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Flintshire

1. |

Unitary Development Plan Inquiry Inspector’s Report

ntroduction

1.1. The Whole Chapter

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
2350 5227 Welsh Assembly Government DEP o Yes
4699 12193 Parry DEP 6] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No

Summary

5227

The plan period should be clearly referred to

12193 | Objects to the inadequacy of the consultation process
Key Issues:
i) whether the plan period needs specifying further
i) the adequacy of the consultation process.

Conclusions:

1.1.1.

1.1.2.

Plan period - PC3 proposes the insertion of 15 year in para 1.4. The proposed
change adds clarity. The objector has indicated that this satisfies the objection.

Consultation - The Council in its Statement of Pre Deposit Publicity and
Consultation and the progress report on the UDP to the Executive dated the 12
October 2004 set out the type and level of consultation carried out. It seems to
me that the degree of consultation meets both the statutory requirements and
the spirit of the consultation process to be found in, amongst other places,
Unitary Development Plans Wales and Unitary Development Plans — A Guide to
Procedures. Whilst | appreciate that other methods of consultation could have
been employed, essentially it was a matter of judgement for the Council. The
level of response from the people of Flintshire indicates that the consultation
process was successful in reaching the population. Given the above, | do not
consider the inquiry process should be halted whilst further consultations take
place.

Recommendation:

1.1.3.

| recommend the plan be modified by PC3.

1.2. Paragraph 1.4

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
2238 17429 Heesom DEP o] No
2619 18572 Ministry of Defence PC 0] No
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[ 7416

| 18606 [Pochin Rosemound Ltd | pc | O | No |

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
17429 | Para 1.4 should explain changing local government/plan framework which constrained the
UDP process
18572 | The UDP should run for 10-15 years from adoption date to be in accord with UDP Wales
18606
Key Issues:
1.2.1. Whether:-
i) there needs to be further explanatory background to the UDP
i) the plan period should be extended.

Conclusions:

1.2.2.

1.2.3.

1.2.4.

Background - When read as a whole | consider Chapter 1 adequately sets out
the context of the UDP and its relationship to other Council strategies. To give
more historical background would to my mind result in unnecessary detail in
what is essentially a forward looking document.

Plan period - Unitary Development Plans - Wales confirms that some
policies/proposals can last over longer timescales than the plan period.
However, it had not been issued as guidance when work on the UDP and its
base date was established. Progression on the plan, not least, the high level of
representations has meant that delays have occurred in its advancement. It
seems to me that when the plan was started a base date of 2000 until 2015 was
a reasonable period for the plan to cover.

In addition | am told that WAG has not objected to either this or other plans in
North Wales which were adopted with less than a 10 year period to run. Para
1.1 of Unitary Development Plans - Wales makes it clear that it contains advice
and is not prescriptive. The UDP process has now been replaced by the LDP
and it is the Council’s intention that work on the replacement planning system
will commence as soon as is practicable. In the light of this, | see no reason
why adoption of the UDP should be further delayed by the additional work which
would be involved in extending its period to a date when there will, in all
likelihood, be another development plan in place.

Recommendation:

1.2.5.

| recommend no modification to the plan.

1.3. Paragraph 1.11

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
2238 17431 Heesom DEP 0] No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No

Summary

17431

The UDP does not link with regional planning strategies
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Key Issue:
1.3.1. Whether the plan should make further reference to the regional context.

Conclusions:

1.3.2.  Whilst through its work outside the UDP process the Council contributes to
regional debate and working parties both within Wales and across the border in
England, this is not specifically mentioned in Chapter 1. In response to the
objection the Council proposes PC4 which adds to the end of para 1.12 the
words Having regard to the unigue location of Flintshire, the Plan’s preparation
has had regard to both Regional Planning Guidance for North Wales and for the
North West of England. This adds clarity to the Council’'s position. As to
whether the UDP conflicts with regional strategies, that is a matter to be looked
at in relation to objections to specific proposals/policies.

Recommendation:
1.3.3. | recommend that the plan be modified by PCA4.

1.4. Paragraphs 1.22 - 1.27

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
2238 17432 Heesom DEP 6] No
2106 18394 Countryside Council for Wales PC (@) No
2238 18308 Heesom PC 6] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

17432 | UDP should deal with undeveloped community strategy/feasibility of alternative structures
18394 | The community strategy does not deal with the environment satisfactorily

18308 | Qualified support for PC5, but objects to the weight given to the community strategy

Key Issue

1.4.1. Whether the UDP should be concerned with developing and delivering the
community strategy.

Conclusions:

1.4.2. The Council has a number of strategies which it produces to achieve its future
vision for the County and these are set out in paras 1.22 -1.30. Whilst they
essentially share a common underlying theme of sustainability, they are
nevertheless separate, albeit complementary strategies. The UDP is one of
these strategies which contributes to the overall objective through land use
planning. The community strategy is a separate document produced under
different legislation. It does not fall within the scope of the UDP process to
dictate what will be in the community strategy nor what structures will be set up
to ensure it is satisfactorily delivered.

1.4.3. It follows from this that | do not consider the plan should be modified as a result
of 17432. | note that the situation has moved on since the deposit UDP was
produced and | support PC5 which updates the factual position in relation to the
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community strategy. However, it does not fall to the development plan process
to address the failings of the community strategy nor to ascribe weight to it.
These are matters which need to be addressed outside the development plan
system.

Recommendation:
1.4.4. |recommend the plan be modified by PC5.

1.5. Paragraph 1.37

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
2238 17430 Heesom DEP o] No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No | Summary
17430 | Para 1.37 requires rethinking if it is to provide levels of certainty and application

Key Issue:
1.5.1. Whether changes need to be made to para 1.37.

Conclusions:

1.5.2. The objector does not suggest what changes need to be made to para 1.37 nor,
given the brevity of the objection, am | clear what “rethinking” means in this
context. With these circumstances it is difficult to comment on the objection.

1.5.3. However, | note that the paragraph and subsequent ones are concerned only
with SA. A requirement of legislation, which came into force after the deposit
plan was issued, is that plan making be subject to SEA. In order to comply - so
far as is practicable, given the commencement date and progress of the UDP -
with the SEA Directive 2001/42/EC, the Council undertook a combined SEA/SA.
As this is a fundamental part of the plan making process, it seems to me that
paras 1.37-1.41 should be factually updated to take account of the combined
SEA/SA. | reach similar conclusions in respect of screening under Reg 48 of the
Conservation (Natural Habitats etc) Regulations 1994 which also took place in
October 2006.

Recommendation:

1.5.4. |recommend that paras 1.37 - 1.41 be factually updated to take account of the
combined SEA/SA and screening under Reg 48.

1.6. Paragraph 1.41

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
2420 6032 RSPB Cymru DEP O No
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Summary of Objection:

Rep No

Summary

6032

SA has not been carried out for part 2 policies/allocations rolled forward from previous plans

Key Iss
1.6.1.

ue:
Whether the sustainability appraisal is satisfactory.

Conclusions:

1.6.2.

1.6.3.

This objection has to a certain extent been overtaken by events. In 2006 the
Council undertook a combined SEA/SA in line with the requirements of the
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes (Wales ) Regulations
2004 which in effect updated/extended the scope of the SA referred to in paras
1.37 — 1.41 of the UDP. The findings of that assessment were advertised along
with the proposed changes in November/December 2006. From the evidence
available, it appears that the objector did not object despite it not looking at
commitments carried forward from previous development plans.

| understand that neither WAG nor any of the statutory consultation bodies
(CCWw, EAW, Cadw) have fundamentally challenged the soundness of the
SEA/SA or whether it meets the legal requirements. Essentially if the SEA/SA is
flawed and open to challenge that is a matter for the courts to decide. From the
representations | have seen and heard on this matter it appears to me that the
UDP meets the spirit if not the letter of the law in this respect.

Recommendation:

1.6.4.

| recommend no modification to the plan.

Chapter 1

Introduction Page 5
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2. The Strategy

2.1. The Whole Chapter

Representations:

Inspector’'s Report

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
59 3264 Flintshire Green Party DEP (@) No
59 3268 Flintshire Green Party DEP (@) No
59 3270 Flintshire Green Party DEP (6] No
59 3281 Flintshire Green Party DEP (6] No
59 3283 Flintshire Green Party DEP (6] No

2235 4160 Welsh Language Board DEP S No
2411 5229 Home Builders Federation DEP (@) No
2753 6607 Cheshire County Council DEP (@) No
3267 8176 Denbighshire County Council DEP S No
4699 12192 Parry DEP (@) No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

3264 The allocations are not in the most suitable/sustainable locations to avoid traffic impact

3268 The plan contains no overall traffic assessment to judge sustainability and traffic impact

3270 The plan has not been assessed in accord with the Habitats Directive and the BAP

3281 There should be a sequential release of land according to environmental sensitivity

3283 The strategy is not of a planning, predicting, monitoring approach

5229 The strategy does not set out clearly the problem areas and how they will be addressed

6607 The plan should ensure no social, economic, resource or environmental harm to Cheshire

12192 | The plan is out of date, uncoordinated and ignores national policy

Key Issues:
2.1.1. Whether:-
i) the allocations in the plan are in the most sustainable locations
i) assessment of impact on natural habitat and biodiversity is satisfactory
iii) land should be released in order of environmental sensitivity
iv) land should be provided by a plan, predict and monitor approach
V) there would be harm to Cheshire County

Vi) the plan is out of date.

Conclusions:

2.1.2. Sustainable locations - | am satisfied that the Council in drawing up the plan and
proposing site allocations has had regard to the sustainable principles enshrined
in PPW and seeks to promote sustainable patterns of development. It will be
evident from my conclusions in respect of some of the specific site allocations
and the spatial strategy generally that | have a number of reservations about the
plan meeting those principles on every count. However, | deal with these

matters in detail elsewhere in this report.

Chapter 2 The Strategy
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2.1.3.

2.1.4.

2.1.5.

2.1.6.

2.1.7.

2.1.8.

2.1.9.

Although | accept that the impact of planned development on transportation is a
factor to be taken into account, it is only one of a number of matters which must
be considered. | am told, and | have no reason to doubt, that all new allocations
were looked at by the Council’'s highways officers to assess their highway
impacts including cumulative effects. Transportation was also a key issue
identified in the combined SEA/SA. Given these circumstances | see no reason
why there needs to be further traffic assessment at this stage.

Habitat impacts and biodiversity — The objector does not give any details about
how the plan is non compliant with the Habitats Directive and the BAP. As a
consequence | can respond to the objection only in general terms.

One of the key objectives of national policy is the protection and improvement of
the environment, the improvement of quality of life and the safeguarding of local
and global ecosystems, avoiding irreversible harmful effects. In general terms
the UDP seeks to do this through its policies. Environmental factors were a key
issue identified in the SEA/SA.

In October 2006 the Council undertook a screening exercise under Reg 48 of
the Conservation (Natural Habitats etc) Regulations 1994. That study concludes
that the UDP will not have any significant effects upon the integrity of any
European Sites within its geographical scope, either alone or in combination with
other plans or projects, and will therefore not require appropriate assessments.
The report draws on the findings of the combined SEA/SA and consultation with
CCW. In addition | am told that close liaison also took place in the preparation
of the UDP and the BAP. There is no detailed information before me which
indicates otherwise. Consequently, in principle, | see no reason to challenge the
findings of the screening exercise or question its compliance with the Habitats
Directive and/or compatibility with the BAP.

Sequential land release — Although the environmental sensitivity of land is an
important factor to take into account when assessing the suitability of land for
development, it is not the only factor. To produce a search sequence which had
this as the prime consideration could lead to the development of land in less
accessible locations with perhaps an inadequate provision of land for homes
and jobs. Nor is it promoted by national policy. It could cause conflict with one
of the underlying principles of sustainable policy - of putting people and their
guality of life now and in the future at the centre of decision making (PPW 2.2).

In ensuring that the best land possible is promoted for development there needs
to be a balancing exercise. In producing its site allocations the Council has
been mindful of the search sequence to be found in PPW (MIPPS 01/2006), in
particular at para 9.2.8. Whilst this applies only to housing land, the objective of
the approach is to encourage sustainable development. | see no reason why
this should not provide a satisfactory starting point for site selection. It is evident
that in producing its proposals the Council has had regard to environmental
matters and weighed them in the balance. That a proportion of the population
and/or businesses of the County do not consider the Council has put forward the
best future development solutions is clear from the number of objections.
However, it seems to me that in assessing the relative merits of sites there is
nothing wrong with the sequential approach used by the Council and set out in
national policy.

Plan, predict and monitor — | am not clear what the objection is seeking, be it a
predict and provide or plan, monitor and manage method of housing supply

Chapter 2 The Strategy Page 7
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2.1.10.

2.1.11.

2.1.12.

2.1.13.

2.1.14.

2.1.15.

2.1.16.

housing and/or development land. In relation to housing PPW (MIPPS
01/2006), at para 9.2.23, says that development plans should quantify the
housing requirement and specify the mechanisms to be used to monitor the take
up of housing land. The UDP does this. It provides for a housing land supply of
7400 and states in Chapter 20 that the Council will continuously monitor the
effectiveness of policies in order to review and up date the plan. Policy HSG3
also seeks to restrict development over the plan period if there is conflict with
the proposed housing supply.

Whilst this is not a plan, monitor and manage approach in the sense it is set out
and required in England, it does nevertheless safeguard the overprovision of
housing land and is in line with national policy. Moreover from a pragmatic point
of view, given the recent scarcity of housing sites coming forward for
development, attributable, at least in part, to the long gestation period of the
plan; and the recent predictions of the number of houses required within the
remaining plan period, | consider there will be little likelihood of an unnecessary
release of housing land. In addition because of the problems, often unforeseen,
inherent in developing brownfield sites, it is inevitable that the provision of
houses on such sites may well come forward at a slower rate than anticipated.

It follows from this that | do not believe there should be any changes to the plan
in respect of this objection.

The strategy — In general | do not consider Chapter 2 to be confusing. It sets
out themes, an overriding vision and aims, and translates these into a spatial
strategy, where necessary related to specific areas of the County and says how
the strategic aims will be met. The chapter provides an overview and more
detail is given in the later chapters dealing with specific matters. There is no
reason to add further detail in this preliminary chapter or to state more explicitly
what the problem areas are. As many of the aims and means of achieving them
are on-going, it would be artificial to say where the Council expects to find itself
at the end of the plan period. Monitoring and the production of the LDP wiill
provide any adjustments necessary to meet the present aims or reflect changing
ones.

Para 10 makes it clear that the spatial strategy adopted is one based on
settlement capacity, incorporating elements of regeneration, having regard to
public transport corridors and satisfying both market demand and social housing
needs. Itis a hybrid approach which encompasses elements of the alternative
strategies considered.

It seems to me that the strategy does acknowledge that it will result in the
slowing of growth in the area. As an example in para 11.18 it says the housing
supply will reduce ...past trend levels which have been shown to produce
unsustainable housing growth. This does not equate with the failure of the plan
to meet strategic aim (b) which seeks all local residents to have access to
guality housing services.

| note PC2 seeks to relocate the key diagram as requested by the objector. |
have no objection to its relocation as proposed, but agree with the Council that
to add all the category B and C settlements would make for a cluttered map. It
would add little of value to the plan.

Harm to Cheshire — The objection is a general one and does not stipulate how
harm could arise. No change is sought. The UDP is informed by the SRSS and
in principle | see no reason why harm should occur to the neighbouring county.

Chapter 2 The Strategy Page 8
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2.1.17.

2.1.18.

Other objections by Cheshire County are dealt with under site/policy specific
areas.

Out of date, uncoordinated plan — It is inevitable that since the plan was first
produced in 2003 there have been changes to national policy. Planning is a
dynamic process. However, the Council proposes significant changes both in
response to the initial consultation responses and emanating from the combined
SEA/SA of October 2006. In general terms | am satisfied that the plan is
reasonably up to date and reflects national planning policy. Where it does not
these matters are addressed in response to specific objections. To withdraw the
plan at this advanced stage and rely on more dated and/or out of date non
statutory plans for a longer period whilst a LDP is produced is not a sound idea.
It would perpetuate uncertainty.

Insofar as the objector is concerned about the lack of coordination between
other authorities and services, | note that the plan is largely in line with the
SRSS which, albeit a non statutory document, is a multi-authority, cross border
collaboration and reflects many of the aims of the WSP and the UDP. The WSP
looks at issues affecting Wales in a wider spatial sense and considers all
manner of service providers. | am told that providers of other services such as
local health boards were consulted on the UDP. However, the amount of funds
available to a health board and the provision/distribution of its services are
separate from and not within the control of the planning authority.

Recommendation:

2.1.19. | recommend that the plan be modified by PC2.
2.2. Paragraph 2.1
Representations:
Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
2106 3871 Countryside Council for Wales DEP (@) No
2238 17785 Heesom DEP [©) No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
3871 Clarify the need for more houses, jobs, infrastructure and facilities
17785 The priority given to growth issues should be emphasised
Key Issue:

2.2.1. Whether changes need to be made to the paragraph.

Conclusions:

2.2.2. Chapter 2 in general provides an overview of the plan’s strategy. Clarifications
of the statements made in the chapter are to be found in later chapters which
deal with particular topics. There is no need for further explanation in para 2.1.
Similarly it would be wrong to say the plan gives priority to growth. Whilst it
recognises the need for growth it also seeks to balance this against
environmental constraints. For para 2.1 to emphasise growth would be
misleading and contrary to the plan’s overriding vision set out in para 2.6.
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Recommendation:
2.2.3. I recommend no modification to the plan.

2.3. Paragraph 2.6

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support [Withdrawal
2106 3874 Countryside Council for Wales DEP (®) No
3543 8986 Chester City Council DEP (@) No
59 18024 Envirowatch PC S No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No

Summary

3874

Wording of plan’s overriding vision should be changed

8986

Overriding vision should include reference to sub region

Key Issue:

2.3.1.

Whether changes should be made to the overriding vision.

Conclusions:

2.3.2.

There is negligible difference in the wording suggested by CCW. It does not
accord more fully with PPW para 2.1.4 and | see no reason to prefer it to that of
the Council. The Council does however, propose the deletion of long term harm
(PC6). This disposes of the apparent contradiction of improvement of the quality

of life for existing people whilst only having regard to long term harm. Itis a
sensible change.

2.3.3.

It would be unrealistic for the Council to put forward a vision for Flintshire for a

wider geographical area which would be dependent on the actions of other
planning authorities for success. Such a vision would be better suited to a
document like the SRSS.

Recommendation:

2.3.4. |recommend the plan be modified by PCS6.
2.4. Paragraph 2.7
Representations:
Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
2106 3876 Countryside Council for Wales DEP ¢} No
59 18025 Envirowatch PC S No
59 18026 Envirowatch PC S No
2238 18309 Heesom PC 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No

Summary

3876

Needs new strategic aims for the proximity principle and environmental limits. Amend (h)

Chapter 2 The Strategy
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| 18309 | Objects to inclusion of respect for environmental limits proposed by PC8 |

Key Issue:
2.4.1. Whether additional strategic aims are necessary.

Conclusions:

2.4.2. By PC7 & PC8 the Council proposes changing the plan in the way suggested by
CCW. The changes in PC8 reflect the principles set out in PPW (2.2.1) and it is
appropriate they are included in the plan as strategic aims. All the matters set
out in the strategic aims are dealt with in other parts of the plan. Duplication is
not a good reason to delete respect for environmental limits as a strategic aim,
particularly as it is so fundamental to achieving sustainable development.

2.4.3. PC7 amends criterion h by making reference to the prudent use of resources
and recycled resources. The changes appear to meet the objection, strengthen
the strategic aim and | support their inclusion in the plan.

Recommendation:
2.4.4. |recommend the plan be modified by PCs7 and 8.

2.5. Paragraph 2.8

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
2106 4370 Countryside Council for Wales DEP (@) No
2420 5290 RSPB Cymru DEP S No
2615 5935 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP (@) No
59 18027 Envirowatch PC S No
2238 18310 Heesom PC S No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

4370 Needs clarification on capacity of settlements and strategy on hazard locations

5935 Approach to growth bands in settlements is too crude. Emphasise bands are indicative and
will not prejudice evaluation of individual settlement capacity

Key Issues:

2.5.1. Whether:-
i) there should be clarification of settlement capacity
i) there should be a strategy on hazard locations.

Conclusions:

2.5.2. Settlement capacity - Para 2.8 sets out in broad terms what factors will govern
the location of development. Amongst them is the settlement strategy. The
strategic chapter of the plan is not the place for clarifications about the capacity
of settlements or explanations about indicative growth bands and the like.
However, | do agree with these and other objectors that there is some need for
clarification and explanation about such matters. The Council deal more fully
with the settlement strategy in Chapter 11. My full comments on objections to it
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are addressed in both Chapter 11 and under STR4 in Chapter 3 of this report
and should be read in conjunction with my conclusions here. | note in general
terms | have some reservations about the soundness of the settlement strategy.

2.5.3. Hazard locations - From the representations | am not entirely sure | understand
what is sought by CCW. | am told that hazard locations refers to areas at risk of
flooding and contaminated land. However, it is not clear if what is sought is a
strategic aim which would seek to direct development away from such areas or
merely to be aware of these factors as constraints. If itis the latter it is not
necessary to embody this in a strategic aim. With regard to the former, TAN15
does not preclude development in areas at risk of flooding per se, and in line
with this neither do the UDP policies. Similarly one of the UDP’s strategic aims
— 3 - gives priority to developing derelict/redundant land which is often
contaminated. Therefore on the face of it a strategic aim seeking to preclude
development in such areas would be contrary to the thrust of both national and
UDP policy. Either way | do not consider it has been demonstrated that there is
sound justification for making the suggested change to the plan.

2.5.4. | note PC9is a minor change which would more accurately describe the theme
of the paragraph.

Recommendation:
2.5.5. |recommend the plan be modified by PC9.

2.6. Paragraph 2.9

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
2240 6031 RSPB Cymru DEP ®) No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No | Summary
6031 Allocations and policies from old development plans need review before inclusion in the UDP
because of changes to policy/planning good practice

Key Issue:
2.6.1. Whether the plan automatically rolls forward allocations/policies from previous
plans.

Conclusions:

2.6.2. Para 2.9 does not say and the Council disputes that allocations and/or policies
have automatically been rolled forward from existing plans. So far as | am
aware all former policies and allocations in the old development plans have
been re-examined in the light of current policy (at the time of scrutiny) and best
planning practice. Those included in the plan have also been subjected to a
combined SEA/SA. The objector does not justify the assertion by any particular
examples and as a consequence it is difficult to comment further.

Recommendation:
2.6.3. I recommend no modification to the plan.
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3. Par

t |- Policies

3.1. Introductory Section

Representations:

Personal [ Representation Individual or Organisation Stage | Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan [ Support | Withdrawal
59 3299 Flintshire Green Party DEP 0 No
2350 4902 Welsh Assembly Government DEP (@) Yes
2420 6029 RSPB Cymru DEP O No
3543 8985 Chester City Council DEP S No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No [ Summary
3299 Seeks an additional policy relating to the urban environment
4902 Seeks an additional policy relating to sport, recreation and leisure
6029 Part 1 of the plan should include targets
Key Issues:

3.1.1. Whether:-

)

additional policies relating to the Habitats Directive and the protection of
important urban landscapes, townscapes and buildings and sport, leisure
and recreation should be included in Part 1 of the UDP

i)  the IPPs should include specific targets.

Conclus
3.1.2.

ions:
Policies - STR7 and STRS8 provide the strategic basis for protecting the

3.1.3.

natural and built environment. These are supported by more detailed
policies in Part 2 of the plan and as a consequence | do not consider an
additional policy referring to the Habitats Directive is necessary. (See also
conclusions on WB2).

It is a requirement of PPW that Part 1 of the UDP must set out a strategic
approach to the provision and enhancement of well designed tourist, sport,
recreation and leisure facilities. Whilst STR6 relates to tourism, the Council
acknowledge there is no strategic policy dealing with sport, recreation and
leisure. PC26 rectifies this omission. The objections relating to PC26 are
dealt with under STR11 below.

3.1.4. |PPs - Specific targets are included in part 2 of the plan which also includes

a chapter devoted to implementation and monitoring. These provide
adequate opportunity to assess the effectiveness of the plan and it is not
necessary for the IPPs to include specific targets.

Recommendation:

3.15. |

recommend the plan be modified by PC26 (subject to my comments on

STR11 below).

Chapter 3
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3.2. Policy STR1 New Development

Representations:

Personal Rep Individual or Organisation Stage | Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan| Support |Withdrawal
59 3286 Flintshire Green Party DEP ©) No

1103 1466 NAW (Welsh Health Estates) DEP [®) No
1712 3013 The Crown Estate DEP S No
2106 4408 Countryside Council for Wales DEP (@) No
2238 4180 Heesom DEP S No
2239 4195 Clayton DEP S No
2334 4859 WAG - Dept Economy & Transport DEP O Yes
2350 4903 Welsh Assembly Government DEP (®) Yes
3556 17646 British Land Company plc DEP ©) Yes
3715 9540 Butterworth DEP (@) No
4625 13682 Sargeant AM DEP O No
5224 13492  |Whittaker DEP (@) No
5235 13537 Lewis DEP 0 No
7411 18704 Development Securities plc DEP [®) Yes
2619 18574 Ministry of Defence PC S No
4110 18289 Peers PC (@) No
7416 18607 Pochin Rosemound Ltd PC S No
Summary of Objections:
Rep No | Summary
3286 Seeks amendments to the wording of criteria d, e and g
1466 Criterion a is unduly onerous and criterion g is a presumption against development
4408 Amend wording of criteria a and g. Needs criterion relating to natural heritage interests
4859 Policy should take account of development within allocated sites and Development Zones
17646
18704
4903 Criterion g should more accurately reflect a precautionary approach
13682 Criterion a is not applied consistently throughout the plan
13492
13537
9540 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 4 GEN2 Penyffordd & Penymynydd with 9533
18289 Proper risk control measures in amended criterion g should be defined
Key Issue:

3.2.1. Whether the policy and its criteria need to be changed in the light of the

objections.

Conclusions:

3.2.2.

3.2.3.

Chapter 3

The Council acknowledges the inconsistency between criterion a and
Chapter 13 with regard to employment locations outside the settlement
boundaries where development may be permitted. The Council seeks to
address this in PC10. Whilst | accept that the change would go some way to
addressing the point, the additional wording does not refer to suitable
brownfield sites, as the Council states in para 4.3 of its submission.
However, the Council does propose to include reference to suitable
brownfield sites in STR3 (see below). PPW does not restrict the reuse of
suitable brownfield sites to employment use. In view of national policy and
the need for consistency within the plan | conclude that, in addition to the
Council's proposed amended wording, reference should also be made to
suitable brownfield sites.

PPW advises that new building in the open countryside away from existing
settlements or areas allocated for development in UDPs must continue to be
strictly controlled. Criterion a (as recommended) is in accordance with this

Part | Policies Page 14
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3.2.4.

3.2.5.

3.2.6.

3.2.7.

3.2.8.

3.2.9.

advice. Bearing in mind that GEN3 relates to development outside
settlement boundaries | do not consider the policy to be unduly restrictive.

Para 1.34 of the plan states that policies should not be considered in
isolation. It is not necessary for criterion a to repeat this statement. The plan
should be read as a whole.

The policy adequately addresses the issue of local distinctiveness in the
various criteria and as a consequence it is not necessary to include the
suggested additional wording in criterion d. However, | note FPC597
proposes minor changes to criteria d and e which make the wording more
robust.

The Council states that criterion g is not intended to presume against
development and acknowledges that it should be redrafted to better reflect a
precautionary approach. PC11 addresses this objection. Whilst the Council
states that the term proper risk control measures in the revised wording is
commonly used it would be helpful to include a definition in the glossary of
terms. As the appropriate measures will be determined in each particular
case the provision of a list of possible examples may prove misleading for
users of the plan.

No evidence or justification has been put forward regarding the need to refer
to soil erosion within criterion g and | consider such detail in this strategic
policy unnecessatry.

Since STRY relates to the natural environment | do not consider it necessary
or appropriate to include an additional criterion relating to natural heritage
interests.

Other matters - No evidence or justification is provided in support of the

assertions that the policy is not applied consistently with other parts of the
plan or how it should be changed. | cannot therefore make any meaningful
conclusions on these objections.

3.2.10. In January 2008 MIPPS 01/2008 was issued. This indicates that good design

should consider the impact of climate change and ensure that development
contributes to tackling its causes. | consider that STR1 should be amended
to reflect the greater emphasis now placed on this issue and that criterion b
should be expanded to refer to these considerations. This reflects my
findings with regard to the detailed policies in Chapter 5 Design. | would
suggest in criterion b following site and locality add , maximise the efficient
use of resources, minimise the use of non-renewable resources and
minimise the generation of waste and pollution.

Recommendations:
3.2.11. | recommend the plan be modified by:-

)

PC11 and FPC597

i) changes to criterion a to read generally located within existing

settlement boundaries, allocations, development zones, principal
employment areas and suitable brownfield sites and will only be
permitted outside these areas where it is essential to have an open
countryside location;

iii) definition of risk control measures in the glossary of terms
iv) in criterion b after site and locality adding , maximise the efficient use

of resources, minimise the use of non-renewable resources and
minimise the generation of waste and pollution.
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3.3. Policy STR2 Transport and Communications

Representations:

Personal [ Representation Individual or Organisation Stage | Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan| Support |Withdrawal
1712 3014 The Crown Estate DEP S No
2106 4409 Countryside Council for Wales DEP 0 No
2236 4165 York DEP (@) No
2238 4181 Heesom DEP S No
2239 4196 Clayton DEP S No
2239 4202 Clayton DEP S No
2420 5295 RSPB Cymru DEP (@) No
4625 13683 Sargeant AM DEP O No
5224 13495 Whittaker DEP 0 No
5235 13539 Lewis DEP o] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No [ Summary
4409 Seeks inclusion of reference to natural heritage interest in criterion e
5295 Seeks reference to demand management in criterion b
13683 Criteria a and d are not applied consistently throughout the plan
13495
13539
4165 This is dealt with in Chapter 17 CF2 with 4167

Key Issue:
3.3.1. Whether any changes need to be made to the criteria.

Conclusions:

3.3.2. The criteria - Not all the criteria listed will necessarily apply to each and
every development. For example, a single dwelling is unlikely to have an
impact on facilitating the transfer of freight from road to rail or water. The
inclusion of the term wherever practicable in the policy provides the
necessary flexibility to enable the relevant criteria to be applied when it is
possible to do so. | do not consider this results in uncertainty and | conclude
the policy should not be changed as suggested.

3.3.3. With regard to achieving a modal shift from private to public transport the
objector does not indicate what the term demand management would
encompass. PPW advises a precautionary approach to the introduction of
road charging and/or workplace charging and more recent advice in TAN18
advises that road user charging and workplace charging will be addressed
through RTPs. Demand management will require a much wider debate in
the Flintshire, regional and national context and | consider it would not be
appropriate to include this approach in the UDP.

3.3.4. The plan should be read as a whole. Environmental considerations are
adequately covered by other strategic and detailed policies and it is not
necessary for this policy to include reference to safeguarding the natural
heritage. To do so could be seen as giving more weight to it than other
considerations which would need to be taken into account in transferring
freight from the roads.

3.3.56. Other matters - No evidence or justification is provided to support the
assertions that the criteria are not applied consistently or suggest how the
policy should be changed. It is difficult to comment further on these
objections.
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Recommendation:
3.3.6. | recommend no modification to the plan.

3.4. Policy STR3 Employment

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage | Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
59 246 Flintshire Green Party DEP (@) No
59 3297 Flintshire Green Party DEP O No

1712 3015 The Crown Estate DEP S No
2106 4410 Countryside Council for Wales DEP (@) No
2238 4182 Heesom DEP O No
2239 4197 Clayton DEP (0] No
2334 4862 WAG - Dept Economy & Transport DEP O Yes
2753 6616 Cheshire County Council DEP (@) Yes
3548 9024 Solitaire (Liverpool) Ltd DEP (@) No
3556 9066 British Land Company plc DEP [®) Yes
6718 15630 Brock Plc DEP O No
7411 18686 Development Securities plc DEP (@) Yes
2619 18575 Ministry of Defence PC S No
4110 18290 Peers PC (0] No
7416 18608 Pochin Rosemound Ltd PC S No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
246 These objections are dealt with in Chapter 13 at EM2(1) with 77 and 4294
4197
3297 Objects to oversupply of employment land, loss of high grade agricultural land and use of
employment land for housing and speculative development
4182 Emphasis on employment in the eastern county and too little regard to pressures in the west
4410 Seeks reference to STR1 and other strategies and policies
4862 Criterion ¢ should include land within allocated sites and Development Zones
9066
18686
6616 Seeks clarification of the level of employment land being provided
9024 Add criterion for tourism. (See also 9022 at Chapter 16 - the whole chapter )
15630 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 13 EM3 with 15631
18290 Seeks a definition of suitable brownfield sites in amended criterion ¢

Key Issues:
3.4.1. Whether:-
i) the policy requires changes
i) there is undue emphasis on the eastern end of the County
iii)  there is an overprovision of employment land
iv)  employment allocations take up high grade agricultural land
V) it is appropriate to use employment land for housing development.

Conclusions:

3.4.2. Policy changes - The plan should be read as a whole. Since environmental
and tourism considerations are covered by other strategic/detailed policies, it
is not necessary to include reference to these matters in STR3.

3.4.3. The Council proposes amending criterion ¢ (PC12) to specify the areas
where employment development will be permitted. Such an amendment
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would be appropriate and would ensure consistency with the employment
policies in Part 2 of the plan.

3.4.4. The proposed amended wording of this criterion includes reference to
suitable brownfield sites. PPW (para 2.7.1) recognises that not all
brownfield sites are suitable for development. The suitability or otherwise of
a site will be determined on its particular circumstances. It would not
therefore be possible to define suitable in this context.

3.4.5. Emphasis on eastern County - It seems to me that the strategic approach to
employment is in line with the WSP and | do not consider there is an undue
emphasis on the eastern end of the County. No substantive evidence has
been put forward to support the assertion that there is too little
acknowledgement of the pressures in the western end and the detailed
employment policies in Part 2 include allocations throughout the County.
However, out of the list of high quality sites in EM2, there is no indication
why Warren Hall and St. David’'s Park are singled out for specific mention in
criterion b. This may convey a misleading emphasis on particular sites and
as a consequence it is not appropriate to refer to them in this policy.

3.4.6. Level of employment land provision - The Council acknowledges that the
total allocation of employment land exceeds the target need. This is
because the plan provides an element of flexibility to accommodate a range
of type, size and location of site. As the demand for employment land is
largely market driven, this is appropriate. The matter is dealt with in more
detail in Chapter 13.

3.4.7. One of the strategic aims is to provide employment opportunities for local
people. However, the UDP cannot control who takes up the jobs created,
nor do | consider it is desirable that it should, particularly bearing in mind the
County’s position in the sub region. Flintshire cannot be treated in isolation.
Both the WSP and the SRSS recognise the close relationship between North
East Wales and Cheshire. The development of employment land on a
speculative basis is a component part of the provision of job opportunities. |
do not consider such development is necessarily unacceptable or results in
an over allocation of land.

3.4.8. When the employment policies and associated text are read as a whole they
provide sufficient guidance/justification on the employment land proposed. It
is not appropriate for this strategic policy to include details relating to specific
sites or types of employment.

3.4.9. Agricultural land - Many of the employment land allocations have been rolled
over from existing development plans and | am told the impact on
agricultural land will already have been assessed. The Council states that
the vast majority of the land allocated for employment is not the best and
most versatile and | have no reason to doubt this information. 3297 is not
substantiated. It is difficult for me to comment further.

3.4.10. Housing development - The history of previous planning decisions is not a
matter for this UDP Inquiry. However, PPW indicates that non housing
allocations should be reviewed to consider whether land might be better
used for other purposes, including housing. It is not clear to me the point the
objector is making with regard to the example of Broncoed and references to
unspecified sites in villages and it is difficult to comment further. Objections
to specific sites are considered later in this report.

3.4.11. Other Matters — Part 2 of the plan indicates the amount of employment land
that is allocated and its location. | do not consider further clarification is
required.
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Recommendations:
3.4.12. | recommend the plan be modified by
i) PC12

i) the deletion of the text including key strategic/high quality sites at Warren
Hall and St. David’s Park in criterion b.

3.5. Policy STR4 Housing

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage | Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
A full list of representations is to be found
in Appendix A3

Summary of Objections:

Rep No. | Summary of Representations

All Objections range from there being too high a supply of housing land to too little, with a
number considering the figure of 7400 about right, but the supply not capable of providing
that level of development.
The need for 6500/7400 homes has not been demonstrated. Priority should be given to
refurbishing existing housing stock and using brownfield land. The supply can be reduced by
30% if the young and elderly who do not purchase property are taken into account. Densities
should be higher and more housing such as rented, warden controlled provided. The housing
figure is based on providing houses for in-migration not the population of Flintshire. There is
no need for a flexibility allowance, annual monitoring will indicate if additional dwellings are
needed. The deposit plan demonstrates why 6500 dwellings are unsustainable. No more
than this should be built.
There are doubts about how the figure of 7400 was derived. There needs to be more
clarification. There are also doubts about the availability of land which makes up the housing
supply including physical/ownership constraints on land with planning permission/allocations.
Small sites/conversions/windfalls are a diminishing resource. Large windfalls should not be
included in the supply. No account is taken of demolitions. The supply of land should have
been informed by a housing needs survey. There will not be a 5 year supply of land.
The plan should provide for more than 7400 dwellings. Suggested figures include up to 9000.
If not there will be an imbalance between economic and housing development. The housing
figure does not recognise the level of demand and under estimates the low level of recent
provision. The assumptions about in-migration are too low and do not reflect trends. Local
people will be forced out/not be able to enter the housing market. A higher supply of houses
will enable the provision of more affordable houses. The calculations do not use up to date
information and there is no recognition of changing patterns of household growth. The
housing supply figures include double counting.
The calculations/policy do not accord with PPW. They do not use the most up to date
household projection information. The life of the plan should be extended until 2023.
The policy should state its support for brownfield land, the efficient and sustainable use of
land and development within settlement boundaries. Criterion (b) should be deleted. It
introduces a double hurdle of settlement growth and capacity. No sound justification has
been provided for categorising settlements and limiting development within them. There is no
sound assessment of settlement capacity. A greater proportion of the supply should come
from the urban centres. Criteria (b) and (d) are too restrictive and not consistent.
Criterion (d) should include reference to housing being controlled by a housing association
and PC14 should be compatible with HSG10 and 11

Background

3.5.1. Whilst the deposit plan identified a need for 7400 new homes within the plan
period, it proposed a supply of only 6500. However, PC13 increases this to
7400. By putting forward a higher figure the Council accepts that 6500 is an
insufficient level. As a consequence my conclusions are based on the 7400
figure.
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3.5.2.

3.5.3.

3.5.4.

3.5.5.

Insofar as the objections criticise housing supply figures in the deposit draft
plan, these figures were amended and/or updated when changes were
made to the housing allocations proposed as part of the PCs and following
the combined SEA/SA. Consequently whilst the generality of an objection is
maintained | make no comment on the details. Further | understand many of
the objections made at the deposit stage contain facts and figures from
plans, documents and the like which are either now out of date or have been
superseded. It would serve little purpose to comment in any detail on these
figures.

Some objections to STR4 put forward alternative sites for housing
development. My comments on the suitability of those sites are to be found
in Chapter 11 of this report primarily under HSG1. The conclusions here
deal only with housing at a strategic level, that is whether the number of new
homes proposed within the plan period is satisfactory and whether in general
terms the supply of land is capable of meeting that need.

I make no comment on the availability of particular allocated sites in my
conclusions on STR4. In general terms | note a long planning history to a
site does not necessarily mean it is incapable of development nor does the
non development of allocated land in a previous plan. In the past there has
not been the same emphasis on recycling urban land and greenfield sites
were seen by some as an easier/cheaper/preferable option for development.
Nevertheless | am mindful that the constraints on some sites, whether
greenfield or previously developed, may mean that they may not be
immediately available for development. Where doubts are cast about the
availability of particular sites and/or their ability to be developed before the
end of the plan period, these are dealt with under their specific policy
numbers under HSG1 below. | am told all allocations have been assessed
in terms of highway impacts.

I understand that within 6 months of the receipt of this report the Council will
submit an outline of the LDP and | would expect that to be progressed
quickly. The production of the new plan will be supported by assessments of
urban/environmental capacity and local housing market assessment. It will
be informed by up to date survey work in line with the latest national policy.

It is within this context that my conclusions on both the housing supply and
settlement strategy are reached.

Key issues

3.5.6.

Whether:-

i) the level of housing provision proposed is sufficient to ensure there is
the opportunity for people to live in good quality affordable housing,
taking into account matters such as the reliability of the household
projections, in-migration, economic development and the like

i) the settlement hierarchy forms the basis for an acceptable spatial
strategy

iii)  there should be changes to the policy/criteria.

Conclusions:

3.5.7.

Housing requirement — The Council has not revised its estimated demand
for new homes from 6500 to 7400. It is the supply of land which has been
increased to meet the projected demand. 7400 is a global figure of the
estimated housing needs of the County. It does not relate solely to market
family housing, but encompasses different types of tenure and has regard to
trends in household composition. | have neither read nor heard any
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3.5.8.

3.5.9.

3.5.10.

3.5.11.

3.5.12.

3.5.13.

substantive evidence which supports the view that the supply could be
reduced by 30% if the young and elderly are taken into account.

Similarly other policies within the plan such as HSG8 seek to make the most
efficient use of land by maximising densities without compromising the
quality of the environment; HSG9 ensures that new development is
appropriate in terms of housing mix and type. Providing affordable homes to
meet local needs is addressed by HSG10 (within settlements) and HSG11
(in rural areas). | appreciate that these factors, together with making the
best use of the housing stock - STR4(e) - may limit the amount of land for
new housing, but they do not affect the overall number of dwellings required.
My conclusions on STR4 should be read alongside those for the above
policies.

The housing policies in the plan complement the Council’s Housing Strategy
2008-2013 which was developed in collaboration with key people, groups
and organisations. Whilst produced after the UDP, the strategy promotes
the common theme of mixed housing development in sustainable
communities and recognises the need to ensure that sufficient land for new
homes is allocated in the right location and is of the right type to meet the
needs and aspirations of the County’s existing and future residents. As such
these documents accord with the objectives of PPW.

Turning now to the robustness of the 7400 figure. The Council used the
Chelmer population and housing model to project housing demand. This is
commonly acknowledged to be an appropriate way to undertake such
studies. However, projecting future population changes and demand for
new houses is not an exact science. It is of necessity based on a number of
assumptions. There is no absolute right answer. It is a best guesstimate. In
the case of Flintshire the work was carried out in the spring of 1999 using
data from the 1990s. The Council has not updated the basic figures in the
model, but in subsequent years more studies have been undertaken and/or
projections produced.

Whilst the deposit draft plan may have proposed a figure of 6500 new
dwellings to reflect capacity considerations, this is not the case of the 7400
proposed by PC13. The Council justifies 7400 on need, not capacity
grounds. The objectors who consider 7400 and/or 6500 to be too high have
not substantiated their views with empirical evidence, only assertions.

PPW advises that the starting point for assessing housing requirements
should be the latest national and sub national household projections for
Wales. | concur with the general consensus that in this case these are the
2003 based sub national projections, as the 2004 figures were not, at the
time of the inquiry, disaggregated to sub regional level. In addition the
Council has considered other comparative sources of projected housing
demand including the North Wales Regional Apportionment Exercise (2007),
the North Wales Planning Officers 2003 based projections and the SRSS
2006. There has therefore been regard to more up to date work both within
Wales and cross border.

| acknowledge that the annual requirements in these various documents
have different base dates/time periods from 2000 to 2026, nevertheless they
produce figures of a similar order and the North Wales apportionment and
the North Wales Planning Officers projections are similar at 480 and 490
respectively to the UDP figure of 490. At the inquiry the Council
acknowledged that due to the low build rates in the early stages of the plan
period the annual figure for the remainder of the plan will be in the region of
650 to deliver the requirement.
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3.5.14.

3.5.15.

3.5.16.

3.5.17.

3.5.18.

| have looked at the different rates of housing/population growth found in
SDR 30/2006 which summarises the 2003 based population projections. In
North Wales, it illustrates a slowing down of household formation rates after
2016. However, this document carries a health warning and says that the
projections do not make allowances for the effects of local/national policies
and are only an indication of what would happen if certain assumptions were
made. Full details of those assumptions are not available to the inquiry and
in the circumstances | do not consider that the bald figures demonstrate per
se that a higher number of new homes is justified within the period to 2015.

Flintshire is not a self contained unit and there is an inter-dependence
between it and neighbouring areas in terms of housing and employment
markets. This is recognised in the WSP. The 7400 figure is arrived at by
including assumptions about migration which were agreed by the then Welsh
Office. In my view it would not be reasonable to ignore migration given
Flintshire’s attractive border location and relative economic prosperity. To
do so could well result in a level of provision which could lead to increased
competition, rising prices and the exclusion of more households from the
housing market. | am not aware of any planning means which could
successfully ensure that all new homes within the district were purchased by
local people or indeed that the evidence demonstrates that this is necessary.
In any event, even if such a means could be found, it would not preclude
migration as only a small proportion of the property market consists of new
homes. In Flintshire it is not sensible for housing need to exclude in-
migration. | note here that HSG10 and HSG11 seek to provide affordable
housing where there is a need.

Given the past trends/projections in migration, coupled with the need to
encourage employment generation whilst at the same time protecting the
environment, | do not consider the allowance of 200 persons a year to be
unreasonable. The figure equates to the most up to date ONS information.
From the evidence before me | am not persuaded that the figures quoted
from other sources would be more robust and/or appropriate. | have been
mindful that there is a need to have regard to changing patterns of in-
migration from EU countries. However, this is something of an unknown
factor. | would expect more information about this matter to be available to
inform the LDP process.

| do not consider past completion rates should be used to guide future
housing need. They are unreliable and the rates can differ widely depending
on the period chosen. This is particularly true of Flintshire where the rates
were high immediately before the UDP process began, but have become
increasingly lower as the process has progressed. | acknowledge that there
is a relationship between the provision of new employment and housing.
The likelihood is that new industry brings with it new workers who have a
variety of housing needs/demands. However, | do not consider there is a
direct correlation between the amount of housing and employment land.
This is because the supply of housing land is primarily needs driven, whilst
there is far less certainty about employment land requirements, the take up
of which is essentially market driven. Therefore | do not believe the level of
employment land proposed is a good reason to increase the supply of
housing land.

The plan has no phasing policy which means the allocated sites can come
forward at any time and there is likely to be a significant increase in building
rates once the uncertainty of the housing allocations disappears. There is
also likely to be less cross border pressure for houses if the supply of land is
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increased within Cheshire. Therefore | do not consider these factors justify
making more land available for development.

3.5.19. Housing supply - At the time the proposed changes were produced the
Council took the opportunity to review the housing balance sheet. The
figures presented to the inquiry are based on the April 2006 Joint Housing
Land Availability Study and it is these figures | use in reaching conclusions
on supply. This study was coordinated and published by WAG. Itis an
agreed collaboration between WAG, FCC, housing associations, EAW,
DCWW, HBF and local developers.

3.5.20. The numbers of completions since the start date are a fact. However,
objectors have cast doubt about other elements of the identified supply. In
particular there is some double counting of supply in respect of small sites
and this is now acknowledged by the Council. Under the heading sites with
pp and in adopted plans the figure of 2203 includes 750 dwellings which is a
small sites allowance for 2006-2011 derived from the 2006 JHLAS. 750 is
the figure confirmed acceptable by WAG as lately as April 2007, as a
consequence the Council has adjusted the table by deleting 5 years of the
60 pa allowance to reflect this. Leaving a residual amount to come from the
allowance of 240 dwellings. Although this may not be the standard way of
assessing supply | consider it is an appropriate way of progressing because
it has regard to recent trends and is likely to prove a more robust figure than
the theoretical one set in the late 1990’s.

3.5.21. | note here that despite claims to the contrary there does not appear to have
been a drying up of small/windfall sites as suggested. The allowances set
for both small and large sites were significantly less than for the period
immediately preceding the start date of the plan. In fact both small sites and
windfalls have come forward in greater numbers than the allowances.

3.5.22. | acknowledge that it seems likely that once the plan is adopted there is
likely to be less pressure on developers to identify windfall sites as
allocations become available for development. However, | do not accept
that the windfall allowance for large sites should be deleted from the supply
figures. Such sites occur as a result of changing circumstances which it is
not possible to identify in advance. There is no way they can be allocated
for development with any reliability. That being said | acknowledge the
Council has, in a number of instances, included land within settlements
where, in principle, it would not object to development, but believes
constraints may preclude development within the plan period. If these sites
come forward they would be appropriately classified as windfalls.

3.5.23. If large windfalls were only added at completion stage it would negate a
source of supply until the units were actually built. This would produce
distorted figures. | see no reason why windfalls should be treated any
differently to small sites. They are a legitimate source of supply which once
planning permission is granted become a commitment. As far as | can see
the windfall allowance does not result in double counting. Neither do | find it
untoward that site yields are based on density assumptions. This method
may not be 100% accurate, but it does result in a consistency of approach in
the treatment of sites from whatever component of supply.

3.5.24. Of the other 2 categories of the commitment and allowances part of the
supply, sites in unadopted plans account for only 40 units and these together
with the sites with planning permission and sites in adopted plans have been
scrutinised, as part of the production of the 2006 JHLAS, before they were
included in the housing land supply. They may not all fall within the 5 year
supply, but that does not mean they cannot be developed within the plan
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period. The JHLAS identified land in accord with the categories set out in
TAN1 and has been agreed with the HBF and local developers. Itis not an
arbitrary exercise carried out by the Council. In general terms | have seen
no substantive evidence which seriously causes me to question their
inclusion within the identified supply.

3.5.25. Using figures from the 2006 JHLAS, the current supply of land from
completions, commitments and allowances is only 3.67 years. And | do not
find this surprising in the light of the diminishing supply available because of
the continuing uncertainty of the UDP allocations. The Council’s stance
towards sites subject to objection means this is unlikely to change until
adoption of the plan. However, when adding the present UDP allocations to
the supply this rises to 8.77 years. The revised allocations as recommended
would increase this.

3.5.26. | am mindful that 7400 is not an absolute figure and the supply includes a
flexibility allowance. Given that any combination of unknown factors can
affect the development of land it is prudent that such an allowance is
available. It does not to my mind equate to an oversupply which will result in
unsustainable development. | have seen no substantive evidence which
indicates that clearance and demolitions will make more than a negligible
impact on supply.

3.5.27. Inlooking at the objections to the allocated sites, considering the relative
merits of alternative land, taking account of changing circumstances and
density of development, my recommendations mean that there have been
changes to the allocations which has a knock on effect on the supply. | note
here that in general terms increasing the density of development to 30 per
ha in category B settlements and for allocations has not demonstrated that
the number of allocations can be reduced as suggested by some objectors.

3.5.28. From the comparison table set out below, it is evident that if my
recommendations are accepted there will be sufficient land allocated to
ensure the delivery of 7400 new homes within the plan period, a 5 year
supply of land, and a healthy flexibility allowance of about 14% to ensure
that if there is slippage the housing industry will still have the potential to
deliver sufficient homes to ensure people have the opportunity to live in good
quality affordable homes.

3.5.29. It should be noted that in the table below the figure of 3521 for new
allocations is largely based on densities recommended in Chapter 11 at
HSG8. As a number of my recommendations recognise the necessity for
further work on site capacity, the precise figure may be subject to change. |
accept also that constraints on some sites may result in reduced capacities
whilst in other locations and on other sites densities may be higher. From all
the information available to the inquiry, | am however satisfied that a figure
of 3521 or thereabouts is a reasonable one for the purposes of the
calculation of housing supply. If necessary the figure can be fine tuned at
the modification stage.

3.5.30. This leads me to the overall conclusion that 7400 new homes is an
appropriate level to provide within the plan period and the proposed supply
is capable of ensuring its delivery.
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UDP HOUSING REQUIREMENT BALANCE SHEET

Inspector’'s Report

April 2000 April April April
2006* 2006** 2006***
Requirement (2001 - 2015) 6500 7400 7400 7400
Less completions:
2000-2001 474 474 474
2001-2002 239 239 239
2002-2004 621 621 621
2004-2005 347 347 347
2005-2006 318 318 318
Revised requirement: 6500 5401 5401 5401
Less commitments & allowances:
Sites with pp & in adopted plans 1055 2203 2203 2203
Allocated sites in unadopted plans 1024 40 40 40
Small sites (9 or less) 60 pa 900 540 240 240
Windfall allowance (10+) 50pa 750 450 450 450
3729 3233 2933 2933
Residual requirement: 2771 2168 2468 2468
New allocations in UDP: 3102 3060 3060 3521
Over allocation; 331 892 592 1040
For which 10% flexibility would 650 740 740 740
account -319 152 -148 313
Further flexibility:

* small sites allowance double counted

** small sites allowance adjusted for double counting

*** allocations in plan adjusted to reflect inspectors’ recommendations

3.5.31. The categorisation of settlements is derived from the Clwyd Structure Plan

and the Council says that in the past it has proved a useful tool to broadly
identify the likely acceptable levels of development within different types of
settlements. In principle | am satisfied that the spatial distribution of growth
should be based on a hierarchy of settlements with more growth taking place
in the larger settlements. This is in line with both national and the plan’s
underlying sustainable objectives. However, | have some reservations and
share some, but not all, objectors’ concerns about the particulars of the

strategy.

3.5.32.

3.5.33.

Chapter 3 Part | Policies

The Council acknowledge that the strategy is not based on a thorough and
consistent assessment of the capacity of settlements and that whilst it
sought to provide 65% of development within the category A settlements, it
does not deliver this.

Despite its response to objections, | am not entirely clear about the Council’s
justification for selecting the actual percentages of the growth bands. The
nearest | have come to an explanation is in Topic Paper 2, where at para 3.8
it says Having been ranked, the settlements were categorised into ....growth
bands, reflecting an evaluation of their growth potential based on capacity,
but there is no further information about the capacity of individual
settlements to justify the levels set.
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3.5.34. However, the figures set out in the plan, the allocations and assumptions
about windfall sites and the like demonstrate that broadly growth within
these bands would meet the housing requirement. It is made clear that the
settlement growth bands are indicative. They are not prescriptive and there
is the acknowledgement that some settlements will be able to accommodate
more/less growth than the indicative bands. Therefore | find the actual
percentages set to be reasonable.

3.5.35. In principle there is nothing wrong with a settlement policy which is based on
the historic settlement pattern. However, that settlement pattern was
developed when there was less personal mobility and significantly different
social/economic conditions. These factors meant people tended to work,
rest and play close to home and communities were relatively independent.
The ever decreasing facilities and services within the rural settlements is
evidence that things have changed significantly.

3.5.36. As a consequence | do not consider it acceptable that development per se
should be encouraged in the category C settlements where the strategy is
permissive of up to 10% development. By definition these scattered villages
are not in sustainable locations and have extremely limited facilities. To
promote the expansion of such settlements is not in accord with the
underlying sustainable principles of the plan. That being said | do recognise
there may be occasions where there is a local (by which | do not mean a
personal) need for one or more houses. It may be for low cost housing or to
accommodate rural workers. In such circumstances small scale
development of up to 10% could well be acceptable and | recommend in
Chapter 11 HSG3 that the settlement strategy is rewritten to reflect this.

3.5.37. Turning to boundary definition. In some instances settlements which were
once separate entities now form part of a continuous built up area and share
facilities. However, they are allocated in the plan as different settlements
and can be within different categories such as Mynydd Isa and Buckley.
This is illogical and backward rather than forward looking. A settlement
boundary on a plan does not define the identity or cohesion of a community,
that will remain, despite the boundaries drawn.

3.5.38. In principle with such circumstances | consider it would be better if the
spatial strategy had regard to built up areas as well as historic settlements.
This would get rid of apparent inconsistencies where what appears to be
accessible land in close proximity to facilities and services is excluded from
settlements and protected by countryside/green barriers/open space
policies. | do not find the argument that an accessible area which has
recently been the subject of significant development needs a period of
respite, to be a good reason to prevent development if the infrastructure is or
can readily be made available. Accommodating growth inevitably brings
change.

3.5.39. That being said, so far as | am aware, the information is not available to
fundamentally review the settlement boundaries. For all the survey work to
be undertaken and changes made to the plan would take a significant period
of time. The long gestation period has led to an unacceptable period of
uncertainty about future development which should not be perpetuated. It
has led to low house building rates and an inadequate supply of land. It is
not satisfactory for the people, businesses or investors in the County.

3.5.40. | am mindful that once the plan is adopted, it is likely to have little more than
5 years to run. Therefore whilst | have some misgivings about the
settlement strategy, | believe with the modifications | have suggested, it
would represent an acceptable way forward to address present problems in
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3.5.41.

3.5.42.

3.5.43.

3.5.44.

3.5.45.

3.5.46.

a sustainable way and would guide development until the LDP comes
forward. Rather than extend the life of the plan — as suggested by some
objectors - it seems sensible for the Council to press on as soon as is
practicable with the LDP. This is intended to be a far speedier process and
will be based on up to date information including a thorough examination of
settlement capacity. For the spatial distribution of growth it should also
consider what should constitute a settlement/built up area.

Finally turning to the specific points raised about the wording of the policy
and criteria. STR1a sets out the need for development to be within
settlement boundaries, STR10a the preference for the use of brownfield land
and STR10b making the most efficient and practical use of land. It is not
necessary to repeat these matters in STR4. | note in any event that STR4e
refers to making the most effective and efficient use of existing housing
stock and as part of its function as a housing authority the Council operate
an Empty Homes scheme.

If criterion b were to go, the alternatives would be to firstly permit
unrestricted growth within the defined settlements. This could lead to a
mismatch between services/employment which would amongst other things
encourage car journeys and be contrary to the underlying sustainable
objectives of the plan. And secondly to delay adoption of the plan for a
significant period whilst the matter was re-examined in depth which would
perpetuate the problems associated with the long gestation period of the
plan. Either would be totally unsatisfactory.

It follows that | do not consider criterion b should be deleted in its entirety. It
is sensible and in line with national advice for the distribution of new houses
to be guided by a spatial policy. However, the Council accepts that there
has not been a consistent assessment of the capacity of the identified
settlements and | have reservations about the definition of some. Given
these circumstances | do not consider there is a sound basis on which the
assessment of capacity of a settlement can be undertaken in a rigorous way
in response to development applications. Further as written the criterion
refers to both the settlement hierarchy and the capacity of each settlement.
As the hierarchy is based partly on capacity | find it confusing to also refer to
capacity, as if it were separate and in addition to the hierarchy.

These matters lead me to conclude that the criterion should end after small
villages. The changes | recommend to the settlement strategy (above and at
HSG3) together with other policies in the plan will ensure development is in
line with sustainable principles.

The objectors who consider criteria b and d are too restrictive and
inconsistent do not say why. Nor does the objector who regards PC14 to be
incompatible with HSG11. | do not share these objectors’ sentiments, but
with the lack of reasons behind the assertions it is difficult to comment
further.

PC14 adds where there is a demonstrable need to the end of criterion d. |
support the change which makes the criterion consistent with HSG10. | see
no useful purpose in criterion d of this strategic policy making specific
reference to who should be the provider of affordable and/or special needs
housing. HSG10 and HSG11, dealing with affordable housing, appropriately
go into more detail.

Recommendations:

3.5.47.

| recommend the plan be modified by:-
i) PCsl13 and 14
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i)

Inspector’'s Report

deletion of and on the capacity of each settlement to accommodate
further growth from criterion b.

3.6. Policy STR5 Shopping Centres and Commercial Development
Representations:
Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage | Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
59 3300 Flintshire Green Party DEP ®) No
2239 4199 Clayton DEP S No
2350 4907 Welsh Assembly Government DEP ©) Yes
3543 8987 Chester City Council DEP ®) No
4823 12550 Tesco Stores Ltd DEP S No
4838 12591 Goldrock Investments Ltd DEP S No
5191 13424 Somerfield Stores DEP (@) No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
3300 Add increased car trips to criterion b, art features and plaza type amenities to criterion ¢ and
delete Broughton from criterion d
4907 Expand criterion b to include reference to the attractiveness of centres
13424 Clarify categorisation of town, district and local centres; put local centres on proposals map.
Include Ffordd Llanarth shopping centre
8987 Exclude the derelict warehouse site from the Saltney district centre
Key Issues:
3.6.1. Whether:-
i) the policy should be changed in line with the objections
i) the extent of the Saltney District Centre should be amended
iii) local centres should be defined
iv) the shopping hierarchy is adequately defined.

Conclusions:

3.6.2.

In my consideration of issues in Chapter 12, | raise concerns about

terminology and lack of definition of words which, where relevant, apply
equally to STR5. Whilst | do not repeat them in any detail here, | note in
particular that commercial development is used throughout the plan and it is
not clear if it is always intended to have the same meaning. For instance in
STR5, S3 and EM4.

3.6.3.

Policy — | do not consider it necessary to refer to additional car trips in

criterion b as STR2 sets out strategic transport policy which will relate to all
types of development. To be consistent with one of the main objectives of
national policy set out in para 10.1.1 of PPW (MIPPS 02/2005) it would
however, be appropriate to add attractiveness to this criterion. The Council
proposes this by PC15 which | support. | am not sure why the criterion is
qualified by particularly outside defined centres as this implies the weight to
be given to harm from a development within a centre is less. It would be

better deleted.
Public art and plaza type developments will be details of individual schemes.

3.6.4.

Such features, if appropriate, could be required under criterion f. | see no
need for them to be specifically mentioned in criterion c. It is perhaps my
misunderstanding of the terminology in criterion ¢, but it seems to me it

Chapter 3 Part | Policies
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would be clearer if given the scale and nature of the proposal and were to be
deleted and replaced by commensurate with.

3.6.5. The reference to Broughton in criterion d is misleading since it could be
taken to refer to Broughton itself rather than Broughton Retail Park. My
conclusions in respect of Broughton Retail Park are to be found at S1(10) in
Chapter 12 and | do not repeat them here. The consequence of those
conclusions and changes since 2003 means that, to avoid confusion, the list
should refer to Broughton Retail Park. The list is essentially derived from the
table in S1 in Chapter 12. My conclusions to those allocations mean that to
be consistent, there will need to be some other modifications to criterion d.

3.6.6. Saltney — Events have overtaken the objection. There is now planning
permission for a supermarket on the site which it is intended will serve the
needs of the local community and as a consequence | consider it is
appropriately located within the defined district centre.

3.6.7. Local centres - One of the objectives of national planning policy is to
promote established town, district, local and village centres. Whilst STR5
and a number of the policies in Chapter 12 refer to local centres these
locations are not defined or listed anywhere in the plan. Given the varied
nature and scale of local centres | accept that it would be time consuming
and difficult to define their boundaries precisely, but it could be done
relatively easily by a symbol. Not identifying them results in a lack of
certainty about where the policies will apply. On balance | consider that the
local centres to which the policy applies should be identified on a list and on
the proposals map.

3.6.8. | note here that the Council does not mention village centres, but | have
assumed that local centres are meant to encompass them. No doubt the
adopted version of the UDP will reflect this and identify centres on the
proposals map.

3.6.9. | deal with S1(7) in Chapter 12 and can usefully add no more in response to
13424, except to say that with its range of existing and proposed facilities |
consider it would be extremely unlikely that the Llanarth Shopping Centre
would be excluded from a list of identified centres.

3.6.10. Shopping hierarchy — The Council says that the hierarchy has evolved from
previous development plans and that the differentiation between types of
centre is based on the size, character and level of facilities in each centre.
Whilst there is no substantive evidence to justify this assertion, it has not
been seriously challenged by the objector or any other party and | do not
consider the plan would be improved if an explanation was to be included as
part of a strategic policy or in Chapter 12. | note that the hierarchy of
centres is partially set out under S1 and if the local centres are added to it as
| recommend, this will provide a firm context for STR5 and policies in
Chapter 12.

3.6.11. Finally | would draw the Council’'s attention to what | consider to be
inconsistencies within the policy itself, between STR5 and both PPW and
other policies in the plan, which it seems to me it would be prudent to
address at the modification stage. Firstly the preamble to the policy includes
local centres, but these are specifically excluded from criteria a and c. Itis
not evident why this should be so. Secondly criterion a adopts a sequential
approach which is not in accord with either PPW (MIPPS 02/2005) or, for
example, S6. There is no explanation of why this should be so. It will be
confusing for users of the plan if these inconsistencies were to remain.
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Recommendations:
3.6.12. | recommend the plan be modified by:-

i) reviewing the search sequence in criterion a and if it is to remain
different to that to be found in PPW and S6, providing a full justification
for the divergence in Chapter 12

ii) deleting criterion b and replacing it with resisting development which
would be harmful to the vitality, attractiveness and viability of nearby
centres

iif)  deleting criterion ¢ and replacing it with facilitating a wide range of
appropriate shopping, commercial, entertainment, transport, leisure,
community and cultural facilities within identified centres commensurate
with their size and character

iv)  amending the list in criterion d to reflect the recommendations in
Chapter 12 for the sites allocated under S1 and after Broughton adding
Retail Park

V) identifying the local centres to which STR5 and the more detailed
policies in Chapter 12 will apply on the proposals map and under S1
together with town and district centres.

3.7. Policy STR6 Tourism

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage | Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
59 3302 Flintshire Green Party DEP ®) No
2239 4200 Clayton DEP S No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No | Summary
3302 FCC has no policy on tourism, replace STR6 with the Green Party’s policy

Key Issue:
3.7.1. Whether the policy should be replaced as suggested.

Conclusions:

3.7.2. ltis not clear to me why the objector states that Flintshire does not have a
policy on tourism when the plan includes strategic and detailed tourism
policies. In the absence of details regarding the perceived deficiencies in
the wording of this strategic policy | cannot comment further.

Recommendation:
3.7.3. | recommend no modification to policy STR6.

3.8. Policy STR7 Natural Environment

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage | Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
59 3303 Flintshire Green Party DEP ®) No
1712 3017 The Crown Estate DEP 0] Yes
2106 4411 Countryside Council for Wales DEP ®) No
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2239 4201 Clayton DEP S No
2420 5297 RSPB Cymru DEP o] Yes
4625 13686 Sargeant AM DEP ®) No
5224 13498 Whittaker DEP o] No
5235 13541 Lewis DEP o] No

59 18028 Envirowatch PC S No

59 18029 Envirowatch PC S No
2106 18396 Countryside Council for Wales PC 0 No
2238 18313 Heesom PC ©) No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

3303 Refer/recognise the importance of BAP, the integration of development within its parameters
and the community action plan
3017 Seeks positive management of nature conservation sites
4411 Clarify how undeveloped coastline is defined. Add criterion to place national/international
sites in context

5297 Refer to the enhancement of open countryside and undeveloped coastline
13498 Criterion a is not applied consistently throughout the plan

13541

13686

18313 Object to PC16 enhancing is not compatible with undeveloped coastline
18396 Consider quantity in criterion g (PC20)

Key Issue:
3.8.1. Whether the policy and its criteria should be changed in the ways suggested.

Conclusions:

3.8.2. The policy - The management of land is not a matter for the UDP and it
would not be appropriate to refer to it in this policy. As a result of PC16 |
note that this objection is conditionally withdrawn. The amendment
strengthens the wording of the policy and | support the change.

3.8.3. Chapter 1 indicates that other plans and strategies are taken into
consideration. As a consequence it is not necessary to make specific
reference to the BAP or to community action plans in STR7. The policy
relates to the broad framework of the natural environment and to mention
selective types of environment, such as wetlands, could be seen as giving
priority to them.

3.8.4. STRY relates to the natural environment as a whole. Part 2 of the plan
includes detailed polices that relate to sites of international and national
importance. It would add nothing to refer specifically to nationally and
internationally designated sites in this policy.

3.8.5. The criteria - No evidence is provided to support the assertion that criterion a
is not applied consistently throughout the UDP or to say how the policy
should be changed. | cannot therefore reach any meaningful conclusions.

3.8.6. With regard to the undeveloped coastline in criterion b | consider it is more
appropriate for the area to be defined in L6 than in a strategic policy. My
conclusions to L6 in Chapter 7 refer to the need to clarify whether coast and
coastline have the same meaning to ensure the appropriate terminology is
used. The terminology used in this policy should be amended accordingly.

3.8.7.  UDP policies should aim to protect and enhance the character and
landscape of the undeveloped coastline PPW (para 5.7.4). Protecting and
maintaining the undeveloped coastline may result in the area being
enhanced and | do not consider the amended wording in criterion b would
necessarily be contradictory. It follows that | do not support the objection to
PC16.
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3.8.8. PC17 amends the wording of criterion c. It would result in greater clarity and
address the relevant objection.

3.8.9. Other matters — | note that in the light of the SEA/SA the Council seeks to
include two additional criteria relating to the water environment (PC19) and
land, soil and air (PC20). These are important elements of the environment
and it is appropriate to include them in the policy. However, | do not
consider it appropriate to include reference to quantity in criterion g since
these land, sea and air are fixed resources. In the light of these two
additional criteria | support the editorial adjustment to the text (PC18).

Recommendation:
3.8.10. | recommend the plan be modified by PCs16, 17, 18, 19 and 20.

3.9. Policy STR8 Built Environment

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage | Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
2043 3717 Clwyd Powys Archaeological Trust DEP S No
2106 4412 Countryside Council for Wales DEP ©) No
2420 5298 RSPB Cymru DEP ) Yes
59 18030 Envirowatch PC S No
2238 18314 Heesom PC S No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
4412 Rename policy The Historic Environment; criterion a should refer to landscapes
5298 Criterion b should acknowledge brownfield land can have nature conservation interest

Key Issue:
3.9.1. Whether the policy title or criteria should be changed.

Conclusions:

3.9.2. The policy refers to the built environment as a whole and | consider the title
properly reflects the subject matter.

3.9.3. The Council proposes the amendment of criterion a to include reference to
historic landscapes (PC21). Although the proposed amendment differs from
the wording sought by the objector, it would maintain consistency with other
policies in the plan and, bearing in mind the context of this policy, | consider
it to be appropriate.

3.9.4. The Assembly Government recognises that not all brownfield land is suitable
for development (PPW para 2.7.1). The Council proposes to amend
criterion b (PC22) and | note that the objection was conditionally withdrawn
as a result of this proposed change. Whilst | accept the need to qualify the
type of brownfield land, | note that in making similar changes elsewhere in
the plan the Council has used the term suitable brownfield land rather than
appropriate brownfield land. This terminology is also in line with that used in
PPW and in order to provide clarity and consistency | conclude that criterion
b should be amended by inserting suitable between of and brownfield.

Recommendations:
3.9.5. Irecommend the plan be modified by:-
i) PC21
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ii) the insertion of suitable between of and brownfield in criterion b.

Inspector’'s Report

3.10. Policy STR9 Welsh Language and Culture

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage | Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
2235 4162 Welsh Language Board DEP S No
2239 4203 Clayton DEP o] No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No | Summary
4203 Concerned about the possibility of discrimination and the effect on human rights
Key Issue:

3.10.1. Whether the policy is discriminatory and would affect human rights.

Conclusions:

3.10.2. The policy is in accordance with PPW. The objector has provided no details
to substantiate the assertions made and as a consequence it is difficult to
comment further.

Recommendation:
3.10.3.

| recommend no modification to the plan.

3.11. Policy STR10 Resources

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage | Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
59 3304 Flintshire Green Party DEP ®) Yes
1690 2590 D P Williams Holdings Ltd DEP ®) No
1712 3016 The Crown Estate DEP S No
1712 3018 The Crown Estate DEP o] No
1713 3048 Tarmac Central Ltd DEP (@) No
2106 4413 Countryside Council for Wales DEP ®) No
2239 4204 Clayton DEP S No
2420 5300 RSPB Cymru DEP O Yes
2753 6643 Cheshire County Council DEP @) No
2753 6651 Cheshire County Council DEP ®) No
3206 7950 Environment Agency Wales DEP ®) Yes
4625 13687 Sargeant AM DEP 0] No
5118 13294 RMC Group Plc DEP O No
5224 13499 Whittaker DEP ) No
5235 13542 Lewis DEP @) No

59 18032 Envirowatch PC S No
1712 18636 The Crown Estate PC 0] No
2238 18315 Heesom PC S No
4110 18291 Peers PC O No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
2590 “c” should reflect government guidance; economics of development not a planning matter
5300 clarify criteria a and b; add criterion about sustainable use/safeguarding of water resources
4413
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6643 Seeks guidance/certainty about the assessment of need for and location of minerals
7950 Add criterion relating to the importance of water as a resource
13687 Brownfield sites are not fully utilised consistently across the plan

13499

13542

13294 Criterion ¢ does not define adequate and the policies make no reference to a landbank
3018 Define adequate landbank; economics of a development is not a matter for FCC

3048

3304 Include use of reclaimed materials in criterion b and the proximity principle in criterion d

6651 Obijects to the policy as no sites/areas suitable for waste facilities have been identified
18291 Define proximity principle
18636 Supply of mineral (particularly limestone) in NW England should be taken into account

Key Issues:
3.11.1. Whether:-
i) the policy requires amendment

ii) there is sufficient guidance and certainty regarding the future need and
location of mineral development

iy  the policy facilitates a planned approach to waste management
iv)  the policy, as it applies to brownfield sites, is applied consistently.

Conclusions:

3.11.2. Policy changes - For reasons of clarity and consistency with other policies |
consider that the wording of criterion a should be amended by referring to
suitable brownfield land.

3.11.3. Criterion b relates to the use of land and buildings rather than materials and
it is inappropriate to refer to reclaimed material in this criterion. | comment
below on an additional criterion dealing with secondary and recycled
materials.

3.11.4. The Council proposes replacing the wording of criterion ¢ (PC23) to
acknowledge the County’s contribution to regional and national demand. All
reference to land bank would be deleted. | support the revised wording
which reflects national guidance and addresses the relevant objections,
including the mineral needs of the North West of England.

3.11.5. Criterion d is to be amended to include reference to the proximity principle
(PC24). The plan includes a glossary of terms which explains what is meant
by the proximity principle. Consequently | do not consider it is necessary to
include a definition in the policy.

3.11.6. Additional criteria relating to water resources and secondary and recycled
materials are proposed (PC25). These criteria would ensure that new
development is undertaken in a sustainable manner in terms of resource
usage. The changes would also be consistent with other parts of the plan. |
consider these amendments are necessary and appropriate and would
satisfy the relevant objections.

3.11.7. Need for/location of minerals - Bearing in mind the limitations of the
information that is currently available, the Council acknowledges that the
policy cannot be more specific in terms of the need for and location of
mineral developments. Nevertheless when read as whole | consider the
relevant policies (as amended) provide sufficient guidance on this matter.
This matter can be considered through the LDP if further information
becomes available.

3.11.8. Waste management - This strategic policy provides appropriate guidance on
the underlying principles for waste management, and together with the
detailed policies the plan overall facilitates a planned approach to waste
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management. | do not consider any changes to STR10 are necessary in this
respect.

3.11.9. Brownfield sites - No evidence is provided in support of the assertion that
criteria a is not applied consistently throughout the UDP or to say how the
policy should be changed. | cannot therefore reach any meaningful
conclusions.

Recommendations:
3.11.10. | recommend the plan be modified by:-
i) PCs23, 24 and 25
i) amending criterion a by inserting suitable before brownfield land.

3.12. Policy STR11 Sport, Leisure and Recreation

Representations:

Personal Rep Individual or Organisation Stage | Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
59 18130 Envirowatch PC (6] No
1413 18233 Clwydian Range Joint Advisory Committee PC ®) No
2106 18398 Countryside Council for Wales PC ®) No
2238 18316 Heesom PC S No
4110 18292 Peers PC o] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

18130 Criterion b is gobbledegook; criterion d should include informal open areas

18292 Should indicate how sites for outdoor play areas will be selected

18233 Should include protection/enhancement of recreation value of the Clwydian Range

18398 ¢ should be truncated after retained; g should seek to improve existing rights of way; h should
be truncated after lines; a new criterion should protect common land and village greens with a
commitment to ensure their accessibility (they should be on the proposal maps); there should
be reference to CROW Act 2000; a new criterion for parks/country parks/local nature reserves
and their declaration should be added

Key issue:
3.12.1. Whether the policy and its criteria should be changed.

Conclusion:

3.12.2. As | indicate at the start of this chapter, STR11 is inserted by PC26. | have
already accepted the need for the policy in principle. These comments
relate to the objections to its wording.

3.12.3. Bearing in mind that the primary objective of designating an AONB is the
conservation and enhancement of its natural beauty and the context of this
policy | do not consider that including reference to the Clwydian Range
AONB is appropriate.

3.12.4. | find the wording of criterion b to be clear and precise. In the absence of
any clarification | reject the objector’s criticism of the wording.

3.12.5. The amendment to criterion ¢ sought by CCW would result in a presumption
against development. This would be overly restrictive and inflexible and
conflict with the relevant detailed policies in Part 2.

3.12.6. | do not consider that criteria d and e should include details of the scale,
evaluation and allocation of the facilities. These are matters for the more
detailed policies in Part 2.
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3.12.7. In its statement the Council indicates that criterion d should be further
amended to include informal open space. However, in Chapter 15 |
conclude that SR5 should refer to outdoor playing space and recommend
accordingly for the reasons given. Including a reference to informal open
space within this criterion would only lead to further confusion of
terminology. It follows that | do not support the objection or the suggested
amendment to this criterion.

3.12.8. Other strategic policies seek to enhance various elements and | see no
reason why such an approach cannot apply to public rights of way. TAN18
seeks to promote walking as the main mode of transport for shorter trips.
Furthermore, such routes may also have a recreational value. The
amendment would not conflict with the detailed policies in Part 2 or with the
role of the local planning authority. | conclude that criterion g should be
amended as suggested by CCW.

3.12.9. Criterion h, relates to AC7 and to those disused former railway lines where
there is a realistic prospect of securing alternative transport related or
recreational uses. It is evident from my conclusions on AC7 that | have
some reservations about its robustness because once such lines have been
lost they are unlikely to ever be recovered. However, if planning applications
are accompanied by a sound assessment of whether there are reasonable
prospects of reuse | consider it unnecessary to curtail this criterion as
suggested by the objector.

3.12.10. Common land and village greens are the subject of a detailed policy in Part
2 of the plan as are sites of wildlife importance and recreational open space.
Given the context of this strategic policy | do not consider it is appropriate or
necessary to include an additional criterion relating to these matters or to
refer to the CROW Act. Since registered common land and village green
designations can vary over time it is not appropriate to show these areas on
a plan.

Recommendations:
3.12.11. | recommend that the plan be modified by:-
i) PC26
i)  amending criterion g by inserting and improving after protecting.
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4. General Development Considerations

4.1. The Whole Chapter

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
395 494 Rowlands DEP S No
397 499 Murray DEP S No
398 505 Jones DEP S No
750 1000 Cooper DEP S No
2235 4164 Welsh Language Board DEP o] No
3543 8988 Chester City Council DEP S No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No

Summary

4164

Should refer to the effect of signage and advertisements on linguistic characteristics

Key Issue:

4.1.1.

Whether reference should be made to the effect of signs and advertisements
on the linguistic characteristics of a locality.

Conclusions:

4.1.2.

4.1.3.

TAN20 states that signs are one method of promoting the distinctive culture of
Wales. Whilst the planning regime does not regulate the subject matter of any
advertisement, policies in UDPs may promote the provision of bilingual signs.

GENY7 sets out a general requirement to safeguard and reinforce the Welsh
language and culture. However, signs and advertisements are matters of detail
rather than general development considerations and | do not believe it is
appropriate to refer to such matters in this chapter. That being said, D8 in
Chapter 5 relates to outdoor advertisements. In support of that policy PC78
inserts additional text to encourage the provision of bilingual signage. The
additional text reflects national guidance and | support the proposed change.

Recommendation:

4.1.4.

| recommend the plan be modified by PC78.

4.2. Policy Objectives

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
2106 4414 Countryside Council for Wales DEP (@) No
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Summary of Objection:

Rep No | Summary
4414 Policy Objective a should refer to principles of sustainable development

Key Issue:
4.2.1. Whether the wording of the policy objective should be changed.

Conclusions:

4.2.2. WAG places sustainability at the heart of its decision making processes (PPW
para 2.1.3). | consider that the title of Policy Objective a should be amended to
reflect the emphasis that is placed on promoting sustainable development. The
planning process will have determined that development is appropriate and it is
not necessary to include this term within the heading. Since the text that
follows this heading refers to development being carried out in the most
sustainable manner, and bearing in mind the change | recommend, | do not
consider the suggested amended wording would add to, or strengthen, the
interpretation of the policy objective.

Recommendation:

4.2.3. | recommend the plan be modified by the replacement of APPROPRIATE in the
heading of Policy Objective a with SUSTAINABLE.

4.3. Indicators of Policy Performance

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
4110 18293 Peers PC ®) No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No | Summary
18293 | The proposed additional IPP should be deleted

Key Issue:
4.3.1. Whether the additional IPP is relevant to general development considerations.

Conclusions:

4.3.2. PC27 adds an indicator to monitor the Welsh language. Section 2.10 of PPW
indicates that the land use planning system should take account of the needs
and interests of the Welsh language. Promoting and supporting a diverse local
culture and the protection and development of the Welsh language is one of
the plan’s strategic aims and is the basis for GEN7. It is reasonable to monitor
the changes in the number of Welsh speakers in order to assess how the
policies in the plan interact with this issue. | support the additional indicator.

4.3.3. | note that PC27 should be numbered 6. This is a minor matter which can be
addressed as part of the final editorial check.
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Recommendation:

4.3.4.

| recommend the plan be modified by PC27.

4.4. GEN1 General Requirements for Development

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
59 3305 Flintshire Green Party DEP (@) No
1690 2591 D P Williams Holdings Ltd DEP 0] No
1713 3049 Tarmac Central Ltd DEP 0] No
2043 3720 Clwyd Powys Archaeological Trust DEP S No
2106 4415 Countryside Council for Wales DEP (@) No
2239 4205 Clayton DEP S No
2350 4921 Welsh Assembly Government DEP o Yes
2411 5232 Home Builders Federation DEP 0] No
2420 5312 RSPB Cymru DEP 0] No
2420 6028 RSPB Cymru DEP 0] No
2616 6041 J S Bloor (Services) Ltd DEP 0] No
2618 6060 Pantasaph Conservation Group DEP (@) No
3540 8960 Alan's Skip Hire DEP 0] No
3541 8976 C W Whitcliffe & Co DEP O No
3703 9493 Quarry Products Association DEP 0] No
4625 13688 Sargeant AM DEP 0] No
5118 13298 RMC Group Plc DEP 0] No
5224 13500 Whittaker DEP (@) No
5235 13543 Lewis DEP 0] No

59 18033 Envirowatch PC S No
2238 18317 Heesom PC 6] No
4110 18294 Peers PC O No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
2591 Amend (k) to refer to the permanent loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land.
3049 13298 also questions relevance of the criterion
9493
13298
4415 This is dealt with in Chapter 21 — Appendix 1
4921 Replace does with should in criterion d
5232 Criteria duplicate other policies in the plan and are likely to lead to confusion
5312 Remove the qualifying phrase from criterion g
6028 Replace unacceptable with significant in criterion ¢
6041 Add wording to criterion d relating to mitigation measures
6060 Should be an explicit presumption against development in the open countryside
8960 Too many criteria that could be dealt with under other policies; each proposal should be
8976 determined on its own merits
13500 | Criteria e, g and i are not applied consistently
13543
13688
3305 Add reference to cycleways in criterion e; to water systems in criterion i; to agricultural land
grades in criterion k
18317 | Strongly objects (unspecified) to the deletion of criterion k (PC30)
18294 | Questions the adequacy of the wording of amended criterion d (PC29)

Chapter 4 General Development Considerations Page 39



Flintshire Unitary Development Plan Inquiry Inspector’s Report

Key Issu
4.4.1.
i)
i)

es:
Whether:-
the policy duplicates others in the plan

there should be a presumption against development in the open
countryside

iiiy  various criteria should be amended or new ones added
iv)  the criteria are applied consistently.

Conclusions:

4.4.2.

4.4.3.

4.4.4.

4.45.

4.4.6.

4.4.7.

Duplication - The objectors do not identify the policies which the criteria
duplicate and from my reading of the plan, | do not consider GEN1 does
duplicate other policies or lead to confusion. A generic policy such as this
avoids the need to repeatedly list criteria in various policies that may apply to a
particular development. It is unclear to me on what basis 8960 asserts that the
policy fails to recognise the needs of business to expand, contract or relocate.
Whilst various criteria will be applicable to such situations, all the policy does is
establish criteria which will be taken into consideration when determining the
merits of a proposal. It does not seek to impede development. Furthermore,
the plan should be read as a whole and there are other policies that relate to
employment and commercial developments. The policy does not relate to
settlement boundaries as indicated by 8960 and 8976.

The open countryside - New building in the open countryside away from
existing settlements or areas allocated for development in UDPs must continue
to be strictly controlled (PPW para 2.5.7). Since a presumption against
development in the countryside per se would be contrary to national policy | do
not support this objection.

The criteria - There is concern that criterion a may be perpetuating
unsustainable low densities by seeking to harmonise development with its
surroundings in terms of use of space. However, it does not necessarily follow
that a development of higher density would not harmonise with its
surroundings, or that the use of space is purely related to density. It is a matter
of design and context. Furthermore, the plan should be read as a whole and
the spatial strategy includes encouraging the efficient use of land through
higher densities. The term use of space should not be deleted in this criterion.

PC28 amends the wording of criterion c to improve clarity. Although amending
the wording to a significant adverse impact is not the same as that suggested
by the RSPB | consider the amendment addresses the nature of the objection.
In the light of the findings of the SEA | also support the inclusion of the
reference to species to ensure consistency with other policies in the plan. In its
statement the Council seeks to bring the wording of criterion d in line with the
revised wording of criterion ¢. This would strengthen the criterion.

PC29 replaces does with should in criterion d. This proposed change is itself
the subject of an objection. The amended wording would be consistent with
other criteria in this policy and the objector does not indicate why the wording
should differ from the others. | consider it would be confusing and
inappropriate to use different terminology and | support PC29.

Whilst cycleways may provide safe and convenient access for cyclists in some
situations | am not convinced that it is necessary to refer specifically to such
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4.4.8.

4.4.9.

4.4.10.

4.4.11.

4.4.12.

provision within criterion e. It would introduce an unnecessary and
inappropriate level of detail and imply that greater emphasis is given to this
group of users. | conclude it would not be appropriate to include the suggested
amendment.

| do not consider it appropriate to add a reference to satisfactory mitigation
measures in criterion d. It seems to me that the need for and adequacy of such
measures would be taken into account in assessing whether or not a
development would be acceptable. | conclude that the suggested text would
not add to or improve the criterion.

Criterion g applies to all developments regardless of size and it would not be
appropriate to remove the qualifying phrase as sought by 5312.

Criterion i relates to the impact a development would have on the specified
factors and vice versa. The suggested modification would result in a
presumption against locating development near to water systems. | do not
consider this would be justified bearing in mind that other policies in the plan
safeguard water systems.

PC30 deletes criterion k on the basis that the protection of agricultural land is
not applicable to all forms of development and the matter is covered in REL.
The Council argues that the criteria in GEN1 are intended to cover fairly
common issues which are likely to arise in the assessment of most
development proposals. However, | can find no such qualification in the plan to
support this and | do not consider this is a valid argument to justify the deletion
of criterion k. PPW says that considerable weight should be given to protecting
the best and most versatile agricultural land from development. | consider it is
appropriate to include this as a general development consideration. RE1
considers the matter in greater detail and does not in my mind obviate the need
for this criterion. However, | consider the wording of the criterion should be
amended to reflect national advice on this matter.

Consistency - No evidence or justification is provided in support of the
assertions that criteria e, g and i are not applied consistently or to suggest how
the policy should be changed. As a consequence it is difficult to comment
further on these objections.

Recommendations:

4.4.13.
i)
i)

| recommend the plan be modified by:-
PC28

amending criterion d to read the development should not have a significant
adverse impact on the safety and amenity of nearby residents, other users
of nearby land/property, or the community in general, through increased
activity, disturbance, noise, dust, vibration, hazard, or the adverse effects of
pollution

iii)  amending criterion k to read the development should not result in the

permanent loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land where either
suitable previously developed land or land in lower agricultural grades is
available.
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4.5. GEN2 Development inside Settlement Boundaries

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
2106 4416 Countryside Council for Wales DEP (@) No
2159 3965 Simpson & Cowley DEP S No
2618 6061 Pantasaph Conservation Group DEP (@) No
4625 13689 Sargeant AM DEP 0] No
5224 13502 Whittaker DEP 0] No
5235 13544 Lewis DEP 0o No
2604 18005 Jones PC S No
2606 18007 Thomas PC S No
7381 18377 Lewis PC S No

Summary of Representations:

Rep No. | Summary
4416 Remove usually from policy or cross reference with GEN3
6061 Policy suggests development will occur within settlement boundaries
13689 | Development in settlement boundaries (paras 4.8-4.9) — not applied consistently
13502
13544
Key Issues:
45.1. Whether:-
i) there needs to be cross reference to GEN3
ii)  usually should be deleted from the policy.

Conclusions:

4.5.2.

4.5.3.

4.5.4.

Cross reference - S38 of the 2004 Act says that decisions should be made in
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise and GEN2 is primarily a development control policy intended to
concentrate development in the built up areas. Insofar as the main issue is
concerned, | see no reason why there should be cross reference to GEN3.
The 2 policies deal with distinctive and separate policy areas.

Policy change - PC31 proposes the replacement of usually be located with
normally be permitted. The terminology is better in that it says how the Council
will treat applications within settlement boundaries. In a strategic policy, such
as GENZ2, it would be too categoric and even misleading, to say will be
permitted in a plan which is meant to be read as a whole and where other
detailed policies could mitigate against approval of proposals. Such an
instance is HSG3 where | recommend there be limitations on housing growth in
some settlements. In this instance therefore whilst | support the substitution of
usually with normally, | do not support the deletion of a qualification altogether.

6061 appears to be only a statement of fact. It needs no response. In respect
of 13689, 13502 and 13544 no reasons are given as to why these objectors
consider the policy is not applied consistently. As a consequence it is difficult
to comment further. Objections to Sealand not having a settlement boundary
are dealt with below at GEN2 — Sealand and Sealand Manor.
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4.5.5. As aresult of my conclusions on other objections regarding settlement
hierarchy/boundaries in Chapters 3 and 11, it is unnecessary for paragraphs
4.7 to 4.9 to be so extensive. To my mind they could be condensed to read.

Settlement boundaries are designed to set clear limits to towns, villages and
urban areas. In planning terms they define the extent of the urban areas where
in principle new development will be permitted subject to policies in the plan
and material planning considerations. In the case of housing there are
limitations imposed by HSG3.

The boundaries are shown on the proposals maps. Not all groups of houses
have a settlement boundary defined for them as they are considered to be of
insufficient size and/or have insufficient capacity to accommodate future growth
in a satisfactory manner.

Recommendations:

4.5.6. |recommend the plan be modified by:-
i) PC31
i)  the deletion of paras 4.7 to 4.9 and their replacement with the words set out
in 4.5.5 above.

4.6. GEN2 - Alltami

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
926 1212 Iball DEP 0] No

Summary of Representation:

Rep No. | Summary
1212 Include Taylor’'s Pottery/adjacent land within the settlement. It would enhance a heritage site,
tidy land, provide energy efficient houses and be within the 10% growth band

Key Issue:
4.6.1. Whether the site should be included within the settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.6.2. Alltami is a category C settlement where the Council’s intention is that growth
should be limited to an indicative rate of up to 10% during the plan period.
However, since the start date of the plan 6 dwellings have been built, there is
planning permission for another 8 and as recently as December 2007 the
Council resolved to grant permission for a further 8 on a brownfield site within
the settlement boundary. | accept that on the face of it, this is contrary to the
general thrust of the settlement strategy, but is a fait accompli. It cannot be
changed by the development plan process. What it does mean though is that
the growth rate will potentially be over 40%. Significantly more than the
indicative rate.

4.6.3. Forreasons given elsewhere, my recommendations are that new houses
should only be permitted in category C settlements where there is a local need.
In this case | have seen no substantive evidence on either general or local
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4.6.4.

4.6.5.

4.6.6.

4.6.7.

housing need to justify the extension of the settlement boundary to permit
further development.

If the objection site were to be included within the settlement boundary, it would
mean that, in principle, development on it at a higher density than that
proposed by the objector would be acceptable. | understand the present day
intentions of the objector in this respect, but intentions can change. A planning
authority cannot arbitrarily impose a legally binding restriction on land to cover
this matter. Even if it could, it would be perverse to require a development
which would be clearly at odds with the development plan.

Part of the site is a SAM which comprises the buried remains of a traditional
Buckley Pottery. It is said probably the only one where the remains of the
complete economic unit survive. CPAT has strong objections to development
which could potentially damage remains associated with the main pottery site.
| am not aware of the full details of development which has already been
permitted, but even if it could damage the ancient monument, it is not a good
reason to enable further development which could cause further damage.

The objector says, as part of any building, he will give consideration to
enhancing the heritage site as a benefit to the local community, but that may
not prove feasible, if the historic remains are widespread over the objection
site. The site appears to have naturally regenerated and is seen, albeit
somewhat unkempt, as part of the open countryside which completely
surrounds and provides a rural setting for Alltami.

Whilst the Council refer to growth in Buckley this has not influenced my
conclusions. In this case the matter at issue is fundamentally one of principle.
The factors which could be addressed at planning application stage are only
secondary. Overall | conclude that the site should not be included within the
settlement boundary.

Recommendation:

4.6.8.

I recommend no modification to the plan.

4.7. GEN2 - Bagillt

Representations:

Personal Rep Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
375 464 Dean DEP 0] No
770 1039 Eden DEP 0] No
1465 2028 Williams DEP (@) No
2030 3690 Badhams DEP 0] No
2615 6022 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP 0] No
4841 12610 Dept of Enterprise, Innovation and Networks DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
464 Objects to boundary of HSG1 (23) including part of garden of adjacent property
1039 Include land to the south of Victoria Park to enable the land to be allocated for housing
2028 Include area of land adjacent to Iselfryn for one dwelling for a member of the family
3690 Include land south of the A5026 to facilitate future housing
6022 No satisfactory case has been made to exclude land between Nant-y-Glyn and Gladys Lane

which was included within the settlement in the Draft North Flintshire Plan
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12610

Include land off Station Road to allow consideration of a wide range of development options;
denies the historic form of the settlement

Key Issue:

4.7.1.

Whether the settlement boundary should be amended.

Conclusions:

4.7.2.

4.7.3.

4.7.4.

4.7.5.

4.7.6.

4.7.7.

464 — In Chapter 11 | recommend the deletion of HSG1(23) and the redrawing
of the settlement boundary accordingly. Settlement boundaries should follow
clearly defined features on the ground and the watercourse is such a feature.
However, the extract from the Land Registry suggests that the alignment of the
water course is different to that shown on the OS map used as the base for the
UDP. If that is the case the settlement boundary should be redrawn to follow
the actual alignment of the watercourse.

1039 — | do not support the allocation of this land for housing for the reasons
given in HSG1 — Bagillt in Chapter 11 and at HSG1(23) | also recommend the
settlement boundary be redrawn to exclude Victoria Park and allocation
HSG1(23). This means the land would not be adjacent to the settlement
boundary and there would be no logical basis on which to extend the boundary
to exclude the objection site.

2028 — Settlement boundaries have been generally based upon recognisable
features on the ground and whether or not the land relates more closely to the
built up area or the countryside. The settlement boundary as drawn follows the
rear boundaries of the properties which are clearly defined. The suggested
amended alignment would cross a field and does not follow a defined feature
on the ground. The area in question is part of the open countryside rather than
the adjoining built up area. It is not appropriate to include this area within the
settlement boundary.

3690 — This is a visually prominent area of undeveloped land which relates
more closely to the open countryside in terms of its character, appearance and
function than the built up area. Amending the settlement boundary as
suggested would result in a large area of unannotated land which in principle
could be developed for housing. It could accommodate some 50 dwellings. |
am satisfied that adequate provision has been made to enable an appropriate
amount of growth in Bagillt (see HSG1(24) Chapter 11) and it is not necessary
to make provision to accommodate further growth in the plan period. | do not
consider there is sufficient justification to amend the settlement boundary to
include this land.

6022 — Settlement boundaries have been reviewed as part of the UDP process.
The location of settlement boundaries has ramifications in terms of the amount,
distribution and location of development and the protection of the built and
natural environment. Given the natural characteristics and topography of this
area and the provision for development elsewhere in Bagillt | do not consider it
is appropriate to include it within the settlement boundary.

12610 — The A548 is a strong physical boundary to define the extent of the
settlement. This area is within a C1 Flood Risk Zone and TAN15 para 10.5
indicates that allocations should only be made in such areas if it can be justified
that the development/use has to be located there. There is no indication that
this is the case. Furthermore, a settlement boundary is a planning tool to guide
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development and it is not necessary to reflect the historic form of a settlement.
I do not support the objection.

Recommendation:

4.7.8. 1 recommend the plan be modified by amending the settlement boundary to
exclude HSG1(23) and Victoria Park and follow the alignment of the
watercourse.

4.8. GENZ2 - Bretton

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
1427 1982 Mitchell DEP (@) No
2293 4625 Griffin Design DEP (@) No

Summary of Objections:
Rep No | Summary

1982 Include land to the rear of The Bungalows and Digby Cottage for retirement dwelling
4625 Include land at Bretton Court Mews within settlement to enable growth and development
Key Issue:

4.8.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be amended.

Conclusions:

4.8.2. 1982 — The settlement boundary is tightly drawn to prevent further
encroachment into the paddocks and open countryside to the east which forms
part of the green barrier. The personal circumstances of the objector do not
justify amending the settlement boundary. Furthermore, | note that a portion of
the objection land, including the likely access to the site, is within a C1 Flood
Risk Zone and is thus an area where new development should be restricted.
This further reinforces my objection to amending the settlement boundary.

4.8.3. 4625 — Bretton Court Mews is within a rural setting and is separated from the
settlement by this open undeveloped area of land. Extending the settlement
boundary and development on the land would consolidate the built form
resulting in inappropriate ribbon development. There are limited areas within
the existing settlement boundary to accommodate future growth at a scale that
would be in keeping with this settlement. The settlement boundary follows
clearly defined and defensible features on the ground and | do not find the
amendment sought is appropriate.

4.8.4. My conclusions in HSG1 — Bretton in Chapter 11 are also relevant.

Recommendation:
4.8.5. I recommend no modification to the plan.
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4.9. GEN2 - Broughton

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
477 619 Hawarden Estate DEP 6] No
3556 9076 British Land Company plc DEP 0] Yes
7411 18695 Development Securities Ltd DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
619 Include land north of Main Road within the settlement boundary and allocate for housing
9076 Broughton Shopping Park should be included within the settlement boundary
18695
Key Issue:
4.9.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be amended.

Conclusions:

4.9.2.

4.9.3.

49.4.

619 — Main Road forms a clearly defined and logical limit to this part of the
settlement. Extending the settlement boundary to include the fields to the north
would potentially result in development intruding into an area that forms part of
open, largely undeveloped countryside. | do not consider the amendment
sought is justified. My conclusions regarding the allocation of the area for
housing are to be found in HSG1 - Broughton in Chapter 11.

9076, 18695 - My conclusions on this matter have to been seen in the light of
my recommendation to allocate land to the west of the Retail Park for housing
development in HSG1 Broughton. On the basis of that recommendation |
consider the settlement boundary should be amended to include land known as
the compound site.

With regard to the remainder of the Retail Park. UDP para 4.7 indicates that
settlement boundaries are designed to set clear limits to towns and villages in
planning terms. They do not simply define a built up area. If that were the
case then it could be argued that the large complex of factory units on the
opposite side of Chester Road should also be within the settlement boundary.
The Retail Park is a built up area in its own right and in my opinion it does not
necessarily follow that it has to be included within the Broughton settlement
boundary. Inclusion of an area within a settlement boundary confers a
presumption in favour of the principle of further development. Given the nature
of the development in the Retail Park and the possible knock on effects further
development could have on the viability and vitality of the town, district and
local centres which the plan seeks to support through its shopping policies, |
consider there are sound planning reasons why the area should not be
included within the settlement boundary. With the exception of the compound
site | do not support amending the settlement boundary to include the Retalil
Park.

Recommendation:

4.9.5.

I recommend the plan be modified by extending the settlement boundary to
include the compound site to the west of the Retail Park.
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4.10. GEN2 - Brynford

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
148 182 Woods DEP 0] No
172 210 Jones DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
182 Site could provide up to 21 houses including affordable units. It would be a modest extension
to the village, could be suitably landscaped and would meet UDP objectives
210 Boundary should be the same as in the Delyn Local Plan and extended to include the
objection site which is brownfield. It forms an intrinsic part of the character of Brynford and a
dwelling on it would not set a precedent
Key Issue:
4.10.1. Whether land should be included within the settlement boundary and/or

allocated for housing.

Conclusions:

4.10.2.

4.10.3.

4.10.4.

4.10.5.

The UDP has made sufficient provision to meet a housing requirement of 7400
without the need for further allocations. Brynford is a category C settlement
with an indicative growth band of up to 10%. In general in such locations |
recommend at HSG3 that development should be limited to local needs only
because of the level of services/facilities and/or locations of such settlements.
Since 2000 | am told that there has been 4% growth in Brynford. My
recommendation to delete HSG1(54) makes it clear that | have serious
concerns about and do not support further planned growth in the village.
Turning now to site specifics.

182 - Land behind Delfryn, B5121 Brynford Road — For the purposes of the
UDP, the Council has identified a settlement’s size as those properties which
are included within the defined boundary and it would be inconsistent to use a
different area in the case of Brynford. The objection site lies behind ribbon
development on the western side of the B5121 north of the crossroads with
Brynford Road. Whilst its character and appearance varies it is cohesive in
that it is largely undeveloped. In this location the boundary excludes land
behind the frontage properties which has the function of protecting the linear
form of the settlement and preventing development in depth. The boundaries
are to my mind appropriately drawn.

| appreciate part is arguably brownfield, however PPW recognises that not all
previously developed sites will be suitable for development. The location of the
objection site in a category C settlement and behind frontage property together
with the lack of need to identify more houses to meet the housing requirement
militates against both the sites inclusion within the settlement and its allocation
for housing.

210 - land adjacent to Bryn Eithin, Gamfa Gerris — | do not agree that there are
sound reasons for reinstating and extending the settlement boundary for this
outlier of Brynford. Both national and local policies seek to foster sustainable
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development by concentrating new development within the built up areas
where there is access to a wide range of services and facilities, whilst at the
same time protecting the countryside.

4.10.6. The settlement boundary in the UDP in line with PPW (9.3 MIPPS 01/2006)
has been drawn to avoid a fragmented pattern of development. To reinstate
the Delyn Local Plan boundary would be contrary to that objective. It would
create a presumption of development within a small cluster of properties
remote from even the limited facilities in Brynford. Moreover to include the
objection site which relates well to the open countryside would result in an
illogical boundary.

4.10.7. Because of the site’s location, even if it were to be concluded that the site was
brownfield (which from the limited information before me is inconclusive) it
would not be a high priority for development. | appreciate the objector’s
concerns about other properties being built since the local plan was produced,
but | have no details of those decisions which were made against a different
policy background.

Recommendation:
4.10.8. I recommend no modification to the plan.

4.11. GEN2 - Buckley

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
1240 1705 Elson DEP S No
1241 1707 Williams DEP S No
2615 6021 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP 0] No
3566 9096 Sampson DEP 0] No
4015 10341 Hopwood DEP 0] No
5442 13964 Roberts DEP (@) No
59 17887 Flintshire Green Party PC S No
2106 18400 Countryside Council for Wales PC O No
4110 18295 Peers PC O No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

6021 Site was in boundary in Alyn & Deeside Plan. No reason for its exclusion

9096 Extend boundary to include properties along the eastern side of Little Mountain Road.
Affordable infill development for family members will not break the building line. The area is
reclaimed industrial land
13964 | There is housing on 2 sides and it would round off the settlement, mirroring development to
the north east. Site has clearly defined boundaries and would not set a precedent. Itis a
sustainable location and too small to be farmed
10341 | Include land at Old Cross Keys Farm within the settlement boundary. There is population
growth and all the services are available. It is convenient for commuting by road and rail. It
could be used for housing or light industrial
18295 | The revised settlement boundary is too close to that of Drury and Burntwood
18400 | Seeks clarification of the meaning of important in the context of brownfield sites and the
number and location of others
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Key Issue:

4.11.1.

Whether the settlement boundary should be changed.

Conclusions:

4.11.2.

4.11.3.

4.11.4.

4.11.5.

4.11.6.

Settlement boundaries are defined firstly to set clear limits to urban/built up
areas and establish the general principle that development will be permitted
subject to other policies and material planning considerations: and secondly to
prevent development in the open countryside.

9096 — The extension to the settlement would encompass sporadic frontage
development and other open land along the eastern side of Little Mountain
Road. | saw no obvious evidence of previous industrial use which would make
the land brownfield in terms of Fig 2.1 of PPW. The eastern side of the road is
more rural in appearance than built up and different in character to the higher
density development to the west. The road provides a distinct character break.
In parts the proposed boundary is not defined on the ground and would provide
an illogical artificial edge to the settlement contrary to the plan’s objectives
(para 4.8) of drawing boundaries which follow recognisable features which are
designed to encourage consistent urban form and which avoid the
creation/perpetuation of ribbon development. | consider the site is
appropriately located outside the settlement and to change it as requested
would compromise those objectives.

Whilst | appreciate the objector’s personal circumstances for wanting the land
included within the settlement boundary, such arguments are not unusual and
within the context of the UDP have been repeated in many other areas.
Including such land within settlements would carry with it a presumption in
favour of building which would be likely to result in the consolidation of
development within countryside and green barrier locations contrary to both
national and local policies which seek to resist development in such locations.

13964 —The land measures about 0.4ha and abuts the settlement boundary on
the south western side of Bannel Lane. Itis a small paddock of which there are
several between the sporadic development on this side of the lane. By its
character and appearance the site has more in common with the open
countryside than the built up area and is included within the strategic green
barrier which protects the rural area to the south of Buckley. Historically there
may be ribbon development to the north east of the lane which has been
included within the settlement but that is not a good reason to perpetuate a
type of development which PPW(MIPPS 01/2006) says should be avoided
(para 9.3.1). My conclusions on STR4 indicate that there is sufficient land
allocated and/or within settlements.

10341 — The site lies on the north east quadrant of the cross roads of Drury
New Road and Chester Road. The settlement boundary follows its southern
and western boundaries. My conclusions on STR4 indicate that there is
sufficient land allocated and/or within settlements for housing development and
in Chapter 13 | conclude there is also sufficient employment land available.
There is therefore no need for this essentially greenfield site to be developed.
By its character and appearance the site relates better to the open countryside
and is included within the green barrier which separates Buckley from Dobshill
and Drury. Including the land within the settlement would result in an illogical
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4.11.7.

4.11.8.

4.11.9.

boundary as no other land on the eastern side of the road, apart from the
developed area at the northern end in Drury, is included within the settlement.

6021 — Circumstances have changed since the objection was made. Planning
permission has been granted on the Lane End brickworks site for residential
development including reclamation works, open space and nature conservation
mitigation measures. As a result of this the Council proposes changing the
settlement boundary to include the objection site (PC33). This is a sensible
change which recognises that development can take place.

18295 — | can add little more in response to this objection than to 6021. Suffice
it to say wherever the settlement boundary is drawn in the UDP, development
at Lane End Brickworks is permitted within the gap between Buckley and Drury
and Burntwood. | note that the SAC will continue to provide an open area
which despite is narrowness provides a significant strip of dense vegetation
between the 2 settlements.

18400 — Matters of clarification as sought by the objector need to be the
subject of discussion with the Council. No change to the plan is sought and
consequently | recommend none.

Recommendation:

4.11.10.

| recommend the plan be modified by PC33.

4.12. GEN2 - Carmel

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
984 1387 George Wimpey Strategic Land DEP (@) No
984 1388 George Wimpey Strategic Land DEP 0 No
1338 1859 Powell DEP 0] No
1382 1928 Wright Manley DEP 0] No
1744 3156 Whitford Community Council DEP 0] No
1744 3157 Whitford Community Council DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
1387 Include land west of Carmel Hill within the settlement boundary to give it better definition
1388
3156 Settlement boundary should follow the rear of the 4 properties rather than the gardens
3157 Exclude the ex-Autosales site from the settlement boundary
1859 Include land at Pen y Parc Cottage, Windsor Park, which has a history of residential
occupation and is suitable for residential development, within the settlement boundary

1928 Include land west of Holway Court within the settlement boundary

Key Issue:

4.12.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be adjusted.

Conclusions:

4.12.2.

1387, 1388 - For the reasons given in HSG1 - Carmel, | do not support the
submissions that seek to allocate this land for housing development and there
is no need to amend the settlement boundary accordingly. The existing
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boundary follows clearly defined features and its definition would not be
improved by the suggested amendment.

4.12.3. 3156 —rear of Celyn Farm — The fence line of these properties is a clearly
defined physical feature and the rear garden areas are more closely related to
the built up area than the adjoining open countryside. The line of the boundary
is in accordance with the principles for their establishment. | support the
location of the existing boundary. No reasons are given to indicate why the
boundary should be amended and | am unable to comment further.

4.12.4. 3157- eastern end of Carmel — Since the objection was made this land has
been developed. The edge of the public highway provides a clearly defined
physical feature for the settlement boundary. The developed site forms part of
the built up area and it would be illogical to exclude it as suggested. No
reasons are given to indicate why the boundary should be amended and | am
unable to comment further on this matter.

4.12.5. 1859 — Neither a history of residential occupation nor the address of an area of
land is sufficient to justify including a site in a settlement boundary. | do not
consider any useful planning purpose would be served by amending the
boundary as suggested. The detailed aspects of the submissions put forward
by the objector are matters for the development control process rather than the
development plan.

4.12.6. 1928 — My conclusions are based on the site shown in the objection plan rather
than the area shown in the Council's submissions. The settlement boundaries
define the present and future built up areas in planning terms. The boundary in
this part of Carmel follows the main road which is a clear and strongly defined
physical feature. | do not consider any useful planning purpose would be
served by amending the settlement boundary to include this site which is on the
opposite side of the road to the built up area.

Recommendation:
4.12.7. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.13. GEN2 - Cilcain

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
3769 9695 Davies DEP 0] No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No | Summary
9695 Settlement boundary does not include garden of Fron Haul

Key Issue:
4.13.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be amended.

Conclusions:

4.13.2. Settlement boundaries are a planning tool which seek to set clear limits to
towns and villages and include only land which is either developed or suitable
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for development during the plan period. They are not fixed by land ownership
or use and in numerous locations plots have been divided by settlement
boundaries. Cilcain is within the Clwydian Range AONB where priority is given
to conserving the landscape. Whilst part of a garden, the objection site is
essentially undeveloped land and its wooded appearance contributes towards
the landscape setting of the village. As such it is appropriate to afford it
protection from development by locating it outside the defined village limits. |
note a previous inspector reached similar conclusions when considering a
comparable objection at the Delyn Local Plan inquiry.

Recommendation:

4.13.3.

I recommend no modification to the plan.

4.14. GEN2 - Coed Talon

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
2419 5281 Richardson DEP O No
2419 17611 Richardson DEP O No
2615 5954 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP 0] No
2615 5956 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP 0] No
3579 9128 S P A Davies & Sons DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
5954 No case has been made for deletion of the site from settlement boundary
5956 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 Coed Talon & Pontybodkin with 5957
9128 Constraints significantly reduce the developable area of the allocation. Include more land in
HSG1(55) as it is part of existing employment use. Otherwise there will be conflict between
uses. Also include further land within settlement boundary to provide a dry escape from the
developable area
17611 | Land was included in settlement boundary in Alyn & Deeside Local Plan and forms part of
5281 brownfield site
Key Issue:
4.14.1. Whether land should be included within the settlement boundary and/or

allocated for housing.

Conclusions:

4.14.2.

4.14.3.

5954 — The obijection site is next to Corwen Road at the south western end
of the village. It was formerly part of a railway route and track bed. Now it is
part of a significant belt of woodland which stretches to the south of Coed
Talon and an integral part of the countryside setting of the settlement. | do
not know why it was included in the settlement boundary in the Alyn &
Deeside Local Plan, but the above factors lead me to conclude that it is
appropriately located outside the settlement in the UDP.

9128, 17611, 5281 — In principle | see no reason to extend HSG1(55) to
accommodate more houses. Coed Talon is a category C settlement where
because of windfalls growth together with HSG1(55) will amount to over
50%. Because of the special circumstances of the site | conclude in Chapter
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4.14.4.

4.14.5.

11 that this is acceptable. | agree with the Council that to permit more
development on greenfield land would be unacceptable.

That being said a site inspection confirmed that HSG1(55) does not
encompass the whole of the developed area. The Council does not say that
any of the additional area in use is occupied unlawfully and as a
consequence it would be illogical and potentially lead to problems for the
new houses if a part of the employment site was to be left to operate
because it was excluded from the allocation. It would negate the stated
benefits of the allocation. | shall therefore recommend that the allocation is
modified to include all of the scrap yard which is in use. To my mind it is not
appropriate to include the tree belt on the western slope of the objection site
as this is an attractive feature which is better related to the countryside
beyond. It will provide a firm defensible boundary.

9128 — The second limb of this objection refers to the route of the former
railway to the north of HSG1(55) which links the allocation to Ffordd y Bont
to the north. At the moment it is undeveloped, and although it did contain
parked trailers/containers, it is clearly part of the former railway route in
cutting and relates poorly to the built up area and the larger bulk of the scrap
yard. To include it within the settlement boundary would bring with it a
presumption in favour of development and create tension with AC7 which
seeks to protect disused railway lines. If this land is required for an
emergency access at some point in the future to enable development, then it
can be considered at the appropriate time against UDP policies as part of
the development control process. To include the land solely for this purpose
is to my mind neither necessary nor appropriate.

Recommendation:

4.14.6.

| recommend the plan be modified by the extension of HSG1(55) and the
settlement boundary to include all the developed area of the scrap yard, but
excluding the tree lined slope on the western edge of the site and the line of
the former railway to the north of the bulk of the site.

4.15. GEN2 - Connah’s Quay

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
329 429 Hooson DEP 6] No
2315 4751 Powergen plc DEP ®) No
2315 17600 Powergen plc DEP ®) No
2604 5886 Jones DEP 0] No
2605 5892 Thomas DEP O No
2606 5898 Thomas DEP O No
2611 5911 Kelsterton Estate DEP 0] No
2612 5914 Williams DEP (@) No
3550 9030 Connah’s Quay Town Council DEP 0] No
7417 18609 George Wimpey North West Ltd PC S No

Summary of Objections:

[ Rep No | Summary |
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429 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 Connah’s Quay with 402
4751 Extend settlement boundary to include Connah’s Quay Power Station. Site is largely
17600 | brownfield in a sustainable location and would provide an extended employment site
complementary to EM1(8) which should also be in the settlement boundary
5886 Extend settlement boundary up to Golftyn Lane to provide more housing. Land is of little
5892 agricultural use. Development would round off the settlement in a sustainable location. There
5898 are no constraints
5911 Kelsterton farmhouse, buildings and paddock are vacant and old fashioned. They are suitable
for conversion
5914 Extend settlement boundary westwards from HSG1(8) to bridleway. It would round off the
settlement. Land is of little agricultural use. Development would round off the settlement in a
sustainable location. There are no constraints
9030 The expanded settlement boundary leaves little green barrier between neighbouring built up
areas
Key Issue:
4.15.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be changed.

Conclusions:

4.15.2.

4.15.3.

4.15.4.

4.15.5.

9030 — Insofar as the objection is linked to allocated housing sites in
Connah’s Quay my conclusions are to be found in Chapter 11. In the light of
those conclusions it will be evident that | support the allocations remaining in
the plan. And in general terms | find the defined areas of green barrier
around Connah’s Quay sufficient to fulfil the purposes of designation without
compromising the strategic nature of the protected open land. As no specific
areas, apart from the allocations are mentioned, | can add little further in
respect of the settlement and green barrier boundaries.

5911 - The site is located to the south of the B5129/A548 interchange on the
western outskirts of Connah’s Quay. The buildings are separated from the
built up area of the town by an open field. Inclusion of the site within the
settlement would be an incursion into the countryside and would be poorly
related to the settlement pattern. My conclusions below to 5886, 5892 and
5898 make it clear that there is no necessity to identify additional housing
land and | reach similar conclusions in respect of employment land in
Chapter 13. In short | find no justification for the settlement boundary to
include an area of countryside which forms part of the green barrier. Should
the objector wish to come forward with a conversion scheme, that would be
tested against green barrier, countryside, rural enterprise policies and the
like. Reuse of the buildings would not automatically be precluded by the
site’s location outside the settlement.

5886, 5892, 5898 — My conclusions on the supply of housing land to be
found in Chapter 3 under STR4 indicate that | am generally satisfied that
there is a reasonable supply of housing land available without allocating
more sites; and that the spatial strategy adequately provides for the
distribution of that growth. Whilst the level of planned growth in Connah’s
Quay is at the lower end of the indicative band for a category A settlement,
allocations elsewhere are sufficient to prevent the release of further
greenfield sites, especially those within the green barrier.

As presently drawn the settlement/green barrier boundary is marked by the
western limits of allocation HSG1(6) which follow a mature hedgerow and
trees. Whilst Golftyn Lane would also provide a firm boundary, there is not
the need for this additional land to be released for housing. It would result in
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4.15.6.

4.15.7.

4.15.8.

4.15.9.

a pronounced westward extension into the countryside. In the light of the
lack of need for additional housing, the lack of constraints referred to by the
objectors are of less account.

5914 — The generality of my objections to the inclusion of site 5886, 5892
and 5898 apply equally to this land which would extend HSG1(8) westwards
and include a further 2ha of countryside within the settlement boundary. The
existing boundary is well defined by roads and hedges. | do not believe the
bridleway would be any more defensible than the boundary in the plan. |
note that this land on the urban fringe has little agricultural use and is open
to trespass, but such arguments have been advanced in many other
locations within the County. They are not to my mind determinative in the
release of greenfield countryside sites for development.

4751, 17600 — So far as | am able to tell the objection seeks to include both
EM1(8) within in the settlement together with a far more extensive area to
the west. Insofar as EM1(8) is concerned an employment allocation means
that land can be developed for employment purposes, the site’s location
outside a settlement would not preclude this. From the representations it
appears that the objector seeks only employment generating uses. Inclusion
within the settlement would be, in principle, permissive of a wider range of
development such as housing which could inhibit future industrial growth.

The larger site, apart from EM1(8), is developed with the power station. By
its nature and location to the north of the railway it is poorly related in
character to the built form of Connah’s Quay. It would serve little practical
purpose if it was to be included within the settlement, except perhaps to
create pressure for residential development which could be problematical in
such an industrialised location.

A related objection, 4752, is concerned that limiting employment areas to B1,
2 and 8 uses would preclude energy related uses. However, as there are no
specific proposals it seems sensible that such development is judged on its
merits if/when individual schemes come forward. The Council’s statement
makes it clear that there is flexibility to consider such schemes. As a
consequence | see no necessity for other uses to be enshrined in policy.

Recommendation:

4.15.10.

| recommend no modification to the plan.

4.16. GEN2 — Cymau

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
193 236 Jones DEP 0] Yes
1342 1866 Jefferies DEP O No
59 17891 Envirowatch PC S No
193 17861 Jones PC S Yes

Summary of Objections:

Rep No

Summary

236

Settlement boundary should follow rear of existing development at Tan y Ffordd
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| 1866 | Settlement boundary should include Bryn Teg |

Key Issue:
4.16.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be amended.

Conclusions:

4.16.2. Cymau is a category C settlement where the Council’s intention is that growth
should be limited to an indicative band of 0-10% during the plan period (2000-
2015). This equates to 12 additional dwellings.

4.16.3. 236 — At the rear of the Tan y Ffordd properties the defined settlement
boundary cuts across an open field. It does not follow a physical or
recognisable feature on the ground. The Council acknowledges that this is
an arbitrary line and PC35 amends the settlement boundary so that it follows
the rear boundaries of the Tan y Ffordd properties. This is a clearly defined
and logical line and | note is supported by the objector. | support this change.

4.16.4. 1866 — Bryn Teg is some 300m to the west of Cymau and is separated from it
by undeveloped countryside. It is one of a number of sporadic dwellings set
along this hillside. Due to its visual and physical separation from the
settlement it would be illogical to extend the settlement boundary to include
this property. The objector puts forward detailed arguments relating to the
development of this site. However, the matter at issue is fundamentally one
of principle. | conclude that the site should not be included within the Cymau
settlement boundary.

Recommendation:
4.16.5. | recommend the plan be modified by PC35.

4.17. GEN2 - Dobshill

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
81 104 Messrs G P & G T Shone DEP S No
477 642 Hawarden Estate DEP 6] No
3560 9091 MPH Construction Ltd DEP (6] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
642 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Dobshill with 637
9091 Include land east of Mile House Farm within the settlement boundary

Key Issue:
4.17.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be amended.

Conclusions:

4.17.2. Dobshill is a category C settlement with an indicative growth band of 0-10%.
In general in such settlements | recommend at HSG3 that development should
be limited to local needs only because of the level of services/facilities and/or
locations of such settlements. Development of allocation HSG1(56) would
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result in growth of 30% which is well in excess of the indicative band. For the
reasons given in HSG1(56) | do not support that allocation.

4.17.3. The site is part of an open field adjacent to the settlement boundary which
follows clearly defined features. The proposed amended line would cut across
an open field and would not follow a defensible physical feature on the ground.
Including this area within the boundary would result in ribbon development
extending along the A549 encroaching into the green barrier designation.
There is a large gap between the development in Dobshill and the nearest
property along the A549 and | do not consider the site can be described as

infill. 1 do not support the objection.

Recommendation:
4.17.4. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.18. GEN2 — Drury and Burntwood
Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
400 510 Bellis DEP S No
2472 5497 Thompson DEP o] No
2472 5499 Thompson DEP 0] No
2615 6003 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

5499

5497 These objections are dealt with Chapter 11 HSG1 - Drury with 5496 and 5500

6003 The land at Drury New Road was included in the settlement boundary in the Alyn and Deeside
Plan. No case has been made for its exclusion. Include within settlement boundary

Key Issue:

4.18.1. Whether the site should be included within the settlement boundary

Conclusions:

4.18.2. The site is the same as 5500 and my conclusions on that objection are to be
found in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Drury and Burntwood. For the reasons | give in
Chapter 11 and Chapter 4 GEN5:17, | am satisfied that the boundaries are

appropriately located.

Recommendation:
4.18.3. | recommend no maodification to the plan.

4.19. GEN2 - Ewloe

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation
ID Number

Stage
of Plan

Object or
Support

Conditional
Withdrawal
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477 668 Hawarden Estate DEP O No
477 697 Hawarden Estate DEP O No
477 708 Hawarden Estate DEP O No
912 1194 Penney DEP 0] No
913 1195 Penney DEP 0] No
2401 17602 Egerton Lodge Property Ventures Ltd DEP 0o No
3571 9113 Williams DEP O No
4828 12561 Trustee of Late John Evans DEP O No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
668 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Ewloe with 660
697 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Ewloe with 695
708 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Ewloe with 705
1194 Include in settlement boundary. 1 dwelling would enable maintenance of fields and care for
1195 elderly parents. It would not harm countryside and would reflect recent development
17602 | This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Ewloe with 5167
9113 Site forms a logical rounding off of the settlement. It would add to choice of housing
12561 | This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Ewloe with 12570
Key Issue:
4.19.1. Whether the sites should be included within the settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.19.2.

4.19.3.

4.19.4.

1194, 1195 - land adjacent to Castle House — The objection site is to the west
of Shotton Lane and although it contains a couple of dwellings the appearance
of the site is to my mind more akin to the countryside which abuts it on 3 sides
than the more closely knit housing to the east. Shotton Lane provides a firm
defensible settlement boundary and the site is appropriately located within the
countryside. Whilst | appreciate the reasons for the objectors requesting the
change, such personal circumstances are not good reasons to provide a
framework to enable development when the planning merits indicate the land
should be excluded from the settlement.

In further representations reference is made to other locations where land has
been included within a settlement, but because of its location and appearance,
| am satisfied that in the case of the objection site, it is appropriately located in
the countryside. | comment on objections to HSG1(35) in Chapter 11.

9113 — south of Moorhead — This site forms a part, albeit a small part, of
objection sites 5167 and 5289 which are dealt with under HSG1 - Ewloe in
Chapter 11 and my conclusions apply equally to it. It is open, undeveloped
land which is an intrinsic part of the countryside. To my mind it is appropriately
located in the rural area and | do not support its inclusion in the settlement. |
have seen no substantive evidence in relation to this objection which indicates
that there is a need for further variety of houses/sites in Ewloe.

Recommendation:

4.19.5.

I recommend no modification to the plan.
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4.20. GEN2 — Ewloe Green

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
358 436 Robson DEP 6] No
1282 1777 Feather DEP 6] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
436 Include plot of land adjacent to The Brambles, Green Lane within settlement boundary to
enable erection of a single dwelling. Building would not lead to the coalescence of settlement
and not undermine the green barrier
1777 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Ewloe with 1776
Key Issue:
4.20.1. Whether the site should be included within a settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.20.2.

4.20.3.

4.20.4.

The site is adjacent to a small group of houses along Old Liverpool Road that
are in the countryside. This group is separated from the Ewloe settlement
boundary by open land. It would not be appropriate to include the objection
site within that settlement boundary since this would result in an illogical
extension. The small group of dwellings, together with the objection site, do
not satisfy the criteria for establishing a separate settlement boundary.

The land is part of a wider area designated as green barrier and it would not be
appropriate to draw back the green barrier to exclude the site. Whilst a single
dwelling would have a minimal impact in terms of coalescence of settlements it
would nevertheless result in encroachment into the countryside. This would
undermine one of the functions of this green barrier.

My conclusions regarding Policy EWP16 in Chapter 19 are also relevant.

Recommendation:

4.20.5.

| recommend no modification to the plan.

4.21. GEN2 - Ffrith

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal

911 1226 Broomhall DEP 0] No
1068 1417 Gilkes DEP 0o No
3800 9764 Evans DEP o] No
3843 9881 Berdouk DEP S No
3848 9889 Suckley DEP S No
4793 12443 Best Construction Ltd DEP (@) No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

1226 Include Ffrith Hall Cottage/land to round off Ffrith and help ensure survival of village
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1417 Extend boundary to allow housing and accommodate an economically active Welsh family
9764 Rock Cottage and land is intrinsic part of village. Include in settlement boundary
12443 | Extend boundary to allow rounding off of Swallowfields development

Key Issue

4.21.1.

Whether the sites should be included within the settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.21.2.

4.21.3.

4.21.4.

4.21.5.

4.21.6.

4.21.7.

The settlement - Ffrith is a small nucleated village centred on High St, but with
a couple of more modern developments to the east and west of the main street.
In accord with the settlement strategy, the village boundary is tightly defined
around existing properties and contains only 90 dwellings. It has few facilities
and because of this and its size it is classified as a category C settlement. The
underlying sustainable principles of the plan seek to concentrate development
in the main urban centres with their opportunities for employment, shopping,
services and access to good public transport with only limited growth in the
smaller settlements like Ffrith. As a consequence the Council does not allocate
or include land within the settlement for the purpose of growth.

1226 — This objection site lies to the south of the main body of the village and is
separated from it by open fields. Visually it forms part of the pleasant rural
approach to the village from the south. It does not appear as part of the built
up fabric of the settlement. The site in isolation would represent an outlier of
the main village and if the intervening land to the north were included to provide
a link, the built up area would be extended into the countryside. This would
detract from the rural appearance and character of the locality.

The objector wishes to ensure the village's survival and says there is a demand
for houses. Whilst | do not doubt her commitment to the village, | am not
satisfied that a development of the scale proposed would make a difference to
the survival of Ffrith’s facilities. Moreover the Council point out that there has
already been over 20% growth since 2000 which is significantly more than the
0-10% envisaged in the settlement strategy. Further it must be noted that
demand is not the same as need. It is evident from other representations that
there is demand for growth in most of the smaller more attractive settlements.
If there is a need for development then that can be addressed either by policy
HSG11 or considered as an exception to policy as part of the development
control process.

The site was considered as part of the 1995 Alyn and Deeside Local Plan
Inquiry and essentially nothing has changed since. | share the previous
inspector’s views that the site should not be included within the settlement.

1417 — The plan supplied by the Council indicates that the objection site
encompasses 1226 and also includes land to the north and the south. My
comments above apply equally to this larger area. Whilst | appreciate the
personal circumstances of the objector, they do not provide a good reason to
significantly extend the settlement boundary into an attractive rural area. | can
add little more.

9764 — Rock Cottage lies to the north of Cymau Lane within an area of
woodland. Itis on higher ground than the village centre to the south and
because of the road and changing levels appears separate from the bulk of the
built up area. Apart from Carmel Villas about 100m to the west there are no
other dwellings to the north of the lane. The boundary runs along Cymau Lane
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and even though historically the properties are associated with the village, to
my mind their elevated landscaped setting means visually they relate better to
the rural surroundings. | believe the lane provides a logical and defensible
boundary. Including the objection site within the boundary would not round off
but extend the settlement limits. | note that my conclusions accord with those
of the inspector who heard a similar objection as part of the Alyn and Deeside
Local Plan inquiry in 1995.

4.21.8. 12443 — Contrary to the assertion of the objector the settlement boundary is
delineated in this location by a fence and the rough ground to the south of the
Swallowfields’ access. The land is at a different height and character to the
field. It relates to the road and the housing development, not the open
countryside.

4.21.9. There is no need for additional development in Ffrith. Since 2000 there has
already been 23% growth which is substantially more than the 0-10%
envisaged in the settlement strategy. Nor have | seen any substantive
evidence which indicates there is a proven local need for more housing. The
objection site does not have the characteristics of the built up area. Itis part of
a field in the open countryside. To extend the settlement boundary would
result in pressure to develop the land and this would be contrary to the plan’s
sustainable objectives.

4.21.10. The land which is undeveloped within the settlement boundary may be small in
area and awkwardly shaped, but such sites are often found as landscaped
areas as part of a development. | find nothing illogical in the location of the
boundary. A strong landscape belt could be provided on land outside the
settlement. Itis not a good reason to enable further housing growth.

Recommendation:
4.21.11. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.22. GEN2 - Ffynnongroyw

Objections:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
59 3172 Flintshire Green Party DEP (@) No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No. | Summary
3172 Obijects to white land within settlement which could result in overdevelopment

Key Issue:

4.22.1. Whether including white land within the settlement boundary could lead to
overdevelopment.

Conclusions:

4.22.2. 1do not find the term white land to be helpful. There are no policies relating to
it and no definition of it within the UDP. GENZ2 treats all land within settlement
boundaries the same whether it be developed or undeveloped. It is permissive
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4.22.3.

4.22.4.

4.22.5.

4.22.6.

of development within settlement boundaries, but this is provided it conforms
with other policies within the plan.

That being said in general terms | share some of the fears of the objector that
the development of unallocated land within some settlements could lead to a
level of growth which would be contrary to the underlying sustainable principles
enshrined in the plan. | address these matters in response to objections to
HSG3 and para 11.12 (amongst other places) where | seek to impose
safeguards.

Turning now to Ffynnongroyw. The objector does not say which white land is
referred to. My conclusions can therefore only be general. There are no
allocations for development of any kind within the settlement. However, the
defined boundary is a generous one in that it includes a number of sites which
are either undeveloped, unused or underused. As such there is the potential
for a level of growth which could compromise the indicative 8-15% housing
growth band in this category B settlement. That being said the plan is meant to
be read as a whole and in addition to GEN2 other policies will need to be taken
into account.

The whole of the settlement is identified as an area at risk of flooding and the
vast majority is within a conservation area. There are therefore stringent
policies in respect of the scale, nature and type of development which will be
permitted. Together with my suggested changes to HSG3 and the spatial
strategy, | consider there is sufficient control to ensure that the location of the
settlement boundary will not per se result in overdevelopment.

Albeit a generous one, the boundary is to my mind logical and the majority of
sites which have potential for development do not have characteristics of
and/or are not contiguous with the open countryside. To the south are the well
defined backs of properties along the principle road through the village and to
the north the A548 coast road. | accept that land outside the settlements does
not necessarily need to have the characteristics of open land, but in this case
for the reasons given above | see no reason to change the settlement
boundary.

Recommendation:

4.22.7.

I recommend no modification to the plan.

4.23. GEN2 - Flint

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
2615 17811 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP 0] No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No

Summary

17811

This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 — Flint with 6004
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4.24. GEN2 — Flint Mountain

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
2608 5905 Bryn Edwin Estate DEP 0 No
2608 5906 Bryn Edwin Estate DEP 0 No
2608 5907 Bryn Edwin Estate DEP 0 No
7436 18706 Mrs J. Collins(Landore Estates Ltd) DEP (0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
5907 Include The Wellfield within boundary. It would round off the settlement; prevent invasion into
18706 | the green barrier; contribute to housing needs. Existing highway would be improved
5905 Include Pentre Hill within boundary. It would round off the settlement; prevent invasion into
the green barrier; contribute to housing needs of Flint Mountain
5906 Include School Field within boundary. It would round off the settlement; prevent invasion into
the green barrier; contribute to housing needs of Flint Mountain. Provide additional car
parking/amenity area at the school
Key Issue:
4.24.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be amended.

Conclusions:

4.24.2.
4.24.3.

4.24 .4,

Although the objections refer to STR1(a) they relate to this policy.

My conclusions on STR4 indicate that there is no need to find more sites to
meet housing need on a Countywide basis. Flint Mountain is a category C
settlement with an indicative growth band of 0-10%. Completions and
commitments within the settlement boundary since 2000 will result in growth of
24% which is far in excess of the indicative band. On this basis there is no
need to extend the settlement boundary as suggested.

My visits to the area confirmed that in character and appearance the sites are
better related to the countryside than the built up area. Including them within
the village limits and providing a framework for development on them would not
round off but would encroach into the open area which provides the setting for
Flint Mountain. Furthermore, the plan seeks to minimise the release of
greenfield sites for development in accordance with national policy. Including
these sites would lead to unnecessary and unsustainable development. | have
considered the arguments put forward for each individual site but none of them
justify amending the settlement boundary.

Recommendation:

4.24.5.

I recommend no modification to the plan.

4.25. GEN2 - Gorsedd

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
59 3177 Flintshire Green Party DEP (@) No
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Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
3177 The SAM should not be within the settlement boundary

Key Issue:

4.25.1. Whether the settlement boundary should exclude the SAMs to safeguard them
from potential development.

Conclusions:

4.25.2. There are two SAM sites within the defined settlement. | note that the notation
for one of these was omitted from the proposals map in error and is rectified by
PC241.

4.25.3. The settlement boundary in the vicinity of the SAMs follows the rear gardens of
properties. This is a clear physical and defensible line. The objector argues
that the site within which the SAMs lie should be open countryside. However,
the property in which they are located is part of the built up area and it would
be illogical to exclude it from the settlement. HE6 safeguards SAMs regardless
of their location relative to defined settlement boundaries. It is not necessary to
amend the boundary as suggested.

Recommendation:
4.25.4. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.26. GEN2 — Greenfield

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
984 1384 George Wimpey Strategic Land DEP 0 No
2615 6018 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP 0] No
5687 14298 Moffat DEP ®) No
931 1219 Henley DEP S No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

1384 Extend settlement boundary to include HSG1(37), L3(51) and other land to north and west
6018 Include Bryn Celyn within settlement boundary. It has had a boundary in previous plans
14298 Delete HSG1(37) from the settlement boundary

Key Issue:
4.26.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be extended.

Conclusions:

4.26.2. My conclusions in respect of Greenfield in Chapter 11 indicate that there is no
need for additional allocations to be made to accommodate growth during the
plan period. It is therefore unnecessary to change the boundaries to meet
housing need.

4.26.3. In the UDP the settlement boundaries have been tightly drawn and set clear
limits for urban areas. In planning terms they define the extent of the present
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and proposed built up areas. Therefore should the boundary be extended and
the areas suggested be included within the settlement, there would be a
presumption in favour of development in accord with GEN2. This could
potentially lead to large scale development and growth in a category B
settlement which has relatively limited facilities. To change the boundary would
also confirm that should more development be required the locations put
forward would be best suited to accommodate it, when there has, so far as |
am aware, been no comprehensive study to indicate either the need for or
location of future settlement growth.

4.26.4. In addition to the above conclusions which weigh against changes to the
boundary, my comments below indicate why individual sites should not be
included within the settlement.

4.26.5. 1384 —land adjacent to Tan y Felin allocation — This is an extensive area and
the evidence before me does not demonstrate that development on the scale
which could potentially occur could be successfully integrated into the
settlement.

4.26.6. 6018 — Bryn Celyn is characterised by sporadic development and is seen as a
loose scattering of properties in the open countryside. It has little in common
with the higher density urban housing estates to the north. Extending the
boundary as suggested would necessitate including undeveloped land within
Greenfield’s limits which would doubtless come under pressure for
development as illustrated by 6017. The change requested would potentially
change the nature and appearance of this locality which provides part of the
attractive setting of Greenfield. It is now over 15 years since the Delyn Local
Plan was adopted and Bryn Celyn had a defined settlement boundary. In that
time the policy context has changed significantly. And in any event the
settlement boundaries were never contiguous.

4.26.7. Turning finally to 14298. In Chapter 11 | conclude that HSG1(37) should be
deleted as an allocation and recommend the settlement boundary be redrawn
to exclude the allocation. The objection is met.

Recommendation:
4.26.8. | recommend no maodification to the plan.

4.27. GEN2 - Gronant

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
445 576 Williams DEP @) No
1243 1714 Jones DEP S No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No. | Summary
576 Enclose garden at The Elms within the settlement boundary

Key Issue:
4.27.1. Whether the objection site should be included within the settlement boundary.
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Conclusions:

4.27.2.

4.27.3.

The EIms is a stone cottage set close to the road. Its garden extends behind it
to the west and to the south along Pentre Lane. The settlement boundary runs
close to the rear of the house. It then turns and follows a low stone wall which
runs parallel with its southern elevation. This means that not only most of the
garden with its domestic paraphernalia, but also the parking area (used for
storage at the time of my visit) is located outside the settlement. | find this to
be illogical given the characteristics of the house and garden. Itis not
dissimilar to other houses in the vicinity which are set on large plots and
included within the settlement.

Whilst | agree with the Council that there is a character change at The Elms it
seems to me that both the house and the garden relate to the built up area and
not the open countryside. It is appropriate for them to be located within the
settlement. The resultant boundary, marked by a change in level, would be
firm and defensible. | have taken account of the Council’s fears that there may
be pressure for development on the land, but if such a proposal was
considered to compromise the character and appearance of the locality, it
could be refused planning permission. A location within a settlement does not
automatically mean permission will be forthcoming if it would result in material
harm and be contrary to UDP policies.

Recommendation:

4.27.4.

| recommend that the plan be modified by the inclusion of the objection site
within the settlement boundary.

4.28. GEN2 - Gwaenysgor

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
2609 5909 Jones DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No

Summary of Representations

5909

There is no housing allocation. Including site will contribute to housing needs. It is of little
agricultural use and suffers from trespass. Services are available

Key Issue:

4.28.1.

Whether the site should be included within the settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.28.2.

The settlement boundaries have been tightly drawn to include only that land
which is within the built up limits of a village and/or land which is considered
suitable to accommodate development within the plan period. My conclusions
to STR4 in Chapter 3 indicate that there is a sufficient supply of land to meet
the housing requirement without further allocations being made. Gwaenysgor
is a category C settlement. In response to objections to HSG3 in Chapter 11 |
recommend in order to make the spatial strategy more sustainable, growth in
such villages should be limited to that required to meet proven local need. No
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such arguments have been put forward in this case. Developed at the
recommended densities, the site could produce over 50% growth of the
settlement.

The site, east of Village Road, is within the Clwydian Range AONB, open and
undeveloped in nature and clearly a part of the attractive countryside
surrounding the settlement which for the most part is a conservation area. The
land may be of little use to the present owners, but ownership and use can
change over the years. Such arguments are not good reasons for providing a
framework to enable growth. Similarly matters such as the availability of
services/unspecified highway improvements should be not determinative of an
allocation. They could result in the development of all manner of
inappropriately located sites.

4.28.3.

Recommendation:
4.28.4. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.29. GEN2 — Gwernaffield

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage of | Object or |Conditional

ID Number Plan Support | Withdrawal
2239 4206 Clayton DEP @) No
3455 8715 Gwernaffield Community Council DEP S No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary of Representations
4206 Boundary to rear of Bwich y Ddeufryn should reflect planning permission 02/626
Key Issue:

4.29.1. Whether the boundary should be changed to include the objection site.

Conclusions:

4.29.2. The Council accepts that the boundary does not recognise the actual situation
on the ground and PC37 proposes the inclusion of the extended garden within
the defined village area. This will provide a defensible boundary. Itis a logical
change which addresses an anomaly.

Recommendation:
4.29.3. | recommend the plan be modified by PC37.

4.30. GEN2 - Gwernymynydd

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
59 3179 Flintshire Green Party DEP (@) No
1344 1869 Gwernymynydd Community Council DEP (@) No
1344 10492 Gwernymynydd Community Council DEP (@) No
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1344 10496 Gwernymynydd Community Council DEP (@) No
2615 6019 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP ®) No
3966 10197 Cocker DEP O No
3966 10204 Cocker DEP O No
3966 10209 Cocker DEP O No
4064 10481 Perkins DEP O No
4064 10484 Perkins DEP O No
4064 10487 Perkins DEP O No
4070 10502 Francis DEP O No
4070 10507 Francis DEP ©) No
4070 10511 Francis DEP ©) No
4077 10527 Hughes DEP 0] No
4077 10555 Hughes DEP 0] No
4077 10562 Hughes DEP 0] No
4093 10569 Rosedale DEP @) No
4093 10573 Rosedale DEP @) No
4093 10574 Rosedale DEP @) No
4097 10581 Norman DEP O No
4097 10585 Norman DEP O No
4097 10607 Norman DEP O No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
3179 Objects to white land within boundary at Siglen Uchaf, LIys Newydd and Rainbow Inn. Should
be open countryside
Obijections to inclusion of Siglen Uchaf within the settlement boundary
1869 Adequate land available for infill housing in the village. A steep hillside; hazardous access
10197 | and egress on/off A494. Open space enhances the character of the village and provides a
10481 | haven for wildlife. Loss of village identity - previous developments not in keeping with the
10502 | style of the village. The village will become part of Mold
10527
10569
10581
Obijections to inclusion of land adj to war memorial (LIys Newydd) within boundary
10492 | Adequate land available for infill housing in the village; inadequate sewerage and drainage;
10204 | access/egress on/off A494 hazardous; limited village facilities; flooding problems. Open
10484 | space enhances the character of the village and provides a haven for wildlife. Development
10507 | would overlook adjacent property and restrict views (10585). Loss of village identity - previous
10555 | developments not in keeping with the style of the village. The village will become part of Mold
10573
10585
Obijections to inclusion of land adj to the Rainbow Inn within boundary
10496 | Adequate land available for infill housing in the village. Hazardous access and egress on/off
10209 | A494. Open space enhances the character of the village and provides a haven for wildlife.
10487 | Loss of village identity - previous developments not in keeping with the style of the village.
10511 | The village will become part of Mold
10562
10574
10607
6019 Extend settlement boundary to include land adjacent to Siglen Uchaf. A more logical
boundary extending to the AONB designation.

Key Issue:
4.30.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be amended.

Conclusions:

4.30.2. This is a category B settlement with an indicative growth band of 8-15%.
Although many of the objectors assert the facilities in the village are inadequate
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4.30.3.

4.30.4.

4.30.5.

4.30.6.

4.30.7.

to cater for further growth | find the range of education, community and social
facilities are such that further development is appropriate provided that suitable
sites can be identified. Completions and commitments since the base date of
the plan will result in growth of some 2.5% which is well below the indicative
growth band.

Many of the objections raise issues that relate to all three sites. They state
there is adequate land available for infill housing in the village. However, no
sites are identified, and | have been given no details of them in terms of
location, availability or capacity. Bearing in mind that this is a category B
settlement | do not consider it is appropriate to rely upon them to provide
growth. Turning to the implications of development on highway safety along
the trunk road, provided that satisfactory access can be achieved, the volume
of additional traffic movements themselves will not be so great that they will
compromise highway safety. Whether previous developments are in keeping
with the style of the village is a subjective matter. It does not justify an
embargo on any further development. The land between Gwernymynydd and
Mold is designated a green barrier in order to prevent the coalescence of the
two settlements. None of the sites | consider below would result in the village
becoming part of Mold. It is on this basis that | consider the following
objections.

Siglen Uchaf — The open nature of the area and its contribution to wildlife are
not of such significance that they justify excluding this land from the defined
settlement. Although undeveloped, given its location adjoining development,
the land has more in character with the built up area of the village than the
open countryside. Development on it would relate well to the existing built up
area and would not be a prominent encroachment into the open countryside.
As a consequence it is appropriately located within the settlement.

At the time the plan was issued there was uncertainty whether direct access
onto the trunk road could be achieved for a development of 10 or more
dwellings. Only development above that threshold would warrant a specific
housing allocation. However, things have moved on and it appears that,
subject to appropriate works being carried out, a development of 24 dwellings
would not compromise highway safety. It would also appear that concerns
regarding drainage and sewerage are likely to be resolved within the lifetime of
the plan.

On this basis it seems likely, that the land could come forward for housing
during the plan period. 24 dwellings would result in additional growth of some
7% which, when combined with completions and commitments would be within
the indicative band. However, because there are some residual doubts |
consider the most appropriate way forward would be to leave the land within
the settlement boundary to enable it to be developed as a windfall should all
the constraints be overcome.

War Memorial (Llys Newydd) — There is no indication from the responsible
bodies of known flooding issues or likely difficulties with regard to sewerage
and drainage of this land. However, there are doubts as to whether
satisfactory access can be achieved. Until it is known whether these highway
constraints can be resolved and what area is capable of being developed the
land should be excluded from the settlement boundary. If this issue can be
resolved the site can be progressed as part of the LDP if it is determined that
more growth should take place in Gwernymynydd at that time.
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4.30.8.

4.30.9.

Rainbow Inn — Many of the objections are based on concerns that the inclusion
of the land within the settlement boundary would lead to it being developed for
housing. However, the development that has since taken place may well have
changed the situation. The area includes the overspill car park adjacent to the
Rainbow Inn and land to the rear of the Rainbow garage that has recently been
developed for commercial use. The area does not provide an open space that
enhances the village or provide a haven for wildlife. | consider the settlement
boundary follows clearly defined features and is a logical demarcation of the
built up area in this part of the settlement. There is no indication that the area
is to be used for housing development but if that were the case at some stage
in the future the development control process would ensure that it had a
satisfactory access onto the trunk road. Bearing in mind the development that
has taken place it would be illogical to designate the area as open countryside.

6019 — This land forms a plateau on the hillside and is part of the transition
between the urban and rural area. Given the amount of land that has been
included within the settlement boundary | do not consider there is a need to
include more. The settlement boundary follows clearly defined physical
features and provides a logical alignment at present. It is not necessary for it to
extend up the AONB and the inclusion of this land would not serve any useful
planning purpose.

Recommendation:

4.30.10.

I recommend the plan be modified by excluding the War Memorial (Llys
Newydd) site, as identified in Appendix 1 of the Council’s submission, from the
settlement boundary.

4.31. GEN2 - Gwespyr

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage of Object or |Conditional

ID Number Plan Support Withdrawal
2333 4830 C G Gethin & Associates Ltd DEP (6] No
2333 17616 C G Gethin & Associates Ltd DEP (0] No
4019 10351 Roberts DEP 0 No
4040 10407 Johnson Estates DEP 0] No
5095 13156 Haigh DEP (6] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary of Representations
4830 Include Rose Gardens and adjacent properties within a settlement boundary to enable infill
17616 | development at Rose Gardens
10351 | Site is within village and should be included in defined boundary
10407 | Include land within settlement boundary
13156 | Settlement boundary is too tightly drawn. 3 areas could potentially be included in the

settlement boundary and 2 could accommodate affordable housing
Key Issue:

4.31.1. Whether the sites should be included within a settlement boundary.

Chapter 4 General Development Considerations Page 71



Flintshire Unitary Development Plan Inquiry Inspector’s Report

Conclusions:

4.31.2.

4.31.3.

4.31.4.

4.31.5.

4.31.6.

4.31.7.

There is a degree of overlap to the objections and my comments on them. To
avoid unnecessary repetition my conclusions below should therefore be read
as a whole.

Gwespyr is a category C settlement. A category C settlement is one which has
few facilities/services and relatively poor accessibility by public transport. |
have concluded at HSG3 that development in such settlements should be
restricted to that which is required to meet local needs. In general | do not
therefore support allocating land or including sites within settlement boundaries
where they could potentially be developed. To do so would undermine the
sustainable principles of the UDP.

The settlement strategy sets an indicative level of up to 10% growth in category
C villages. At the base date of the plan there were 145 houses within the
defined area of Gwespyr. Since 2000 there have been 16 new dwellings built
and there is permission for a further 11. Together these add up to 19% growth
which is significantly above the indicative level.

The purpose of the settlement boundaries in the UDP is to set clear limits to
villages. They have been drawn to define the built form and also identify land
where development would be acceptable in principle. Objections site
4830/17616 is not adjacent to the defined built up area of Gwespyr. It lies
within the green barrier whose function in this locality is to protect the coastline
from encroachment. It is separated from the village boundary by the A548,
woods and changing levels. To my mind it does not appear as an integral part
of the settlement. If included within the Gwespyr village boundary, it would
affect more land than the identified objection site. The policy base would
change and any proposals for development would be considered under GEN2.
It would also be inconsistent with the treatment of other ribbons of development
around Gwespyr and elsewhere in the County. Including open land/sporadic
pockets of development within village boundaries would weaken the underlying
sustainable principles of the plan which seek to locate development in the
larger settlements.

I reach similar conclusions for 10407 (land opposite Cartref/Talfryn). Although
not in the green barrier it is adjacent to a small cluster of houses outside and
clearly separate from development within the defined limits of Gwespyr. Its
appearance and nature mean that it is seen as an integral part of the
countryside and not the built up area.

Before houses were assigned a settlement boundary in the plan, they were
assessed against a number of criteria. With only 10 houses, a garage/shop, no
village name, sense of place or the like, it is difficult to see how the properties
within the area suggested by 4830 could reasonably be regarded as a
settlement. | appreciate 17616 is concerned about the deteriorating nature of
the property, but the condition of land is not a good reason to allocate sporadic
parcels of land for development. The state of the premises could change with
a different ownership or alternative use. If the objector wishes to provide
affordable houses on the site, HSG11 is permissive of such proposals provided
certain criteria are met. Matters such as access and impact on visual amenity
are of secondary importance given the reasons for excluding the land from a
settlement boundary.
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4.31.8. Obijection site 10351, land between Tanrallt Road and New Road, may be
regarded by some as part of the village, but visually I find its open,
undeveloped nature means that it is seen as an integral part of the open
countryside which surrounds the settlement.

4.31.9. The 3 diagrammatic areas indicated in 13156 (land off Berllan Lane) form part
of the wider landscape setting of the village and are mentioned in the draft
conservation area appraisal as important views out of the settlement. | do not
agree that the boundaries of Gwespyr are too tightly drawn. The distribution of
development, with which | broadly agree, seeks to concentrate residential
development in the main built up areas where a variety of facilities, services,
education and employment opportunities are available and can be accessed by
public transport.

4.31.10. To reflect this the settlement strategy introduces a hierarchy. A category C
settlement is at the bottom of that hierarchy. If comparatively large sites are to
be put forward for development, | consider they should only be supported if in
accord with a Countywide spatial strategy or if there is some other compelling
justification. To do otherwise would result in an inconsistent plan and a
fundamental conflict between the strategic policies and the
allocations/settlement boundaries. The objectors do not say why development
in Gwespyr should be preferable to other more sustainable settlements,
consequently it follows from the foregoing that | do not support including any of
the objection sites within the village boundary in either visual or policy terms.

Recommendation:
4.31.11. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.32. GEN2 - Halkyn

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
506 651 Price DEP 0] No
1077 1428 Oldfield DEP @) No
3604 9205 Williams DEP (@) No

Summary of Objections:
Rep No | Summary

651 Land behind Ty Coch would accommodate a bungalow. Other properties have been built in
the past 20 years. There are no highway objections and would be no overlooking
1428 Include 1.6 ha site in settlement for one house to replace a previous dwelling

9205 Site is very close to settlement boundary and previously had a cottage on it. Other properties
have been built recently

Key Issue:
4.32.1. Whether the sites should be included within the settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.32.2. 651 — The settlement boundary of Halkyn has been tightly drawn to reflect the
extent of the built up area and identify those areas where in principle
development will be acceptable. Because of the rural character and relatively
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4.32.3.

4.32.4.

4.32.5.

4.32.6.

4.32.7.

4.32.8.

low density of development, land on the periphery of Halkyn where housing is
more sporadic has been excluded. This is in line with the spatial strategy
which seeks to keep development within the plan period to under 10% in
category C settlements where there are few services.

The objection site is a small field off a rough unadopted lane and apart from Ty
Coch, all land to the west of the lane is excluded from the settlement. The lane
provides a firm defensible boundary and to my mind because of its nature and
location it is appropriate for the land to be within the countryside and not the
defined settlement.

| appreciate that over the years development has been permitted in the village,
but | have no details of those properties nor what policy background prevailed
at the time. Further whilst | understand the personal reasons for the objector
wanting to build on the site, planning decisions such as boundary definition
must be based on sound planning, not personal reasons.

1428 — If the whole of the site adjacent to Hill House were to be included within
the settlement boundary, it could potentially accommodate up to 40 dwellings
and that level of development in a category C settlement would be
unacceptable and contrary to the sustainable objectives of the plan. | deal with
a similar, but smaller area in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Halkyn and my conclusions
there apply equally to this site.

As the objector seeks only one dwelling and the use of the remainder of the
site as a small holding | have looked at including a lesser area fronting the lane
within the boundary. Whilst in the past that site may have accommodated a
dwelling, apart from what now appear to be retaining walls on the land, there is
little left of the former occupation. | understand the dwelling was demolished in
the 70’'s. Settlement patterns evolve over time and in this case | do not find the
former residential occupation of the site to be determinative of the settlement
boundary. | conclude similarly in respect of the problems of cultivating the land
if there is no dwelling near at hand to prevent trespass and vandalism, as such
arguments are only theoretical.

As the smaller objection site is next to 651 my conclusions to it are also
relevant. Overall | consider the objection site relates better to the open
countryside and changing the boundary as proposed would extend and not
round off the settlement.

9205 — land at Four Clovers — As the objector points out the site is detached
from the settlement boundary. Whilst it may have had a house on it in the past,
at present it forms part of open land in and around the village limits. It
contributes to the rural character of Halkyn. Its inclusion within the limits would
result in either an awkward extension to the boundary or additional land with
the potential for development. The village has grown and changed over the
years with both houses being demolished and new ones being built. However,
it has retained its rural character and with a current policy background which
seeks to concentrate development within the larger built up areas, in principle
settlement extensions cannot be supported without sound planning reasons. |
appreciate that on its own the boundary change would have very little impact,
but similar arguments have been put forward in many other villages.
Incrementally the impact of even small boundary changes would undermine the
sustainable principles of the plan.
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Recommendation:
4.32.9. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.33. GEN2 — Hawarden

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
A full list of representations is to be found in
Appendix A4

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

3180 Areas of white land within the settlement limit should be open countryside

5504 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Hawarden with 5503

730 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Hawarden with 727

745 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Hawarden with 743

758 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Hawarden with 756

785 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Hawarden with 783

797 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Hawarden with 795

1550 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Hawarden with 1549

4698 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Hawarden with 4701

5237 Include land south of Groomsdale Lane for development; would be a logical rounding off of
mainly brownfield land; no encroachment into open countryside; including the existing
developments gives a better definition of the settlement

5955 Include land at the station within the settlement. No satisfactory case for its exclusion

6012 No satisfactory case for exclusion of land at Glynne Way from the settlement boundary
Obijections to PC40
Loss of open countryside and change in the character of the land. Inspector at ADLP Inquiry
considered the land fulfilled a green barrier function — site is only being promoted to enable
development. It was considered at a 2004 Inquiry and was dismissed because of highways
and drainage issues. The highways are not sufficient to accommodate significant increases in
traffic and the junctions onto Gladstone Way are inadequate. Foul and surface water drainage
systems are overloaded - no water supply to serve the development. Insufficient facilities and
infrastructure to support development in Hawarden - in particular doctors, schools and
dentists. Access to the open countryside will be limited for recreational purposes. Loss of
wildlife/habitat. Quality of life diminished particularly for elderly residents

Key Issue:
4.33.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be amended.

Conclusions:

4.33.2. Background - Settlement boundaries are a planning tool to enclose the existing
built form and proposed sustainable extensions to settlements. Given its
strategic location Hawarden, a category B settlement with an indicative growth
band of 8-15%, is a sustainable location for further growth. The settlement
boundary is tightly drawn and consequently there are very few opportunities for
further housing development. Growth amounting to just below 5% is catered
for by the completions and commitments since the base date of the plan. This
is well below the indicative growth band.

4.33.3. OQverlea Drive - PC40 amends the settlement boundary to include land adjacent
to Overlea Drive and amends the green barrier accordingly. The reason given
is The site represents a logical rounding off of the settlement wherein possible
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4.33.4.

4.33.5.

4.33.6.

4.33.7.

4.33.8.

4.33.9.

development would not harm the adjacent open countryside which is
designated as green barrier, subject to access constraints being overcome.
The settlement boundary change will allow a reasonable growth for Hawarden
over the plan period.

The site lies between a railway line and a large area of established housing.
The land is not subject to nature conservation or landscape designations.
Although part of the land is seen in views from the west, | do not consider the
site as a whole is so visually prominent, or its contribution to the historic setting
of Hawarden to be significant enough to preclude its inclusion within the
boundary. In view of its relationship to the built up area | consider itis a
suitable location for further development to round off this part of the settlement.

A large number of objections relate to the land being developed for housing as
a consequence of PC40. | have been referred to a 2004 appeal decision for
residential development which objectors assert indicates the land is not
suitable for development. My remit is to consider the principle of amending the
settlement boundary rather than the more detailed aspects of a specific
proposal. The inspector concluded that the traffic generated by the proposal
would not materially harm highway safety or the free flow of traffic on the
approach roads to the site; the rate of surface water discharge could be
controlled; existing foul sewerage deficiencies could be addressed;
development would be unlikely to have a detrimental effect on the local badger
colony; that the appeal could not be dismissed on ecological grounds and that
the shortfall in school capacity was not sufficient reason to dismiss the appeal.
I am not aware of any changes in circumstances with regard to these matters.

The appeal was dismissed on the basis that the substandard visibility at the
junctions of Blackbrook Avenue and Fieldside with Gladstone Way would
cause material harm to highway safety. In March 2007 the Welsh Assembly
Government issued TAN18, which revised the visibility standards. The
Blackbrook Avenue/Gladstone Way junction satisfies the revised standards. |
understand the visibility at the Fieldside/Gladstone Way junction could now be
improved to comply with current standards.

On this basis it appears that the technical impediments to the development of
the site have been addressed and it is appropriate to amend the settlement
boundary to include this land.

With regard to the further submissions by 4091, it seems to me that the
correspondence reflects the findings of the inspector in that the deficiencies in
the system could be resolved through the appropriate statutory process.
DCWW do not object to the principle of the land being identified for
development. Their objection is to ensure development does not take place
prior to improvements being made to the public sewerage. Furthermore, any
development would have to satisfy GEN1 and EWP16. Given that the potential
capacity of the sewerage system has been addressed and there is no
indication that the costs of resolving the matter would prohibit development | do
not consider there is conflict/inconsistency with the criteria in para 9.2.9 PPW
(MIPPS 01/2006).

Neither the local education authority nor the local health board objected to
PC40 and there is no indication from the relevant bodies that water cannot be
supplied. In the absence of evidence before me to support the assertion that
the quality of life, particularly of the elderly, will be diminished | cannot
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4.33.10.

4.33.11.

4.33.12.

4.33.13.

4.33.14.

4.33.15.

4.33.16.

4.33.17.

comment further on this issue. The land is in private ownership and, apart from
the public footpath, is not open to public access. Including the area within the
settlement boundary will not impact on the public right of way. These issues,
together with wildlife interests, are detailed matters that will be subject to
numerous policies in the plan including GEN1, WB1 and AC2.

On the basis of the information that is before me | do not find the objections
justify excluding the area from the settlement boundary. Its development would
enable overall growth of 9.5%, which is acceptable, bearing in mind the
significant restrictions on development elsewhere in Hawarden.

Turning to the impact on the green barrier. Much has changed in terms of
national and local policies since the inspector considered the situation as part
of the Alyn and Deeside Local Plan Inquiry in the mid 1990’s. My
considerations take into account the current advice and policies with regard to
the functions of the green barrier. At the 2004 inquiry the inspector stated ..the
UDP process is the proper place to consider whether or not the site fulfils any
green barrier function and it would be inappropriate for me to comment further.

Green barriers are to protect only key areas of land where it is essential to
retain its open character and appearance. | do not find that this land
constitutes such a key area. Its removal does not reduce the gap of open land
between Hawarden and the built up area to the north west. 1 find the green
barrier has been drawn wider than is necessary to prevent the coalescence of
these two settlements. For these reasons | also conclude that it is appropriate
to amend the green barrier.

My conclusions in HSG1 — Hawarden in Chapter 11 with regard to whether the
land should be allocated for housing are also relevant.

3180 — I understand the objection relates to land at Trueman’s Hill and St
Deiniol's woodland but there are no details giving the boundaries of the areas
or why the sites should be removed from the settlement boundary.

With regard to Trueman'’s Hill, the boundary follows a well defined feature and
is logical. Itis a SAM and any development proposals would have to take this
into account including HE6. PC148 designates the site as green space under
L3 which will further safeguard the land from harmful development.

With regard to St Deiniol’'s woodland, Cross Tree Lane provides a clear,
defensible and logical line for the settlement boundary. The area referred to is
within the conservation area, and includes several listed buildings including the
Grade 1 library. | consider the relevant policies dealing with these matters
provide adequate safeguards.

5237 — | note that in further submissions the objection includes a plan showing
a different suggested alignment for the settlement boundary and also refers to
that area being allocated for housing. However, the written submissions relate
to the wider area that was shown on a plan attached to the original objection.
There is no indication that these changes are part of the duly made objection
and | shall deal with it as originally made. Topic Paper 2 para 4.4 indicates that
settlement boundaries are a planning land use tool for the control of
development. They are not intended to define absolutely what constitutes a
settlement. The objection seeks to include a significant area of land within the
boundary and reference to the golf club buildings, car park and curtilage of
Groomsdale House being brownfield land suggests that an extensive area
would potentially contribute to further housing development. It does not
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necessarily follow that all brownfield land is suitable for allocation. The area
would extend the urban form into the surrounding countryside and | do not
consider it would amount to a rounding off of this part of Hawarden. My
conclusions regarding the effect on the green barrier are to be found in
GENb5:17 below.

4.33.18. 5955 — The UDP provides an opportunity to review policies, proposals and
designations and it is understandable that there may be changes as a result.
This heavily wooded area has greater affinity with the rural rather than the built
up area. | do not consider including it within the settlement boundary would
serve any useful planning purpose.

4.33.19. 6012 — This heavily wooded area provides a distinctive approach to the
settlement from the east. Itis more closely related in character and
appearance to the countryside than the built up area. Extending the settlement
boundary to include it would result in unacceptable encroachment into the
countryside. | do not consider including this land within the settlement
boundary would serve any useful planning purpose. The site is within the
green barrier and this further reinforces my conclusions.

Recommendation:
4.33.20. | recommend the plan be modified by PC40.

4.34. GEN2 — Hendre

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
52 68 Tomos DEP (@) No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No | Summary
68 Include land in plan to provide affordable homes for young local people. It has no agricultural
value and is surrounded by roads/houses. It would reinvigorate the village

Key Issue:

4.34.1. Whether Hendre should be classified as a settlement and land allocated for
affordable housing.

Conclusions:

4.34.2. In line with the objectives of PPW (9.2.5 MIPPS 01/2006) the Council seeks to
distribute growth through a settlement strategy which, although | have some
reservations, | consider to be satisfactory to guide development within the plan
period. In the UDP there are 3 levels of settlement and the boundaries are
defined only as a planning tool to delineate those areas which are regarded as
built up and/or those locations where development in principle would be
acceptable before 2015. Therefore the boundaries defined do not necessarily
reflect what local people would regard as a settlement. Such is the case of
Hendre. Whilst surrounding the public house there are a few scattered
dwellings and the letters accompanying the objection indicate a level of
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4.34.3.

4.34.4.

4.34.5.

community spirit, essentially the locality is devoid of the facilities associated
with villages. Hendre is at some distance from the nearest defined settlements
of Nannerch to the west and Rhydymwyn to the east. In terms of the spatial
strategy it is not a sustainable location being no more than a loose scattering of
houses in the wider countryside separated from the cluster of housing to the
east, which forms another part of Hendre, by tracts of open land.

| note that Hendre was not a defined settlement in the Delyn Local Plan and
nor do | consider it should be in the UDP. To define a settlement boundary
would provide a policy framework to enable not only affordable housing but
also general development which because of its location and lack of facilities is
an unsustainable location to accommodate growth. The lack of suitability of the
land for agricultural use is not a factor which carries weight in identifying land
for development. If it was so it could lead to development in all manner of
unsuitable and/or unsustainable locations.

I have taken into account the improvement of the facilities on offer at the public
house which could flow from enabling development, but this is a personal
circumstance. Ownerships and the use of premises are liable to change.
Moreover in this case there is no substantive evidence that such improvements
are either necessary or could only be funded by residential development.

That being said the plan does recognise the need for affordable housing and
HSG11 is a policy which provides a framework for such housing outside
identified settlement boundaries. Whilst the Council does not consider the
objection site would be suitable for this type housing, there is nothing to
prevent an application coming forward as part of the development control
process to be tested against the criteria in HSG11.

Recommendation:

4.34.6.

| recommend no modification to the plan.

4.35. GEN2 — Higher Kinnerton

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
121 226 Guy DEP ®) No
328 400 Hill DEP S No
635 848 Collins DEP S No
739 985 MacMaster DEP S No
905 1180 Atkin DEP S No
919 1205 Davenport DEP S No
932 1221 Atkin DEP S No
936 1230 Caldow DEP S No
948 1246 Taylor DEP S No
949 1247 Taylor DEP S No
1016 1321 Faulkner DEP S No
1123 1544 Linden Homes Developments Ltd DEP (@) No
1180 1633 Cadwallader DEP S No
1213 17392 Mackin DEP S No
1363 1891 Goodfellow DEP S No
1365 1894 Lease DEP S No
1632 2360 Davies DEP S No
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1715 3077 Huxley DEP S No
3872 9937 Morgan DEP S No
5748 14380 Wainwright DEP S No
5749 14381 Brookes DEP S No
5763 14397 Turner DEP S No
6724 15654 Wynne DEP S No
Summary of Objections:
Rep No | Summary
226 It would seem likely that there are a number of small fields that could be suitable for
development as an alternative to HSG1(57)
Others | The objections and supports are dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Higher Kinnerton
Issue:
4.35.1. Whether land should be included in the settlement boundary for housing
development.
Conclusions:
4.35.2. As 226 does not specify any particular sites. | can make no meaningful
response.
Recommendation:
4.35.3. | recommend no modification to the plan.
4.36. GEN2 — Holywell
Representations:
Personal Rep Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
117 17302 Barber-Riley DEP S No
2334 4864 Dept of Enterprise, Innovation and Networks DEP 0] Yes
2334 17822 Dept of Enterprise, Innovation and Networks DEP 0] No
2343 4872 W Hall & Sons (Holywell) Ltd DEP (@) No
2419 17612 Richardson DEP o] No
3545 8999 Brix Investments DEP 0] No
4047 10423 Roberts DEP (@) No
4047 10424 Roberts DEP (@) No
4841 12661 Dept of Enterprise, Innovation and Networks DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

4864 Designation of former Holywell Textile Mill site under T9 is inappropriate. Include as
12661 | unallocated land in settlement to enable redevelopment and regeneration of site
17822

4872 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Holywell with 17630

8999 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Holywell with 8897

10424 | Farm within settlement boundary

10423 | Include part of farmyard/shippen and/or larger area including part of 2 fields at Bryn Derwen

17612 | This objection is dealt with at HSG1 - Holywell with 5285

Key Issue:
4.36.1. Whether the sites should be included within the settlement boundary.
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Conclusions:

4.36.2.

4.36.3.

4.36.4.

4864, 12661, 17822 — Since the objections were made the Council has
proposed PC341 which incorporates HSG2B - mixed use development of the
former textile mill site - into the plan. My conclusions below in Chapter 11
indicate that | support that change and do not consider the T9 designation of
the land would be incompatible with the regeneration proposals. The location
of HSG2B and its relationship to the defined settlement boundaries of Holywell
and Greenfield mean that to include the site within either boundary would take
in additional land and/or result in contrived boundaries. As HSG2B stands as
an allocation in its own right | see no necessity for any changes to either
settlement boundary.

10423, 10424 — By their character and appearance both sites relate better to
the rural area. The smaller site is mostly separated from the house by
hedgerows and the buildings are agricultural in nature/appearance. If the
request for a change to the boundary is made purely on the grounds of seeking
conversion of existing buildings to residential, then such a use is permissible in
principle if the criteria in HSG7 can be met. A location in the countryside would
not necessarily prevent such a development.

In addition the larger area consists of steeply sloping north facing fields to the
rear of houses fronting Holway Road. It is an intrinsic part of the open
countryside. Its southern boundary is not defined on site and the southern
portion of the site lies within the Holywell Common and Halkyn Mountain
Landscape of Historic Interest. By its character and appearance it relates
better to the countryside than the built up area to the north. The objector does
not say why the land should be included within the settlement and as a
consequence | can take the objection no further.

Recommendation:

4.36.5.

I recommend no modification to the plan.

4.37. GEN2 - Hope, Caergwrle, Abermorddu & Cefn y Bedd

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
1339 1860 Williams DEP (@) No
1367 2045 Green DEP S No
1502 2100 Hughes DEP o No
2285 4588 Wolverhampton & Dudley Breweries Plc DEP 0] No
2615 5975 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP 0] No
2615 5984 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP 0] No
2615 5989 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP 0] No
2615 17810 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP O No
5732 14349 Parrish DEP 0] No
5736 14354 Arden DEP S No
5738 14356 Worrall DEP S No
5739 14358 Williams DEP S No
5740 14360 Castell Alun High School DEP S No
5741 14361 Davies DEP 0] No
5745 14368 Hope Community Council DEP (@) No
5750 14382 Griffiths DEP S No
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5751 14384 Bell DEP 0] No
59 17892 Envirowatch PC ®) Yes
2106 18401 Countryside Council For Wales PC 0] No
2238 18318 Heesom PC 0] No
5712 18425 Edwards PC 0] No
Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

1860 Include land at end of Alyn Fields within the settlement boundary

2100 Include land at Berwynfa within the settlement boundary

4588 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 — Hope et al with 4589

5975 Include land south of Fagl Lane (cemetery/associated land) within the settlement boundary

5984 Include land south east of Bryn Tirion farm within the settlement boundary

5989 Include land east of railway line at Abermorddu/Cefn y Bedd within the settlement boundary

17810 Include land south of Fellows Lane Caergwrle within the settlement boundary

14349 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 — Hope et al with 14348

14361 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 — Hope et al with 14362

14368 Include area bounded by safeguarded route to east of Hope within the settlement boundary

14384 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 — Hope et al with 9921

Obijections to PC38

17892 School playing fields should be open countryside

18401 Concerns regarding possible impact on wildlife site

18318 Object

Key Issues:

4.37.1. Whether:-
i) additional land should be included within the settlement boundary,
ii)  PC38 should be deleted.

Conclusions:

4.37.2. Hope, Caergwrle, Abermorddu & Cefn y Bedd are defined as a category B
settlement with an indicative growth band of 8-15%. | consider the various

housing allocations and omission sites for this settlement in the relevant

sections of Chapter 11 where | conclude that adequate provision is made to
accommodate an appropriate level of growth. | have taken those conclusions

into account in considering the following objections.

4.37.3. 1860 — The settlement boundary does not follow a defined physical feature for

a short length at the end of Alyn Fields. However, | do not consider this

justifies amending the settlement boundary to include the whole of this land

enclosed by the hedge. This open field has stronger physical and visual

relationship with the adjoining countryside than the urban fabric of this part of

the settlement.

4.37.4. | understand that part of the objection site is within a zone C2 flood risk area
where only less vulnerable development, which does not include housing,
should be considered. When looking at all the submissions put forward by the

objector | nevertheless find that no useful planning purpose would be served by

including the objection site within the settlement boundary. My conclusions

regarding the green barrier to be found below in GEN5:18 Hope Caergwrle are

also relevant.

4.37.5. 2100 - A small part of the objection site is already included within the
settlement boundary to reflect the development that is already in place.

Extending the settlement boundary to include this further extensive area of
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4.37.6.

4.37.7.

4.37.8.

undeveloped land would result in unnecessary encroachment into the open
countryside.

5975, 5984, 5989 & 17810 — 5975 relates to a large area of open land, part of
which is a cemetery. The other sites are generally undeveloped. The
objections are made by the same objector purely on the basis that these areas
were within the settlement boundary in the Alyn and Deeside Local Plan. It
does not automatically follow that an area that was included within the
settlement boundary in a previous plan should be carried over into its
successor. Neither is it required to indicate changes from previous
development plans. To do so would add unnecessary bulk to the plan. Topic
Paper 2 indicates the factors taken into account in reviewing the settlement
boundaries established in previous development plans as part of the UDP
process and the objection sites do not meet those factors. | find no useful
planning purpose would be served by including these areas within the
settlement boundary.

14368 — The safeguarded route for the bypass is an indicative line and does
not follow physical features on the ground. It is neither necessary nor
appropriate to extend the settlement boundary to include such a large area of
mostly undeveloped land at this stage. The revision of the settlement boundary
can be considered when the route has been properly defined and an indication
given that the scheme will proceed. This is a matter for consideration as part of
the LDP process.

PC38 - As a result of the allocation of the land to the north of the school playing
fields (HSG1(41a)), PC38 amends the settlement boundary to include the
Abermorddu CP schools grounds. The inclusion of this land within the
settlement boundary would have no impact on the wildlife site which is some
distance away. School playing fields are subject to SR4 and including the
grounds within the settlement boundary would not increase the chance of the
grounds being developed. Regard must be given to the setting of school
playing fields to determine whether they should be regarded as being within
open countryside. In this case development of HSG1(41a) would result in the
school grounds being within an urban setting and it would not be appropriate to
regard the site as open countryside. In the absence of any reasons to indicate
the basis of 18318 | cannot comment further. | conclude it is appropriate to
include the school playing field within the settlement boundary.

Recommendation:

4.37.9.

| recommend the plan be modified by PC38.

4.38. GEN2 — Leeswood

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
184 223 Coleman DEP 6] No

3866 9929 Turley DEP @) No

Summary of Objections:

[ Rep No

| Summary |
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223 Land to the rear of Marlynn should be included within the settlement boundary
9929 Land west of Oaklands should be included within the settlement boundary

Key Issue:
4.38.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be amended.

Conclusions:

4.38.2. 223 -1 am satisfied that adequate provision is made for additional development
in Leeswood. No reasons are given to justify why this land should be included
within the settlement boundary. The existing boundary is contiguous with the
limits of the built up area in this part of the settlement and the inclusion of the
objection site would result in an illogical extension into the open countryside.

4.38.3. 9929 - The land adjacent to Oaklands is amongst a scattering of properties
along Stryt-Cae-Rhedyn and is some 400m outside the proposed settlement
boundary. The development in this part of Stryt-Cae-Rhedyn is physically and
visually separate from the main part of Leeswood. It has a greater affinity with
the surrounding countryside than the built up area within the settlement core.
Extending the boundary to include this site would result in an illogical intrusion
into the countryside and weaken the plan’s underlying sustainability principles.

4.38.4. For the above reasons | do not consider the settlement boundary should be
amended.

Recommendation:
4.38.5. | recommend no maodification to the plan.

4.39. GEN2 - Lixwm

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
376 467 Davies DEP 0] Yes

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
467 Land to north of Hillbank has an access point and could accommodate 3 dwellings. It would
have less impact than land which requires a new access

Key Issue:
4.39.1. Whether the land should be included within the settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.39.2. The settlement boundaries have been tightly drawn to include only that land
which is within the built up limits of a village and/or land which is considered
suitable to accommodate development within the plan period. | do not consider
the objection site meets those criteria. Although the site has a narrow access
onto Ffordd Walwen it is essentially an irregular shaped, undeveloped backland
site which forms part of the wider area of countryside. Even though unkempt,
by its undeveloped appearance and location it relates better to the rural area
rather than the built up limits of the village.
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4.39.3. The Council's representations indicate that since the start date of the plan there
has or will be through extant planning permissions over 16% growth in the
village which is significantly above the indicative growth band of 0-10%. This is
in addition to the 25 affordable units which have been approved nearby. As
there is no shortage of land to meet the Countywide requirement of 7400 new
units, development is not justified in terms of housing need. These factors lead
me to conclude that the site should not be included within the settlement
boundary.

Recommendation:
4.39.4. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.40. GEN2 — Llanasa

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
765 1017 Roberts DEP O No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No | Summary
1017 Extend settlement boundary to allow development

Key Issue:
4.40.1. Whether land should be included within the settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.40.2. The eastern settlement boundary of Llanasa next to Calderstones is firm and
defensible along its side garden. To its west is the built up area of the village
and to the east open countryside. The objection site is a long narrow strip, part
of a field and included within the Clwydian Range AONB. The remainder of the
field is not within the AONB although there is no demarcation on the ground to
distinguish its limits. Because of its character and appearance it would be
illogical to extend the settlement boundary to include land which is clearly part
of the rural area.

4.40.3. The objector says that the settlement extension is required for an access to
enable development within the settlement boundary. And the Council produces
reasons why an access track in this location would be unacceptable. However,
there are no proposals and in any event such considerations are more properly
the concern of the development control process if or when a scheme is put
forward for development. It follows | do not consider a new access to be a
good reason to extend the settlement boundary. Such a proposal could be
considered on its merits as a planning application in the light of GEN3.

Recommendation:
4.40.4. | recommend no modification to the plan.
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4.41. GEN2 - Llanfynydd

Representations:

Personal Representation |Individual or Organisation | Stage of Plan | Object or |Conditional

ID Number Support Withdrawal
1333 1854 Westaway DEP 0] Yes
3570 9108 Hanaby DEP 6] No
3570 18380 Hanaby PC 6] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
1854 Include Nant-y-Glyn and its garden within settlement boundary
9108 Include within settlement. Part of site is within boundary in Alyn & Deeside LP
18380 | Objects to PC41 as may damage an ancient monument and circumstances of 9108 site are
similar, but that site is not included in boundary
Key Issue:
4.41.1. Whether the sites should be included within the settlement boundary

Conclusions:

4.41.2.

4.41.3.

4.41.4.

4.41.5.

4.41.6.

1854 - The Council accepts that the boundary in the vicinity of Nant-y-Glyn
does not recognise the actual situation on the ground and PC41 proposes
including all, and not just part, of the property within the defined settlement
boundary. This will provide a defensible boundary. It is a logical change to
make which | support.

18380 — | explain below why | consider land next to Fair Acre should not be

included within the settlement boundary. Itis in a different location and has a
different character to objection site 1854. There is no substantive evidence to
indicate how the change in boundary would, of itself, result in the degradation
of an ancient monument. Any application for planning permission would need
to have regard to HE6 which seeks to protect archaeologically important sites.

9108 - land adjacent to Fair Acre — Llanfynydd is a small rural village with few
facilities which is classified as category C in the settlement strategy. The
indicative growth band for such settlements is up to 10%. The Council says,
and it is not disputed, that there has already been 15% growth. There does not
therefore appear to be a residual need for housing growth. To include more
land within the settlement boundary and encourage further development would
be contrary to the plan’s underlying sustainable principles which seek to give
priority to growth in the larger built up areas which have good public transport
and offer access to a wide range of services and facilities.

The objection site is a field. It forms part of the wider rural area which provides
an attractive setting for Llanfynydd. The majority of the site, closest to the
road, is known to contain remains of Offa’s Dyke. | am told that the CPAT
consider development on the frontage part of the site would be harmful to
Offa’s Dyke which is an Ancient Monument. Together these reasons lead me
to conclude that the site should not be included within the settlement.

In later correspondence the objector refers to a smaller site which would permit
the erection of one dwelling. However, despite the exclusion of the frontage
land, it has a somewhat tenuous relationship with the settlement boundary and
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is awkwardly shaped. My general comments on the large site apply equally to
it and | do not support its inclusion within the boundary.

4.41.7. | acknowledge there has been a change in the boundary from that in the Alyn
and Deeside Local Plan. Nevertheless given the circumstances | am satisfied
that as currently proposed the boundary is logical, firm and defensible.

Recommendation:
4.41.8. |recommend the plan be modified by PC41.

4.42. GEN2 -Lloc

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
169 205 Evans DEP o] No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No | Summary
205 Seeks a settlement boundary for Lloc and the inclusion of land within that boundary

Key Issue:

4.42.1. Whether there should be a settlement boundary and if so should the objection
land be included within that boundary.

Conclusions:

4.42.2. The Council makes it clear in Topic Paper 2 para 4.4 that settlement
boundaries are a planning land use tool for the control of development. They
are not intended to define absolutely what constitutes a village or settlement
and it is not therefore surprising that they do not always correlate with local
perceptions. The UDP does not identify Lloc as a settlement in planning policy
terms.

4.42.3. Lloc is a loose scattering of houses set in an area of largely undeveloped
countryside. It has no readily identifiable core and lacks the facilities and
characteristics defined in Topic Paper 2 para 4.7 to justify defining a settlement
boundary. Housing development in such an area would undermine the
underlying principles for the location and distribution of housing development in
the plan.

4.42.4. On this basis | do not consider that a settlement boundary should be defined
for Lloc. It follows neither do | support the arguments put forward to justify the
housing development that is sought for the particular site.

Recommendation:
4.42.5. | recommend no modification to the plan.

Chapter 4 General Development Considerations Page 87



Flintshire Unitary Development Plan Inquiry Inspector’s Report

4.43. GENZ2 — Mancot

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
5 6 Johnson DEP 0] No
16 17 West DEP ¢] No
477 826 Hawarden Estate DEP 0] No
477 861 Hawarden Estate DEP 0] No
477 867 Hawarden Estate DEP 0] No
1314 1833 NatWest DEP O No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
6 Delete site from green barrier and include in settlement boundary
17
861 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Mancot with 860
867 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Mancot with 866
826 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Mancot with 825
1833 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Mancot with 1832
Key Issue:
4.43.1. Whether the site should be included within the settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.43.2.

4.43.3.

The objection site is a small area of overgrown land at the rear of properties
fronting Chester Road, Leaches Lane and Earles Crescent. There is a natural
visual break of trees and hedgerows on the eastern side where it abuts open
countryside and the Council is of the view that it does not relate well to the
countryside which is in the green barrier. As a consequence PC59 proposes
the deletion of the green barrier designation. | agree with that change as in my
view the land does not fulfil a green barrier function. However, by its location
and appearance the site forms an integral part of the settlement, and | would
go further and recommend that it be included within the settlement boundary.
The ensuing green barrier boundary would be firm and defensible.

I am aware that the objectors would wish to see some development potential
from the site and if issues such as flooding, access and the like can be
overcome | consider there are no sound reasons why it should not be regarded
as a windfall site and developed within the plan period.

Recommendation:

4.43.4.

I recommend the plan be modified by deleting the green barrier designation
and including the site within the settlement boundary.

4.44. GEN2 — Manor Lane ‘Armed Forces’

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
477 816 Hawarden Estate DEP o] No
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Summary of Objection:

Rep No

Summary

816

This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Manor Lane with 812

4.45. GEN2 - Mold

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
1022 1348 Mold Town Council DEP 0o Yes
1166 1613 Cattermoul DEP (@) No
1166 4137 Cattermoul DEP (@) No
1505 2106 Thomas DEP S No
2305 4737 Kingmead Ltd DEP 0 No
2615 6006 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP 0] No
4925 12815 Jackson DEP O No
7419 18622 Eatonfield Holdings Ltd DEP 0] No
59 17899 Flintshire Green Party PC S No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

1348 Plas Aney is within Mold and the kitchen garden is redundant since the site has been
1613 developed. Include former kitchen garden wall and/or all of Plas Aney site within settlement to
4737 enable completion of development on site
4137 Include Old Gaol within settlement boundary to enable development to fund repair and/or
12815 | maintenance of the decaying listed walls
6006 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Mold with 6005
18622 | This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Mold with 18621

Key Issue:

4.45.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be changed.

Conclusions:

4.45.2.

4.45.3.

1348, 1613, 4737 — In the UDP settlement boundaries are a planning tool to
define the existing built form, identify sustainable extensions to settlements and
prevent development in the countryside. Plas Aney is a former nursing home
set in extensive grounds which has been converted into residential units. The
site consists of 2 other dwellings and a walled garden. Although it is adjacent
to housing development to the north east, the site is of a different character to
these more closely knit estate type houses. Despite its residential use its
appearance relates better to the rural rather than the urban area. Whilst
providing a framework to enable development in the former walled garden
would no doubt tidy the site, | do not consider this to be a good reason to
change settlement boundaries. The present settlement boundary which is
contiguous with development to the north is to my mind appropriately defined.

Because of the size of the site | accept that its deletion from the green barrier
would have only a negligible impact on its strategic function, but it would
nevertheless provide a policy framework for the consolidation of existing
development in what at present is a relatively open area compared to the built
form to the north. It would enable growth poorly related to the prevailing
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pattern of development within the settlement. It follows | do not support the
modifications to the plan suggested.

4.45.4. 4137, 12815 — The objection site consists of The Haven, a house, which is set
within the walls of the former Gaol and extends to some 1.5ha. Apart from a
narrow access onto Upper Bryn Coch it is separate from the settlement
boundary which to the north follows the boundary of existing housing in Ffordd
Newydd and to the east the Mold Business Park. It lies within and with its
mature perimeter trees forms an integral part of a wider area of countryside
which is a narrow neck of prominent open land separating Mold and
Gwernymynydd designated as green barrier. To include the site within the
settlement even if a more than tenuous link were to be made would result in an
illogical boundary encompassing a significant area of land which in character
and appearance is poorly related to the built form. It would also severely
compromise the strategic purpose of the green barrier to the north of the
bypass.

4.45.5. Whilst | appreciate the objectors’ reasons for wanting the change, | do not
consider these personal circumstances to be good reasons to provide a policy
framework which would enable a substantial amount of development. Personal
circumstances, land ownerships and uses of land are all liable to change.
Moreover in this case there is not the evidence to substantiate the assertion
that without the proposed change the grade Il listed walls cannot be maintained
and/or will fall into decay. As a consequence | do not support the change to
the boundary suggested.

Recommendation:
4.45.6. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.46. GEN2 — Mostyn

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
2398 17633 Muller Property Holdings Ltd DEP 0 No
4623 12029 Allen DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
17633 | This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Mostyn with 5214
12029 | Extend settlement boundary to include land at Gors Cottage to enable a new dwelling

Key Issue:
4.46.1. Whether the settlement boundary should encompass Gors Cottage and land.

Conclusions:

4.46.2. In the UDP settlement boundaries have been tightly drawn to reflect only the
extent of built up areas and that land where development is considered
acceptable in principle within the plan period. In line with national policy to be
found in PPW (9.3.1 MIPPS 01/2006) this will avoid fragmented patterns of
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development and ensure new building is well integrated with the existing
settlement pattern.

Gors Cottage does not abut the settlement boundary, it is one of a number of
scattered properties on the hillside between the A548 and the defined area of
Mostyn. To extend the boundary to include the objection site would result in an
illogical extension inconsistent with the rationale of settlement definition. It
would provide a policy framework which would perpetuate and consolidate the
fragmented pattern of development in this area of countryside.

Whilst | appreciate the objector’s personal reasons for wanting the designation
of the land changed, my consideration of such matters as boundary definition
must be guided by the planning merits of the objection.

Recommendation:

4.46.5.

I recommend no modification to the plan.

4.47. GEN2 - Mynydd Isa

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
1191 1646 Potter DEP [¢] No
1366 17423 Argoed Community Council DEP (@) No
3546 9007 Leason Homes DEP O No

59 17897 Envirowatch PC (@) No
2106 18429 Countryside Council For Wales PC 0] No
4465 18563 B.R.AN.D PC (@) No
7259 17904 Dixon PC (@) No
7260 17905 Moore PC (@) No
7275 17975 Cork PC (@) No
7276 17974 Powell PC 0] No
7281 17984 Jee PC O No
7289 18009 Lloyd PC 0] No
7290 18020 Shaw PC 0] No
7300 18121 Shaw PC 0] No
7303 18155 Espley PC 0] No
7342 18264 Thomas PC (@) No
7343 18265 Walker PC 0] No
7344 18266 Mitchell PC (@) No
7348 18272 Walsh PC O No
7349 18274 Ridler PC 0] No
7350 18275 Hughes PC 0] No
7351 18276 Davies PC 0] No
7352 18277 Ridler PC 0] No
7353 18278 Pendleton PC o] No
7354 18279 Davies PC 0] No
7355 18280 Wilcox PC 0o No
7356 18281 Lally PC 0o No
7357 18282 Lally PC 6] No
7358 18283 Bell PC 0o No
7359 18284 Bell PC 0] No
7391 18491 Mole PC (@) No
7409 18538 Davies PC 0] No
7420 18639 Parry PC (@) No
7428 18653 Espley PC 0] No
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[ 7429

18654 |Espley | prc | o ] No |

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
1646 Keep Highfield Farm in settlement boundary. The buildings are divorced from the farm land, in
a state of disrepair. It would eliminate animal odours
17423 | Extend settlement boundary to include Argoed Sports Association premises and designate as
green space
9007 This is dealt with in Chapter 11 at HSG1 - Mynydd Isa with 9008
18429 | Site at Rose Lane needs a development brief to safeguard landscape and nature conservation

interests

Objections to PC42

All

There is no need for more housing. Levels of growth in Mynydd Isa have not been justified.
The site was a former landfill tip. There are concerns about schools and the already
inadequate drainage being able to cope with more development. The site floods and is water
retaining. Itis open countryside and has landscape and wildlife value. There are problems
with providing an access and there will be additional traffic on Clwyd Avenue and Rose Lane.
It would be harmful to neighbours living conditions. Do not include site in settlement

Key Issue:

4.47.1.

Whether the sites should be included within the settlement boundary and/or
allocated for housing.

Conclusions:

4.47.2.

4.47.3.

4.47.4.

1646 — The farmhouse and associated buildings are on the south side of Bryn
Road and separated from the settlement boundary by Argoed High School.
Whilst a proposed change to the draft North Flintshire Local Plan may have
included the site within the settlement boundary, that proposal was never
tested at inquiry or adopted.

As proposed by the UDP, the settlement boundary follows the clearly defined
line of the rear of houses in Berwyn Close and Snowdon Avenue. It excludes
the school which is set in extensive grounds and the farm complex which by its
character and appearance has more in common with the rural area than the
more dense residential development within the settlement and to the north of
the road. Therefore because of the nature and character of development to the
south of the road, | do not find the site to be well related to the settlement
pattern and do not support its inclusion within Mynydd Isa. In reaching this
conclusion | have considered the problems which the objector experiences
because of the separation of the farmstead from the farmland, but it seems to
me that when there is no need to identify more land for building, this personal
situation is not a good reason to provide an enabling policy framework for
development which would encroach unnecessarily into the countryside.

17423 — By its nature the objection site consists of a small proportion of
building compared to an extensive area of playing fields and other recreational
open space. It has a similar open character to the school to the north which is
excluded from the settlement boundary and as such | consider it to be
appropriately located outside the settlement and subject to countryside policies.
The Council has generally only designated green spaces within settlements
where the presumption in favour of development could bring pressure to
develop green space. In a location where the restrictive countryside polices
would apply | see no necessity for such a designation.
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4.47.5.

4.47.6.

4.47.7.

4.47.8.

4.47.9.

4.47.10.

PC42 proposes the inclusion of about 2ha of land between Rose Lane, Clwyd
Avenue, Overdale Avenue and Mold Road within the settlement boundary.
Since proposing the change the Council has accepted that a satisfactory
access to the site via a mini roundabout arrangement on Mold Road can be
provided. In the light of this the Council’s position is that it has no objection to
the site being included within the settlement boundary and allocated for
housing within the plan period.

Both national and UDP policy recognise that the priority should be for the
development of brownfield land, but when that is not available it is inevitable
that greenfield sites must be developed. The combination of constraints and/or
location of brownfield sites in Flintshire together with the spatial strategy which
seeks to provide a spread of housing development through the settlements
means that in some locations such as Mynydd Isa, for development to take
place it must be on greenfield land. (I deal with the settlement strategy
generally in Chapters 3 & 11 of this report and do not repeat my conclusions
here.)

Mynydd Isa is a large settlement (about 2000 dwellings) of relatively new
housing with a range of facilities to serve its population. It lies between the
category A settlements of Mold and Buckley with public transport links to the 2
giving access to their services and facilities. In principle it is a suitable location
for some growth.

The settlement strategy identifies Mynydd Isa as category B with an indicative
growth band of 8-15%. In the first 5 years of the plan, growth has amounted to
about 3% which | do not regard as overdevelopment of the settlement. My
conclusions on HSG1(46) and the several omission sites mean that | do not
consider other land put forward would prove suitable for development within the
plan period. They are either constrained by green barrier designations or
within a wider more strategic area which is likely to be considered for
development as part of the LDP process. Whilst | accept that growth levels
should not be prescriptive, it seems to me where a suitable prospect for growth
arises that opportunity should be taken. Such is the case | believe with the
area of PC42.

The site presently forms a finger of countryside which is bordered by housing
on 3 sides. Its development would have only a low impact on the wider area of
countryside to be found to the south and because of this | do not consider the
setting of the settlement would be significantly impaired or that the site fulfils
any of the strategic purposes of the green barrier. In the locality the green
barrier designation extends eastwards only as far as the western side of Rose
Lane. Development on the site would be well related to the existing built form.

Residents are understandably concerned about the impact on wildlife, but the
land is not recognised for its wildlife value at international, national or local
level. Further investigation as part of the development control process would
confirm whether the nature conservation value of the site is such that
development would need to include mitigation measures. Similarly my site visit
confirmed that the landscape of the site has little intrinsic value and any
proposals for development could include measures for protecting hedgerows,
trees and the like. This would be in line with the comments of CCW.
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4.47.11.

4.47.12.

4.47.13.

4.47.14.

4.47.15.

4.47.16.

4.47.17.

As part of the preparation of the plan, several rounds of consultation were
undertaken and no objections were made by either statutory or non statutory
service providers about the adequacy of services to serve more development.

Drainage is not only troublesome in the Overdale Avenue area, it is also a
perennial problem in Mynydd Isa generally. However, there is no outstanding
objection from DCWW and there are policies in the UDP which will ensure that
development does not worsen and would potentially improve current
conditions. If properly applied, and there is no reason to believe a responsible
body like the Council would do otherwise, policies such as GEN1(h),
EWP15(c)(d) would ensure development has regard to the adequacy of
existing public services, would enhance the existing water treatment and
supply and would have access to adequate sewerage and sewage treatment
facilities. The provisions of a SUDS would also ensure potential flooding is
taken into account.

The latest information on schools illustrates that where there are issues about
school capacity the local education authority consider the matter can be
adequately addressed by a financial obligation. This is not an unusual
circumstance. Similarly whilst | appreciate there are concerns about access to
doctors and dentists and the like, such problems are not confined to Mynydd
Isa or even the County.

Extensive consultations have taken place with the Council about providing an
access to the site. The evidence submitted to the inquiry indicates that this can
be satisfactorily achieved by providing a mini roundabout on Mold Road.
Access directly from Mold Road to the site would not result in either increased
vehicular movements on Clywd Avenue, Overdale Avenue and Rose Lane or
the use of sub standard junctions.

The evidence is inconclusive on the landfill issue. The Council and EAWs
records indicate a small landfill site adjacent to the site on land which is now
occupied by 6&8 Clwyd Avenue and 41 Overdale Avenue. The recollection of
neighbours is different and they refer to landfill on the site itself. Whatever the
reality, | have seen nothing which indicates that past landfill would necessarily
preclude development. It seems to me that this matter can be suitably
addressed as part of the development control process.

Allocation of and eventual development of the site would inevitably bring
change to neighbours, but it is a function of the development control process to
ensure that the living conditions of present and future occupiers are not
materially harmed by development. Nothing | have seen, heard or read
convinces me that such matters would prevent development.

The above findings lead me to conclude overall that PC42 should be
incorporated into the plan and the land allocated for housing.

Recommendation:

4.47.18.

I recommend PC42 be incorporated into the plan and the land be allocated for
housing development.
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4.48. GEN2 — Nannerch

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
2317 4756 Williams & Eden DEP O No
2610 5910 Lloyd DEP 6] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
4756 Boundary is arbitrary site has same characteristics and levels as land in settlement
5910 Inclusion of site within boundary would provide a windfall site to enable up to 10% growth
Key Issue:

4.48.1. Whether the sites should be included within the settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.48.2.

4.48.3.

4.48.4.

4.48.5.

4.48.6.

4756 — The objection had been withdrawn in part and the site is now a small
triangle of land close to Ffordd-y-Waen.

To my mind the site has more in common with the built up area. It shares the
same levels as land within the defined settlement and at present the village
limits dissect a somewhat haphazard storage/yard area and exclude the site.
Including the whole of the yard area would provide a firm defensible boundary
and it would be logical to include the site within the village. Correspondence
received after the hearing session confirms the land will be excluded from the
Nannerch Memorial Hall RIG because it has no geological/geomorphological
interest.

| appreciate the Council’s concerns about land within settlements being
developed. However, the safeguards | have recommended in HSG3 together
with normal development control considerations would mean that any
application for development would have to demonstrate genuine local need and
take full account of the duties imposed on decision makers in respect of
development in AONBS, in conservation areas and near listed buildings. These
interests would be protected. Inclusion within the village boundary would not
therefore per se result in harmful development.

5910 — Pen Llan - Nannerch is a category C settlement. The levels of growth
in the settlement strategy are indicative only and it is evident from my
conclusions on HSG3 that | consider the strategy needs to be more robust to
achieve the plan’s sustainable objectives. As a consequence | recommend
that growth in such settlements should be restricted to that required for local
needs. Moreover with (according to the Council) a site area of approximately
three quarters of a hectare, for the site to be developed in accord with HSGS, it
could accommodate some 17 dwellings which would equate to about 20%
growth. This is more in line with the indicative level of growth envisaged in the
most accessible category A settlements.

In the light of these conclusions such matters as availability of services and
access are of secondary account. Impact on neighbours is a matter which is
normally addressed at the planning application stage. In this particular case
the objection site is part of the open countryside which is protected for its
natural beauty by its AONB designation. Development would unnecessarily
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extend the built up limits in a prominent location on the northern approaches to
the village. Whilst the objector refers to medium value and affordable housing
to meet local needs, there is no substantive evidence which demonstrates the
need for such development. And even if it did, such matters could be
addressed by HSG11.

4.48.7. It follows | do not support the inclusion of the site within the settlement
boundary.

Recommendation:

4.48.8. | recommend the plan be maodified by including land outlined on plan 1
(numbered 4543/1 and dated 4.11.03) and attached to the Quadrant letter of
the 17 August 2007 (Inquiry doc R1-2317-4756-1) within the settlement
boundary.

4.49. GEN2 — Nercwys

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
7200 17331 Nercwys Community Council DEP (@) No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
17331 | Settlement boundary too constrained to enable sufficient infill sites

Key Issue:
4.49.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be extended.

Conclusions:

4.49.2. Nercwys is a category C village with an indicative growth band of 0-10%.
Completions and commitments since the base date of the plan will result in
growth of 8% which is close to the upper end of the indicative growth band. To
encourage more than minimal growth in such a settlement would be contrary to
the sustainable objectives of the plan which include concentrating development
in the urban areas thereby reducing the need to travel. For reasons given
under HSG3 in Chapter 11, my recommendations are that new houses should
only be permitted in category C settlements where there is a local need.

4.49.3. Nercwys has developed in a linear manner with groups of houses fronting onto
Ffordd y Pentre. There are areas of undeveloped land between these groups
and the settlement boundary is tightly drawn to reflect this characteristic. There
are opportunities for further development within the defined settlement
boundary and | consider these are sufficient for the plan period. | have seen no
substantive evidence on either general or local housing need to justify
extending the settlement boundary to permit further development. HSG11
provides for the development of affordable housing schemes in rural areas
outside settlement boundaries if certain criteria can be met. This further
reinforces my view that it is not necessary to extend the settlement boundary in
order to accommodate development.
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Recommendation:
4.49.4. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.50. GEN2 — New Brighton

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage of |Object or [Conditional
ID Number Plan Support | Withdrawal
1366 17422 Argoed Community Council DEP 0 No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

17422 | Include community sports centre field in settlement boundary

Key Issue:
4.50.1. Whether the sports field should be included in the boundary.

Conclusions:

4.50.2. At present the boundary is contiguous with the limits of the built up area. Both
the sports field and the children’s play area are excluded from it. Although
offering facilities to serve the community, by their nature these uses are open in
character and to my mind there is no necessity for them to be located within the
settlement boundary. It would not change their use or function. Moreover
being within the green barrier they are safeguarded from development pressure
and their openness protected. The objector does not say why the boundary
should be moved and as a consequence it is difficult to comment further.

Recommendation:
4.50.3. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.51. GEN2 — Northop

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
218 270 Wood DEP S No
3578 9123 Wynne-Williams DEP O No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No | Summary

9123 Part of site was allocated for residential uses in Delyn Local Plan. ltis clearly part of built up
frontage. Include all objection site including backland, which is used incidentally to the
domestic use, within the settlement boundary and delete the green barrier designation. It
would compensate for reduced capacity at HSG1(49)

Key Issue:

4.51.1. Whether the site at The Bays should be included within the settlement
boundary and deleted from the green barrier.
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Conclusions:

4.51.2.

4.51.3.

4.51.4.

As proposed by the Council the boundary marking the western limits of the
village finishes at the rear of properties fronting Bryn Rhyd. This provides a
firm defensible boundary. To the east of this the housing is relatively tightly knit
in character and is seen as an integral part of the settlement. To the west are
The Bays, Ty Carreg and Belgrave House. These 3 properties are different in
character and relate better to the open land to the west than the built up area.
Similarly to the north of the road the school surrounded by open land is also
excluded from the settlement boundary. Given the change in character |
consider the boundary is appropriately located.

The land between the boundary and Maes Celyn/the horticultural college is
protected by a green barrier designation which in this location serves to prevent
the coalescence of the developed areas and is an appropriate designation
given the open nature of the land on which objections to the UDP indicate there
is pressure to develop.

The frontage of the objection site may have been included within the settlement
boundary in the Delyn Local Plan, but green barrier boundaries were reviewed
as part of the production of the UDP and for the reasons given above | consider
a countryside/green barrier designation is now appropriate. | note the
reduction in the capacity of HSG1(49) is as a result of part of the site being
developed, it does not justify additional housing in Northop where development
will result in over 20% growth.

Recommendation:

4.51.5.

I recommend no modification to the plan.

4.52.GEN2 — Northop Hall

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
2294 8994 Morris Developments (North) Ltd DEP (@) No
4752 12312 Whale DEP 0] No
59 17901 Flintshire Green Party PC S No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
8994 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Northop Hall with 4633
12312 | This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Northop Hall with 12313

453. GEN2 - Padeswood

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
1471 2037 Brown DEP 0] No
1471 2038 Brown DEP 0] No
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Summary of Objections:

Rep No Summary
2037 Seeks to have settlement boundary reinstated and to include land east of Smithy Farm
2038

Key Issues:

4.53.1. Whether:-
i) Padeswood should be included within a settlement boundary; and if so,
i) the site included within that boundary.

Conclusions:

4.53.2. The categorisation of settlements in previous development plans has been
reviewed and the UDP explains in para 4.9 that not all groups of houses will
have a settlement boundary if they are not of sufficient size and do not have
suitable capacity to accommodate further growth and development. Topic
Paper 2 Settlement Strategy and Site Selection indicates the criteria used in
the review. Padeswood is described as A small group of houses associated
with the Castle Cement works, and with a commercial garage. Despite
possible employment opportunities there are no supporting facilities or real
identifiable character to support growth. Since the inquiry opened the small
shop associated with the commercial garage has closed. Schools and shops
are a considerable distance away along a busy road that lacks a footway for
most of its length. | do not consider facilities generally associated with day to
day activities to be within safe walking distance. The playing field provision at
Padeswood is not sufficient justification for a settlement boundary.

4.53.3. Further housing development in locations such as Padeswood would
undermine the sustainability objectives of the plan and its spatial strategy which
seeks to direct most new development to the main urban areas.

4.53.4. Since | do not consider it is appropriate to establish a settlement boundary in
Padeswood it follows that | do not support the remainder of the objection with
regard to an area of land east of Smithy Farm.

Recommendation:
4.53.5. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.54. GEN2 — Pantasaph

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
1462 2023 David McLean DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
2023 Define a boundary for Pantasaph which contains residential, institutional and commercial uses

Key Issue:
4.54.1. Whether Pantasaph should have a settlement boundary.
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Conclusions:

4.54.2.

4.54.3.

Pantasaph does not satisfy many of the criteria that the Council has used to
identify villages and define their boundaries. Historically it is based on a
number of religious institutions along Monastery Road which are included in an
extensive conservation area. Other development is scattered in nature, there
is no real community focus and few facilities. | reach this conclusion taking
account of the residential development at the former St Clare’s convent.

The suggested village limits put forward by the objector include extensive tracts
of open land between the scattered buildings. To include such large areas
within a settlement, in a plan where in principle new development would be
permitted within the defined area would be inconsistent with other settlement
boundaries. It would also be contrary to the underlying sustainable principles
which seek to locate development in the main urban areas such as nearby
Holywell which is a focus for facilities and services.

Recommendation:

4.54.4.

| recommend no modification to the plan.

4.55. GEN2 - Pantymwyn

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
53 69 Bickerton DEP O No
901 1174 Faulkner DEP O/S No

1306 1820 Kenwright DEP O No
1372 1906 Howes DEP 0] No
2239 17584 Clayton DEP S No
2615 5966 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP 0] No
3455 8719 Gwernaffield Community Council DEP S No
3926 10093 Davies DEP 0] No
3930 10103 Jeffcott DEP S No
3936 10121 Hibbert DEP S No
3939 10125 Jones DEP oIS No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
69 Include objection site in settlement boundary as in Delyn Local Plan to enable the building of a
5966 small bungalow. No explanation has been given for the change
1174 Designate land behind Appin as green space
1820 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Pantymwyn with 1819
1906 Include Cae Isa Farm and land between it and Pen y Fron Road within the settlement
10093 | Land was within settlement boundary and a previous application was refused only on details.
It contains significant buildings
10125 | Designate land behind Rockavon as green space
Key Issues:
4.55.1. Whether land should be:-
i) included within the settlement boundary
i) designated as green space.
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Conclusions:

4.55.2.

4.55.3.

4.55.4.

4.55.5.

4.55.6.

4.55.7.

69, 5966 — The settlement boundary as proposed in the UDP excludes Fellside
and surrounding land. In order to protect the landscape setting and character
of a settlement, | share the Council’s view that properties on the periphery of
built up areas can reasonably be excluded from village limits, especially when
they are located within an AONB. Fellside, set in spacious grounds, is poorly
related to the built up area. In effect it turns its back on the settlement and
access is via a narrow track. It relates better to the countryside. | am aware
there is planning permission for a house on part of the site, but no details of a
development are available. And this to my mind makes no significant
difference to the settlement boundary as the potential development would still
relate poorly to the village.

I note that the Council says the site is not within the SSSI, but the proposals
map inset 47 clearly shows it as within that designated area. | would advise
that this inconsistency is investigated at the modification stage.

1906 — In order to strictly control development and reflect the thrust of the
spatial strategy, settlement boundaries have been tightly drawn to include only
the built up areas and those locations where development would be acceptable
in principle. My conclusions in the housing chapter indicate | broadly support
the settlement strategy. Cae Isa Farm and land to its east lies at the northern
end of the defined village limits. The farmhouse is set back from the road and
the land in front of it is undeveloped and rural in appearance. To my mind the
site marks the start of the open countryside surrounding the settlement and the
farmhouse is seen as a rural building within it. Moreover given that there is no
need to identify more land to meet housing need, it would be contrary to the
plan’s sustainable principles to provide a framework to enable unnecessary
development on a greenfield site adjacent to a category C village.

10093 - In order to strictly control development and reflect the thrust of the
spatial strategy, settlement boundaries have been tightly drawn to include only
the built up areas and those locations where development would be acceptable
in principle. My conclusions in the housing chapter indicate | broadly support
the settlement strategy. The objection site forms part of a woodland which is
protected by a TPO and is an intrinsic part of the rural setting for Pantymwyn.

It is not well related to the built up area in either character or appearance. The
Barracks is only a small part of the objection site and use for ramblers’
accommodation, is one that is often found in the rural areas. The planning use
does not justify its inclusion within the settlement boundary.

Moreover given that there is no need to identify more land to meet housing
need, it would be contrary to the plan’s sustainable principles to provide a
framework to enable unnecessary development on a largely greenfield site
adjacent to a category C village.

10125, 1174 — The land which is the subject of the objections lies outside the
settlement boundary and is an intrinsic part of the open countryside. Itis
protected by countryside, landscape and wildlife policies which will ensure its
special interests and natural beauty are maintained. In these circumstances
not only would it be inconsistent with other areas where land outside
settlements is not designated as green space, it would also serve little purpose,
even if designation did comply with the criteria in para 7.12 of the UDP.
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Recommendation:
4.55.8. | recommend no modification to the plan.

456. GEN2 — Pentre

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
477 873 Hawarden Estate DEP o] No
477 893 Hawarden Estate DEP o] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
873 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Pentre with 872
893 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Pentre with 888

4.57. GENZ2 — Pentre Halkyn

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
1301 1808 Griffin Homes Ltd DEP 0] Yes
2311 4746 Wynne-Jones DEP ®) No
2467 5451 Jones DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
1808 Wish to include more land behind development to extend gardens
4746 Boundary excludes garden of Halkyn Hall
5451 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 at HSG1 Pentre Halkyn with 5453

Key Issue:
4.57.1. Whether the sites should be included in the settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.57.2. 1808- between Bryn Awel and Oak Cottage — | am told the objection has been
conditionally withdrawn, although the Council proposes no changes to the plan.
I can only assume circumstances have changed and make no further
comment.

4.57.3. 4746 — | agree with the objector that it is illogical to exclude the garden of
Halkyn Hall from the defined built up area and this view is shared by the
Council who propose changing the plan by FPC598. The garden is triangular
shaped and the 2 long sides abut built development leaving only a short
frontage onto the road and the countryside beyond. Whilst in other locations
the nature of the gardens would justify their location outside the settlement, in
this particular case the surroundings indicate otherwise.

Recommendation:
4.57.4. | recommend the plan be modified by FPC598.
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4.58. GEN2 - Pen-y-ffordd

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
927 1214 Wright DEP 0] No
1244 17412 Grocott DEP (@) No
1305 1816 Pearson-Jones DEP O No
3574 9117 Roberts DEP S No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
1214 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Pen-y-fford with 1213
17412 | This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Pen-y-fford with 1716
1816 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Pen-y-fford with 1814

4.59. GEN2 - Penyffordd & Penymynydd

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
767 1029 Hewitt DEP ®) No
1382 1925 Wright Manley DEP 0] No
3567 9101 Roberts Homes DEP O No
3715 9533 Butterworth DEP 0] No
3869 9935 McHardy DEP @) No
4010 10331 Jones DEP 0o No
4727 12266 Clutton Agricultural Ltd DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
1029 Include land north of Wood Lane. Bypass forms a logical boundary more clearly visible; allow
the balance of Wood Lane Farm to be brought forward for development
1925 This is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Penyffordd & Penymynydd with 1924
9101 This is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Penyffordd & Penymynydd with 9102
9533 Include a group of dwellings on the eastern side of Wrexham Road which are physically and
visually part of the village within the boundary
9935 This is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Penyffordd & Penymynydd with 9933
10331 | Was previously a dwelling in the rear garden of 83 Hawarden Road. Inclusion within the
boundary would enable construction of a retirement dwelling
12266 | Include caravan site within the boundary. lllogical to exclude a permanent residential use.
The land adjacent to the Millstone pub is almost surrounded by development
Key Issue:
4.59.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be amended.

Conclusions:

4.59.2.

1029 — This farmland forms part of the countryside around the edge of the
settlement. The current boundary follows the existing lane and is a firm and
defensible feature. It is not clear to me why the suggested boundary would be
more logical or clearly visible. No useful planning purpose would be achieved
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4.59.3.

4.59.4.

4.59.5.

4.59.6.

by including this substantial area of land, indeed the indication that such an
amendment would bring forward further land for development, in a settlement
that is already well provided for, reinforces the justification for not amending the
settlement boundary.

9533 — The group of houses are interspersed with areas of undeveloped land
and are some distance away from the centre of the settlement. The road
provides a firm and defensible boundary to the built up area in this part of the
settlement. Whist | do not question that these houses are part of the village, in
planning terms, that does not justify including the area within the settlement
boundary.

10331 — The existing settlement boundary follows well defined features on the
ground and is logical and defensible. Amending the settlement boundary as
suggested would extend built development into the adjoining area which is
open in character and has more in common with the adjacent rural landscape
than the built up area. The personal desires of the objector to erect a
retirement dwelling are not sufficient reasons to justify the amendment that is
sought.

12266 — The objection did not include a plan to indicate the area to be included
within the settlement boundary. If the objection only relates to the caravan park
it would result in an illogical settlement boundary merely to include a ribbon of
development. Itis not uncommon for settlement boundaries to exclude
residential properties on the fringes of villages and the permanent occupation
of the caravan site does not of itself justify its inclusion within the boundary.

If the objection also includes the land adjacent to the Millstone pub it
encompasses a large area including recreational/playground use. A settlement
boundary is a planning tool to indicate where further development would be
considered acceptable. Such a substantial extension of the settlement
boundary would provide a framework to enable a significant level of
development in this category B settlement contrary to the plan’s sustainable
principles. It would serve no useful planning purpose and | do not support this
objection.

Recommendation:

4.59.7.

| recommend no modification to the plan.

4.60. GEN2 — Pontblyddyn

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
1 1 Percy DEP (@) No
1144 1585 Milne DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
1 Seeks to include land at Alyn Bank Farm in the Plan.
1585 Seeks to include an area in the vicinity of the church within a settlement boundary.
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Key Issue:

4.60.1.

Whether the settlement boundary should be amended to include these areas.

Conclusions:

4.60.2.

4.60.3.

4.60.4.

4.60.5.

4.60.6.

4.60.7.

Pontblyddyn is a category C settlement. The plan envisages limited growth in
this category of settlement. Provision is made for 9% growth during the plan
period within the currently defined settlement boundary. | consider this level of
growth to be adequate for a settlement with such limited facilities.

| have concluded under HSG3 in Chapter 11 that development in such
settlements should be restricted to that which is required to meet local needs.
In general | do not therefore support extending boundaries simply to include
land which could potentially be developed. To do so would undermine the
sustainable principles of the plan.

The boundary of 1 is not defined on a plan but my comments relate equally to
that area between Alyn Bank Farm and Fairbanks and the whole of the field.
This site is some 900m away from the defined boundary when measured along
the A541 and has no physical or visual connection with the main part of the
settlement. To extend the village limits to include this land would result in the
inclusion of several areas of undeveloped land which would then come under
pressure for development. This would weaken the plan’s underlying
sustainability principles.

I note that the Council does not consider this site meets the requirements of
HSG5 which deals with infill development. Given the detailed nature of such
considerations this matter is best dealt with through the development control
process. It is not appropriate for me to consider such submissions as part of
this report.

The area that is the subject of 1585 is separated from the main body of the
settlement by several parcels of undeveloped land. The loose scattering of
properties has a more rural character than the urban form of the main part of
the village.

A settlement boundary is a planning tool to define areas where further
development should take place. To extend the settlement boundary as
proposed would result in pressure to develop these large tracts of land. This
would not only result in the settlement being overdeveloped but would also
extend ribbon development along the main road. | do not consider there is any
justification to extend the existing settlement boundary or to establish a
separate settlement boundary for this area.

Recommendation:

4.60.8.

| recommend no modification to the plan.

4.61. GEN2 - Rhes-y-Cae

Representations:

Personal Representation Individual or Stage of Plan| Object or |Conditional
ID Number Organisation Support Withdrawal
354 432 Reece DEP o No
2 17867 Prosser PC S No
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| 2

| 17940 |Prosser | PC | S | No |

Summary of Objections:

Rep No

Summary of Representations

432

Lack of development has caused loss of PO and village shop. There is public transport and a
school. Include site for development to help revive community

Key Issues:

4.61.1.

Whether:-
the objection site should be allocated for development
the plan should be modified by PCA45.

Conclusions:

4.61.2.

4.61.3.

4.61.4.

4.61.5.

Looking first at the principles of planned growth. The Council’s settlement
strategy classifies Rhes-y-Cae a category C village where new housing
development should not, in general, exceed 10% growth within the plan period.
This is because of its small size, rural location and limited facilities and services
to meet the populations needs. | conclude under HSG3 in Chapter 11 that the
settlement strategy is not robust enough in respect of C settlements as it
encourages development in unsustainable locations which is contrary to the
underlying principles of the plan and | recommend that development in the
smaller settlements should be confined to those instances where there is a
proven local need. In principle therefore I find objection to allocating land for
general housing purposes within C settlements.

The Council says that at the base date of the plan there were 70 dwellings in
the defined settlement. 14 new dwellings have been built and there are
commitments for a further 2. This equates to 23% growth which is significantly
more than the indicative 10%. This is a cogent reason not to allocate land to
encourage more growth. | appreciate that the objector would like to see the
village community revived, but it seems to me that, given the changing patterns
of working, shopping and entertainment, together with rising house prices, it will
take far more than additional housing to make a significant difference to the
vitality of the village. The loss of facilities and village vitality is a common
problem facing smaller communities not only in Flintshire, but the rest of the
country.

Turning now to the site specifics. Whilst there is housing along the northern
side of the road which forms the northern boundary of the site, to the south
there are open fields and only the occasional property. The site is open
countryside and to my mind poorly related to the bulk of the settlement. Given
these circumstances | do not consider, even if | were persuaded that the
settlement should accept more houses, the objection site would be the
optimum location to accommodate such growth.

In response to objection 2 (now withdrawn), the Council proposes (PC45), that
is, redrawing the boundary to include land to the rear of the former bakery in
the settlement. The reason given is that the site is well related to the village
and is of sufficiently small scale to allow growth compatible with this very small
village. | do not support this change because the site by its appearance relates
better to the countryside than the built up area. Moreover to include land and
encourage growth in this category C settlement which has already experienced
over 20% growth would to my mind be inconsistent with both the plan’s
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sustainable principles and the Council’s position in respect of other apparently
similar objection sites close to small settlements which have comparable
facilities and accessibility.

Recommendation:
4.61.6. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.62. GEN2 — Rhewl Mostyn and Mostyn Port

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
324 396 Newell DEP 0] No

Summary of Objection:

Rep No | Summary
396 Boundary bisects property. Revert to Delyn LP boundary and exclude Swn-Y-Mor

Key Issue:
4.62.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be changed.

Conclusions:

4.62.2. | support, in part, the settlement boundary proposed by the Council. However,
in addition to the formal garden of the property which is virtually flat, it also
includes a steeply sloping piece of land which falls to the north. This area is
overgrown and in appearance has more in common with the open countryside
than the built up area. As a consequence | do not consider it should be
included within the settlement boundary.

Recommendation:

4.62.3. | recommend the plan be modified by the deletion of the overgrown slope to the
north of the formal garden of Swn-Y-Mor from the settlement boundary.

4.63. GEN2 — Rhosesmor

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
3568 9105 Roberts DEP O No
3569 9106 Williams DEP (@) No
3761 9668 Evans DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

9105 There are no allocations/opportunities for growth in a village with facilities, employment and
public transport. Site can be serviced and would provide affordable housing. Include all or
part in settlement boundary and allocate all or part for housing
9106 Site is a haulage contractors depot and part of the fabric of the village. Include within the
settlement boundary
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| 9668 | Plot of land fits between 2 properties and would accommodate a dwelling |
Key Issue:
4.63.1. Whether the sites should be included within the settlement boundary and/or

allocated for housing.

Conclusions:

4.63.2.

4.63.3.

4.63.4.

4.63.5.

My conclusions under STR4 in Chapter 3 indicate that there is adequate land
to meet a housing requirement of 7400 and provide a degree of flexibility. The
distribution of that growth is to be achieved by the spatial strategy which seeks
to concentrate development in the larger towns and villages which have easier
access to more facilities/services and are likely to be served by better public
transport. To do this it ranks settlements into 3 broad categories with the
smallest/those with least facilities having potential growth bands of 0-10%. |
note that because of the disparate nature of settlements and their
surroundings, the bands are only indicative and growth will inevitably vary
between towns and villages in the same bands. Consequently the plan does
not provide planned growth in every settlement.

Rhosesmor is a category C settlement and even though there is no housing
allocation, growth since 2000 has been about 13% which is commensurate with
its size and facilities, albeit slightly above the indicative band. To complement
the spatial distribution of growth the settlement boundaries have been tightly
drawn to include only the built up areas and those sites which it is considered
are suitable for development. In principle this is a sensible approach which will
prevent growth in the least sustainable locations. To make the strategy more
robust | further recommend at HSG3 in Chapter 11 that growth in category C
settlements should be limited to that which is required to meet proven local
needs.

9105 — land at Caerfallwch Farm - The objection site is a large one to the east
of the B5123. It consists of fields which are an intrinsic part of the open
countryside. Development on it could potentially result in over 200 houses
which would more than double the settlement’s size. In a situation where there
is no need to allocate more land to meet housing needs, the unnecessary
development of a greenfield site would be unsustainable. | appreciate that the
objector believes the site could deliver some affordable housing, but HSG11 is
permissive of such housing if certain criteria can be met. It does not require a
change to a settlement boundary or a housing allocation. | note that the
objector considers a lesser area may prove more appropriate, but no actual
area has been identified to comment on and because of my conclusions above
it would make no difference to the principle of an allocation or settlement
extension.

9106 — land at Greenside Cottage — The situation has changed since the
objection was made, planning permission has been granted on part of the site
for residential development. The Council therefore accepts that the settlement
boundary should be redrawn to include the extent of development permitted.
This is a sensible change. Beyond the limits of the permitted development the
objection site is open in nature. As such it relates better to the countryside and
| do not consider the village boundary should be extended further to include
this land.
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4.63.6.

4.63.7.

9668 — adjacent to Tub House — The plot of land lies amongst a loose group of
houses in the open countryside at some distance from any defined settlement.
PPW (9.3 MIPPS 01/2006) advises that fragmented patterns of development
should be avoided. To provide a policy framework which would enable the
consolidation of this group would therefore be contrary to the objectives of
national policy and also the underlying sustainable principles of both national
and UDP policies.

It is not for me to comment on advice given by the planning department. My
conclusions are based, as they must be, on the planning merits of the objection
and for the reasons given above | do not believe the plan should be modified to
meet the objection.

Recommendation:

4.63.8.

I recommend the plan be modified by redrawing the settlement boundary to
include the extent of the planning permission at Greenbank Cottage.

4.64. GEN2 — Rhydymwyn

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
1313 1831 Longman Homes DEP o] No
2615 5983 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP 6] No
3341 8396 Cilcain Community Council DEP 0] No
59 17907 Envirowatch PC @) YES

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
1831 Include the former Nu-Image Packing Site, within the settlement boundary
8396
5983 Include land at Dolfechlas-Isaf within the settlement boundary
17907 | Object to PC47. No reason to extend the settlement boundary
Key Issue:
4.64.1. Whether the settlement boundary should be amended.

Conclusions:

4.64.2.

4.64.3.

1831, 8396 — PC46 amends the settlement boundary to include this land on the
basis that it is a logical and sustainable brownfield site abutting the village and
concerns regarding flood risk have been addressed. | support this amendment.

17907 - The reason given in PC47 to amend the settlement boundary to
include land and built development at Dolfechlas-Isaf is to ensure a logical and
defensible boundary. The existing settlement boundary follows clearly defined
physical features whereas the proposed amendment would result in the
boundary following an arbitrary line across the grounds of Dolfechlas-Isaf.
Whilst this property abuts the built up area of Rhydymwyn it is accessed
directly from the A541 some distance to the north. Not all existing development
need necessarily be included within a settlement boundary. The existing
boundary is a more logical and defensible than proposed by PC47 and | do not
consider the change serves a useful planning purpose. It is not clear to me on

Chapter 4 General Development Considerations Page 109



Flintshire Unitary Development Plan Inquiry Inspector’s Report

4.64.4.

what basis this objection has been conditionally withdrawn, but | agree that
there is no reason to extend the settlement boundary.

5983 — This objection seeks to extend the settlement boundary at Dolfechlas-
Isaf to the field boundaries. Whilst | accept this would follow clearly defined
physical features, it would also substantially increase the area of land that
could potentially be developed. Given the provision that has been made within
the existing settlement boundary (as amended by PC46) to ensure an
adequate availability of land to enable growth appropriate for this category C
settlement, together with the access constraints associated with this objection
site |1 do not consider that any useful planning purpose would be served by
extending the settlement boundary as suggested.

Recommendation:

4.64.5.

| recommend the plan be modified by PC46.

4.65. GEN2 — Sealand and Sealand Manor

Representations:

Personal | Representation | Individual or Organisation |Stage of Plan| Object or |Conditional

ID Number Support Withdrawal
1167 1614 Griffiths DEP (0] No
1492 2080 Sealand Community Council DEP 6] No
1492 2081 Sealand Community Council DEP 6] No
4625 13705 Sargeant AM DEP (6] No
5224 13528 Whittaker DEP (0] No
5235 13573 Lewis DEP (@) No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary of Representations
1614 Objects to removal of settlement boundaries for Sealand village, Sealand Manor and Sealand
Road. Sealand is an historic village with an identifiable character, leisure facilities, church,
street lighting and post box. Itis on a bus route and has access to a cycle route. Settlement
should be on the proposals map. Allocate (1.5ha) site for housing
2080 Objects to removal of settlement boundaries for Sealand, Sealand Manor and Sealand Road.
2081 There should be allocations for residential developments
13705 | Sealand was a defined settlement in Alyn & Deeside LP. It should be taken out of green belt
13528 | and given a new boundary including 2 housing/mixed use sites. The village has an identifiable
13573 | character and is well connected by public transport and cycling to nearby employment areas.
There are no problems with flood risk. The 2 sites would provide an ideal location for
development and would bring forward additional facilities. The Council has been inconsistent
in its treatment of settlement boundaries
Key Issue:
4.65.1. Whether Sealand, Sealand Manor and Sealand Road should have settlement

boundaries.

Conclusions:

4.65.2.

The spatial strategy seeks to locate development in the larger settlements
which are more accessible and have a wider range of facilities, services and
employment. The purpose of settlement definition is to define where in
principle development will be acceptable. In drawing up the UDP the Council
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4.65.3.

4.65.4.

4.65.5.

4.65.6.

reviewed the settlement hierarchies and boundaries from previous plans. This
was broadly based on the size and character of a settlement together with the
level of services. Inevitably this led to change, most notably the replacement of
the 5 tier hierarchy in the Alyn and Deeside Local Plan with a 3 tier system.
Where boundaries are defined they are tightly drawn and generally reflect the
extent of the existing built up area. In some locations, mainly in the larger
settlements, they also allow for some outward expansion to enable housing
needs to be met. | broadly support the general principles of this spatial
distribution of development which accords with PPW (para 2.5).

In the Alyn and Deeside Local Plan Sealand had a tightly drawn boundary and
was a category D settlement which was permissive of infill and conversion
of/replacement buildings. The LP did not envisage any large scale
development.

Although it has an identifiable character, Sealand is only a small loose group of
houses (about 25) scattered around St Bartholemew’s Church. | accept that
the High Grove development has increased the number of houses in the
locality, but that lies to the north of the former railway and is visually separated
from the other houses by topography and open fields. Whilst at one time there
may have been a commercial garage fronting the A548 it has been demolished
and planning permission granted for houses on the site. Although the leisure
facilities referred to can be used by local people they are not ones which cater
for residents’ daily needs in the same way a shop or school would. The
number of houses and the paucity of facilities are such that | do not consider it
would be appropriate for Sealand, as existing, to have a settlement boundary. |
appreciate that growth could provide its own facilities but that is an argument
which could be used in any location. Whilst the cycleway and bus services
offer an alternative to travelling by private car, that is only one of the matters to
be taken into account and given the other factors | do not find it to be decisive
in this instance.

Some objectors consider that not only should there be a boundary, but that it
should include land (up to about 15ha) to permit additional development in the
form of both housing and other uses. However, a significant part of the area is
classified high grade agricultural land which the plan seeks to protect from
development. Whilst it is said that part of it is brownfield | do not agree. The
brownfield site was apparently last used for agriculture and my inspection
confirmed that the remains of the previous use have blended into the
landscape and can be considered as part of the natural surroundings. It is not
therefore previously developed land within the meaning of PPW.

The scale of development suggested would represent a significant level of
growth and be tantamount to a new settlement. Such a proposal would not
accord with the settlement strategy which seeks to concentrate development in
the existing main towns and villages. There is within the plan a large mixed
use allocation at Garden City to the west of the A494(T) which will produce
more houses in close proximity to the Deeside employment areas. The
proposed housing supply is sufficient to obviate the need for new settlements.
And in any event | am not satisfied that should such a housing need arise the
proposed sites would necessarily provide the best land/location for growth.
There are many other objectors in a multitude of locations seeking to promote
their land for development. HSG2 development at Croes Atti is different in that
it recognises a commitment brought forward from an existing plan. Itis not a
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4.65.7.

4.65.8.

4.65.9.

4.65.10.

new proposal. | acknowledge that flood risk may not prevent development per
se, but the evidence | have seen is not conclusive.

Sealand Manor has about 110 dwellings. However, it is little more than a
housing estate and has little in the way of services/facilities. It also lies within
the flood plain. Given these characteristics | do not believe it falls within the
general scope of a settlement to be identified in the UDP. | reach similar
conclusions in respect of Sealand Road which is a collection of houses, mainly
fronting the A548 and Manor Road. Apart from a garden centre, there are no
facilities. It is separated from Sealand Manor by open fields. To amalgamate
the two groups of houses and also incorporate an extensive area of agricultural
land as suggested would potentially lead to the provision of over 400 new
houses in a locality where there are no facilities/services to sustain that growth.
It would compromise the underlying sustainable principles of the plan.

It follows that if there is no defined settlement there is nothing to include on the
proposals map. It is merely the coincidence of their location that means
proposals map 15 includes Sealand Manor and Sealand Road. It does not
confer on them any development status.

It is not for me to comment on the process of drawing up settlement
boundaries, only if the lack of a settlement boundary is appropriate. Insofar as
parts of the objections relate to the formulation of the UDP this must be
pursued outside the inquiry. | would only add that it is not unusual for Councils
to define settlement boundaries as part of the plan making process. The
consultation period following the publishing of the deposit draft plan is the time
when members of the public can make representations on those boundaries (or
lack of them).

There is mention of the criteria used to identify settlements being inconsistently
applied, in such settlements as Afonwen, Alltami etc. However, there is no
substantive evidence to demonstrate what those inconsistencies are. Insofar
as the Sealand settlements are concerned | give my reasons above why |
agree with the Council’s view in respect of settlement boundaries.

Recommendation:

4.65.11.

I recommend no modification to the plan.

4.66. GENZ2 — Shotton and Aston

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
3549 9029 CORUS DEP 0o No
3565 9095 Wilshaw DEP 0o No
3572 9115 Taylor DEP 0] No
4028 10371 Hancock DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
9029 Include the playing fields in the settlement boundary to enable them to be considered for
comprehensive development as part of the wider Corus proposals
9095 Extend settlement to include Aston Hall Nursing Home and the garden of Aston Hall Farm
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linking back to 43 Aston Hall Lane in recognition of development which has taken place
9115 This objection is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Shotton & Aston with 9114
10371 | Change settlement boundary to reflect residential use and brownfield nature of land adjoining
Aston Hall Lane. It is preferable to development of greenfield sites. Green barrier is
inconsistent with open cast mining and road proposals
Key Issue:
4.66.1. Whether the sites should be included within the settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.66.2.

4.66.3.

4.66.4.

4.66.5.

4.66.6.

9029 — | do not agree that the playing fields form part of the built up area of
Shotton. They lie in a more extensive area of open land to the south of the
Dee and north of the Crewe-Holyhead railway which forms an important visual
break between the built up area to the south and existing development/HSG2A
to the north. The railway is a firm, logical and defensible boundary marking the
northern limits of the settlement. The size, shape and location mean the site is
poorly related to existing development to the south of the railway. Itis also
bisected in a north/south direction by the Wrexham-Bidston railway and to the
west of this the suggested settlement extension would leave awkwardly shaped
areas between it and the SAC.

Both national and UDP policy seek to safeguard existing playing fields unless a
number of criteria can be met. The objector has made no case which would in
principle justify the loss of the playing fields from a recreational point of view.
The Council says, and it has not been disputed by the objector, that the
objection site is valuable to the community and makes an important
contribution to sports facilities in Shotton. The above factors are to my mind
sufficient to justify the exclusion of the site from the settlement boundary.

9095 — The objection site is within the green barrier. In this location it
safeguards the countryside from encroachment and prevents the merging of
Shotton/Aston and Hawarden. In doing so it protects the countryside setting of
the settlements and is particularly important because the strategic gap is
relatively narrow between the built up areas.

The objection site abuts the southernmost extremity of Aston to the east of the
A494. Whilst the site does encompass some buildings, a significant part of it is
open land associated with the properties and as such their spacious setting
relates better to the surrounding countryside than to the more tightly knit
housing within the settlement. At present the green barrier boundary is clearly
defined and | see no reason to change it. In reaching this conclusion | have
taken account of the extension to the nursing home.

10371 — This is a larger site abutting and overlapping part of 9095 and my
conclusions to 9095 apply equally to it. The site envelops the Coach House,
Aston Hall Residential Home and land to the east. Whilst part of the land to the
east has been used for industrial purposes, the former use is no longer evident
and the site is open in nature and an intrinsic part of the countryside. Even if it
were to be found to be previously developed land, PPW (2.7.1) recognises that
the location of such sites may mean that they are not suitable for development.
Such is the case here where the development/allocation for housing would both
consolidate and extend the built form and be a significant incursion into an area
of open countryside which forms part of a strategic gap preventing the
coalescence of built up areas.
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4.66.7. As | have been supplied with no details, | cannot make any meaningful
comments on the road and mining proposals referred to.

Recommendation:
4.66.8. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.67. GEN2 - Sychdyn

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
894 1166 Hodgkinson DEP 0] Yes

Summary of Objection:

Rep No | Summary
1166 Add field OS 6856 to allocation HSG1(53)

Key Issue:
4.67.1. Whether the site should be allocated for housing.

Conclusions:

4.67.2. PC334 proposes the inclusion of land at Lilac Cottage into HSG1(53). The
reason given is that it would facilitate access into the allocation site. However,
the land falls into 2 distinct parts. Lilac Cottage and its garden and a small field
which is used for assorted storage. Whilst | accept that the incorporation of
Lilac Cottage and its garden provide an alternative access to and improvement
of Ffordd Eldon, the same cannot be said of the field. It is triangular shaped
with one border contiguous with the open countryside/objection site 4813,
another with HSG1(53) and the third shares a boundary with the rear of Lilac
and The Vownog Cottages with a frontage onto Vownog Newydd. Inclusion of
this land into the allocation would enable development into the countryside
along the northern side of Vownog Newydd and be poorly related to the
settlement pattern.

4.67.3. | have been given no explanation of how the field would facilitate an improved
access and it follows from the above that | only partially support PC334.

Recommendation:

4.67.4. | recommend the plan be modified by the inclusion of Lilac Cottage and garden
in HSG1(53).

4.68. GEN2 — Trelawnyd

Representation:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
2341 4851 Evans DEP 0] No
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Summary of Representation:

Rep No | Summary
4851 Site has permission for commercial uses and should be included within the settlement to allow
for redevelopment

Key Issue:
4.68.1. Whether the site should be included within the settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.68.2. The objection site is not contiguous with the settlement boundary but separated
from it by a field. At present the boundary is well defined by the Parc Offa
development. To link the objection site into the boundary would include, at
least part, of the field. It would result in an awkward extension of the
settlement along the A5151 which would be poorly related to the nucleated
form of the village and because GEN2 is in principle permissive of development
within settlement boundaries, it would be likely (at some time in the future) to
result in pressure for ribbon development. There is demand in both this and
other areas of the County to sanction unconnected satellites of village
boundaries. In principle | find this to be unacceptable as it would consolidate a
fragmented pattern of development in the countryside contrary to the objective
of concentrating the bulk of development within the main urban areas.

4.68.3. Planning permission has been granted for the change of use of the premises
for employment purposes without the need for the site to be included in the
settlement boundary. In the policy context of the UDP, | see no reason in
principle, why future applications for improvements or even some form of
redevelopment should necessarily be refused.

4.68.4. For the above reasons | do not consider the objection site should be included
within the settlement boundary.

Recommendation:
4.68.5. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.69. GEN2 — Trelogan and Berthengam

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support |Withdrawal
1196 1651 Roberts DEP O No
3732 9583 Jones DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary

1651 Home and 7 other properties are not included in village boundary. Land is close to village
centre, has good access, services and buildings on 4 sides. Without use/maintenance it could
become an eyesore and costly to maintain. It would accommodate 1 dwelling
9583 Site is brownfield, in the centre of a group of properties. Include in settlement to enable it to
be incorporated into garden of Cartref 2001
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Key Issue:

4.69.1.

Whether the sites should be included within the settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.69.2.

4.69.3.

4.69.4.

4.69.5.

4.69.6.

4.69.7.

As part of the production of the UDP, settlement boundaries were reviewed and
drawn up to enclose the existing built form together with those areas where in
principle development would be acceptable. The boundaries are therefore a
planning tool to regulate development and do not always reflect what local
people regard as a village’'s limits. In the case of Trelogan and Berthengam, |
generally support the boundaries shown which follow firm defensible
boundaries and seek to prevent significant expansion of this category C village.

1651- land adjoining Pwll Mawr — | conclude in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Trelogan
and Berthengam that a larger area encompassing the present objection site
should not be included within the settlement boundary. As the larger area
includes land between the objection site and the settlement boundary my
conclusions apply equally to the smaller site. | would add that it is not the
use/lack of use or visibility of land which determines whether a site is suitable
for inclusion within a settlement boundary but its character and relationship to
the settlement. The settlement boundary of Trelogan and Berthengam,
correctly in my view, only encompasses the more tightly knit development.

The location of the objection site is within a scattering of houses on large plots
which because of the open land surrounding and between them is more rural in
appearance than the defined area to the west. Changing the settlement
boundary would permit the consolidation, albeit in a small way, of that loose
group. | do not therefore believe inclusion of the site within the village limits is
supported by PPW (MIPPS 01/2006), as it is not infill, but additional sporadic
development outside the identified village limits. To ignore growth in the village
since 2000 would be to undermine the spatial strategy which seeks to
concentrate development in or close to the larger towns with their better
accessibility and wider range of services and facilities.

Moreover with a policy background which seeks to make the best use of land, 1
dwelling on a plot of about 0.3ha would not meet the objectives of HSG8. Ina
situation where there is no proven need to identify land for housing purposes
either on a Countywide or village basis, enabling development on what appears
to be greenfield land would be contrary to the plan’s underlying sustainable
principles. Whilst | appreciate the objector’s personal circumstances, on
planning grounds they do not justify the redrawing of the boundary.

9583 — In this case the defined limits of Trelogan and Berthengam along the
Tre Mostyn road encompass only the more tightly knit development to the west
of and finish at Ty Carreg Serth. To the east of this the properties are more
sporadic. The objection site lies at the eastern end of this loose ribbon of
development behind Cartref 2001. Because of the appearance, setting and
assorted nature of properties, this locality has a distinct rural character which
countryside policies will safeguard. To my mind it and the properties to the
south of the road are appropriately excluded from the settlement boundary.

If the objection site and all the land between it and the defined village were to
be included within an extended boundary, there would be likely to be pressure
to consolidate the loose assortment of properties including a substantial site
not currently in residential use. Alternatively identification of a separate and
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detached settlement boundary encompassing properties in this area would be
inconsistent with the Council’s definition of settlements elsewhere. Either way
it would be contrary to the objectives of PPW (9.3 MIPPS 01/2006) which
seeks to avoid creating ribbon and a fragmented pattern of development.
Finally | would add that in principle, the restoration of the land to a safe and
fertile condition could be achieved without changes to the settlement boundary.
It is not a good reason to modify the plan.

Recommendation:
4.69.8. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.70. GEN2 — Treuddyn

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
2615 5992 Castlemead Homes Ltd DEP 0] No
3866 9927 Turley DEP 0] No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
5992 Include land within settlement boundary as in Alyn and Deeside Plan
9927 This is dealt with in Chapter 11 HSG1 - Treuddyn with 9926

Key Issue:
4.70.1. Whether the sites should be included within the settlement boundary.

Conclusions:

4.70.2. 5992 — There is no reason why land within a settlement boundary should be
maintained as such in successive plans. In the case of the objection site the
Council explain that an appeal decision in 1990 concluded the driveway was
unsuited to additional development and the land had an attractive peacefulness
and visual harmony that should not be allowed to be disturbed by further
development. Little has changed today, the land is an attractive transition
between the built up area and open countryside. It provides part of the setting
of the village. It is not uncommon for houses with large gardens to be
separated by settlement boundaries and | support the boundary in this location.

Recommendation:
4.70.3. I recommend no maodification to the plan

4.71. GEN2 —Warren Hall Court

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
2301 4712 Lloyd & Parry DEP 0] No
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Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
4712 Designate as a category C settlement and identify settlement boundary to enable
development of vacant land for housing

Key Issue:
4.71.1. Whether a settlement boundary should be defined.

Conclusions:

4.71.2. The categorisation of settlements in previous development plans has been
reviewed and the UDP explains in para 4.9 that not all groups of houses will
have a settlement boundary if they are not of sufficient size and do not have
suitable capacity to accommodate further growth and development. Topic
Paper 2 Settlement Strategy and Site Selection indicates the criteria used in
the review. Warren Hall Court is described This is not a settlement in any
sense and has no supporting facilities to consider allowing further growth.

4.71.3. Since that review planning permission has been granted at the adjacent
employment allocation EM2(1). Whilst development for employment will alter
the character of the area, Warren Hall Court will remain a separate physical
and visual entity. Apart from accessibility to employment opportunities, Warren
Hall Court will still lack facilities to support normal day to day activities. Those
facilities are to be found in the urban areas which are some distance away.

4.71.4. The objection seeks to encompass a substantial area of undeveloped land
within the settlement boundary. This would potentially result in a significant
number of additional dwellings. Further housing development in locations such
as this would undermine the sustainability objectives of the plan and its spatial
strategy which seeks to direct most new development to the main urban areas.

4.71.5. Whilst the objection compares the situation with Dobshill there are material
differences in the provision of facilities.

4.71.6. My conclusions in HSG1 - Warren Hall Court in chapter 11 are also relevant.

Recommendation:
4.71.7. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.72. GEN2 - Ysceifiog

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage of |Object or [Conditional
ID Number Plan Support | Withdrawal
67 88 Owens DEP O No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
88 Include land within the village boundary

Key Issue:

4.72.1. Whether the site to the rear of Tyddyn Llan should be included within the
village boundary.
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Conclusions:

4.72.2. GEN2 is a policy which sets clear limits for villages and defines the extent of
built up areas where in principle new development will be permitted. Ysceifiog
has less than 50 houses and no facilities. Itis a category C settlement where,
because of the unsustainable nature of such locations, | recommend that
development be restricted to that required to meet local needs only. The
objection site is part of a field and as such contributes to the countryside setting
of the village which is important in establishing the character of the
conservation area. To extend the village in the way suggested would result in
a long narrow finger of land which if developed would be at odds with the
village's nucleated form and consolidate the loose knit development on this
approach to the village. In the light of these factors, even if it were to be
demonstrated that there was a need for the village to expand, | am not
satisfied, because of the location and shape of the objection site it would
provide an acceptable option.

Recommendation:
4.72.3. | recommend no modification to the plan.

4.73. GEN3 Development outside Settlement Boundaries

Representations:

Personal Rep Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
59 3306 Flintshire Green Party DEP 0] Yes

1125 1559 Ward DEP 0] Yes
1454 11054 Llanfynydd Community Council DEP S No
1712 3019 The Crown Estate DEP S No
1742 3146 Dee Estuary Conservation Group DEP S No
2106 4417 Countryside Council for Wales DEP 0] No
2238 17786 Heesom DEP 0] No
2239 4207 Clayton DEP S No
2334 4881 Dept of Enterprise, Innovation and Networks DEP 0] Yes
2350 4922 Welsh Assembly Government DEP 0] Yes
2409 12422 |A D Waste Ltd DEP o] No
2411 5233 Home Builders Federation DEP 0] No
2618 6062 Pantasaph Conservation Group DEP (@) No
3540 8961 Alan's Skip Hire DEP 0] No
3556 9067 British Land Company Plc DEP 0] Yes
4625 13690 Sargeant AM DEP ®) No
4744 12303  |Thomas DEP S No
4785 12411 SCA Hygiene Products UK Ltd DEP 0] No
5224 13503  |Whittaker DEP (@) No
5235 13545 Lewis DEP 0] No
6725 15658 Hitchen DEP S No
7228 17605 Eaton DEP S No
7411 18687 Development Securities plc DEP 6] Yes
2238 18319 Heesom PC o] No
2238 18320 Heesom PC 0] No
2301 18382 Lloyd & Parry PC 0] No
2619 18578 Ministry of Defence PC S No
4110 18296 Peers PC (@) No
7416 18617 Pochin Rosemound Ltd PC S No
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Summary of Objections:

Rep No. | Summary

3306 Add to (b) if it does not affect important views and character of townscape by infilling

1559 This is dealt with in Chapter 11 at HSG1(37) and Chapter 7 with L3(51)

4417 Cross refer to GEN4 and chapters 5 — 8. Needs addition to para 4.12

17786 | Will not be permitted should be replaced by presumption against. The criteria are too lax and
personal circumstances will weaken policies

4881 To be consistent with other policies ie EM3/EM4, policy should also refer to allocated areas,

9067 development zones and principal employment areas.

18687

4922 it accords with other relevant policies in the plan is superfluous in g as the plan will be read as
awhole

12422 | Include waste management in criterion g after minerals extraction

5233 Criterion b should refer to minor extensions to groups of houses as per PPW 9.3.2

6062 Policy should contain a presumption against development. It is too permissive of building in
the open countryside

8961 Should be a criterion to permit development if there are special circumstances

13690 | Criterion (e) and para 4.10 are not applied consistently

13503

13545

12411 | To be consistent with EM5 needs a criterion to permit expansion of existing employment

18296 | Criterion (i) (PC50) is too permissive it should be changed to the expansion of industrial
concerns (EM5), provided that no alternative is available and that the proposal accords with
EM5(f)

18319 | PC48is not appropriate and superfluous if criterion (i) is added by PC51

18320 | Object to deletion in g of it accords with other relevant policies in the plan and in (PC49)

18382 | PC52 s at odds with (b) because it does not refer to infill housing as appropriate

Key Issues:
4.73.1. Whether:-
i) as well as development outside settlement boundaries the policy should

also refer to allocations, development zones and principal employment
areas

the policy should refer to a presumption against development

iiiy  the criteria should be changed and/or added to
iv)  there needs to be cross reference with GEN4 and other chapters

PC52 should include reference to infill housing.

Conclusions:

4.73.2.

4.73.3.

Allocations, Development Zones and Principal Employment areas - PC48
changes the preamble to the criteria to Development proposals outside
settlement boundaries, allocations, Development Zones and Principal
Employment Areas will not be permitted except for: | support this change which
more properly reflects the scope of the policy by including those areas where
various employment developments will be permitted outside settlement
boundaries. It adds consistency to the plan. Because PC48 refers to areas
(EM3/4) and PC50 (amendment to criterion i) to a type of development, that is
expansion of existing premises, | find no overlap between PC48 and criterion i).

A presumption against - The intention of the policy is to restrict development
outside settlements. This is made clear by the words Development .....will not
be permitted. | do not consider changing that wording to a presumption against
development would be any clearer.
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4.73.4.

4.73.5.

4.73.6.

4.73.7.

4.73.8.

4.73.9.

4.73.10.

The criteria - The objector does not say why the criteria are too lax. Itis
therefore difficult to make any detailed response to the objection. Subject to
my comments below | consider that they are in the main appropriate to guide
development outside settlement boundaries and consistent with other policies
in the plan.

Criterion b refers to small scale infill development. It is HSG5, referred to in b,
which requires that infill development meet certain criteria. | see no need for
them to be repeated, either in full or partially, in GEN3. Whilst PPW (9.3.2
MIPPS 01/2006) refers to minor extensions to groups, that does not mean such
development has to be included within a development plan policy. In this case
the Council considers it would be inappropriate for the policy to permit such
development and given the character of the County with its scattered pattern of
houses within the open countryside, together with the thrust of policies which
seek to concentrate development within urban locations, | agree that minor
extensions to groups of houses should not, by policy, be permitted within the
open countryside. To do otherwise could result in significant incremental
growth in unsustainable locations.

13690, 13503, 13545 do not say how criterion e and para 4.10 are
inconsistently applied. | cannot therefore comment further.

In criterion g, PC49 deletes the need to comply with other policies in the plan.
As the plan is intended to be read as a whole | consider the words to be
superfluous and support PC49. However, | do not consider the criterion should
include waste management facilities. This is because the revised waste
policies in the plan, which | generally support, seek to direct new waste
management predominately to industrial areas. It would therefore conflict with
that strategy.

| accept that there may be locations where waste management may be
appropriate in the open countryside, for instance in combination with landfill in
former quarries. However, this does not justify a policy which is generally
supportive of waste management in the open countryside. To my mind this
type of potential use is better addressed by criterion j (introduced by PC51)
which refers to development which needs a countryside location.

| accept that there may be benefits in a business relocating in terms of the
environment and the like. However, it does not necessarily follow that this
would justify a criterion to permit development in the countryside in special
circumstances. S38 of the 2004 Act says that decisions should be made in
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise. Special circumstances are capable of being a material
consideration which could be weighed against the development plan and as a
consequence would be taken into account whether or not there was a specific
criterion. | note here that given the varying nature of circumstances a criterion
could not realistically determine which ones were sufficient to be described as
special. Moreover there are in any event other policies within the plan which
relate to business in the open countryside, such as criterion i), proposed by
PC50.

Criterion i is permissive of the expansion of employment development if it is in
accord with EM5 and its listed criteria. It does not therefore permit detriment to
the surroundings, whether open countryside or not. Consequently | do not
believe there needs to be any reference to specific criteria in i as it would be
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4.73.11.

4.73.12.

4.73.13.

unnecessary duplication. With respect to the need to consider alternatives, |
accept that there are persuasive arguments on both sides and find the matter
to be finely balanced. However, there could, in any number of cases, be
alternatives which for various reasons such as viability, workforce and the like
would not be realistic. The criteria in EM5 are already stringent and criterion i
relates only to existing not new developments. | conclude that whilst | support
PC50, as it provides consistency within the plan, reference to alternatives
should not be included within it.

GEN4 cross reference - For reasons given below, | support the deletion of
GEN4 and para 4.12, therefore there can be no amendment to 4.12 or cross
reference between it and GEN3. Moreover | am satisfied that there is sufficient
reference in the criteria to other policies to aid consistency and to avoid
confusion. The objector does not say why the policy needs to be cross
referenced to other chapters and it seems to me that it would serve little
purpose and add unnecessary bulk to a document which is meant to be read
as a whole.

PC52 introduces a new paragraph of text which seeks to explain what is meant
by open countryside and appropriate development within it. Insofar as the
objection is concerned | do not agree that excluding reference to infill housing
implies such development is not appropriate. The text merely sets out
examples and is not exclusive. There is no reason for infill housing to be
specifically mentioned.

Having said that, neither proposed changes to GEN3 itself nor PC52 set out
clearly how allocations, Development Zones and Principal Employment Areas
fit in with the terms development outside settlement boundaries and open
countryside. Allocations, development zones and principal employment areas
are not normally regarded as open countryside. It would make it clearer for
users of the plan and ensure consistency with other policies if this was to be
defined in either the policy itself, para 4.10 or a revamped PC52. The definition
should be consistent with the one in the glossary of terms. It follows from this
that whilst | support the intention of PC52 | do not consider in its present form it
is satisfactory.

Recommendations:

4.73.14.
i)
i)

| recommend the plan be modified by:-
PCs48, 49, 50 and 51
Explaining/defining the relationship between the terms development outside
settlement boundaries, open countryside and allocations, Development

Zones and Principal Employment Areas and ensuring it is consistent with
other policies and the definition in the glossary of terms.

4.74. GEN4 Open Countryside

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional

ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
477 919 Hawarden Estate DEP ®) No
1712 3020 The Crown Estate DEP ®) Yes
2238 17787 Heesom DEP 0] No
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2239 4208 Clayton DEP S No
2350 4926 Welsh Assembly Government DEP 0 Yes
2409 12423 A D Waste Ltd DEP (@) No
2411 5234 Home Builders Federation DEP 0] No
2618 6063 Pantasaph Conservation Group DEP (@) No
3540 8962 Alan's Skip Hire DEP 0] No
4785 12410 SCA Hygiene Products UK Ltd DEP 0] No
5118 13305 RMC Group Plc DEP @) No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
919 This is dealt with in Chapter 13 at EM1(26A) with 916
3020 Conflicts with GEN3 with regard to mineral and other development
4926 Questions the need for this policy
5234 Duplicates GEN3
12410
12423
6063 Confusion as to the differences between this policy and GEN3
8962 There may be special circumstances that justify development in the open countryside
13305 | Should refer to minerals
17787 | Methodology of assessing proposals outside settlement boundaries

Key Issue:
4.74.1. Whether the policy duplicates GEN3.

Conclusions:

4.74.2. The Council acknowledges that this policy duplicates GEN3 and PC53 deletes
it. My recommendations above support changes to GEN3 including the
incorporation of the salient parts of GEN4. Since GEN4 serves no useful
purpose | agree it should be deleted. Furthermore, in view of changes to the
text supporting GEN3 there is no need to retain paragraph 4.12.

4.74.3. In my judgement the deletion of this policy also addresses the objections
relating to minerals since this matter is included in GEN3.

4.74.4. | have already commented on the need to accommodate special circumstances
for development at GEN3 above. Those comments apply equally here and it is
not necessary to repeat them.

4.74.5. The assessment of agricultural grounds for applications for development
outside settlement boundaries is not a matter for this plan. This is a procedural
matter for the authority.

Recommendations:

4.74.6. | recommend the plan be modified by:-
i) PC53.
i)  deleting paragraph 4.12.

4.75. GENS5 Green Barriers

Representations:

Personal | Representation Individual or Organisation Stage |Object or |Conditional
ID Number of Plan | Support | Withdrawal
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359 441 TCC (Together Creating Communities) DEP O No
364 451 Wrexham County Borough DEP S No
1108 1476 Nercwys and District Rural Association DEP o No
1119 1487 Anwyl Construction Company Ltd DEP (@) No
1375 1911 Campaign to Protect Rural England DEP 0] No
1496 2086 Bourne Leisure DEP (@) No
1690 2592 D P Williams Holdings Ltd DEP 0] No
1713 3050 Tarmac Central Ltd DEP 0] No
1744 3152 Whitford Community Council DEP 0] No
2350 4927 Welsh Assembly Government DEP 0 Yes
2409 12429 A D Waste Ltd DEP S No
2411 5236 Home Builders Federation DEP 0] No
2420 5314 RSPB Cymru DEP 6] No
3703 9502 Quarry Products Association DEP 0] No
3852 9906 Hird DEP S No
4048 10425 Day DEP S No
4625 13691 Sargeant AM DEP O No
5118 13310 RMC Group Plc DEP O No
5224 13504 Whittaker DEP (@) No
5235 13548 Lewis DEP 0] No

59 18034 Envirowatch PC S No

Summary of Objections:

Rep No | Summary
441 Green barriers do not provide the same protection as green belts and are being eroded over
time; should make more use of brownfield sites
1476 Retain green barrier policy in the Draft North Flintshire Local Plan
1487 Green barriers should not have permanence of green belts; should not survive beyond the
plan period
1911 Should be green belt rather than green barrier west of Chester; lack of permanence a
weakness of green barriers
2086 Seeks additional criteria for limited extension of static holiday and touring unit parks
3050 Should include reference to mineral extraction
2592
9502
13310
3152 Opposes the reduction in the number and extent of green barriers
4927 Green barriers should be given reference numbers and identified on the proposals map
5236 Not demonstrated the need for green barrier designation
5314 Policy should permit development that protects or enhances conservation interests
13691 | Criteria d and i and specified paragraphs are applied inconsistently and inappropriately
13504
13548
Key Issues:
4.75.1.

Whether:-

i) green belts, rather than green barriers, would be more appropriate
ii)  the number and extent of green barriers is appropriate and justified
iiiy the green barriers should be numbered and identified on the proposals

map

iv)  the existing criteria should be amended or additional criteria added as
suggested.
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Conclusions:

4.75.2.

4.75.3.

4.75.4.

4.75.5.

4.75.6.

In referring to local designations to manage urban form PPW uses the term
green wedges but acknowledges there are other terms for such designations. |
accept that green barriers has the same meaning as green wedges for the
purposes of the advice given in PPW.

Green belt or green barrier - Local planning authorities in areas which are
subject to significant pressures are required to consider the need for green
belts (PPW para 2.6.4). Following a review the Council takes the view that it is
not appropriate to designate green belts preferring instead to continue to
designate green barriers. The Council argues that they are an appropriate
policy tool to protect strategic tracts of land where normal protection policies
are inadequate. It indicates that green barriers in previous development plans
have been effective in controlling development. The green barriers concentrate
on relatively small tracts of strategic land between a number of separate
settlements. Having regard to the submission made in Topic Paper No. 3
Green Barriers | accept the Council's arguments in favour of the green barrier
approach.

Green barriers perform the same basic function as green belts but without the
level of permanence. | do not consider that compelling arguments have been
put forward to justify a greater degree of permanence than that which is
proposed. PPW (para 2.6.12) states green wedge policies should be reviewed
as part of the UDP review process. The Council indicates that, in seeking a
more strategic approach, the green barriers are intended to survive generally
beyond the plan period. Whilst it may well be that it is intended that they have
a longer term function they should, however, be subject to review. And | find it
appropriate given my reservations about the settlement strategy and boundary
definition. The authority has indicated that the green barriers will be subject to
review as part of the preparation of the LDP under the new system. This
requires an authority to make an annual monitoring report on its LDP.

Number and extent - Green barriers are one of the key elements in the UDP’s
spatial strategy. The Council carried out a strategic review of the purpose,
number and extent of the existing green barriers. It resulted in some of the
existing designations not being carried through into this UDP because the
Council considered that normal planning and development control policies
provided the necessary protection. Others have been reduced in size because
they were considered to be too extensive for their purpose or provision needed
to be made for development. This exercise has been seen by some as eroding
or weakening the principle of green barriers. However, only land that is strictly
necessary to fulfil the purpose of the green barrier should be included. The
justification for the green barriers that are designated in the UDP is in line with
the advice given in PPW. Whilst | conclude in principle they are appropriate in
number and justified in their extent, | deal with site specific objections below.

Proposals Maps - The Council acknowledges that it would help plan users if the
green barriers were numbered and shown on the proposals maps (PC54).
However, it is unclear whether this change includes the main proposals map.
At present the main proposals map does not show those parts of the green
barriers that fall within the settlement inset maps. | consider it would be helpful
to plan users if the full extent of the green barriers was also shown on the main
proposals map.
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4.75.7. The criteria — The policy does not preclude proposals relating to the protection
or enhancement of acknowledged nature conservation interests. Proposals will
be considered on their merits through the development control process. As a
consequence | am not convinced that criterion a should be amended as
suggested.

4.75.8. PPW does not identify static holiday and touring unit caravan parks or mineral
extraction as appropriate development in a green wedge. Given the impact
such developments could have on the open character of green barriers | do not
consider these uses should be added to the list of developments which may be
permitted in the criteria.

4.75.9. Developments that are not considered to be appropriate in green barriers
should not be granted planning permission except in very exceptional
circumstances where other considerations clearly outweigh the harm which
such development would have on the green barrier. The Council’'s submission
indicates that such proposals would be treated as departures from the plan.
This approach would be in accordance with the advice in PPW (2.6.15).

4.75.10. With regard to the Gronant — Talacre — Gwespyr - Ffynnongroyw green barrier |
consider it serves a strategic purpose in safeguarding the open character of the
area and preventing coalescence of settlements. The arguments put forward
to enable the possible expansion to Presthaven Sands are not sufficient to
outweigh the strategic purpose of this designation.

4.75.11. No evidence or justification is provided in support of the assertions that the
named criteria and paragraphs are not applied consistently or appropriately. It
is difficult to comment further on these objections. However, my
recommendation on HSGS5 is that infill development should be limited to cases
where there is a local need and to be consistent the same needs to apply to
GENS.

4.75.12. Other Matters — It is not clear how 441 relates to GEN5. | am unable to
respond other than to note that the UDP is supportive of the principle of using
suitable brownfield sites.

4.75.13. | note PCs 55 and 60 propose minor changes to the table in GEN5 and para
4.15 respectively which add clarity to the plan.

Recommendation:
4.75.14. 1 recommend the plan be modified by:-
i) PCs54, 55 and 60
ii)  including the full extent of green barriers on the main proposals map

iii)  changing criterion d to read