In Sessions 

Location Date Times 

Burnavon Centre 

Cookstown 

08.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

Burnavon Centre 

Cookstown 

09.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

7pm-8.30pm 

Burnavon Centre 

Cookstown 

10.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

Corn Mill Coalisland 08.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

Corn Mill Coalisland 09.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

Corn Mill Coalisland 10.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

St. Colm’s High 

School Youth 

Centre Draperstown 

14.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 
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St. Colm’s High 

School Youth 

Centre Draperstown 

15.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

7pm-8.30pm 

Walsh’s Hotel 

Maghera 

15.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

Walsh’s Hotel 

Maghera 

16.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

Walsh’s Hotel 

Maghera 

17.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

7pm-8.30pm 

Bridewell Centre 

Magherafelt 

16.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

7pm-8.30pm 

Bridewell Centre 

Magherafelt 

17.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

Bridewell Centre 

Magherafelt 

18.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

Clogher Mart 

Clogher 

21.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

7pm-8.30pm 

Clogher Mart 

Clogher 

22.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

Ardboe Parish 

Centre Ardboe 

23.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

Ardboe Parish 

Centre Ardboe 

24.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

7pm-8.30pm 

Ranfurly Dungannon 29.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

Ranfurly Dungannon 30.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 
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7pm-8.30pm 

Ranfurly Dungannon 01.12.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

Rowantree Centre 

Pomeroy 

30.11.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

Rowantree Centre 

Pomeroy 

01.12.2016 10am-12 noon 

2pm-4pm 

7pm-8.30pm 

 

3.4 Letters inviting comment were issued to all parties identified in Appendix 1 of 

the SCI (2016 Version) within 12 weeks. 

SCI Action Point 

Publication and Availability of the Preferred Options Paper – What the 

SCI May 2016 says: 

3.5 In accordance with Articles 8 and 9 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011, The 

Preferred Options Paper (POP) accompanied by Sustainability Appraisal 

(SA), including Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Interim Report 

was published on the Council’s website on 7th November 2016, where it is 

currently still available. 

3.6 A hard copy of the Preferred Options Paper and preparatory papers including 

Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report, Interim Report and EQIA Progress 

Report where all made available to the public at the Council’s three main 

offices (Cookstown, Dungannon and Magherafelt) on 7th November 2016 and 

hard copies made available upon request at a specified price. 

 

 

Publish the POP on the Mid Ulster Council website 

www.midulstercouncil.org and invite comments within 12 weeks.  Also 

make the POP available at the Council Offices in Magherafelt, Dungannon 

and Cookstown and provide hard copies upon request (Tel.03000 132 132) 

at a specified price. 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
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SCI Action Point 

Public Consultation – What the SCI May 2016 said 

3.7 A 12-week Public Consultation exercise for the POP with accompanying 

documents commenced on 7th November 2016 and ended at 5pm on 27th 

January 2017.  A Press Ad., public notification and related newspaper articles 

issued to local newspapers and displayed on the news section of the Council 

website. Local newspapers included the Mid Ulster Mail and the Tyrone 

Courier.  Regionally a public notice was published in the Belfast Gazette for 

two consecutive weeks, 11.11.2016 and 18.11.2016. (Appendix 32) 

3.8 A public notice that included details of public exhibitions and meetings related 

to the Council’s LDP 2030 Preferred Options Paper, (Tables 2 and 3), was 

published in the local newspapers, Belfast Gazette and online at 

www.midulstercouncil.org.  

SCI Action Point 

Launch & Exhibition – What the SCI May 2016 Said 

3.9 The launch event was held on 7th November 2016 with an accompanying 

exhibition at the Burnavon Centre, Cookstown.  Elected members, 

representatives from key government departments and community groups 

and representatives from local business were invited to attend the launch at 

which the Planning Manager and Head of Service addressed the delegates. 

  

 

 

 

Issue a Press Release in the Mid Ulster Mail, the Tyrone Courier and the 

Belfast Gazette about the intention to prepare a new plan, drawing attention 

to the Preferred Options Paper and the public consultation.  This will allow 

individual residents, developers, landowners and any other person with a 

stake in the LDP to make representation. 

Hold a launch and exhibition to announce the publication of the Preferred Options 

Paper. 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
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SCI Action Point 

 Public Engagement – What the SCI May 2016 said: 

3.10 In the 12-week period following the public consultation launch date; and, 

publication of the POP, a series of ‘drop-in’ sessions and exhibitions 

undertaken at a range of local community venues, as previously detailed in 

Table 3. Concurrently, a series of public meetings commenced, Table 4; 

followed by Office meetings if requested.  All public engagement information 

and consultation documents were available via the Council’s website, with 

hardcopies for review during exhibition periods and at the three Council 

Offices. 

 

Table 4: Public Meetings  

Location Date Time 

Burnavon Centre 

Cookstown 

08.11.2016 7pm-9pm 

Corn Mill Coalisland 10.11.2016 7pm-9pm 

St. Colm’s High 

School Youth Centre 

Draperstown 

14.11.2016 7pm-9pm 

Walsh’s Hotel 

Maghera 

16.11.2016 7pm-9pm 

Bridewell Centre 

Magherafelt 

17.11.2016 7pm-9pm 

Clogher Mart 

Clogher 

22.11.2016 7pm-9pm 

Ardboe Parish 

Centre Ardboe 

 

23.11.2016 7pm-9pm 

Hold public meetings and Exhibitions with drop in sessions in Dungannon, 

Cookstown and Magherafelt.  Other locations will be identified and agreed. 
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 SCI Action Point 

 Key Consultees and Elected Members – What the SCI May 2016 said: 

3.11 Key Consultees and Elected Members were invited to attend the POP launch 

on 7th November 2016 and were provided with a hard copy of the POP.  All 

attendees subsequently invited via letter on 16th November 2016 to provide 

comment on the POP and, advised of the public consultation period in which 

to submit any comments. (Appendix 33) 

 SCI Action Point  

Consultation with Section 75 and Community Groups – What the SCI 

May 2016 said: 

3.12 The Council invited S.75 Groups on 12th May 2016 to provide written 

comment on any particular issues or needs which they felt the LDP draft POP 

should address. (Appendix 34)  

Ranfurly Dungannon 29.11.2016 7pm-9pm 

 

Rowantree Centre 

Pomeroy 

30.11.2016 7pm-9pm 

Galbally Community 

Centre 

05.12.2016 7pm-9pm 

Write to Key Consultees and Elected Members providing them with a copy 

of the Preferred Options Paper and invite them to attend the launch, 

provide comments within 12 weeks, inform them of the public meetings, 

exhibition and drop-in information sessions. 

Write to local community groups and Section 75 groups advising them that 

the POP has been published and that it is available to view on the Councils 

website and that hard copies can be obtained from the Planning 

Department (Tel.03000 132 132) where requested.  The opportunity of a 

meeting with a planning officer to record their views will also be given.  

They will be asked to provide comments within 12 weeks. 
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3.13 Following the publication of the POP all S.75 received written notification of 

the publication of the POP, including an Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA) 

Progress Report, on 11th November 2016 and informed that the POP was 

available on the Council website and hard copies available from the Planning 

Department if requested. (Appendix 35) 

3.14 In addition to the public engagement events, the Council held two S.75 events 

for those groups who requested them.  Each event specifically tailored to 

meet the needs of those in attendance, Table 5.    

Table 5: Section 75 Engagement Sessions 

Date Section 75 

10.01.2017 Mid Ulster Disability Forum 

11.01.2017 Carer’s Support Group 

 

SCI Action Point 

 Public Consultation Report – What the SCI May 2016 said: 

3.15 A total 661 responses from private individuals and statutory consultees 

received, with 38 late representations.  A report on the representations and 

professional comment entitled, Public Consultation Report Preferred Option 

Paper was presented to the Planning Committee, on 17th October 2017, on 

2nd and 28th November 2017.  The Council resolved to publish said report on 

14th December 2017.  The Public Consultation Report POP was published on 

the Councils website www.midulstercouncil.org.  This report was taken into 

account when formulating the Draft Plan Strategy. 

  

 

 

 

A Public Consultation Report will be presented to elected members 

following the 12-week consultation.  This will contain a summary of each 

representation and professional comment, recording where members take 

a different view and rationale for that view.  This will be taken into account 

whilst formulating the Draft Local Development Plan. 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
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SCI Action Point 

Project Management Team – What the SCI May 2016 said: 

3.16 On 29th June 2016 and 25th August 2016 Project Management Team 

meetings were convened to consider the draft POP and the draft Assessment 

of Reasonable Alternatives.  Copies of the draft SA/SEA Scoping report 

where available during the proceedings.  The agenda set out a logical 

approach to the consideration of Mid Ulster’s key issues, a draft Spatial 

Planning Framework and Growth Strategy followed by options for each draft 

strategic planning policy.  All statutory consultee bodies invited to attend all 

PMT meetings.  The SA/SEA scoring matrix was considered in detail by PMT. 

3.17 The POP and all associated documents presented to Special Council Meeting 

on 27.09.2016 and subsequently published on the Council’s website on the 

commencement of the required public consultation process, 

www.midulstercouncil.org.  These included: 

• Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA) Progress Report 

• Local Development Plan 2030 Preferred Options Paper 

• Local Development Plan 2030 Preferred Options Paper – Easy Read 

Guide 

• Representations Form – Preferred Options Paper 

• Regulation 10 Public Consultation Document Notice 

• Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating SEA) Interim Report November 

2016 

• Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report June 2016 

 

3.18 A Public Consultation Report on Preferred Options Paper incorporating a 

database of all submitted representations, presented to the Planning 

Committee on the; 

• 17th October 2017 (Appendix 36) 

• 2nd November 2017 (Appendix 37) 

The Project Management Team will be given opportunity to comment on 

emerging policy for inclusion in the Draft Plan Strategy and will be an 

integral part of testing emerging policy through the Sustainability Appraisal, 

including Strategic Environmental Assessment and the Equality Impact 

Assessment process. 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
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• 28th November 2017 (Appendix 38) 

A paper subsequently presented to the Council on 14th December 2017, 

resolved that confidential business minutes taken at said Planning Committee 

meetings agreed. The Public Consultation on POP Report published as part 

of the preparation documents for draft Plan Strategy available at 

www.midulstercouncil.org. 

GDPR - SCI Revised October 2018 

3.19 At this point of the LDP2030 procedures, new legislation was introduced 

relating to General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR).  A paper regarding 

this issue was presented to the Planning Committee on 9th May 2018.  

Consequently, all those listed on Appendix 1 of 2016 SCI were contacted and 

advised of the commencement of said legislation on 25th May 2018.  The 

Council sought consent from those on agreed lists that they were content that 

their contact details be retained on the agreed list.  

3.20 At this point subject to consent from all those who made representations at 

POP stage, the agreed list of local community / voluntary groups in Mid Ulster 

at List 3 of Appendix 1 significantly altered.  A paper was presented to 

Planning Committee on 23rd August 2018 which set out the requirement for 

the first review of the SCI. (Appendix 39)  The Council wrote to DfI regarding 

the revised Statement of Community Involvement on 29th October 2018 and 

DfI agreed revised SCI on 21st November 2018. (Appendix 7) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
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4.0 The Draft Plan Strategy 

4.1 The Plan Strategy is the first of two key documents I n the LDP process.  The 

draft Plan Strategy was published on 22nd February 2019 and is an indication 

of the Council’s intentions regarding the future development of Mid Ulster 

district.  A draft Plan Strategy includes strategic objectives in line with 

Regional Policy including Growth Strategy and Spatial Framework as well as 

subject planning policy.  The draft Plan Strategy forms a key point of the 

public participation process. 

SCI Action Point 

Public Notice Draft Plan Strategy - What the SCI June October 2018 

says: 

4.2 A public notice was published in Mid Ulster Mail, Tyrone Courier,Tyrone 

Times, Derry Post, Impartial Reporter and Belfast Gazette.  The notice 

informed of publication of draft Plan Strategy, SA/SEA Environmental Report, 

Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA),Rural Needs Impact Assessment EQIA 

and how to obtain hard copies. (Appendix 40)  

4.3 It also included details of the 8-week consultation period 22nd February 2019 

to 4pm on 19th April 2019, the closing date for receipt of representations.  A 

counter-representation period of 8-weeks followed on 14th June 2019.  

(Appendix 41) The dates and locations of the Public Meetings, Exhibitions and 

Drop-in Sessions are detailed in Tables 6 and 7.  

Issue a Public Notice in the Mid Ulster Mail, the Tyrone Courier, Tyrone 

Times, Derry Post, Impartial Reporter, and the Belfast Gazette and on the 

Mid Ulster Council website www.midulstercouncil.org for two consecutive 

weeks.  This notice will state: 

i) Publication of Draft Plan Strategy and accompanying Sustainability 

Appraisal including the SEA, Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) and 

Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA), Rural Proofing and how to view or 

obtain copies; 

ii) The dates and locations of Public Exhibitions; 

iii) The 8-week period and closing date for receipt of representations to the 

Draft Plan Strategy and accompanying Sustainability Appraisal including 

SEA, Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA), Rural Proofing and Equality 

Impact Assessment (EQIA).  This will be followed by an 8-week period for 

counter-representations. 

 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
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Table 6 Public Notices Draft Plan Strategy – Local Newspapers 

Representation Period 

Newspaper Date 

Belfast Gazette 22.02.2019 

Belfast Gazette 01.03.2020 2019 

Mid Ulster Mail 21.02.2019 

Mid Ulster Mail 28.02.2019 

Tyrone Courier 20.02.2019 

Tyrone Courier 27.02.2019 

Tyrone Times  19.02.2019 

Tyrone Times 26.02.2019 

Derry Post  19.02.2019 

Derry Post  26.02.2019 

Impartial Reporter  21.02.2019 

Impartial Reporter 28.02.2019 

Counter-Representation Period 

Newspaper Date 

Belfast Gazette 14.06.2019 

Belfast Gazette 21.06.2019 

Mid Ulster Mail 13.06.2019 

Mid Ulster Mail 20.06.2019 

Tyrone Courier 12.06.2019 

Tyrone Courier 19.06.2019 

Tyrone Times 11.06.2019 

Tyrone Times 18.06.2019 

Derry Post  11.06.2019 

Derry Post 18.06.2019 

Impartial Reporter 13.06.2019 

Impartial Reporter 20.06.2019 
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4.4 A summary information leaflet detailing work completed thus far is where we 

were in the process and what happens next was produced.  It included detail 

on the soundness tests and how the LDP would be tested against them.  The 

public were advised of the need to quote the Soundness Test to which their 

representation would reference. (Appendix 42)  The public were also 

encouraged to utilize the online Representation Form provided via 

www.midulstercouncil.org. 

4.5 Social media postings were utilised to notify of the launch of the Local 

Development Plan 2030 Draft Plan Strategy public consultation period and to 

publish the timetable of public engagement session.  Social media was used 

throughout the period of consultation to remind the public of events. 

 

 

 

 

SCI Action Point 

Availability of Documents – What the SCI June October 2018 said: 

4.6 Details of the availability of the draft Plan Strategy, along with supporting 

documents including the Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating the Strategic 

Environmental Assessment), the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Rural 

Needs Impact Assessment and Equality Impact Screening Report were 

included in the Public Notice published in Belfast Gazette and local 

newspapers. 

4.7 It was acknowledged by the Council that there was a mistake within the 

hardcopy draft Plan Strategy and an Erratum Notice was issued and 

published stating ‘Your attention is drawn to an error at Page 129 of the Local 

Development Pan 2030 – Draft Plan Strategy.  Paragraphs 13.24 and 13.25 in 

Make the Draft Plan Strategy, the Sustainability Appraisal including the 

SEA, HRA and EQIA and the Public Consultation Report available on the 

website www.midulstercouncil.org and in disc, at the Council Offices in 

Magherafelt, Dungannon and Cookstown and provide hard copies upon 

request at specified price. 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
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the Retailing, Offices and Town Centre section have been included in error 

and should be disregarded. www.midulstercouncil.org. 

SCI Action Point 

Launch and Exhibition Draft Plan Strategy – What the SCI June October 

2018 said: 

4.8 A launch event held in Burnavon Arts Centre on 22.02.2019. (Appendix 43 

Launch Poster)   

4.9 A short presentation by the Planning Manager and Head of Service provided 

at the launch and a hard copy of the draft Plan Strategy and associated Maps 

booklet was issued to all delegates on the day.  Hard copy documents were 

available to the public for a nominal fee, when requested, or alternatively 

available for download on the Council’s Website.  A schedule of public 

exhibitions, meetings and drop-in sessions included with the public notice, 

Table 7. 

Table 7 Draft Plan Strategy Public Exhibitions and Drop-in Events 

Location Date Time 

Cookstown – The 

Burnavon Arts Centre 

Monday 25th February 

2019 

3pm-7pm 

Cookstown – The 

Burnavon Arts Centre 

Tuesday 26th 

February 2019 

3pm-7pm 

Dungannon – Ranfurly 

House Theatre and Arts 

Centre 

Thursday 28th 

February 2019 

3pm-7pm 

Dungannon – Ranfurly 

House Theatre and Arts 

Centre 

Friday 1st March 2019 1.30pm-5.30pm 

Magherafelt – The 

Bridewell Centre 

Friday 1st March 2019 1.30pm-5.30pm 

Hold Launch and Exhibition to announce the publication of the Draft Plan 

and Issue Press Releases. 

Hold Public Exhibitions in Mid Ulster Towns, Villages and Settlements.  

Planning Officers will be available to answer any questions. 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
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SCI Action Point 

Key Consultees and Elected Members – What the SCI June October 2018 

said: 

4.10 The Council wrote to all Key Consultees and Elected Members informing 

them of the publication of the DPS providing information on the launch event 

where hard copies were provided.  The letter included information on the 8-

week consultation period and closing date for receipt of representations.  It 

also contained details of the location, date and time of the Public Exhibitions 

and Drop-In Sessions attended by planning officers. (Appendix 44) 

Magherafelt – The 

Bridewell Centre 

Monday 4th March 

2019 

3pm-7pm 

Coalisland – The Cornmill 

Heritage Centre 

Tuesday 5th March 

2019 

3pm-7pm 

Maghera – Maghera 

Leisure Centre 

Wednesday 6th March 

2019 

3pm-7pm 

Aughnacloy – Aghaloo 

Community Centre 

Thursday 7th March 

2019 

3pm-7pm 

Swatragh – Granaghan 

Resource Centre 

Friday 8th March 2019 1.30pm-5.30pm 

Draperstown – St. Colms 

Youth Club 

Monday 11th March 

2019 

3pm-7pm 

Clogher – The Old 

Primary School 

Tuesday 12th March 

2019 

3pm-7pm 

Ardboe – Ardboe Parish 

Centre 

Wednesday 13th 

March 2019 

3pm-7pm 

Pomeroy – Rowan Tree 

Centre 

Thursday 14th March 

2019 

3pm-7pm 

Galbally – Galbally 

Community Centre 

Friday 15th March 

2019 

1.50pm-5.30pm 

Write to Key Consultees and Elected Members informing them of; the 

publication of the Draft Plan Strategy and providing them with a copy; the 

dates of the public exhibitions; the 8-week period and closing date for 

representations. 
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4.11 A notification letter issued to all elected members providing details on how to 

view all representations to the draft Plan Strategy. (Appendix 45)  Annex A on 

the Council’s website contains all original representations; and, a separate full 

list of counter-representations published on the Council website. 

 SCI Action Point 

Contacting those who made representations at POP stage – What the 

SCI June October 2018 said: 

4.12 Written notification and guidance was sent to all those who made 

representation to the POP to inform them of the Draft Plan Strategy. The letter 

contained details on the public consultation period of 8-weeks commencing on 

22nd February 2019 and closing 4pm on 19th April 2019. (Appendix 46) 

4.13 The draft Plan Strategy public notice Contained information on how to make a 

representation that included an online Representation Form or submission by 

email at: DevelopmentPlan@midulstercouncil.org.  The public were 

encouraged to utilise the online Representation Form when submitting their 

representation. 

4.14 All LDP documents, reports, maps and supporting evidence were available 

online through the Council’s web page.  The facility to submit a representation 

online was available to the public throughout the consultation period.  Total 

representations received draft Plan Strategy public consultation 204, counter-

representations 214.   

4.15 Planning Committee meetings held to discuss all submitted representations 

and counter-representations to the draft Plan Strategy on 30th January 2020 

and 4th February 2020, by consideration of the draft Public Consultation 

Report on Draft Plan Strategy.  A Special Council Meeting was held on 31st 

January 2020 which resolved that the Public Consultation Report on the Draft 

Plan Strategy and accompanying SA/SEA Environmental Report will be 

published as per SCI requirements and the Council will proceed to submission 

of Development Plan Documents. 

Write to all who submitted a representation and counter-representation to 

the POP informing them of the publication of the Draft Plan Strategy and 

accompanying documents advising how they can view or obtain copies; the 

dates of the public exhibitions; the 8-week period and closing date for 

representations.  All representations will be reported to the Elected 

Members. 

mailto:DevelopmentPlan@midulstercouncil.org
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5.0 Re-Consultation Draft Plan Strategy  

5.1 The Council identified a procedural error in relation to the original public 

consultation on the Local Development Plan 2030 – Draft Plan Strategy in 

order to ensure a compliant consultation process.  A paper presented to the 

Council on 3rd March 2020 outlined the need to re-consult on the draft Plan 

Strategy. (Appendix 47) 

5.2 To accord with Regulation 15 (a) (iv) of The Planning (Local Development 

Plan) Regulations (NI) 2015, Mid Ulster District Council specified that the re-

consultation process on the Local Development Plan 2030 – Draft Plan 

Strategy will run for a period of 8-weeks commencing at 10am on 25th March 

2020 closing at 5pm on 21st May 2020. (Appendix 48) 

5.3 In parallel, the Council is re-consulting on the Sustainability Appraisal, 

incorporating a Strategic Environment Assessment (SA/SEA Report) 

Environmental Report, of the Mid Ulster District Council re-consultation on its 

draft Plan Strategy. (Appendix 49)   

 

 

 

 

 

  

5.4 Due to the unforeseen impacts of the COVID19 Pandemic, the Council 

considered it appropriate to extend the public consultation period for draft 

Plan Strategy and SA/SEA Environmental Report and issued an interim public 

notice. (Appendix 50)  In Northern Ireland, a total lockdown was introduced on 

23rd March 2020 which prevented completion of Re-consultation of Counter-

Representations at that time.  The interim press advertisement stated that the 

re-consultation period is currently set for a period of 8 weeks commencing at 

10am on 25th March 2020.  The re-consultation was due to close at 5pm on 

21st May 2020. It also noted that in light of the current circumstances and 

Table 8 Public Notices Re-Consultation of Draft Plan Strategy – Local 

Newspapers 

Representation Period 

Newspaper Date 

Belfast Gazette 13.03.2020 

Belfast Gazette 20.03.2020 

Mid Ulster Mail 12.03.2020 

Mid Ulster Mail 19.03.2020 

Tyrone Courier 11.03.2020 

Tyrone Courier 18.03.2020 
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issues being faced with COVID19, the Council will be extending the closing 

date of the re-consultation and agreeing new dates for public exhibition 

events. 

5.6 DfI agreed a revised SCI on 18.06.2020. (Appendix 12) A revised SCI, June 

2020, noted that in light of the issues faced with COVID19, the re-consultation 

period was extended and in line with advice on social distancing as a 

response to COVID19, planned exhibitions and drop-in sessions are no longer 

taking place. (Appendix 51) 

5.7 It was agreed that given that it was unknown for how long government will be 

discouraging groups to congregate, the Council will issue a public notice of 

the extended re-consultation closing date once it becomes available.  

 

 

 

 

 SCI Action Point  

 Revised SCI October 2020 

5.8 A notification was published in the Derry Post and Gazette clearly detailing 

the extension to the closing date of the re-consultation on Mid Ulster District 

Council LDP 2030 draft Plan Strategy and SA/SEA Environmental Report.  It 

provided details of access and availability of all LDP 2030 draft Plan Strategy 

and accompanying documents at the three Council Offices, Cookstown, 

Dungannon and Magherafelt and that they were available online via the 

Councils website www.midulstercouncil.org.  The notification stated how 

representations could be submitted online or by email, stating that 

representations must be received by 5pm on 24th September 2020. (Appendix 

52) 

5.9 A notification was published in the Derry Post clearly detailing the re-

consultation period of 8-weeks for counter-representations for draft Plan 

Strategy. (Appendix 53) 

We will issue the Public Notice in local newspapers circulating in Mid 

Ulster District, and the Belfast Gazette and on the Mid Ulster Council 

website www.midulstercouncil.org for two consecutive weeks. 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
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6.0 Draft Plan Strategy – Public Inspection of Representations and Counter-

Representations 

 SCI Action Point 

Public Inspection of Representations – What the SCI October 2020 said: 

6.1 All submitted representations received during the original public consultation 

on the draft Plan Strategy and SA/SEA Environmental Report were made 

available to view via the Councils website, under Annex A and a separate list 

published detailing the submitted counter-representations. 

(www.midulstercouncil.org) 

 

6.2 All submitted representations and counter-representations received during the 

re-consultation on the draft Plan Strategy and SA/SEA Environmental Report 

were made available to view via the Councils website. 

(www.midulstercouncil.org)  

6.3 A preliminary written report on the Public Consultation on draft Planning 

Strategy was presented to the Planning Committee 12th April 2021.  

(Appendix 54) The reports will form part of the submission papers to the 

Department for Infrastructure. 

 SCI Action Point  

Key Conultees, Elected Members and those Who Submitted a 

Representation - What SCI October 2020 said: 

6.4 Key Consultees, Elected Members and all persons who submitted a formal 

representation (and not withdrawn the document) were invited by letter to 

Make copies of representations available for inspection in the Council 

Offices in Magherafelt, Dungannon and Cookstown and on the website 

www.midulstercouncil.org. Hard copies of representations can also be 

provided upon request at a specified price. 

Write to Key Consultees, Elected Members and any person who has 

made (and not withdrawn) a representation informing them that 

representations are available for inspection and the places and times at 

which they can be inspected. 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
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view the received representations (Annex 1) informing them that all said 

received representations were available for inspection online 

(www.midulstercouncil.org) and the three Council Offices Cookstown, 

Dungannon and Magherafelt during office hours. (Appendix 55) 

SCI Action Point 

Public Notice on Availability of Representations - What SCI October 

2020 said: 

6.5 On 31st July 2020 a Public Notice was published in the Derry Post and the 

Gazette (online) for two weeks and on the Councils website, 

(www.midulstercouncil.org), clearly detailing the availability of representations 

for inspection for a 8-week period (counter-representations) and confirmed 8-

week period 22nd October 2020 to 18th December 2020 at 5pm.  The Public 

Notice highlighted all received representations available to view online from 

Wednesday 21st October 2020 at www.midulstercouncil.org/dp-dps-

represdentations  (Appendix 56) 

SCI Action Point 

Availability of Counter-Representations What SCI October 2020 said: 

6.6 A Public Notice was published in the Gazette (online) and the Derry Post 

confirming the availability of all received counter-representations.  All received 

counter-representations were made available to view on the Councils website 

and hardcopies were made available to view at the three Council Offices, 

Cookstown, Dungannon and Magherafelt. (Appendix 57) 

SCI Action Point 

Issue a Public Notice in at least one local newspaper circulating in Mid 

Ulster District, and the Belfast Gazette for two weeks, and on the Mid Ulster 

Council website of the availability of representations for inspection and the 

eight week period including closing date for counter-representations. 

 

Make the counter-representations available on website and at the Mid Ulster 

Council Offices in Cookstown, Dungannon and Magherafelt for inspection. 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
http://www.midulstercouncil.org/
http://www.midulstercouncil.org/dp-dps-represdentations
http://www.midulstercouncil.org/dp-dps-represdentations
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 Availability of Public Consultation on Draft Plan Strategy Report 

Representations and Counter-Representations – What SCI October 2020 

said: 

6.7 All representations and counter-representations available on website and at 

the three Mid Ulster Council Offices namely, Cookstown, Dungannon and 

Magherafelt (www.midulstercouncil.org). 

• Appendix 58 SCI 2016 

• Appendix 59 SCI 2018 

• Appendix 60 SCI 2020 

  

Representations and counter-representations available on website and at 

the Mid Ulster Council before it submits the Draft Plan Strategy to the DfI 

for Independent Examination (IE) 

http://www.midulstercouncil.org/


Annex 4C – Reg 8 – Availability of Timetable – Public Notices 









Annex 4D – Reg 10 Availability of the Preferred Options Paper – Public 

Notices  



















Annex 4E – Reg 8 Revised Timetable (2018) Public Notices 















Annex 4F – Reg 15 Availability of the Draft Plan Strategy – Public Notices 

























Annex 4G – Reg 17 Availability of Representations – Public Notices 













Annex 4H – Reg 15 Re-Consultation due to procedural error – Public notices 































Annex 4I – Extension to DPS – Re-consultation period due to COVID 19 

Lockdown 







Annex 4J – Closing date of closing date of DPS Re-consultation Period – Public 

Notices 





Annex 4K – Reg 17 – Availability of Representations (Re-consultation) – Public 

Notices 















Annex 4L – Reg 8 – Revised Timetable (2020) – Public Notices 
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