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1. Introduction 

1.1 Turley submits this representation on behalf of Peter Fitzpatrick & Sons Chartered 

Surveyors and welcomes the opportunity to return comments on the Newry, Mourne 

and Down District Council Draft Plan Strategy. 

1.2 In line with Council’s procedures, each representation is set out on a separate page 

within each of the Chapter headings with the policy clearly identified.  

1.3 The structure of the submission is as follows: 

• Chapter 2: Provides and overview of lands promoted by Peter Fitzpatrick & Sons 

Chartered Surveyors in Downpatrick; 

• Chapter 3: Provides an assessment of how the draft Plan Strategy addresses the 

legislative compliance tests; 

• Chapter 4: comments on the timeframe for the LDP; 

• Chapter 5: Details our representation to the LDP vision and objectives; 

• Chapter 7: Details our representations to the Spatial Growth Strategy and 

Strategic Policies 

• Chapter 8: Details our representations to General Policy and Operational Policies 

• Chapter 9: Sets out our conclusions.  
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2. Land at Killough Road, Downpatrick  

2.1 Whilst it is acknowledged that site-specific policies, settlement limits and zonings will 

be considered through the Local Policies Plan stage of the LDP, the availability and 

deliverability of the lands at Killough Road is directly relevant to the proposed housing 

allocation for Downpatrick as contained in the draft Plan Strategy. 

2.2 The location and extent of the subject site is provided below.  

Figure 2.1 Site Location 
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2.3 The site gently slopes from west to east, falling towards the Killough Road.  The site is 

bound: 

• To the north by Ballynoe Road and small commercial block with the established 

residential area known as the Flying Horse, Colmcille’s Primary School, 

SuperValu and other retail uses beyond; 

• To the east by Killough Road with, commercial and employment uses beyond;  

2.4 To the south by agricultural land which forms the remainder of the DK14 Employment 

Zoning; and 

• To the west by agricultural land and the Flying Horse residential area of 

Downpatrick beyond.  

2.5 The site is wholly within the control and ownership of our client and there are no 

technical constraints which would prohibit the development and delivery of the site.  

2.6 The site is located within the defined settlement limit for Downpatrick and comprises c. 

4.3 hectares of greenfield land. The site forms part of a wider landholding which is 

currently zoned for employment use in the Ards and Down Area Plan (Zoning DK14). 

The site is not subject to any other environmental designations.  

2.7 This site was considered by CBRE in Appendix 3A of Technical Supplement 3 on 

Employment. The site forms part of a wider zoning comprising 7.9ha. Only 0.31ha of 

that zoning has been developed since the adoption of the Ards and Down Plan in 2015. 

In assessing the site, the CBRE assessment concludes that demand for the land in this 

location is limited. It also indicated that there is still considerable land available at 

Down Business Park (DK15).  

2.8 This representation is submitted in support of a rezoning of this site from employment 

to residential use.  
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3. Legislative Compliance 

3.1 In preparing their Draft Plan Strategy (dPS), Newry, Mourne and Down District Council 

(NMDDC) is required to adhere to the provisions of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 

2011 (‘Act’) and the Planning (Local Development Plan) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 

2015 (‘Regulations’).  

3.2 This section identifies weaknesses in the compliance of the draft Plan Strategy (dPS) 

with the Act and the Regulations.  

Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 

3.3 Under Part 2 (8) of the Act the Plan Strategy must set out: 

• the council's objectives in relation to the development and use of land in its 

district; 

• its strategic policies for the implementation of those objectives; and 

• such other matters as may be prescribed. 

3.4 In preparing a plan strategy, the council must take account of: 

• “the regional development strategy; 

• the council's current community plan; 

•  any policy or advice contained in guidance issued by the Department; and 

• such other matters as the Department may prescribe or, in a particular case, 

direct, and may have regard to such other information and considerations as 

appear to the council to be relevant.”  

3.5 This representation identifies specific instances where policy issued by the Department 

and the Regional Development Strategy has not been taken into account.  

3.6 The Act also requires that the Council: 

“(a) carry out an appraisal of the sustainability of the plan strategy; and 

(b) prepare a report of the findings of the appraisal.” 

The Planning (Local Development Plan) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015 

3.7 Regulation 15 identifies a schedule of the information that should be made available 

alongside the publication of the dPS. This includes: 

“such documents as in the opinion of the council are relevant to the preparation of the 

local development plan.” 
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3.8 We acknowledge that Council has prepared and made available its Preferred Options 

Public Consultation report which provides an insight as to how comments made to the 

Preferred Option Paper have been considered in the preparation of the dPS.   

3.9 Notwithstanding this, there is insufficient supporting evidence to support a number of 

the proposed policies within the dPS and therefore the requirements of Regulation 15 

have not been met.  We identify the specific concerns within the remainder of this 

representation. 

3.10 Regulation 16 (2) sets out the consultation requirements for the draft Plan Strategy, 

specifically the requirements for representations. It states that: 

“any such representation must be made within a period of 8 weeks starting on 

the day the council compiles with Regulation 15(d).” 

3.11 It is our view that the requirements of Regulation 16 have not been met. Turley 

notified the Council of this breach in legislation in writing on 9 September 2025. A copy 

of that correspondence is enclosed at Appendix 1. The Council position on this matter 

is that the provisions for the extension of time for representations is within their 

Statement of Community Involvement (SCI). Having reviewed the SCI we understand 

that the Council is referring to Page 12 of the document, where its details on the 

consultation of the dPS are considered.  

3.12 The SCI states that the council will: 

Issue a public notice in the local newspapers for two consecutive weeks, in the 

Belfast Gazette and on the Council’s website. This notice will confirm: 

(i) The publication of draft Plan Strategy and other supporting documents 

required under legislation (e.g. Sustainability Appraisal (SA) including the 

SEA Environmental Report), and how to view or obtain copies; 

(ii) The dates and locations of public engagement events; 

(iii) The period for public consultation (specified as 8 weeks in legislation 

which may be extended) and closing date for receipt of representations 

to the draft Plan Strategy and other supporting documents; 

(iv) Notification of the address to which representations can be sent and the 

closing date for receipt of representations.  

3.13 Whilst we do not dispute that the public consultation period can be for more than 8 

weeks, it is clear in the legislation that representations can only be received within an 

8-week period. The Council’s suggestion that the 8-week legislative period can be 

extended is incorrect.  

3.14 There is also a footnote in the SCI attached to item iii above. The footnote states: 

“Regulation 16(2)(a) of The Planning (Local Development Plan) Regulations 

(Northern Ireland) 2015 states that, in relation to a Development Plan Document, 

“representations must be made with a period of 8 weeks” 
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3.15 This footnote reinforces our position that representations cannot be received outside 

of the 8-week period.  

3.16 Furthermore, we note that Ards and North Down District Council has recently 

commenced consultation on their draft Plan Strategy. In that case the Council has 

made clear that whilst the over consultation period is 12 weeks (18 September 2025 to 

15 December 2025) representations can only be received within the 8-week period 

running from 17 October 2025 until 15 December 2025. This is in line with the 

requirements of the LDP regulations.  
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4. LDP Timeframe 

4.1 Worth noting in the first instance that the timeframe for the Plan Strategy has been 

amended from 2015-2030 to 2020-2035. It is likely that this is to reflect the delays to 

the process, however, even a start date of 2020 is already 5 years out of date, meaning 

that only 10 years of the plan period remain. Given that adoption in unlikely until 

2026/27, this time frame is reduced further. This point is relevant as it has implications 

for the housing requirement, housing supply and employment land supply being relied 

upon by the Council as the zoning of land will not be completed until 2028/29. 
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5. Vision and Plan Objectives 

5.1 We support the LDP vision for the District as set out in the draft Plan Strategy.   

5.2 To achieve that vision, a series of objectives are set out.  Of those, the following three 

social objectives are of particular interest: 

1. To further develop Newry City as a regional gateway city and Downpatrick as a 

main hub within the district.  

2. To provide for approximately 11,000 new homes by 2035 across a mix of 

housing type, size and tenure in accessible locations. 

3. To recognise the need of growing families, elderly and disabled by 

accommodating development which allows people to remain within their 

communities. 

5.3 The importance of Downpatrick as a main hub in the district is noted and welcomed. 

5.4 The objective to provide 11,000 new homes during the LDP period is welcomed, 

however, based on the Council’s proposed housing strategy it is our view that the 

housing requirement is flawed. Furthermore, the council is reliant on long-established 

zonings and has failed to duly consider the deliverability of housing across the district 

and in Downpatrick. 

5.5 The objective seeks the provision of these new homes across a mix of housing type, 

size and tenure in accessible locations. This objective is also welcomed yet the council 

has failed to properly assess whether this objective will be delivered, not considering 

the impacts of infrastructure constraints on deliverability.  

5.6 Whilst the vision and plan objectives are appropriate, we have strong concerns over 

how they will be achieved through the Plan Strategy policies as currently drafted.  As 

such we have concerns about the deliverability of the plan objectives which raises an 

objection on the grounds that the plan does not comply with soundness test CE2 of 

Development Plan Practice Note 6 (DPPN 6).  
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6. Spatial Growth Strategy and Strategic Policies 

Housing Strategy (draft Strategic Policies HS1-HS3) 

6.1 This section provides a critical review of the evidence underpinning the planned level 

of housing provision within the Newry, Mourne and Down Local Development Plan 

2030 Draft Plan Strategy.  

6.2 This critique principally highlights a concern regarding: 

• the extent to which the cited evidence base underpinning the planned provision 

for housing in the dPS is up-to-date or sufficiently robust and the extent to which 

the dPS fails to reflect some of the findings in the evidence base; 

• the failure of the plan strategy to recognise the distinct housing market areas 

that operate across the district, which includes the City of Newry and the County 

Town of Downpatrick; 

• the failure of the plan strategy to recognise the geographic location of the 

district on the border with the Republic of Ireland and along the main arterial 

route between Belfast and Dubin, which creates additional housing need growth 

opportunities; and 

• the inadequate consideration of the impact that infrastructure constraints, such 

as Waste Water Treatment Works has on the scale of delivery from sites being 

relied on by the council.  

6.3 It is our view that the dPS is unsound on the basis that the evidence supporting the dPS 

is flawed and fails to meet the requirements of soundness test CE2 and CE3 as set out 

in Development Plan Practice Note 6.  

6.4 Each of the points above are considered in turn below. 

Inconsistency with Evidence Base 

6.5 Policies HS1-HS3 of the dPS set out the Council’s ambitions for housing growth in the 

district from 2020-2035. Table 6 of the dPS sets out the new dwelling requirements as 

10,630 (710 per annum) across the plan period. This comprises of 6,540 market 

dwellings and 4,090 affordable dwellings (intermediate and social housing products). 

The dPS goes on to recognise that the application of 10% flexibility allowance is 

required to ensure that the overall NIHE housing need would be met. As such the dPS 

sets the housing requirement at 11,000 new homes by 2035. 

6.6 The Councils evidence on housing requirement is set out in Technical Supplement 2 

and accompanying Appendices. This report is dated June 2025, although most of the 

data underpinning the document is from 2023 or older.  

6.7 It is noted within Technical Supplement 2 that the strategic housing allocation within 

the dPS is based on the 2016 HGI figures with a 10% flexible allowance added to 
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achieve the proposed target of 11,000 dwellings. This is the same approach that was 

applied at the Preferred Options Paper stage where the council has only considered the 

application of the HGI in determining the future housing need for the district.  

6.8 It is notable that the Council has not given consideration to other alternative housing 

growth scenarios such as a scenario based on economic growth. DPPN 6 Soundness 

tests CE2 sets out that the Council’s strategy and policies should be determined having 

considered relevant alternatives. In this regard the Council has failed to consider the 

potential growth alternatives for the District.  

6.9 As part of the preparation of the Plan Strategy the Council appointed an assessment of 

their housing strategy to be undertaken by Lichfield’s (Technical Note 2 Appendix 2B). 

Within their assessment Lichfield’s make the following recommendations: 

• Recognising the differences between the past trend figures provided by DoE and 

NMDDC, further investigation should be undertaken in respect of the differences 

between these two sources of past trend data; and 

• Consideration should be given to ensuring alignment between the housing and 

economic growth elements of the plan strategy and demonstrate the ability of 

the current and future population of NMD to fill the new jobs.  

6.10 It is unclear whether these recommendations have been taken forward prior to the 

publication of the dPS and, as such, the dPS fails to reflect the evidence base as 

required by DPPN 6 Soundness test CE2.  

6.11 Policy HS1 of the dPS sets the housing allocation across the district. Across the district 

the total housing supply set out by the Council is 12,025 (or 12,863 if phase 2 lands are 

included). Again, the Council has provided an assessment of the housing supply in 

Appendix 2B of Technical Supplement 2.  

6.12 That assessment makes a series of recommendations, including: 

• A review of each zoned site should be undertaken to ensure that it is suitable, 

available and deliverable within the LDP period, and to identify they number of 

dwellings that can be expected to come forward by 2035. Particular 

consideration should be given to the major zonings in Downpatrick and 

Ballynahinch; 

• A non-implementation allowance to all know sites and sources that have not yet 

commenced should be applied.  

6.13 The report states that these recommendations are ‘necessary to demonstrate 

compliance with soundness test CE2 and CE3 of DPPN 6. Thes recommendations have 

not been taken forward in the preparation of the dPS and therefore the dPS fails 

against soundness tests CE2 and CE3.  

6.14 The Council has also undertaken an Urban Capacity Assessment to consider the 

potential housing yield from sites within settlements of 5000 or more population 

(Technical Supplement 2 Appendix 2A). That assessment has concluded that a housing 
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supply of 1,045 units could come forward from the sites assessed, however it is our 

view that this assessment was not robust. Our reasons are set out below: 

• Paragraph 8.2 of the Urban Capacity Study highlights that the assessment of 

capacity did not take into account issues/constrains relating to land ownership, 

policy considerations or market factors). These are 3 key considerations when 

assessing the deliverability of housing land. We would again refer to the 

recommendation in the Lichfield’s Review of Housing Need and Supply which 

stated that further assessment of individual sites was needed.   

• The Urban Capacity Study assumes a development density of 25 dwellings per 

hectare. It is unclear whether this is on the basis of a gross site area, which 

would exclude land required for access, internal roads and open space 

infrastructure. This could be an overestimation of the density of development 

that can be achieved; 

• The Urban Capacity Study fails to consider the quantity of development that a 

site could yield within the remaining plan period of 10 years. There has been no 

consideration of lead in times required for securing planning permission and 

other relevant consents; lead in times required for the delivery of infrastructure; 

lead in times for site clearance and preparations or the annual build rate for a 

site.   

Failure to Consider Housing Markets Areas 

6.15 Technical Supplement 2 sets out that the across the district, the project supply of 

housing (12,863) is greater than the housing requirement (11,000). As such, the Council 

deems that additional housing land is not required. However, the availability of land 

across the district has not been properly considered, as identified above by Lichfield’s. 

Further work on the suitability, availability and deliverability of housing supply is 

required to inform the Plan Strategy.  

6.16 It is also noted that the spatial distribution of housing supply across the district has not 

been properly assessed. NMDDC include the Strategically located city of Newry, the 

County Town of Downpatrick, tourism towns such as Newcastle and commuter 

settlements such as Ballynahinch. Each of these settlements will have unique 

characteristics which drive their housing need. There is no evidence that the housing 

requirement put forward by the Council has had regard to the unique characteristics of 

this district.  

6.17 The Council’s assessment of housing supply has failed to adequately consider where 

people in the district are choosing to live. Whilst as a whole the Council could argue 

that there is sufficient supply of land available for housing this may not apply at a 

settlement level. Further assessment, as recommended by Lichfield’s, would have 

determined that in some settlements more housing land is required to meet future 

housing needs.  

6.18 The assessment of supply fails to consider that the district is not a single housing 

market, instead it could comprise of 2-3 distinct housing markets, these could include: 
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• Newry City and hinterlands– taking account of the strategic location of the city 

as a southeastern gateway and its proximity to the border with the Republic of 

Ireland. What consideration has been given to the role that the city could play in 

addressing the ongoing housing crisis in the Republic of Ireland the economic 

growth of cities as Dublin with cross-border commuting; 

• The Mournes; encompassing Newcastle, Kilkeel and Castlewellan and other 

settlements within the Mournes area where the role of housing is in retaining 

existing populations and strengthening the growth of towns and supporting 

settlements to sustain services; and 

• The Down area, taking in Downpatrick, Killyleagh, Saintfield and Ballynahinch 

which as well as providing servicers for the wider area also act as commuter 

settlements for Belfast and Lisburn. 

6.19 The Council has failed to consider the availability of supply and demand at a settlement 

level.  

Failure to Consider the Strategic Importance of Newry City 

6.20 Newry City is recognised within he RDS as the Southeastern City Gateway due to its 

proximity to the land border and the port of Warrenpoint. The RDS also identifies that 

it has the potential to cluster with Dundalk as they are both strategically located on the 

Belfast-Dublin corridor with the potential to become a significant axis for development 

in the wider European context.  

6.21 Newry is also well sited for commuting to Dublin, where housing demand is well-

exceeding supply, due to its proximity to the A1 and the trainline between Newry and 

Dublin. The 

6.22 There is nothing in the evidence base supporting the plan which sets out what, if any, 

consideration has been given to the strategic context of the City and the southern part 

of the district.  

Inadequate consideration of WWTW Infrastructure issues 

6.23 The draft Plan Sustainability Appraisal acknowledges that there are localised issues of 

wastewater network/treatment capacity, which creates ‘short term’ uncertainty1 

about the protection, management and use of water resources2.  These localised 

issues extend to some settlements in higher tiers being affected by constraints. 

6.24 It references an indication from Northern Ireland Water (NIW) that investment will 

take place in the majority of affected settlements by the end of its current investment 

period.  This is understood to refer to PC21 (2027).   

6.25 Table 4.1 of the Sustainability Appraisal references this: 

 
1 Sustainability Appraisal p.36 
2 Sustainability Appraisal Objective 11 
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While the NI Water PC21 business plan indicates that several price controls will be 

required to rectify the problem of development constraints regionally, Newry and 

Downpatrick are scheduled to receive investment in the PC21 period to help address 

‘serious development restriction’. 

6.26 Turley research (Appendix 2), undertaken on behalf of the Northern Ireland Chamber 

of Commerce, Construction Employers Federation, and Northern Ireland Federation of 

Housing Associations has, however, identified a funding shortfall of £0.91 billion in 

relation to PC21.  

 

6.27 As with other regulated assets, the Price Control process is the main mechanism 

through which NI Water’s funding and capital programme is prioritised, assessed and 

agreed over a six-year period. On paper, this seems a logical, measured approach - one 

designed to offer stability and long-term planning for the construction and housing 

sectors. But in practice, its outcomes have repeatedly failed to meet expectations, and 

for a number of critical reasons:  

• In the context of wider public spending constraint, its ultimate success depends 

on whether DfI can fund NI Water to the required level for each of the six years. 

With capital expenditure budgets as constrained as they have been, this has 

been impossible since year three of the PC21 six-year plan.  

• Yearly budgets have directly worked against NI Water’s ability to have in place a 

secure pipeline of work going into each year of PC21, and frequently without 

legal certainty from an agreed NI Executive Budget until late May (or June in 

some cases) resulting in inefficient planning of their capital programme.  

• As most major wastewater treatment works upgrades are 2-3 years of civils 

works, NI Water have been unable to maximise the spend they receive causing 

significant uncertainty for the consultants and civil engineering contractors on 

their frameworks.  

• The result is that the original PC21 plan is now unachievable in the same manner 

as the PC15 plan was and, unless additional block grant allocations are 

committed by the UK Government, PC28 would almost certainly be too.  
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• The Utility Regulator’s 2024 Mid Term Review of PC21 has shifted many of the 

proposed PC21 outputs into PC28 meaning that the quantum of work in PC28 

and beyond has grown exponentially.  

• In-year allocations, such as that from the October 2024 Monitoring Round, can 

of course help in unlocking newbuild housing but cannot be anything more than 

modest in their impact. Unlike other regulated assets, NI Water begins each 

financial year without a guaranteed resource/income stream, an inherent 

vulnerability in the current Price Control process, as highlighted by the Northern 

Ireland Audit Office in its 2024 report. The die has already been cast for 

remainder of this cycle, and the economic and social consequences are 

beginning to unfold.  

6.28 Therefore, whilst the draft Plan Strategy is predicated on an expectation that funding 

will be available to enable NIW to deliver the investments planned in PC21, this is far 

from certain.  Indeed, it is noteworthy that in some cases – Newcastle for example – 

the commitment is heavily caveated: 

Upgrades of the Newcastle Wastewater Treatment Works are currently programmed 

to be completed within the PC21 Price Control period, subject to all statutory approvals 

being in place, land acquisition (where appropriate), and the availability of funding.3 

6.29 Whilst draft Plan Policy GP01 requires all new development to have available waste 

water infrastructure, which will help mitigate against environmental risk on an 

application by application basis, the NIW issues being experienced in the District affect 

the LDP approach to the allocation of growth insofar as the prospect of actual planned 

delivery of homes is more important than theoretical capacity to deliver. 

6.30 Given the fundamental effect of the NIW infrastructure issues on the delivery of 

homes, the Plan Strategy, policies and allocations are unrealistic and inappropriate and 

are not founded on a robust evidence base.  Soundness test CE2 is not met. 

Draft Strategic Policy HS1 Housing Land Allocation - Downpatrick 

6.31 Within the dPS Policy SGS1 the spatial growth strategy for the district, which includes 

focusing major population, housing, economic, retail and leisure growth in the two 

principal hubs of Newry City and Downpatrick. The same section of the dPS also sets 

out the proposed housing strategy for the district. Our consideration of the approach 

to the housing strategy at a district level is already set out above. We now consider the 

specific housing issues relating to Downpatrick.  

6.32 As set out above the housing need for the district is set as 11,000 for the period up to 

2035. This is then presented as a housing allocation of 1, 824 units for Downpatrick 

(increased to 2,235 unts when Phase 2 land is included). This allocation is set out in 

draft Policy HS1, however, it is unclear how the allocation for Downpatrick relates to 

the housing need figure for the district. There is no housing need figure presented for 

Downpatrick. We note that housing allocation set out in HS1 equates to the amount of 

 
3 Technical Supplement 7 - Countryside Assessment Appendix 7B – Strategic Settlement 
Appraisals June 2025, p32 
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housing currently zones and committed in Downpatrick. It is unclear if this is reflective 

of the housing need in the settlement and as such this element of the plan fails against 

soundness text CE2.  

6.33 As set out above the Council has prepared an Urban Capacity Study to inform the dPS 

and we have set out the weaknesses of that assessment already. Within that repport 

the Council presents that there is capacity in Downpatrick for 1,824 units, which 

includes zoned land without planning permission, zoned and unzoned land with 

planning permission, urban capacity sites and a windfall allowance.  

6.34 One of the flaws of the Urban Capacity Study is that it has failed to consider annual 

build out rates when determining the capacity of site within the remaining plan 

timeframe. Taken simplistically, based on 10 years remaining for the plan 180 units 

would need to be built each year in Downpatrick to deliver the housing allocation. This 

is unrealistic in the context of the historic completions in the town. Below is an extract 

from Table 20 of Technical Supplement 2 which present the housing completion data 

for the district in the period 2020-2023. 

Table 6.1: Downpatrick Housing Completions 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 Total 

Downpatrick 7 136 30 173 

6.35 The Urban Capacity Assessment was also subject to review by Lichfield’s and their 

report is presented as Appendix 2B of Technical Supplement 2. The following 

recommendations are made within that report: 

• The urban capacity study assumes that Zoning DK07 (Saul Rd/Ballyhornan Rd) 

will be delivered in full within the plan period, contributing 943 units to the 

housing supply. The report by Lichfield’s challenges the delivery of this site 

within the plan period even though it is currently subject to a planning 

application. For this site to be delivered in the next 10 years, a build out rate of 

90 dwellings per annum for a single site would be needed, and indeed this would 

be a best-case scenario as the application is only seeking outline permission. This 

is an unrealistic assumption by the Council which fails to properly consider the 

deliverable capacity from the site within the plan period;  

• The report by Lichfield’s also questions the delivery of the Phase 2 zonings within 

the plan period as they too are subject to infrastructure being delivered which is 

unlikely within the plan period.   

6.36 In both cases Lichfield’s recommends that delivery from these sites is reviewed to 

determine what capacity they have within the plan period. This highlights a 

fundamental flaw in the evidence base presented by the Council and as such the dPS 

fails against soundness test CE2.  

6.37 This exercise recommended by Lichfield’s has not been undertaken by the Council. Had 

this been undertaken the capacity of sites within Downpatrick would have been 

reduced, resulting in the need for more housing land to come forward within the plan 

period. This approach would also encourage a move away from an overreliance on a 

NMD-DPS-077



 

 

small number of sites in the town. As set out in Section 2, the site at Killough Road, is 

available for housing now and would make a meaningful contribution to housing 

supply with the remainder of the plan period.  

6.38 The dPS also proposes a policy on the delivery of affordable housing (draft Policy 

HOU5). Our comments on draft Policy HOU5 are set out in the next section of this 

report, however the application of this policy is relevant to the housing strategy.  

6.39 The draft policy proposes an affordable housing requirement of 20% on sites which are 

0.5 hectares or more. The affordable housing need in Downpatrick is identified as being 

222 units.  

6.40 Given that the policy on affordable housing could not be applied retrospectively to site 

which already have planning permission or have already been completed during the 

plan period (from 2020) the allocation of future housing sites should ensure that the 

affordable housing need has a realistic chance of being delivered. Not to do so would 

be in conflict with soundness text CE2 of DPPN6. 

6.41 With a need of 222 units and a requirement of 20% on sites of 0.5 hectares or more, up 

to 1,100 units could be needed to ensure that there is a realistic opportunity for 

sufficient affordable housing to be delivered. Currently there is remaining capacity for 

c,1500 units on zones uncommitted land, however the delivery of that land within the 

plan period has been questions by the Council’s own review of the housing strategy, 

undertaken by Lichfield’s. That capacity also fails to take into account lead-in times and 

build out rates which would only reduce the housing capacity in the town.  

6.42 One way for the Council to ensure that more affordable housing can be provided 

across the remainder of the plan period is to provide a wider range of sites, such as the 

site at Killough Road.  

Economic Development Strategy (Policy EDS1) 

6.43 Draft Policy EDS1 sets out that there is 29.46ha of local employment sites in 

Downpatrick and 34ha of land allocated for Strategic Employment Locations. The same 

policy sets out 21.25ha of that zoned land remained undeveloped as of 2023.  

6.44 As part of the preparation of plan the Council appointed CBRE agents to undertake an 

Employment Land Supply Study in 2022 and a more recent update in 2025. That report, 

which is provided at Appendices 3A and 3B of Technical Supplement 3 sets out that a 

land take of 21.25ha equated to 6.6 years of employment land supply in Downpatrick, 

indicating that there is an undersupply of employment land in the town.  

6.45 This conclusion by CBRE is based on the take-up of employment land in Downpatrick 

between 2018 and 2023, which equated to 15.9ha. That has then been extrapolated to 

represent a take up rate of c.3.2ha per annum. However, during that period there was 

a significant development at Down Business Park by a single operator (Finnebrogue). 

The figures presented are not reflective of a standard period of employment 

development.  
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6.46 If the large-scale single user site development at Down Business Park is removed from 

the calculations, then the annual take up rate for the period 2018-2023 falls to 0.5 

hectares. With a supply of 21.5ha remaining that take up rate would equate to a 40-

year supply of employment land for the town, resulting in an oversupply of 

employment land.  

6.47 We consider that the evidence presented by the Council does not truly represent the 

historic take up of employment land and is therefore in conflict with soundness test 

CE2.  

6.48 In addition to looking at the quantity of supply in the town, the CBRE work also 

included a qualitative appraisal of each of the existing zoned sites in the town. In the 

case of this site, (DK14) it is concluded that the site is ‘fit for purpose’. That is, the site 

is suitable for employment use, however as set out in Section 2 of this representation, 

GP1 the site is also suitable for residential use.   

6.49 The CBRE assessment goes on to say there was limited demand and update for 

employment land in this area. This is justification that the need for this site for 

employment use is low. As such the zoning of the site should be reviewed and a 

residential use proposed.  
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7. General Policy and Operational Policies 

7.1 Responses are provided to a number of the draft operational planning policies in turn 

below. 

GP1 General Policy 

7.2 Within Criterion 6 of the policy as drafted, the following is included as a general policy 

requirement: 

“Measures to achieve biodiversity net gain should be identified at an early stage in the 

design process and incorporated into development proposals.” 

7.3 The justification and amplification text for the policy provides some explanation at 

pages 163 and 164 of the dPS in regard to a definition for biodiversity net gain and 

some examples of this.  Biodiversity Net Gain is a well-established statutory 

requirement in other jurisdictions, where it is clearly defined and subject to a complex 

and standardised process of identifying the existing baseline, and ensuring a 10% gain 

within a development site. 

7.4 Such a statutory requirement is not currently in place in Northern Ireland, and there is 

no agreed or adopted standardised measurement tool for identifying the baseline 

biodiversity value or a site or agree metric for biodiversity net gain. 

7.5 There is no clear regime or implementation framework in place to assess biodiversity 

net gain in Northern Ireland, and it is not clear how such a requirement would be 

applied consistently and accurately within the District.  

7.6 Whilst the general sentiment of this part of the policy in promoting biodiversity 

enhancement is welcome, the policy as drafted is unsound as it fails soundness test 

CE3. 

7.7 We request that the Council either revise the policy to exclude the requirement for 

biodiversity net gain or provide clear evidence for how it will be fairly implemented, 

and how the policy requirement will be applied and assessed to provide certainty and 

consistency for developers. 

HOU5 Affordable Housing 

7.8 We support the principle of providing affordable housing.  However, the percentage of 

affordable housing for housing development proposals must be informed by a robust 

evidence base to ensure that it is both necessary and viable. 

7.9 The NI Housing Executive’s Strategic Housing Market Analysis (SHMA) for the 

southeastern area is from June 2022 and is therefore over 3 years old.  Much of the 

data within the SHMA is older still.  In the Craigavon Urban Area, the SHMA notes that 

house prices as of 2019 in NMDDC were slightly higher than the average for Northern 

Ireland.  The district is however highly diverse.  For example, in the Newry HMA, 

median house prices are mostly aligned with the comparable Northern Ireland values. 
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The context of Downpatrick, as a main town or Saintfield, as a commuter town, is very 

different to that of Kilkeel or Castlewellan, and house prices and the need for and 

viability of affordable housing will vary accordingly.  The Council should clearly set out 

the district-wide need for affordable housing of all tenures, and the viability analysis 

undertaken for the requirements sought for each part of the district 

7.10 To illustrate this, the SHMA for Northern Ireland highlights that affordability across 

market, intermediate and social tenures in NMDDC is markedly better than those in 

Belfast, yet the proposed affordable housing requirement as per policy HOU5 is similar 

(20%).  Fermanagh and Omagh District Council have a much more comparable 

affordability as noted in the latest SHMA and has a requirement for 10% of new 

dwellings to be affordable in developments of 0.5ha or 10 or more dwellings. 

7.11 It is welcome that a viability exception has been built into the draft policy.  However, 

there is a lack of evidence to demonstrate why the Council are proposing a 20% 

affordable housing requirement for developments of 10 dwellings or more within the 

district’s towns.  

7.12 As part of the review work undertaken by Lichfield’s they were also asked to consider 

the Council’s evidence on affordable housing, and it is noted that at section 6 of 

Technical Supplement 2 Appendix 2B they make the following recommendation: 

• A viability review should be undertaken to determine the deliverability of the 

affordable housing target.  

• This recommendation has not been taken forward.  

7.13 Additionally, the policy states that “affordable housing should consist of social rented 

and/or intermediate housing.” Whilst this is reflective of the SPPS definition of 

affordable housing at this time, it may be subject to review during the LDP plan period 

resulting in conflict between the SPPS and LDP and potential inconsistency with other 

local authorities. 

7.14 We recommend a revision of the wording to state, “affordable housing should consist 

of social rented and/or intermediate housing, or any other affordable housing product 

as agreed with the Council”. 

7.15 As drafted, Policy HOU5 is unsound as it fails the CE2 test regarding robust evidence, 

and CE4 test regarding the definition of affordable housing. 

HOU7 Adaptable and Accessible Homes 

7.16 The policy as drafted seeks to ensure that new housing development is flexible and 

adaptable to meet lifetime needs.  The intent of the policy is supported.  However, the 

third paragraph states: 

“The design of dwellings should ensure that they are capable of providing 

accommodation that is wheelchair accessible for those in society who are mobility 

impaired and be in accordance with space standards for wheelchair housing set out in 

LDP Supplementary Planning Guidance.” 
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7.17 The justification and amplification text then states: 

“It should be noted that the policy is not intended to meet full ‘Lifetime Homes’ 

standards or deliver fully wheelchair accessible homes. Rather, the objective is to 

deliver more adaptable and accessible homes.” 

7.18 Whilst the amplification seeks to provide clarity on what the policy requirements are, 

the policy wording itself is not clear and implies that all new dwellings must be 

wheelchair accessible. 

7.19 This requirement is not supported by any evidence base, and not feasible or 

reasonable to require for all new dwellings.  Accordingly, the policy as drafted in 

unsound as it is not realistic, appropriate or supported by robust evidence (test CE2). 

7.20 We recommend, subject to support through robust evidence, that the requirement for 

wheelchair accessible homes apply to an appropriate percentage of dwellings.  A 

working example is available within Belfast City Councils Plan Strategy Policy HOU7, 

which requires that, for all residential developments of 10 units or more, at least 10% 

of units must be wheelchair accessible.  We would support a similar approach here, if 

supported by evidence which is applicable to this district. 
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8. Conclusion  

8.1 Having reviewed and considered the Local Development Plan as drafted, we consider 

the Plan to be unsound.  Policies HS1-HS3, EDS1, GP1, HOU5 and HOU7 should be 

supported with robust up to date evidence in order to address the tests of Soundness. 
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Appendix 1: Correspondence to NMDDC 
Regarding Procedural Error  
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Hamilton House 
3 Joy St 
Belfast  
BT2 8LE 
 
T 028 9072 3900 turley.co.uk 

Registered in England Turley Associates Limited no. 2235387. Registered office: 6 Atherton Street, Manchester M3 3GS 

4 September 2025 

Email 

Local Development Plan Team 
Planning Office 
Downshire Civic Centre 
Ardglass Road 
Downpatrick 
BT30 6GQ 

Dear

NEWRY, MOURNE AND DOWN DISTRICT COUNCIL DRAFT PLAN STRATEGY – PROCEDURAL POINT 

We note that the Council’s Draft Plan Strategy is currently published for consultation and we are writing to 
highlight, for your consideration, a potential procedural issue that we have come across.  

As you know, consultation requirements for the Plan Strategy are set out under Regulation 16(2) of the Planning 
(Local Development Plan) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015 (LDP Regs). The Regulations state that: 

Any such representations must be made within a period of 8 weeks starting on the day the council complies 
with regulation 15(d) 

Section 15(d) relates to the date on which the public notice for the document is published in the Belfast Gazette 
and is advertised locally. In this case, that date is 27 June 2025.  

In applying Regulation 16(2), representations can only be received within a period of 8 weeks from that date, which 
would have expired on 22 August 2025. The Council has said that the consultation will close on 22 September 2025 
- 12.5 weeks after the publication in the Belfast Gazette.  

It is our view that the Regulations are clear on representations needing to be made within 8 weeks and there are no 
provisions for a longer period of time from the publication of the notice.  

If the Council is still accepting representations up to 22 September 2025, then any representations submitted 
beyond 8 weeks prior to that date (28 July 2025) cannot be considered.   This would obviously prejudice anyone 
who has yet to submit a representation. 

We consider that this is potentially a procedural risk to the Council, particularly when a number of the community 
consultation events also took place outside the 8-week period and would invite the Council’s consideration of this 
point to avoid any issues with soundness. 
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Appendix 2: NI Water Summary Position Paper 
prepared by Turley and Grant 
Thorton 
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Executive Summary 
Northern Ireland’s wastewater infrastructure is at a critical tipping point. Decades of underinvestment 
have left Northern Ireland Water (NI Water) facing a £2.03 billion funding gap over the upcoming Price 
Control period (PC28, 2027–2033). Without urgent intervention, new housing, business development, 
and broader economic growth could be severely constrained. 

NI Water, a government-owned company, currently relies on a combination of non-domestic water 
charges and a public subsidy from the Department for Infrastructure (DfI). Domestic customers pay no 
direct water charges. This funding model, unchanged since 2007, has resulted in chronic underfunding 
relative to investment needs. 

Grant Thornton was engaged to model a range of funding scenarios to close the £2.03 billion gap. 
These include: 

• Borrowing against NI Water’s asset base, repaid over 50 years via a hypothecated 
infrastructure levy on rates bills. 

• Introducing a direct rates-based infrastructure levy without borrowing. 
• Exploring developer contributions, UK Government requests, Tax Increment Financing (TIF)-

style mechanisms, and sustainable drainage solutions (SuDS). 

Modelling indicates that a borrowing approach would require an average water infrastructure levy of 
£95.80 per year if a proportion of the cost (21%1) is borne by non-domestic customers. In this scenario, 
businesses would contribute an average of £290 per annum to the levy. If funded without borrowing, 
the impact could rise to £314 annually for domestic customers and £949 for non-domestic customers. 

Of course, there is an argument that because businesses already pay for water and waste water 
infrastructure it would be inequitable to seek further payment. If the costs of the infrastructure levy are 
borne solely by domestic users the average levy range from £121 - £398 per annum depending on the 
whether the funding is borrowed with a 50 years payback or funded without borrowing. 

Northern Ireland’s model is increasingly out of step with the rest of the UK, where average household 
water bills are over £470 per year in addition to council tax. The Independent Water Review Panel 
(2007) had previously recommended moving to a fairer, property-value based charging system. These 
recommendations were deferred – but the underlying issues remain. 

The current unsustainable approach risks worsening infrastructure decay, economic stagnation, and 
further fiscal pressure. The scenarios set out here provide a platform for urgent, informed political and 
public decision-making. The key challenge is clear: balancing affordability, fairness, and investment to 
ensure Northern Ireland’s water services are fit for the future. 

 

  

 
1 Non-domestic water charges account for 21% of NI Water income, hence applying this proportion.  
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Table 1: NI Water Funding Shortfalls over recent and upcoming Price Control periods 

Price Control 
Period 

Years Investment 
Needed 

Funding 
Available 

Shortfall 

PC15 2015–2021 ~£1.8 billion ~£0.9 billion ~£0.8 billion short (≈45% 
underfunded). 

PC21 2021–2027 
(ongoing) 

~£2.75 billion ~£1.84 billion 
(est.) 

~£0.91 billion short 
(projected). 

PC28 (planned) 2027–2033 
(forecast) 

~£3.96 billion ~£1.93 billion 
(proj.) 

~£2.03 billion short 
(forecast). 

Source: NI Water and CEF 

 

On the basis that shortfalls ‘roll over’ into the following PC period, for the purposes of this report, the 
cumulative capital funding gap is taken as £2.03 billion. This backlog in investment has real impacts: 
multiple development projects are on hold due to inadequate wastewater capacity, and aging 
infrastructure is not being replaced at the needed rate.  

The scale of the shortfall (~£2 bn) is enormous – approximately twice the total value of all NI City Deal 
investments and broadly equivalent to the NI Executive capital budget 2024-25 of £2.1 billion, a figure 
that has to be allocated to many different areas of high demand, such as roads, health, schools etc. 
Given Northern Ireland’s challenging public expenditure environment, there is clearly a wastewater 
funding challenge.  

This paper proposes a selection of scenarios that close this gap. For clarity, Grant Thornton is not 
proposing or endorsing any one option over another, merely assessing a selection of different 
approaches to funding a £2bn capital requirement. The start point for the assessment is revisiting the 
Independent Review of NI Water, undertaken in 2007.   

The Independent Water Review Panel (2007) Options  
The Independent Water Review Panel’s (2007) Strand One Report2 recommended that non-domestic 
charges be introduced and be regularly reviewed by the Regulator. In reviewing the potential options 
for funding a domestic charge the Independent Water Review Panel (2007) report outlined four 
options: 

• NI Block Grant Option: Continue to fund water & sewerage from the Northern Ireland Block 
Grant (general public expenditure). Under this option, additional investment needs would be 
met by either raising the regional rates significantly or cutting other public spending to 
divert funds to water. No direct water bills for households – effectively maintaining the status 
quo subsidy. 

• Property Valuation Option: Introduce an explicit domestic water charge based on the 
capital value of each property, similar to how household rates are calculated. Charges for 
water and sewerage would appear as separate line items on rates bills, and only properties 
connected to the services would pay. Notably, no standing charge or volumetric (usage-
based) charge for domestic users was included – every household would pay according to 
property value, using the existing rates billing system. This property-value model was the 
Panel’s preferred option, chosen for ease of integration with rates and perceived fairness by 
ability to pay. 

• Direct Rule Option: Implement the originally planned hybrid charging scheme (as 
proposed by Direct Rule ministers for 2007) for full cost recovery. This would have extended 
water charges to households via a combination of a flat standing charge and a variable 
charge based on property value, with an optional meter for certain groups. Under that 
scheme, a typical household would pay a £105 annual standing charge plus ~£180 per £100k 

 
2 Independent Water Review Panel: Strand One Report Costs and Funding; Professor Paddy Hillyard (2007); 
https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/sites/default/files/consultations/infrastructure/independent-water-review-strand-one-report-
costs-and-funding.PDF  
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of property value (capped so no household pays over £770/yr), with optional metering (e.g. 
seniors 60+ could opt to install a meter and pay volumetric rates). Any revenue shortfall (gap 
to full cost) would still be covered by the NI Block grant. This model was expected to ramp up 
combined domestic/non-domestic income from ~£37 m in 2006/07 to ~£217 m in 2008/09 and 
~£425 m by 2013/14. 

• Metering Option: Implement universal water metering for households, charging purely by 
volume of water used (extending the approach already applied to large non-domestic users). 
Each domestic customer would be billed according to their metered usage (volumetric 
charge), similar to utility bills for electricity/gas. This was presented as a theoretical option for 
future consideration – however, the 2007 Panel explicitly advised against general domestic 
metering at that time, given the costs and circumstances. 

 

The Independent Water Review Panel (2007) report recommended the introduction of the Property 
Valuation Option, under which domestic users would pay a charge based on their property's capital 
value. Regarding collection, the report proposed that the existing billing and collection system for 
rates be used to collect these charges. This would mean that Land & Property Services (LPS) 
would assume responsibility for collecting and distributing the payments. 

The report also emphasised the need to avoid double counting. It noted that, up until 1998, a 
proportion of regional rate revenue (£178 million) had been earmarked for water and sewerage 
services, with £80 million (£109 million in 2006/07 prices) of this coming from the domestic regional 
rate. However, after 1998, this link with regional rates was severed, yet regional rates were not 
reduced accordingly. This, the review contested, meant ‘ratepayers understandably believed that they 
were continuing to contribute.’ To address this, the report recommended that from 2008/09, an 
‘annual sum of around £109 million should be taken from the domestic regional rates in 
recognition of ratepayers' historical contributions’, with any remaining water funding requirement met 
from the Northern Ireland Block Grant. In crude terms, £109m in 2008/09 is £160m today if 
applying inflation. In reality, the situation is more nuanced than that, which is assessed below.  

Assessing Options in the current context 
The recommendations on direct domestic water charges made in the Independent Water Review 
Panel (2007) report were deferred in 2010, with the latest deferral extending legislation until 31 March 
20273. As a result, the Northern Ireland Executive, through a subsidy paid by the Department for 
Infrastructure (DfI), has covered the charges for domestic users. However, this approach has proven 
challenging, as the subsidy falls below the level required for NI Water to invest in and upgrade its 
infrastructure. 

There are a range of options (some of which require legislative change) that could be considered as a 
way to fund the £2bn capital requirement shortfall that has been identified in the planning for PC28. 
These include:  

• Request to UK Government: A request to the UK Government for a major infrastructure 
fund, to correct for decades of underinvestment, is a relatively common approach. With the 
UK having completed its Comprehensive Spending Review delivering challenging financial 
settlements across the public sector, a request for additional funding for NI infrastructure may 
not land well.  
 

• Developer Contributions: The Northern Ireland Executive is currently exploring the 
introduction of developer contributions to help fund critical upgrades to wastewater 
infrastructure. In March 2025, the Department for Infrastructure (DfI) launched a public 
consultation outlining two potential approaches:  

 
3 Consultation on Water and Sewerage Charges – Options for Revenue Raising; Department for Infrastructure (2023); 
https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/sites/default/files/consultations/infrastructure/consultation-water-and-sewerage-charges-
dec2023.pdf  
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o Voluntary Developer Contributions: Developers could choose to fund specific 
wastewater infrastructure improvements that directly benefit their projects. This option 
allows for targeted investments but may lead to uneven development opportunities, 
favouring areas where developers are willing or able to contribute.  

o Compulsory Wastewater Contribution Levy: A mandatory levy imposed on all new 
developments, with funds pooled to address wastewater infrastructure needs across 
Northern Ireland. This approach aims for equitable distribution of resources but may 
increase development costs and require new legislation to implement. 

While developer contributions can supplement funding for wastewater infrastructure, they are 
not expected to generate the billions of pounds required. 
 

• Tax Increment Financing (TIF) or Gainshare Model: It has been suggested in some 
commentary that NI Water’s capital investment plans could be funded through a TIF model. 
TIF is a mechanism where future increases in business rates (or other taxes) generated 
by new development are captured and reinvested in infrastructure or regeneration projects 
that made the development possible. TIF is not formally legislated for in Northern Ireland, 
although similar mechanisms (like City Deals and Regeneration Frameworks) use "earn-
back" or "gain-share" models. A bespoke legislative or policy vehicle would be needed to 
allow business rate uplift in a defined area to be ringfenced for infrastructure investment, 
including water and wastewater. Gainshare is used in City Deals and Growth Deals to link 
investment in infrastructure to future economic growth and tax receipts. It’s not tied to a 
specific tax, but rather a fiscal uplift agreement between central and devolved governments. 

• Regulated Asset Base (RAB) Model and Levy: The RAB model is a framework used to 
finance infrastructure by allowing investors to earn a regulated return on their investment, 
backed by a reliable, long-term revenue stream. It's most common in utilities like water, 
energy, and transport.   

In this model, a regulator (e.g. Utility Regulator for NI) sets the allowed return on capital for 
infrastructure assets. The asset base includes capital investment in water infrastructure. 
Revenues from users (or a levy) are used to pay back investors with an agreed rate of 
return. Because returns are stable and regulated, investors accept lower rates, reducing the 
cost of capital. The Levy can be a fixed amount of based on property values.  

• Reduce the burden: NI Water and the Department for Infrastructure both recognise the 
potential of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS). SuDS manage rainfall at the source, 
reducing the volume and speed of surface water entering sewers. Key benefits include: 

o Alleviating sewer overloads: Especially in older combined sewer systems where 
rainwater and sewage are carried together. 

o Reducing flood risk: Slows and stores stormwater during heavy rainfall. 
o Improving water quality: Filters pollutants before they reach watercourses. 
o Enhancing amenity and biodiversity: Features like rain gardens and green roofs 

improve urban spaces. 

There are undoubtedly other funding models that could be explored, and blended solutions based on 
the above, but the primary purpose of this paper is to consider the implications of covering NI Water’s 
costs and investment requirements through the rates base. The aim is to bring much needed analysis 
to an urgent issue. Additionally, we have examined the implications for rates of NI Water borrowing 
against its asset base to address long-term funding shortfalls. 
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Re-establishing the explicit link between rates and water 
The assessment that follows focusses on funding NI Water’s capital expenditure deficit, i.e. £2bn, by 
the end of PC28. A key assumption in the modelling that Grant Thornton have undertaken is 
that the NI Executive continues to provide funding to NI Water at similar levels to now. 
Therefore, it is only the projected capital gap that requires additional funding. To enable NI Water to 
access private capital markets on favourable terms, our modelling assumes a ‘Hypothecated 
Infrastructure levy’ is introduced that retains public ownership of NI Water, supports long-term 
strategic investment and minimises pressure on the NI Executive’s budget. In effect we follow the 
Independent Water Review Panel (2007) report’s recommendation and model re-establishing the link 
between water services and rates but our assumption is that the ‘infrastructure levy’ will be based on 
rateable values but separate to the rate poundage, falling outside the regional and local authority rate 
setting process.  

Domestic Rates & Water Charges 
Using data on capital values and data on the total domestic poundage (district and regional rates) for 
2025-26, average and total rates bill in each council area is estimated as follows.  

 
Table 2: Average & Total Domestic Rates Bill by Regional and District Rates, Northern Ireland 

District Council Areas, 2025/26 

  2025/26 

  
Total District Rates 

(£m) 
Total Regional 

Rates (£m) Total Rates (£m) 

Average 
Rates Bill 

(£) 
Antrim and Newtownabbey £31,950,540 £39,363,779 £71,314,319 £1,097 
Ards and North Down £48,996,050 £61,118,070 £110,114,120 £1,422 
Armagh City, Banbridge 
and Craigavon £55,329,945 £55,634,707 £110,964,652 £1,195 
Mid and East Antrim £34,605,770 £42,615,247 £77,221,017 £1,198 
Causeway Coast and 
Glens £41,426,558 £44,431,158 £85,857,717 £1,256 
Newry, Mourne and Down £56,525,316 £46,984,617 £103,509,933 £1,364 
Belfast £83,655,648 £101,066,408 £184,722,056 £1,128 
Lisburn and Castlereagh £36,588,323 £50,919,711 £87,508,034 £1,329 
Mid Ulster £36,587,541 £35,178,795 £71,766,336 £1,210 
Derry City and Strabane £33,408,977 £42,231,883 £75,640,860 £1,136 
Fermanagh and Omagh £27,823,090 £30,295,236 £58,118,327 £1,125 

Northern Ireland £486,897,762 £549,839,614 £1,036,737,376 £1,218 
Source: Department for Finance and Grant Thornton Analysis 

 

The information in the table above has been used as a baseline against which any changes in rates 
bills from modelling different scenarios can be compared.  It is important to note that data from NI 
Water’s accounts shows that approximately 21% of their turnover is from non-domestic consumers. In 
scenarios where businesses bear some of the burden, this ratio is applied as the split between domestic 
and non-domestic. In other scenarios, because businesses already pay for water and waste water 
infrastructure, the full levy is applied to domestic users. 

Borrowing for Capital Investment 
This scenario considers that NI Water’s governance and funding model enables it to borrow against 
its assets to raise the required level of capital expenditure required to fully fund PC28. Repayment 
would be through a hypothecated infrastructure levy. Engagement with NI Water noted that PC28 has 
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yet to be confirmed and may be a six or five year period. The results of our modelling consider both a 
6-year PC28 period – i.e. a £2bn requirement – and a five-year PC28 period prorated to £1.7bn.  

Each model assumes repayment costs on a long-term gilt period of 50 years at an interest rate of 
4.535%.  

6 Year PC28 Period 

Borrowing £2bn over a six-year period (i.e. borrowing approximately £338m per annum for six years). 
Annual repayment costs will amount to £103.3m, inclusive of interest payments and the principal 
amount.  

Grant Thornton’s calculations suggest that the domestic infrastructure levy would add an average of 
£95.80 to an annual rates bill, per the tables below. For non-domestic customers, the levy would 
average c.£290 per year. Table 5 presents the outcome where domestic consumers fully meet the 
levy charges. 

Table 3: Average Domestic Rates Bill and Infrastructure Levy, Northern Ireland District Council 
Areas 

   

  
Average Rates Bill (incl. 
Infrastructure Levy) (£) 

Infrastructure 
Levy (£) 

Antrim and Newtownabbey £1,183 £86.20 
Ards and North Down £1,534 £111.90 
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon £1,289 £94.00 
Mid and East Antrim £1,293 £94.20 
Causeway Coast and Glens £1,355 £98.80 
Newry, Mourne and Down £1,471 £107.30 
Belfast £1,217 £88.70 
Lisburn and Castlereagh £1,433 £104.50 
Mid Ulster £1,305 £95.20 
Derry City and Strabane £1,225 £89.30 
Fermanagh and Omagh £1,214 £88.50 

Northern Ireland £1,314 £95.80 
Source: Grant Thornton Analysis 

Table 4: Non Domestic: Average Water Charge Bill and Infrastructure Levy, Northern Ireland 
District Council Areas 

   

  
Average Rates Bill (incl. 
Infrastructure Levy) (£) 

Infrastructure Levy 
(£) 

Antrim and Newtownabbey £1,408 £367.10 
Ards and North Down £980 £255.40 
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon £904 £235.70 
Mid and East Antrim £1,002 £261.10 
Causeway Coast and Glens £808 £210.50 
Newry, Mourne and Down £821 £214.10 
Belfast £1,539 £401.10 
Lisburn and Castlereagh £1,482 £386.30 
Mid Ulster £832 £217.00 
Derry City and Strabane £1,091 £284.30 
Fermanagh and Omagh £846 £220.60 
Northern Ireland £1,112 £289.90 

Source: Grant Thornton Analysis 
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Table 5: DOMESTIC LEVY: Average Domestic Rates Bill and Infrastructure Levy, Northern 
Ireland District Council Areas 

   

  
Average Rates Bill (incl. 
Infrastructure Levy) (£) 

Infrastructure 
Levy (£) 

Antrim and Newtownabbey £1,206 £109.30 

Ards and North Down £1,564 £141.70 

Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon £1,314 £119.10 

Mid and East Antrim £1,318 £119.40 

Causeway Coast and Glens £1,381 £125.10 

Newry, Mourne and Down £1,500 £135.90 

Belfast £1,241 £112.40 

Lisburn and Castlereagh £1,461 £132.40 

Mid Ulster £1,331 £120.60 

Derry City and Strabane £1,249 £113.20 

Fermanagh and Omagh £1,237 £112.10 

Northern Ireland £1,339 £121.40 
Source: Grant Thornton Analysis 

 

5 Year PC28 Period 

Over five years, the PC28 funding gap is estimated at £1.7bn. In this scenario, we calculate annual 
repayments of £86.1m. 

Grant Thornton’s calculations suggest that the domestic infrastructure levy would add an average of 
£79.80 to an annual rates bill, per the tables below. For non-domestic customers, the levy would 
average c.£242 per year. 

Table 6: Average Domestic Rates Bill and Infrastructure Levy, Northern Ireland District Council 
Areas 

   

  
Average Rates Bill (incl. 
Infrastructure Levy) (£) 

Infrastructure 
Levy (£) 

Antrim and Newtownabbey £1,168 £71.90 
Ards and North Down £1,516 £93.20 
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon £1,273 £78.30 
Mid and East Antrim £1,277 £78.50 
Causeway Coast and Glens £1,338 £82.30 
Newry, Mourne and Down £1,453 £89.40 
Belfast £1,202 £74.00 
Lisburn and Castlereagh £1,416 £87.10 
Mid Ulster £1,290 £79.30 
Derry City and Strabane £1,210 £74.40 
Fermanagh and Omagh £1,199 £73.70 

Northern Ireland £1,298 £79.80 
Source: Grant Thornton Analysis 
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Table 7: Non Domestic: Average Water Charge Bill and Infrastructure Levy, Northern Ireland 
District Council Areas 

   

  
Average Water Charges Bill 
(incl. Borrowing Costs) (£) 

Infrastructure Levy 
(£) 

Antrim and Newtownabbey £1,347 £305.90 
Ards and North Down £937 £212.80 
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon £865 £196.40 
Mid and East Antrim £958 £217.60 
Causeway Coast and Glens £773 £175.40 
Newry, Mourne and Down £786 £178.40 
Belfast £1,472 £334.30 
Lisburn and Castlereagh £1,417 £321.90 
Mid Ulster £796 £180.80 
Derry City and Strabane £1,043 £236.90 
Fermanagh and Omagh £810 £183.80 

Northern Ireland £1,064 £241.60 
Source: Grant Thornton Analysis 

 

Table 8: DOMESTIC LEVY: Average Domestic Rates Bill and Infrastructure Levy, Northern 
Ireland District Council Areas 

   

  
Average Rates Bill (incl. 
Infrastructure Levy) (£) 

Infrastructure 
Levy (£) 

Antrim and Newtownabbey £1,188 £91.10 
Ards and North Down £1,540 £118.10 
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon £1,294 £99.20 
Mid and East Antrim £1,298 £99.50 
Causeway Coast and Glens £1,360 £104.30 
Newry, Mourne and Down £1,477 £113.20 
Belfast £1,222 £93.70 
Lisburn and Castlereagh £1,439 £110.30 
Mid Ulster £1,311 £100.50 
Derry City and Strabane £1,230 £94.30 
Fermanagh and Omagh £1,219 £93.40 

Northern Ireland £1,319 £101.10 
Source: Grant Thornton Analysis 
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Full Cost Burden Covered by Rates, not borrowing 

In a more extreme case, the cost of NI Water’s capital shortfall is not borrowed but is collected ‘as 
needed’ through the infrastructure levy, i.e. at a level of approximately £338m per annum.  

Similar to our other assessments we have assumed that costs are either spread between both 
domestic and non-domestic water charges using the same ratio as currently – 21% of NI Water 
income is from non-domestic customers or that domestic consumers are fully responsible for the levy. 
For ease of presentation, a six-year PC period is presented. 

Table 8: Average Domestic Rates Bill and Infrastructure Levy, Northern Ireland District Council 
Areas 

   

  
Average Rates Bill (incl. 
infrastructure levy) (£) 

Infrastructure 
Levy (£) 

Antrim and Newtownabbey £1,379 £282.40 
Ards and North Down £1,789 £366.40 
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon £1,503 £307.80 
Mid and East Antrim £1,507 £308.70 
Causeway Coast and Glens £1,579 £323.50 
Newry, Mourne and Down £1,715 £351.30 
Belfast £1,419 £290.60 
Lisburn and Castlereagh £1,671 £342.20 
Mid Ulster £1,522 £311.70 
Derry City and Strabane £1,428 £292.50 
Fermanagh and Omagh £1,415 £289.80 

Northern Ireland £1,532. £313.70 
Source: Grant Thornton Analysis 
 

Table 9 shows that in this scenario, the average infrastructure levy for non-domestic bill payers would 
be £949.  

Table 9: Non Domestic: Average Water Charge Bill and Infrastructure Levy, Northern Ireland 
District Council Areas 

   

  
Average Water Charges Bill 
(incl. Infrastructure Levy) (£) 

Infrastructure Levy 
(£) 

Antrim and Newtownabbey £2,244 £1,202.40 
Ards and North Down £1,561 £836.50 
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon £1,440 £771.90 
Mid and East Antrim £1,595 £855.00 
Causeway Coast and Glens £1,287 £689.40 
Newry, Mourne and Down £1,308 £701.10 
Belfast £2,451 £1,314.60 
Lisburn and Castlereagh £2,361 £1,265.00 
Mid Ulster £1,326 £710.60 
Derry City and Strabane £1,738 £931.20 
Fermanagh and Omagh £1,348 £722.50 

Northern Ireland £1,771 £949.30 
Source: Grant Thornton Analysis 
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Table 10: DOMESTIC LEVY: Average Domestic Rates Bill and Infrastructure Levy, Northern 
Ireland District Council Areas 

   

  
Average Rates Bill (incl. 
Infrastructure Levy) (£) 

Infrastructure 
Levy (£) 

Antrim and Newtownabbey £1,454 £357.90 

Ards and North Down £1,887 £464.20 

Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon £1,585 £390.00 

Mid and East Antrim £1,589 £391.10 

Causeway Coast and Glens £1,666 £409.80 

Newry, Mourne and Down £1,809 £445.10 

Belfast £1,497 £368.20 

Lisburn and Castlereagh £1,762 £433.60 

Mid Ulster £1,605 £394.90 

Derry City and Strabane £1,506 £370.60 

Fermanagh and Omagh £1,492 £367.20 

Northern Ireland £1,616 £397.50 
Source: Grant Thornton Analysis 

 

There are two points to note here. The figures in the tables above are reflective of clearing a capital 
expenditure backlog. Once cleared, it could be reasonably expected that the Infrastructure Levy would 
decrease. Further, for context, it is worth noting that the average water a sewerage charge bill in 
England and Wales is £473 per annum, on top of an average Council Tax bill for a typical family home 
of £2,171 per year in England and £2,024 in Wales.  

Fully funding Water and Water Infrastructure without DFI’s subsidy 

The scenarios above all assume that DFI continue to provide a subsidy to NI Water.  For additional 
context, the following table presents a position where DFI ceases this practice, and the capital funding 
deficit is funded through domestic rates. This would result in an increase in domestic rates of an 
average £792 per annum.  

Table 11: DOMESTIC LEVY: Average Domestic Rates Bill and Infrastructure Levy, Northern 
Ireland District Council Areas, NI Water Subsidy and Infrastructure Deficit, six year PC 

   

  

Average Rates Bill (incl. NI 
Water and Infrastructure 

Levy) (£) 

NI Water funding & 
Infrastructure 

Levy (£) 
Antrim and Newtownabbey £1,809 £712.60 
Ards and North Down £2,347 £924.30 
Armagh City, Banbridge and Craigavon £1,972 £776.50 
Mid and East Antrim £1,977 £778.70 
Causeway Coast and Glens £2,072 £816.10 
Newry, Mourne and Down £2,250 £886.20 
Belfast £1,862 £733.20 
Lisburn and Castlereagh £2,192 £863.30 
Mid Ulster £1,997 £786.40 
Derry City and Strabane £1,874 £737.90 
Fermanagh and Omagh £1,856 £731.10 

Northern Ireland £2,010 £791.50 
Source: Grant Thornton Analysis 
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Conclusion 
Northern Ireland’s wastewater infrastructure is at a crossroads. Chronic underinvestment, combined 
with a funding model that no longer meets the needs of a growing economy and population, has 
created an unsustainable situation. Without urgent action, NI Water faces a funding gap estimated to 
be in the order of £2 billion by the end of the PC28 period (2027–2033), directly threatening new 
housing development, economic growth, and environmental protection. 

The evidence is clear: continuing to rely solely on public subsidy is not viable, unless UK Government 
steps in and injects significant new capital. The scenarios modelled in this paper show that practical, 
fair, and affordable solutions exist – but all involve political choices. Whether through borrowing, 
rates-based levies, developer contributions, or innovative financing models, addressing the 
investment backlog is now unavoidable. 

By proposing a Hypothecated Infrastructure Levy, it is acknowledged that this will likely give rise to 
the need to reexamine NI Water's existing status as a non-departmental public body (NDPB) and 
reclassification as a public corporation, as is already the case with Translink, as a governance 
structure that could be considered.  

While not for this report, we also believe there is merit in further detailed consideration of how the 
Capital Departmental Expenditure (DEL)/Annually Managed Expenditure (AME) of Network Rail and 
National Highways are treated in public expenditure rules and whether such an approach could be 
practicable and of benefit to NI Water. 

Ultimately, Northern Ireland must move towards a sustainable, transparent model for funding water 
and wastewater services – as originally recommended by the Independent Water Review Panel in 
2007. Re-establishing the link between property value and water charges, while maintaining 
affordability protections, offers a route to fairness and long-term resilience. 

Tough decisions are now required. Delay will only increase costs, risk environmental penalties, and 
harm economic prospects. Urgent, decisive action is now needed to secure a sustainable future for 
Northern Ireland’s water infrastructure. 

 

Yes No 

NMD-DPS-077



NMD-DPS-077



NMD-DPS-077



NMD-DPS-077



NMD-DPS-077



NMD-DPS-077



NMD-DPS-077



NMD-DPS-077



NMD-DPS-077



NMD-DPS-077



NMD-DPS-077



NMD-DPS-077



NMD-DPS-077



NMD-DPS-077



 

 

Turley Office 
Belfast  
 
028 9072 3900 

NMD-DPS-077




