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Foreword

Foreword
ID Title Support Summary of representation Summary of Council response
or changes being
object sought/proposed
32 | Foreword | Object We have just had in Mancot a consultation Remove Mancot/ | Not accepted. A Transport Study has been

regarding parking and congestion problem
around the school in Mancot, Sandycroft CP
school. Traffic problems in the two main axes
going in and out of Mancot, a problem that we
also have for Hawarden CP school. Knowing
the recurrent traffic and parking issue, we are
now faced (with this new project) with an
additional 300 houses being potentially built
and adding to this major problems. Nothing to
date has formally been decided regarding this
traffic and parking problem. So to add another
300 new houses, 1200 people (parents and
children), would increase Mancot's population
by 30% . In addition to this, one can estimate
an additional 600 cars crossing Mancot and
Hawarden every day. This project appears
disproportionate in that: « Schools are not
sized for new future students « The road
cannot absorb such a flow of vehicles ¢ In
case of heavy rain the problem of flooding
would be even worst ¢ Security problems will
arise with an increasing flow of vehicles ¢
There is also the problem of health: not
enough doctors, dental service in the
area...... Also being sat on an old mining area
with lots of galleries; the vibrations created by
the works are very likely to create unwanted
ground movements. It would have been more
judicious implement a new modern school
grouping both, Sandycroft and Hawarden, on
this new site, to and on the current school

Hawarden
development

undertaken in respect of the Ash Lane allocation
and Highways Development Management
Officers consider that the highway network can
accommodate the development. The Council is
looking at options to address congestion in the
vicinity of the school and Cross Tree Lane. It
must be noted that the site is within walking
distance of two schools and not all children will
be driven to school. The housing trajectory in
the Housing Land Supply Background paper
identifies this site as not delivering completions
until 2023/24 and provides time for both the
congestion issues and the school capacity
issues to be addressed. The development of the
site will be required to incorporate a sustainable
urban drainage scheme which will ensure that
surface water run off is no greater than the
present greenfield run off rates. There is no
reason why the site should add to flooding
elsewhere as these are existing problems which
will not be made worse by the development. No
objection has been made to the Plan by Betsi
Cadwaladr Health Board in terms of impact on
health facilities. The Health Board is presently
looking in more detail at how health facilities can
absorb the Plans housing allocations but it must
be stressed that not all occupants of these
development s will be ‘new’ to the County as
previous surveys show that approximately 60%
of occupants move from within the County.
Given the timing of expected completions on the
site, this provides time for the health Board to




Foreword

awkward, hardest to digest documents I've
clapped my eyes on! Trust me I've read a few.
Considering it's taken 4 years to compile it's a
shame that your average person in the street
is going to give up after the first few
paragraphs? | can appreciate you have to
cover a lot of ground and make it
comprehensive, but from what I've struggled
through and that is a fair bit of it so far | can't
help feeling it's the councils aim to hide
behind smoke and mirrors?

ID Title Support Summary of representation Summary of Council response
or changes being
object sought/proposed

ground to build new housing. Something that put in place appropriate measures. No objection

would potentially have made more sense. has been made by the Coal Authority to this
site. There are known mining shafts on part of
the site and these can be taken account of in
terms of the layout and design of the
development.

124 | Foreword | Object Generally this has got to be one of the most Not accepted. The Plan has to be prepared in

the context of national legislation and guidance
and has to be informed by an evidence base
comprising of background papers and other
technical documents. The written statement has
been written with the aim of being
understandable and not too technical or
jargonistic but its content must reflect the fact
that it is a land use plan. The Plan has been
accompanied by a glossary of terms, an easy
read summary leaflet, permanent exhibitions
and manned drop in sessions where Officers
were on hand to help talk interested persons
through the Plan, its policies and proposals and
how to comment. The Objective Keystone
consultation portal used by the Council is a
market leading specialist consultation software
package. It is used by private sector businesses
and a significant number of local planning
authorities. There was no requirement that
representations had to be made using the
consultation portal as there were clearly other
methods of making representations i.e. standard
representation forms, email or letter. All Local
Development Plan documents were available in
main libraries, connects Offices and in the
County Council Offices in Mold and Ewloe. The
documents were also available to view along
with guidance in the ten drop in sessions that
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Council response

took place during the consultation around the
county. Guides on how to comment and register
were available online and also in drop in
sessions. Additionally, the phone lines were
manned between the hours of 9am-5pm
weekdays to provide assistance. The Local
Development Plan has to be written in a
particular style to meet the guidance set out in
the LDP regulations manual.

225

Foreword

Object

A notable difficulty has been applied to the
LDP consultation procedure which adds a
needless complexity to objection to the LDP
or specific details. This implies that the
council is disingenuous regarding

commentary or genuine feedback on the LDP.

There must be clarity for all members of the
public to be able to air views, support or
objection to planning policies without a level
of difficulty and confusion demonstrated in
this document.

Not accepted. The Plan has to be prepared in
the context of national legislation and guidance
and has to be informed by an evidence base
comprising of background papers and other
technical documents. The written statement has
been written with the aim of being
understandable and not too technical or
jargonistic but its content must reflect the fact
that it is a land use plan. The Plan has been
accompanied by a glossary of terms, an easy
read summary leaflet, permanent exhibitions
and manned drop in sessions where Officers
were on hand to help talk interested persons
through the Plan, its policies and proposals and
how to comment. The Objective Keystone
consultation portal used by the Council is a
market leading specialist consultation software
package. It is used by private sector businesses
and a significant number of local planning
authorities. There was no requirement that
representations had to be made using the
consultation portal as there were clearly other
methods of making representations i.e. standard
representation forms, email or letter. All Local
Development Plan documents were available in
main libraries, connects Offices and in the
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County Council Offices in Mold and Ewloe. The
documents were also available to view along
with guidance in the ten drop in sessions that
took place during the consultation around the
county. Guides on how to comment and register
were available online and also in drop in
sessions. Additionally, the phone lines were
manned between the hours of 9am-5pm
weekdays to provide assistance.

224

Foreword

Object

There is a distinct lack of clarity with regard to
commentary and support or objection to the
plan for users not experienced with planning
applications, LDP documentation or IT
literacy. This appears to be a deliberate
obstruction by FCC to receive the appropriate
objections to what is a fundamentally flawed
LDP. There has to be clarity and ease of use
considerations with regards to impacted
residents of areas in Flintshire which are
affected by the plans.

Not accepted. The Plan has to be prepared in
the context of national legislation and guidance
and has to be informed by an evidence base
comprising of background papers and other
technical documents. The written statement has
been written with the aim of being
understandable and not too technical or
jargonistic but its content must reflect the fact
that it is a land use plan. The Plan has been
accompanied by a glossary of terms, an easy
read summary leaflet, permanent exhibitions
and manned drop in sessions where Officers
were on hand to help talk interested persons
through the Plan, its policies and proposals and
how to comment. The Objective Keystone
consultation portal used by the Council is a
market leading specialist consultation software
package. It is used by private sector businesses
and a significant number of local planning
authorities. There was no requirement that
representations had to be made using the
consultation portal as there were clearly other
methods of making representations i.e. standard
representation forms, email or letter. All Local
Development Plan documents were available in
main libraries, connects Offices and in the
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County Council Offices in Mold and Ewloe. The
documents were also available to view along
with guidance in the ten drop in sessions that
took place during the consultation around the
county. Guides on how to comment and register
were available online and also in drop in
sessions. Additionally, the phone lines were
manned between the hours of 9am-5pm
weekdays to provide assistance.

357

Foreword

Object

The Northern Gateway.

Can | ask you to give serious consideration to
the following Independently prepared, Peer
Reviewed Scientific Paper submitted by
Climate Central.

Climate Central is a non profit making group
of leading Climatologists.

https://choices.climatecentral.org/12/53.2516/-
3.

1364?compare=temperatures&carbon-end-
yr=2100&

scenario-a=warming-4&scenario-b=warming-
2

Please also note that The Welsh Government
website is currently predicting a summer
temperature increase of 3.4 Deg by 2050 and
a further temperature increase by 4.8 Deg by
2080.

| have raised this matter with a number of

Remove Northern
Gateway Site

Not accepted. The site was allocated in the
adopted UDP and has had the benefit of outline
planning permissions on the two halves of the
site. Welsh Government has funding flood
defence works involving the strengthening of
flood defence embankments along the R. Dee
and the creation of development platforms.
More recently, reserved matters consents have
been granted for housing and construction has
commenced. At the January Planning
Committee a resolution to grant planning
permission for a large warehouse and
distribution centre was approved. The Northern
Gateway development makes a significant
contribution not just to the growth ambitions of
Flintshire but also of the wider sub-region. Its
importance is reflected by the investment in
infrastructure by the Welsh Government. The
flood prevention measures embodied with the
site have been developed in full agreement with
NRW. Given this broader context and the recent
progress on the site it is clearly not feasible to
delete the site from the Plan.
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RICS Members who have indicated that RICS
are currently extremely concerned about
future proposed development likely to be
affected by the now predicted future Climate
Change

Putting these 3 factors together The Northern
Gateway is very clearly an "Unsustainable
Proposal”

The creation of further Flood Defences for the
benefit of this particular development will
simply exacerbate the current fragile condition
of existing housing Stock along the Dee
Estuary.

Climate Change is a Global issue that cannot
be answered by such a Parochial answer as
Flood Defences.

Such Flood Defences will not solve this issue
but merely move the problem to another
adjoining location.

If you were to present a Class of Primary
School children with a 3 D model of Flintshire
and pose the Question..

"Where should we NOT be building Houses to
avoid potential flooding?"

| suspect they would 100 % point to The
Northern Gateway proposal.
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Introduction

ID Title Support Summary of representation Summary of Council response
or changes being
Object sought/proposed
346 | Introduction | Object LDP Plan Period It is noted that the LDP | It is our Client’s Not accepted. Welsh Government does not prescribe a

period is proposed to cover a 15-year
period between 2015 and 2030. Based
on the Council’s latest LDP Delivery
Agreement (Third Revised, published in
May 2019), the LDP is not expected to be
adopted until at least July 2021. This
would be six years after the
commencement of the LDP period. Our
Client objects to this approach; the
Council has had no adopted and
approved development and spatial
strategy in place since the end of the
Unitary Development Plan (UDP) period
in 2015 to deliver new homes and jobs in
the County. There has in effect been a
policy vacuum. It is our Client’s position
that the LDP period should instead run
from 2019 to 2034 (i.e. from the date of
publication of the Deposit Plan), with any
shortfall in housing delivery during the
period 2000-2019 met during the
subsequent period 2019-2034. In the
event that the adoption of the LDP slips
further owing to any concerns over the
proposed development and spatial
strategy (and which trigger the
requirement for further work/updated
evidence by the Council), then the LDP
period should be adjusted further to
reflect this.

position that the
LDP period should
instead run from
2019 to 2034 (i.e.
from the date of
publication of the
Deposit Plan), with
any shortfall in
housing delivery
during the period
2000-2019 met
during the
subsequent period
2019-2034.

particular Plan period for a LDP. Typically the Plan period
is for 15 years as this is a balance between looking far
enough into the future for it to have a strategic context but
so far ahead as to bring greater uncertainty in terms of
forecasts, projections, changes in circumstances and
guidance etc. It is also quite normal for a Plan to be
adopted well into its Plan period. However, if the LDP is
adopted at the end of 2021 it would still have 9 years
remaining which is a significant improvement on the UDP.
It is also normal practice for a Plan period to follow on
directly from the previous Plan period.

To amend the Plan period now to a 15 year period from
2019 to 2034 would have profound implications for the
timetable for adopting the Plan as it would require a
fundamental reconsideration of housing and employment
growth and possibly require the identification of additional
development sites. Such an approach does not represent
sound or sensible planning. The Plan will need to be
reviewed every 4 years. The ‘policy vacuum’ which is of
concern to the objector would be extended even further
by the objectors suggested approach.
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1120

Introduction

Object

| am commenting on a draft document

which is subject to change. Comments
need to be made on the final document
and not the draft document.

Not accepted. The process of producing an LDP involves
various stages of public participation as set out within the
community involvement scheme within the Delivery
Agreement. Consulting on the Deposit version of the plan
is a statutory process, the Local Authority must present
their final version of the plan for comments before it is
submitted for formal examination by a planning inspector.
During the examination the inspector may make changes
to the deposit plan which the Local Authority must adopt.
Once the plan has been formally adopted by Flintshire
Council this will be the final version of the plan and no
further changes can be made. It would not be possible to
make comments on the plan once it has been adopted as
no further changes would be allowed. The Deposit version
of the LDP is therefore the final version of the plan, ready
for the Deposit consultation stage which is the final point
at which comments can be made ahead of the
examination process.

1168

Introduction

Object

LDP Vision and Objectives On review of
the Vision, it is considered that it is
lacking in detail. For example, there is no
reference or commitment to the LDP
delivering, in the very least, the minimum
housing and employment needs of the
County, nor is there any detail on where
these needs will be met (for example,
directing new development towards
sustainable locations). It is considered
that the Vision should be expanded to
include a commitment to achieve the
needs of the County in sustainable towns
and settlements over the LDP period and
with it meet the need of current

It is considered that
the Vision should be
expanded to include
a commitment to
achieve the needs of
the County in
sustainable towns
and settlements
over the LDP period
and with it meet the
need of current
generations, whilst
safeguarding the
needs of future
generations.

Not accepted. Welsh Government advises in para 5.11 of
Development Plans Manual 3 that each LDP must contain
a vision and specifically advises a vision should ‘be a
concise, focused and positive statement'. It is considered
that the Plan’s vision accords with the guidance in
Development Plans Manual 3.

The Plan’s vision is for the whole County and clearly
addressed the need for sustainable development and
meeting the needs of its residents in terms of the
environment, economy and social considerations.
However, it is not considered necessary for the vision to
go into detail about housing provision as that is achieved
in the Plans strategic policies. It is the relationship
between the Vision, translated through the objectives, to




Introduction

ID Title Support Summary of representation Summary of Council response
or changes being

Object sought/proposed
generations, whilst safeguarding the the plan policies which set out how much, how and where
needs of future generations. growth will happen that is key to reading the plan as a

whole.
1169 | Introduction | Object Turning to the LDP objectives, our Client |itis considered that | Not accepted. The wording of Objective 11 already
is generally supportive of all 19. However, | Objective 11 should | references the need to ‘meet a range of housing needs’
and linked to the comments above be amended to read | and this will clearly include affordable housing. It is not
(comments on the vision ), it is as follows: considered necessary for the wording on the objective to
considered that Objective 11 should be be amended as required by the objector.
amended to read as follows: “Ensuring “Ensuring that
that Flintshire has the right amount, size | Flintshire has the
and type of new housing to support right amount, size
economic development and to meet the | and type of new
minimum housing needs of the County in | housing to support
full, including both market and affordable | economic
housing’ Our Client supports the delivery | development and to
of high-quality housing though good meet the minimum
design. This includes the provision of housing needs of
green infrastructure as part of the County in full,
development proposals, alongside including both
sustainable drainage systems. Our Client | market and
supports the Council’'s ambition to deliver | affordable housing’
growth and prosperity which enhances
community life, balanced against the
need to protect the natural and historic
environment where possible.
540 | Introduction | Support || refer to your letter dated 19 September Accepted. Comments noted.

2019 regarding the above consultation.

The Health and Safety Executive has no
comments to make.




How to View and Comment on the Deposit Local Development Plan

How to View and Comment on the Deposit LDP

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of

changes being
sought/proposed

Council response

How to View
and Comment
on the Deposit
Local
Development
Plan

Support

| agree that this above site in
Greenfield should not be built upon
for the following reasons: *Greenfield
does not have the amenities to
accommodate an increased
population. Greenfield School is
almost full. There is no dentist or
doctors surgery and few shops. *The
drains and sewers struggle to cope
at present. *Access to the site is
steep and increased traffic would
exacerbate the situation making
accidents more likely and raise
pollution levels. *Greenfield is an
area of great natural beauty which is
home to protected species including
owls, bats, badgers buzzards and
kites as well as small mammals,
insects, amphibians and the
greenery which supports them.We
need to protect the "green" in
Greenfield!

Noted. The Deposit Plan has not allocated land
at Tan y Felin, Greenfield for housing
development nor included it in the settlement
boundary. The representors comments in
opposing development of the land are noted

How to View
and Comment
on the Deposit
Local
Development
Plan

Object

| wish to object to this development
for the following reason: UPD in
2015 specified 15 potential sites
which have not been taken up.
Instead the LPD has concentrated on
green belt land in 1site only which
would result in approximately a 25 %
increase in the population of Mancot
Village & effectively combining
Mancot with Hawarden. The resulting
population explosion with create

Remove Site at Ash
Lane

Not accepted. The Council has assessed some
700 candidate sites and nearly 100 alternative
sites. In Mancot 6 candidate sites were
assessed and in Hawarden 11 sites were
assessed. Each was assessed against an
assessment methodology which ensures all
sites are assessed consistently. The Council
has reviewed housing allocations in the UDP
that have not come forward to determine
whether they are suitable and appropriate to be




How to View and Comment on the Deposit LDP
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Council response

havoc within this area which is
already drastically short on GP
facilities, there being only 1 surgery
in Hawarden. My own surgery is in
Shotton has been trying to get a
replacement GP since March so |
cannot see how new doctors will
suddenly be found for new patients.
There is a similar shortage at all
levels for places in local schools
where families are already unable to
attend a school nearest to their
home. There is no longer a public
transport service in this area so
traffic along Ash Lane will be
considerably increased On school
days the junction at Ash Lane &
Cross Tree Lane is already
horrendous & this will be really
dangerous with increased
traffic.endangering children crossing
the road to get to school. The only
leisure facility in Mancot is the library
which is run on a voluntary basis, For
these reasons | believe the proposal
is inappropriate & not justifiable

allocated again in the LDP in terms of being
viable and deliverable.

The candidate sites submitted around
Hawarden and Mancot are all within the green
barrier in the adopted UDP. The candidate site
assessment has been accompanied by a green
barrier which has reviewed each existing green
barrier. The UDP Inspector considered that the
sites allocation for housing would not undermine
the function of the green barrier and although
the site now allocated is slightly bigger than that
considered by the UDP Inspector, the Council
considers that this does not harm the broader
function and purpose of the green barrier.

The provision of health care facilities is a matter
for Betsi Cadwaladr University health Board who
have not objected to the Plan or this site. The
site is forecast not to deliver completed houses
until 2023/24 and will be developed over several
years. The impact of development will not be felt
in ‘one hit’ and allows sufficient time for BCUHB
to address capacity issues. The Council is
working with BCUHB to establish how it will
provide capacity to accommodate the growth
levels in the Plan. In a similar vein there is no
objection to the Plan or allocation by the Local
Education Authority. Again, the Council is
working with the LEA to establish how capacity
can be provided to accommodate the Plans
growth levels.

The Council’'s website indicates that service 11
still runs along Gladstone Way on a route from
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Rhyl to Chester every 30 mins Mon — Sat. The
site sits between the two settlements of
Hawarden and Mancot and is close to other
settlements such as Broughton and Ewloe and
the Deeside area. It is a sustainable location for
growth as recognised in the Wales Spatial Plan
and the draft National development Framework.

A transport assessment has been undertaken
for the site has established that the road
network can accommodate the allocated site.
The development will have two vehicular access
points onto Gladstone Way and Ash Lane which
will help traffic to dissipate, rather than all being
directed along Ash Lane. The Council is looking
at measures to alleciate traffic congestion at
Cross tree Lane in the vicinity of the school and
there is time for measures to be devised and put
in place before development takes place.

The site abuts the library, community hall and
play area/ recreation ground and bowling green
and will ensure be required to provide play
space within the development.

1125

How to View
and Comment
on the Deposit

Local
Deve
Plan

lopment

Object

Test of Soundness. The Plan is not
sound and Probably fails all 4 tests.
This qualifying information is
impenetrable and appears designed
to mislead and obfuscate an already
complex subject. According to
national guidelines it is necessary for
Authorities to present documents

Not accepted. The section of the Introductory
Chapter of the written statement ‘How to View
and Comment on the Plan’ was intentionally
placed at the beginning of the Chapter so as to
be the first part of the document to be read. The
text has been written in a simple and
understandable manner to identify clearly how
people can view and ultimately comment on the
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that can be used and understood by
residents and council tax payers,
businesses and those with an
interest in the environment of
environs. The so called Deposit LDP
is not transparent it is opaque and it
appears deliberately so. Removing
an area of green barrier designated
on the past for good reason by
drawing a line around two properties

appears very suspicious and illogical.

| have not attached anything
personally but | refer you to every
submitted document deposited in the
public consultation period between
30.9 - 11.11.2019.Residents have
supplied me with copies.

Plan. The Deposit Plan was supported by an
easy read summary leaflet, a representation
form and two guides relating to registering with
the Consultation Portal and commenting through
the Portal.

The Plan has to be prepared within the
legislative framework set out in the LDP
Regulations Wales..... and guidance in WG
Development Plans Manual. The examination of
the LDP by the Planning Inspectorate is
concerned with establishing whether or not the
Plan is sound or whether it can be made sound
through amendments. The Inspectorate will
therefore apply the Tests of Soundness to the
Plan and determine whether or not each test is
satisfied by the Plan. In this context the para 3.2
of the Introductory Chapter sets out what the
Tests of Soundness are. The Deposit Plan was
not designed or written with the objective of
causing confusion or seeking to prevent
comment. However, it is necessary for the Plan
to be supported by an evidence base which will
include background papers and other supporting
technical evidence.

In this context it is also relevant and important
that objections to the Plan that reference
concerns about its soundness are also
supported by evidence of this is.

The preparation of the Plan involved a review of
existing green barriers and also other green
barriers put forward as part of candidate sites.
The review concluded that the green barrier
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between Ewloe, Northop Hall, Connah’s Quay
and Shotton / Aston should be retained but that
the release of part of the green barrier on the
edge of Ewloe Green, to facilitate a housing
allocation, did not undermine the objectives of
this particular green barrier. The Green Barrier
Review has been clearly presented and
explained in a background paper which was
available alongside the Deposit Plan during the
consultation.

Given that the Plan has been prepared and
consulted upon in line with National planning
guidance and regulations and with the
statement of community involvement in the
Delivery Agreement, it is not considered that the
Plan fails the ‘Preparation Requirements’ test of
soundness. The objector has provided no
justification as to why the Plan fails to satisfy the
other test of soundness.

1127

How to View
and Comment
on the Deposit

Local
Deve
Plan

lopment

Object

Objects to HN1(7) Holywell Road/
Green Lane Ewloe housing
allocation. 1. Notices: a fair and
transparent process of notices seeks
to ensure the inclusion of all parties
that would be impacted by any
development that would directly
affect them. The restricted methods
of Notices adopted by the planning
department of FCC failed to ensure
they communicated fairly and equally
to all affected persons, putting a
proportion of the public/residents at a

Objects to HN1(7)
Remove Holywell
Road/ Green Lane
Ewloe housing
allocation

Not accepted. The categorisation of Ewloe as a
Tier 2 settlement is based on the settlement
audits which informed the Plans settlement
hierarchy as consulted upon in the Key
Messages document and confirmed in the
Strategic Options consultation document. Ewloe
has a good range of facilities and services as
well as employment and has good road and bus
communications and is close to Hawarden
Railway Station. An Inspector in a recent appeal
decision stated ‘The site is located adjacent to a
sustainable settlement which has a range of
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disadvantage and who would not
have been aware of any proposed
development were it not for the
support of other residents. 2.
Transparency. The Employment
Land Reviews 2015 have a set
scoring /weighting dataset, why has
this not been done for housing. 3.
The accessibility of the online portal
and the structure of the paper
Representation Form is overly
difficult and deemed obstructive in
that they are over complex and
repeated reference to “professional”
terminology deters residents form
submitting their opinions. 4. It is
unacceptable to expect, in a 6 week
period, for residents to undertake
and pay for the level of work and
appraisals that are stated as
“essential” and for which the LA has
had years to prepare. Suggested
alternative sites , derelict sites on
land next to Wingfields outdoor shop
Sealand Road, Land adjacent
Chester road and B5129 Sandycroft
and the former DARA site at
Sealand.

services and facilities and is accessible by
transport modes other than the private car’.

The detailed responses later in the Council’s
response will set out the level of services and
facilities, the public transport, the proximity to
other settlements and employment areas and
the opportunities for Active Travel being
pursued by the Council’'s Transport Strategy
Team. The allocated site is therefore considered
to comply with para 3.38 of PPW10 in terms of
minimising the need to travel, reducing reliance
on the private car and increasing walking,
cycling and use of public transport.

In the 15 year UDP period Ewloe saw an actual
growth of 16.1% (completions of 367 units)
which was just above the indicative growth band
of 8-15% for a category B settlement in the
UDP. In the first 3 years of the LDP period
Ewloe has seen a further 65 completions,
largely as a result of the speculative permission
Anwyl secured at Greenhill Avenue. At the
Plans base date for the Housing Balance Sheet
of April 2018 there were commitments for a
further 40 units giving a growth rate of 4%.
Taking into account the units form the allocated
site the growth for Ewloe over the Plan period
would be 15.2% which is broadly in line with the
previous growth bad in the UDP. The Inspector
in that appeal decision concluded that the
proposal would ‘...not result in Ewloe having an
unacceptable housing growth rate’. The rate of
growth in Ewloe is not considered to be
excessive and higher rates of growth have been
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experienced in other settlements. The Council is
now preparing a Plan for a new Plan period and
Ewloe remains as a Tier 2 settlement which is
capable of sustainably accommodating further
growth.

On the one hand objectors claim a lack of
services and facilities and on the other hand
claim that Ewloe is overloaded with commercial
buildings. It is these commercial and
employment buildings, largely centred on St
Davids Park, which adds to the role and
character of the settlement and adds to its
sustainability credentials.

The objection does not explain how the scale of
building will negatively impact on the settlement
as a whole. Objections appear to regard Ewloe
Green as a separate settlement whereas it
forms part of a larger settlement of Ewloe. In
this context the site is not considered to be out
of scale or harmful.

Ewloe has seen previous housing developments
and each has provided the requisite affordable
housing. The Viability Study which informs
policy HN3 identifies that this allocation should
be able to provide 40% affordable housing.

Comparing the size of this housing allocation
with other housing allocations in other
settlements only looks at part of the overall
provision. The allocation in Ewloe may be larger
than the Denbigh Rd site in Mold but it is the
only site in Ewloe whereas in Mold there are two
allocations and other committed sites. It is
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necessary to look at Ewloe as a whole
settlement and not just the Ewloe Green part.

The presence of sand and gravel and other
minerals on candidate sites has been assessed
by the Council’'s Minerals and Waste team and
there is no requirement for ‘prior extraction’ of
any reserves. It is unclear whether objectors are
suggesting that the site be held back for future
minerals extraction as this would surely have
detrimental impact on residents and the
environment.

The lIA recognises that measures can be put in
place to secure additional educational capacity.
This was also commented on in the Wrexham
LDP Inspector’s Interim Findings letter where
she stated ‘The final reason for reducing the
housing requirement was that the level of
growth identified was considered to place too
much strain on infrastructure such as highways,
education, schools, council services and health
providers. Again, we are not convinced that this
is relevant to the assessment of need.
Moreover, it is always a requirement for
developers to make provision, through planning
obligations, for infrastructure to be provided
where existing capacity would not meet the
additional demands and needs of new
development. This would be commensurate with
the scale of development'.

The Wrexham Inspector also commented ‘We
heard during the sessions of the shortcomings
in the County Borough in the provision of health
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facilities. The local health Board, which does not
object to the LDP, states in its consultation
responses that it is not the provision of buildings
for additional services which is the issue but the
availability of the required workforce. We have
little evidence, therefore, that the availability of
health services is a compelling reason to
prevent or limit residential development'.

It must be stressed that the Ewloe site will not
deliver completed houses until 2023-24 with 28
completions forecast in the first year and 45 per
year thereafter. The impact of development will
therefore not be felt in ‘one hit’ and there is
sufficient time for both the Heath Board and the
Education Authority to support the delivery of
growth that is identified in the Plan. There is no
formal objection from either statutory body to the
Plan nor allocation.

The UDP Inspector clearly considered Ewloe to
be a sustainable location in recommending
housing allocations within Ewloe. A subsequent
appeal Inspector also considered that Ewloe
was a sustainable settlement. The Settlement
Audit which informed the earlier stages in the
Plans preparation sets out the range of facilities
and services within the settlement, and this was
widely consulted upon as part of the Plans
earlier engagement phases. The sustainability
of the settlement is not just as reflected in the
settlement itself but also in the proximity of other
nearby settlements such as Buckley, Drury,
Northop Hall, Connah’s Quay, Hawarden and
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the Deeside settlements as well as Deeside
Industrial Park.

The B5125 Mold Road is the route of two key
bus services. Service 5 runs between Mold and
Ellesmere Port and provides an hourly service
calling in at Deeside Industrial Park. Service X4
runs between Chester and Mold and provides a
link through Hawarden and runs every 30 mins.
The site is also just over 2km to Hawarden
Railway Station. Ewloe Green has a
convenience store and a number of take aways,
a social club and there are further facilities and
services in Ewloe.

There are also a series of Active Travel
schemes as shown on the Flintshire Active
Travel Integrated Route Map (Central). A key
strategic route is the F6 ‘Connecting
Settlements’ route from Mold through Buckley to
Ewloe. This links with other localised routes
which includes:

* EW2-16(1) — a route from Mare Hay Lane
along the road to the rear of the Social Club and
on to the roundabout.

* EW2-16(2) — Route from Mare Hay Lane
including the provision of a new footbridge with
ramps, over A494(T).

*« EW2-16(3) — route from footbridge through
Lakeside Business Park.

* HA2-15(1) — two way cycle track along The
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Highway between roundabout and Hawarden
High School.

e SH2-12(1, 2, 4, 5) - shared use cycle and
pedestrian lane along the 494(T) Aston Rd from
the Ewloe roundabout to Shotton / Queensferry.

It is evident that Ewloe, both as a settlement in
its own right and in conjunction with nearby
settlements and employment areas is a
sustainable location to accommodate further
growth, and that travel is not wholly car
dependent.

Policy STR2 criteria a. states that Tier 2 Local
Service Centres ‘will be the locations for more
modest levels of new housing development'.
The amount of housing development in
settlements is not just made up of new
allocations but also completions during the early
years of the Plan and existing commitments (as
well as possible windfalls). It is not appropriate
to interpret the policy as indicating a more
modest site size. Ewloe Green is predominantly
made up of post war modern estate type
development and is not considered on the whole
to have a particular character that is different to
Ewloe. The two have been considered as one
settlement for successive development plans for
25 years. The site size is determined by the fact
that the two candidate sites work hand in hand
in bringing about a logical urban extension. The
site does not have constraints that would
prevent its development and the site promoters
consider that the site is viable and deliverable in
accordance with the Councils trajectory in the
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Housing Land Supply Background Paper.

This site is not the only new housing allocation
in the Plan. Each site, whether new or
previously considered, needs to be assessed on
its individual merits.

Brownfield / Alternative Sites

The Plan preparation has involved the
assessment of several hundred sites, the vast
majority of which are greenfield. The County has
large areas of brownfield or previously
developed land particularly along the Dee
Estuary. However, these are former mining and
heavy industrial areas and often areas where
landfill has taken place. These areas are
affected by flood risk, contamination and their
proximity to the Dee Estuary, which is of
international nature conservation importance.
These areas are not suitable to accommodate
residential development which is a ‘highly
vulnerable’ land use in terms of flood risk.

It is accepted that there are potentially smaller
parcels of unused and derelict land and
buildings in towns but these can be difficult to
allocate in terms of predicting their availability,
viability and deliverability. This is why the Plan
makes a conservative allowance for small and
large site windfalls as part meeting of the Plans
overall housing requirement, thereby
recognising that such sites can make a modest
contribution to overall supply. A Plan which
places too much reliance on such unidentified
windfalls is likely to be found unsound.
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Each candidate site (and alternative site) has
been assessed against the criteria in the
Candidate Site Assessment Methodology which
was previously consulted upon. The
assessment is detailed involving in excess of 30
assessment criteria which would have been too
detailed to publish as part of the Deposit
consultation documents. Instead the Council
published a summary assessment of each
candidate site in the form of a Background
Paper and this took the form of a conclusion on
each site. This provided a clear explanation as
to why each site was considered appropriate or
otherwise to be allocated. There are obviously
some constraints to a site being allocated that
are not capable of being resolved and this might
include flood risk or an ecological designation.
However, in the main, many constraints are
capable or being either avoided or mitigated.
Planning is therefore not black and white and is
not always a scientific or numeric exercise.
Rather, it is a matter of planning balance in
weighing up the evidence before making a
decision. Merely totting up scores and allocating
the highest scoring is too regimented and
simplistic and fails to take account of other
considerations or the application of planning
judgement.

It is acknowledged that para 5.3.4.11 of the
Development Plan Manual (2) stresses the need
to use a clear assessment methodology in order
to rank sites, which can then inform plan
allocations needed to deliver the strategy and
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signpost potential reserve sites which may be
required later. However, this version of the DPM
has now been superseded by Edition 3 (March
2020) and there is no requirement for sites to be
scored or ranked for the obvious reasons given
above, that it is not a mathematical exercise. It
is documented in the Integrated Impact
Assessment that both the allocations and a
number of reasonable alternative sites were
appraised. Clearly, the reasonable alternative
sites are not considered to perform as strongly
as the allocated sites.

In assessing candidate sites (and alternative
sites) the Council has undertaken a consistent
and detailed assessment of sites against an
agreed methodology. Sites have been assessed
against a wide range of criteria, designations
and constraints of which green barriers is one.
Alongside the assessment of sites is a review of
green barriers. In the case of the Ewloe
allocation the site is considered a sustainable
location and a site which does not harm the
overriding purpose of this particular green
barrier given the remaining extent of the green
barrier.

The Plans settlement hierarchy and spatial
strategy is based on a comprehensive suite of
settlement audits which established the
sustainability of each settlement in terms of
location, size, character, role and level of
services and facilities. The most sustainable
settlements are generally located in the eastern
part of the County close to major sources of
employment. The lack of new allocations in the
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western part of the County should not be
interpreted as there being no growth. There will
be existing commitments (planning permissions)
and also completions secured in the early years
of the Plan period. For instance there are two
large site commitments in Holywell, one of
which is under construction and a large site
commitment at Caerwys which is also under
construction. A Council site being promoted by
Wates as part of the SHARP scheme also has
planning permission at Gronant, along with a
further site at Pen-y-ffordd.

It is a normal occurrence of the housing market
for properties to be for sale or to be empty. This
is known as ‘churn’ and an allowance is made
for this as part of preparing forecasts of
population and household growth. When
projected household growth is converted to
dwellings an assumption is added about vacant
properties and second homes in the stock of
3.1%. The ‘Population and Housing Projections
Technical Paper’ in Nov 2017 which
accompanied the Preferred Strategy explains
that Welsh Government recommends a notional
average allowance of about 4% with a range
between 1.5% and 8% depending on local
evidence.

Each of the ‘alternative’ sites put forward are
commented on in turn:

The Northern Gateway site is a key strategic
mixed use allocation in the Plan. It forms a key
part of the regional growth initiatives and is
consistent with the draft NDF which identifies
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Deeside as a growth area. The site has two
outline planning permissions and both parts of
the site have a reserved matters approval for
housing - Countryside Homes have commenced
construction on the first phase of housing on the
northern part (300 homes), and Keepmoat have
now secured approval for the first phase of
housing on the southern part of the site (120
homes). A reserved matters approval exists for
a large B8 warehouse and distribution centre.
The ethos behind the site is that it is a mixed
use development with employment, housing and
community facilities and it would be
inappropriate to simply re-assign the
employment areas to housing.

The Gateway to Wales Hotel site recently
suffered a fire and is reported in March 2020 to
have been bought by a Manchester based
developer with consideration being given to a
range of uses being considered
https://www.dailypost.co.uk/news/north-wales-
news/gateway-wales-hotel-site-bought-
17875172. The site though is relatively small
and is not comparable to the allocated site.
Neverthless, the Plans allowance for small and
large site windfalls allows for sites such as this
to come forward over the Plan period.

The former Bengal Dynasty restaurant in
Shotton is a small site which is not comparable
to the allocated site. The site is capable of
coming forward as a windfall over the Plan
period.

The Halfway House pub on Church Street in
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Connah’s Quay is presently closed. The future
intentions of the landowner are not known but it
is relatively small and is not comparable to the
allocated site. The site is capable of coming
forward as a windfall over the Plan period.

During the latter part of 2019 land at Hope Hill
Farm, Hope was for sale. However, the land is
in open countryside and is greenfield land not
brownfield and relates poorly to the form and
pattern of built development in Hope. The site is
not appropriate or suitable to be allocated in the
Plan

The former Morrisons site Wepre Drive has
potential to deliver a retail or commercial
development / use and it is inappropriate to be
considered for residential development.

Preparations are being made for the demolition
of the later phases (rear) of County Hall.
Development is complicated by the need to
retain the theatre, law courts and Llwynegrin
Hall and the need to ensure some office space
is retained for FCC. The site is also challenging
in terms of mature trees, a listed building, green
space, protected species and topography. In
this context there was considered to be
insufficient certainty regrading deliverability for it
to be allocated. However, the site has the
potential to deliver housing in the form of a large
windfall site which the plan’s housing balance
sheet makes allowances for.

The allotments on Upper Aston Hall are not
owned by the Council. The allotments were
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opened by Hawarden Community Council on
08/06/13 and are fully let to local residents
through an Allotment Holders Association. The
site is not available nor suitable for housing
development as it is a valued local community
facility.

Green Barrier

The site was designated as part of green barrier
(GEN4-12) in the UDP which covers land
between Connah’s Quay, Northop Hall, Ewloe
and Shotton. The Council is required during the
preparation of each development plan to review
existing green barriers as confirmed in para 3.64
of PPW10 ‘Green wedges are local designations
which essentially have the same purpose as
Green Belts.... Green wedges should be
proposed and be subject to review as part of the
LDP process'.

The Council has explained its approach to the
review of the green barrier in Background Paper
No.1. The overriding objective or function of this
green barrier is to prevent the coalescence of
the 4 settlements. Given the large extent of this
green barrier, the modest drawing back of the
green barrier to accommaodate the two
candidate sites which make up the allocation
are not considered to represent a risk to the
coalescence of Ewloe with Northop Hall or
Connah’s Quay. This is because the wooded
valley comprising New Inn Brook forms a robust
physical feature which prevents the expansion
of Ewloe in a north westwards direction. The
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wildlife site at New Inn Brook (a continuation of
the Wepre SSSI, SAC/SPA) would also require
a buffer between it and development and this
further protects against development. Although
the green barrier is reduced by the housing
allocation it does not undermine its
effectiveness in seeking to prevent the
coalescence of settlements.

The physical arrangement of the site and green
barrier does not result in development being any
closer to Buckley. The town of Buckley lies to
the south west of Ewloe.

Green barriers (or green wedges as defined in
PPW10) are not designated based on the
quality of the landscape. The suitability and
sensitivity of the landscape in terms of
accommodating the proposed development is a
separate consideration.

Planning applications must be determined in
accordance with the prevailing development
plan in force. The planning application (050275)
for a dwelling was refused 07/02/13 against the
policies in the adopted UDP at that time on the
basis that as the site was in open countryside
and a green barrier and that there was no
special justification for a new dwelling then the
application was contrary to policy. The Council
is now preparing a new development plan for a
new time period, to meet a new housing need
and this has involved a review of candidate
sites, settlement boundaries and green barriers.
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Site Assessment

The site was assessed against the Preferred
Strategy and was classed as an amber site ‘The
site complies with the Council's Preferred
Strategy, however there are site constraints that
would need to be overcome to allow the site to
be developed’ with a further explanatory note
‘“This includes sites where there are known
constraints which would need to be overcome
such as highways improvements, flood risk or
ecological constraint. This would also include
policy constraints such as existing green barrier.
It would also include sites where there might be
a potential viability or deliverability concern
particularly when a site has not come forward'.
The fact that a site was classified as amber at
Preferred Strategy stage did not mean that it
was unsuitable to be considered for inclusion in
the Deposit Plan provided that constraints can
be overcome. Each of the objectors concerns
about constraints will be addressed in turn:

* Green barrier — this is addressed above

* Agricultural land — it is accepted that the site
will result in the loss of grade 3a agricultural
land. The Council’s approach to minimising the
loss of BMV agricultural land is set out in
Background Paper 9. Welsh Government has
supported in principle the approach taken and
has not objected to this housing allocation

* Road improvements — there has been long
standing concern about the junction between
the B5125 Holywell Rd and the B5127 Old Mold
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Rd at the former Boars Head Inn. This was
particularly the case when planning applications
on the site of the Boards Head were under
consideration. The developer of the allocation
will implement road improvements by improving
the capacity of the junction to enable it to
function more efficiently both for new and
existing traffic. The provision of a vehicular
access to the smaller part of the site off Green
Lane will bring about the improvement of the
junction of Green lane with the B5127 Mold Rd.

» School capacity — This is considered later in
the Council's response under ‘Infrastructure’.

» Sewer — Welsh Water identified earlier in the
Plan preparation process that there is a sewer
crossing the site. The detailed layout and design
of the site will need to take into account the
route of the pipe and ensure an easement for
future maintenance is provided.

« Ecological surveys — An ecological survey of
the site has been unilaterally undertaken and
submitted by the site promoters and assessed
by the Council’'s Ecologist. Given that the site is
improved agricultural grassland it is not of high
ecological value with the exception of trees and
hedgerows which can be retained in the main as
part of a detailed layout for the site. The
development would need to provide an
Ecological Impact Assessment with appropriate
avoidance and mitigation measures. The
proximity of the SAC means indirect impacts
would also have to be considered and this could
be achieved by either using the public right of
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way network to direct recreational pressure
away from the SAC and wildlife site, or through
commuted sums towards management works
within the SAC and wildlife site. NRW have
been consulted and have not objected to the
allocation.

e Landmap — The NRW Landmap system
identifies the following evaluation scores
geological landscape (moderate), Landscape
habitat (high), visual and sensory (moderate),
historic landscape (high) and cultural landscape
(high). A Landscape and Visual Impact
Appraisal has been unilaterally undertaken and
submitted by the site promoter for the site. In
terms of the wider landscape character this
concludes that the proposal would result in a
Slight-Moderate Adverse effect to the positive
characteristics of the site and wider landscape.
However, it adds that the proposed
development would establish over time as an
extension of the Ewloe settlement and result in
a residual effect of Slight — Moderate Neutral by
year 15. The Study recommends a humber of
mitigation measures including retaining,
enhancing the hedgerow boundary that
surrounds the site along with design measures
such as scale, massing, materials and building
type that reflect local vernacular, retain the
public footpath for permeability alongside
structure planting through open spaces and
streetscapes which would help soften the built
form.

* Character of settlement — The site is well
framed by Green Lane and existing
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development to the south, by existing residential
estate type development to the east and by
Holywell Rd to the north. The western boundary
is defined by mature hedgerows. The site is
therefore considered to represent a logical
extension to the settlement. Given that the bulk
of development in this part of Ewloe is post war
estate type development it is unclear why further
residential estate type development would be
out of character with the settlement, given that
this is already the prevailing character of the
settlement.

* Mining — the site sits within an area where
mining has previously taken place. However,
there is no objection from British Coal in terms
of the presence of any technical constraints to
development. A detailed Geo-Environmental
study has been unilaterally undertaken and
submitted by the site promoter and this has not
identified any issues.

« Landfill — there is no landfill within the site
boundary. A former landfill exists on land
adjacent to Ewloe Green Primary School but
this is now developed for housing and any
legacy from landfill would have been dealt with
through mitigation measures.

« Sand and gravel reserves — this is commented
on elsewhere in the Council's response

» Tenant farmer— this is commented on
elsewhere in the Council’s response

Amenity
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Construction nuisance - It is inevitable that a
new housing site will bring some disruption as a
result of construction, wherever it is located.
This is not a compelling reason to remove the
allocated site from the Plan. A planning
permission can include conditions relating to
hours of work and construction arrangements.
Most developers will also work to a Construction
Management Plan. Ultimately nuisance from a
development site will be a matter for Public
Protection and Planning Enforcement to
address, if any occur.

Overlooking / privacy / light — The Council
already has an adopted Supplementary
Planning Guidance Note relating to Space
Around Dwellings which seeks to ensure that
the residents of new houses and residents of
existing houses enjoy satisfactory living
conditions in terms of privacy and light. This is a
matter for the detailed layout and design of the
site to address at the planning application stage
and does not affect the principle of
development.

Air pollution — The Council, through its Public
Protection service, is responsible for monitoring
air quality and the levels of pollution across the
County. This is done through a network of
monitoring stations throughout the County. All
North Wales authorities contribute to an Annual
Air Quality Progress Report in fulfilment of Part
IV of the Environment Act 1995. The Reports for
2018 and 2019 show that within Flintshire and
indeed across North Wales, there are no Air
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Quality Management Areas (AQMA) and in
consequence has not published an Action Plan.
In Ewloe there are monitoring stations at St
Davids Close, Ewloe (monitoring station 2),
Aston Hill Roadside (3/15), Hawarden High
School (ms4), Ewloe Green Primary School
(ms46), Aston Hill Roadside (ms3,15), South
Bank, Aston Park Rd, Queensferry (ms5,9,10),
4 Belvedere Close, Queensferry (ms16). The
conclusion of this evidence is that are no air
pollution issues within the County or locally.

In addition to this, Welsh Government installed
their own continuous monitoring station at South
Bank in Aston prior to the consultation for the
red/blue route and the Aston Hill improvement
scheme prior to that. At no time has the
Governments action level of 40 ug/m3 NO2
been exceeded in any year so the Council have
not had to make this stretch of road or any other
area in Flintshire an Air Quality Management
Area. Nevertheless, Welsh Government have
introduced formalised speed restrictions along
the A494(T) in order to generally reduce air
pollution, whereby speed limits have been
reduced to 50mph from the DIP junction to
beyond Ewloe. It is the case though that speed
limits for much of the route (River Crossing to
Ewloe) have been 50mph for several years

anyway.

Welsh Government published the report
‘Tackling roadside nitrogen dioxide
concentrations in Wales - Welsh Government
supplemental plan to the UK plan for tackling
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roadside nitrogen dioxide concentrations 2017 —
Interim Data on NO2 Concentrations for the
Motorway and Trunk Road’ in September 2019.
The report highlights that since 2017 air
pollution has reduced at roadside locations and
will continue to reduce.

A further consideration is that in the longer term,
the implementation of the Red Route will have
the effect of reducing traffic levels on the
A494(T) and will be likely to lead to further
reductions in pollution. Continued reductions in
petrol / diesel emissions through tighter controls,
combined with increasing levels of electric
vehicles will also have the likely effect of
reducing pollution further. This clearly points to
a context of reducing levels of pollution in the
area / County over time.

The Council’'s Pollution Control Officer considers
it is unlikely that the allocation alone would
contribute enough additional pollution to push
the levels currently being measured above the
government action level of 40 pg/m3. However,
the developer will be required to investigate and
provide thorough Noise and Air Quality
assessments to support any application in order
to protect amenity and consider air quality in line
with WG legislation and Future Generations Act.

Light pollution — The detailed layout and design
of the scheme will need to address the issue of
light pollution as required by policy EN18 of the
LDP. This must be viewed in the context of
existing light pollution from existing development
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and street lighting.

PROW - The detailed layout of the site will need
to ensure that the public footpath through the
site remains as an attractive route, without the
need for a diversion. This can be achieved by
incorporating the public footpath as part of
green infrastructure, so that it retains an open,
non-urbanised feel. It is usual for improvements
to a public right of way to be secured such as
improved surfacing to improve usability. During
construction works it may be necessary to
temporarily close a public footpath in view of
health and safety considerations. However, in
this case there is a public footpath to the west of
the site which runs from Green Lane to Holywell
Road (Newbridge Farm) and links in with public
footpaths into Wepre Park. There is a further
public footpath on the far side of New Inn Brook
which again links Green lane with Holywell
Road. There is clearly a network of alternative
footpaths.

Apart from the construction phase, which is
commented on above, it is unclear how or why a
residential development would result in noise
pollution to existing residents of a neighbouring
residential development.

Traffic

A Transport Assessment has been unilaterally
prepared and submitted by the site promoters,
and assessed by the Council’'s Highway
Development Control team. This confirms that
the road network has the capacity to
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accommodate the development. It is
acknowledged the road network around Ewloe
is busy at the rush hour peaks but this does not
mean that additional development cannot be
accommodated. The development will provide
for the improvement to two junctions to i)
facilitate the delivery of the site but also to II)
facilitate a significant junction improvement at
the junction adjacent to the former Boars Head
Inn in order to improve capacity. This is a known
long standing problem and in the present
financial climate, the junction improvements
would be unlikely to be delivered in the absence
of developer funding. It is unclear from the
objection which country roads have experienced
such an alleged increase in traffic.

It is accepted that parking problems have
occurred on residential roads. However, this is
an existing problem and it is unclear how
additional housing development which will have
its own parking provision, will make this worse.

The site is proposed to have two points of
access, one onto Holywell Rd and one onto
Green Lane. The provision of a through road
between the two access points would result in
residential estate roads becoming a rat run.
Instead the proposed development will deliver
an improved junction between Green Lane and
Mold Rd and significant improvements to the
junction of Mold Rd and Holywell Road including
right turn lanes to add additional capacity at the
junction. A Transport Assessment has been
unilaterally provided by the site promoter which
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establishes that the road network can
satisfactorily accommodate the development.

The site is within easy walking distance of
Ewloe Green School and its development need
not ad to existing problems. The improvement to
the junction of Green Lane and Mold Rd may
also help improve traffic movements in the area
around the school. As referenced above, work is
progressing in the Ewloe area in terms of Active
Travel which will improve links to Hawarden
High School.

The Infrastructure Plan lists road schemes that
are already identified by Welsh Government or
by the County Council, where it is necessary to
safeguard the route in the LDP. Examples
include the red route identified by Welsh
Government and a number of other schemes
identified in the Local Transport Plan by the
Council. The Ewloe housing allocation is only a
proposal at the moment as is the two sets of
road improvements proposed (and referenced in
policy HN1). Therefore the two proposed
junction improvements are referenced in
Appendix 2 of the Infrastructure Plan as part of
the highways section for this site.

The proposed improvements to the Holywell Rd
and Mold Rd junction will be carried out by the
developer within FCC Highways land i.e. the
adopted highway. The proposed improvements
to the Green Lane and Mold Rd junction will be
carried out by the developer using adopted
highway land and also land to the west of Green
Lane which is within the control of the one of the
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site landowners. However, neither the Council
nor the developer has any control over land at
Weighbridge Rd in terms of major road
improvements. Neverthless, the Council’s Active
Travel Integrated Network Map shows a
proposed Active Travel along Weighbridge Rd.

Infrastructure

The level of recent development in Ewloe is
commented on above.

No objection to the Plan or allocation has been
made by the Local Education Authority. The
commentary of the Wrexham LDP Inspector
referenced in detail above, establishes that it is
normal practice for new development to address
capacity issues through developer contributions.
The development will not deliver completed
houses until 2023-24 and will take several years
for the development to be completed. The
impact on infrastructure will therefore be gradual
and will not be in ‘one hit’. This gives the Local
Education Authority time to address how the
growth in the Plan can be accommodated in
terms of school capacity. The Planning Service
continues to work with the LEA to secure
appropriate mitigation for the delivery of planned
LDP sites.

No objection to the Plan or allocation has been
made by Betsi Cadwaladr University Health
Board. Flintshire has a number of relatively new
Primary Health Care Centres and the issue is
one of lack of sufficient staff including GPs,
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rather than a lack of facilities as also
commented on by the Wrexham LDP Inspector
above. As stated in the preceding paragraph in
relation to education capacity, there is ample
time for the Health Board to plan for how it
intends to meet the health care needs of the
Plan’s growth levels. The Council continues to
work with the Health Board in securing the
appropriate provision of infrastructure such as
health for the delivery of LDP sites.

The presence of services and facilities in Ewloe
Green and Ewloe is commented on above, with
the conclusion that there is a good range of
facilities and services in the settlement which
are within walking distance of the site.

The issue of education capacity is identified and
responded to above. The IIA reflects that
measures exist to address school capacity.

The issue of the public footpath is commented
on in detail above. The medical centre in
Hawarden village centre is 2.7km from Ewloe,
medical centres in Buckley are 2.8km from the
site and medical facilities in Queensferry and
Shotton are within 4km of the site. The IIA is
therefore correct that there are doctors within 1-
4km of the site.

The history of St David’s Park is not a matter for
this LDP.

The Council has engaged with and consulted
internally throughout the Plans preparation.
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Indeed the Plan has safeguarded two sites for
cemetery extensions at Treuddyn and
Greenfield. No such need for sites has been
identified elsewhere in the County by the
appropriate area of the Council.

The site adjoins an existing play area at the
junction of Greenville Avenue and Circular
Drive. The development will also provide on-site
play space and open space as well as a Multi
Use Games Area (MUGA). In addition the
existing public footpath will be sympathetically
integrated into a green infrastructure network for
the site, so that it remains an attractive walking
route.

Environment Natural

The site is not green space. It is presently
agricultural land and with the exception of the
public right of way has no right of access to the
public and is otherwise private land.

The public footpath will be retained as part of
the detailed layout of the development and is
commented on in more detail earlier in the
Council’s response.

Trees and hedgerows, with the exception of
hedgerows to secure vehicular access, will be
retained as both landscape and ecological
features. This is a matter for the detailed design
and layout of the development.

There is no objection to the allocation from
NRW. An ecological survey of the site has been
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unilaterally undertaken and submitted by the site
promoter which has been evaluated by the
Council’'s Ecologist. Whilst the site is close to
the SAC and Wildlife Site there is no objection
to the principle of development subject to
avoidance and mitigation measures. These
could involve using the public right of way
network to avoid cumulative impacts of
recreational pressure on ecological habitats or it
can be achieved through commuted sums to
contribute towards off site ecological
management works.

This is commented on under ‘Site Assessment’
above. The implications of the 1986 Agricultural
Tenancy Act is a matter between the tenant
farmer and landowner. The Council has no
financial interest in or involvement in such
arrangements and it will be for parties involved
to resolve. The issue of the use of agricultural
land is commented on earlier in the Council’s
response under ‘Site Assessment’.

The site is not adjacent to the New Inn Brook
wildlife site as there is buffer of land between
the two. The ecological issues have been
commented on above and do not frustrate
development or reduce the number of units.

The site may be open countryside at present but
it is ‘improved’ grassland where the previous
and present agricultural practices have sought
to maximize its agricultural productivity. With the
exception of trees and hedgerows such land
typically has low ecological value.
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It is accepted that any development will have
some impact on landscape through the loss of
open countryside. However, the site has an
irregular boundary as it follows hedgerows. The
undulating nature of the site plus the provision
of landscaping and green infrastructure can help
to soften the appearance of the development. A
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment has
been unilaterally prepared and submitted by the
site promoter and sets out the assessment of
the site and the proposed mitigation measures.
This is commented on in more detail earlier in
the Councils response.

Environment — Historic / Heritage

The Council’s historic environment mapping
records show only one asset in the vicinity
which was an archaeological find of a ‘finger
ring’ to the rear of Newbridge Farm. The policy
already specifies the retention of hedgerows
and trees.

Flood Risk / Water Infrastructure

The site may have small areas which are wet
(as indicated on the NRW flood risk maps) this
does not equate to the site being a natural
wetland. The NRW Advice Map shows that the
site is not within a zone C1 or C2 flood risk but
that there are pockets of surface water flood
risk. NRW have not objected to the allocation.
National Legislation requires the use of
Sustainable Urban Drainage Schemes to ensure
that surface water run-off from the development




How to View and Comment on the Deposit LDP

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of
changes being
sought/proposed

Council response

is no greater than the run-off from a greenfield
site. The soil structures within the site will be
taken into account in the design of a drainage
scheme.

The findings of the Geo Environmental Report
unilaterally prepared and submitted by the site
promoter will inform whether and how a SuDS
scheme can be satisfactorily designed for the
development given existing ground conditions
and topography. The intention of SuDS is to
sustainably drain the surface water run-off from
a development to no more that the equivalent
greenfield run off rate. In this context it is not
considered that the perceived risk of flooding to
adjoining properties can be increased, and an
effective SuDs scheme has the potential to
provide significant betterment to any present
situation.

Any surface water problems outside Ewloe
Social Club are an existing issue and not related
to the proposed development of the allocated
site.

The detailed design work associated with the
improved Green Lane, B5127 junction will
address surface water run-off. As explained
earlier in the Council’'s response the allocated
site is not within either a C1 or C2 flood risk
zone.

A detailed Geo Environmental Study has been
unilaterally undertaken and provided for the site
and this has shown that there are no water
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abstraction licences relating to the site. In
addition, no objection has been made to the site
by either Welsh Water or NRW. Any easements
or legal rights relating to the site are a civil
matter between the site owners and third parties
and ultimately the developer.

No objection has been made by Natural
Resources Wales in respect of the relationship
of the site with Wepre Park SSSI/SAC.

Welsh Water have made representations on the
plan as set out below and confirm that a water
supply can be provided to the site and that
improvements to the Queensferry WWTW will
be required.

Energy

The IIA recognises that both the construction
phase of development and the operational
phases of development will involve energy
usage. However, that energy usage would
happen whichever site was allocated in the
Plan. Dwellings on the site will be constructed in
accordance with the current Building
Regulations in terms of energy efficiency. Policy
EN12 will also require that new development
maximises the potential for renewable or low
carbon energy technology.

Welsh Language

The issue of education capacity is addressed
above. The teaching of Welsh is a compulsory
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part of the curriculum for Welsh schools and
pupils.

Tests of Soundness

The Councils Delivery Agreement sets out how
it intended to engage with and consult
consultees, stakeholders and the public. The
Council has exceeded statutory requirements.
The Plans preparation has involved a number of
documents being made available and distinct
consultation exercise:

» Key Stakeholder Forums

* Delivery Agreement consultation

« Call for Candidate Sites

« Candidate Site Assessment Methodology

« Publication of Candidate Site Register

» Key Messages Document

« Strategic Options

* Preferred Strategy and Invitation for Alternative
Sites

« Publication of Alternative Sites Register
 Deposit Plan

The key stages have been publicized by public
notices, direct mailings to consultees, direct




How to View and Comment on the Deposit LDP

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of
changes being
sought/proposed

Council response

mailings to those on mailing list, availability of
documents on web and advance notification to
Council Members and Members of Town and
Community Councils with an expectation that
they would assist in publicizing the Plan locally.
The Deposit stage involved site notices for
housing allocations and strategic sites. The
Council's PR Officers have also used social
media to publicise the Plan. The Council has
taken all reasonable steps to publicise the
various stages of the Plan where the public and
stakeholders needed to be involved and there is
no requirement in the regulations to consult on
Candidate Sites. The Council nevertheless
made the register of candidate sites publicly
available as soon as it was compiled, complied
with changes to Welsh Government regulations
to indicate at the Preferred Strategy Stage how
the Council felt candidate sites complied with
the Preferred Strategy or not, and then
published a summary of the assessment and
planning view of all candidate sites at the
deposit stage.

The Council has used an industry leading
specialist consultation portal which is used by a
large and growing number of planning
authorities in Wales and England. It is
disappointing that objectors claim they found it
difficult to use but the Council made it clear that
the portal was not the only means of making
representations as they could also be made via
letter, representation form and e-mail. The
Council produced two ‘step by step’ guides to i)
register on the portal and ii) how to comment on
the portal, and these were available both on the
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website and in hard copy. The Plan was also
made available to physically view at a number of
consultation venues.

The Deposit Plan was accompanied by an easy
to understand leaflet explaining the Plan and the
consultation. The Plan has to meet certain
legislative requirements and Welsh Government
guidance and it is inevitable that the Plan has to
be accompanied by a range of supporting
documents and that certain terminology is used
and is therefore by definition a complicated
document. Objectors did not have to read the
whole plan or all supporting documents to
understand the allocation of the land at Ewloe.

These matters are addressed in the relevant
sections above. In terms of i) The Health Board
do not object to this site or the plan as a whole,
or on the basis of their inability to meet the
demand from the growth that the Plan will
facilitate over its plan period. They do not object
at all. Provided that the requisite improvements
in infrastructure capacity is provided then it is
unclear why 300 dwellings will prevent a
cohesive community from being enabled. Whilst
the process of constructing a housing
development will inevitably bring with it some
disruption to existing residents, this would be
the case whatever site was allocated in the Plan
and is capable of being managed effectively via
appropriate planning conditions. It is not a
reason to question the soundness of the Plan.

The site adjoins an existing post war residential
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development which is of an estate type
character, and which incorporates green space
and a play area. In broad terms this is no
different to what is being proposed on the
allocated site, a housing development which
incorporates a green infrastructure network, play
area and MUGA. In no way, shape or form can
Ewloe Green be described as a ‘hamlet’ as it
has estate type development, commercial
development, and an urban context in terms of
the road network, proximity to the A494(T) and
being part of the wider settlement of Ewloe. The
site is not considered to be inappropriate in
terms of its context and the Plan is not
considered to be unsound in the terms set out.

The site promoter has invested a considerable
amount of time and resources into unilaterally
undertaking a comprehensive set of background
studies to inform the deliverability of the site
which is a key part of demonstrating its
soundness. The Council is also aware that initial
discussions have also taken place between the
site promoter and a number of house builders
with a view to identifying a preferred
development partner. The identification of a
developer by the time of Examination will also
assist in demonstrating delivery and therefore
soundness.

The Plan has been prepared in the light of
government guidance and is not considered to
be out of accord with PPW10. The issue of the
scale of the allocation relative to the settlements
categorisation as a Tier 2 Local Service Centre
is commented upon earlier in the Council’s
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response. The allocation is considered to be in
accord with the Plans spatial strategy.

The Plan was made publicly available several
months prior to the commencement of the
consultation exercise, at the time that is was
reported for approval to Cabinet and Council in
July 2019. Considerable publicity was given to
the consultation in good time before the start of
the 6 week period involving direct mailings to
people on the mailing list, press notice, articles
on the Council website and social media posts.
Advance briefings were also given to all elected
members as well as to Town and Community
Councils. The Council is also aware that public
meetings were arranged by the community prior
to the start of the six week formal deposit
consultation and the drop in session provided in
the community was the most well attended of all
the sessions provided. It is not clear therefore
why or how local people were not aware of the
proposal, the consultation, and judging by the
high level of response, the various means of
making comments on the plan

The consultation involved permanent
exhibitions, a full range of documents at Ewloe
and County Hall and key documents at libraries
and Connects Centres. The full range of
documents were available on the Council’s
website through the consultation portal. The
consultation exercise was in conformity with,
and indeed, in excess of with Welsh
Government requirements and was also in line
with the Council’s Statement of Community
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Involvement as set out in the Delivery
Agreement.

Welsh Government require that a development
plan is supported by a range of background
documents which forms the evidence base for
the Plan. The range of documents
accompanying the Plan is in accordance with
these requirements. They were clearly listed
within the Public Notice. Several of these
documents are technical in nature but are
written with introductions or executive
summaries which seek to explain their context
and purpose. The Plan is by definition a
complicated document, but residents did not
need to read the whole plan or all supporting
documents, to understand the allocation of this
land the Plan, or to make their views known.

It is unclear how the consultation process is
weighted in favour of this proposal as the
Council is merely following prescribed Welsh
Government procedures.

Supporting representations

The support for the allocation is noted and the
submitted studies will be useful at Examination
in support of the deliverability of the allocation.
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The support for the allocation is noted.
However, the Local Housing Market
Assessment (and subsequent Update) clearly
reference the need for smaller units of
accommodation and that new developments
should not comprise solely of 4/5 bedroom units.
Policy HN2 seeks to ensure a mix of housing
units by size and type to ensure that cohesive
communities can be created. The LHMA has
identified a need for affordable housing across
the County and the Viability Study has assessed
the ability of sites within different housing
market sub-areas to deliver affordable housing
whilst still remaining viable and deliverable.
Ewloe sits within a strong housing market sub
area where the Viability has demonstrated that
40% affordable is reasonable.

1184

How to View
and Comment
on the Deposit
Local
Development
Plan

Object

Test 1: Does the Plan fit? For the
reasons set out in this full
Representation, our Client is
concerned that the Deposit Plan
evidence base is lacking in detail in
terms of whether it is planning to
address any housing shortfall from
the UDP period, whilst continuing to
place reliance on some previous
UDP housing allocations which have
historically failed to come forward
and deliver as expected. Test 2: Is
the Plan appropriate? @ The housing
requirement should take account of
the identified affordability needs
across the County as set out in the

Allocate more land
for housing
development.

Not accepted. The objectors proposed allocation
on eastern edge of Penyffordd will be dealt with
separately. In terms of the comments on the
Tests of Soundness, each will be addressed in
turn:

Test 1 — The Plan is not seeking to specifically
address any shortfall from the UDP housing
requirement figure that was not built out. The
UDP housing need was calculated at a different
point in time, using different projections and
forecasts and did not materialize due mainly to
the financial crisis whereby households could
not obtain mortgages and housebuilders could
not obtain finance to build. The LDP has
calculated a new housing requirement figure
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LHMA @ Any historic housing
delivery shortfall from the UDP
period should be planned for and
met during the LDP period;@ Whilst
the Council is continuing to rely on
windfall sites moving forward, it
should be noted that historic windfall
trends have taken account of the fact
that a large number of speculative
housing applications have been
granted planning permission in the
absence of a five-year housing land
supply. The LDP Vision is lacking in
detail, with no commitment to
meeting the full minimum housing
and employment needs of the
County during the LDP period. Test
3: Will the Plan deliver? @ The
proposed housing allocations contain
two sites which were previous
allocations in the UDP, and which
have failed to come forward. @ The
role of the Tier 3: Sustainable
Villages in the settlement hierarchy is
being overlookedd The spatial
strategy needs to be reviewed @ The
Council’s housing requirement is not
proposing to meet all of the identified
affordable need set out within the
LHMA @ The Council’s affordable
housing policy is based on a historic
Sub-Area approach

based on up to date projections and a range of
other factors. It is not appropriate to merely add
on what was not previously delivered as the
need for the Plan period has been re-stated.
Allocations in the UDP have been re-assessed
as part of the candidate site assessment as
presented in Background Paper 1. Two housing
allocations in policy HN1 have been carried over
from the UDP. The Well Street, Buckley site has
been sold by Welsh Government to a housing
association who are looking to submit a
planning application. The Highmere Drive,
Connah’s Quay site has attracted the interest of
a national housebuilder who is also looking to
progress a planning application. In this context it
is appropriate to include sites that were
previously considered to be ‘sound’ allocations
by the UDP Inspector and which are no being
brought forward.

Test 2 — The Plans allowances for small site and
large site windfalls are based on long term
trends and do not include the recent ‘windfalls’
arising from speculative sites. Strictly speaking
such sites should not be regarded as ‘windfalls’
as these are sites which are generally policy
compliant. If the speculative sites had been
included in the allowances it would have been
higher and this is not something the Council
have sought to do as it would not be reflective of
‘normal’ circumstances. There is no requirement
that a Plan’s vision has to be detailed. The
vision needs to be read alongside the objectives
and key messages.

Test 3 — The two carried over housing
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allocations from the UDP are commented on in
Test 1 above. The Plan is not overlooking the
role of Tier 3 sustainable settlements as ‘new
allocations’ must be looked at alongside other
elements of housing land supply such as
completions and commitments. The spatial
strategy for the Plan is considered to be soundly
based on sustainability considerations. The
approach is based on a joint Local Housing
Market Assessment with WCBC which has
since been updated and it is not considered to
be a ‘historic’ approach as sub market areas did
not feature in the adopted UDP.
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Objects to the LDP Plan Period .It is noted
that the LDP period is proposed to cover 15
years between 2015 and 2030. Based on Not accepted. Welsh Government does not
the Council's latest LDP Delivery prescribe a particular Plan period for a LDP.
Agreement (Third Revised, published in Typically the Plan period is for 15 years as this
May 2019), the LDP is not expected to be is a balance between looking far enough into the
adopted until at least July 2021. This would future for it to have a strategic context but so far
be six years after the commencement of ahead as to bring greater uncertainty in terms of
the LDP period. Our Client objects to this forecasts, projections, changes in
approach; the Council has had no adopted circumstances and guidance etc. It is also quite
and approved development and spatial normal for a Plan to be adopted well into its Plan
strategy in place since the end of the period. However, if the LDP is adopted at the
Unitary Development Plan (UDP) period in end of 2021 it would still have 9 years remaining
How 2015 to deliver new homes and jobs in the which is a significant improvement on the UDP.
Haye We County. There has in effect been a policy It is also normal practice for a Plan period to
728 Arrived at Object | vacuum. Itis our Client’s position that the follow on directly from the previous Plan period.
the . .
Deposit LDP penpd should instead run fro_m 2_019 .
Plan? to 2034 (|e from the date of publlca_tlon of To amend the Plan period now to a 15 year
the Deposit Plan), with any shortfall in period from 2019 to 2034 would have profound
housing delivery during implications for the timetable for adopting the
Plan as it would require a fundamental
the period 2000-2019 met during the reconsideration of housing and employment
subsequent period 2019-2034. growth and possibly require the identification of
additional development sites. Such an approach
2.2. In the event that the adoption of the does not represent sound or sensible planning.
LDP slips further owing to any concerns The Plan will need to be reviewed every 4
over the proposed development and spatial years. The ‘policy vacuum’ which is of concern
strategy (and which trigger the requirement to the objector would be extended even further
for further work/updated evidence by the by the objectors suggested approach.
Council), then the LDP period should be
adjusted further to reflect this.
1129 How Object Road/Highways Infrastructure Not accepted. Background Paper 3

Have We

Infrastructure Plan — Para 2.45 of the
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Arrived at LDPO3 Infrastructure Plan Appendix 2 Infrastructure Plan is concerned with the Joint
the Table — reference is made to the Local Transport Plan for Flintshire / North Wales
Deposit requirement of a Transport Assessment as and list some of the projects and priorities within
Plan? improvements are required to the Junction Flintshire which form part of that Plan. The

of Holywell Road and Mold Road to
increase capacity. Para 2.54 identifies
“Highways improvements in Flintshire”.
This junction is not mentioned which leads
me to believe no improvements are
intended or if they are, why are they not
available for viewing? The whole
infrastructure including design in this area
is dangerously lacking and woefully
inadequate and will not support more
vehicles.

A segment of the A494 including a section
which runs directly through the
communities of Ewloe and Ewloe Green
has had a 50mph limit implemented in
recognition of traffic pollution yet you seek
to increase the number of vehicles who will
connect to/travel through this same area,
this is at odds with a LDP which should
support and serve its residents.

BP8 - Disagree that the irregular shape
boundary does not justify significant
encroachment/extension into open
countryside and loss of green barrier.

BP8 — Disagree that the existence of New
Inn Brook is no less of a firm and
defensible barrier as is the existence of the
Wrexham-Bidston railway line which is not
deemed a firm and defensible barrier

proposed junction improvements to deliver the
Ewloe housing allocation are not listed in the
LTP and therefore it would be inappropriate to
list highway improvements relating to allocations
which are not yet in an adopted LDP, let alone
appropriate to include in the LTP. The site
schedule for the Ewloe housing allocation, later
in the report, is clear in identifying two junction
improvements to facilitate the site. A Transport
Study has been undertaken which shows that
the local highway network can accommodate
the development, subject these junction
improvements which provide betterment to the
existing position in the community.

Background Paper 8 Candidate / Alternative
Sites — A landscape assessment has been
undertaken for the site which demonstrates that
impacts on the landscape can be reduced
through mitigation and design measures. The
irregular shaped boundary of the site and
existing hedgerows forms part this assessment.
The wooded valley associated with New Inn
Brook does provide a firm and defensible
physical feature which will prevent development
from leapfrogging it onto the other side of the
brook. In conjunction with the need to retain a
buffer to the New Inn Brook, which is a
designated wildlife site, the valley does provide
a firm and defensible boundary to further
encroachment of Ewloe towards Northop hall.
The release of the housing allocation site from
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despite it being fixed and substantial the green barrier does not result in coalescence
infrastructure (see BP1 page 17). | between Ewloe and Northop Hall and therefore
therefore do not agree that the removal of does not undermine this objective of the green
this parcel of land will not harm the integrity barrier designation.
of the wider Green Batrrier.
IIA objectives Topics. Not accepted. IIA ref 2 Education — The
planning system contains provisions to address
Ref 2 Education — score should be major capacity issues at schools through developer
adverse as Ewloe Green school is full and contributions, as referenced in policy STR6 of
is providing detailed reasons why additional the Deposit Plan and as set out in an existing
pupils cannot be accommodated to parents adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance
trying to secure places for children. Note 23 ‘Education Contributions’. The IIA
records both this and the Hawarden housing
Ref 3 Health - A Rerouted a PRoW, no new allocations as having both positive and negative
health facilities, residents of existing effects. The Local Education Authority have
dwellings having their physical and mental been involved in the preparation of the Plan
health affected by noise from an early stage and were made aware of
How disruption/disturbance by a construction the draft potential allocations well ahead of the
Have We site. publication of the Deposit Plan. The housing
Arrived at . Remove site at trajectory in Background Paper 4 Housing Land
1128 the Object Ref 4 Affordable housing projection is 40%. | Ewloe Green Supply and Delivery identifies that completions
Deposit on the Ewloe site would not be achieved until
Plan? Ref 5 Access the proposed development April 2024. This timescale given the Local

does not improve access to cultural and
recreational facilities.

Ref 6 the mitigation offered does not
correlate with the set criteria under the
subsection and there is insufficient capacity
to meet education and health needs.

Ref 10 Biodiversity Loss of green barrier
and wildlife, it will reduce opportunities for
people to access wildlife and green spaces.

Education Authority ample opportunity to
address education provision in the area. In this
context the scoring in the 1A is considered
reasonable.

IIA ref 3 Health — The public right of way which
runs through the site links in with a wider
network of rights of way, providing residents
with recreational opportunities to access open
countryside. The attractiveness to residents of
using the right of way through the site is a
detailed design matter to be considered as part
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Ref 11 Landscape and townscape, the
development is on higher land than existing
dwellings, Development which over
shadows and dominates existing landscape
will not be sensitive , the size of the
development is disproportionate to the
existing Ewloe Green community. It
challenges Ref6 that any sense of
community will be lost as Ewloe Green is
consumed. Ref 13 Water Resources, The
site includes natural wetlands for wildlife
and boreholes which supply spring water to
residents of Holywell Road and Stanford
Way.

Ref 14 Risk of Flooding the, site is an area
of high water table known to flood. Ref 15
Air quality and greenhouse gas emissions,
mitigation of electric charging is unrealistic
and idealistic.

Ref 16 Efficient and Renewable Energy
mitigation is unclear.

Ref 17 Natural resources, mitigation does
not encourage the use of brownfield land or
enhance soil quality.

Ref 18 Welsh Language mitigation is
incorrect the schools are unable to accept
additional pupils.

of a green infrastructure strategy for the site. A
sensitive design approach to the right of way,
rather than its diversion, should not result in
adverse health impacts to residents using it,
other than temporary affects during construction
phases. The positive score in the lIA is
reasonable.

Ref 4 Affordable Housing — it is not clear what
point is being made in respect of affordable
housing.

Ref 5 Access — The IIA refers to the site being
within 1km of cultural and leisure facilities,
including sports and social centres and
accordingly records a positive score. The IIA
does not claim to ‘improve’ access, merely that
that the facilities are accessible from the site.
The positive score in the IIA is reasonable.

Ref 6 strong and cohesive communities — The
IIA records a significant positive score as the
site would provide homes near to an existing
community, with good access to employment
opportunities as well as health and education.
The site relates well to the existing form and
pattern of development and with several linkage
points into the existing settlement and
community. It represents a logical extension to
the settlement whereby new residents can
integrate with the existing community and
provided the basis to contribute to a strong and
cohesive community. The issue of education
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and health capacity is commend on in Ref 2 and
3 above.

Ref 10 Biodiversity — The site is presently open
countryside which is in use as agricultural land.
Although it has a public right of way through it,
the site is in private ownership and is not ‘green
space’. The site’s primary wildlife value is with
hedgerows and mature trees and these can be
safeguarded as part of the detailed design of
development. No objection has been made to
the site by Natural Resources Wales. In terms of
the green barrier the justification for this is set
out in the Green Barrier Review Background
Paper and in summary the drawing back of the
site is not considered to undermine the objective
of the designation, which is to prevent
coalescence of Ewloe with Northop Hall and
Connah’s Quay, Shotton and Aston. The
wooded valley to the west of the site
(designated as a wildlife site) forms a firm and
defensible boundary to the expansion of the
settlement. The IIA scores an overall negative
effect in terms of biodiversity but this does not
take account of the preparation of detailed
ecological surveys of the site.

Ref 11 landscape and townscape — The land
rises slightly from the existing levels of adjoining
development but this is not to extent that it
would overshadow or have a dominating effect
on existing residents. The additional housing
would represent an extension of existing estate
type housing development and would not be
inherently out of character with existing
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development. Although the site represents a
sizeable addition to Ewloe Green, it must also
be seen in the context of the settlement of
Ewloe as a whole. It is accepted that any
development will have an impact on landscape
but a detailed landscape appraisal of the site
identifies that the irregular shape of the site,
existing hedgerows and trees and help soften
the appearance of development in the
landscape, when combined with additional
landscaping measures and green infrastructure
network. The IlA identifies a potential negative
impact but recognizes this can be mitigated
through the sensitive design of new
development.

Ref 13 Water Resources — No objection has
been to the site by NRW in terms of standing
water on parts of the site having wildlife value.
This standing water is as a result of present
surface water run off and is not a permanent
pond. A detailed ecological study has been
undertaken on the site. A detailed Geo-
Environmental Study of the site has not
identified any existing water extraction licences
relating to the site and no objection has been
from either NRW or Welsh Water. The IlA refers
to the need for a surface water drainage
strategy for the site which will need to comply
with present national requirements for a
Sustainable Urban Drainage System.

Ref 14 Flood Risk — The site does not sit within
C1 or C2 flood Risk as defined in the
Development Advice Maps produced by NRW to
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support the Welsh Government TAN15 Flood
Risk. No objection has made by NRW to the site
in terms of flood risk. Parts of the site however,
are defined in the Development Advice Map as
being at risk of surface water flooding. This will
need to be addressed as part of a detailed
layout for the site alongside a Sustainable
Urban Drainage Scheme, in conjunction with
green Space Strategy.

Ref 16 Efficient and renewable Energy -
Residential development on the site would need
to comply with prevailing building regulations in
terms of energy efficiency. However, the Plan
also includes policy EN12 whereby new large
housing developments are required to maximize
the potential for renewable energy. This is a
relevant consideration for the detailed design
stage for the development.

Ref 17 Natural resources — The lack of suitable
and developable brownfield sites in the County
necessitates the use of greenfield sites in terms
of meeting the requirement for housing in the
Plan. Existing brownfield sites sit within areas
which are at risk of flooding, are contaminated
and lie adjacent to international nature
conservation designations.

Ref 18 Welsh Language — The issue of school
capacity is commented on in Ref 2 above.
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How to Use / Navigate and Interpret the Plan

support Summary of
ID Title or Summary of representation changes being Council response
object sought/proposed
Accepted. At the Hope drop in session the
copies of Background Paper 8 Candidate /
Alternative Sites had been printed in error in
portrait rather than landscape mode. The effect
of this was to make the text small. Officers at
the session apologized. The document was
| attended the LDP Consultation at available on the Council's website as part of the
Heulwen Close Hope. Documents LDP supporting documents and at pre-
were made available but did not advertised deposit consultation venues where
How to appear to be properly typeset. No documents could be inspected. Officers at the
1094 Use/Navigate Obiect effort was made to make the session also had two laptops which could have
= | and Interpret I documents easy to read, fonts used been used to view the document more easily.
the Plan were too small, the text had not been The availability of the document electronically

expanded even though there was
space available. See the 'How to
Register ' Form.

allowed a user to zoom in and enlarge the text
for ease of viewing.

The two guides on how to register and comment
via the Portal essentially present ‘screenshots’
from the Objective consultation portal which are
annotated with ‘notes’ to provide guidance to the
reader. It would be difficult to ‘typeset’ such a
document.
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Council response

1017

Strategic
Context

Object

Paragraph 3.25 — the Council
suggests that this should
reference the TfN work
programme including the
Strategic Transport Plan and
West & Wales OAR.

Paragraph 3.25 — the Council
suggests that this should
reference the TfN work
programme including the
Strategic Transport Plan and
West & Wales

Not accepted. The objector seeks the inclusion
of reference to two documents in the strategic
context of the Plan. However, the objector has
not identified what the specific strategies,
projects and priorities are from these two
documents, that warrant mention in the Plan.
This section of the Plan has sought to provide a
summary of the key national, regional and local
references that are directly relevant to the LDP.
There are numerous plans, strategies and
initiatives that could have been included in this
section of the Plan but the Council has only
included key documents which are of direct
relevance to the preparation of the Plan. In the
absence of further justification / explanation
form the objector it is not considered that the
two documents should be included.
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County Profile / Overview

both inbound and outbound commuter
trips.

supports that this
references both
inbound

and outbound
commuter trips.

support Summary of changes
ID Title or Summary of representation being Council response
object sought/proposed
3.28 Based on 2014
projections, the
County is forecast to
3.28 Based on 2014 projections, the increase in population | Not accepted. Population forecasts are one component of
County is forecast to increase in from 154,088 in 2015 | how the Plans housing requirement figure has been
County population from 154,088 in 2015 to to 156,899 in 2030 calculated. A further consideration is the projected
123 | Profile / Object 156,899 in 2030 Do you need to check increase in households arising from people living longer,
Overview these figures? Population increase of Do you need to check | couples separating etc. The Plan also seeks to contribute
2811 and you want to build several these figures? to achieving growth aspirations both for Flintshire and the
thousand new homes? Population increase of | wider sub-region and part of this will be in-migration
2811 and you want to
build several thousand
new homes?
Paragraph 3.28 —
should the reference
to “cross broader”
Paragraph 3.28 — should the reference fOOSSIbly be amended
to “cross broader” possibly be amended Accepted. Noted. The fifth sentence of para 3.28 should
Cou_nty . “ border”? In addition, the refer to ‘cross border’ not ‘cross broader’ and is clearly a
1018 | Profile / Object to cross bor ' ; ' “cross border”? In : y
. Council supports that this references . , typographical error and can be subsequently amended,
Overview addition, the Council

without the need for a Focussed Change.




Key Issues and Drivers for Change

Key Issues and Drivers for Change

Support Summary of
ID Title or Summary of representation changes being Council response
object sought/proposed
Not accepted. The table following para 3.30
. . specifically states ‘The need to assess [bold —
The Table following paragraph 3.30 in the my emphasis] the comments of the UDP
Introduction helpfully identifies a number of Inspector who considered that the approach to
key issues a'nd drivers that have informed defining settlement boundaries based on
the prep'aratlor! of the P'Ian. C!early the individual settlements rather than identifying
economic and job creation points are central urban areas was backward looking and also
to informing the economic-led strategy that considered that the time was rapidly
is central to t_he Plan. In addition, it is of note approaching whereby a fundamental review of
that the previous UDP _In_spector S comments open countryside and green barriers in parts of
on the approach to defining settlement the County was needed’
boundaries on individual settlements rather
than identifying urban areas was backward . .
looking and that a fundamental review of The earlier Key Messages_consultatlon -
Key open countryside and green barriers in parts document presented 6 OptIOI"IS for categorising
Issues of the County was needed. Furthermore, Drury Lane site to fﬁétlfglsgt:firﬁﬁtlzgtﬁx:n? cf;(tasho?i%g%?g;;or
894 and Object there is an acknowledgement that new be allocated within | primarily on whgther settlementsgare urban and
=— | Drivers development should be in the most the olan P I y . ‘2 hvbri h
for sustainable locations and that new housing P rura .a'.qd option 4 was ‘a Yb”d approac
Change sites should be viable and deliverable in combining the urban areas in Option 3 with the

terms of contributing to housing land supply.
The need to deliver affordable housing in an
innovative and flexible manner is also a key
driver.

In light of the above, the representor
contends that whilst these issues have been
identified and intended to drive the direction
and future strategy in the Plan, it at present
does not fully respond to these and is,
therefore, unsound. We expand on this
further below.

lower three bands from Option 2'. Following
consideration of consultation feedback, the
subsequent Strategic Options document
contained the following commentary on p8
‘There was general consensus that the UDP
approach was rather basic and somewhat
outdated and that there was a need for a more
refined and informed approach to categorising
settlements. Although there was some support
for the concept of urban areas, a five tier
hierarchy was considered more appropriate in
terms of representing settlements which exist
now and are easily recognised, rather than
seeking to create ‘new’ groupings of settlement




Key Issues and Drivers for Change

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of
changes being
sought/proposed

Council response

into urban areas, which would not be
recognisable to, or supported by the public’.

The Strategic Options document explained the
preferred approach ‘The Plan’s settlement
hierarchy is therefore Option 2a i.e. a 5 tier
settlement hierarchy adjusted to take account of
proximity and functional relationships to higher
level settlements. This option is considered to
take a much more refined approach than that
contained within the UDP and is based on
sustainability considerations. The settlement
hierarchy provides a flexible and logical basis
for the formulation of a number of spatial
options’.

No objections have been to the Plans spatial
strategy by Welsh Government. Given that the
Council has documented its approach to a
settlement hierarchy and defining settlement
boundaries, it is not considered that the Plan is
unsound.




Forming the Plan’s Strategy from This Context

Forming the Plan’s Strategy from this Context

ID Title Support Summary of representation Summary of Council response
or changes being
object sought/proposed

264 | Forming Object Objection 11: The Plan does not reflect Not accepted. The written statement of the Plan
the Plan’s the reservations expressed during is intended to be a clear and concise statement
Strategy consultation The lack of sympathetic of land use policies and proposals for the
from This locally-specific insight was in fact County and it would not be appropriate for it to
Context identified during previous consultation become an all embracing statement of ‘all

exercises but the message has not
percolated into the Plan: at the
consultative workshops, participants
stated that the Plan “needs to identify
what is unique” about an area; needs to
be “locally-specific in terms of key
environment features” also should pay
attention to the “historic environment”;
and needs to acknowledge the “rural
hinterland” in some areas of Flintshire.
These points have not been addressed
properly in the updated Deposit LDP. In
the 2016 Workshops with Planning Aid
Wales, consultees expressed the
following views: ¢ that the track record of
new development in Flintshire so far was
that it was not accompanied with an
improvement in infrastructure « that
Chester had not historically taken its fair
share of housing and only now was
starting to open up its own green belt
land, the inference being that Flintshire
was mainly providing new housing for
people working in surrounding counties ¢
that measures were need to boost the
Welsh language and that an additional
Welsh-medium school needed to be
designated in Flintshire if it wants to meet

things’ Flintshire. The written statement sets out
earlier in the Introductory Chapter a brief
overview and profile of the County. The Plan
must also be read in conjunction with the
accompanying evidence base.

In terms of identifying ‘what is unique about an
area’ and being ‘locally specific in terms of key
environmental features’, the Plan has to be read
in conjunction with a wide range of supporting
datasets relevant to built and historic heritage
(listed buildings, conservation areas,
archaeological features etc), natural
environment (the Landmap landscape resource,
international, national and local wildlife
designations, protected species, tree
preservation orders etc). It is not considered that
rewriting the written statement to include such
information for every area of the Plan would be
helpful or productive.

In terms of the ‘rural hinterland’, the Plans
policies define settlement boundaries and policy
STR2 in conjunction with PC2 will protect open
countryside on the edge of settlements. Policy
EN4 also seeks to protect landscape character
through the utilization of the national Landmap
dataset on landscape character. Settlement
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required Welsh Government targets on
Welsh language (especially when
suggesting a highly ambitious housing
programme) None of these valid points
have been addressed by the Deposit

Plan. Not compliant with PPW paragraph:

1.30,3.21

audits were undertaken to inform the Plan by
looking at the sustainability of each settlement in
terms of character, role, accessibility, services
and facilities. The assessment of candidate and
alternative sites also looked at the landscape
implications of development and whether a site
related more closely to open countryside or built
development.

In terms of the objectors points from the
Planning Aid Wales consultation events on the
Preferred Strategy, each will be commented on
below:

» Development and infrastructure — new
development is required to mitigate against the
impacts arising from it in terms of providing new
or improved infrastructure. Any infrastructure
improvements must be reasonably related in
scale and kind to the development concerned
and must not be a ‘wish list’. Policy STR6 of the
Deposit Plan sets out what infrastructure may
be sought as part of new development and is
supported by a Background Paper
‘Infrastructure Plan’.

* Chester housing provision —in the context of
the LDP, Chester and Cheshire West is
providing through its Local Plan an appropriate
level of development and is making provision at
Chester through the green belt release at
Wrexham Road to facilitate a strategic mixed
use development. Any arguments that Chester
may previously have placed pressure on
adjoining local authorities is not presently
applicable as CWAC, Wrexham and Flintshire
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are all seeking to meet their own needs for
development through their respective
development plans.

* Welsh language Schools — It is not the role of
the development plan per se to ‘boost’ the
Welsh Language in Flintshire. Rather, it is
necessary to look at the effects of the
development plan on the Welsh language and to
devise policy approaches where a negative
impact is identified. Para 3.27 of PPW states
‘Planning authorities must consider the likely
effects of their development plans on the use of
the Welsh language as part of the Sustainability
Appraisal. Planning authorities should seek to
ensure a broad distribution and phasing of
development that takes into account the ability
of the area or community to accommodate
development without adversely impacting

use of the Welsh language’. Para 3.27 of PPW
then states ‘Development plans should include a
statement on how planning authorities have
taken the needs and interests of the Welsh
language into account in plan preparation and
how any policies relating to the Welsh language
interact with other plan policies’.

The Plan has done this through the I1A and a
separate Background paper. For information, a
new Welsh medium school will be developed as
part of a legal obligation for the Croes Atti
development in Flint. Whether a need for an
additional Welsh speaking school still exists is
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Title Support Summary of representation Summary of Council response
or changes being
object sought/proposed

the remit of the local Education Authority within
FCC.

In the context of this, the objector claims that the
Plan is not compliant with PPW in terms of two
particular paragraphs:

* para 1.30 of PPW provides general advice on
‘Managing New Development’ and is concerned
with the Development Management process,
rather than LDP’s. It is considered by the
Council that the Plan, when applied as a whole,
will contribute to improving the social, economic,
environmental and cultural well-being of the
County.

« para 3.21 of PPW forms part of a section in
PPW entitled ‘promoting Healthier Places’. The
Plan is accompanied by an Integrated Impact
Assessment, which includes a Health Impact
Assessment, and this is has not demonstrated
that the Plan will impact on health. This
objection has not provided any evidence as to
how the Plan will impact on health and not be
compliant with PPW.

a1
=

Forming The LDP vision is flawed 9.3 Statement 1 Not accepted. The Plan has been prepared in
the Plan’s the context of national planning guidance in
Strategy These proposals are premised on a need PPW10. Para 1.17 states ‘A plan-led approach
from This for “lasting balance”. This invites is the most effective way to secure sustainable
Context compromise at a time when nothing less development through the planning system and it
than an absolute declaration of carbon is essential that plans are adopted and kept

reduction values and parameters for under review. Legislation secures a presumption
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open-land conservation will satisfy the
need to address those long-term, factors
of nature that are outside the control of
the council.

Inadequate reference to available
“brown-field”

The plan (8.1 Key Issues and Drivers)
refers to “extensive area of brownfield”
but does not refer to them by specific
topographic reference.

Considerations for “sustainable
development”

13.25 The explanation of “Sustainable
development” is correct but, by admission
of mitigation measures rather than
adoption of measures to REDUCE the
effects of (local) climate change the plan
fails to be “sustainable”.

Considerations for Growth

2.4 The plan refers to growth as if it is an
inherently a parameter of success and
benefice. In reality, growth is never
sustainable indefinitely. It has to have an
end-point. In the real world, successive
growth is always constrained once
resources have been exhausted.

Considerations for Prosperity

Mentions “prosperity” in a subjective

in favour of sustainable development in
accordance with the development plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise to
ensure that social, economic, cultural and
environmental issues are balanced and
integrated’ [bold- Council emphasis].

The table below para 3.30 identifies a number of
key issues and drivers for change. The 8th point
provides a clear geographic reference point by
explaining that the County has areas of
brownfield land 'in and around the River Dee
and Dee Estuary'. It further explains that these
areas of brownfield land are unsuitable for
development for a variety of reasons’.

It is unclear which part of the plan or supporting
document is being referred to but it must surely
be the case that if the effects of climate change
can successfully be ‘mitigated’ then this in effect
‘reduces’ the effect of climate change as stated.
There would not therefore appear to be any
tension or conflict in the plan that questions
sustainability.

As referred to above Welsh Government
includes reference to economic considerations
as part of sustainable development.
Furthermore, Welsh Government sets out in
para 2.20 onwards of PPW that economic
considerations must be looked at alongside
social, cultural, environmental considerations.
Under ‘economic’ considerations there is clear
reference to ‘growth’.
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context but fails to refer to the WG
document “Prosperity for all” (27 June
2019)

Encouragement to large-scale
development

The Plan, with its clearly de-marked
open-spaces, is a “green-light”, an
estatebuilder's

charter, to potential large-scale building
development. Everything in the Plan is
slewed to encourage extensive building
on land which would present the potential
developer with the easiest and most cost
effective option.

Climate change/Climate Emergency

9.6 (15) To minimise the causes of
climate change is insufficient.
Government imperative is to REDUCE
causes of climate-change. The Plan
makes no reference to the Welsh
Government Committent to tackling
climate change and committent to
transitioning to a low-carbon economy
The Plan fails to acknowledge the 29
April 2019 WG declaration that there is a
climate emergency in Wales

The council attitude towards the popular
views

The ethos of presentation of the plan to

The Plan has been prepared in the context of
the earlier Wales Spatial Plan and the more
recent draft National Development Framework,
both of which reference this part of NE Wales as
being a growth hub. Further considerations are
the Deeside Enterprise Zone and the Growth
Deal, both of which seek to promote economic
growth.

Open spaces and green spaces are protected in
the plan and this would prevent their
development. The plan, as required by Welsh
Government guidance, specifically identifies the
sites and locations where housing development
should be focused and in doing so, provides the
certainty for the public and developers as to
exactly what the plan’s intention is for these
sites. This is not unusual. For development sites
to be allocated in the plan for housing, they
must be sustainable, viable and deliverable.

The Plan must provide a housing land supply to
meet its housing requirement figure in a manner
which is viable and deliverable. The Plan has
sought to identify site allocations which are in
sustainable locations and which are viable and
deliverable and this is best achieved through
larger sites. It represents a move away from the
UDP where a larger number of smaller allocated
sites were not always in hindsight attractive or
viable to be developed. The new allocations are
only a small part of the overall supply of housing
land and will also include small sites and
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council members shows disdain and lack

of respect for the views of ordinary
members of the public.

In his presentation to the council meeting
of 23 July 2019, Planning Officer Andrew
Roberts referred to “Provision of
Infrastructure” -slide#17 This seeks to
denigrate and dismiss the frequently
expressed, commonly held concerns of
ordinary members of the public

windfall development on both brownfield and
greenfield sites.

The Plan has had regard to climate change
considerations as this is required in terms of
adherence to PPW10. Policy STR5 and the
accompanying detailed policies clearly provides
a framework of policies with which to address
climate change issues. The Plan clearly
references PPW10 throughout and there is no
objection from Welsh Government in their formal
representations on the Plan in terms of climate
change. The Plan has taken a pro-active
approach in terms of allocating two sites for
solar farms and identifying Solar Indicative Local
Search Areas following a Renewable Energy
Assessment for the County. The Plan is not
considered deficient merely because it has not
referenced the Welsh Government declaration
of a climate emergency.

In the presentation to Council this particular
slide sought to identify the realism that members
of the public object to most development
proposals on the basis of lack of infrastructure
such as schools and health facilities. The slide
explained that infrastructure providers had been
involved in the Plan’s preparation and that there
were mechanisms to address capacity through
for instance developer contributions. Reference
was made to the Infrastructure Plan that had
been prepared to accompany the Deposit LDP
and that there were no ‘showstoppers’ identified.
The slide was not disrespectful and was an
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honest representation of and discussion about
infrastructure issues.

The presentation of the deposit Plan to Council
Members was a logical and essential precursor
to then making the plan available for public
consultation. The objector fails to understand or
acknowledge that all of the relevant
infrastructure providers have been involved in
the plan making process from an early stage, so
that they can understand and plan for the
planned growth in the LDP from the perspective
of their own organisations and infrastructure
capacity.

The Plans preparation has involved several
stages of engagement and consultation which
has formed the Plan is a logical step by step
manner. The earlier stages of preparation
involved a Key Stakeholder Forum comprising
representatives from a wide range of
organizations, statutory service providers,
business and environmental groups. This
included discussion with a Flintshire Youth
Forum on 7th May 2019.

Forming
the Plan’s
Strategy
from This
Context

Object

LDP VISION AND OBJECTIVES 4.1. On
review of the Vision, it is considered that
it is lacking in detail. For example, there
is no reference or commitment to the LDP
delivering, in the very least, the minimum
housing and employment needs of the
County, nor is there any detail on where
these needs will be met (for example,
directing new development towards
sustainable locations). It is considered

Not accepted. Welsh Government advises in
para 5.11 of Development Plans Manual 3 that
each LDP must contain a vision and specifically
advises a vision should ‘be a concise, focused
and positive statement’. It is considered that the
Plan’s vision accords with the guidance in
Development Plans Manual 3.




Forming the Plan’s Strategy from this Context

ID Title Support Summary of representation Summary of Council response
or changes being
object sought/proposed

that the Vision should be expanded to The Plan’s vision is for the whole County and

include a commitment to achieve the clearly addressed the need for sustainable

needs of the County in sustainable towns development and meeting the needs of its

and settlements over the Plan period and residents in terms of the environment, economy

with it meet the need of current and social considerations. However, it is not

generations, whilst safeguarding the considered necessary for the vision to go into

needs of future generations. 4.2. Turning detail about housing provision as that is

to the LDP objectives, our Client is achieved in the Plans strategic policies. It is the

generally supportive of all 19. However, relationship between the Vision, translated

and linked to the comments above, it is through the objectives, to the plan policies which

considered that Objective 11 should be set out how much, how and where growth will

amended to read as follows: “Ensuring happen that is key to reading the plan as a

that Flintshire has the right amount, size whole.

and type of new housing to support

economic development and to meet the The objectives include the details on how the

minimum housing needs of the County in vision of the plan will be achieved. The vision

full, including both market and affordable and objectives have been developed through

housing’ 4.3. As a leading housebuilder public and key stakeholder consultation via the

in North WaleS, our Client is committed to key messages document in Spnng 2016. The

the delivery of high-quality housing feedback from this consultation has directly

though good design. This includes the informed the final vision and objectives for the

provision of green infrastructure as part of plan. The vision and objectives therefore reflect

development proposals, alongside the ambitions of these consultees for Flintshire

sustainable drainage systems. Our Client as well as the priorities set by national planning

supports the Council’s ambition to deliver policy and local plans/strategies for the area.

growth and prosperity which enhances

community life, balanced agamst' the' The objector suggests amendments to the

neeq to protect the naturgl and historic wording of objective 11 which currently states “a

environment where possible. range of housing need.” This covers both
affordable and market needs, as well as
specialist housing needs, it is not necessary to
specify the housing types.

821 | Forming Support | Objective 14 and Paragraph 14.5 Support noted.
the Plan’s

Strategy

Objective 14 of the Deposit Plan states




Forming the Plan’s Strategy from this Context

ID Title Support Summary of representation Summary of Council response
or changes being
object sought/proposed
from This that the Council will:
Context

“Support the provision of sustainable
tourism development.”

Paragraph 14.5 also recognises that:
“sustainable tourism development has
the potential to be a significant
contributor to Flintshire’s economy.

Tourism development also has the
potential to contribute positively to the
range of social, economic and
environmental objectives of the Plan...”

Bourne Leisure endorses the Councils’
recognition of the importance of tourism
to the area’s economy. It is vital for
Bourne Leisure to operate within a
positive policy context that encourages
investment in its holiday parks, to widen
and increase the quality of the tourism
offer which is necessary to attract large
visitor numbers who in turn support the
local economy through the creation of
jobs, facilitating further investment

and through visitor spending.

The Company considers that Objective
14 and paragraph 14.5 are consistent
with paragraph 5.5.3 of Planning Policy
Wales (PPW) Ed.10 which states that “in
rural areas, tourism-related development
is an essential element in providing for a
healthy and diverse economy...”.




Forming the Plan’s Strategy from this Context

ID Title Support Summary of representation Summary of Council response
or changes being
object sought/proposed
887 | Forming Support | We generally support the objectives set Support noted. See rep id914 for comments on
the Plan’s out in the table following paragraph 3.41. DRUOQOL1 land at Drury Lane.
Strategy Specifically, those that relate to
from This Delivering Growth and Prosperity and
Context which include ensuring that the Council

has the right amount of new housing to
support economic development and to
meet a range of housing needs
(Objective 11) and to ensure housing
takes place in sustainable locations
where sites are viable and deliverable
(Objective 12). The representor agrees
that the delivery of the right sites for
residential development in the right
locations, that are both viable and
deliverable are key to meeting the
objectives of the Council and that the
land at Drury Lane, Drury is a suitable
location for development that will help
achieve these objectives.




The Growth Strategy of the Plan

The Growth Strategy of the Plan

Plan

Plan support it and do not want
it to change.

ID Title Support or | Summary of representation Summary of Council response
object changes being
sought/proposed
611 | The Growth Support I and my wife welcome the Support noted.
Strategy of the Deposit Local Development




Employment Growth

Employment Growth

Title

support
or object

Summary of representation

Summary of
changes being
sought/proposed

Council response

1135

Employment
Growth

Support

Housing requirement is 2,597 units
above WG 2014 based 10yr migration
variant and 3,000 units above principal
projection. Annual build rate 465 p/a for
plan is slightly above past 10yr build rate
427 units p/a, but significantly below
past 5yr build rate 568 d/pa since 2015.
Council concluded that WG 2014 based
projections are not appropriate as
predicated on recessionary and negative
trends which would not deliver on the
Council’s, regional, or WG's economic
growth aspirations for Flintshire and
wider area. Council considers the job
and homes target to be aspirational but
deliverable (see comments on delivery).
While evidence shows that based on
recent delivery rates the housing
requirement could be higher, Council
consider recent green belt releases
across the border in Cheshire and
significant housing allocations in the
neighbouring plans of Wrexham and
Denbighshire, have a bearing on the
scale of homes the plan should provide
for. Plan aims to promote economic
development, capitalising on County’s
role as regional economic hub and assist
delivery of regional strategies through
projects in the North Wales Economic
Ambition Board Growth Deal. In
particular the Growth Deal identifies key
projects around Warren Hall, Broughton,

Support is noted.




Employment Growth

Title

support
or object

Summary of representation

Summary of
changes being
sought/proposed

Council response

Northern Gateway and Deeside. The
emerging NDF (Policy 18: North Wales
Coastal Settlements) also recognises
the importance of Deeside as an
important growth driver in the sub-
region, which should be the focus for
housing, employment and key services.
The focus for the Council’s strategy is
the allocation of two strategic sites at
Warren Hall and Northern Gateway
(incorporating Deeside Enterprise Zone)
providing a catalyst for growth in
Flintshire. Collectively these sites aim to
deliver 8-10,000 jobs and 1625 homes
(1300 within the plan period).In terms of
spatial distribution, 47% of housing
growth is directed to main service
centres (Tier 1) 36% to local service
centres (Tier 2) and 17% to Tiers 3-5
(sustainable settlements, defined
villages & undefined villages). The
majority of new allocations outside of the
strategic allocations are located in Tier 1
and Tier 2 settlements. WG does not
object to the principle of this approach.
WG considers the projections have been
taken into account by Council, along with
other relevant policy considerations in
4.2.6-4.2.8 PPW10. WG is broadly
supportive of the strategy, level of
homes and jobs proposed, considers it
aligns with national policy and is in
general conformity with emerging NDF.




The Preferred Strategy

The Preferred Strategy

011, 012, 013, 014, 016, 017, 018, 023.

Sites 015, 021, 024, 025, 026, 028 should
not be classified as Amber but should be
Red.

022 minimal need for route to be protected.

029 should not be classified as Amber but
should be Green.

| do not support 004 because it will
increase ribbon development for several
miles, this site has previously been

ID Title Support Summary of representation Summary of Council response
or object changes being
sought/proposed
121 [The Support || fully support the Plan that has been Accepted. The support for the settlement
Preferred developed. The plan satisfies the Tests of boundary for Greenfield and the reasons for
Strategy Soundness and responds to the Strategic excluding / preventing development on the
Policies in the various headings that are named sites, is noted.
listed. It acts to preserve the local
environment whilst also creating
sustainable communities supporting
business, prosperity and protecting the
environment. Housing growth has been
provide for in excess of the number
required up to 2030
285 |[The Support || support the Plan that has been proposed Accepted. The support for the settlement
Preferred which more than provides for the housing boundary for Greenfield and the reasons for
Strategy growth required within Flintshire excluding / preventing development on the
named sites, is noted.
1095 | The Support | In terms of the Candidate sites | support Accepted. The support for the non-inclusion
Preferred the FCC Classification sites ref HCAC 001, within the settlement boundary of HCAC of the
Strategy 002, 003, 005, 006, 007, 008, 009, 010, named sites is noted although no reasoning on

each site is given.

The objector then refers to the colour coding
which has been applied to a small number of
Candidate Sites. The objector argues that six
candidate sites should not have been identified
as amber, but as red. However, i) this was a
point in time assessment as to whether a site
broadly accorded with the Plans Preferred
Strategy and ii) the objector offers no reasoning
as to why the colour coding should be amended.

The objector considers that HCAC025 should
have been classed as red, but the site adjoins




The Preferred Strategy

Title

Support
or object

Summary of representation

Summary of
changes being
sought/proposed

Council response

rejected in the UDP, STR5 Transport and
Accessibility para 5.43 Active Travel
initiative - there is no evidence of any
progress plans or links with neighbouring
authorities .

the defined settlement boundary of HCAC and
therefore broadly speaking complies with the
Preferred Strategy. However the conclusion of
the detailed site assessment, in Background
Paper 8, clearly identifies why the site is not
included in the Plan.

The objector comments that there is a minimal
need for HCACO022 to be safeguarded. This
candidate site refers to the line of the Hope —
Caergwrle bypass which was protected in the
UDP but has not been carried over into the LDP.

In terms of the allocated housing site at
Wrexham Road, Abermorddu (HCACO004), it is
evident that with a site frontage of approx.
300m, the site will not increase ribbon
development by several miles. The site was
recommended by the UDP Inspector to be
allocated for housing but was not included by
the Council in the adopted UDP.

In terms of policy STRS, it is not the role of the
LDP of the LDP to set out in detail what
progress has been on Active Travel, as this is a
matter for the Active Travel Team. The role of
the LDP is to ensure that new development has
regard to Active Travel routes and proposals to
ensure that new development delivers
sustainable means of travel for everyday
activities.




Strategic Policies - General

Strategic Policies - General

for, to achieve step change, have not yet met
full expectations. The Deposit LDP, relies
heavily on the North Wales Growth Vision
and these projects delivering the ambitious
employment target. On the back of this, the
Plan calls for a highly ambitious new house
building programme to soak up the projected
numbers of people taking up 8000-10000
jobs. The UK has barely emerged out of
austerity and business investment and
confidence is low. The IMF has forecast
global and national economic slowdown and
reduced its growth rate projections. The
resolution of our membership of the EU and
the possible negative effect of Brexit upon
business confidence and growth are as yet a

Support Summary of
ID Title or Summary of representation changes being Council response
object sought/proposed
Objection 2: FCC does not have control of Not accepted. Whilst the objector is essentially
the variables required/guaranteed to make opposed to a housing allocation close to
this ambitious plan successful The growth where they live, they have made a large
plans for Flintshire are channelled through number of detailed representations objecting
the North Wales Economic Ambition Board, to a number of areas of the plan, but where
with the North Wales Growth Vision the statements made are often subjective,
promising around 12000 jobs and a growth confusing, selective, and are not supported by
rate of 2.8% per annum. The NWEAB makes evidence, particularly of harm or that affects
it clear though that the success of the venture the soundness of the plan. That said the
is “Co_dependent” on the success of COUnC” haS attempted to interpret and
other/component projects: the Nuclear Sector respond to these objections in the best way it
Deal, Wylfa Newydd, Growth Track 360 and can given the above.
the Welsh Government’s Trunk Road
programme for North Wales (see “Moving The Plan has not sought to deliberately
NW forward strategy 2017”, NWEAB). But overprovide for housing in the context of taking
Strategic . most of these_ projects are yet to get off the an inappropriate, unjustified or harmful
245 Policies Object ground so a time lag, and the grants applied approach. Rather, the Plan has been prepared

in the context of a regional growth strategy
which is part of Welsh Government Policy and
recently re-affirmed in the draft NDF.

The Plan has not sought to unnecessarily
allocate greenfield sites or agricultural land for
housing. In the absence of brownfield land
which is suitable be allocated for residential
(flood risk, contamination and nature
conservation) the Council has had to look at
sensible urban extensions on the edge of
sustainable settlements. The Council has
sought to minimise the loss of Best and Most
Versatile agricultural land and this approach
recognises that agricultural land must be
balanced against other planning




Strategic Policies - General

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of
changes being
sought/proposed

Council response

matter of conjecture. Flintshire’s major
employer, Airbus, is caught up in escalating
tension over trade tariffs between Europe and
the US/Boeing. If Brexit takes place then
legal/regulatory cross-border agreements and
legal/regulatory frameworks (whether
specifically Welsh/UK or whether with Europe
or the wider world) will need to be
renegotiated and redrawn, and this will
extend the period of uncertainty. Flintshire
CC seems to be predicating its plans on the
“old” pre-Brexit, pre-recession, pre-austerity
world of high growth. Not compliant with PPW
paragraph: 1.1 Deposit LDP Para 3.48 shows
ELR does not indicate significant potential for
jobs growth Para 3.50: the stated ambitious
jobs total is in excess of the upper projections
for total jobs. Para 5.8 Flintshire’s aspirations
are excessive given all the accumulated
evidence showing difficult economic times
ahead. Para 5.10 stresses a partnership
approach, but this places power over the
result to the goodwill of others which may be
strong or weak. Para 6.10 No evidence of
scenario planning having taken place for
Brexit

considerations. Welsh Government and in
particular their Agricultural Division, accepts
the rationale for loss of BMV land, has
supported the overall approach in respect of
agricultural land and has not objected to the
HN1.6 allocation.

The Housing Balance Sheet demonstrates
how the Plan can meet its housing
requirement figure through various sources of
‘supply’ and part of this is to incorporate a
flexibility allowance. The ‘over-allocation’
element is in effect the ‘flexibility’ allowance.

Welsh Government explain in paras 5.58 and
5.59 of the Development Plan Manual 3 (now
adopted) that it is rare for all of a Plans
allocations to come forward and how a Plan
will not be effective if it cannot accommodate
changing circumstances. Welsh Government
specifically state ‘This means that a flexibility
allowance must be embedded into the
Plan’[The Councils emphasis in bold]. The
guidance explains that it will be for each Ipa to
determine the level of flexibility allowance
based on local considerations but that ‘the
starting point for such considerations should
be 10% flexibility with any variation robustly
evidenced'. Flexibility allowances typically sit
within the range of 10-20% and the Plan sits
comfortably at the mid point. Given concerns
expressed by housebuilders about delivery as
part of the UDP, it is considered that a slightly




Strategic Policies - General

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of
changes being
sought/proposed

Council response

higher flexibility of 14.4% is more realistic and
supports the soundness of the plan.

The Plan explains how it has sought, through
the flexibility allowance, to provide a range of
housing sites which are capable of delivering
this element of the housing balance sheet. The
Plan has not unnecessarily sought to allocate
sites and has not allocated ‘last resort’ sites. In
the absence of suitable brownfield land, the
Plan has had to focus on greenfield sites.
Many of the settlements in the top three tiers
of the settlement hierarchy are bounded by
BMV agricultural land and it would therefore
be naive to expect there to be no loss.

BMV agricultural land is one of a number of
key constraints that need to be balanced when
seeking to implement the Plans spatial
strategy in terms of development allocations
and these include green barriers, flood risk
and environmental considerations. In many of
the settlements within the County there is BMV
agricultural land which would need to be
utilised to identify allocations. Mold is a Tier 1
Main Service Centre and is a sustainable
settlement but suffers from green barrier and
flood risk constraints. The Plans approach to
minimizing the loss of BMV agricultural land
has been supported in principle and the Mold
allocation has not been objected to by WG.

The site between Denbigh Road and
Gwernaffield Rd (along with further land to the
south) was put forward by the landowner and




Strategic Policies - General

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of
changes being
sought/proposed

Council response

this would have been an informed decision
based on how it would affect the farm holding.
Welsh Government has supported in principle
the approach that the Council has adopted in
seeking to minimise the loss of agricultural
land and has not objected to site HN1.6. The
Welsh Government guidance in paras 3.54
and 3.55 is concerned with protecting BMV as
a finite resource and is not seeking to protect
such land because of its landscape character,
as this is dealt with elsewhere in PPW.

The Deposit Plan represents the Council’s
Plan that it considers ‘sound’ and which is
released for public consultation. It represents
the outcome of the requirement to review the
UDP given it has time expired and that there is
insufficient housing land to support national
policy requirements for this. It therefore shows
revised settlement boundaries where for
instance a new site has been allocated for
housing. It will be for the Inspector to decide
whether the allocation / settlement boundary
should be retained in the adopted Plan.

objection 2 —

The allocation is sustainable, sitting on the
edge of a Tier 1 main Service Centre, and will
help meet the Plans County wide housing
requirement figure. The site has a
housebuilder on board and it is considered to
be viable and deliverable.




Strategic Policies - General

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of
changes being
sought/proposed

Council response

There is no cast iron “guarantee” that the
Council can give to the Plan’s complete
implementation. Instead the Council has
provided an explanation of the rationale
behind the strategy, supported by an extensive
evidence base. It is for the objector to question
the soundness of the Plan by demonstrating
with their own evidence how the plan is not
sound, will not “succeed”, and why. Despite
the multiple objections made and detailed
commentaries within those, much of these
commentaries are subjective opinion, and is
not supported by evidence that questions plan
soundness.

The objector is also very dismissive of the
need for any ambition in the plan and paints a
very pessimistic view of prospects for
economic growth and prosperity. In contrast,
without some form of ambition there would be
no progress or economic growth whatsoever,
negating the need for strategies like the
NWEAB Growth Vision or Welsh
Government’s NDF. The plan takes the lead
from this more positive expression of national
and regional growth intentions, and also plans
ahead to 2030.

The objector also criticises the Growth Deal
and its project aims as essentially premature
and unimplemented, but the objector fails to
acknowledge that the funding package bid for
to secure investment in the Growth Deal
projects and infrastructure is now in place. The
objector is also critical of the Council for not




Strategic Policies - General

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of
changes being
sought/proposed

Council response

taking account of post-Brexit impacts on the
economy and growth but it is difficult to
foresee what these would be at present, and
the plan has an end date of 2030 which is well
beyond formal separation.

The objector questions the context for the job
growth target but the lower end of the range
identified is only slightly above the job
projections prepared by the Council's
consultants who conclude in their deposit
‘Employment and Housing Advice’
Background Paper that the job target is not
unrealistic.

Whilst the objector’s focus is on rejecting
housing allocation HN1-6, stating that there
are “ample alternatives”, they do not say
where these alternative sites are or how they
are superior to the allocation objected to,
having regard to a broad range of constraints
and planning considerations.

Whilst the objector states that the Plan is not
consistent with the NDF, they do not say how
or why it is not, and the Welsh Government in
their formal comments on the LDP state that
“the Welsh Government is broadly supportive
of the strategy, level of homes and jobs
proposed, considers it aligns with national
policy and is in general conformity with the
emerging NDF".

Whilst the objector states that there is poor
evidence of housing demand, the delivery rate




Strategic Policies - General

Support Summary of
ID Title or Summary of representation changes being Council response
object sought/proposed
in the first four years of the plan period
provides this evidence, where the rate is
healthy and almost identical to the average
planned provision in the Plan.
Objection 9: The Deposit LDP proposes no Not accepted. The footnote to Appendix 1 of
special language policy to protect/promote the Background Paper 12 is pointing out that
Welsh speaking in the face of extensive the decrease in the percentage figures from
housing development in Flintshire The 2001 to 2011 Census data is due partly to the
footnote to Appendix 1 to Background Paper increase in non Welsh speakers in the County.
12 quite clearly states that “Broadly Welsh So that even though there is an actual slight
speaking has declined since the 2001 census decrease in Welsh speakers the % figure
(14.4% in 2001 to 13.2.% in 2011), partly due shows a bigger reduction due to more non
to a fall in the numbers of Welsh speaking but speaking people living in the area rather than
also due to an increase in non-Welsh an actual large decline in Welsh Speakers.
speakers living in the County”. Table 3.4
stesa ey e at Py 0 WD | i  specal | Ther i easonforapimism since tere
the rate of rise in non-fluency is faster language policy to | more than sufficient capacity within the Welsh
, suggesting an overall decline of Welsﬁ protect/promote Language Educatllon system in Mold a_md there
Strategic . o ” Welsh speaking in are clear plans to increase that capacity too.
260 - Object speakers within the County”. Towards the :
Policies the face of extensive

end of the document, it seeks to tie in the
IIA/App E scoring and notes that “Rates of
Welsh speaking in Mold are some of the
highest in the Count......... and there is a risk
that these rates would be diluted to some
extent due to the cumulative effect of
development in Mold, although given the
good access to Welsh-language medium
schools here it could also be an effective
means of providing a large number of
residents in Flintshire with Welsh learning
opportunities depending on the capacity of
schools.”. This optimism would be very
welcome if there were clear plans to increase
infrastructure such as a new Welsh-medium

housing
development in
Flintshire

Ysgol Maes Garmon the Welsh High School in
Mold has capacity to accommodate an
increase in pupil numbers. At the present time
(March 2020) there are 182 spare pupil places
at Maes Garmon. Also Ysgol Glanrafon the
Welsh Language primary school also has
some spare places (12) and is due to be
expanded to accommodate an increase in
demand. An extension to the school is due to
be built this year increasing capacity of the
school from 309 to 356.

The objectors reference to the allocation not
being compliant with para 1.34 is not




Strategic Policies - General

“Consideration of Candidate Sites against
Preferred Strategy” Nov 2107: MOLO025:
Complies with preferred strategy however
there are site constraints that would need to

Support Summary of
ID Title or Summary of representation changes being Council response
object sought/proposed

school and/or increasing the number of applicable to development plans as this

places in a Welsh medium school, as part of section of PPW is concerned with planning

a concerted effort to put in place a language applications and there is no planning

policy by which Flintshire could consider how application on the site. In terms of para 1.19 of

housing developments might help to PPW, the Council considers that sufficient

support/promote/protect the Welsh Language information has been published to enable a

but none of these building blocks are in clear explanation as to why housing

place. Considering how ambitious the Plan is allocations have been made.

for employment and housing targets, it is

surprisingly unambitious on Welsh language The Sustainability Appraisal was part of the

issues in the context of housing development. Integrated Impact Assessment (l1A) of the LDP

Not compliant with PPW paragraph: 1.19, has taken account of the Welsh Language.

1.34(ii), 2.19, 3.26 Deposit LDP Para 5.34 The details of the IIA in relation the Welsh

The Welsh Language Background Paper has Language are fully explained in Appendix 2 of

significant weaknesses, a dubious evidence the Background Paper 12.

base, dubious analysis and arrives at a

dul:.)|0u.s conc_lu5|on - that no special language The objector criticises the plan for failing to be

policy is required ambitious enough in tackling “Welsh language
issues” but fails to explain or define what these
are, what ambition should be promoted, and in
a land use plan context, what harm the plan
does to the Welsh language. Without this it is
difficult for the Council to understand and
consider how the soundness of the plan is
challenged.

Here is a summary of the various designation Not accepted. Firstly the objector incorrectly

and associated comments on flood risk refers to candidate sites as “designations” as

analysis on Site H1.6/MOL044/45, using only candidate sites are put forward by landowners

direct quotes from the documentation (but | or other interested parties. It is entirely for the

266 Strategic Object have applied bold font to highlight critical Council to assess the appropriateness of
= | Policies comments). Background Paper: these sites and the area to allocate. For site

HN1-6 the site is very clearly identified on the
proposals map of the deposit Plan. The
Council does not understand the objector’s
confusion as there is no ambiguity, and also




Strategic Policies - General

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of
changes being
sought/proposed

Council response

be overcome to allow the site to be
developed FCC Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment, July 2018: MOL044 (3.94Ha):
Currently in flood risk area and at risk of
climate change; Highly vulnerable
development category; Plan allocations
should not be made for such development
and planning applications not proposed; High
risk of flooding from rivers and sea.
Probability is greater than 1 in 100 or 1 in 200
sea, therefore presumption against site
development; consider removal based on
DAM C2 MOLO045 (8.3Ha) FCA required to
address surface water; Highly vulnerable
development category; No constraints
relating to river or coastal flooding, other than
to avoid increasing the risk elsewhere.
Integrated Impact Assessment, Appendix E:
H1.6 MOL044 & MOL045 & MOL025
(10.6Ha) Site contains a small area of
surface water flood risk in the southern
portion and the vehicular access onto
Denbigh Road will be outside Zone C2;
careful consideration should be given to the
potential impacts of the proposed
development on the quality of nearby
waterbodies particularly during the
construction phase Background Paper:
Assessment of candidate sites and
alternative sites, Sept
2019:MOL025/MOL045 (8.28Ha) The site
can be considered along with the site to the
north thereby enabling improved vehicular
access to Denbigh Road and better links with
existing development in the locality....The
site, in conjunction with MOL044, is

the objector attended two separate public
drop-in sessions and spoke at length to an
officer on both occasions. This would have
provided ample opportunity to query any
uncertainty over boundaries.

Despite quoting at length from the Council’s
evidence, all the objector concludes from this
is that it is “variable”, without explaining what
this means or why it renders the site HN1-6 or
the plan as a whole, not sound.

NRW have been part of the earlier
engagement phases of the Plans preparation,
being an important member of the Key
Stakeholder Forum. NRW have been
consulted on candidate sites and alternative
sites and also consulted on possible
development sites. NRW were formally
consulted on the Key Messages document,
Strategic Options and Preferred Strategy. No
objection has been made by NRW on the
Deposit Plan in respect of the Mold allocation.
In the absence of an objection from the
relevant statutory body it is evident that there
is a not a flood risk issues with the site.

The Candidate Site Register forms the basis
for sites considered throughout the preparation
of the Plan. The site comprises all of candidate
sites MOL025/045 and part of MOL044 in
order to avoid flood risk areas and also to
reduce the visual impact of built development
from Denbigh Rd. The Council consulted on
the Deposit Plan and the proposals maps
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Support Summary of
ID Title or Summary of representation changes being Council response
object sought/proposed
considered suitable as an allocation. But which accompanied the written statement
MOLO044 is a known flood risk with a clearly showed the boundary of the housing
presumption against development and allocation and settlement boundary. There is
developing MOLO045 could exacerbate no statutory requirement that a Plan housing
MOLO044's flood risk even further. This allocation has to follow exactly the boundary of
shifting of boundaries sends the message a candidate site. There is no confusion over
that this site is complex and highly what the boundary of the allocation is.
problematic and likely to become even more
problematic, even with SuDs, in the event of MOL025/045 do not fall within an area of C1 or
significant rainfall events creating overland C2 flood risk as defined on the Development
flow and fast run-off, on a sloped site with Advice Maps produced by NRW. A pocket of
known drainage capacity issues, in a known surface water floodrisk exists to the north west
flood area. of Alwyn Close. The north western part of
MOLO044 sits within a C2 flood risk area within
the DAM and accordingly the site boundary
has been drawn back to exclude this flood risk
area. The brief design guidance for this site in
the written statement in policy HN1 stipulates
that development, with the exception of the
new access road onto Denbigh Rd, will not
take place on MOL044. NRW have been
consulted on the Deposit Plan and they have
no statutory objection to the site.
In this context it is not considered that the
Plan, nor the specific allocation is non-
compliant with PPW or fails the tests of
soundness
Background Paper 12 is a difficult document It is not clear what point the objector is making
to digest (as the writer acknowledges in the in this objection in relation to the background
Strategic . confused debate ogtlined through paragraphs paper and the independent Ianguagg reseqrch
261 Policies Object 4.7, 4.8 and 4.9). Either the consultants carried out. Rather than the “confusion” which

employed have done a rather poor job of their
research, or their analysis, or their
interpretation, or their dissemination of the

the objector infers, the fundamental issue
highlighted by paragraphs 4.7 to 4.9 of the
Background Paper is that it demonstrates the




Strategic Policies - General

countryside have, at times, been made in the
absence of key documents such as the

Green Barrier Review and Background Paper
on site assessment. Flintshire CC’s Planning

Support Summary of
ID Title or Summary of representation changes being Council response
object sought/proposed

results to FCC, or FCC have written a poor difficulty of linking language research to
research brief and/or (as inferred) are unable evidence of planning harm, something the
to interpret the end results. The Paper objector also fails to do in other related
reaches a conclusion that no special objections referencing Welsh language. Whilst
language policy is needed in the planning the objector feels the Council’s evidence is
context, despite its own admission that the “dubious”, they offer no tenable alternative
analysis is poor. This document needs to be assessment or evidence of harm or need for a
rewritten and possibly the research needs to policy.
be repeated, after reviewing the brief, as the
process is clearly not sound. There is no The objectors reference to the allocation not
process offered by which Flintshire could being compliant with para 1.34 is not
operationalise the legal requirement, through applicable to development plans as this
the planning system, to (1) defend current section of PPW is concerned with planning
IeVeIS Of Welsh Speaking in FlintShiI’e and in app“cations and there iS no p|anning
Mold, and (2) to contribute, in the planning application on the site. In terms of para 1.19 of
context, to WG’s target of one million Welsh PPW, the Council considers that sufficient
speakers by 2050 There is insufficient information has been published to enable a
reasoned justification offered Not compliant clear explanation as to why housing
with PPW paragraph: 1.19, 1.34(ii), 2.19, allocations have been made.
3.26 Deposit LDP Para 5.34 The Welsh
Language Background Paper has significant
weaknesses, a dubious evidence base,
dubious analysis and arrives at a dubious
conclusion - that no special language policy
is required
Objection 14: Absence of key documents to
support decision making by FCC (and by Not accepted. It is difficult to understand the
Mold Town Council in its Plan feeding into the point being made in relation to absence of
Deposit LDP) Decisions on planning matters, documents as the objector has made detailed

Strategic : the allocation of candidate sites, the rejection reference to the Council’s extensive evidence

281 - Object . o : . . o ;
Policies of other sites, decisions to develop in open base in multiple objections. The objector also

appears to have been very selective when
highlighting extracts from the evidence base,
which when taken and understood in their full
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Committee has been tasked with producing a
LDP before the official paper of the Green
Barrier Review (and other key documents)
became available in September 2019. Under
the circumstances there is the possibility that
the Green Barrier Review becomes a rubber
stamping exercise for decisions already
taken, rather than a document written free of
pre-conceptions on new site allocations. The
review was not available to either FCC or to
MTC until after the LDP and MTC Plans were
published. In effect this invalidates both MTC
and FCC plans. Therefore those decisions
about which sites to allocate were made
without reference to consistent approaches to
protecting open countryside, which is
unsound. Background Paper 1 on Green
Barrier Review states that its role is to assist
in safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment and to protect the setting of an
urban area. This applies where a settlement
has a particularly open or sensitive edge and
an open countryside. setting as in the case of
MOLO45/H1.6. It can also apply where a
settlement has a particular historic value. The
Review (Sept 2019, p5) also states that it is
not the case that “every single urban edge
requires a green barrier to prevent
encroachment but more a consideration of
settlement form and the nature of the urban
edge and adjoining countryside”.There is no
point in producing a Green Barrier Review if it
does not inform planning decisions, and
crucially, shape the underlying discussions
that precede the decisions to release sites.
There is insufficient reasoned justification

context actually do not support the point being
made by the objector.

For example, as part of the UDP land was put
forward for development by a third party as an
‘omission’ site and this considered by the UDP
Inspector. The site was submitted in isolation
and there were no other sites submitted on
adjoining land. The comments of the Inspector
must be considered in the context of the
preparation of the UDP wherein four housing
allocations in Mold were proposed by the
Council and accepted by the Inspector. The
Inspector therefore felt that this site, in
isolation, would represent a significant
incursion into open countryside, but also that
there were also concerns about the provision
of a satisfactory vehicular access. The
objector’s selective quotation from the UDP
Inspector does not convey the full context or
meaning behind what the Inspector actually
said. The Inspector's comments in full are
“The site is a single field to the north of
Gwernaffield Road. Whilst there is
development to the east, it is estate type
housing which turns its back on the site.
Because of its size, at over 8 ha, development
on the site would result in a significant
incursion into the countryside to the west of
the town. | am told there are concerns about
providing a suitable access to the site which
also weigh against its allocation’.

The Council is now preparing a different
development plan, within the context of
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offered Not compliant with PPW 1.19 and

3.40

updated national guidance and with a new
housing need to meet. A completely different
set of candidate sites (and later alternative
sites) were presented for consideration and
assessment. In looking at Mold, which is a Tier
Main Service Centre, the southern part of the
town is well defined by the line of the A494(T)
bypass, to the north and east by green barrier
and flood risk and the south west by green
barrier. This leaves the north west of Mold as
the logical area of search for development as it
not affected by the same key designations and
constraints. This was recognised by Mold
Town Council, as part of the development of
the Mold Town Plan which predates the LDP
and is a material consideration. This identified
the fields to the north and south of
Gwernaffield Rd as being suitable in principle
of housing.

The site represents a sizeable extension into
open countryside but, in conjunction with the
proposed new access onto Denbigh Rd, it
represents a logical extension to the form and
pattern of development. The site is also well
defined by strong physical features on the
ground. The new road avoids having to access
the site through small residential roads within
adjoining estate type development. The
existing hedgerows along Pool House Lane
has the potential to be reinforced through
additional landscaping. Furthermore, the lack
of built development on the northernmost part
of the allocation can provide an open
landscaped greenspace setting to the site
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when viewed from Denbigh Rd. This has the
benefit of mitigating the extension of the site
into open countryside.

Contrary to the objector’s view that no
evidence has been made available relating to
site selection, the Council published a
Background Paper which provides a summary
response of the assessment of candidate and
alternative sites. This explains why the
candidate sites were considered appropriate
and suitable to be allocated in the Plan. The
Council also produced a Background paper on
Agricultural land which commented specifically
on the Mold allocation. Welsh Government
have supported in principle the approach
taken to the Plan minimising the loss of BMV
agricultural land and Welsh Government have
not objected to the site. Sites have also been
appraised by independent and experienced
consultants as part of the sustainability
appraisal in the A,

The preparation of the LDP has been
overseen by the Council’s Planning Strategy
Group. This is a core working group of 9
Members plus a Chair who have no decision
making or approval powers. Rather, their role
has been to endorse the Plan at various
stages of its preparation before making a
recommendation that the plan is considered by
Cabinet / Council. Although the membership of
PSG is taken from Planning Committee
Members, the actual Planning Committee has
had no involvement in the Plan. The
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membership of PSG has remained fairly
consistent over the several years taken to
progress the Plan to Deposit stage and this
has ensured knowledge and familiarity to be
gained and a good working relationship with
Officers established. PSG has been presented
with key evidence to support the plan’s
development throughout the Plan’s
preparation.

PSG gave detailed consideration to candidate
sites and alternative assessments as part of
filtering down possible allocations into the final
list of allocations which appeared in the Plan.
PSG also considered the green barrier at a
series of meeting, workshops and site visits,
prior to considering sites, a sequentially logical
and sustainable process. The review focused
on whether green barriers were still fit for
purpose in the light of WG guidance in PPW10
and also whether new green barriers proposed
as part of candidate site submissions, had any
merit or not. The green barrier review was
clearly not a rubber stamping exercise but did
necessitate consideration as to whether
possible housing allocations within the existing
UDP green barrier would undermine the
purpose of the respective green barrier
designations. This is set out in the green
barrier review background paper and the
candidate sites assessment background
paper.

Mold Town Council prepared the Mold Town
Plan in the light of existing UDP designations
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and information. In looking at Mold, and with
reference to PPW and the purpose of a green
barrier, there is a clear need for a green
barrier to protect the narrow gap between the
south western edge of the town and
Gwernymynydd. To the north of and north east
of Mold there is a need to protect the narrow
gap between Mold and Mynydd Isa and to
protect the openness of the gap between Mold
and the outlying villages of Sychdyn and New
Brighton. To the north west of Mold there is no
justification for a green barrier given that there
is no strategic gap that needs to be protected.
The nearest settlement is Rhydymwyn which
is approximately 3km from the edge of Mold
and is categorized as a Tier 4 Defined Village
where planned growth is not being made in the
context of policy STR2.

The need to prevent open countryside from
encroachment nor the need to protect the
setting of an urban area are considered of
sufficient importance to warrant green barrier
designation to the north west of Mold. It is also
the case that green barrier designations are
not based on the landscape quality of the land
concerned, but the specific purposes set out in
PPW. Land need not have any inherent
landscape or other quality for it to warrant
green barrier designation. To wrap the green
barrier around the north western edge of Mold,
would be to virtually encircle Mold within a
green barrier and offer no scope for future
growth and development. A further purpose of
green barrier designation, as set out in PPW,




Strategic Policies - General

Support Summary of
ID Title or Summary of representation changes being Council response
object sought/proposed
is to ‘manage urban form through controlled
expansion of urban areas’ and this is what the
green barriers achieve in Mold, by seeking to
protect key gaps and to enable scope for an
extension to the urban area. The north west of
Mold is therefore the logical and sustainable
place to plan for Mold’s future long term
growth.
The underlying rationale of the Deposit LDP
is that Flintshire has an abundance of Not accepted. These matters are already
employment land that, in theory, be used to gdqlrgssed in more detail against the objector’s
generate an unprecedented number of jobs individual objections.
to Flintshire. In order to soak up this
abundance, and house the projected number That said, the objector’s conclusions highlight
of workers and their families, a massive the often subjective, selective and confusing
amount of houses are said to be “needed”. nature of much of the representations made
For FCC’s Deposit Plan to succeed it would which lack evidence to substantiate the points
require all the “co-dependent” infrastructure made. For example:
projects to succeed, all investments and bids
_ to be successful, and all the political and The objector refers to Mold being a “special
379 Strateglc Object economic condltlons_to be favourqble for the case” but the reasons provided do not really
= | Policies next ten years. This is the wrong time for distinguish this uniqueness to the Council,

such an ambitious plan deploying an
unproven strategy, based upon a highly
aspirational projection of employment-led
growth, which relies on factors that FCC is
not in control of, during a period of great
economic uncertainty. | have demonstrated,
with evidence, that the Plan is not sound and
made several detailed objections and
comments across the board. In summary,
there is insufficient reasoned justification in
many parts of the plan, and it should be
rejected as it stands.

given that Mold is considered to be the
County’s most viable and vibrant town centre
and service centre.

The objector criticises the Council's
assessment of sites for being a “subjective
analysis” but fails to recognise that this is a
matter of planning judgement rather than a
mathematical exercise, but then makes the
statement that the settlement strategy needs
to be more “nuanced” but without explaining to
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the Council what is meant by this highly
subjective comment.

The objector refers to the land being “actively
farmed” whereas in fact it is pasture or forage
area used for general grazing and silage

production. This is no different to hundreds of
hectares of land in the same use if Flintshire.

All of the ‘issues’ raised by the objector to site
HN1-6, for example flood risk and drainage,
have been subject of consultation with relevant
and statutory consultees and there are no
objections from these bodies to the site’s
allocation.

The objector criticises the plan for exceeding
Welsh Government projections of housing
growth but has failed to recognise the
Ministerial advice given in 2014 to all LPAs
which is still relevant, advising not to project
forward recessionary trends that affect current
population and household projections, as a
basis for setting housing requirements in
LDPs. The objector is also reminded that the
Plan is in line with both the North Wales
Growth Vision and the Welsh Government
draft NDF, where the latter point has been
confirmed by Welsh Government in their
formal comments on the deposit LDP.

In objecting to site HN1-6 the objector refers to
“ample choice” of sites elsewhere, but fails to
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say where these sites are, or how they are
preferable to the allocation objected to.

In referring to the underlying rationale of the
LDP, the objector feels that the job growth
target, which the Council accepts is to a
degree aspirational, is “unprecedented”,
without saying why this is or why it cannot be
achieved or indeed aspired to. Reference to
the rationale for growth option 6, from which
the jobs target and housing requirement have
been drawn, explains the relationship and
rationale, and also the papers prepared by the
Council’'s employment consultants conclude
that this job ambition is achievable. In terms of
housing demand not being present, the
delivery rate of new housing in the first four
years of the plan period indicate a healthy
demand, and this rate almost exactly matches
the average level of provision for housing
made by the plan. The objector also fails to
recognise that the funding bid to support the
NWEAB Growth Deal has now been secured
from UK and Welsh Governments to fund
investment and infrastructure to promote
economic growth and prosperity.

The objector states that this is the “wrong time
for such an ambitious plan deploying and
unproven strategy”, but notwithstanding the
significant evidence base produced to support
and justify the plan, the proof of any strategy
can only be in the successful implementation
of it over time. The objector is reminded that in
their formal comments on the deposit LDP the
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Welsh Government stated that “the Welsh
Government is broadly supportive of the
strategy, level of homes and jobs proposed,
considers it aligns with national policy and is in
general conformity with the emerging NDF”.

Whilst the objector feels they have
“demonstrated with evidence” why they feel
the plan is not sound, from the Council’s
perspective the objector has provided a
lengthy, detailed, selective, and sometimes
confusing narrative as a critique of the
Council’s plan and evidence base, but contrary
to their statement has not demonstrated with
evidence what harm the plan or site HN1-6
causes that challenge the plan or site’s
soundness. To illustrate this last point, the
objector concludes that “the site assessment
of HN1-6 needs to be revisited to remedy
information gaps, and to reflect the full range
of information that is now available”, but does
not say how or what the remedy is, what the
gaps are, what information is now available
and how it changes the context for this site,
why this information was not provided with the
representation, or what the more suitable
alternative site is?

374

Strategic
Policies

Object

The underlying rationale of the Deposit LDP
is that Flintshire has an abundance of
employment land that, in theory, be used to
generate an unprecedented number of jobs
to Flintshire. In order to soak up this
abundance, and house the projected number

see response to id 372
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of workers and their families, a massive
amount of houses are said to be “needed”.
For FCC'’s Deposit Plan to succeed it would
require all the “co-dependent” infrastructure
projects to succeed, all investments and bids
to be successful, and all the political and
economic conditions to be favourable for the
next ten years. This is the wrong time for
such an ambitious plan deploying an
unproven strategy, based upon a highly
aspirational projection of employment-led
growth, which relies on factors that FCC is
not in control of, during a period of great
economic uncertainty. | have demonstrated,
with evidence, that the Plan is not sound and
made several detailed objections and
comments across the board. In summary,
there is insufficient reasoned justification in
many parts of the plan, and it should be
rejected as it stands.
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Communities

school sizes and admission forecasts

FCC should have
100% accurate
data on school
sizes and
admission
forecasts

Support Summary of
ID Title or Summary of representation changes being Council response
object sought/proposed
Not Accepted. The LDP and all site allocations
within it are informed by a robust evidence
base. Gathering this evidence base involves
consultation with statutory consultees
including education, health, highways and
utility companies to identify if the site would be
suitable and sustainable to develop, and what
the impact the development would have on
) each service/facility. For instance, Betsi
Sustainable Cadwaladr University Health Board are a
developments Member of the Key Stakeholder Forum which
should include met during the earlier engagement phases of
how the schools, | the Plans preparation.
Strategic Sustainable developments should ?n%dlscﬁg sc:]r(\e/écdis
Policies - include how the schools, medical Shop All of the sites allocated within the plan have
i . [ d shop needs are impacted | 2"® impacted by been through this rigorous process and
17 Creatl'ng Object Services an b b large scale 9 9 Pro o
Sustainable by large scale developments. FCC developments statutory consultees have not identified any
Places and should have 100% accurate data on i major constraints that would prevent a site

from being developed sustainably. In addition
to this, an Integrated Impact Assessment (I1A)
has been conducted by an independent
specialist to assess the Plan and allocated
sites, to ensure they are sustainable.

It must be stressed that the Plan’s new
allocations will not deliver completed houses
until 2023-24 and will be developed over a
number of years. The impact of development
will therefore not be felt in ‘one hit’ and there is
sufficient time for both the Heath Board and
the Education Authority to support the delivery
of growth that is identified in the Plan. There is
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no formal objection from either statutory body
to the Plan nor allocation.

No objection to the Plan or allocations has
been made by the Local Education Authority.
The commentary of the Wrexham LDP
Inspector referenced in detail above,
establishes that it is normal practice for new
development to address capacity issues
through developer contributions. The new
allocations will not deliver completed houses
until 2023-24 and will take several years for
the development to be completed. The impact
on infrastructure will therefore be gradual and
will not be in ‘one hit’. This gives the Local
Education Authority time to address how the
growth in the Plan can be accommodated in
terms of school capacity. The Planning
Service continues to work with the LEA to
secure appropriate mitigation for the delivery
of planned LDP sites.

No objection to the Plan or allocation has been
made by Betsi Cadwaladr University Health
Board. Flintshire has a number of relatively
new Primary Health Care Centres and the
issue is one of lack of sufficient staff including
GPs, rather than a lack of facilities as also
commented on by the Wrexham LDP
Inspector above. As stated in the preceding
paragraph in relation to education capacity,
there is ample time for the Health Board to
plan for how it intends to meet the health care
needs of the Plan’s growth levels. The Council
continues to work with the Health Board in
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Communities

needed, yet Mold is taking a greater
share of new housing targets than
might be considered equitable.
Crucially, Mold does not have a railway
station, so the Growth Track 360
project will have limited impact. In terms
of accessibility to Deeside and the
Enterprise Zone for jobs or for going
further afield in England, the only
feasible mode of transport for Mold
residents will still be by car. Some
20,000 people commute every day from
Flintshire to work outside the county
and this trend indicates the risk that an

Support Summary of
ID Title or Summary of representation changes being Council response
object sought/proposed
securing the appropriate provision of
infrastructure such as health for the delivery of
LDP sites.
Objection 3: FCC’s ambitious plans Not accepted. Mold is a vibrant town which is
places disproportionate pressure on the administrative centre for the County and
Mold’s infrastructure, given that it is not sits well in terms of the growth triangle concept
a designated growth area according to of Wrexham Chester and Deeside in the
the Welsh Government’s National former Wales Spatial Plan and the principle of
Development Framework and is not on Wrexham and Deeside as a focus for growth
the rail network Mold is not a Welsh in the draft NDF. It is not considered that the
Government designated growth area settlement hierarchy and spatial strategy in
although it is a Tier 1 settlement for respect of Mold is contrary to PPW 10 or the
Flintshire. The National Development NDF.
Framework (NDF) for Wales 2020-2040
states that “most large scale growth to Mold has always been in the highest tier of
jobs and housing will happen in Cardiff, settlements from the Clwyd Structure Plan
Strategic Newport, the Valleys, Swansea Bay through to the Delyn Local Plan and the UDP.
Policies - and Llanelli, Wrexham and Deeside”. The LDP adopts a consistent approach as the
247 Creating Object Mold is not listed as a growth area for settlement audit and settlement hierarchy work
= | Sustainable jobs or housing for the foreseeable in the Key Messages document clearly shows
Places and future, so excessive development is not that Mold meets the criteria for being classed

in the upper tier of the settlement hierarchy
and site comfortably along the other
settlements identified within Tier 1. Mold is not
the only Tier 1 settlement to not have a railway
station as Saltney, Connah’s Quay,
Queensferry and Holywell do not.

There are also alternative public transport
options to the Rail Network, Mold is easily
accessible by bus where it is possible to catch
service 5 from Mold Bus Station and arrive at
locations within Deeside Industrial park
between 06.42 and 06.48 and the last bus
back to Mold is 18.03.
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overdeveloped Mold would become a
car-based dormitory town for workers in
Deeside, Merseyside and NW England
workers as bus routes/frequencies are
also inadequate Topic Paper 7 on the
Spatial Strategy notes (on p3) the
advice in the Wales Spatial Plan that
developments should be located “so as
to minimise demand for travel
especially by private car”. So,
development in Mold intended to
support employment growth in Deeside
can only add significantly to existing
road travel and congestion. In
Background Paper 3, the Infrastructure
Plan, Figure 2 shows a map of
“Flintshire’s County Rail Routes and
Regional Network Connections” (p20).
Mold is not even named on the map
which is very telling. There is
insufficient reasoned justification
offered Not compliant with PPW
paragraph 1.17, 1.19, 2.19, 4.1, 4.6,
4.1.36, 5.4.13 Deposit LDP Para 5.13
allows for some nuancing of the
settlement strategy but does not
choose to do so for Mold which has
unigue features to be considered Para
5.30 & 5.31 Despite the stated
commitment to local distinctiveness,
historic assets and unprotected assets,
this plan does not actually apply this
when assessing settlements and sites

In addition, service no.6 provides an hourly
service between Mold and Pantymwyn along
Gwernaffield Rd whilst on Denbigh Road
service 14 provides a bus every 2 hours
between Denbigh and Mold and service 126
an hourly bus service between Mold and
Holywell. This edge of town allocation is
clearly accessible on foot and by bus to a
range of facilities and is only approximately a
1200m walk from Mold Bus Station where
other key services are available:

» X4 — Mold, Broughton, Chester every 30
mins

* 5 — Ellesmere Port, Deeside Industrial park,
Queensferry, Buckley, Mold every 1 hr

» 28 — Flint, Mold

* 29 — Mold, Wrexham

* X1 — Ruthin, Mold, Chester.

Residents of the new development will be able
to access facilities and services without being
wholly dependent on a private car for all
journeys. It is therefore possible to travel for
work purposes. It should also be stressed that
Mold includes existing sources of employment
as well as employment allocations to facilitate
further employment development that would
not require residents to travel outside of the
town.

The objector argues that the LDP has not
considered “local distinctiveness, historic
assets and unprotected assets” as part of the
site selection process, however does not
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Objection 8: Poor analysis of the
ongoing effects of successive large
housing developments on Welsh
language and community cohesion in
Mold and site H1.6

Background Paper 12 notes that Mold
is an exception within Flintshire, being
the only main settlement where there
are relatively high levels of Welsh
speaking (at 20%-+). It quotes TAN 20
which states that that the Welsh
language is “part of the social and

cultural fabric” of Welsh life (para 3.25).

It also states in paragraph 3.26 that
“planning authorities must consider the

likely effects of their development plans

on the use of the Welsh language.” In
paragraph 3.10, it is claimed that
housing development should be
avoided in places where Welsh
speaking is more common and might
be diluted by too much development.
Yet there is no attempt to give Mold
special status in line with TAN 20
warnings. Paragraph 4.5 claims that
housing development in recent years
has had no detrimental effect in Mold
but offers no evidence.

Background Paper on “Agricultural
Land”, states that “The land between
Denbigh Road and Gwernaffield Rd
has the advantage in that it can be
served by a new road directly off
Denbigh Road. This can not only serve

provide any evidence of what the plan has
failed to recognise. The candidate site
assessment process involved the identification
of such assets to inform site selection within
the plan.

Objection 8: The objector criticises the plan for
its impact upon the Welsh language in Mold
but fails to explain what harm the plan actually
does to the Welsh language. Without this it is
difficult for the Council to understand and
consider how the soundness of the plan is
challenged. The objector highlights that the
Council have produced background evidence
on the Welsh Language which identifies Mold
as an area where the Welsh language is more
dominant within the County.

The objector miss quotes background paper
12 and TANZ20, which do not seek to
discourage residential development in areas of
high Welsh speaking. TAN20 (3.8) states
“Welsh language considerations may be
relevant to the LPA’s site selection process.
For instance, it may be more appropriate and
sustainable in some areas to meet housing
need through one large housing allocation,
supplemented by a phasing scheme; in others
however, a number of smaller sites spread
across a number of settlements might be
preferable. The size and tenure of dwellings
may also affect whether a development has a
positive or negative effect on the language.”
The Council consider that the allocation of
HN1.6 in Mold which is a Tier 1 settlement, is
appropriate and sustainable for a settlement of
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the proposed allocation but adjoining
parcels of land in a future development
plan.” So if the H1.6 site is given over
to development, then other sites (most
likely the even bigger sites to the south
of Gwernaffield Road) will then be put
forward. Once there is development on
the north side of Gwernaffield Road,
FCCl/developers will argue that it is
lopsided and that development should
be allowed on the south side of
Gwernaffield Road. Such an argument
is already being put forward for another
site in Mold under the LDP. This is a
stealthy and undemocratic path
towards massive demographic and
cultural changes in Mold that would
drastically dilute its rural town culture,
its town/county appeal, its Welsh
culture and language, its sense of
space, and notions of placemaking.
Even the LDP’s site assessments
documents recognise that development
at such a high level would be
undesirable.

this size, and considers that sufficient
information has been published to enable a
clear explanation as to why housing
allocations have been made.

Strategic
Policies -
Creating
Sustainable
Places and
Communities

Object

The site on Gwernaffield Road /
Denbigh Road, MOL045/H1.6 is a large
Grade 2 field that is actively farmed.
The current regime seems to be
cultivating three crops of silage plus the
provision of grazing for dairy cattle but
local residents also recall seeing it
cultivated for forage maize in recent
times. Regarding Tan 1, | am not clear
whether it allows a site (such as

Not accepted. The UDP is a time expired
development plan, and once adopted the LDP
will replace the UDP for Flintshire. The
process of producing the LDP includes
reviewing the settlement boundaries and
identifying housing allocations in order to meet
the Plan’s housing requirement, which are
then made available in the Deposit LDP for
public consultation. The Council consider the
allocation of the site at Denbigh Road, Mold to
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MOLO045/H1.6) that is outside the
settlement boundaries (under the UDP
and for the first half of 2019) to be
moved inside the settlement barrier (for
the last three months or so at the time
of writing) presumably for the purpose
of deliberately making it accessible for
development under the Deposit LDP.
Coincidentally, a developer has
expressed interest in the site. | am
unclear about the decision-making
process for this change of status and it
is not explained in the documentation.
As such | would consider the process
unsound. There is insufficient reasoned
justification offered Not compliant with
PPW paragraph: 1.19, 1.34(ii)Referral
needed, 3.40 Deposit LDP Para 9.1
refers to settlement boundaries but it is
not clear how/why/when the H1.6 site
was placed within the settlement
boundary of Mold some time during
2019 as under the UDP it is in open
countryside Para 12.15 stated that new
development must sit comfortably in its
landscape setting. Clearly this is at
odds with development on site H1.6
classed as open countryside under
UDP.

be appropriate and sustainable for this Tier 1
settlement, and the extension of the settlement
boundary to incorporate this allocated site is
logical. The status of the settlement
boundaries will not be changed until the LDP
is formally adopted, this will not happen until
the Deposit LDP has been through a public
examination process. The Council have
followed the appropriate procedures to
amending the settlement boundaries as part of
the LDP process.




Strategic Policies — Supporting a Prosperous Economy - General

Strategic Policies - Supporting a Prosperous Economy - General

allocates a range of general
employment sites to enable start-ups,
expansion, new investment etc — will
these also contribute towards the jobs/
land requirements set out in policies
STR1 and PE1? And are these policies
consistent?

Support Summary of
ID Title or Summary of representation changes being Council response
object sought/proposed
Not accepted. Policy STR1 Strategic Growth
sets out the broad quantums of development
that the Plan provides for. Policy PE1 General
Employment Land Allocations shows the
breakdown of employment land allocated
between the strategic sites and the range of
other employment allocations. It is unclear why
Paragraph 6.3 — states that economic the objector considers the two policies might
forecasts suggested negative growth in be inconsistent.
key sectors. As the LDP is reliant on the
2 strategic sites to meet the The Plan explains that the Welsh Government
jobs/employment land requirements population and household projections are low
(“potential for the two sites to yield as they are based on a period of recession
Strategic between 8,000-10,000 jobs over the and that they should not be relied upon going
Policies - plan period”), how does this fit with forward. The Plan therefore considered a
998 | su . . paragraph 5.9 regrading jobs growth range of household forecasts in order to set a
= pporting a | Object defining the strategy and level of iti i
Prosperous he |n!ng? ay more amblthus but susta!nablg and
Economy ousing? However, the LDP also deliverable figure. Alongside this the Plan also

considered a jobs based projection figure and
there is broad alignment between the two
approaches. The Plan has to have regard to
the economic context of the growth ambitions
of Welsh Government for the region and
therefore sought to take a more positive
approach based on the likely contribution from
the two strategic sites. However, the range of
other employment allocations merely provides
further flexibility as they are long standing
employment allocations and have few other
more suitable uses. WG in their formal
representations to the deposit LDP support the
levels of jobs and housing growth proposed,




Strategic Policies — Supporting a Prosperous Economy - General

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of
changes being
sought/proposed

Council response

the location of growth, and also consider the
plan is in broad conformity with the draft NDF.




Strategic Policies - Meeting Housing Needs - General

Strategic Policies — Meeting Housing Needs - General

Summary of changes

this process should work, and a further
document on the sites, there is no
detailed/transparent assessment of
candidate sites using objective criteria.
This is contrast to the assessment of
employment land where objective
criteria were established that were then
scored numerically (in Future Sites
Scoping Exercise in App 8). The site
assessments in the Background Paper 8
are littered with anomalies. For instance,
in its assessment of OL023 (Land north
of Queens Park and Hendy Road, 4Ha),
the commentary states the following:

sites (e.g. MOL002,
MOL007, MOLO019,
MOL024, MOL041) are
said to be: open
countryside, too
conspicuous in the
landscape, not very
urban etc. It seems
clear to me that the
assessor has decided
that the H1.6 site is to
be the sacrificial lamb
that will not be
defended/protected, in

ID Title Suppprt Summary of representation being Council response
or object
sought/proposed
Objection 15: Candidate Site Remove Sites in Mold: | Not accepted. The objector criticises the
Assessment Process — scant H1.6/MOL044/MOL045/ | Council's assessment of sites for being a
analysis/information and subjective, MOL025 “subjective analysis” but fails to recognise
inconsistent analysis It would be that this is a matter of planning judgement
reasonable to suppose that given that | Closer study of rather than a mathematical exercise.
MOL025/MOL044/H1.6 is BMV land and | Background Paper 8
that the Preferred LDP Growth strategy | reveals that in the Contrary to the objector’s view that minimal
is “ambitious” and “aspirational” (FCC's | assessment of the evidence has been made available relating
own words) then the decision to allocate | largest sites in Mold, to site selection, the Council published a
a greenfield site would require very they all repeat the Background Paper which provides a
refined arguments, that would closely mantra that the summary response of the assessment of
demonstrate (beyond any doubt) the MOL025/044/045/H1.6 |candidate and alternative sites. This explains
need for housing on this particular site, | site is preferable for why the candidate sites were considered
in this particular part of town, and a solid | development, but the appropriate and suitable to be allocated in
Strategic evidence base proving the inability to reasoning is the Plan. The Council also produced a
Policies - meet demand in any other way. There is | inconsistent, citing Background paper on Agricultural land which
282 | Meeting no such reasoned justification to be features that could just | commented specifically on the Mold
Housing found. Although there is a Candidate as easily apply to the allocation. Welsh Government have
Needs Sites assessment document stating how | H1.6 site. The other supported in principle the approach taken to

the Plan minimising the loss of BMV
agricultural land and Welsh Government
have not objected to the site. Sites have also
been appraised by independent and
experienced consultants as part of the
sustainability appraisal in the lIA.

The preparation of the LDP has been
overseen by the Council’s Planning Strategy
Group. This is a core working group of 9
Members plus a Chair who have no decision
making or approval powers. Rather, their role
has been to endorse the Plan at various
stages of its preparation before making a




Strategic Policies — Meeting Housing Needs - General

Title

Support
or object

Summary of representation

Summary of changes
being
sought/proposed

Council response

“Site for Protection - It is not possible or
practicable to designate land in the
development plan on the basis of it
being agricultural land. Information
relating to agricultural land quality is
held by Welsh Government but accurate
results require on site survey work to
establish the exact quality. Any
development proposals arising in such
sites may be likely to be required to
undertake detailed on-site assessments
to establish whether it is best and most
versatile agricultural land. This
information would then be considered in
the planning balance in assessing
development proposals.” However, the
above comment applies equally to the
MOLO025/044/045 site i.e. the land
between Gwernaffield Rd and Denbigh
Rd, so why is it not being protected?
There is insufficient reasoned
justification offered Not compliant with
PPW paragraph: 1.19, 3.

H1.6/MOL044/MOL045/MOL025

Closer study of Background Paper 8
reveals that in the assessment of the
largest sites in Mold, they all repeat the
mantra that the MOL025/044/045/H1.6
site is preferable for development, but
the reasoning is inconsistent, citing
features that could just as easily apply
to the H1.6 site. The other sites (e.g.
MOL002, MOL007, MOL019, MOL024,

order to save the other
sites. Perhaps they feel
that there has been
“enough development
already” in the
south/south west area
of Mold. If so, | would
point to the UDP
Inspector’s guidance,
last time around, that
he/she was not
convinced by the
argument that an
accessible area needs
a period of respite (see
S3.5.38 of the
Inspector’s report).

Clearly,
MOL025/044/045 is a
long way from being the
best option for a
number of reasons
which singly and
cumulatively make it a
poor choice compared
to some of the other
sites available

recommendation that the plan is considered
by Cabinet / Council. Although the
membership of PSG is taken from Planning
Committee Members, the actual Planning
Committee has had no involvement in the
Plan. The membership of PSG has remained
fairly consistent over the several years taken
to progress the Plan to Deposit stage and
this has ensured knowledge and familiarity to
be gained and a good working relationship
with Officers established. PSG has been
presented with key evidence to support the
plan’s development throughout the Plan’s
preparation.

PSG gave detailed consideration to
candidate sites and alternative assessments
as part of filtering down possible allocations
into the final list of allocations which
appeared in the Plan.

The comments on individual sites in
Background Paper 8 in terms of landscape
character and whether sites better relate to
open countryside or urban form must also be
considered in the context of a wide range of
other assessment factors and material
planning considerations. The summary
assessments in BP0O8 are only a summary of
whether or not a site is suitable or not to be
allocated and is the ‘front- end’ of a detailed
assessment database. It is the case that in
terms of strategic constraints including flood
risk, green barrier designations and the line
of the bypass, the north western part of the
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Title

Support
or object

Summary of representation

Summary of changes
being
sought/proposed

Council response

MOLO041) are said to be: open
countryside, too conspicuous in the
landscape, not very urban etc. It seems
clear to me that the assessor has
decided that the H1.6 site is to be the
sacrificial lamb that will not be
defended/protected, in order to save the
other sites. Perhaps they feel that there
has been “enough development already”
in the south/south west area of Mold. If
so, | would point to the UDP Inspector’s
guidance, last time around, that he/she
was not convinced by the argument that
an accessible area needs a period of
respite (see S3.5.38 of the Inspector’'s
report).

Clearly, MOL025/044/045 is a long way
from being the best option for a number
of reasons which singly and
cumulatively make it a poor choice
compared to some of the other sites
available:

(1) it is the most actively farmed of these
sites;

(2) it sits most prominently within a
green landscape, visible from major
approaches to Mold

(3) is the most obviously “open
countryside” site of them all with rolling
hills on three sides. (The UDP Inspector
alluded to the “significant incursion” into
the countryside represented by

town is the only practicable area of search
for housing allocations. This is also
recognised in the Mold Town Plan produced
by the Town Council.

The objector refers to the land being “actively
farmed” whereas in fact it is pasture or
forage area used for general grazing and
silage production. This is no different to
hundreds of hectares of land in the same use
in Flintshire.

All of the ‘issues’ raised by the objector to
site HN1-6, for example flood risk and
drainage, have been subject of consultation
with relevant and statutory consultees and
there are no objections from these bodies to
the site’s allocation.

The site represents a sizeable extension into
open countryside but, in conjunction with the
proposed new access onto Denbigh Rd, it
represents a logical extension to the form
and pattern of development. The site is also
well defined by strong physical features on
the ground. The new road avoids having to
access the site through small residential
roads within adjoining estate type
development. The existing hedgerows along
Pool House Lane has the potential to be
reinforced through additional landscaping.
Furthermore, the lack of built development
on the northernmost part of the allocation
can provide an open landscaped greenspace
setting to the site when viewed from Denbigh
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Title

Support
or object

Summary of representation

Summary of changes
being
sought/proposed

Council response

developing this site);

(4) has the least favourable location in
terms of the road infrastructure;

(5) has a significant mains trunk water
pipe on site prone to emergency
flooding;

(6) is a flood risk;

(7) sits in close proximity to a chemical
factory

(8) it sits in an area of Physical
Environment Deprivation according to
The Welsh index of Multiple Deprivation
(12th worst out of 1909)

In the Housing Land Monitoring Report
Para 3.5, FCC claim that “the LDP will
ensure that sites can be identified based
on a rigorous and transparent
assessment and against an agreed
spatial strategy rather than on an ad hoc
basis.” That should surely apply to all
the site assessments and documents
but as shown above the assessments
are not objective, rigorous or
transparent.

There is insufficient reasoned
justification offered

Not compliant with PPW paragraph:
1.19, 3.40

Rd. This has the benefit of mitigating the
extension of the site into open countryside.

The allocation of the site provides a new
access onto Denbigh Road which is an ‘A’
road. Highways Development Management
Officers have no objection to the creation of
a new access, nor to the impact of traffic
generated from the development, on the
road network.

The site may be in an area of Physical
Environment Deprivation based on the
Welsh Index but it is not explained why this
should prevent new development from
providing a quality residential environment
which would benefit future residents.

In respect of proximity to Synthite there are
residential properties closer than the
allocated site, which is separated by a buffer
of open land. No objections to the allocation
have been made from Health and Safety
Executive or from any other statutory
consultee.

Whilst the objector feels they have
“demonstrated with evidence” why they feel
the plan is not sound, from the Council’s
perspective the objector has provided a
lengthy, detailed, selective, and sometimes
confusing narrative as a critique of the
Council’s plan and evidence base, but
contrary to their statement has not
demonstrated with evidence what harm the
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Summary of representation

Summary of changes
being
sought/proposed

Council response

plan or site HN1-6 causes that challenge the
plan or site’s soundness.




Strategic Policies - Valuing the Environment - General

Strategic Policies — Valuing the Environment - General

Support Summary of
ID Title or Summary of representation changes being Council response
object sought/proposed
Strongly support the policies aimed at
protecting and enhancing the natural
environment of the County in general
Strategic and Pantymwyn in particular, especially
624 Policies - EN 2,4,5,6,7 and 9, and more widely Support noted
= | Valuing the EN19. Urge that they are rigorously PP '
Environment applied in Pantymwyn in order to
safeguard its visual character, local
biodiversity and its surrounding
countryside.
Not Accepted. Policy STR16 is one of just 16
strategic policies which need to be read
. together (as recognised in Development Plans
Relocate “Policy X : . .
4 Manual 3) and in conjunction with the
STR16 -Strategic . .
: . supporting detailed development management
Strategic Dl . Planning for e . :
- Relocate “Policy STR16 -Strategic . i policies. The economic role of the minerals
Policies - . ; . ; Minerals” to : . . )
912 Valuing the Planning for Minerals” to “Section 6 — “Section 6 — industry is recognised by the Plan but it does
1Ing Supporting a Prosperous Economy”. . not occur in ‘employment areas' and is
Environment Supporting a ' . .
P typically located in open countryside where
rosperous . . . e
N minerals exist and often these are in sensitive
Economy”.

areas in terms of landscape and ecology. The
policy is properly included within the
‘environment' policies within the Plan.




Policy STR1

Policy STR1
Support Summary of changes
ID Title or Summary of representation being Council response
object sought/proposed
Not accepted. The broad statements within the
objection seem to simply repeat the same
emphasis already found within the draft NDF
and do not focus on what the particular
soundness issue is with the LDP policy STR1.
The NDF is also not yet finalized but with a
Gladman refer the Council to the draft prppospd_ adoptlon date O,f a“t“m’.‘ 20.20 which
) . will coincide with the LDP’s Examination, the
NDF which recognises Wrexham and . . ; i
; . . Council considers that its contribution to the
Deeside as key growth locations. It is , .
. . NDF’s growth ambitions for Wrexham and
important that the Plan reflects this and ; ; .
. . Flintshire can be met by the LDP, accepting
provides a sufficient scale of growth to also that the timeframes for the two strategies
Deeside. The Plan will need to include The council will need to . ) . 9
) . . . are different, with the NDF covering a longer
STR1: sufficient allocations and a flexible be able to demonstrate | .. : .
. . . . time period than the LDP extending to 2040. It
252 | Strategic | Object approach to ensure delivery.lt is through robust . i
. . . is also the case that the housing growth need
Growth important that the scale of growth evidence that this is the . . . )
. ; - assessed in the NDF is not directly compatible
proposed in the FLDP is sufficient to case. . . .
with the method for deriving housing
meet needs and also respond to the . X .
I requirements in LDPs. That said, when the
growth ambitions of the area. The . : Y
oo housing need for Wrexham and Flintshire in
council will need to be able to . .
: the draft NDF is annualized and compared to
demonstrate through robust evidence h lized lative housi
that this is the case the annualized cumulative housing
' requirements in the Flintshire and Wrexham
LDPs, there is a high degree of conformity with
the growth ambitions of the NDF. The objector
is asked to note the formal comments of
Welsh Government on the Deposit LDP where
they consider it to be in general conformity
with the draft NDF.
The Local Authority has failed to meet Not accepted. The LDP identifies a need for
STR1: housing needs for Flintshire. Land has 6,950 homes over the plan period (2015 to
320 | Strategic | Object been submitted to cover these affordable 2030) and makes provision for 7,950 homes to
Growth housing needs in a well based location meet the identified need. This need has been
with good amenities but this has not accommodated within the plan through a
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Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of changes
being
sought/proposed

Council response

been considered for developement , why
? Housing has been added on the land
nearer to towns but if land submitted has
good local connections to towns then
why has it not been considered?

It fails to deliver the required amount of
affordable housing requirements set out
for Flintshire and failed to consider all
land submitted for this. No explanation
as to why areas have been excluded.

combination of allocated land for new
residential development, committed sites
which already have planning permission for
new homes and windfall sites which come
forward during the plan period. In addition to
this a flexibility allowance of 14.4% or 1,000
homes has been included within the plan. It is
not clear from the objector how the Council
has failed to meet the identified need for
housing.

The Council have assessed over 800
candidate sites when preparing the LDP. It
would not be sustainable to allocate all these
sites as they are not needed, and many are
unsuitable for development for a variety to
reasons, please see Background Paper 8 for
more detail as to why sites have not been
allocated within the plan. As explained above
the LDP has a housing requirement of 6,950
and makes provision for 7,950 homes within
the plan. Policy STR2 of the plan sets out the
settlement hierarchy, development has been
directed towards the more sustainable
locations with greater access to services and
facilities (Tiers 1, 2 and 3).

Policy HN3 of the plan sets out the affordable
housing requirement across each housing
market area within Flintshire. These range
from 15% up to 40% on site provision of
affordable housing depending on the housing
market area. The Local Housing Market
Assessment (LHMA) is a key piece of
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Title

Support
or
object
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Summary of changes
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Council response

evidence used to inform the housing
requirement within development plans.

Flintshire’s LHMA has informed the LDP and
policy HN3 on affordable housing. The LHMA
(2018) sets out a need for 238 affordable
dwellings each year over a five year period.
This need is not a target but should be used to
inform the housing requirement within a
development plan alongside other key pieces
of evidence such as economic growth and
population/household projections. It would be
unsustainable to simply align the housing
requirement within the plan with the LHMA
without taking into consideration these other
factors. The development of affordable
housing requires significant subsidy, either
through on site market housing or financial
subsidy in the form of grants. To meet the
need within the LHMA for 238 affordable
dwellings every year for five years would
require either a significant form of financial
subsidy that is not available or a level of
housing provision within the plan that would be
unsustainable and likely undeliverable. The
LDP will provide for a significant proportion of
the affordable housing need identified by the
LHMA and as Background Paper 7 highlights
there are in fact other mechanisms to deliver
more affordable housing outside of the
allocations within the plan.

STR1:
Strategic
Growth

Object

The HBF objects to the proposed level of
housing growth as it is not considered to
be aspirational enough and plans to build
fewer homes each year than in recent

The plan should
recognise the growth
ambition of the area
and allocate a higher

Not accepted. The objector criticizes the

Council in terms of the level of housing growth
planned for on the basis that this growth is not
“aspirational” enough. The objector goes on to
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years. This higher level of development
has been achieved without a plan in
place and it would be logical that house
building is likely to increase with the
certainty of allocated sites. Flintshire
Council has also always been strong
supporters of the past build rate method
as seen by the Councils own HOUSING
LAND MONITORING STATEMENT
APRIL 2018, where they include a past
build rate calculation even though this is
not allowed to be used by TAN 1. They
note the fact that they on average over
the last three years have been delivering
more homes than the plan requires
proving the demand in the area. Further,
the Draft NDF states ‘In accordance with
the NDF Spatial Strategy, growth in the
North region should be focussed on the
main existing built-up areas of Wrexham-
Deeside.’ Therefore, the HBF considers
that the level of housing proposed should
be more ambitious to align with the clear
growth aspirations of the NDF and the
now agreed North Wales Growth Deal. If
the opportunity to provide for this growth
is not provided by the LDP then the next
opportunity to reconsider will be either at
plan review or at possibly a Strategic
Development Plan (SPD) the earliest of
which will be four years following this
plans adoption.

number of homes,
using the higher figure
identified in growth
options table on page
29 of 7,350 plus the
flexibility allowance.

state that the LDP “plans to build fewer homes
than in recent years”. Neither of these points is
correct or substantiated, for a number of
reasons.

Firstly the HBF do not say what the
“aspirational” target should be and nor does it
provide any policy context contained in
PPW10 or elsewhere, to explain why this is
the key driver for setting a housing
requirement figure in an LDP, as opposed to
the guidance the Council has been following in
relation to providing housing in the LDP that is
sustainable, viable, deliverable, supported by
evidence, and therefore a sound proposition.
The HBF’s aspirational approach is open-
ended and unevidenced and it is hardly a
sensible way to plan to meet housing needs in
a development plan context, and demonstrate
soundness. The objector fails to acknowledge
the degree to which the housing requirement
figure is already significantly above Welsh
Government projected household growth
trends, as shown in successive recent
National projections from either 2011, 2014, or
now more recently the 2018 based projections
released by Welsh Government. The plan
makes provision for housing at 2-3 times this
projected growth trend for Flintshire. The only
expression that the HBF provide to help
quantify this need for greater “aspiration” is to
propose the upper limit of the housing range
projected on growth option 6 which is 7,350
units or just 400 more than the 6,950 allocated
in the plan. This is hardly the “aspirational”
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step change being inferred by the HBF above
that already set out and evidenced and
justified by the Council in the plan, and
represents just 27 more units per annum over
the plan period. Such a minimal level of
change is already more than catered for by the
Council's far more ambitious but sensible
14.4% flexibility allowance or over-provision,
by the level of actual homes delivered so far
during the plan period above requirement, and
the level of windfall permissions that have
come into the supply above the allowances
made, as evidenced by the 2019 Housing land
statement.

The objector refers to the early delivery rates
experienced being in excess of the average
planned requirement and uses this to argue for
a higher, but unspecified, provision. In doing
this the objector ignores the level of flexibility
included which results in an average provision
of housing in the plan of 530 dpa, which when
compared with the average actual delivery rate
over the first four years of the plan (2015-
2019) of 536 dpa, shows a very close
alignment between the LDP and actual
delivery. Whilst the objector refers to the early
delivery rates being achieved without a plan in
place, this does not mean that there is no
supply of sustainable sites as clearly there is,
in order for such rates to have been achieved.
The plan has and retains a healthy supply of
deliverable commitments and the LDP
trajectory assumes that this will be the main
source of supply early on, emphasizing a part
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of the approach set out in the plan’s strategy
which is to ensure that the committed land
bank in Flintshire is brought forward. It is not
surprising therefore that in a rising market with
available sites, these planned delivery rates
are being achieved. Whilst the plan has made
adequate provision for housing to match these
rates it does not as stated by the objector
“build homes” — that is the role of its members
in combination with market forces and demand
coming from potential buyers. The objector
feels that housebuilding is likely to increase
but offers no evidence or analysis to support
this. In fact the delivery rate of 536 dpa over
the first 4 years of the plan represents a fall
from the three year rate available at the time
plan was placed on deposit (568 dpa). Also
the annual delivery figures within this average
demonstrate significant variability where for
two of the four years delivery topped 600 units
in each year, whereas for the other two years
the level was low to mid 400s, which is below
the average plan requirement and well below
the average plan level provided by the plan.
This variability indicates a significant
inconsistency in delivery by the market and
industry and a variability in demand, and
suggests significant uncertainty on the part of
the industry to sustain delivery rates any
higher that already planned for, throughout the
plan period.

The objector is correct in saying that the
Council has promoted the merits of using the
completions method alongside others in
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monitoring land supply, simply because it
serves as a performance measure for the
industry’s capacity to deliver new homes as
discussed above. It is also difficult to affect this
method unlike the residual method within
TAN1 which has resulted in too much
unplanned speculative development, which
has proved damaging to the plan making
process and to communities throughout
Wales. This has now clearly been
acknowledged by Welsh Government and the
Minister where TAN1 is proposed for deletion
in its entirety. The objector should also note
that without an adopted LDP the Council was
not bound by the formal advice in TAN1 in
terms of how it monitored or presented land
supply, other than the requirement to continue
to do so to support the production of the LDP.

In terms of the reference to the draft NDF and
North Wales Growth Vision the Plan is in
conformity with both of these contexts. In
terms of the draft NDF, whilst the objector fails
to reference the differing time periods of the 15
year LDP and the 20 year NDF where the
latter extends beyond the former, they also fall
to note that the cumulative annualized housing
requirement of the Flintshire and Wrexham
LDPs are in line with the annualized need for
the region identified in the NDF. It is also a fact
that Welsh Government in its formal
comments on the LDP have said they are
“generally supportive of the spatial strategy
and level of homes and jobs proposed and
have no fundamental concerns in this respect”.




Policy STR1

Support Summary of changes
ID Title or Summary of representation being Council response
object sought/proposed

They also state that they consider the plan to
be in general conformity with the draft NDF.
Given that the Flintshire LDP at the stage
reached is one of the few to be able to
demonstrate it is providing or delivering
housing at the planned rate, the Council
considers that the objector’s concerns are
unfounded and do not challenge the
soundness of the plan.

The Vision and Strategic Objectives of

the Plan are acknowledged and the Not accepted.

Council's economic ambition and future . _ .

aspirations for job growth in the County Itis dlsappomtmg that th_e representatlon_s

are also supported, however, we are of from Anwyl, albeit by a different agen.t, simply

the view that the level of proposed repeat the same points made at previous

housing growth is insufficient. Whilst the stages of cqnsulta‘uon on the plan namelly the

previous draft policy outlined a figure of Growth Options stage and thg consultanor_] on

7645 new homes to be provided and the the Preferred Strategy. Des_p|te the Council in

Deposit Plan increases this by 305 each §qbsequent consultation docgment

dwellings, the housing requirement of explglnmg how thg Plan has been informed by

STR1: 6950 remains unchanged. In fact, this : previous consult'a.tlon feedbac'k (as also clearly
331 | Strategic | Object equates to an average build rate of 463 rl:l(?uesdirfo anre?se the audited in the Initial Consultatlon DO(_:ument),
Growth dwellings per annum over the Plan g target. Anwyl repeat the points at the deposit stage

period. In comparison, the average
annual build rate over the last 10 years
has been 427 dwellings per annum and
573 dwellings per annum over the last 5
years. Completions in the first three
years of the Plan period have also
averaged 563. The Plan as drafted,
therefore proposes a housing target
which results in less homes being built
each year than in recent years. If the
Council fail to plan for a higher quantum

but do not provide anything new for the
Council to consider that it hasn't already
reviewed previously. The opportunity given to
the objector during the deposit consultation
was to consider the soundness of the LDP as
published and if this was questioned, to say
how the plan is unsound and why, and what
the preferable alternative is. The objector has
not done this and despite objecting has
provided nothing that the Council can apply
much weight to in considering or
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of housing, levels of commuting into
Flintshire will increase, subsequently
perpetuating the use of unsustainable
modes of transport. The use of an
employment-led projection (as in Option
6) is supported, however, this should be
accompanied by a higher level of
household growth than is currently
demonstrated to encourage more
sustainable commuting habits. A
stepchange in housing and employment
land delivery is now required and the
continued approach to strategic growth
now set out in the Deposit Plan is not
ambitious enough and will not make the
significant contribution that is needed to
reducing affordable housing need and
raising the profile of the County. It is our
firm view this Plan will not assist the
County in raising its profile or competing
with neighbouring authorities such as
Wrexham. In this regard, the Local Plan
as written is a backward step and it does
not seek to maximise the opportunity for
economic and social development within
the County.

understanding the basis of the arguments put
forward.

The objector refers to the recent trends in
housing delivery to make the point that based
on a short term trend, the LDP housing
requirement should be increased and the short
term rate applied over the entire plan period.
That is the limit of the empirical justification for
a higher housing requirement and no evidence
is provided to show for example how the
development Industry or the objector’s
company specifically has the ability or capacity
to sustain higher delivery rates for the entire
plan period, the inference being a limitless
capacity to build. There is also no reference to
the ability of supporting infrastructure to be
provided to support a higher level of growth.
This does not seem wholly tenable to the
Council and ignores the reality of the variable
economic climate, post Brexit future
uncertainties and a lack of focus on the
deliverability of sites in the plan. Whilst the
objector refers to the delivery rate over the first
three years of the plan period at 563 dpa, a
fourth years’ data is now available which
shows that this rate has fallen significantly
over just one year to 536 dpa. The objector
also fails to note the significant year on year
variability in delivery in just the first four years
where despite there being a rising market and
available sites, the rate varies from two years
where it exceeded 600 dpa, to the other two
years where it only achieved low to mid 400s,
both under the long term planned average in
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the LDP. This does not suggest an ability to
sustain high rates over the entire plan period.
Also whilst the LDP housing requirement
averages 463 dpa, the plan has actually made
provision for 530 dpa to come forward, in line
with the current actual delivery rate.

The objector states that they are generally
supportive of the “employment-led projection
allowing for 8-10,000 job” but fail to recognize
that the employment projections prepared by
the Council are slightly lower than this more
aspirational figure, which to use their term
does represent something of a ‘step change’ in
employment ambition. This is deliberate in
order to support the aspirations of the North
Wales Economic Ambition Board (NWEAB)
and the Draft NDF, where Welsh Government
state that the LDP is in general conformity with
this. Welsh Government are also supportive of
the level of housing and employment growth in
the plan stating they have “no fundamental
concerns in this respect”. Notwithstanding their
support for the employment levels, the
objector feels that the housing requirement is
not ambitious enough but again fail to
recognize from the Council’s evidence base
that the housing requirement is derived directly
from the employment rage in Growth Option 6
where the housing figure is arrived at by
running the projections ‘in reverse’ from the 8-
10,000 jobs to determine the population and
labour force change required to support that,
and from this the level of household growth,
then converted to dwelling need. Instead they
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state that a higher figure “could” be achieved
but fail to set out what the higher figure ‘could
be’ or ‘should be’ or provide evidence to justify
a higher figure.

The objector refers to a consequence of failing
to increase the housing requirement being
increased commuting into Flintshire, however
as the Council have already referenced above,
it (and Welsh Government) consider that the
respective growth levels are appropriate.
There is also no direct link between the
employment and housing growth proposed
and so if a higher housing figure were allowed
for, and the level of jobs aspired to did not
materialize but the houses were built, this
could increase the already high levels of daily
out-commuting from the County. The objector
also fails to recognize that in order to create
the conditions for the population growth to
demand the level of housing allocated in the
plan, requires a high level of net migration to
the County to be achieved, and sustained
above recent trends. This is why Growth
Option 4 serves to corroborate the levels of
housing growth identified in option 6 as they
are similar, but where option 4 relies on the
highest level of net migration seen in the 10
years prior to the plan period, being achieved
consistently throughout the plan period. This is
a significant assumption in its own right, and to
push housing requirement beyond this already
aspirational level would be unrealistic.
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The objector refers to the need for the County
to “raised its profile” but the Council are
unclear what is meant by this. They also refer
to the Council being in competition with
Wrexham whereas clearly the Welsh
Government via the draft NDF see the two
authorities as providing the focus for growth in
the area. The Council believes it can meet this
requirement of the NDF from Flintshire’'s
perspective and Welsh Government confirm
that they consider the LDP in conformity with
the NDF. The NWEAB via the Growth Vision
and Growth Deal for North Wales already
acknowledge the contribution that Flintshire
and Wrexham make in terms of housing to
support economic growth, encouraging the
other authorities in North Wales to follow suit.

Rather than taking the opportunity to focus on
the soundness of the LDP, the objector looks
backwards to the UDP to make the point that
in their view the under-delivery from that plan
should be added to the requirement for the
LDP, notwithstanding its different time period.
Whilst the Council do not accept this
proposition, the objector provides no evidence
to justify or quantify this apparent ‘shortfall’
instead anecdotally referring to a ‘figure’
(which is actually a broad range) of 2,300-
4,500 dwellings. This unsubstantiated
information cannot be considered in any other
way by the Council and carries little weight.
They also fail to acknowledge that a
development plan does not actually deliver
housing, it makes provision for the housing




Policy STR1

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of changes
being
sought/proposed

Council response

requirement to be built. Missing from the
objector’s argument is the interaction of the
market, economic conditions, the capacity of
developers to build, and the actual level of
demand coming forward. These are all factors
that are outside of the Council’s control.

The objector refers to the inadequacy of a
14.4% flexibility allowance but does not say
why or what the appropriate level should be.
They will also not (at the time of making
representations) have had the benefit of
reviewing the latest Welsh Government 2018
based household projections recently
published, which show even lower projected
household growth trends than either from the
previous 2011 or 2014 projections previously
referenced by the Council. Against the
principal variant of the 2018 projections, the
LDP provision is three times the projected
growth, and over twice the amount projected
by the highest growth variant. The Council do
not understand how this is not sufficiently
aspirational above the projections they are
required by PPW to refer to as a starting point
for setting a housing requirement.

The objector makes reference to a small scale
appeal decision from 2015 that predates any
formal consultation stages on the LDP to give
weight to the concept of transposing unmet
demand from one plan to another. The Council
is unaware of the national planning guidance
to follow in this, and with reference to the
appeal decision, this was made at a time when
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the now discredited approach to giving
significant weight to speculative developments
by TAN1 has been recognized by the Minister
for the harm it has caused both to the plan
making process and to communities in
general. TAN 1 is proposed for deletion in its
entirety.

The objector questions the Council’s view that
there is no reference in PPW to the
requirement for unmet need from a previous
plan period to be added on to the new plan
period, but then fail to actually point out where
this is. They also fail to explain why it is
sufficient to go back to just the previous plan,
when following the logic put forward of the
legitimacy of addressing historical under-
delivery, there are any number of other earlier
plans that may also have failed to ‘deliver’.
The objector does draw legitimacy for their
position from Paragraph 4.2.3 of PPW which
they quote from in terms of “As part of the
development plan process planning authorities
need to understand their local housing market
and the factors influencing housing
requirements in their area over the plan period
[the Council’'s emphasis in bold]”. The
operative phrase would appear to the Council
to be that highlighted — over the plan period.
The plan period for the UDP was 2000-2015
whereas the LDP period is 2015-2030 and
there is no overlap. Equally the LDP evidence
base is logically based at 2015 including the
Local Housing Market Assessment, as the
plan aims to cater for needs during its ‘plan
period’. Also, even if it is accepted that there
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was a UDP ‘shortfall’ that should somehow be
incorporated, which the Council do not, and
given that the UDP housing requirement
adopted the projected amount of household
growth at the time from Welsh Government
projections, as the LDP provision is two to
three times the present level of projected
growth, then it can be said that any alleged
shortfall has been catered for by the LDP as
advocated by the objector.

As a final point, given that the Council
understands that the objector has control of or
interest in a number of sites within the LDP
housing supply balance sheet, there is
concern that this leaves the objector and
therefore the Council vulnerable to criticism
about the objector’s capacity to deliver sites it
has an interest in, let alone any further sites it
proposes to add. The concern is that this will
simply lead to land banking of sites for the
future rather than delivery within the plan
period.

334

STR1:
Strategic
Growth

Object

It is important that the Council’s
approach in the LDP accurately reflects
the housing needs of the area. The
Council's figure of 6950 has been
derived from examining needs between
2015 and 2030 (i.e. after the end date of
the last UDP). It does not make any
allowance for the substantial shortfall in
delivery in the UDP up to 2015. ltis
important to acknowledge that these are
dwellings which should have been
delivered to meet past need but which

Proposed Change

a) The figure of 7950 in
policy STR1 for
housing need should
be increased pto take
account of the past
unmet need; or

b) If past unmet need is
not included the
contingency figure

Not Accepted. In their formal comments on the
deposit Plan Welsh Government state that
they are “broadly supportive of the strategy,
level of housing and jobs proposed, considers
it [the plan] aligns with national policy and is in
general conformity with the emerging NDF”.

The objector spends more time in the past
referring to the UDP, than focusing on the
main point of the Deposit LDP consultation
which was to consider whether the plan as
published is sound. The predominant purpose
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have not been delivered. This lack of
provision cannot simply be ignored in the
Plan. If every Council in Wales took the
same approach (i.e. seeking to wipe
clear their housing debt from past
Development Plan periods) it would
create the equivalent of a never ending
rising national debt in relation to meeting
actual housing needs. It would certainly
not meet the national policy objective of
meeting housing needs through the Plan
process. In that sense, without making
appropriate provision for past shortfalls
in delivery, the shortfall would fail to
meet the appropriate tests of soundness
as it would not seek to meet assessed
needs (Test 2 as set out in the
Soundness Self-Assessment
Background Paper, Paper 11). Using the
Council’'s own settlement growth table
between April 2000 and April 2015 there
was a total delivery of 4645 dwellings
over the plan period. The UDP required
7400 dwellings to be provided (or 493
per annum) over that period. There is
therefore a shortfall in the required
provision for the UDP of 2755 units. As
significant additional housing is likely to
be required over the plan period to
ensure identified needs are met, these
should be provided through additional
allocations (rather than seeking to rely
on windfalls). An alternative would be to
consider the introduction of contingency
sites which would be brought in during
later phases of the plan should the level

needs to be increased
to reflect past under
delivery to 2500 giving
a total requirement of
9850 units.

of the objection also seems to be based on
defining the largest housing number possible
without any evidential support or assessment
of the sustainability and deliverability of the
11,105 homes proposed, or where the
additional sustainable and deliverable sites are
to provide the additional 4,000+ homes
proposed. The objector incorrectly refers to the
LDP growth options stating that each was
presented as a range, when only the
employment driven option 6 was a range, this
being the product of an aspirational job growth
being presented as a range from which the
resulted housing need was derived. The
objector states that they do not consider
selecting a mid-point from option 6 projected
housing growth is reasonable but don't explain
why, other than the approach is not “ambitious
enough”. Instead they state that to be more
ambitious the Council should have selected
the upper end of the growth range, a measure
of housing ambition just 400 greater that the
selected mid-point figure. The key point
ignored by the objector and as set out in the
Plan is that the selection of a mid-point from
option 6 was also informed by reference to
growth option 4 which was a more traditional
demographic projection derived option where
the high variant level of migration used to
derive option 4 and its resultant level of
housing requirement, was in line with that
derived at the mid-point of the range of
housing requirement derived from option 6.
This translates into a level of ambition that
sets a challenging but achievable housing
requirement, ensuring compliance with PPW in
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of delivery not meet identified need. We
have commented on the potential for
contingency sites to be included in our
comments on STR11 and Section 13.
Proposed Change a) The figure of 7950
in policy STR1 for housing need should
be increased pto take account of the
past unmet need; or b) If past unmet
need is not included the contingency
figure needs to be increased to reflect
past under delivery to 2500 giving a total
requirement of 9850 units.

terms of sustainability and deliverability of the
plans housing requirement, to the extent that a
development plan can actually deliver the
housing it provides, as endorsed by Welsh
Government. The objector also ignores the
fact that the chosen housing requirement
figure is significantly in excess of the formal
published Welsh Government Household
Projections both at the time that the growth
options were derived (2011-Based WG
Projections) and now where with the recent
publication of the 2018-based WG Projections,
the differential from the projection household
growth and the LDP requirement is now even
greater. The figure proposed by the objector
would in fact be over 4 times the official
projected growth but no assessment of the
impact of this excess of growth over need has
been made by the objector. Following the
objector’s logic in relation to adding
undelivered growth from a previous plan, itis a
fact that the UDP requirement was based on
the actual level of WG projected growth at the
time, and given that the LDP requirement is
well in excess of the present level of projected
growth, if the projected need shortfall case is
accepted (which the Council does not), then
the LDP requirement has in effect ‘mopped up’
any previous under-provision, by setting a
requirement that is far in excess of present
projections.

The main emphasis of the objector’s case for a
higher housing requirement figure is based on
the premise that the LDP should not only
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make sufficient provision for the assessed
need during its plan period (2015-2030) but
should also look backwards and also account
for under-delivered housing from the previous
UDP plan period. The objector lays blame for
an apparent under-deliver solely on the UDP
for this but is silent on the role that the
economic climate, actual level of demand
coming from potential house buyers, or the
willingness, capacity or ability of developers to
deliver new homes, as it is these factors that
determine delivery as development plans do
not deliver housing, rather they make sufficient
provision for housing to come forward to meet
the assessed requirement. Unhelpfully the
objector does not direct the Council to the
relevant passage in PPW, the Development
Plans Manual or relevant guidance that sets
out the concept of transposing under-provision
from one plan period to another, or the
mechanism for doing so. Equally there is no
precedent with other LDPs in Wales for where
this has been accepted. If the Council were to
entertain the concept that under-delivery carry
over should be considered then it is not clear
from the objector’s focus on just the last
development plan, the UDP, why the concept
should be time limited to just this plan. After all
the objector states that it is a fundamental
principle affecting soundness of the LDP that it
should cater for un-delivered historical need,
which therefore should not be limited to just
the UDP as other plans historically may also
have failed to deliver in the way the objector
suggests for the UDP. Clearly the flaw in the
argument is then how far back do you go to
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address ‘historical need’? Also, extending the
principle and the objector’s logic, if the UDP
had over-delivered housing in relation to the
requirement in that plan, then presumably the
objector would accept that the LDP assessed
need would be reduced by the level of over-
provision in the previous plan? Without
reference to where in National guidance or
precedent it is accepted that the under-
provision from a previous plan should be
added to the requirement to the current plan
under development, the Council does not see
how this can be a soundness issue that
challenges the strategy of the LDP.

The objector refers to an old appeal decision
to justify the principle of carrying over an
alleged ‘under-provision’ but the Inspector in
that decision does not say this. Instead the
appeal at the time made was simply applying
the principles in TAN1 of allowing speculative
development, that Welsh Government now
accept had adverse impacts on communities
and the plan making process, resulting in the
conclusion that this and other Councils have
argued for some time, that TANL1 is no longer
fit for purpose. This recognizes that the
planning process was disadvantaged by the
process facilitated by TANL.

The objector’s simplistic exercise in arriving at
a large housing number has no evidential
basis to support its sustainability or
deliverability and does not assess (other than
land proposed by the objector in objections to
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HN11) what or where there are sufficient
sustainable and deliverable sites to meet the
radically increased proposed housing
requirement, and in fact only offers in relation
to objections to HN11 26 units towards the
additional 4,155 units proposed, itself leaving
a shortfall of 4,129 units to be found somehow,
somewhere. This does not appear to be either
a sustainable or sound proposition to provide
certainty of delivery for the LDP housing
requirement. In order to deliver the level of
housing proposed by the objector, the
development industry fueled by consistent
market demand would have to complete 740
new homes every year for the entire LDP plan
period. By the objector's own analysis of build
rates (564 units per annum), this is almost 200
or 31% higher than the average the industry
has been able to achieve in the first 3 years of
the LDP plan period, where there has been an
unconstrained supply as evidenced by the
level of commitments in the housing balance
sheet supplemented by significant speculative
permissions granted under TAN1. With the
addition of completions data for 2018-19 the
average rate of delivery in the first 4 years of
the plan is now 536 dpa and whilst above the
plan’s annualized housing requirement, is in
line with the actual level of provision in the
plan of 530 dpa. The short term delivery trend
2015-19 also masks the fact that even in a
period of market demand with developers
bringing forward sites, there is significant
variability in the actual annual delivery where
the range of delivery has reached 600 in two
of the four years, but in others has only
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achieved low to mid 400s. It is this variability in
a rising market with land clearly available, that
guestions the ability to consistently year on
year deliver housing completions at the rate
suggested by the objector. Also in terms of
growth ambition, the LDP is in conformity with
the level of need and ambition contained
within the draft NDF, a fact supported by the
Welsh Government in their comments on the
LDP growth strategy. Providing housing at the
levels suggested by the objector will be in
direct conflict with the National Development
Framework and also logically mean that if a
higher level of growth is to be accepted for
Flintshire than in the NDF, then this should
also be applied to Wrexham which the NDF
groups with Flintshire as the focus for future
growth and development, as to otherwise treat
the two contributor areas so differently would
be unsustainable. There is no evidence from
the objector or the industry to show how such
a high level of housing delivery is either
sustainable, needed, or deliverable throughout
the LDP plan period.

The objector has made reference to the LDP
trajectory and the fact that in the last 2 years
of the trajectory there may be a shortfall in
housing provision of 1,389 units, quoting from
paragraph 3.1.4 of LDP Background Paper 10,
which means that the plan requirement should
be increased and/or ‘contingency sites’ should
be added to the plan to come forward later in
the plan period. The Council do not accept
these arguments and consider that the
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objector has mis-interpreted the correct
position as set out in paragraph 3.1.4. This is
not a correct quotation from the document as
paragraph 3.1.4 actually states “while the
trajectory currently shows a supply of less than
five years in the last two years of the Plan
period, this is not surprising as the Plan’s
housing land supply will have largely been
built out by the end of the Plan period and
while the Plan’s housing requirement will have
been accommodated, to achieve a five year
supply in the last two years of the Plan would
necessitate the provision of land for some
1,389 additional dwellings beyond the plan
period (based on extrapolating the Plan’s
average annual requirement of 436 [typo
should be 463] dwellings pa for 3 years
beyond the LDP period, as required in para.
5.2 of TAN 1)” [Council's emphasis in bold].
This is quite different from the objector’s
interpretation. The objector has also already
acknowledged that the plan has over-delivered
in the first four years of the plan period which
would compensate for any later plan period
shortfall in the trajectory, assuming that the
plan goes all the way to its end date without
review. There is a requirement to review the
position with the plan four years after adoption,
and as part of this that housing delivery will be
monitored against the trajectory as part of the
annual AMR process. Given the intention to
delete TAN1 it is also not yet clear what
mechanisms will be put in place that determine
what variance over what period away from the
trajectory would trigger action on the part of
the Council.
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the Plan are acknowledged and the
g:&?zgilosng?gp?onk]I;r?)r\:\]/?r:tli?lntr?g%gujzs Itis disappointing that th(_e representation_s
are also supported, however, we are of from Anwyl, albeit by a different agen't, simply
the view that the Ie'vel of pror.:Josed repeat the same points made at previous
housing growth is insufficient. Whilst the stages of cqnsultanon on the plan namelly the
previous draft policy outlined .a figure of Growth Options stage and thg consultanor_l on
7645 new homes to be provided and the the Preferred Strategy. Des_p|te the Council in
Deposit Plan increases this by 305 each §qbsequent consultation docgment
dwellings, the housing requirement of explalmng how thg Plan has been informed by
6950 rem’ains unchanged. In fact, this previous consult_a_tlon feedbac_k (as also clearly
equates to an average bu}Id rate ’of 463 audited in the Initial _Consultatlon Doc_:ument),
dwellings per annum over the Plan Anwyl repeat the points gt the deposit stage
period. In comparison, the average but do.not prow_de anyth!ng new for the
annuai build rate over,the last 10 years COL.mC'I to con.5|der that it hasn't a'Tead.y
has been 427 dwellings per annum and reviewed previously. The opportunity given to
STR1: li the last 5 | Need to increase the objector during the deposit consultation
337 | Strategic | Object 573 dwellings Per annum over . was to consider the soundness of the LDP as
Growth years. Completions in the first three housing target published and if this was questioned, to say

years of the Plan period have also
averaged 563. The Plan as drafted,
therefore proposes a housing target
which results in less homes being built
each year than in recent years. If the
Council fail to plan for a higher quantum
of housing, levels of commuting into
Flintshire will increase, subsequently
perpetuating the use of unsustainable
modes of transport. The use of an
employment-led projection (as in Option
6) is supported, however, this should be
accompanied by a higher level of
household growth than is currently
demonstrated to encourage more
sustainable commuting habits. A
stepchange in housing and employment

how the plan is unsound and why, and what
the preferable alternative is. The objector has
not done this and despite objecting has
provided nothing that the Council can apply
much weight to in considering or
understanding the basis of the arguments put
forward.

The objector refers to the recent trends in
housing delivery to make the point that based
on a short term trend, the LDP housing
requirement should be increased and the short
term rate applied over the entire plan period.
That is the limit of the empirical justification for
a higher housing requirement and no evidence
is provided to show for example how the
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land delivery is now required and the
continued approach to strategic growth
now set out in the Deposit Plan is not
ambitious enough and will not make the
significant contribution that is needed to
reducing affordable housing need and
raising the profile of the County. It is our
firm view this Plan will not assist the
County in raising its profile or competing
with neighbouring authorities such as
Wrexham. In this regard, the Local Plan
as written is a backward step and it does
not seek to maximise the opportunity for
economic and social development within
the County.

development Industry or the objector’s
company specifically has the ability or capacity
to sustain higher delivery rates for the entire
plan period, the inference being a limitless
capacity to build. There is also no reference to
the ability of supporting infrastructure to be
provided to support a higher level of growth.
This does not seem wholly tenable to the
Council and ignores the reality of the variable
economic climate, post Brexit future
uncertainties and a lack of focus on the
deliverability of sites in the plan. Whilst the
objector refers to the delivery rate over the first
three years of the plan period at 563 dpa, a
fourth years’ data is now available which
shows that this rate has fallen significantly
over just one year to 536 dpa. The objector
also fails to note the significant year on year
variability in delivery in just the first four years
where despite there being a rising market and
available sites, the rate varies from two years
where it exceeded 600 dpa, to the other two
years where it only achieved low to mid 400s,
both under the long term planned average in
the LDP. This does not suggest an ability to
sustain high rates over the entire plan period.
Also whilst the LDP housing requirement
averages 463 dpa, the plan has actually made
provision for 530 dpa to come forward, in line
with the current actual delivery rate.

The objector states that they are generally
supportive of the “employment-led projection
allowing for 8-10,000 job” but fail to recognize
that the employment projections prepared by
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the Council are slightly lower than this more
aspirational figure, which to use their term
does represent something of a ‘step change’ in
employment ambition. This is deliberate in
order to support the aspirations of the North
Wales Economic Ambition Board (NWEAB)
and the Draft NDF, where Welsh Government
state that the LDP is in general conformity with
this. Welsh Government are also supportive of
the level of housing and employment growth in
the plan stating they have “no fundamental
concerns in this respect”. Notwithstanding their
support for the employment levels, the
objector feels that the housing requirement is
not ambitious enough but again fail to
recognize from the Council’'s evidence base
that the housing requirement is derived directly
from the employment rage in Growth Option 6
where the housing figure is arrived at by
running the projections ‘in reverse’ from the 8-
10,000 jobs to determine the population and
labour force change required to support that,
and from this the level of household growth,
then converted to dwelling need. Instead they
state that a higher figure “could” be achieved
but fail to set out what the higher figure ‘could
be’ or ‘should be’ or provide evidence to justify
a higher figure.

The objector refers to a consequence of failing
to increase the housing requirement being
increased commuting into Flintshire, however
as the Council have already referenced above,
it (and Welsh Government) consider that the
respective growth levels are appropriate.
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There is also no direct link between the
employment and housing growth proposed
and so if a higher housing figure were allowed
for, and the level of jobs aspired to did not
materialize but the houses were built, this
could increase the already high levels of daily
out-commuting from the County. The objector
also fails to recognize that in order to create
the conditions for the population growth to
demand the level of housing allocated in the
plan, requires a high level of net migration to
the County to be achieved, and sustained
above recent trends. This is why Growth
Option 4 serves to corroborate the levels of
housing growth identified in option 6 as they
are similar, but where option 4 relies on the
highest level of net migration seen in the 10
years prior to the plan period, being achieved
consistently throughout the plan period. This is
a significant assumption in its own right, and to
push housing requirement beyond this already
aspirational level would be unrealistic.

The objector refers to the need for the County
to “raised its profile” but the Council are
unclear what is meant by this. They also refer
to the Council being in competition with
Wrexham whereas clearly the Welsh
Government via the draft NDF see the two
authorities as providing the focus for growth in
the area. The Council believes it can meet this
requirement of the NDF from Flintshire’s
perspective and Welsh Government confirm
that they consider the LDP in conformity with
the NDF. The NWEAB via the Growth Vision
and Growth Deal for North Wales already
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acknowledge the contribution that Flintshire
and Wrexham make in terms of housing to
support economic growth, encouraging the
other authorities in North Wales to follow suit.

Rather than taking the opportunity to focus on
the soundness of the LDP, the objector looks
backwards to the UDP to make the point that
in their view the under-delivery from that plan
should be added to the requirement for the
LDP, notwithstanding its different time period.
Whilst the Council do not accept this
proposition, the objector provides no evidence
to justify or quantify this apparent ‘shortfall’
instead anecdotally referring to a ‘figure’
(which is actually a broad range) of 2,300-
4,500 dwellings. This unsubstantiated
information cannot be considered in any other
way by the Council and carries little weight.
They also fail to acknowledge that a
development plan does not actually deliver
housing, it makes provision for the housing
requirement to be built. Missing from the
objector’'s argument is the interaction of the
market, economic conditions, the capacity of
developers to build, and the actual level of
demand coming forward. These are all factors
that are outside of the Council’s control.

The objector refers to the inadequacy of a
14.4% flexibility allowance but does not say
why or what the appropriate level should be.
They will also not (at the time of making
representations) have had the benefit of
reviewing the latest Welsh Government 2018
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based household projections recently
published, which show even lower projected
household growth trends than either from the
previous 2011 or 2014 projections previously
referenced by the Council. Against the
principal variant of the 2018 projections, the
LDP provision is three times the projected
growth, and over twice the amount projected
by the highest growth variant. The Council do
not understand how this is not sufficiently
aspirational above the projections they are
required by PPW to refer to as a starting point
for setting a housing requirement.

The objector makes reference to a small scale
appeal decision from 2015 that predates any
formal consultation stages on the LDP to give
weight to the concept of transposing unmet
demand from one plan to another. The Council
is unaware of the national planning guidance
to follow in this, and with reference to the
appeal decision, this was made at a time when
the now discredited approach to giving
significant weight to speculative developments
by TAN1 has been recognized by the Minister
for the harm it has caused both to the plan
making process and to communities in
general. TAN 1 is proposed for deletion in its
entirety.

The objector questions the Council’s view that
there is no reference in PPW to the
requirement for unmet need from a previous
plan period to be added on to the new plan
period, but then fail to actually point out where
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this is. They also fail to explain why it is
sufficient to go back to just the previous plan,
when following the logic put forward of the
legitimacy of addressing historical under-
delivery, there are any number of other earlier
plans that may also have failed to ‘deliver’.
The objector does draw legitimacy for their
position from Paragraph 4.2.3 of PPW which
they quote from in terms of “As part of the
development plan process planning authorities
need to understand their local housing market
and the factors influencing housing
requirements in their area over the plan period
[the Council’'s emphasis in bold]". The
operative phrase would appear to the Council
to be that highlighted — over the plan period.
The plan period for the UDP was 2000-2015
whereas the LDP period is 2015-2030 and
there is no overlap. Equally the LDP evidence
base is logically based at 2015 including the
Local Housing Market Assessment, as the
plan aims to cater for needs during its ‘plan
period’. Also, even if it is accepted that there
was a UDP ‘shortfall’ that should somehow be
incorporated, which the Council do not, and
given that the UDP housing requirement
adopted the projected amount of household
growth at the time from Welsh Government
projections, as the LDP provision is two to
three times the present level of projected
growth, then it can be said that any alleged
shortfall has been catered for by the LDP as
advocated by the objector.
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Support Summary of changes
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As a final point, given that the Council
understands that the objector has control of or
interest in a number of sites within the LDP
housing supply balance sheet, there is
concern that this leaves the objector and
therefore the Council vulnerable to criticism
about the objector’s capacity to deliver sites it
has an interest in, let alone any further sites it
proposes to add. The concern is that this will
simply lead to land banking of sites for the
future rather than delivery within the plan
period.
The Vision and Strategic Objectives of Not accepted.
the Plan are acknowledged and the
Council’s economic ambition and future It is disappointing that the representations
aspirations for job growth in the County from Anwyl, albeit by a different agent, simply
are also supported, however, we are of repeat the same points made at previous
the view that the level of proposed stages of consultation on the plan namely the
housing growth is insufficient. Whilst the Growth Options stage and the consultation on
previous draft policy outlined a figure of the Preferred Strategy. Despite the Council in
7645 new homes to be provided and the each subsequent consultation document
Deposit Plan increases this by 305 explaining how the Plan has been informed by
STR1: dwellings, the housing requirement of Need to increase previous consultation feedback (as also clearly
385 | Strategic | Object 6950 remains unchanged. In fact, this housin audited in the Initial Consultation Document),
: g target. . X
Growth equates to an average build rate of 463 Anwyl repeat the points at the deposit stage

dwellings per annum over the Plan
period. In comparison, the average
annual build rate over the last 10 years
has been 427 dwellings per annum and
573 dwellings per annum over the last 5
years. Completions in the first three
years of the Plan period have also
averaged 563. The Plan as drafted,
therefore proposes a housing target
which results in less homes being built

but do not provide anything new for the
Council to consider that it hasn't already
reviewed previously. The opportunity given to
the objector during the deposit consultation
was to consider the soundness of the LDP as
published and if this was questioned, to say
how the plan is unsound and why, and what
the preferable alternative is. The objector has
not done this and despite objecting has
provided nothing that the Council can apply
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each year than in recent years. If the
Council fail to plan for a higher quantum
of housing, levels of commuting into
Flintshire will increase, subsequently
perpetuating the use of unsustainable
modes of transport. The use of an
employment-led projection (as in Option
6) is supported, however, this should be
accompanied by a higher level of
household growth than is currently
demonstrated to encourage more
sustainable commuting habits. A
stepchange in housing and employment
land delivery is now required and the
continued approach to strategic growth
now set out in the Deposit Plan is not
ambitious enough and will not make the
significant contribution that is needed to
reducing affordable housing need and
raising the profile of the County. It is our
firm view this Plan will not assist the
County in raising its profile or competing
with neighbouring authorities such as
Wrexham. In this regard, the Local Plan
as written is a backward step and it does
not seek to maximise the opportunity for
economic and social development within
the County.

much weight to in considering or
understanding the basis of the arguments put
forward.

The objector refers to the recent trends in
housing delivery to make the point that based
on a short term trend, the LDP housing
requirement should be increased and the short
term rate applied over the entire plan period.
That is the limit of the empirical justification for
a higher housing requirement and no evidence
is provided to show for example how the
development Industry or the objector’s
company specifically has the ability or capacity
to sustain higher delivery rates for the entire
plan period, the inference being a limitless
capacity to build. There is also no reference to
the ability of supporting infrastructure to be
provided to support a higher level of growth.
This does not seem wholly tenable to the
Council and ignores the reality of the variable
economic climate, post Brexit future
uncertainties and a lack of focus on the
deliverability of sites in the plan. Whilst the
objector refers to the delivery rate over the first
three years of the plan period at 563 dpa, a
fourth years’ data is now available which
shows that this rate has fallen significantly
over just one year to 536 dpa. The objector
also fails to note the significant year on year
variability in delivery in just the first four years
where despite there being a rising market and
available sites, the rate varies from two years
where it exceeded 600 dpa, to the other two
years where it only achieved low to mid 400s,
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both under the long term planned average in
the LDP. This does not suggest an ability to
sustain high rates over the entire plan period.
Also whilst the LDP housing requirement
averages 463 dpa, the plan has actually made
provision for 530 dpa to come forward, in line
with the current actual delivery rate.

The objector states that they are generally
supportive of the “employment-led projection
allowing for 8-10,000 job” but fail to recognize
that the employment projections prepared by
the Council are slightly lower than this more
aspirational figure, which to use their term
does represent something of a ‘step change’ in
employment ambition. This is deliberate in
order to support the aspirations of the North
Wales Economic Ambition Board (NWEAB)
and the Draft NDF, where Welsh Government
state that the LDP is in general conformity with
this. Welsh Government are also supportive of
the level of housing and employment growth in
the plan stating they have “no fundamental
concerns in this respect”. Notwithstanding their
support for the employment levels, the
objector feels that the housing requirement is
not ambitious enough but again fail to
recognize from the Council’s evidence base
that the housing requirement is derived directly
from the employment rage in Growth Option 6
where the housing figure is arrived at by
running the projections ‘in reverse’ from the 8-
10,000 jobs to determine the population and
labour force change required to support that,
and from this the level of household growth,
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then converted to dwelling need. Instead they
state that a higher figure “could” be achieved
but fail to set out what the higher figure ‘could
be’ or ‘should be’ or provide evidence to justify
a higher figure.

The objector refers to a consequence of failing
to increase the housing requirement being
increased commuting into Flintshire, however
as the Council have already referenced above,
it (and Welsh Government) consider that the
respective growth levels are appropriate.
There is also no direct link between the
employment and housing growth proposed
and so if a higher housing figure were allowed
for, and the level of jobs aspired to did not
materialize but the houses were built, this
could increase the already high levels of daily
out-commuting from the County. The objector
also fails to recognize that in order to create
the conditions for the population growth to
demand the level of housing allocated in the
plan, requires a high level of net migration to
the County to be achieved, and sustained
above recent trends. This is why Growth
Option 4 serves to corroborate the levels of
housing growth identified in option 6 as they
are similar, but where option 4 relies on the
highest level of net migration seen in the 10
years prior to the plan period, being achieved
consistently throughout the plan period. This is
a significant assumption in its own right, and to
push housing requirement beyond this already
aspirational level would be unrealistic.
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The objector refers to the need for the County
to “raised its profile” but the Council are
unclear what is meant by this. They also refer
to the Council being in competition with
Wrexham whereas clearly the Welsh
Government via the draft NDF see the two
authorities as providing the focus for growth in
the area. The Council believes it can meet this
requirement of the NDF from Flintshire’'s
perspective and Welsh Government confirm
that they consider the LDP in conformity with
the NDF. The NWEAB via the Growth Vision
and Growth Deal for North Wales already
acknowledge the contribution that Flintshire
and Wrexham make in terms of housing to
support economic growth, encouraging the
other authorities in North Wales to follow suit.

Rather than taking the opportunity to focus on
the soundness of the LDP, the objector looks
backwards to the UDP to make the point that
in their view the under-delivery from that plan
should be added to the requirement for the
LDP, notwithstanding its different time period.
Whilst the Council do not accept this
proposition, the objector provides no evidence
to justify or quantify this apparent ‘shortfall’
instead anecdotally referring to a ‘figure’
(which is actually a broad range) of 2,300-
4,500 dwellings. This unsubstantiated
information cannot be considered in any other
way by the Council and carries little weight.
They also fail to acknowledge that a
development plan does not actually deliver
housing, it makes provision for the housing
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requirement to be built. Missing from the
objector’s argument is the interaction of the
market, economic conditions, the capacity of
developers to build, and the actual level of
demand coming forward. These are all factors
that are outside of the Council’s control.

The objector refers to the inadequacy of a
14.4% flexibility allowance but does not say
why or what the appropriate level should be.
They will also not (at the time of making
representations) have had the benefit of
reviewing the latest Welsh Government 2018
based household projections recently
published, which show even lower projected
household growth trends than either from the
previous 2011 or 2014 projections previously
referenced by the Council. Against the
principal variant of the 2018 projections, the
LDP provision is three times the projected
growth, and over twice the amount projected
by the highest growth variant. The Council do
not understand how this is not sufficiently
aspirational above the projections they are
required by PPW to refer to as a starting point
for setting a housing requirement.

The objector makes reference to a small scale
appeal decision from 2015 that predates any
formal consultation stages on the LDP to give
weight to the concept of transposing unmet
demand from one plan to another. The Council
is unaware of the national planning guidance
to follow in this, and with reference to the
appeal decision, this was made at a time when
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the now discredited approach to giving
significant weight to speculative developments
by TAN1 has been recognized by the Minister
for the harm it has caused both to the plan
making process and to communities in
general. TAN 1 is proposed for deletion in its
entirety.

The objector questions the Council’s view that
there is no reference in PPW to the
requirement for unmet need from a previous
plan period to be added on to the new plan
period, but then fail to actually point out where
this is. They also fail to explain why it is
sufficient to go back to just the previous plan,
when following the logic put forward of the
legitimacy of addressing historical under-
delivery, there are any number of other earlier
plans that may also have failed to ‘deliver’.
The objector does draw legitimacy for their
position from Paragraph 4.2.3 of PPW which
they quote from in terms of “As part of the
development plan process planning authorities
need to understand their local housing market
and the factors influencing housing
requirements in their area over the plan period
[the Council’'s emphasis in bold]”. The
operative phrase would appear to the Council
to be that highlighted — over the plan period.
The plan period for the UDP was 2000-2015
whereas the LDP period is 2015-2030 and
there is no overlap. Equally the LDP evidence
base is logically based at 2015 including the
Local Housing Market Assessment, as the
plan aims to cater for needs during its ‘plan
period’. Also, even if it is accepted that there
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was a UDP ‘shortfall’ that should somehow be
incorporated, which the Council do not, and
given that the UDP housing requirement
adopted the projected amount of household
growth at the time from Welsh Government
projections, as the LDP provision is two to
three times the present level of projected
growth, then it can be said that any alleged
shortfall has been catered for by the LDP as
advocated by the objector.

As a final point, given that the Council
understands that the objector has control of or
interest in a number of sites within the LDP
housing supply balance sheet, there is
concern that this leaves the objector and
therefore the Council vulnerable to criticism
about the objector’s capacity to deliver sites it
has an interest in, let alone any further sites it
proposes to add. The concern is that this will
simply lead to land banking of sites for the
future rather than delivery within the plan
period.

332

STR1:
Strategic
Growth

Object

The Vision and Strategic Objectives of
the Plan are acknowledged and the
Council’'s economic ambition and future
aspirations for job growth in the County
are also supported, however, we are of
the view that the level of proposed
housing growth is insufficient. Whilst the
previous draft policy outlined a figure of
7645 new homes to be provided and the
Deposit Plan increases this by 305
dwellings, the housing requirement of
6950 remains unchanged. In fact, this

Need to increase
housing target.

Not accepted.

It is disappointing that the representations
from Anwyl, albeit by a different agent, simply
repeat the same points made at previous
stages of consultation on the plan namely the
Growth Options stage and the consultation on
the Preferred Strategy. Despite the Council in
each subsequent consultation document
explaining how the Plan has been informed by
previous consultation feedback (as also clearly
audited in the Initial Consultation Document),
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equates to an average build rate of 463
dwellings per annum over the Plan
period. In comparison, the average
annual build rate over the last 10 years
has been 427 dwellings per annum and
573 dwellings per annum over the last 5
years. Completions in the first three
years of the Plan period have also
averaged 563. The Plan as drafted,
therefore proposes a housing target
which results in less homes being built
each year than in recent years. If the
Council fail to plan for a higher quantum
of housing, levels of commuting into
Flintshire will increase, subsequently
perpetuating the use of unsustainable
modes of transport. The use of an
employment-led projection (as in Option
6) is supported, however, this should be
accompanied by a higher level of
household growth than is currently
demonstrated to encourage more
sustainable commuting habits. A
stepchange in housing and employment
land delivery is now required and the
continued approach to strategic growth
now set out in the Deposit Plan is not
ambitious enough and will not make the
significant contribution that is needed to
reducing affordable housing need and
raising the profile of the County. It is our
firm view this Plan will not assist the
County in raising its profile or competing
with neighbouring authorities such as
Wrexham. In this regard, the Local Plan
as written is a backward step and it does

Anwyl repeat the points at the deposit stage
but do not provide anything new for the
Council to consider that it hasn't already
reviewed previously. The opportunity given to
the objector during the deposit consultation
was to consider the soundness of the LDP as
published and if this was questioned, to say
how the plan is unsound and why, and what
the preferable alternative is. The objector has
not done this and despite objecting has
provided nothing that the Council can apply
much weight to in considering or
understanding the basis of the arguments put
forward.

The objector refers to the recent trends in
housing delivery to make the point that based
on a short term trend, the LDP housing
requirement should be increased and the short
term rate applied over the entire plan period.
That is the limit of the empirical justification for
a higher housing requirement and no evidence
is provided to show for example how the
development Industry or the objector’s
company specifically has the ability or capacity
to sustain higher delivery rates for the entire
plan period, the inference being a limitless
capacity to build. There is also no reference to
the ability of supporting infrastructure to be
provided to support a higher level of growth.
This does not seem wholly tenable to the
Council and ignores the reality of the variable
economic climate, post Brexit future
uncertainties and a lack of focus on the
deliverability of sites in the plan. Whilst the
objector refers to the delivery rate over the first
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not seek to maximise the opportunity for
economic and social development within
the County.

three years of the plan period at 563 dpa, a
fourth years’ data is now available which
shows that this rate has fallen significantly
over just one year to 536 dpa. The objector
also fails to note the significant year on year
variability in delivery in just the first four years
where despite there being a rising market and
available sites, the rate varies from two years
where it exceeded 600 dpa, to the other two
years where it only achieved low to mid 400s,
both under the long term planned average in
the LDP. This does not suggest an ability to
sustain high rates over the entire plan period.
Also whilst the LDP housing requirement
averages 463 dpa, the plan has actually made
provision for 530 dpa to come forward, in line
with the current actual delivery rate.

The objector states that they are generally
supportive of the “employment-led projection
allowing for 8-10,000 job” but fail to recognize
that the employment projections prepared by
the Council are slightly lower than this more
aspirational figure, which to use their term
does represent something of a ‘step change’ in
employment ambition. This is deliberate in
order to support the aspirations of the North
Wales Economic Ambition Board (NWEAB)
and the Draft NDF, where Welsh Government
state that the LDP is in general conformity with
this. Welsh Government are also supportive of
the level of housing and employment growth in
the plan stating they have “no fundamental
concerns in this respect”. Notwithstanding their
support for the employment levels, the
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objector feels that the housing requirement is
not ambitious enough but again fail to
recognize from the Council’s evidence base
that the housing requirement is derived directly
from the employment rage in Growth Option 6
where the housing figure is arrived at by
running the projections ‘in reverse’ from the 8-
10,000 jobs to determine the population and
labour force change required to support that,
and from this the level of household growth,
then converted to dwelling need. Instead they
state that a higher figure “could” be achieved
but fail to set out what the higher figure ‘could
be’ or ‘should be’ or provide evidence to justify
a higher figure.

The objector refers to a consequence of failing
to increase the housing requirement being
increased commuting into Flintshire, however
as the Council have already referenced above,
it (and Welsh Government) consider that the
respective growth levels are appropriate.
There is also no direct link between the
employment and housing growth proposed
and so if a higher housing figure were allowed
for, and the level of jobs aspired to did not
materialize but the houses were built, this
could increase the already high levels of daily
out-commuting from the County. The objector
also fails to recognize that in order to create
the conditions for the population growth to
demand the level of housing allocated in the
plan, requires a high level of net migration to
the County to be achieved, and sustained
above recent trends. This is why Growth
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Option 4 serves to corroborate the levels of
housing growth identified in option 6 as they
are similar, but where option 4 relies on the
highest level of net migration seen in the 10
years prior to the plan period, being achieved
consistently throughout the plan period. This is
a significant assumption in its own right, and to
push housing requirement beyond this already
aspirational level would be unrealistic.

The objector refers to the need for the County
to “raised its profile” but the Council are
unclear what is meant by this. They also refer
to the Council being in competition with
Wrexham whereas clearly the Welsh
Government via the draft NDF see the two
authorities as providing the focus for growth in
the area. The Council believes it can meet this
requirement of the NDF from Flintshire’s
perspective and Welsh Government confirm
that they consider the LDP in conformity with
the NDF. The NWEAB via the Growth Vision
and Growth Deal for North Wales already
acknowledge the contribution that Flintshire
and Wrexham make in terms of housing to
support economic growth, encouraging the
other authorities in North Wales to follow suit.

Rather than taking the opportunity to focus on
the soundness of the LDP, the objector looks
backwards to the UDP to make the point that
in their view the under-delivery from that plan
should be added to the requirement for the
LDP, notwithstanding its different time period.
Whilst the Council do not accept this
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proposition, the objector provides no evidence
to justify or quantify this apparent ‘shortfall’
instead anecdotally referring to a ‘figure’
(which is actually a broad range) of 2,300-
4,500 dwellings. This unsubstantiated
information cannot be considered in any other
way by the Council and carries little weight.
They also fail to acknowledge that a
development plan does not actually deliver
housing, it makes provision for the housing
requirement to be built. Missing from the
objector’'s argument is the interaction of the
market, economic conditions, the capacity of
developers to build, and the actual level of
demand coming forward. These are all factors
that are outside of the Council's control.

The objector refers to the inadequacy of a
14.4% flexibility allowance but does not say
why or what the appropriate level should be.
They will also not (at the time of making
representations) have had the benefit of
reviewing the latest Welsh Government 2018
based household projections recently
published, which show even lower projected
household growth trends than either from the
previous 2011 or 2014 projections previously
referenced by the Council. Against the
principal variant of the 2018 projections, the
LDP provision is three times the projected
growth, and over twice the amount projected
by the highest growth variant. The Council do
not understand how this is not sufficiently
aspirational above the projections they are
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required by PPW to refer to as a starting point
for setting a housing requirement.

The objector makes reference to a small scale
appeal decision from 2015 that predates any
formal consultation stages on the LDP to give
weight to the concept of transposing unmet
demand from one plan to another. The Council
is unaware of the national planning guidance
to follow in this, and with reference to the
appeal decision, this was made at a time when
the now discredited approach to giving
significant weight to speculative developments
by TAN1 has been recognized by the Minister
for the harm it has caused both to the plan
making process and to communities in
general. TAN 1 is proposed for deletion in its
entirety.

The objector questions the Council’s view that
there is no reference in PPW to the
requirement for unmet need from a previous
plan period to be added on to the new plan
period, but then fail to actually point out where
this is. They also fail to explain why it is
sufficient to go back to just the previous plan,
when following the logic put forward of the
legitimacy of addressing historical under-
delivery, there are any number of other earlier
plans that may also have failed to ‘deliver’.
The objector does draw legitimacy for their
position from Paragraph 4.2.3 of PPW which
they quote from in terms of “As part of the
development plan process planning authorities
need to understand their local housing market
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and the factors influencing housing
requirements in their area over the plan period
[the Council's emphasis in bold]". The
operative phrase would appear to the Council
to be that highlighted — over the plan period.
The plan period for the UDP was 2000-2015
whereas the LDP period is 2015-2030 and
there is no overlap. Equally the LDP evidence
base is logically based at 2015 including the
Local Housing Market Assessment, as the
plan aims to cater for needs during its ‘plan
period’. Also, even if it is accepted that there
was a UDP ‘shortfall’ that should somehow be
incorporated, which the Council do not, and
given that the UDP housing requirement
adopted the projected amount of household
growth at the time from Welsh Government
projections, as the LDP provision is two to
three times the present level of projected
growth, then it can be said that any alleged
shortfall has been catered for by the LDP as
advocated by the objector.

As a final point, given that the Council
understands that the objector has control of or
interest in a number of sites within the LDP
housing supply balance sheet, there is
concern that this leaves the objector and
therefore the Council vulnerable to criticism
about the objector’s capacity to deliver sites it
has an interest in, let alone any further sites it
proposes to add. The concern is that this will
simply lead to land banking of sites for the
future rather than delivery within the plan
period.
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The Vision and Strategic Objectives of Not accepted.
the Plan are acknowledged and the
g:&?zgilosng?gp?onk]I;r?)r\:\]/?r:tli?lntr?g%gujzs Itis disappointing that th(_e representation_s
are also supported, however, we are of from Anwyl, albeit by a different agen't, simply
the view that the Ie'vel of pror.:Josed repeat the same points made at previous
housing growth is insufficient. Whilst the stages of cqnsultanon on the plan namelly the
previous draft policy outlined .a figure of Growth Options stage and thg consultanor_l on
7645 new homes to be provided and the the Preferred Strategy. Des_p|te the Council in
Deposit Plan increases this by 305 each §qbsequent consultation docgment
dwellings, the housing requirement of explalmng how thg Plan has been informed by
6950 rem’ains unchanged. In fact, this previous consult_a_tlon feedbac_k (as also clearly
equates to an average bu}Id rate ’of 463 audited in the Initial _Consultatlon Doc_:ument),
dwellings per annum over the Plan Anwyl repeat the points gt the deposit stage
period. In comparison, the average but do.not prow_de anyth!ng new for the
annuai build rate over,the last 10 years COL.mC'I to con.5|der that it hasn't a'fead.y
has been 427 dwellings per annum and reviewed previously. The opportunity given to
STR1: li the last 5 | Need to increase the objector during the deposit consultation
341 | Strategic | Object 573 dwellings PEr annum over . was to consider the soundness of the LDP as
Growth years. Completions in the first three housing target published and if this was questioned, to say

years of the Plan period have also
averaged 563. The Plan as drafted,
therefore proposes a housing target
which results in less homes being built
each year than in recent years. If the
Council fail to plan for a higher quantum
of housing, levels of commuting into
Flintshire will increase, subsequently
perpetuating the use of unsustainable
modes of transport. The use of an
employment-led projection (as in Option
6) is supported, however, this should be
accompanied by a higher level of
household growth than is currently
demonstrated to encourage more
sustainable commuting habits. A
stepchange in housing and employment

how the plan is unsound and why, and what
the preferable alternative is. The objector has
not done this and despite objecting has
provided nothing that the Council can apply
much weight to in considering or
understanding the basis of the arguments put
forward.

The objector refers to the recent trends in
housing delivery to make the point that based
on a short term trend, the LDP housing
requirement should be increased and the short
term rate applied over the entire plan period.
That is the limit of the empirical justification for
a higher housing requirement and no evidence
is provided to show for example how the
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land delivery is now required and the
continued approach to strategic growth
now set out in the Deposit Plan is not
ambitious enough and will not make the
significant contribution that is needed to
reducing affordable housing need and
raising the profile of the County. It is our
firm view this Plan will not assist the
County in raising its profile or competing
with neighbouring authorities such as
Wrexham. In this regard, the Local Plan
as written is a backward step and it does
not seek to maximise the opportunity for
economic and social development within
the County.

development Industry or the objector’s
company specifically has the ability or capacity
to sustain higher delivery rates for the entire
plan period, the inference being a limitless
capacity to build. There is also no reference to
the ability of supporting infrastructure to be
provided to support a higher level of growth.
This does not seem wholly tenable to the
Council and ignores the reality of the variable
economic climate, post Brexit future
uncertainties and a lack of focus on the
deliverability of sites in the plan. Whilst the
objector refers to the delivery rate over the first
three years of the plan period at 563 dpa, a
fourth years’ data is now available which
shows that this rate has fallen significantly
over just one year to 536 dpa. The objector
also fails to note the significant year on year
variability in delivery in just the first four years
where despite there being a rising market and
available sites, the rate varies from two years
where it exceeded 600 dpa, to the other two
years where it only achieved low to mid 400s,
both under the long term planned average in
the LDP. This does not suggest an ability to
sustain high rates over the entire plan period.
Also whilst the LDP housing requirement
averages 463 dpa, the plan has actually made
provision for 530 dpa to come forward, in line
with the current actual delivery rate.

The objector states that they are generally
supportive of the “employment-led projection
allowing for 8-10,000 job” but fail to recognize
that the employment projections prepared by
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the Council are slightly lower than this more
aspirational figure, which to use their term
does represent something of a ‘step change’ in
employment ambition. This is deliberate in
order to support the aspirations of the North
Wales Economic Ambition Board (NWEAB)
and the Draft NDF, where Welsh Government
state that the LDP is in general conformity with
this. Welsh Government are also supportive of
the level of housing and employment growth in
the plan stating they have “no fundamental
concerns in this respect”. Notwithstanding their
support for the employment levels, the
objector feels that the housing requirement is
not ambitious enough but again fail to
recognize from the Council’'s evidence base
that the housing requirement is derived directly
from the employment rage in Growth Option 6
where the housing figure is arrived at by
running the projections ‘in reverse’ from the 8-
10,000 jobs to determine the population and
labour force change required to support that,
and from this the level of household growth,
then converted to dwelling need. Instead they
state that a higher figure “could” be achieved
but fail to set out what the higher figure ‘could
be’ or ‘should be’ or provide evidence to justify
a higher figure.

The objector refers to a consequence of failing
to increase the housing requirement being
increased commuting into Flintshire, however
as the Council have already referenced above,
it (and Welsh Government) consider that the
respective growth levels are appropriate.
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There is also no direct link between the
employment and housing growth proposed
and so if a higher housing figure were allowed
for, and the level of jobs aspired to did not
materialize but the houses were built, this
could increase the already high levels of daily
out-commuting from the County. The objector
also fails to recognize that in order to create
the conditions for the population growth to
demand the level of housing allocated in the
plan, requires a high level of net migration to
the County to be achieved, and sustained
above recent trends. This is why Growth
Option 4 serves to corroborate the levels of
housing growth identified in option 6 as they
are similar, but where option 4 relies on the
highest level of net migration seen in the 10
years prior to the plan period, being achieved
consistently throughout the plan period. This is
a significant assumption in its own right, and to
push housing requirement beyond this already
aspirational level would be unrealistic.

The objector refers to the need for the County
to “raised its profile” but the Council are
unclear what is meant by this. They also refer
to the Council being in competition with
Wrexham whereas clearly the Welsh
Government via the draft NDF see the two
authorities as providing the focus for growth in
the area. The Council believes it can meet this
requirement of the NDF from Flintshire’s
perspective and Welsh Government confirm
that they consider the LDP in conformity with
the NDF. The NWEAB via the Growth Vision
and Growth Deal for North Wales already
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acknowledge the contribution that Flintshire
and Wrexham make in terms of housing to
support economic growth, encouraging the
other authorities in North Wales to follow suit.

Rather than taking the opportunity to focus on
the soundness of the LDP, the objector looks
backwards to the UDP to make the point that
in their view the under-delivery from that plan
should be added to the requirement for the
LDP, notwithstanding its different time period.
Whilst the Council do not accept this
proposition, the objector provides no evidence
to justify or quantify this apparent ‘shortfall’
instead anecdotally referring to a ‘figure’
(which is actually a broad range) of 2,300-
4,500 dwellings. This unsubstantiated
information cannot be considered in any other
way by the Council and carries little weight.
They also fail to acknowledge that a
development plan does not actually deliver
housing, it makes provision for the housing
requirement to be built. Missing from the
objector’'s argument is the interaction of the
market, economic conditions, the capacity of
developers to build, and the actual level of
demand coming forward. These are all factors
that are outside of the Council’s control.

The objector refers to the inadequacy of a
14.4% flexibility allowance but does not say
why or what the appropriate level should be.
They will also not (at the time of making
representations) have had the benefit of
reviewing the latest Welsh Government 2018
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based household projections recently
published, which show even lower projected
household growth trends than either from the
previous 2011 or 2014 projections previously
referenced by the Council. Against the
principal variant of the 2018 projections, the
LDP provision is three times the projected
growth, and over twice the amount projected
by the highest growth variant. The Council do
not understand how this is not sufficiently
aspirational above the projections they are
required by PPW to refer to as a starting point
for setting a housing requirement.

The objector makes reference to a small scale
appeal decision from 2015 that predates any
formal consultation stages on the LDP to give
weight to the concept of transposing unmet
demand from one plan to another. The Council
is unaware of the national planning guidance
to follow in this, and with reference to the
appeal decision, this was made at a time when
the now discredited approach to giving
significant weight to speculative developments
by TAN1 has been recognized by the Minister
for the harm it has caused both to the plan
making process and to communities in
general. TAN 1 is proposed for deletion in its
entirety.

The objector questions the Council’s view that
there is no reference in PPW to the
requirement for unmet need from a previous
plan period to be added on to the new plan
period, but then fail to actually point out where
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this is. They also fail to explain why it is
sufficient to go back to just the previous plan,
when following the logic put forward of the
legitimacy of addressing historical under-
delivery, there are any number of other earlier
plans that may also have failed to ‘deliver’.
The objector does draw legitimacy for their
position from Paragraph 4.2.3 of PPW which
they quote from in terms of “As part of the
development plan process planning authorities
need to understand their local housing market
and the factors influencing housing
requirements in their area over the plan period
[the Council’'s emphasis in bold]". The
operative phrase would appear to the Council
to be that highlighted — over the plan period.
The plan period for the UDP was 2000-2015
whereas the LDP period is 2015-2030 and
there is no overlap. Equally the LDP evidence
base is logically based at 2015 including the
Local Housing Market Assessment, as the
plan aims to cater for needs during its ‘plan
period’. Also, even if it is accepted that there
was a UDP ‘shortfall’ that should somehow be
incorporated, which the Council do not, and
given that the UDP housing requirement
adopted the projected amount of household
growth at the time from Welsh Government
projections, as the LDP provision is two to
three times the present level of projected
growth, then it can be said that any alleged
shortfall has been catered for by the LDP as
advocated by the objector.
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As a final point, given that the Council
understands that the objector has control of or
interest in a number of sites within the LDP
housing supply balance sheet, there is
concern that this leaves the objector and
therefore the Council vulnerable to criticism
about the objector’s capacity to deliver sites it
has an interest in, let alone any further sites it
proposes to add. The concern is that this will
simply lead to land banking of sites for the
future rather than delivery within the plan
period.
The Vision and Strategic Objectives of Not accepted.
the Plan are acknowledged and the
Council’s economic ambition and future It is disappointing that the representations
aspirations for job growth in the County from Anwyl, albeit by a different agent, simply
are also supported, however, we are of repeat the same points made at previous
the view that the level of proposed stages of consultation on the plan namely the
housing growth is insufficient. Whilst the Growth Options stage and the consultation on
previous draft policy outlined a figure of the Preferred Strategy. Despite the Council in
7645 new homes to be provided and the each subsequent consultation document
Deposit Plan increases this by 305 explaining how the Plan has been informed by
STR1: dwellings, the housing requirement of Need to increase previous consultation feedback (as also clearly
365 | Strategic | Object 6950 remains unchanged. In fact, this housin audited in the Initial Consultation Document),
: g target . X
Growth equates to an average build rate of 463 Anwyl repeat the points at the deposit stage

dwellings per annum over the Plan
period. In comparison, the average
annual build rate over the last 10 years
has been 427 dwellings per annum and
573 dwellings per annum over the last 5
years. Completions in the first three
years of the Plan period have also
averaged 563. The Plan as drafted,
therefore proposes a housing target
which results in less homes being built

but do not provide anything new for the
Council to consider that it hasn't already
reviewed previously. The opportunity given to
the objector during the deposit consultation
was to consider the soundness of the LDP as
published and if this was questioned, to say
how the plan is unsound and why, and what
the preferable alternative is. The objector has
not done this and despite objecting has
provided nothing that the Council can apply
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each year than in recent years. If the
Council fail to plan for a higher quantum
of housing, levels of commuting into
Flintshire will increase, subsequently
perpetuating the use of unsustainable
modes of transport. The use of an
employment-led projection (as in Option
6) is supported, however, this should be
accompanied by a higher level of
household growth than is currently
demonstrated to encourage more
sustainable commuting habits. A
stepchange in housing and employment
land delivery is now required and the
continued approach to strategic growth
now set out in the Deposit Plan is not
ambitious enough and will not make the
significant contribution that is needed to
reducing affordable housing need and
raising the profile of the County. It is our
firm view this Plan will not assist the
County in raising its profile or competing
with neighbouring authorities such as
Wrexham. In this regard, the Local Plan
as written is a backward step and it does
not seek to maximise the opportunity for
economic and social development within
the County.

much weight to in considering or
understanding the basis of the arguments put
forward.

The objector refers to the recent trends in
housing delivery to make the point that based
on a short term trend, the LDP housing
requirement should be increased and the short
term rate applied over the entire plan period.
That is the limit of the empirical justification for
a higher housing requirement and no evidence
is provided to show for example how the
development Industry or the objector’s
company specifically has the ability or capacity
to sustain higher delivery rates for the entire
plan period, the inference being a limitless
capacity to build. There is also no reference to
the ability of supporting infrastructure to be
provided to support a higher level of growth.
This does not seem wholly tenable to the
Council and ignores the reality of the variable
economic climate, post Brexit future
uncertainties and a lack of focus on the
deliverability of sites in the plan. Whilst the
objector refers to the delivery rate over the first
three years of the plan period at 563 dpa, a
fourth years’ data is now available which
shows that this rate has fallen significantly
over just one year to 536 dpa. The objector
also fails to note the significant year on year
variability in delivery in just the first four years
where despite there being a rising market and
available sites, the rate varies from two years
where it exceeded 600 dpa, to the other two
years where it only achieved low to mid 400s,
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both under the long term planned average in
the LDP. This does not suggest an ability to
sustain high rates over the entire plan period.
Also whilst the LDP housing requirement
averages 463 dpa, the plan has actually made
provision for 530 dpa to come forward, in line
with the current actual delivery rate.

The objector states that they are generally
supportive of the “employment-led projection
allowing for 8-10,000 job” but fail to recognize
that the employment projections prepared by
the Council are slightly lower than this more
aspirational figure, which to use their term
does represent something of a ‘step change’ in
employment ambition. This is deliberate in
order to support the aspirations of the North
Wales Economic Ambition Board (NWEAB)
and the Draft NDF, where Welsh Government
state that the LDP is in general conformity with
this. Welsh Government are also supportive of
the level of housing and employment growth in
the plan stating they have “no fundamental
concerns in this respect”. Notwithstanding their
support for the employment levels, the
objector feels that the housing requirement is
not ambitious enough but again fail to
recognize from the Council’s evidence base
that the housing requirement is derived directly
from the employment rage in Growth Option 6
where the housing figure is arrived at by
running the projections ‘in reverse’ from the 8-
10,000 jobs to determine the population and
labour force change required to support that,
and from this the level of household growth,
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then converted to dwelling need. Instead they
state that a higher figure “could” be achieved
but fail to set out what the higher figure ‘could
be’ or ‘should be’ or provide evidence to justify
a higher figure.

The objector refers to a consequence of failing
to increase the housing requirement being
increased commuting into Flintshire, however
as the Council have already referenced above,
it (and Welsh Government) consider that the
respective growth levels are appropriate.
There is also no direct link between the
employment and housing growth proposed
and so if a higher housing figure were allowed
for, and the level of jobs aspired to did not
materialize but the houses were built, this
could increase the already high levels of daily
out-commuting from the County. The objector
also fails to recognize that in order to create
the conditions for the population growth to
demand the level of housing allocated in the
plan, requires a high level of net migration to
the County to be achieved, and sustained
above recent trends. This is why Growth
Option 4 serves to corroborate the levels of
housing growth identified in option 6 as they
are similar, but where option 4 relies on the
highest level of net migration seen in the 10
years prior to the plan period, being achieved
consistently throughout the plan period. This is
a significant assumption in its own right, and to
push housing requirement beyond this already
aspirational level would be unrealistic.
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The objector refers to the need for the County
to “raised its profile” but the Council are
unclear what is meant by this. They also refer
to the Council being in competition with
Wrexham whereas clearly the Welsh
Government via the draft NDF see the two
authorities as providing the focus for growth in
the area. The Council believes it can meet this
requirement of the NDF from Flintshire’'s
perspective and Welsh Government confirm
that they consider the LDP in conformity with
the NDF. The NWEAB via the Growth Vision
and Growth Deal for North Wales already
acknowledge the contribution that Flintshire
and Wrexham make in terms of housing to
support economic growth, encouraging the
other authorities in North Wales to follow suit.

Rather than taking the opportunity to focus on
the soundness of the LDP, the objector looks
backwards to the UDP to make the point that
in their view the under-delivery from that plan
should be added to the requirement for the
LDP, notwithstanding its different time period.
Whilst the Council do not accept this
proposition, the objector provides no evidence
to justify or quantify this apparent ‘shortfall’
instead anecdotally referring to a ‘figure’
(which is actually a broad range) of 2,300-
4,500 dwellings. This unsubstantiated
information cannot be considered in any other
way by the Council and carries little weight.
They also fail to acknowledge that a
development plan does not actually deliver
housing, it makes provision for the housing




Policy STR1

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of changes
being
sought/proposed

Council response

requirement to be built. Missing from the
objector’s argument is the interaction of the
market, economic conditions, the capacity of
developers to build, and the actual level of
demand coming forward. These are all factors
that are outside of the Council’s control.

The objector refers to the inadequacy of a
14.4% flexibility allowance but does not say
why or what the appropriate level should be.
They will also not (at the time of making
representations) have had the benefit of
reviewing the latest Welsh Government 2018
based household projections recently
published, which show even lower projected
household growth trends than either from the
previous 2011 or 2014 projections previously
referenced by the Council. Against the
principal variant of the 2018 projections, the
LDP provision is three times the projected
growth, and over twice the amount projected
by the highest growth variant. The Council do
not understand how this is not sufficiently
aspirational above the projections they are
required by PPW to refer to as a starting point
for setting a housing requirement.

The objector makes reference to a small scale
appeal decision from 2015 that predates any
formal consultation stages on the LDP to give
weight to the concept of transposing unmet
demand from one plan to another. The Council
is unaware of the national planning guidance
to follow in this, and with reference to the
appeal decision, this was made at a time when




Policy STR1

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of changes
being
sought/proposed

Council response

the now discredited approach to giving
significant weight to speculative developments
by TAN1 has been recognized by the Minister
for the harm it has caused both to the plan
making process and to communities in
general. TAN 1 is proposed for deletion in its
entirety.

The objector questions the Council’s view that
there is no reference in PPW to the
requirement for unmet need from a previous
plan period to be added on to the new plan
period, but then fail to actually point out where
this is. They also fail to explain why it is
sufficient to go back to just the previous plan,
when following the logic put forward of the
legitimacy of addressing historical under-
delivery, there are any number of other earlier
plans that may also have failed to ‘deliver’.
The objector does draw legitimacy for their
position from Paragraph 4.2.3 of PPW which
they quote from in terms of “As part of the
development plan process planning authorities
need to understand their local housing market
and the factors influencing housing
requirements in their area over the plan period
[the Council’'s emphasis in bold]”. The
operative phrase would appear to the Council
to be that highlighted — over the plan period.
The plan period for the UDP was 2000-2015
whereas the LDP period is 2015-2030 and
there is no overlap. Equally the LDP evidence
base is logically based at 2015 including the
Local Housing Market Assessment, as the
plan aims to cater for needs during its ‘plan
period’. Also, even if it is accepted that there
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was a UDP ‘shortfall’ that should somehow be
incorporated, which the Council do not, and
given that the UDP housing requirement
adopted the projected amount of household
growth at the time from Welsh Government
projections, as the LDP provision is two to
three times the present level of projected
growth, then it can be said that any alleged
shortfall has been catered for by the LDP as
advocated by the objector.

As a final point, given that the Council
understands that the objector has control of or
interest in a number of sites within the LDP
housing supply balance sheet, there is
concern that this leaves the objector and
therefore the Council vulnerable to criticism
about the objector’s capacity to deliver sites it
has an interest in, let alone any further sites it
proposes to add. The concern is that this will
simply lead to land banking of sites for the
future rather than delivery within the plan
period.

386

STR1:
Strategic
Growth

Object

The Vision and Strategic Objectives of
the Plan are acknowledged and the
Council’'s economic ambition and future
aspirations for job growth in the County
are also supported, however, we are of
the view that the level of proposed
housing growth is insufficient. Whilst the
previous draft policy outlined a figure of
7645 new homes to be provided and the
Deposit Plan increases this by 305
dwellings, the housing requirement of
6950 remains unchanged. In fact, this

Need to increase
housing target.

Not accepted.

It is disappointing that the representations
from Anwyl, albeit by a different agent, simply
repeat the same points made at previous
stages of consultation on the plan namely the
Growth Options stage and the consultation on
the Preferred Strategy. Despite the Council in
each subsequent consultation document
explaining how the Plan has been informed by
previous consultation feedback (as also clearly
audited in the Initial Consultation Document),
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equates to an average build rate of 463
dwellings per annum over the Plan
period. In comparison, the average
annual build rate over the last 10 years
has been 427 dwellings per annum and
573 dwellings per annum over the last 5
years. Completions in the first three
years of the Plan period have also
averaged 563. The Plan as drafted,
therefore proposes a housing target
which results in less homes being built
each year than in recent years. If the
Council fail to plan for a higher quantum
of housing, levels of commuting into
Flintshire will increase, subsequently
perpetuating the use of unsustainable
modes of transport. The use of an
employment-led projection (as in Option
6) is supported, however, this should be
accompanied by a higher level of
household growth than is currently
demonstrated to encourage more
sustainable commuting habits. A
stepchange in housing and employment
land delivery is now required and the
continued approach to strategic growth
now set out in the Deposit Plan is not
ambitious enough and will not make the
significant contribution that is needed to
reducing affordable housing need and
raising the profile of the County. It is our
firm view this Plan will not assist the
County in raising its profile or competing
with neighbouring authorities such as
Wrexham. In this regard, the Local Plan
as written is a backward step and it does

Anwyl repeat the points at the deposit stage
but do not provide anything new for the
Council to consider that it hasn't already
reviewed previously. The opportunity given to
the objector during the deposit consultation
was to consider the soundness of the LDP as
published and if this was questioned, to say
how the plan is unsound and why, and what
the preferable alternative is. The objector has
not done this and despite objecting has
provided nothing that the Council can apply
much weight to in considering or
understanding the basis of the arguments put
forward.

The objector refers to the recent trends in
housing delivery to make the point that based
on a short term trend, the LDP housing
requirement should be increased and the short
term rate applied over the entire plan period.
That is the limit of the empirical justification for
a higher housing requirement and no evidence
is provided to show for example how the
development Industry or the objector’s
company specifically has the ability or capacity
to sustain higher delivery rates for the entire
plan period, the inference being a limitless
capacity to build. There is also no reference to
the ability of supporting infrastructure to be
provided to support a higher level of growth.
This does not seem wholly tenable to the
Council and ignores the reality of the variable
economic climate, post Brexit future
uncertainties and a lack of focus on the
deliverability of sites in the plan. Whilst the
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not seek to maximise the opportunity for
economic and social development within
the County.

objector refers to the delivery rate over the first
three years of the plan period at 563 dpa, a
fourth years’ data is now available which
shows that this rate has fallen significantly
over just one year to 536 dpa. The objector
also fails to note the significant year on year
variability in delivery in just the first four years
where despite there being a rising market and
available sites, the rate varies from two years
where it exceeded 600 dpa, to the other two
years where it only achieved low to mid 400s,
both under the long term planned average in
the LDP. This does not suggest an ability to
sustain high rates over the entire plan period.
Also whilst the LDP housing requirement
averages 463 dpa, the plan has actually made
provision for 530 dpa to come forward, in line
with the current actual delivery rate.

The objector states that they are generally
supportive of the “employment-led projection
allowing for 8-10,000 job” but fail to recognize
that the employment projections prepared by
the Council are slightly lower than this more
aspirational figure, which to use their term
does represent something of a ‘step change’ in
employment ambition. This is deliberate in
order to support the aspirations of the North
Wales Economic Ambition Board (NWEAB)
and the Draft NDF, where Welsh Government
state that the LDP is in general conformity with
this. Welsh Government are also supportive of
the level of housing and employment growth in
the plan stating they have “no fundamental
concerns in this respect”. Notwithstanding their
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support for the employment levels, the
objector feels that the housing requirement is
not ambitious enough but again fail to
recognize from the Council’s evidence base
that the housing requirement is derived directly
from the employment rage in Growth Option 6
where the housing figure is arrived at by
running the projections ‘in reverse’ from the 8-
10,000 jobs to determine the population and
labour force change required to support that,
and from this the level of household growth,
then converted to dwelling need. Instead they
state that a higher figure “could” be achieved
but fail to set out what the higher figure ‘could
be’ or ‘should be’ or provide evidence to justify
a higher figure.

The objector refers to a consequence of failing
to increase the housing requirement being
increased commuting into Flintshire, however
as the Council have already referenced above,
it (and Welsh Government) consider that the
respective growth levels are appropriate.
There is also no direct link between the
employment and housing growth proposed
and so if a higher housing figure were allowed
for, and the level of jobs aspired to did not
materialize but the houses were built, this
could increase the already high levels of daily
out-commuting from the County. The objector
also fails to recognize that in order to create
the conditions for the population growth to
demand the level of housing allocated in the
plan, requires a high level of net migration to
the County to be achieved, and sustained
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above recent trends. This is why Growth
Option 4 serves to corroborate the levels of
housing growth identified in option 6 as they
are similar, but where option 4 relies on the
highest level of net migration seen in the 10
years prior to the plan period, being achieved
consistently throughout the plan period. This is
a significant assumption in its own right, and to
push housing requirement beyond this already
aspirational level would be unrealistic.

The objector refers to the need for the County
to “raised its profile” but the Council are
unclear what is meant by this. They also refer
to the Council being in competition with
Wrexham whereas clearly the Welsh
Government via the draft NDF see the two
authorities as providing the focus for growth in
the area. The Council believes it can meet this
requirement of the NDF from Flintshire’s
perspective and Welsh Government confirm
that they consider the LDP in conformity with
the NDF. The NWEAB via the Growth Vision
and Growth Deal for North Wales already
acknowledge the contribution that Flintshire
and Wrexham make in terms of housing to
support economic growth, encouraging the
other authorities in North Wales to follow suit.

Rather than taking the opportunity to focus on
the soundness of the LDP, the objector looks
backwards to the UDP to make the point that
in their view the under-delivery from that plan
should be added to the requirement for the

LDP, notwithstanding its different time period.




Policy STR1

Title

Support
or
object

Summary of representation

Summary of changes
being
sought/proposed

Council response

Whilst the Council do not accept this
proposition, the objector provides no evidence
to justify or quantify this apparent ‘shortfall’
instead anecdotally referring to a ‘figure’
(which is actually a broad range) of 2,300-
4,500 dwellings. This unsubstantiated
information cannot be considered in any other
way by the Council and carries little weight.
They also fail to acknowledge that a
development plan does not actually deliver
housing, it makes provision for the housing
requirement to be built. Missing from the
objector’'s argument is the interaction of the
market, economic conditions, the capacity of
developers to build, and the actual level of
demand coming forward. These are all factors
that are outside of the Council’s control.

The objector refers to the inadequacy of a
14.4% flexibility allowance but does not say
why or what the appropriate level should be.
They will also not (at the time of making
representations) have had the benefit of
reviewing the latest Welsh Government 2018
based household projections recently
published, which show even lower projected
household growth trends than either from the
previous 2011 or 2014 projections previously
referenced by the Council. Against the
principal variant of the 2018 projections, the
LDP provision is three times the projected
growth, and over twice the amount projected
by the highest growth variant. The Council do
not understand how this is not sufficiently
aspirational above the projections they are
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required by PPW to refer to as a starting point
for setting a housing requirement.

The objector makes reference to a small scale
appeal decision from 2015 that predates any
formal consultation stages on the LDP to give
weight to the concept of transposing unmet
demand from one plan to another. The Council
is unaware of the national planning guidance
to follow in this, and with reference to the
appeal decision, this was made at a time when
the now discredited approach to giving
significant weight to speculative developments
by TAN1 has been recognized by the Minister
for the harm it has caused both to the plan
making process and to communities in
general. TAN 1 is proposed for deletion in its
entirety.

The objector questions the Council’s view that
there is no reference in PPW to the
requirement for unmet need from a previous
plan period to be added on to the new plan
period, but then fail to actually point out where
this is. They also fail to explain why it is
sufficient to go back to just the previous plan,
when following the logic put forward of the
legitimacy of addressing historical under-
delivery, there are any number of other earlier
plans that may also have failed to ‘deliver’.
The objector does draw legitimacy for their
position from Paragraph 4.2.3 of PPW which
they quote from in terms of “As part of the
development plan process planning authorities
need to understand their local housing market
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and the factors influencing housing
requirements in their area over the plan period
[the Council's emphasis in bold]". The
operative phrase would appear to the Council
to be that highlighted — over the plan period.
The plan period for the UDP was 2000-2015
whereas the LDP period is 2015-2030 and
there is no overlap. Equally the LDP evidence
base is logically based at 2015 including the
Local Housing Market Assessment, as the
plan aims to cater for needs during its ‘plan
period’. Also, even if it is accepted that there
was a UDP ‘shortfall’ that should somehow be
incorporated, which the Council do not, and
given that the UDP housing requirement
adopted the projected amount of household
growth at the time from Welsh Government
projections, as the LDP provision is two to
three times the present level of projected
growth, then it can be said that any alleged
shortfall has been catered for by the LDP as
advocated by the objector.

As a final point, given that the Council
understands that the objector has control of or
interest in a number of sites within the LDP
housing supply balance sheet, there is
concern that this leaves the objector and
therefore the Council vulnerable to criticism
about the objector’s capacity to deliver sites it
has an interest in, let alone any further sites it
proposes to add. The concern is that this will
simply lead to land banking of sites for the
future rather than delivery within the plan
period.
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Support Summary of changes
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The need for 7950 houses in Flintshire
over the 15 years of the plan is primarily
justified on the provision of 8-10,000 jobs Not accepted.
and inward migration. The high . , .
projection for new jobs is mainly based :I'he o’bjector' refers to the plan's housmg.
upon the amount of employment land neeq as be'.”g 7,950, .bUt the L[gP houglng
available in the County, particularly in the requirement Is 6,950 with a .14'4/0 contingency
Deeside Enterprise Zone area. In the resulting in an overall provision for 7,950.
current economic climate, with political homes to meet the lower r'eqwrem'ent. I IS
uncertainty and national economic a_Iso not the case that the job requirement is
slowdown these ambitious plans appear simply ba_sed on the amount _of_employment
to be highly unrealistic. In the plan (para Ian_c_i provided in the plan, as '.t IS _based on_the
3.27) the County is forecast to increase gbmty of the two large strategic sites to deliver
in population by 2,811 by 2030, even Jobs, referenced to the employment
allowing for inward migration the need to projections identified in the Employment Land
provide 7950 houses over the 15 years : packground paper prepared by t_he County. It
_ of the plan appears to be excessive. The Itis suggested that the is also partly deliberately aspirational as this
STR1: WG's draft NDF (Dec 2018), estimates housing need for aligns with the intentions behind the North
523 |Strategic |Object |0 " \erage 8300 homes are Flintshire should be Wales Economic Ambition Board Growth
Growth ge & considerably scaled Vision for North Wales from which the Growth

required annually in Wales for the period
2018/19 to 2022/23. It estimates that
19% of the homes required in Wales
should be provided in North Wales. This
equates to 1577 houses across the
seven planning authorities in North
Wales. We calculate that the LDP's for
the seven planning authorities identify a
need of 2163 houses per year on
average throughout the life of the plans.
This would provide 37% more than is
required by the draft NDF. It is therefore
suggested that the housing need for
Flintshire should be considerably scaled
back. The jobs growth is primarily based
upon the fact that there is nearly 140
hectares of employment land available in

back.

Deal has been agreed by UK and Welsh
Governments to support and fund
infrastructure, projects and skills development
all geared to improving economic activity,
prosperity and well-being in a North Wales
context. Whilst the objector considers the LDP
housing provision to be “excessive” this is not
characterized or explained in terms of either
the harm this level of housing provision would
result in, or by how much it is in ‘excess’, save
for a reference to the low level Welsh
Government 2011 based projections. In doing
this the objector fails to recognize ministerial
advice provided in 2014 which is still in place,
that advised Local Authorities not to simply
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Flintshire, mainly in the Deeside
Enterprise Zone. Whilst there are high
aspirations to create large number of
jobs there is little track record at the
moment of these being created despite
the advantageous offerings within the
Enterprise Zone The LDP allows for a
contingency of 14.4% beyond the
housing need. Whilst 6950 houses are
needed in the LDP, Flintshire is looking
to provide planning permission for 7950.
This contingency of simply adding 1000
properties to the housing need does not
appear a very sound scientific approach.
We would have thought a figure could be
estimated based on previous experience
in the Flintshire area. Other North Wales
Planning Authorities LDPs have included
a contingency of only 10%. In Flintshire
there have been 1691 completions in the
first three years of the plan (563 per
year). The planning authority has
identified 1771 commitments as of
1/4/2018 and has ‘conservatively’
allowed for 1320 new roproperties in
small sites and windfalls. These figures
should now be updated, but should give
Flintshire CC confidence of being able to
achieve it

project negative recessionary trend period’s
forward in terms of planning for future growth.

The objector refers to a misalignment with the
housing identified in the draft National
Development Framework and apportions this
out across all North Wales Authorities and
from this concludes that Flintshire’s LDP
requirement should be “scaled back”. No
explanation is given for this conclusion, or
whether other North Wales Authorities should
also scale back and the mechanism for doing
this, and the objector also fails to acknowledge
the difference between the LDP housing
requirement figure and how it is derived, and
the NDF figures which relate to housing need
based on affordable shortfalls and which are
therefore not directly comparable. Of most
relevance is the fact that in their formal
comments on the Deposit LDP the Welsh
Government are satisfied that the LDP is in
general conformity with the draft NDF.

The objector refers to the unscientific nature of
allowing for a contingency on top of the
housing requirement figure, and feels that
there should be enough certainty taking
account of identified commitments and the
allowances made for windfall and small sites,
to negate the need for a high contingency
level. The objector then however refers to
other Authorities who have used 10% as a
contingency level. The provision of a
contingency is a requirement of the Welsh
Government LDP Manual which refers to 10%




Policy STR1

Support Summary of changes
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object sought/proposed
as a starting point. Even if the Council followed
the 10% lead of other North Wales Authorities
this would still add almost 700 units to the LDP
housing requirement as a contingency, but
where for some of those authorities the level of
contingency used has not been sufficient to
ensure either delivery of sufficient sites or the
maintenance of a 5 year land supply, post LDP
adoption. It is the Council's view that the level
of contingency allowed for is balanced and
proportionate to help facilitate the delivery of
sufficient homes to meet the plan’s housing
requirement figure.
The policy is headed “Strategic Growth” Not Accepted. In their formal comments on the
and indicates that 7950 new homes will deposit Plan Welsh Government state that
be provided to meet the requirement of they are “broadly supportive of the strategy,
6950. In considering the appropriateness . .| level of housing and jobs proposed, considers
of the 6950 requirement set out in the a) The figure of 7950 in it [the plan] aligns with national policy and is in
s . X policy STR1 for ; : ; "
LDP, it is necessary to firstly examine . general conformity with the emerging NDF”.
. . housing need should
how this figure has been arrived at. As
o . be replaced by 11, 105 . L
part of the Council’s earlier Preferred The objector spends more time in the past
) ' to take account of the . :
Strategy Consultation the figure of 6950 . referring to the UDP, than focusing on the
: d past unmet need; or ; . . .
) was derived from the Technical Paper main point of the Deposit LDP consultation
STR1: “ . ) :
. . headed “Population and Household .| which was to consider whether the plan as
583 | Strategic | Object o : . b) If past unmet need is : . )
Projections with Dwelling and . published is sound. The predominant purpose
Growth not included the

Employment Impacts (Nov 2017)". Each
of the Options in that document
presented numbers in a range. The
Preferred Option selected by the Council
was for between 6550 and 7350 units.
The Council therefore chose a midpoint
between the two which gave them 6950
units (and they have then added a
contingency). v) Proposed Change a)
The figure of 7950 in policy STR1 for

contingency figure
needs to be increased
to reflect past under
delivery to 2500 giving
a total requirement of
9850 units.

of the objection also seems to be based on
defining the largest housing number possible
without any evidential support or assessment
of the sustainability and deliverability of the
11,105 homes proposed, or where the
additional sustainable and deliverable sites are
to provide the additional 4,000+ homes
proposed. The objector incorrectly refers to the
LDP growth options stating that each was
presented as a range, when only the
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housing need should be replaced by 11,
105 to take account of the past unmet
need; or b) If past unmet need is not
included the contingency figure needs to
be increased to reflect past under
delivery to 2500 giving a total
requirement of 9850 units.

employment driven option 6 was a range, this
being the product of an aspirational job growth
being presented as a range from which the
resulted housing need was derived. The
objector states that they do not consider
selecting a mid-point from option 6 projected
housing growth is reasonable but don't explain
why, other than the approach is not “ambitious
enough”. Instead they state that to be more
ambitious the Council should have selected
the upper end of the growth range, a measure
of housing ambition just 400 greater that the
selected mid-point figure. The key point
ignored by the objector and as set out in the
Plan is that the selection of a mid-point from
option 6 was also informed by reference to
growth option 4 which was a more traditional
demographic projection derived option where
the high variant level of migration used to
derive option 4 and its resultant level of
housing requirement, was in line with that
derived at the mid-point of the range of
housing requirement derived from option 6.

This translates into a level of ambition that
sets a challenging but achievable housing
requirement, ensuring compliance with PPW in
terms of sustainability and deliverability of the
plans housing requirement, to the extent that a
development plan can actually deliver the
housing it provides, as endorsed by Welsh
Government. The objector also ignores the
fact that the chosen housing requirement
figure is significantly in excess of the formal
published Welsh Government Household
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Projections both at the time that the growth
options were derived (2011-Based WG
Projections) and now where, with the recent
publication of the 2018-based WG Projections,
the differential from the projection household
growth and the LDP requirement is now even
greater. The figure proposed by the objector
would in fact be over 4 times the official
projected growth but no assessment of the
impact of this excess of growth over need has
been made by the objector. Following the
objector’s logic in relation to adding
undelivered growth from a previous plan, itis a
fact that the UDP requirement was based on
the actual level of WG projected growth at the
time, and given that the LDP requirement is
well in excess of the present level of projected
growth, if the projected need shortfall case is
accepted (which the Council does not), then
the LDP requirement has in effect ‘mopped up’
any previous under-provision, by setting a
requirement that is far in excess of present
projections.

The main emphasis of the objector’s case for a
higher housing requirement figure is based on
the premise that the LDP should not only
make sufficient provision for the assessed
need during its plan period (2015-2030) but
should also look backwards and also account
for under-delivered housing from the previous
UDP plan period. The objector lays blame for
an apparent under-deliver solely on the UDP
for this but is silent on the role that the
economic climate, actual level of demand
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coming from potential house buyers, or the
willingness, capacity or ability of developers to
deliver new homes, as it is these factors that
determine delivery as development plans do
not deliver housing, rather they make sufficient
provision for housing to come forward to meet
the assessed requirement. Unhelpfully the
objector does not direct the Council to the
relevant passage in PPW, the Development
Plans Manual or relevant guidance that sets
out the concept of transposing under-provision
from one plan period to another, or the
mechanism for doing so. Equally there is no
precedent with other LDPs in Wales for where
this has been accepted. If the Council were to
entertain the concept that under-delivery carry
over should be considered then it is not clear
from the objector’s focus on just the last
development plan, the UDP, why the concept
should be time limited to just this plan. After all
the objector states that it is a fundamental
principle affecting soundness of the LDP that it
should cater for un-delivered historical need,
which therefore should not be limited to just
the UDP as other plans historically may also
have failed to deliver in the way the objector
suggests for the UDP. Clearly the flaw in the
argument is then how far back do you go to
address ‘historical need'? Also, extending the
principle and the objector’s logic, if the UDP
had over-delivered housing in relation to the
requirement in that plan, then presumably the
objector would accept that the LDP assessed
need would be reduced by the level of over-
provision in the previous plan? Without
reference to where in National guidance or
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precedent it is accepted that the under-
provision from a previous plan should be
added to the requirement to the current plan
under development, the Council does not see
how this can be a soundness issue that
challenges the strategy of the LDP.

The objector refers to an old appeal decision
to justify the principle of carrying over an
alleged ‘under-provision’ but the Inspector in
that decision does not say this. Instead the
appeal at the time made was simply applying
the principles in TAN1 of allowing speculative
development, that Welsh Government now
accept had adverse impacts on communities
and the plan making process, resulting in the
conclusion that this and other Councils have
argued for some time, that TANL1 is no longer
fit for purpose. This recognizes that the
planning process was disadvantaged by the
process facilitated by TAN1.

The objector’s simplistic exercise in arriving at
a large housing number has no evidential
basis to support its sustainability or
deliverability and does not assess (other than
land proposed by the objector in objections to
HN11) what or where there are sufficient
sustainable and deliverable sites to meet the
radically increased proposed housing
requirement, and in fact only offers in relation
to objections to HN11 66 units (at Isa Farm,
Mynydd Isa) towards the additional 4,155 units
proposed, itself leaving a shortfall of 4,089
units to be found somehow, somewhere. This
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does not appear to be either a sustainable or
sound proposition to provide certainty of
delivery for the LDP housing requirement. In
order to deliver the level of housing proposed
by the objector, the development industry
fueled by consistent market demand would
have to complete 740 new homes every year
for the entire LDP plan period. By the
objector’s own analysis of build rates (564
units per annum), this is almost 200 or 31%
higher than the average the industry has been
able to achieve in the first 3 years of the LDP
plan period, where there has been an
unconstrained supply as evidenced by the
level of commitments in the housing balance
sheet supplemented by significant speculative
permissions granted under TAN1. With the
addition of completions data for 2018-19 the
average rate of delivery in the first 4 years of
the plan is now 536 dpa and whilst above the
plan’s annualized housing requirement, is in
line with the actual level of provision in the
plan of 530 dpa. The short term delivery trend
2015-19 also masks the fact that even in a
period of market demand with developers
bringing forward sites, there is significant
variability in the actual annual delivery where
the range of delivery has reached 600 in two
of the four years, but in others has only
achieved low to mid 400s. It is this variability in
a rising market with land clearly available, that
guestions the ability to consistently year on
year deliver housing completions at the rate
suggested by the objector. Also in terms of
growth ambition, the LDP is in conformity with
the level of need and ambition contained
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within the draft NDF, a fact supported by the
Welsh Government in their comments on the
LDP growth strategy. Providing housing at the
levels suggested by the objector will be in
direct conflict with the National Development
Framework and also logically mean that if a
higher level of growth is to be accepted for
Flintshire than in the NDF, then this should
also be applied to Wrexham which the NDF
groups with Flintshire as the focus for future
growth and development, as to otherwise treat
the two contributor areas so differently would
be unsustainable. There is no evidence from
the objector or the industry to show how such
a high level of housing delivery is either
sustainable, needed, or deliverable throughout
the LDP plan period.

The objector has made reference to the LDP
trajectory and the fact that in the last 2 years
of the trajectory there may be a shortfall in
housing provision of 1,389 units, quoting from
paragraph 3.1.4 of LDP Background Paper 10,
which means that the plan requirement should
be increased and/or ‘contingency sites’ should
be added to the plan to come forward later in
the plan period. The Council do not accept
these arguments and consider that the
objector has mis-interpreted the correct
position as set out in paragraph 3.1.4. This is
not a correct quotation from the document as
paragraph 3.1.4 actually states “while the
trajectory currently shows a supply of less than
five years in the last two years of the Plan
period, this is not surprising as the Plan’s
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housing land supply will have largely been
built out by the end of the Plan period and
while the Plan’s housing requirement will have
been accommodated, to achieve a five year
supply in the last two years of the Plan would
necessitate the provision of land for some
1,389 additional dwellings beyond the plan
period (based on extrapolating the Plan’s
average annual requirement of 436 [typo
should be 463] dwellings pa for 3 years
beyond the LDP period, as required in para.
5.2 of TAN 1)” [Council's emphasis in bold].
This is quite different from the objector’s
interpretation. The objector has also already
acknowledged that the plan has over-delivered
in the first four years of the plan period which
would compensate for any later plan period
shortfall in the trajectory, assuming that the
plan goes all the way to its end date without
review. There is a requirement to review the
position with the plan four years after adoption,
and as part of this that housing delivery will be
monitored against the trajectory as part of the
annual AMR process. Given the intention to
delete TAN1 it is also not yet clear what
mechanisms will be put in place that determine
what variance over what period away from the
trajectory would trigger action on the part of
the Council.

605

STR1:
Strategic
Growth

Object

These proposals are disproportionate to
any need for additional housing in the
anticipated time-scale. The proposals
DO NOTHING to REDUCE the effects of
climate change. Given the flooding | see
all round the county after a heavy

Remove allocations on
greenfield land.

Not accepted.

Whilst the objector references that the growth
strategy of the plan is disproportionate to the
need for additional housing, no indication is
given as to what would be an appropriate level
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rainfall, these plans do nothing to
improve things. They do not recognise
that open-space between existing
settlements in the county is precious and
must be preserved, as the highest
priority. | am very concerned that the
council thinks it is acceptable to build on
open land which, would then lose its
function as an “buffer’/ absorber and
retainer of rain water. It makes no
mention of the need to plant more trees.
I would be very happy to see more
woodland and forests in Flintshire. This
plan should have marked on it reserved
areas for tree-planting. | would like to
see a tax (equal to VAT) when builders
proposed to develop a “green” site for
more than one dwelling. This would
make big-building firms try harder to re-
purpose existing built-up sites rather
than take the easy route of taking away
our green-spaces. This DLP will lead to
increases in population and requirement
for transport. This would have
consequent strains on local infrastructure
such as schools, transport * health-care.
This plan contains nothing that would
appeal to my grandchildren and
therefore | can offer NO support for it.

of need to be met or any justification for this.
The purpose of the deposit consultation was to
allow the objector to view the plan and
consider whether it represents a sound plan
and if not, why it doesn’t and what is the
alternative. In terms of the objector’s view that
the plan is silent on climate change, they have
clearly failed to note the strategic and policy
framework within the plan that deals with
climate change, flood risk, and environmental
protection. These are found for example in
policies STR13 Natural and Built Environment,
Green Networks and Infrastructure, STR14
Climate Change and Environmental Protection
or detailed policies that include EN2 Green
Infrastructure, EN6 Sites of Biodiversity
Importance, EN7 Development Affecting
Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows, or EN14
Flood Risk. Such requirements have
influenced the strategy of the plan and location
of proposed development, as well as form
policies to control how development takes
place in relation to them. The Council have
sought to develop a sustainable strategy
avoiding unprotected areas at risk of flooding
in line with national guidance and policy. The
Council has also involved Natural Resources
Wales as a statutory consultee in the plan
making process and NRW do not object to the
overall strategy of the plan or locations for
housing development. Where growth is
required, the most logical and sustainable way
to plan for this is the sustainable expansion of
existing settlements and the plan’s settlement
hierarchy identifies the most suitable and
sustainable locations in terms of supporting
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services, facilities and infrastructure. If the
Council had been able to identify suitable and
sequentially preferable brown field site
opportunities to locate housing development
then it would have promoted such sites first.
The fact that it hasn’t confirms the point that
whilst brown field land exists in parts of the
County it is mainly found around Deeside and
the developed coast where flood risk and the
separation of employment land from the main
settlement hierarchy forms a predominant
constraint to the sustainable location of
residential development, and where if the
Council had followed such a strategy would
have been in direct conflict with the objectors
concern about flood risk. Wherever
development takes place, developers are
required by the policies set out earlier to
mitigate and accommodate the impacts of
development through developer obligations
and contributions that seek to integrate new
development into communities by ensuring
that the infrastructure is there or is improved to
accommodate the new development and
population. Typically this includes
contributions to the provision of open space,
play space, highway improvements, affordable
housing, sustainable urban drainage systems,
green infrastructure and school places which
can be both direct provision and/or the
payment of substantial sums to facilitate
delivery. Notwithstanding the objector’s view
that the plan offers little to future generations,
it cannot as inferred by the objector simply
plan for or accommodate the needs of the
present alone or maintain a status quo with no




Policy STR1

principle of Flintshire County Council’s
approach to aligning housing need with
economic growth targets and providing a
14.4% uplift to allow for flexibility and
uncertainty in the housing land supply is
welcomed. However, TW is concerned
that a target of 463 dpa remains well
below the level that is necessary to
support and align with economic growth
aspirations of Flintshire and the wider
North Wales region. TW therefore
considers that at the very least, a
housing target at the top of the Council’s
OAHN range for Option 6, 590 dwellings,

2 Increases its housing
requirement above the
upper end of its
objectively assessed
housing need (using
this upper end figure as
a starting point) to
deliver aspirational
levels of housing and
employment to align
with national policy.

3 Review commuting

Support Summary of changes
ID Title or Summary of representation being Council response
object sought/proposed
change, as guided by the Well-Being of Future
Generations Act it has to take a longer term
and more positive view of the needs of future
generations.
TW has concerns over the lack of In order to address the | Not Accepted. In their formal comments on the
consistency between the proposed conflict detailed above, |Deposit LDP the Welsh Government have
housing requirement and Flintshire’s and ensure that the stated that they are “generally supportive of
economic growth targets. TW considers | policy is sound, TW the spatial strategy and level of homes and
that the Council as a minimum should be | requests that the jobs proposed and have no fundamental
planning for the upper end of the housing | Council: concerns in this respect”. Welsh Government
requirement. This would increase the also state that they consider “it [the plan]
housing requirement to 7,350 rather than | 1 Plans for a longer aligns with national policy and is in general
6,950; and a flexibility allowance should | plan period and conformity with the emerging NDF". Given this,
be added to this higher figure. This ensures that the FLDP, |the Council is unclear as to where the objector
would derive a housing figure of 8,410 when adopted, covers | is drawing their central point of objection from
for the Plan period. That said, TW at least a 15-year plan | when they state on a number of occasions that
considers that the housing requirement | period (ideally 20- the LDP is out of alignment with the growth
should be significantly higher based on years) to ensure objectives of Welsh Government. It would
STR1: an alignment with an economic longevity and, to have been helpful if the objector had either
637 | Strategic | Object aspiration aligning with the growth provide certainty to the | said what these growth aspirations were,
Growth objectives of the Welsh Assembly The development industry. | quantified how the LDP is at odds with them,

or at least provided the reference point to
Welsh Government policy or guidance for the
Council to better understand the point being
made. Whilst the objector has also provided a
separate ‘technical paper’ to assess the
growth options considered at an earlier stage
in the plan process, whilst the paper is more of
a narrative than technical exercise, the time to
have commented on those options was at the
Preferred Strategy stage in November 2017.
The clear focus of the Deposit LDP stage was
to seek views on the soundness of the plan as
published and this serves to characterize a
thread that runs throughout the objection
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plus an uplift of at least 14%, would be
the minimum that the Council should
plan for. This would equate to a housing
target of 560dpa; and better align with
the delivery rates that the Council are
currently sustaining. As required by
PPW10, the Council has assessed
alternative options relating to the housing
requirement, but TW does not consider
that the Council has been suitably
aspirational in its approach TW would
suggest that the Council maintains the
commuting rate constant at 40% for the
purposes of planning for housing and not
seek to artificially supress the housing
Plan’s figure by virtue of a metric that it
simply cannot control. This is likely to
increase the housing requirement
significantly. TW has concerns regarding
the proposed plan period and notes that
on adoption of the FLDP, it will be
backdated to 2015. TW considers that
the Council should adopt a much longer
plan period. Assuming an adoption in
2021 at the very earliest, this will only
effectively cover a 9- year period until
2030. TW considers that it would be
more appropriate to look forward to a 15-
year or 20-year plan period post
adoption to provide more long-term
certainty and ensure the longevity of the
Plan.

patterns to reflect the
current position (40%)
and to factor this into
the housing
requirement

which relates to an attempt to ‘re-open’ the
opportunities for Taylor Wimpey to engage in
the plan process now, to compensate for their
inability to do so at the appropriate time earlier
in the process. Notwithstanding this a separate
rebuttal statement has been prepared by the
Council to the technical note submitted by
Lichfields on behalf of Taylor Wimpey and
Redrow.

The objector has concerns about a lack of
consistency between the proposed housing
requirement and the economic growth target
but whilst they state their support in principle
for a job growth led strategy they contradict
this by stating that “housing is a driver for
economic growth”, which is perhaps not
unsurprising from the perspective of a housing
developer. The premise of the LDP strategy
from the outset has been to not allow housing
alone to dominate the approach of the plan,
but rather to recognize its importance as part
of the infrastructure necessary to support
economic activity, wealth generation and well-
being. They also fail to recognise that the
processes for arriving at the plan’s housing
requirement and aspirational job figure are
very different. In essence housing
requirements are driven by reference to
formally published national projections of
household change whereas there are no
similar projections at the national level of
expected or anticipated job growth in each
local authority area. This is why it is
acceptable to have a broad portfolio of
available employment land to facilitate job
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growth, but where the housing sites to deliver
the requirement must be clearly identified
along with evidence of their deliverability.
There is also no direct formulaic relationship
that the Council is aware of between housing
requirements and levels of job growth sought
in development plans. The objector goes on to
reference that this creates a mis-match with
Welsh Government growth ambition but does
not elaborate on this and as stated earlier, is
at odds with the Welsh Government’s own
view of the growth levels in the LDP, and
alignment with national policy and emerging
NDF. The objector’s view is that the Council
are not being ambitious enough with their
housing requirement but the only quantification
of this lack of ambition is their view that the
base requirement should be 400 units higher.
The Council does not understand how 400
more units spread over the 15 year plan period
represents such a step change in ambition.
Given the objector considers that the
requirement could be slightly higher, it also
follows that at the level set in the Deposit LDP,
there is no dispute that the requirement cannot
be delivered. This means that a core aim of
PPW is met and as such the requirement as
set out in the LDP cannot be unsound,
although it is not clear how a much higher
requirement would be. The objector states
several times that they feel the requirement
should be “significantly higher” but on each
occasion they fail to set out what such a
significantly higher figure should be. This is
unhelpful both to their case and for the Council
to try to understand their stance.
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The objector makes reference to the past ten
year economic cycle as being recession driven
and states there is also no certainty as to the
effects of Brexit. In doing so however, they
criticize the Council for referencing uncertainty
about a post-brexit future which they say is
“unjustified and unnecessary”. This is naive as
all the Council are doing is reflecting a national
uncertainty and is part of the approach the
Council has taken to balance its LDP strategy
to enable realistically deliverable levels of
growth both housing and jobs, without allowing
one element of growth to dominate or run
ahead of economic realities or actual levels of
demand, that has yet to materialize. The LDP
strategy is in broad alignment with the
emerging NDF which is also confirmed in the
formal comments of Welsh Government, and
the plan seeks to support the emerging
Growth Deal for North Wales which is at an
early stage of inception prior to
implementation. Whilst the Growth Deal has
20 year job growth aspirations, it does not
specify housing provision. Nor is there any
Strategic Development Plan context yet
developed in a North Wales context to drive
issues like housing apportionment or longer
term planning timeframes as advocated by the
objector for the LDP.

The objector makes reference to the need to
maintain previous high levels of commuting
rates (40%) as opposed to the assumptions
made as part of developing the LDP growth
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options. To support this they state that the
Council are assuming that higher levels of job
growth can be sustained from the same
population but they have failed to recognise
that in order to achieve the level of housing
growth set out in the plan, net migration into
the County will need to be encouraged at
consistently high levels. This is the step
change in attracting ‘new’ people into the
county to sustain job growth and improve
internal self-sufficiency within the economy
that the strategic growth is based on, thereby
reducing the dependency on commuting out of
the County. If the levels of migration do not
materialize then the level of housing required
would be much lower, as indicated by the low
levels of household growth shown in the
recently published Welsh Government 2018
Based National Projections.(REFER TO
JANINE RE COMMUTING ASSUMPTION).

The objector also criticizes the Council for
setting a 15 year plan period housing
requirement which aims to provide an average
of 463 dwellings per annum, when the short
term three year delivery rate at the start of the
plan period is higher at 564 dwellings per
annum. On the basis of this short term trend
they advocate that this should be the delivery
level throughout the 15 years (and longer as
their preference) of the plan period. This fails
to acknowledge the fact that the long term
delivery trend over the last ten years is 448
dwelling per annum, a period during which the
UDP was adopted and its sites were available
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for development. It also fails to reflect updated
information from the 2019 land supply
statement that shows that completions on
2018-19 were 454, thereby reducing the
average delivery during the plan period to date
from 564 to 536. The objector states that if the
Council can deliver these higher rates in the
short term, then they can throughout the plan.
This ignores the fact that the Plan does not
deliver housing directly it simply makes
adequate provision for the development of the
number of homes set out in the housing
requirement figure. It is the interaction of
developer intentions, developer capacity, and
market demand that create the conditions for
delivery. With reference to the first four years
of the plan period, whilst average level of
delivery is 536 units p.a., this masks a
significant degree of variability in the year on
year delivery despite there being a rising
housing market and available development
land. In years 1 and 3 of the plan period
completions exceeded 600 per annum but in
the other years only reached low to mid 400s.
This variability alongside the reducing delivery
average questions the ability to sustain higher
delivery rates consistently throughout the plan
period and there is no evidence to show that
this can be done. The delivery rate of 536 dpa
is also in line with the plan’s average level of
provision for housing at 530 dpa.

The objector also considers that the plan
period should be significantly extended to
between 15 and 20 years beyond the adoption




Policy STR1

supply to meet this minimum
requirement later in this Representation.
On review of Policy STR1, we would
request that part iii) be amended to
include the word “minimum” before
“housing” — the housing requirement
should be treated as a minimum figure.
Indeed, the Council itself is accepting
that an over-provision of housing can be
accommodated in the County by

accepting that an over-
provision of housing
can be accommodated
in the County by
identifying sources of
supply for an additional
1,000 homes.

Support Summary of changes
ID Title or Summary of representation being Council response
object sought/proposed
date of the plan, which at its maximum would
provide for a 25 year plan period. The Council
is not aware of any other LDP in Wales that
has such a plan period or, in relation to the
Flintshire LDP how it would be realistic or
practical to plan with any certainty over such a
long timeframe, given also the need to provide
certainty to communities and to demonstrate
the deliverability of the plan, which is
challenging enough to evidence over 15 years
let alone 25.
Policy STR1: Strategic Growth Policy Not accepted .
STR1 maintains the previous position set . . .
out in the Preferred Strategy, planning The ob1ecto_r provides a I_engthy harrative to
for a housing requirement of 6,950 On review of Policy support their repre§entat|on much of Wh"?h :
homes up to 2030. However, unlike the | STR1, we would re'peats th? Deposit LDP andjor PI.DW' Within
Preferred Strategy, the LDP is proposing | request that part iii) be this the object(_)r has a number .Of linked
a flexibility factor of 14.4%, identifying amended to include the | CONceMs relating to the strategic approach to
land with the ability to deliver a claimed | word “minimum” before growth in th? LDP. The f!rsf[ of these relates to
7,950 homes during the LDP period. Our | “housing” — the housing the plgn period and the timing of the proposed
Client welcomes the inclusion of a requirement should be adopuon of the LDP, Igavmg 9. years of @he
STR1: flexibility factor in excess of 10% which | treated as a minimum plan period post adopnpn. .Wh'ISt the c,>bjector
738 | Strategic | Object was originally proposed in the Preferred | figure. Indeed, the refers tp the_re; being a “policy vacuum for .
Growth Strategy. We comment on the sources of | Council itself is some time, it is not clear what is meant by this

as the UDP whilst expired is still in line with
many areas of PPW and is the starting point
for making decisions on applications; PPW
itself is national planning policy, along with the
TANSs that support it. Notwithstanding this they
advocate extending the LDP plan period to
2034, and also imply it should look
retrospectively as far back as 2000 to address
unmet housing needs. They are in effect
advocating a 34 year plan period but provide
no evidential basis to explain or justify how this
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identifying sources of supply for an
additional 1,000 homes.

is sustainable, what growth levels are
deliverable during this period and where the
sites are that would be needed to address this
lengthy plan period. There is also the problem
of looking too far into the future from the
perspective that it becomes more difficult via
the housing trajectory to predict what will
happen on development sites in the future. It is
the Council’s view that the plan period should
remain as defined and the plan be examined
on this basis, particularly in the context of
housing delivery where, as the objector
themselves acknowledge, the plan has so far
delivered housing at or slightly above the rate
planned for. The annual monitoring of the plan
and the plan review process within the
Regulations are the means to assess the
performance of the plan and the need to
update it, and the Council is bound by both of
these requirements.

The objector also feels the vision statement of
the plan should be far more detailed but that
would be counter intuitive to the normal
purpose of a vision statement which in a short
passage is intended to capture the essence of
the plan’s approach. It is the strategic
objectives that provide the more detailed
expression of the vision and set out the key
policy strands from which the Council has
developed the strategic and detailed policies in
the plan. The objector’s general support for all
19 objectives is duly noted with the exception
of the point made in relation to objective 11
which relates to housing provision, where the
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objector requests the addition of the word
‘minimum’ before ‘housing needs’. This is
confusing and not fully explained and implies
to the Council that the objector is advocating
only meeting the lowest or ‘minimum’ needs,
which are expressed in the low level Welsh
Government household growth projections.
The Council has already explained why it has
significantly varied from these projections in its
background paper, supported by Ministerial
advice provided in 2014 which is still relevant.

The objector refers back to the UDP period
and speculates that there is “probably” a
shortfall in provision of housing from that plan,
that the Council should calculate what this
was, and that this should be added to the
requirement for the LDP period to compensate
for under-delivery. With respect it is for the
objector to evidence this if they feel it is of
relevance. Also the objector refers to the UDP
failing to deliver houses, but it is the role of
any development plan to make sufficient
provision (through sites) for the housing
requirement to be met. The mechanism for
how housing is provided relies on the
interaction with the market including the
prevailing economic conditions, the capacity of
developers to build, and the level of demand
coming from potential buyers.

The objector refers to the average level of
provision in the first three years of the plan as
evidence of strong demand, but with the
benefit of a fourth year of completions in 2019,
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it is evident that the average completion rate
has reduced to 536 per annum. What the
objector has also failed to recognise is that
within this average there is significant
variability in annual delivery, as whilst
completions exceeded 600 for two of the four
years, in the others they were low to mid 400s.
This significant level of variability is at a time
when there are sufficient deliverable
commitments available, supplemented by
speculative schemes that have consent, and
illustrate the Council’'s concern of not seeking
to set an unachievable housing requirement
where consistently high delivery rates cannot
be achieved and maintained by the
development industry. The objector fails to
recognize that the average level of overall
provision made by the plan is 530 dpa which is
directly in line with the up to date delivery rate.
The only evidential basis the objector provides
for increasing the LDP housing requirement is
to raise it by 400 units to 7,350 which is the
upper end of the growth option 6 range. Given
the point already made about completions in
the first four years, this has already been more
than recovered by those completion rates,
over and above the average planned level for
the whole of the LDP period.

The objector’s point about adding an
unspecified UDP ‘shortfall’ is not well made or
supported by evidence of what the shortfall is
or how and from where enough additional sites
would be found, save of course for the land
being promoted in Penyffordd, which on its
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own would not significantly address the 400
unit increase advocated by the objector, let
alone the addition of a more substantial
apparent UDP shortfall. It is therefore difficult
for the Council to understand the alleged
failings of the plan at the strategic level from
the case being made. The objector has also
failed to reflect that the UDP and LDP time
periods are separate time periods and do not
overlap, and where the calculation of housing
requirement was based on the prevailing
circumstances at the time and supporting
evidence base. The Welsh Government
projected levels of household growth are also
very different, with the housing requirement of
the UDP based solely on the level of projected
household growth at the time (converted into a
dwelling need), whereas the projected growth
during the LDP plan period is only around 36%
of the LDP housing requirement when
compared to the latest published 2018 based
Household Projections. Even if the Council
were to accept the principle of transposing an
apparent under-provision of housing from a
previous plan and adding it to the planned
provision in the new plan, which it does not,
the degree to which the LDP housing
requirement exceeds the Welsh Government
Projected growth could be argued to more
than compensate for any such shortfall.

The objector advocates a plan period being
extended to 2034 but only proposes the
addition of 400 units to the housing
requirement to address the additional housing
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that would be required during this extended
plan period. Extending the current planned
requirement in the LDP of 463 units per
annum for another 4 years would mean that
there would be an additional requirement for
1,852 more homes that presently allocated,
but apart from a relatively small site in
Penyffordd, the objector offers no evidence or
alternative proposals to show how this
extended plan period requirement could be
met from sustainable deliverable sites, or how
this could be accommodated within the LDP
housing trajectory. There is therefore nothing
for the Council to assess or compare to show
how such a proposal is in any way a sound
proposition over and above the position it
presents and justifies via the deposit plan.

The Welsh Government have not objected to
the Council’'s housing trajectory as part of their
formal comments on the deposit LDP and are
satisfied that the trajectory is compliant with
the guidance in the LDP Manual edition 3.
Whilst the objector expresses concern about
reliance on commitments in the early part of
the trajectory this is sensible and logical as
these are the sites within the LDP balance
sheet that are the commitments that already
have permission and do not have to await the
adoption of the LDP to come forward. It is also
this assessed pool of commitments that has
provided for the delivery rates supported by
the objector in the early years of the plan
period, and as per the Preferred Strategy of
the plan it is right that this land bank of
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permitted sites makes an appropriate
commitment to the LDP housing requirement.
The objector also fails to recognize that a
number of the sites allocated in the plan also
already have planning consent and are
already contributing units to the LDP supply
and/or are capable of early delivery. That said
it is also a false assumption made by the
objector that the level of commitments and
early years delivery rates are predominantly
‘propped up’ by speculative sites granted on
appeal as there is little evidence to sustain
this, and none presented by the objector.
Indeed it is also the case that where
inappropriate speculative sites have come
forward they have been refused.

The objector is concerned about deviation
away from the housing trajectory in the second
half of the plan period but doesn’t provide any
evidence to quantify by how much this
deviation would be or which are the sites they
feel will not come forward. It is therefore
difficult to give any weight to the point being
made and clearly from the recent consultation
by Welsh Government on the Future of
Housing Delivery via the Planning System the
old mechanism of monitoring land supply via
TANL1 is to be deleted and replaced by
monitoring against the housing Trajectory.
Whilst Welsh Government have not yet said
what the mechanisms or actions would be if
delivery varied significantly away from the
trajectory, clearly the plan’s monitoring
framework and requirement to produce an
AMR will ensure this is closely monitored. In
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terms of the point made by the objector about
the potential for recent large speculative
windfalls to skew the assumptions made for
windfall supply in the LDP balance sheet, the
Council has accounted for this by reviewing
the windfall trends over an 18 year period and
by reducing the allowance by 50% of that
trend, also in the knowledge that in terms of
the more recent trend years, speculative sites
have not contributed more than 50% of the
overall windfall provision. Whilst the objector is
concerned about the future supply of windfall
sites even at the modest levels proposed,
which they support, they have failed to note
the findings of the Urban Capacity Study
carried out to support the balance sheet and
specifically the setting of the windfall and small
sites allowance in the LDP. This shows a
reasonable and healthy potential supply within
existing settlements to support the allowances
made.

142

STR1:
Strategic
Growth

Object

In response to the housing trajectory, our
Client has the following observations: @
There is a significant reliance on existing
commitments during the period 2018-19
to 2021-22. It will be imperative that
these commitments deliver if the Council
is going to be able to demonstrate a five-
year supply post-adoption, particularly
given that no significant housing
contribution is expected from allocated
sites until 2021-22. It would be prudent,
supported by evidence, to ensure that
enough of the proposed site allocations
are capable of early delivery during the

@ There is a significant
reliance on existing
commitments during
the period 2018-19 to
2021-22.

It will be imperative that
these commitments
deliver if the Council is
going to be able to

demonstrate a five-year
supply post-adoption,
particularly given that

Not accepted .

The objector provides a lengthy narrative to
support their representation much of which
repeats the Deposit LDP and/or PPW. Within
this the objector has a number of linked
concerns relating to the strategic approach to
growth in the LDP. The first of these relates to
the plan period and the timing of the proposed
adoption of the LDP, leaving 9 years of the
plan period post adoption. Whilst the objector
refers to there being a ‘policy vacuum’ for
some time, it is not clear what is meant by this
as the UDP whilst expired is still in line with
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Plan period; @ For the period 2023-24
onwards, the housing trajectory is
heavily reliant on allocated and windfall
sites in order for delivery to remain
above the annual LDP requirement.
However, given the lack of brownfield
land availability in the County (as part of
the justification for the release of
greenfield sites), our Client is concerned
that delivery could slip beyond the
Council’s estimations during the second
half of the LDP period. It should be noted
that historic windfall trends have taken
account of the fact that speculative
housing applications on greenfield sites
have been granted planning permission
in the absence of a five-year housing
land supply.

no significant housing
contribution is expected
from allocated sites
until 2021-22. It would
be prudent, supported

by

evidence, to ensure
that enough of the
proposed site
allocations are capable
of early delivery during
the Plan period;

@ For the period 2023-
24 onwards, the
housing trajectory is
heavily reliant on
allocated and windfall
sites in order for
delivery to remain
above the annual LDP
requirement. However,
given the lack of
brownfield land
availability in the
County (as part of the
justification for the
release

of greenfield sites), our
Client is concerned that
delivery could slip
beyond the Council’'s

estimations during the

many areas of PPW and is the starting point
for making decisions on applications; PPW
itself is national planning policy, along with the
TANSs that support it. Notwithstanding this they
advocate extending the LDP plan period to
2034, and also imply it should look
retrospectively as far back as 2000 to address
unmet housing needs. They are in effect
advocating a 34 year plan period but provide
no evidential basis to explain or justify how this
is sustainable, what growth levels are
deliverable during this period and where the
sites are that would be needed to address this
lengthy plan period. There is also the problem
of looking too far into the future from the
perspective that it becomes more difficult via
the housing trajectory to predict what will
happen on development sites in the future. It is
the Council’s view that the plan period should
remain as defined and the plan be examined
on this basis, particularly in the context of
housing delivery where, as the objector
themselves acknowledge, the plan has so far
delivered housing at or slightly above the rate
planned for. The annual monitoring of the plan
and the plan review process within the
Regulations are the means to assess the
performance of the plan and the need to
update it, and the Council is bound by both of
these requirements.

The objector also feels the vision statement of
the plan should be far more detailed but that
would be counter intuitive to the normal
purpose of a vision statement which in a short
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second half of the LDP
period. It should be
noted that historic
windfall trends have
taken account of the
fact that speculative
housing applications on
greenfield sites have
been granted planning
permission in the
absence of a five-year
housing land supply.

passage is intended to capture the essence of
the plan’s approach. It is the strategic
objectives that provide the more detailed
expression of the vision and set out the key
policy strands from which the Council has
developed the strategic and detailed policies in
the plan. The objector’s general support for all
19 objectives is duly noted with the exception
of the point made in relation to objective 11
which relates to housing provision, where the
objector requests the addition of the word
‘minimum’ before ‘housing needs’. This is
confusing and not fully explained and implies
to the Council that the objector is advocating
only meeting the lowest or ‘minimum’ needs,
which are expressed in the low level Welsh
Government household growth projections.
The Council has already explained why it has
significantly varied from these projections in its
background paper, supported by Ministerial
advice provided in 2014 which is still relevant.

The objector refers back to the UDP period
and speculates that there is “probably” a
shortfall in provision of housing from that plan,
that the Council should calculate what this
was, and that this should be added to the
requirement for the LDP period to compensate
for under-delivery. With respect it is for the
objector to evidence this if they feel it is of
relevance. Also the objector refers to the UDP
failing to deliver houses, but it is the role of
any development plan to make sufficient
provision (through sites) for the housing
requirement to be met. The mechanism for
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how housing is provided relies on the
interaction with the market including the
prevailing economic conditions, the capacity of
developers to build, and the level of demand
coming from potential buyers.

The objector refers to the average level of
provision in the first three years of the plan as
evidence of strong demand, but with the
benefit of a fourth year of completions in 2019,
it is evident that the average completion rate
has reduced to 536 per annum. What the
objector has also failed to recognise is that
within this average there is significant
variability in annual delivery, as whilst
completions exceeded 600 for two of the four
years, in the others they were low to mid 400s.
This significant level of variability is at a time
when there are sufficient deliverable
commitments available, supplemented by
speculative schemes that have consent, and
illustrate the Council’'s concern of not seeking
to set an unachievable housing requirement
where consistently high delivery rates cannot
be achieved and maintained by the
development industry. The objector fails to
recognize that the average level of overall
provision made by the plan is 530 dpa which is
directly in line with the up to date delivery rate.
The only evidential basis the objector provides
for increasing the LDP housing requirement is
to raise it by 400 units to 7,350 which is the
upper end of the growth option 6 range. Given
the point already made about completions in
the first four years, this has already been more
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than recovered by those completion rates,
over and above the average planned level for
the whole of the LDP period.

The objector’s point about adding an
unspecified UDP ‘shortfall’ is not well made or
supported by evidence of what the shortfall is
or how and from where enough additional sites
would be found, save of course for the land
being promoted in Penyffordd, which on its
own would not significantly address the 400
unit increase advocated by the objector, let
alone the addition of a more substantial
apparent UDP shortfall. It is therefore difficult
for the Council to understand the alleged
failings of the plan at the strategic level from
the case being made. The objector has also
failed to reflect that the UDP and LDP time
periods are separate time periods and do not
overlap, and where the calculation of housing
requirement was based on the prevailing
circumstances at the time and supporting
evidence base. The Welsh Government
projected levels of household growth are also
very different, with the housing requirement of
the UDP based solely on the level of projected
household growth at the time (converted into a
dwelling need), whereas the projected growth
during the LDP plan period is only around 36%
of the LDP housing requirement when
compared to the latest published 2018 based
Household Projections. Even if the Council
were to accept the principle of transposing an
apparent under-provision of housing from a
previous plan and adding it to the planned
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provision in the new plan, which it does not,
the degree to which the LDP housing
requirement exceeds the Welsh Government
Projected growth could be argued to more
than compensate for any such shortfall.

The objector advocates a plan period being
extended to 2034 but only proposes the
addition of 400 units to the housing
requirement to address the additional housing
that would be required during this extended
plan period. Extending the current planned
requirement in the LDP of 463 units per
annum for another 4 years would mean that
there would be an additional requirement for
1,852 more homes that presently allocated,
but apart from a relatively small site in
Penyffordd, the objector offers no evidence or
alternative proposals to show how this
extended plan period requirement could be
met from sustainable deliverable sites, or how
this could be accommodated within the LDP
housing trajectory. There is therefore nothing
for the Council to assess or compare to show
how such a proposal is in any way a sound
proposition over and above the position it
presents and justifies via the deposit plan.

The Welsh Government have not objected to
the Council’'s housing trajectory as part of their
formal comments on the deposit LDP and are
satisfied that the trajectory is compliant with
the guidance in the LDP Manual edition 3.
Whilst the objector expresses concern about
reliance on commitments in the early part of
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the trajectory this is sensible and logical as
these are the sites within the LDP balance
sheet that are the commitments that already
have permission and do not have to await the
adoption of the LDP to come forward. It is also
this assessed pool of commitments that has
provided for the delivery rates supported by
the objector in the early years of the plan
period, and as per the Preferred Strategy of
the plan it is right that this land bank of
permitted sites makes an appropriate
commitment to the LDP housing requirement.
The objector also fails to recognize that a
number of the sites allocated in the plan also
already have planning consent and are
already contributing units to the LDP supply
and/or are capable of early delivery. That said
it is also a false assumption made by the
objector that the level of commitments and
early years delivery rates are predominantly
‘propped up’ by speculative sites granted on
appeal as there is little evidence to sustain
this, and none presented by the objector.
Indeed it is also the case that where
inappropriate speculative sites have come
forward they have been refused.

The objector is concerned about deviation
away from the housing trajectory in the second
half of the plan period but doesn’t provide any
evidence to quantify by how much this
deviation would be or which are the sites they
feel will not come forward. It is therefore
difficult to give any weight to the point being
made and clearly from the recent consultation
by Welsh Government on the Future of
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Housing Delivery via the Planning System the
old mechanism of monitoring land supply via
TANL1 is to be deleted and replaced by
monitoring against the housing Trajectory.
Whilst Welsh Government have not yet said
what the mechanisms or actions would be if
delivery varied significantly away from the
trajectory, clearly the plan’s monitoring
framework and requirement to produce an
AMR will ensure this is closely monitored. In
terms of the point made by the objector about
the potential for recent large speculative
windfalls to skew the assumptions made for
windfall supply in the LDP balance sheet, the
Council has accounted for this by reviewing
the windfall trends over an 18 year period and
by reducing the allowance by 50% of that
trend, also in the knowledge that in terms of
the more recent trend years, speculative sites
have not contributed more than 50% of the
overall windfall provision. Whilst the objector is
concerned about the future supply of windfall
sites even at the modest levels proposed,
which they support, they have failed to note
the findings of the Urban Capacity Study
carried out to support the balance sheet and
specifically the setting of the windfall and small
sites allowance in the LDP. This shows a
reasonable and healthy potential supply within
existing settlements to support the allowances
made.

~
[IEN

STR1:
Strategic
Growth

Object

Higher Kinnerton is a desirable place to
live and as a result its properties are

sought-after and house prices are high,
relative to Flintshire generally. The

Finally, as the Warren
Hall development is
included in the LDP,
the Community Council

Not accepted.

Although the Community Council have
submitted a representation in relation to policy
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“village feel” and attractive rural setting
are both important appealing features.
So too are its proximity to good transport
links to Chester and other local
employment centres and the good
reputation of the village school, Ysgol
Derwen. The village’s desirability has
unsurprisingly attracted developers.
Recent notable developments have been
“Babylon Fields” (approx. 30 houses)
which commenced in 2012 and
“Kinnerton Meadows” which is currently
ongoing and will total 56 new homes. In
addition, it is envisaged that the nearby
Warren Hall mixed-use development will
include a significant residential element
of up to 300 houses. The Community
Council and the village community itself
recognise the need for new housing in
the county and accept that Higher
Kinnerton may accommodate some of
this growth over the life of the LDP.
However, the community feels that
development should not come at the cost
of a continuing decline in local
infrastructure (road, transport, access to
health provision, education) and local
village amenities (post office, shops,
pubs). These vital services have not kept
pace with the growth of the community.
The recent design of residential
developments has also contributed to the
growth and reliance of residents’ use of
their cars as the main means of transport
and has added to parking problems
within the village. This problem has been

consider that the case
for further development
within the current
village boundary is
substantially weakened
and should not be
supported.

STR1 and the growth strategy of the LDP, itis
not clear from the representation whether and
on what basis they are either objecting to, or
supporting this aspect of the plan?




Policy STR1

9.2. For the reasons set out in this
Representation, our Client is concerned
that the Deposit Plan evidence base is
lacking in detail in terms of whether it is
planning to address any housing shortfall
from the UDP period, whilst continuing to
place reliance on some previous UDP
housing allocations which have

@ Any historic housing
delivery shortfall from
the UDP period should
be planned for and met
during

the LDP period; this
would justify a housing
requirement of at least

Support Summary of changes
ID Title or Summary of representation being Council response
object sought/proposed
recognised nationally in a recent project
document (Transport for New Homes
2018). The community would welcome
the opportunity to influence positively the
type and form of new development going
forward, including Warren Hall,
maximising the benefits of development
while mitigating any negative impacts on
the existing community as far as
possible. Finally, as the Warren Hall
development is included in the LDP, the
Community Council consider that the
case for further development within the
current village boundary is substantially
weakened and should not be supported.
TESTS OF SOUNDNESS he housing requirement | Not accepted.
should take account of
9.1. This Section of the Representation the identified Each of objectors points are addressed in turn:
: affordability needs
goes on to consider the three tests of across the )
“soundness” to which Test 1.
-maki County as set out in the | The objector appears to have misunderstood
wﬁainn}ﬁlé't%gﬁgld accord, as set out LHMA sgch that 'they Test 1 which is to do with whether the LDP is
STR1: are provided for in full | onsistdent with other Plans. The objector
787 | Strategic | Object Test 1: Does the Plan fit? during the LDP period; | questions 'the Council's view Fhat there is no
Growth reference in PPW to the requirement for unmet

need from a previous plan period to be added
on to the new plan period, but then fail to
actually point out where this is. They also fall
to explain why it is sufficient to go back to just
the previous plan, when following the logic put
forward of the

legitimacy of addressing historical under-
delivery, there are any number
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historically failed to come forward and
deliver as expected.

Test 2: Is the Plan appropriate?

The housing requirement should take
account of the identified affordability
needs across the

County as set out in the LHMA such that
they are provided for in full during the
LDP period;

Any historic housing delivery shortfall
from the UDP period should be planned
for and met during

the LDP period; this would justify a
housing requirement of at least 7,350
dwellings as per the

upper figure set out under Option 6 of
the Preferred Strategy Growth Options;

Test 3: Will the Plan deliver?

The proposed housing allocations
contain two sites which were previous
allocations in the UDP,

and which have failed to come forward.
There is no evidence to offer any
certainty that they will

come forward in the future. Accordingly,

7,350 dwellings as per
the

upper figure set out
under Option 6 of the
Preferred Strategy
Growth Options;

Test 3: Will the Plan
deliver?

@ The proposed
housing allocations
contain two sites which
were previous
allocations in the UDP,

and which have failed
to come forward. There
is no evidence to offer
any certainty that they
will

come forward in the

future. Accordingly, our
Client is concerned that
by continuing to rely on

these sites and extant
commitments in the
short-term (given the
timescales for delivery
of the

larger allocations), the
Council may be unable

of other earlier plans that may also have failed
to ‘deliver’.

The plan period for the UDP was 2000-2015
whereas the LDP period is 2015-2030 and
there is no overlap. Equally the LDP evidence
base is logically based at 2015 including the
Local Housing Market Assessment, as the
plan aims to cater for needs during its ‘plan
period’. Also, even if it is accepted that there
was a UDP ‘shortfall’ that should somehow be
incorporated, which the Council do not, and
given that the UDP housing requirement
adopted the projected amount of household
growth at the time from Welsh Government
projections, as the LDP provision is two to
three times the present level of projected
growth, then it can be said that any alleged
shortfall has been catered for by the LDP as
advocated by the objector. The Plans
approach is sound and there is no objection
from Welsh Government in this respect.

The Well Street The site was allocated in the
UDP and it is accepted that the site owners,
Welsh Government, have been slow to release
the site to the market. However, the site has
no technical or other constraints which would
prevent it from coming forward and is in a
sustainable location on the edge of a Main
Service Centre. The sale of the site to a
housing association is nearing completion and
that housing association has commissioned
the necessary background work to submit a
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our Client is concerned that by
continuing to rely on these sites and
extant commitments in the short-term
(given the timescales for delivery of the

larger allocations), the Council may be
unable to demonstrate a five-year
housing land supply given the lack of any
smaller site allocations in the
Sustainable Villages which would be
capable of early delivery;

The role of the Tier 3: Sustainable
Villages in the settlement hierarchy is
being overlooked, with

only two allocations across 22
settlements.

The spatial strategy needs to be
reviewed, with more housing directed
towards the Sustainable Villages in line
with the Preferred Strategy. A minimum
of 20% of future housing growth should

be directed/split amongst the 22
Sustainable Villages as opposed to the
14% which is currently proposed.

The Council’'s housing requirement is not
proposing to meet all of the identified
affordable need set out within the LHMA.
Our Client considers that the LDP should
be planning to meet

to demonstrate a five-
year housing land

supply

given the lack of any
smaller site allocations
in the Sustainable
Villages which would
be capable

of early delivery;

@ The role of the Tier
3: Sustainable Villages
in the settlement
hierarchy is being
overlooked, with

only two allocations
across 22 settlements.

@ The spatial strategy
needs to be reviewed,
with more housing
directed towards the
Sustainable

Villages in line with the
Preferred Strategy. A
minimum of 20% of
future housing growth
should

be directed/split
amongst the 22
Sustainable Villages as

planning application for a market / affordable
housing development as soon as possible. In
view of this recent change in circumstances
the site is considered to be viable and
deliverable. Given that the site is already
within the settlement boundary and is
allocated in the adopted UDP, a planning
application need not await adoption of the
LDP. The allocation is considered to be sound
and is justifiably allocated in the Plan.

The site was allocated in the UDP and whilst it
is acknowledged that the site owners have
been slow to release the site there are no
physical constraints to the development of the
site and as part of the preparation of the Plan,
discussions were held with the landowner and
agent and the need for the site to be available
for development was stressed if it is to be
allocated in the LDP. The owners responded
by undertaking background studies and
confirmed that the site is genuinely available
for development. Since the Plan was placed
on Deposit it is understood that discussions
have taken place between the owners / agent
and house builders. The site has no technical
or other constraints which would prevent
development from taking place and in the light
of the renewed commitment for the land
owner, is considered to be appropriate to be
carried over into the LDP. The allocation is
considered to be sound and is justifiably
allocated in the Plan.
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considerably more than just 55% of this
need, and in doing so an uplift to the
overall housing requirement is needed
alongside the allocation and release of
additional housing

opposed to the 14%
which is currently

proposed.

@ The Council's
housing requirement is
not proposing to meet
all of the identified
affordable need

set out within the
LHMA. Our Client
considers that the LDP
should be planning to
meet

considerably more than
just 55% of this need,
and in doing so an uplift
to the overall housing

requirement is needed
alongside the allocation
and release of
additional housing

Test 2

The objector fails to acknowledge that the
LHMA figure is a shapshot

of housing need over a five year period and
cannot be simply extrapolated over the fifteen
year period of the LDP. The LHMA figure

of 238 is an inflated need owing to the LHMA
methodology which includes a calculation of
the backlog of need as well as future need
predicted over a short time period, which is the
5 year lifetime of the

Study. It is not correct to extrapolate this at the
level identified, across the whole Plan period
as the backlog of affordable need should be
met within the five years of the LHMA.

The objector also fails to acknowledge that
there are other sources of affordable housing
delivery other than the allocated residential
development sites. For example the Council
have a successful track record of developing
affordable housing via the SHARP (Strategic
Housing and Regeneration Programme) and
NEW Homes (North East Wales Homes and
Property Management). These two schemes
specialise in the delivery of social and
intermediate rental homes, the SHARP
programme has a commitment to deliver 500
new affordable dwellings by 2021, please see
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details of completed and forthcoming schemes
on the Flintshire Council website.

In addition to this the Council will continue to
work with its Registered

Social Landlord partners to deliver more
affordable housing in Flintshire as part of the
Social Housing Grant (SHG) programme
funded by Welsh Government. Collectively
these mechanisms of delivery

alongside the development of affordable
housing by private developers has resulted in
Flintshire achieving the highest average
annual delivery rate in North Wales over the
last ten years.The majority of this delivery
comes from RSLs and schemes such as the
SHARP programme rather than private
developers, therefore we do not rely on
allocated LDP sites to deliver all of the
affordable housing that Flintshire needs. The
approach is considered to be sound.

The objectors point about UDP carry over has
been addressed above.

Test 3:

The two housing allocations carried over from
the UDP are commented on above and are
viable and deliverable and therefore not
unsound.
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The Plan was accompanied by a Housing
Land Supply Background Paper which
contained a housing trajectory and
demonstrated that a 5 year supply could be
achieved and maintained. However, the need
for a 5 year supply has now been removed
following the revocation of TAN1 and instread
housing must be delivered in accordance with
ther Plans housing trajectory, which is clearly
the case.

The objector proposes 3 sites of which one in
Drury already has planning permission.
However, in respect of the objectors other two
sites in Northop Hall and Carmel, the objector
fails to demonstrate how these can be
delivered any quicker than the Plans housing
allocations.

The role of Tier 3 settlements has not been
overlooked and the objector fails to explain
why the proportion should be increased above
that earmarked for more sustainable Tier 1
and 2 settlements. There is no objection from
Welsh Government to the broad distribution of
development.

The objectors concern regarding providing for
all of the need identified in the LHMA has been
addressed above.

In conclusion, the objector has provided no
evidence that the Plan is unsound.
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Support Summary of changes
ID Title or Summary of representation being Council response
object sought/proposed
Employment growth Para 3.48 of the Employment Land Review did
) not identify a significant need for employment
3.48, 3.50 and section 10 land or job growth as it was affected by
. previous take up rates during a recessionary
8,000 to 10,000 new jobs are overly economic period. The rest of the paragraph
ambitious based on the information explains how it is necessary for the Plan to
provided in the LDP and the LAs reliance have regard to a wider context which is
on private companies to deliver them. expressed through the regional commitment to
With the budget pressures on FCC and achieving growth.
regeneration no longer being a priority it
would be better to r_educe this new jobs Para 3.50 accepts that the Plans job target of
number and make it smaller and ! . " . )
. 8-10,000 jobs is ambitious in the context of job
deliverable. R . .
projection scenarios but notes that it is not that
. . far in excess of the upper projection figure of
No refgrence is made to Brexr.[, anq the 7,200. Whilst the Plan focuses on job growth
potential loss of thousands of jobs in the S .
. . from the two strategic mixed use allocations,
) county with the warnings from
STR1: S : . the paragraph goes on to reference the
. . companies like Airbus. In the emerging o :
852 | Strategic | Object NDE Brexit is mentioned and FCC flexibility offered by the Plans suite of
Growth employment allocations. The paragraph

should take the same approach with
what the regional LAs are doing to
mitigate against leaving the EU, if indeed
they are in position to do anything?

Housing Growth and its sustainable
location

3.53 maintaining a 5 year minimum
supply of housing land - update in line
with WG announcement on 9 October
2019

Preferred strategy

3.65 housing growth of 7,950 dwellings
in Flintshire is not in line with emerging

references the importance of the Deeside
Enterprise zone and the North Wales Growth
Vision to create 120,000 jobs by 2035.

This section of the Plan then goes on in para
3.52 to explain how further work was
undertaken with specialist consultants in the
form of a Further Employment Growth
Scenarios Assessment which identified a job
growth / employment land need of 7,200 jobs
and 50.6ha of employment Land. It explains
that the Plans job growth target is deliberately
more aspirational in order to reflect
FLi8ntshire’s position as a sub-regional
economic hub, contributor to the Growth
Vision and also as a major contributor to
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NDF of 19,400 across the whole of the
N.Wales region. It needs re-visiting to
comply and align with the national policy

output and growth in the Welsh economy as a
whole.

The implications of Brexit on the economy in
terms of timescale and impact (whether
negative or positive) are still not known.
However, what is known is that Welsh
Government has identified this part of Wales
as a growth triangle in the Wales Spatial Plan
and as a growth hub in the draft National
Development Framework. Flintshire also sits
at the heart of the Growth Deal and in this
context it would be inappropriate for the Plan
to plan for no or low growth.

The National Development Framework is still a
draft document and the timescales are
different to the LDP’s, with the NDF covering a
longer period up to 2040. It is also the case
that the housing growth need assessed in the
NDF is not directly compatible with the method
for deriving housing requirements in LDPs. In
this context Welsh Government published a
supplementary ‘Explanatory Note — Housing
Need’ in Dec 2019 which stated ‘While it is
expected that there will be a clear alignment
between the estimates of housing need and
the Housing Requirements set out in LDPs
and SDPs, they are not the same and
therefore are not expected to match’.
Nevertheless, when the housing need for
Wrexham and Flintshire in the draft NDF is
annualized and compared to the annualized
cumulative housing requirements in the
Flintshire and
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Wrexham LDPs, there is a high degree of
conformity with the growth ambitions of the
NDF.
It must be noted that in their formal
representations on the Deposit Plan, Welsh
Government stated that ‘The Welsh
Government is generally supportive of the
spatial strategy and level of homes and jobs
proposed and has no fundamental concerns in
this respect’.
The policy is headed “Strategic Growth” Not Accepted. In their formal comments on the
and indicates that 7950 new homes will deposit Plan Welsh Government state that
be provided to meet the requirement of they are “broadly supportive of the strategy,
6950. We do not believe it is appropriate level of housing and jobs proposed, considers
for the Council to simply pick a midpoint it [the plan] aligns with national policy and is in
between the figures in the Preferred The policy is headed general conformity with the emerging NDF”.
Option. The Population and Household “Strategic Growth” and
Projection Background Paper indicates that 7950 new | The objector spends more time in the past
acknowledged that it was appropriate for | homes will be provided | referring to the UDP, than focusing on the
the Council to show some “ambition” in to meet the main point of the Deposit LDP consultation
STR1: terms of economic growth and requirement of 6950. which was to consider whether the plan as
590 | Strategic | Object household provision. A figure of 1000 published is sound. The predominant purpose
Growth units amounts to 14.4% contingency. In | We do not believe itis | of the objection also seems to be based on

LDP Background Paper number 10 on
Housing Land Supply and Delivery (Sept
2019) the Council argue that this is
higher than other Local Planning
Authorities. They also argue that it is
only slightly higher than the 13.8%
contingency which was built into the
UDP. As set out above, the UDP fell well
short of its required delivery (a shortfall
of 2755 units out of a requirement of

appropriate for the
Council to simply pick a
midpoint between the
figures in the Preferred
Option.

defining the largest housing number possible
without any evidential support or assessment
of the sustainability and deliverability of the
11,105 homes proposed, or where the
additional sustainable and deliverable sites are
to provide the additional 4,000+ homes
proposed. The objector incorrectly refers to the
LDP growth options stating that each was
presented as a range, when only the
employment driven option 6 was a range, this
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7400 units). This amounts to a 37%
under delivery even with the
contingency. The Council also
acknowledge that of the 41 sites
allocated in the UDP, 13 did not come
forward for development (32%). In other
words, over the previous plan period
from 2000 to 2015 one third of the sites
allocated for housing delivery did not
come forward. Whilst the Council blame
this on a general housing slow down,
they fail to acknowledge that evidence of
delivery (or lack of it) of the actual
housing strategy in terms of the
settlement hierarchy demonstrates that a
significant element of under delivery was
that sites where allocated in settlements
which were not viable for housing
development as a result of the internal
housing market. The Council’'s own
Settlement Growth Schedule over the
UDP period showed that the growth
rates over settlements within the same
category varied substantially with some
exceeding growth rates and with others
providing virtually no growth. This
resulted from a lack of assessment of the
viability of sites which has now been
continued into the current LDP. The
Council have not assessed the viability
of allocated sites as part of the LDP
contrary to National Planning Policy (we
comment further on this in relation to
policy HN1). Therefore, the previous
UDP had a 37% shortfall in delivery of
the overall housing requirement through

being the product of an aspirational job growth
being presented as a range from which the
resulted housing need was derived. The
objector states that they do not consider
selecting a mid-point from option 6 projected
housing growth is reasonable but don't explain
why, other than the approach is not “ambitious
enough”. Instead they state that to be more
ambitious the Council should have selected
the upper end of the growth range, a measure
of housing ambition just 400 greater that the
selected mid-point figure. The key point
ignored by the objector and as set out in the
Plan is that the selection of a mid-point from
option 6 was also informed by reference to
growth option 4 which was a more traditional
demographic projection derived option where
the high variant level of migration used to
derive option 4 and its resultant level of
housing requirement, was in line with that
derived at the mid-point of the range of
housing requirement derived from option 6.

This translates into a level of ambition that
sets a challenging but achievable housing
requirement, ensuring compliance with PPW in
terms of sustainability and deliverability of the
plans housing requirement, to the extent that a
development plan can actually deliver the
housing it provides, as endorsed by Welsh
Government. The objector also ignores the
fact that the chosen housing requirement
figure is significantly in excess of the formal
published Welsh Government Household
Projections both at the time that the growth
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all sources. Of those sites allocated only
two thirds came forward over the plan
period. Either using the overall delivery
figure or that specifically relating to
allocations, it can be seen that the
shortfall was between 32% and 37%

options were derived (2011-Based WG
Projections) and now where, with the recent
publication of the 2018-based WG Projections,
the differential from the projection household
growth and the LDP requirement is now even
greater. The figure proposed by the objector
would in fact be over 4 times the official
projected growth but no assessment of the
impact of this excess of growth over need has
been made by the objector. Following the
objector’s logic in relation to adding
undelivered growth from a previous plan, itis a
fact that the UDP requirement was based on
the actual level of WG projected growth at the
time, and given that the LDP requirement is
well in excess of the present level of projected
growth, if the projected need shortfall case is
accepted (which the Council does not), then
the LDP requirement has in effect ‘mopped up’
any previous under-provision, by setting a
requirement that is far in excess of present
projections.

The main emphasis of the objector’s case for a
higher housing requirement figure is based on
the premise that the LDP should not only
make sufficient provision for the assessed
need during its plan period (2015-2030) but
should also look backwards and also account
for under-delivered housing from the previous
UDP plan period. The objector lays blame for
an apparent under-deliver solely on the UDP
for this but is silent on the role that the
economic climate, actual level of demand
coming from potential house buyers, or the
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willingness, capacity or ability of developers to
deliver new homes, as it is these factors that
determine delivery as development plans do
not deliver housing, rather they make sufficient
provision for housing to come forward to meet
the assessed requirement. Unhelpfully the
objector does not direct the Council to the
relevant passage in PPW, the Development
Plans Manual or relevant guidance that sets
out the concept of transposing under-provision
from one plan period to another, or the
mechanism for doing so. Equally there is no
precedent with other LDPs in Wales for where
this has been accepted. If the Council were to
entertain the concept that under-delivery carry
over should be considered then it is not clear
from the objector’s focus on just the last
development plan, the UDP, why the concept
should be time limited to just this plan. After all
the objector states that it is a fundamental
principle affecting soundness of the LDP that it
should cater for un-delivered historical need,
which therefore should not be limited to just
the UDP as other plans historically may also
have failed to deliver in the way the objector
suggests for the UDP. Clearly the flaw in the
argument is then how far back do you go to
address ‘historical need'? Also, extending the
principle and the objector’s logic, if the UDP
had over-delivered housing in relation to the
requirement in that plan, then presumably the
objector would accept that the LDP assessed
need would be reduced by the level of over-
provision in the previous plan? Without
reference to where in National guidance or
precedent it is accepted that the under-
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provision from a previous plan should be
added to the requirement to the current plan
under development, the Council does not see
how this can be a soundness issue that
challenges the strategy of the LDP.

The objector refers to an old appeal decision
to justify the principle of carrying over an
alleged ‘under-provision’ but the Inspector in
that decision does not say this. Instead the
appeal at the time made was simply applying
the principles in TAN1 of allowing speculative
development, that Welsh Government now
accept had adverse impacts on communities
and the plan making process, resulting in the
conclusion that this and other Councils have
argued for some time, that TANL1 is no longer
fit for purpose. This recognizes that the
planning process was disadvantaged by the
process facilitated by TAN1.

The objector’s simplistic exercise in arriving at
a large housing number has no evidential
basis to support its sustainability or
deliverability and does not assess (other than
land proposed by the objector in objections to
HN11) what or where there are sufficient
sustainable and deliverable sites to meet the
radically increased proposed housing
requirement, and in fact only offers in relation
to objections to HN11 66 units (at Isa Farm,
Mynydd Isa) towards the additional 4,155 units
proposed, itself leaving a shortfall of 4,089
units to be found somehow, somewhere. This
does not appear to be either a sustainable or
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sound proposition to provide certainty of
delivery for the LDP housing requirement. In
order to deliver the level of housing proposed
by the objector, the development industry
fueled by consistent market demand would
have to complete 740 new homes every year
for the entire LDP plan period. By the
objector’'s own analysis of build rates (564
units per annum), this is almost 200 or 31%
higher than the average the industry has been
able to achieve in the first 3 years of the LDP
plan period, where there has been an
unconstrained supply as evidenced by the
level of commitments in the housing balance
sheet supplemented by significant speculative
permissions granted under TAN1. With the
addition of completions data for 2018-19 the
average rate of delivery in the first 4 years of
the plan is now 536 dpa and whilst above the
plan’s annualized housing requirement, is in
line with the actual level of provision in the
plan of 530 dpa. The short term delivery trend
2015-19 also masks the fact that even in a
period of market demand with developers
bringing forward sites, there is significant
variability in the actual annual delivery where
the range of delivery has reached 600 in two
of the four years, but in others has only
achieved low to mid 400s. It is this variability in
a rising market with land clearly available, that
guestions the ability to consistently year on
year deliver housing completions at the rate
suggested by the objector. Also in terms of
growth ambition, the LDP is in conformity with
the level of need and ambition contained
within the draft NDF, a fact supported by the
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Welsh Government in their comments on the
LDP growth strategy. Providing housing at the
levels suggested by the objector will be in
direct conflict with the National Development
Framework and also logically mean that if a
higher level of growth is to be accepted for
Flintshire than in the NDF, then this should
also be applied to Wrexham which the NDF
groups with Flintshire as the focus for future
growth and development, as to otherwise treat
the two contributor areas so differently would
be unsustainable. There is no evidence from
the objector or the industry to show how such
a high level of housing delivery is either
sustainable, needed, or deliverable throughout
the LDP plan period.

The objector has made reference to the LDP
trajectory and the fact that in the last 2 years
of the trajectory there may be a shortfall in
housing provision of 1,389 units, quoting from
paragraph 3.1.4 of LDP Background Paper 10,
which means that the plan requirement should
be increased and/or ‘contingency sites’ should
be added to the plan to come forward later in
the plan period. The Council do not accept
these arguments and consider that the
objector has mis-interpreted the correct
position as set out in paragraph 3.1.4. This is
not a correct quotation from the document as
paragraph 3.1.4 actually states “while the
trajectory currently shows a supply of less than
five years in the last two years of the Plan
period, this is not surprising as the Plan’s
housing land supply will have largely been
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built out by the end of the Plan period and
while the Plan’s housing requirement will have
been accommodated, to achieve a five year
supply in the last two years of the Plan would
necessitate the provision of land for some
1,389 additional dwellings beyond the plan
period (based on extrapolating the Plan’s
average annual requirement of 436 [typo
should be 463] dwellings pa for 3 years
beyond the LDP period, as required in para.
5.2 of TAN 1)” [Council's emphasis in bold].
This is quite different from the objector’'s
interpretation. The objector has also already
acknowledged that the plan has over-delivered
in the first four years of the plan period which
would compensate for any later plan period
shortfall in the trajectory, assuming that the
plan goes all the way to its end date without
review. There is a requirement to review the
position with the plan four years after adoption,
and as part of this that housing delivery will be
monitored against the trajectory as part of the
annual AMR process. Given the intention to
delete TAN1 it is also not yet clear what
mechanisms will be put in place that determine
what variance over what period away from the
trajectory would trigger action on the part of
the Council.

STR1:
Strategic
Growth

Object

This policy should include reference to
the RTS, MTAN1 and the NWRAWP
annual report in the evidence base.

This policy should
include reference to the
RTS, MTAN1 and the
NWRAWP annual
report in the evidence
base.

Not accepted. It is not made clear by the
objector as to why, in relation to policy STR1
which sets out the strategic growth proposed
by the plan in terms of employment and
housing, there needs to be reference in the
policy to the Regional Technical Statement
(RTS), minerals Planning Guidance (MTAN1)




Policy STR1

Support Summary of changes
ID Title or Summary of representation being Council response
object sought/proposed
or the North Wales Regional Aggregates
Working Party annual report as part of the
evidence base. The objector does not explain
how the lack of reference to these makes
policy STR1 unsound. All three are rightly part
of the evidence base to the LDP, but are
referred to in their proper context and place in
support of the strategic and detailed policies
relating to minerals development including
STR15 and EN23-EN27.
As housing delivery is central to the As a result of this we Not accepted. Not unsurprisingly the objector
ability of a local authority area to create do not consider that it |25 @ housing developer is taking a housing
jobs and attract new employers in, or meets Test 3 either as first approach to growth whereas the LDP
facilitate existing employers to expand, it it is not clear on what strategy is based on an employment led
is not clear that the quantum of level of iob creation the approach where housing is part of the
development proposed in STR1 is going housin Jre Lirement supporting infrastructure to help achieve and
to be sufficient or whether it is sufficiently has begn sqet and as support job growth. This approach is reflective
flexible to adjust if the Council are such. if more iobs are of the stance taken by the draft NDF for the
successful in creating more jobs over creat,ed than éx ected. | 2@ as well as being the central focus for the
and above their maximum projections. In how will a P " | North Wales Growth Vision. Having set such a
terms of soundness it does not meet corresponding increase strategy for the LDP, the Welsh Government in
STR1: Test 2 in that we do not consider that it is in houSin begdelivered their formal comments on the deposit plan
918 | Strategic | Object supported by a robust evidence base as in the Cognt Whilst a state that they are “generally supportive of the
Growth the job creation target appears to have Y. spatial strategy and level of homes and jobs

been determined by going to the
projections and then just adding a bit
extra, without justifying why. As a result
of this we do not consider that it meets
Test 3 either as it is not clear on what
level of job creation the housing
requirement has been set and as such, if
more jobs are created than expected,
how will a corresponding increase in
housing be delivered in the County.
Whilst a flexibility allowance has been

flexibility allowance has
been included to the
housing requirement,
the Council do not go
as far as actually
identifying sufficient
allocations in order to
help deliver this and it
will very much be left to
the market to deliver
these.

proposed and have no fundamental concerns
in this respect”. They also consider the LDP to
be in general conformity with the emerging
NDF. Given this the Council is unsure from the
objection made as to how the plan is unsound,
as the objector simply speculates that they are
not sure there is enough housing allocated in
the plan in the event that more jobs are
created than expected. Whilst the objector
criticizes the robustness of the Council's
evidence base they provide no evidence or
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included to the housing requirement, the
Council do not go as far as actually
identifying sufficient allocations in order
to help deliver this and it will very much
be left to the market to deliver these. The
preparation of the LDP provides the
opportunity to plan for this and it is
therefore, surprising that the Council are
not taking the opportunity to plan
positively for the County.

assessment of where the evidence falls short,
and themselves go beyond the aspirational
approach taken by the Council in setting its job
growth target just above the upper limit of the
job projections, and speculate on an even
higher job target on a ‘what if?” basis, without
providing any evidence of how an even higher
job target is achievable, what empirical basis
this has, and which sites will accommodate the
higher figure? It is therefore difficult for the
Council to give weight to such speculative and
unsubstantiated general commentary.

The objector further proposes a speculative
guestion as to how housing provision would be
increased if more jobs are created, and the
likely logical answers would include building
out LDP housing sites fully, assistance from
the 14.4% flexibility built into the housing
requirement figure, and if it came to it,
triggering a plan review. The objector
mistakenly states that the Council don’t go as
far as to allocate sites to accommodate the
flexibility built into the plan leaving it “to the
market to deliver these”. This is totally counter-
intuitive to the purpose of the development
plan which is to identify housing sites as
allocations and this is what the Council has
done, including sufficient sites to
accommodate the 14.4% flexibility. The
objector is directed to the housing balance
sheet in the Housing Supply Background
Paper 10 published alongside the deposit Plan
for consultation where it clearly shows the
residual requirement as 874 having taken
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account of completions, commitments, small
and windfall allowances, and contribution from
strategic sites, and where with the addition of
14.4% of the overall requirement (+1,000
units) the plan finds sufficient allocations to
provide 1,874 units to meet the residual
requirement plus flexibility. The deposit
consultation was the objector’s opportunity to
state why the LDP was unsound, in what way,
evidence this, and to suggest sustainable
alternatives, yet none of these have been
provided by the objector.

STR1:
Strategic
Growth

Object

Housing Requirement Policy STR1
‘Strategic Growth’ In regard to the supply
of housing land across the Authority over
the plan period as set out in Policy
STR1, it is noted that there are clear
differences between the WG projections
for this plan period, and the growth
projections which the Deposit Plan is
based on. Whilst the dwelling
requirements proposed within the
Deposit Plan are welcomed, it is
considered that there is still a significant
shortfall in the overall dwelling
requirement provided within the Deposit
LDP, particularly when considered
against the WG’s 2014 figures. We
therefore object to Policy STR1.

Whilst the dwelling
requirements proposed
within the Deposit Plan
are welcomed, it is
considered that there is
still a significant
shortfall in the overall
dwelling requirement
provided within the
Deposit LDP,
particularly when
considered against the
WG's 2014 figures.

Not accepted. The objector firstly confuses
policy STR1 Strategic Growth which is where
the housing requirement figure (rather than
“demand” as referred by the objector) is
referenced, with policy STR11 Provision of
Sustainable Housing Sites but the Council
have taken this to be an objection to STR1.
Confusingly whilst the objector “welcomes” the
overall dwelling requirement in the LDP they
state that this is a conservative position in
relation to the approach to stimulating the
housing market. However the plan’s strategy is
employment-led rather than being housing
driven as inferred, and in any event the
Council considers it has provided sufficient
housing plus 14.4% contingency to facilitate
the objector’'s own approach. The objector’s
main point in relation to STR1 appears to be
that when compared to the 2014 based Welsh
Government household projections, the LDP
housing requirement figure represents a
“significant shortfall” to the growth projected in
the 2014 Welsh Government projections.
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Whilst the objector provides no assessment or
analysis of the data to illustrate this point, the
Council are confused as the consistent trends
shown in household change in consecutive
Welsh Government projections from 2011,
2014, and now 2018 all show low levels of
household growth in Flintshire, that are
significantly below the housing requirement set
in the plan. The Council therefore do not
understand the point about the LDP figure
being a “shortfall” on the projections. The true
position is entirely the opposite and to illustrate
this the projected household growth from the
2014 Welsh Government projections for the
plan period 2015-2030 was 305 per annum
from the Hi variant projection, and 250 pa from
the principal projection. These levels of
projected change are similar when households
are converted to dwellings and are significantly
below the levels of growth required and
provided for in the LDP (463/530 dpa
respectively). The objector should also note
that Welsh Government have recently
published its 2018 based household
projections which show for Flintshire a falling
level of household change, with equivalent
change for 2015-2030 at around 232 pa for the
hi variant, and 166 pa for the principal
projection.

950

STR1:
Strategic
Growth

Object

Target housing requirement is too low.
Jobs target does not reflect or correlate
with the employment growth target,
which is considered too low. Jobs target
does not correlate with housing target.
Also, despite the policy suggesting the

Target housing
requirement is too low.
Jobs target does not
reflect or correlate with
the employment growth
target, which is

Not accepted. The objector makes a number
of subjective and superficial statements in
relation to the growth planned for in policy
STR1 but does not provide any empirical
evidence or reasoned arguments to support
these statements. For example it is stated that
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focus of development will be located at
sustainable employment locations many
housing sites are not located to take
advantage of this and moreover,
insufficient employment provision is
being identified. Policy should be
expressed as a minimum.

considered too low.
Policy should be
expressed as a
minimum.

the housing requirement is “too low” but there
is nothing provided to explain why? by how
much? or what is the ‘correct’ figure? Equally
the jobs target is said to be “too low” and does
not “correlate” with the housing target but
again it is not explained how it is too low, by
how much, what is the correct level, and what
is the nature of the correlation between
employment and housing targets. The
opportunity given to the objector during the
deposit consultation was to consider the
soundness of the LDP as published and if this
was questioned, to say how the plan is
unsound and why, and what the preferable
alternative is. The objector has not done this
and despite objecting has provided nothing
that the Council can apply much weight to in
considering or understanding the basis of the
arguments put forward. The objector simply
seems to be saying the housing and
employment targets are too low and should be
higher but without saying why, by how much or
provide supporting evidence to justify this. The
objector has had every opportunity with
reference to the Council’s evidence base
supporting the growth promoted by policy
STR1 to provide evidence and explanation to
support the very basic points made, but has
failed to do this. The Council does not see how
from the points made and lack of
corroboration, that the plan’s soundness is in
any way challenged.

965

STR1:
Strategic
Growth

Object

Target housing requirement is too low.
Jobs target does not reflect or correlate
with the employment growth target,

Target housing
requirement is too low.
Jobs target does not

Not accepted. The objector makes a number
of subjective and superficial statements in
relation to the growth planned for in policy
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which is considered too low. Jobs target
does not correlate with housing target.
Also, despite the policy suggesting the
focus of development will be located at
sustainable employment locations many
housing sites are not located to take
advantage of this and moreover,
insufficient employment provision is
being identified. Policy should be
expressed as a minimum. Policy should
be expressed as a minimum.

reflect or correlate with
the employment growth
target, which is
considered too low.
Jobs target does not
correlate with housing
target. Policy should be
expressed as a
minimum.

STR1 but does not provide any empirical
evidence or reasoned arguments to support
these statements. For example it is stated that
the housing requirement is “too low” but there
is nothing provided to explain why? by how
much? or what is the ‘correct’ figure? Equally
the jobs target is said to be “too low” and does
not “correlate” with the housing target but
again it is not explained how it is too low, by
how much, what is the correct level, and what
is the nature of the correlation between
employment and housing targets. The
opportunity given to the objector during the
deposit consultation was to consider the
soundness of the LDP as published and if this
was questioned, to say how the plan is
unsound and why, and what the preferable
alternative is. The objector has not done this
and despite objecting has provided nothing
that the Council can apply much weight to in
considering or understanding the basis of the
arguments put forward. The objector simply
seems to be saying the housing and
employment targets are too low and should be
higher but without saying why, by how much or
provide supporting evidence to justify this. The
objector has had every opportunity with
reference to the Council’s evidence base
supporting the growth promoted by policy
STR1 to provide evidence and explanation to
support the very basic points made, but has
failed to do this. The Council does not see how
from the points made and lack of
corroboration, that the plan’s soundness is in
any way challenged.




Policy STR1

Support Summary of changes
ID Title or Summary of representation being Council response
object sought/proposed
Not accepted. The objector makes a number
of subjective and superficial statements in
relation to the growth planned for in policy
STR1 but does not provide any empirical
evidence or reasoned arguments to support
these statements. For example it is stated that
the housing requirement is “too low” but there
is nothing provided to explain why? by how
much? or what is the ‘correct’ figure? Equally
the jobs target is said to be “too low” and does
not “correlate” with the housing target but
. . . again it is not explained how it is too low, by
Target housing requirement is too low. .
how much, what is the correct level, and what
Jobs target does not reflect or correlate . . .
. Target housing is the nature of the correlation between
with the employment growth target, . . .
o . requirement is too low. | employment and housing targets. The
which is considered too low. Jobs target o : .
. : Jobs target does not opportunity given to the objector during the
does not correlate with housing target. : . . .
] ) . . reflect or correlate with | deposit consultation was to consider the
STR1: Also, despite the policy suggesting the : s
. . . the employment growth | soundness of the LDP as published and if this
983 | Strategic | Object focus of development will be located at target. which is was questioned. to sav how the plan is
Growth sustainable employment locations many get, 4 ' y P

housing sites are not located to take
advantage of this and moreover,
insufficient employment provision is
being identified. Policy should be
expressed as a minimum.

considered too low.
Policy should be
expressed as a
minimum.

unsound and why, and what the preferable
alternative is. The objector has not done this
and despite objecting has provided nothing
that the Council can apply much weight to in
considering or understanding the basis of the
arguments put forward. The objector simply
seems to be saying the housing and
employment targets are too low and should be
higher but without saying why, by how much or
provide supporting evidence to justify this. The
objector has had every opportunity with
reference to the Council's evidence base
supporting the growth promoted by policy
STR1 to provide evidence and explanation to
support the very basic points made, but has
failed to do this. The Council does not see how
from the points made and lack of




Policy STR1

to expect that allocation to be brought
forward and therefore that represents a
further shortfall in housing. Council's
target per annum: 7950 To meet that
target it is necessary to: Increase the
allocations by 660 to allow for over-
reliance on windfall sites. Increase the
allowance by 300 to allow for the non-
delivery of the Warren Hall site. Increase
the allowance by 342 to allow for non-
delivery of sites within Appendix
Increase the allowance by 16% or 1272
units to reflect under-provision against
the past five years delivery pattern.
These figures taken together suggest

site at Llys Ben

Support Summary of changes
ID Title or Summary of representation being Council response
object sought/proposed
corroboration, that the plan’s soundness is in
any way challenged.
The Plan proposes a housing target of Not accepted. The objector states that the plan
7950 units. An analysis of the sites proposes a housing target of 7,950 but it does
demonstrates that a number of those not. The housing requirement of the LDP is
sites have had planning permission or 6,950 to which 14.4% flexibility has been
have been around for a considerable added so that the plan provides for 7,950
period of time and have not been homes. The objector then refers to “an
delivered. They should be removed from analysis of sites in Appendix 1” which relates
the allocated sites resulting in the need to the appendix to the deposit LDP written
to accommodate another 342 units. The statement where the housing commitments
strategic site at Warren Hall (STR3B) that the plan’s housing supply balance sheet
near Broughton is isolated and does not refers to are listed. The objector’s analysis is
have any relationship to facilities. It is selective and has failed to cross reference to
therefore not a sustainable option for the more detailed land availability statement
residential development and the lack of from which the list is drawn, and as a result
facilities mean that even if residential . has made assumptions about the status of the
STR1: development comes forward in that ltgrcrg?z?ly%fl:l?mber sites listed in the objection, .that are inaccurate
685 | Strategic | Object | location the need for facilities will delay of gllocations Allocate and out of date. Had the objector referred to
Growth delivery over many years. It is unrealistic ) the land availability statement they would have

been able to factually check the actual status
of each site.

The outcome of the ‘analysis’ carried out is
therefore factually incorrect and the
assumption that 342 units on committed sites,
rather than ‘allocated sites’ as the objector
refers to them, won’t come forward is also
false. To illustrate, the objector refers to the F
G Whitley’s depot site and claims no
developer is on board and so the site won't
come forward. They have failed to note that
Whitley’s are actually the developers, are
currently on site with 11 units under
construction and the remaining 28 due for
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that there should be an overall housing
target of 10,500 units which is very
significantly more than the number put
forward by the Council and is more
reflective of the amount of allocations
that will be needed to deliver housing
and the Council’s jobs-led strategy. Sites
to accommodate a further 2500 units are
needed

completion by 2023. There is a similar pattern
of assumptions made for the other sites
referred to: a site simply referred to as
‘Caerwys’ is actually the former Summer Hill
Farm site where the objector states “no
housebuilder on board” but where a developer
is on site, 5 properties are under construction
with the site due for completion in 2023; the
station yard site in Pontybodkin now has
reserved matters approval and is being
marketed for sale; The site east of Gronant Hill
is a Council owned site, only gained
permission in 2018 and not 2016 as referred to
by the objector, and is part of the Council’'s
Strategic Housing and Regeneration
Programme to build 500 affordable homes on
Council land with its developer partner Wates
Residential; the site at Kinnerton Lane has 31
complete properties with a further 13 under
construction and due for completion in 2021;
the Bromfield Timber site has commenced and
not lapsed, and whilst not part of the 5 year
supply from 2019, can still deliver during the
plan period; the former Sewage Works site
has 35 units built, 10 under construction and
will be completed in 2020; finally the Altbridge
House site (41 units) has been removed from
the 2019 land availability statement as is not
relied on as a commitment. So from the
analysis carried out by the objector, and when
the facts from the land availability study are
considered, there are only 41 units that the
Council relies on as commitments that are no
longer counted towards supply, rather than the
342 speculated by the objector. In terms of the
loss of 41 units, the plan already has over-
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provided 1,000 units above the requirement to
cater for sites not coming forward, and as the
plan has over-recovered delivered housing in
the early years of the plan period above the
average requirement, then these in
combination provide the flexibility to absorb
such minor changes to commitments. Equally,
since the committed sites were listed in
appendix 1 of the deposit LDP (based on 2018
land availability statement) further windfall
permissions have been added as new
commitments which are recorded in the 2019
land availability statement now on the
Council's website. There is therefore no
shortfall in housing from these sites.

The objector criticizes the strategic site at
Warren Hall Broughton stating it is isolated
and does not have any relationship to facilities
and as such is not a suitable location for
residential development and that even if
residential development comes forward the
need for facilities will delay delivery of the
housing “over many years”. These are again
uninformed assumptions and the objector has
failed to note that the site is a ‘mixed use’ site
where policy STR3 identifies that range of
uses including of course sustainable
employment opportunities and a commercial
hub to support both residential and
employment uses. The site at Llys Ben
promoted by the objector provides no such
supporting facilities. The objector also fails to
acknowledge the fact that spatially the Warren
Hall site is near to the local service centre at
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Broughton and is in spatial and accessibility
terms in closer proximity to this centre, than
Llys Ben is to its nearest service centre at
Connah’s Quay. It is also the case that the
facilities available at Broughton to support
nearby residential growth are superior to those
in Connah’s Quay. As the Warren Hall site is
in Welsh Government ownership, it is the
intention to make the residential element of the
mixed use site available as part of the Welsh
Government’s programme of making land
available to accelerate the provision of
affordable housing, and work is ongoing with
the North Wales Registered Social Landlords
to advance this site. The site is also central to
the North Wales Growth Vision and Growth
Deal where UK and Welsh Government
funding has been identified to provide the
infrastructure required to bring sites like
Warren Hall forward in a timely manner. There
is therefore no shortfall in housing from this
site.

The objector summarises their position in
terms of the housing requirement and this
compounds the errors and assumptions made:
the objector states the LDP target is 7,950 but
this is incorrect; the objector states that a
figure of 660 is required to allow for over-
reliance on windfalls but this figure seems
plucked from the air as the previous alleged
shortfall suggested by the objector was 342
units of which only 41 is factually not relied on
as a commitment, so there is no over-reliance
as suggested; the objector suggests that the
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housing requirement should be increased by
300 to account for the non-delivery of housing
at Warren Hall but this has been shown to be
not the case and unnecessary; the objector
proposes to increase the requirement by a
further 342 to account for under-delivery of
windfall sites but this seems to be a double
counting on the purpose of the 660 units
referenced earlier in the objection which itself
is unjustified; the objector also suggests the
need to increase the requirement by a further
16% or 1,272 units although these levels are
not explained other than to reflect under-
provision against the past five years delivery
pattern. The Council are baffled by this last
point as the past four to five years delivery has
been at or slightly above the average provision
made in the Plan.

Cumulatively the objector contrives with no
empirical evidence a suggested requirement of
10,500 units stating that this is 2,500 more
than the present target, but in fact is an
increased requirement of 3,550 units. Apart
from a small site at Llys Ben the objector
identifies no other sustainable and deliverable
sites to deliver this uplift and without this it is
difficult to conceive of how this is at all
deliverable, sustainable or sound. To illustrate,
the objector has referred to recent delivery
rates as evidence of the need for more sites
but the delivery rate in the first 4 years of the
plan is 536 dpa whereas the average provision
in the plan is 530 dpa, so very closely aligned.
The figure advocated by the objector is
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equivalent to 700 dpa or a difference to the
current delivery rate of 164 dpa but the
objector does not explain how the industry can
provide such a high rate consistently, year on
year, for the entire plan period. Without any
evidence in support, this does not appear to
be a reasonable, realistic or achievable
proposition.

Finally, in promoting the site at LIys Ben the
objector has failed to reference relevant
planning history for the site which was refused
permission for housing by the Council and was
also refused by a Planning Inspector when
that decision was appealed. The central thread
behind refusal is the site’s unsuitability for
housing due to its location and relationship to
the open countryside where the site’s
contribution to the settlement setting and its
openness is protected by a green barrier
designation. These planning circumstances
have not changed since the appeal refusal.

1100

STR1:
Strategic
Growth

Object

STR1 — outlines the requirement for
6950 houses within the plan period and
makes provision for 7950 houses with a
14% flexibility. This is seen as a
conservative estimates given the
economic growth aspirations for the plan
and should be seen as a minimum
figure. The settlement hierarchy
approach in STR2 is logical and
supported Mold town is Tier 1 Main
Service Centre and it is agreed that Mold
is a sizeable town which has a full range
of services and employment. In order to

Should allocate land for
development between
upper Bryn Coch and
Llys Ambrose Off
Ruthin Road, Mold

Not accepted. The objector refers to the
housing requirement as an ‘estimate’ but fails
to acknowledge the approach to deriving this
figure clearly set out in the Council’'s evidence
base. This includes how the housing figure
has been derived from the level of
employment growth defined by growth option
6, but where the objector feels the housing
figure will not meet the employment ambition.
The objector is concerned that a “sufficient
number of sites and allocations is identified”
but does not say whether this is within the
housing requirement of the plan with the
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ensure the minimum target it is important
that sufficient number of sites are
allocated. Policy STR11 set out the two
strategic sites, and the overall housing
figures. Policy HN 1 sets out the
allocations for each settlement tier. Para
5.12 sets out the fact that the plan seeks
to distribute development to the most
sustainable settlements. It is considers
that the allocation are in the first 3 tiers
of settlement are too heavily reliant on
large sites. It is also asserted that the
LDP is too heavily reliant on small and
windfall sites. For the above reasons it is
considered that the model for meeting
the housing requirement is flawed and
there is a risk that the requirement will
not be met. The model does not provide
for sufficient dwellings in Mold. It is also
unclear why the allocated site HN1(6)
Land between Denbigh Rd and
Gwernaffield Rd is deemed more
appropriate. Than Candidate Site
MOLO040. Which is a more sustainable
site. Aside from the green barrier
location there is no logical reasons why
site HN1(6) is preferred .

added flexibility, or whether the housing
requirement should be increased. If it is the
latter, the objector unfortunately does not say
what the figure should be or provide
supporting evidence to justify this. The
objector simply offers a single site in Mold on
behalf of their client but fails to acknowledge
that this is legacy land in the ownership of their
client, remaining after significant development
on the periphery of Mold has already occurred
on their land. They also fail to acknowledge
the green barrier status of this land
established via the UDP and where,
notwithstanding reference to 20 year old
opinions, more recently the UDP Inspector
agreed with the designation of the land as
green barrier in the adopted UDP, and their
client did not object to this at that time.

The objector notes that the two strategic sites
allocated in the LDP at Northern Gateway and
Warren Hall are not located in Tier 1 Main
Service Centres, and this is entirely logical as
by definition they are ‘strategic’ mixed use
development sites that at the scale and mix of
sites proposed, if attached to a single centre
may have the potential to overwhelm that
settlement and its infrastructure. That is why
these sites are where they are.

The objector is concerned that too much
reliance is placed on too few ‘large’ allocations
and that there is an imbalance in terms of the
distribution of growth within the settlement
hierarchy. The approach of the LDP strategy
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contrasts with that of the UDP where a large
number of small allocations were provided but
where sites were either slow to come forward
and due to lack of scale, did not deliver the
economies demanded by the development
sector today in terms of efficiencies in build
and materials, or sufficient scale to make sites
viable to deliver the infrastructure and policy
requirements. The objector also fails to
acknowledge that the distribution of allocations
also needs to be balanced against the location
of commitments in order to paint the full and
more accurate picture of where development
is planned. The scale of allocations made is
therefore considered to be sustainable, viable
and deliverable and whilst a considerable
amount of due diligence and back ground
study work has occurred to support the
deliverability of the allocated sites, no such
evidenc