


 
 
 
 
 
 
Site specific mitigation should be taken into account as 
regards intrusion into the open countryside, ribbon 
development, fragmented or sporadic patterns of 
development.  
 
 
 
 
 
There should not be a blanket exclusion of playing 
fields, playgrounds and other amenity land, as 
opportunities may exist to replace facilities elsewhere.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
In terms of para 3.15 sites over 0.3ha located on the 
edge of settlements should be given priority for 
residential allocations and considered as part of a 
settlement boundary review to form part of the second 
stage of the assessment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sites should not be assessed on their number of 
constraints, but rather on the type of constraints and 
likelihood of any constraints being overcome. Remove 
paragraph 3.17 from the assessment. 

This includes the use of brownfield land inside and on 
the edge of existing settlements as a starting point. It 
is accepted that not all brownfield land is necessarily 
suitable for development and allocations in the plan 
are likely to utilise greenfield sites. 
 
Noted. It is a central tenet of Planning Policy Wales 
that development in the open countryside should be 
strictly controlled and in particular the avoidance of 
sporadic and the creating or extending of ribbon 
development which can result in unsustainable 
development patterns. Not all impacts on open 
countryside can be addressed through mitigation e.g. 
landscaping. 
 
Noted. The criterion is not implying a blanket 
exclusion of such areas. By their nature playing fields, 
playgrounds and amenity areas are generally open in 
character and there is no necessity for them to be 
included in the settlement boundary. The Council will 
have regard to the function these facilities offer to the 
community and the opportunity/need to provide 
replacement facilities.  
 
Noted. Allocating sites on the edge of existing 
settlements as a matter of principle sits comfortably 
with the search sequence approach advocated in 
Planning Policy Wales (PPW). Paragraph 3.9 of the 
assessment methodology indicates that only sites 
which are 0.3ha or greater and capable of  
accommodating 10 dwellings will be considered for 
their suitability as a housing allocation. This reflects 
the site size threshold applied in the adopted UDP 
and the Joint Housing Land availability studies.  
 
Part accepted. It is acknowledged in paragraph 3.17 
that the type and level of constraint will vary on a site 
by site basis. Clearly the assessment process must 
have regard to such constraints some of which it may 

 



 
 
 
 
 
Deliverable greenfield sites should be allocated for 
housing delivery within the first five years of the plan 
period, particularly in light of the fact that Flintshire have 
a significant shortfall in housing land supply. This should 
be considered within the site assessment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The plan strategy should be taken into account within 
the second stage of site assessment and not as a 
separate third stage. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

be possible to overcome and others which may be 
insurmountable. It is not considered appropriate to 
remove the paragraph in its entirety but to amend it to 
address this point.    
 
Noted. Delivering the Plan’s preferred strategy in its 
totality as well as for housing is a critical function of 
the LDP. The Call for Candidate Sites Submission 
Form includes a section regarding infrastructure, 
Utilities and deliverability of the Candidate Site 
submitted. Furthermore the assessment methodology 
reflects Welsh Assembly Government guidance that 
the identification of sites “should be founded on a 
robust and credible assessment of the suitability and 
availability of land for particular uses or a mix of uses 
and the probability that it will be developed”. When 
read in conjunction with the Topic Papers it is clear 
that the Plan will need to allocate a range of housing 
sites in terms of location, size and type to ensure that 
a 5 year housing land supply can be secured 
throughout the Plan period. An important factor will be 
to have sites that can come forward quickly following 
adoption. 
 
Noted. The assessment document refers to four 
logical stages in the methodology and whilst stage 1 
seeks to filter the small sites from the large sites (each 
one of which will be assessed) the methodology is in 
itself an iterative process as opposed to separate 
stages. It is entirely appropriate to carry out detailed 
assessments of the Candidate Sites in order for them 
then to be assessed for compliance with the Plan’s 
preferred strategy. The objective of stage 2 is to 
undertake a ‘technical’ assessment of Candidate Sites 
to determine which are technically suitable to be taken 
forward for consideration against the emerging Plan 
Strategy. It would be inappropriate and inefficient for 
sites which are technically unacceptable to be 
assessed against the emerging Plan strategy. 

depend on the nature of 
constraints in terms of whether 
they can be overcome or are 
insurmountable’. 
 
No change. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No change. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 
Sites should not be protected from development unless 
there are exceptional circumstances to warrant this and 
it can be demonstrated that a particular set of criteria 
have been met. A set of stringent criteria should be 
identified within the document against which to assess 
sites. 

 
Noted . Where Candidate Sites have been put forward 
for protection, section 3 of the submission form should 
be completed with the reasoning as to why the land 
merits protection. In addition Paragraph 3.28 of the 
assessment methodology clearly states that land 
should only be protected from development where it is 
necessary and appropriate to do so based upon 
sound planning principles and not merely to prevent 
development from taking place. The representation 
has not provided a set of stringent criteria and as a 
consequence it is difficult to comment further.  
 

 
No change. 

    
Strutt & 
Parker (for 
Rhual 
Estates)  

Sites adjoining Denbigh Road, Gwernaffield Road and 
Ivy Crescent were put forward as Candidate Sites. 
Having reviewed the proposed draft methodology and 
assessment process the sites score highly when 
considered against the methodology. 

Noted. The purpose of the consultation exercise was 
to invite comments and thoughts upon the proposed 
assessment methodology and criteria. It was not an 
opportunity for those who have submitted Candidate 
Sites to self-assess their sites against the draft 
methodology. This will be undertaken by the plan 
making authority.  

No change. 



J10 Planning  Support the approach contained in stage 2 – 



concerns or it is a clear cut “no” there are not.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







character of an area as well as being a natural habitat. 
Suggest additional criterion:-  
13d – Would development of the candidate site result in 
the loss or potentially impact any trees? Loss of Trees / 
Potential Impact / No loss or impact 
 
 
 
 
Stage 2 Detailed Appraisal -  Infrastructure  
 
This section implies an assessment of capacity will take 
place at this stage albeit the detailed assessment 
checklist does not reflect this. Officers may not have all 
technical information required to make this assessment. 



viability perspective.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This section should focus on whether there are any 
known significant infrastructure constraints for example 
the presence of a gas or water main through the site. 
Include additional criterion:-  
10a – Are there any high pressure gas or water 
pipelines running through the site that are a constraint to 
development? Yes / No 
 
Stage 2 Detailed Appraisal -  Accessibility  
 
Pedestrian and cyclist access to services is important. 
The focus of the methodology is on the distance of the 
candidate sites from these facilities. Amend paragraph 
3.23 to ensure the distances measured are along 
adoptable highways and areas outside of the preferred 
maximums will not be taken forward as candidate sites 
as some candidate sites are extremely large and 
distances within the site could differ enormously. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
Amend criteria 6, 7 and 8 to read:  
 
6 - Is the site located within 400m or 800m walk along 
an adopted footpath of an access point to regular (at 
least 5 services between 7am- 7pm Monday-Saturday) 



 
7 - Is the whole site located within 400m or 800m walk 
along an adopted footpath of a shop or selection of 
shops selling daily living essentials?  
 
8a - Is the whole site located within 1000m or 2000m 
walk along an adopted footpath of a school and other 
community facilities including recreation open space?  
 
8b – How many facilities? <1 or 1-2 or >3  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Stage 2 Detailed Appraisal –  Economic Viability  
 
Officers will be making judgements on the issue of 
economic viability. It is more appropriate that if there are 
concerns about the viability, due to for example known 
physical constraints or fragmented ownerships, the 
assessment should not discount the site but identify if 
additional information such as a development appraisal 
(to be provided by the Candidate Site proposer) will be 
required.  
 
 
 
The detailed criteria do not deal with the matter of 
viability or d  



 
No reference is made to the need to take into account 
former uses of the site as a potential development 
constraint and would recommend specific criteria be 
added to ensure deliverability of any affected candidate 
sites are properly assessed.  
 
 
 
Add new criteria to 24.  
 
24b Has the candidate site been a former quarry where 
land stability issues could impact development? Yes / 
No / Unknown  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24c Has the candidate site been used / or does it lie 
adjacent to a former landfill site? Yes / No / Unknown  
 

 
Not accepted. In the Candidate Site Submission Form 
Under the headings “Land Use /Planning History” and 
“Environmental” there are specific questions relating 
to previous uses of the site and whether or not the site 
is previously developed land. The issue of brownfield 
land is also picked up in question 2 of the Officer 
assessment form in the methodology. 
 
 
 
Partly accepted. In the environmental section of the 
Candidate Site Submission Form there is a specific 
question asking whether or not there is any history of 
subsidence on the site or in the locality. It is therefore 
reasonable to include a question regarding land 
stability after Q24 which deals with contaminated land. 
 
 
 
 
Accepted. It is considered that this an appropriate 
additional criterion given that it has not been referred 
to in either the Candidate Site Submission or Officer 
assessment forms.    

 
No change. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Add a new question after Q24 
‘Is the land likely to be 
adversely affected by land 
stability issues? 

• No 
• Yes 
• Yes but capable of 

being addressed 
through mitigation 

 
Add new question after Q24 
Has the candidate site been 
used / or does it lie adjacent to 
or in close proximity to a former 
landfill site? Yes / No / 
Unknown  
 

    
Emery 
Planning  

The Settlement Boundary review criteria appear 
acceptable. It is not necessary to draw the settlement 
boundaries excessively tightly around settlements. 
Currently many boundaries are drawn very tightly, often 
excluding residential gardens, which is unduly inflexible. 



 
 
 
The planning assessment should take account of not 
just existing policies, but also should be influenced by 
(and inform) future policies. A significant extension to 
the village of Northop is put forward and the potential 
benefits of the proposal need to be weighed against 
non-compliance with existing policies. which may result 
in a different strategic approach being pursued for the 
distribution of development.  
 
 
  
Regard should be had to the potential for parts of a site 
to come forward. If a large site is considered unsuitable 
due to its scale or a particular issue with part of the site, 
then consideration should be given as to whether a 
smaller part of the site would be suitable.  

small residential schemes can make a contribution to 
meeting housing needs including specific local needs. 
 
The assessment of candidate sites will be primarily 
undertaken having regards to the criteria and stages 
contained in the methodology paper. In addition to 
their individual planning merits regard will also be had 
to the most up to date local and national planning 
policy. In addition to the detailed planning 
assessment, Candidate Sites will be assessed having 
regards to the Plan’s preferred strategy once this is 
finalised. 
 
 
Accepted. This is recognised at paragraph 3.17 of the 
planning assessment which states that many sites are 
likely to have some level of constraint which may 
reduce the developable area of a candidate site. 

 
 
 
No change. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No change. 

    
Wirral 
Council 
Regeneration 
and Planning 
Service  

Paragraph 3.3 identifies that any site which is likely to 
have a significant effect on a SAC/SPA/Ramsar site 
must be subject to an appropriate assessment under the 



  
 
 
 
 
 
The ‘Candidate Site Officer Assessment Form’ 
(Appendix C) should be modified in the following way:  
 

 

Q.6 – In respect of rural areas a distance greater than 
400m / 800m should be considered appropriate within 
more rural Category C settlements.  

Q.7 – In respect of rural areas a distance greater than 
400m / 800m should be considered appropriate within 
more rural Category C settlements.  
 
 





placed on previously developed brownfield land.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
The methodology process for the assessment of sites 
put forward as potential Green Barrier should be better 
defined. Areas put forward as potential Green Barriers 
should be assessed against a range of criteria, guided 
by Planning Policy Wales, 4.8.11 – 4.8.13.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Buckley for example is a Category A settlement which 
quite clearly is suitable to accommodate significant 
growth over the Plan period. However existing Green 
Barrier allocations to the south of the settlement 
somewhat limit growth. It is submitted that Green Barrier 
designation to the south / south east of the settlement is 
over zealous and controlled growth in this area would 
not compromise the purposes of such land. 
 
 
 
 
 
The ‘Candidate Site Officer Assessment Form’ 
(Appendix C) should be modified in the following way:   
 
Q.6 – In respect of rural areas a distance greater than 
400m / 800m should be considered within more rural 
Category C settlements.  
 

methodology has regards to the issue of a preference 
for using brownfield land. Where possible, appropriate 
brownfield land may be allocated bearing in mind that 
not all previously developed land is automatically 
acceptable for new housing development. 
 
 
Accepted. The most recent review of green barriers 
was undertaken when producing the UDP. As part of 
preparing the LDP and in particular identifying a 
preferred spatial strategy, the Council will conduct a 
further review of existing green barriers in line with up 
to date advice contained in PPW, whilst having 
regards to the views of the UDP Inspector. Any 
proposed green barrier Candidate Sites will also be 
assessed having regards to the criteria set out in 
paragraphs 4.8.11 – 4.8.13. 
 
 
It is not disputed that Buckley is a sustainable location 
for development given that it is one of the main towns 
in Flintshire and having regards to the number and 
types of services and facilities present in the 
settlement. The Inspectors at the Alyn and Deeside 
Local Plan Inquiry and the UDP Inquiry both 
supported the green barrier in this location. 
Nevertheless the Council will conduct a further review 
of green barriers in line with up to date advice 
contained in PPW, whilst having regards to the views 
of the UDP Inspector. 
  
 
 
 
 
Not accepted. The distances referred to are taken 
from the “Guidelines for Providing Journeys on foot” 
produced by the Institute of Highways and 
Transportation. These guidelines are a widely 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No change. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No change. 
 
 

 






