Appendix 3

PIanning ApPIICalion 060006 - Full APPIIClion - Part amendment o Tayout previously permiited under 046067, (0 allow for the erection of 19 apartment
nits in 3 blocks at Flint Working Mens Club, Woodfield Avenue Fiint
NAME DATE TIME _[CLARIFICATIONS SOUGHT BY COUNGILLOR RESPONSE FROM CASE OFFICER DATE __|TIME _|RESPONSE
Aiport ke 20420 | 1632 21104720 16.32] Support approval
Atidge Bermie 22i0420] 1527
220420 | 1527 1 have no objections or questons to raise on either application and would vote in favour
Bateman Marion 2200420 | 1704 [Forf i ~Reason how p appication reached Tobe deemed | Both applications require commitiee determinaton a5 they 6xeed the density / ste area fhresholds within e counci's delegation scheme of 16 No units 1 Zha
urgent respectively The applicant has provided sufficient evidence (o address al least some of the crieria to prove ts urgency for a decision. Please see attached table.
Bihell Chiis 2oa20 | 182 1) The previous permission was for 15 unis. Four of these have aready been | 1) Density 27/04720| 14,12 Thank you forthe further information and clarfication from the oficer Concemed which | asked for n relation (o the planning application No. 060006 for the erection of 19
built and now the applcants are asking for 19 urits more on the remainder if the site, making a total of | Policy HSGB densiy of 30dph Asettiements, and the density o development i is acknowledged is nearly wice this apartments in three blocks in Woodfield Avenue, Fiint,On the basis o this further detal, and clarifcation | am now minded 10 vote in favour of the offcer’s recommendation
23 as opposed to the original 15. Is this overdevelopment of the site since itis noted that n tems of | figure. The acceptably of this scale of development has been judged not oly in numerical temns, but taking into account ts impact on existing character within this
density this amounts to nearly twice the density that HSG8 seeks to achieve on a 0.4 ha sit. urban setting and separation distances relative to existing dvwellings in proximity to the site.
2) o states thl e proposec capatig rovson il el n & shrtil o |2 Gy arang Prosion
‘spaces but does not y they are we can| The site layout a total of 35 No
eter sssens th povsie mpacof i shontal
3) site Configuration
Itis unclear to me how the blocks will be configured around the car park court
2 iagram woul e use) and i laon 0 e unts aveacy bt Members are able to view all plans via the website for The block plan shows the blocks of flats
P Last but not east how many bedrooms will these apartments have and how [ 4) Apartment Distribution
will these be distrbuted in each of the blocks? Block A Block B Biock C
4 No 2 bedroom units 4No 2 bedroom units 7 No 2 bedroom units
5) [ pers say thal the ap be |2 No 1 bedroom units 2 No 1 bedroom units TOTAL 7 No apartments
affordable. How will that be secured? Are they for letting at affordable ren's or for part sale or both? | TOTAL: 6 No apartmens TOTAL 6 No apartments
The photos in the appendices are pretty but | unclear about what they are aiming to show us.
5) Ten
The St nas been promoted as a General iarket Afordable Housing Seheme for amixof 112 bedroom unisfor st tme buyers. The sie b from regsusion
o the Help to Buy (Wales ) scheme, enabling buyers to secure a 20% shared equity loan ffom the govermen. The anticipated pricing vill be under £100k. Thi
Pimber of s 56 area fal ndor he eShol or afodale howsing 1 be sceured under Poly HSGLL he applcan chooSng 16 change e schem from that
previously proposed in light of market demand.
Photographs
Pholographs are usually taken prior (o Planning C fficers have been unable the site. The images from
google street view are to ty to give members an of the site and
utler Derek 220020 | 1415 22004720|  14.15| Approve
Cox Dave
Davies Cook Adele 20420 | 1402 24/04720| 23.25| I vote n favour of the officers recommendations
(Dunbar fan 220020 | 1738 27/04720| 10.56| Just o confirm 10 along with the decision of the Oficers for Approval
Evans Davd 20020 | 1611 2/04720|  16.11| No objecton
Gay Veronica 20wz | 1543 |1 Question e marking bays, how many are allocated (o s1e? B dthat o serve the devel provided within the site 23104720 15.43) Support Oficer decision, indluding 6 monih cause
Onlycomments | can ke regring e community counch, 5 one 1 o 2) T egalageement equred [ Secure & Cammued S gyt of on - S ecrEalona rovion. T Commty Coun i ot beimoled s
eeting at present so unless delegated powers cannot offer a response. plus will rocess as between the council
be consultedfinvolved re the 106 agreement and asked for ther input?
No response has been receved from the Community Town Council despite the Council being consulted in 2019.




Heesom Patnck 20420 | 1019 |D) Tam not sure thal a princple of Urgent need s made out T)The appiicant has provided sufiient evidence to address at least some of the Grtera to prove s Urgency for @ decision. Please see atached table. 27104720 16.35] In the above | nave receved the AdvIce ffom you and i (e of (e proposals | am not of fhe view Thal (he recommendation is SUppoTabie
2 In respect of 060006 — See 1 (above )For clarification the proposal is for a total of 19 No 1 & 2 bed apartments
3 e Site at Woodfield Avenue ( 060006 ) p club and this was a
2) e applicaion for development at the Woodield A it (050006) in Fnt | uppart of th applcato ot fedevelopment f e 6 n 2014t fosdentl purpesce. Consdraton of s auwhca\wn has been re-assessed flom a ighway In general il such afair tems of the prop andits relevance to the apply
raises questions both in that urgent needs context and also because the information available is perspectve, and there is no objection from the Highway Development Control Manager subject to condilions. For information there is no impact on any adjacent
inconsistent footpaths as part of the application
2 The report does acknowledge a shortall of 3 No spaces but supports the development having regard toits sustainable urban location. In this case the proposals are complex. They are in one sense being argued as a continuation of a previously approved development but it s clear that that is ot the case.
Mareover the tes infomason makes i clear thatther s i facthee  new develope and that 0l itent and purposes this new appicaton o be udged o s separate
) T e st s an i) st s o  dous pmposa\ unenis | The impact on the existing hig has the pment Control Manager. The scale of the me
arguably in conflict with the traffic issues in that area and n in the and existing highway did not require a Transport Assessment. I deet h st appcaton n 2000 Sopeas 10 avsbesn susequery ar spproed witou  comiiee 1 pesentaton. I appears it e new sgpcaton would proly
e comet thre was abjecton fom preveus memrs about he mpact o a vlable locl mmpam and not have succeeded as it now stand
these concers remain. o) Policy HSG8 density of 30dph settlements, and the density of development it is.
acknowledged is nearly wce this ﬂguve The accepiably of i scaleof develpment has been udged not only n rumerica tame, bt tking o aceount s mpact
a) Request further such information before detemmination The report to members | on ihis urban relative to existing dwellings in proximity o the site.
confirms a shortage of parking Spaces
It dingly arg that the for this development require about s planning merits and its top
@ there is no impact as part of this application on any footpaths in proximity o the site
b) The report does ot contain any salistactory lraffic assessment with particular
aboiut significant changes in the wider area of the site o the four dwellings on the site frontage have been constructed relative to the previous permission for 15 No dwelings in 2014. The impact / In this regard it i clear that these proposals or the development s of and for a more considerable impact for this catchment area. It significanty breaches density requirements
relationship to these existing Units has been carefully assessed recognising the need to provide adequate separation distances (o maintain the fiing conditions of and not misleadingly nearly so as claimed but over wice the policy advice, and given that this is now shaped into three blocks, the visual and appearance impact is wholly not
isting /proposed occupiers in keeping with the catchment area_Moreover in this context the provision of adequate traffic infrastructure i il conceived. There is cleary insuficient parking provision and
poor provision for vehicle access 1o the occupants and their entries and dooways and dustbins uses
) the time lag is explained by the fact that site has b by the current the commenced. In
) ‘The report advises a dwelling density double what is policy for the area. light of market conditions it is proposed to develop the site in a different form to that previously permitted.
In this rdegard the information provided with the applications lacks clarification over the floor plans for the blocks.
) e report fails to advise on conslraints about the footpaths in the localty
previously a conditions adhice n the earlier appiications on 2009
‘Some thoughts also have to be about the presentation to committee under the use of ts urgency.
FCC has under urent WG idance ke specialaangements fordeaing withappicaons butin his case i ste hasbeen nder considraton or over ten years and
WG has been clear that Urgenicy on the grounds of no apply
b The repont ais 0 adhise as towly aprevious applcton (2008/9) which
advised had failed four deweligs
preucicing any further developmen on st
4 contet 1S |k e shouk e the dtas ofhe o ppialon engagenen and copies of s e 1t o be ssurs U s matier .1 wihemergency
policies. Noting also that the previous members Righs of through this site and these do not appears to have.
been addressed
) Furthermore the time lag between the original site considerations and the 1 accordingly do not feel able to support the d reserve the right to take th further
current proposals requires explanantion
responses required
[Hughes Dave
Hughes Kevn 2204720 | 1114 |Consideration (o be given (0 include a bin store in the condiions should you feel it appropriate There i5 no objeciion from an officer perspective (o the Imposition of a condiion requIning bin store etals (o be submitied /approved as suggested. This wid be 26104720 T2 Twould vete with offcer's recommendations
included in any plannig permission.
Jones Chistine 22004120 | 16.28 27704120| 10,48 1 will vote with officer recommendations.
Jones Richard TUCHZD | U622 | Whek s e aeonom Tpec W s 0 roet Tt Goesion s (ared v e emargncy powars | The dcison o alwacy oo mad Faoed aboutthe | 27/04720| 16,451 am minded (o vote in favour
rather than the decision to deal with them on the urgent basis. the applican has provided
[ioyd Richard 24704120| 20,08 vote i favour of application 060006 under option a) the officers recommendaton
Mulin Bily 22004120 | 1144 2204120] _ 11.44| Approve
Peers Wik 2404720 | 1434 |{would be useful f foor p with (@nd i i presented 1o | The case ofice ot updating th i the website. This iSsue is now being addressed and members wil be 27/04720|  15.16| For Application 060006 | vote in favour of the Offcers recommendation
committee). e 1o v e amon pant o 1 et 1.1 onfimed et oroposal s for & el of 19 No apartments distiowed as follons
Referring to this e C or plans are shown Amended  [Block A Block B Block C
05055020 Floor e+ and by clicking on the P only floor plans that | can see are for only 15 |4 No 2 bedroom units 4No 2 bedroom units 7 No 2 bedroom units 2
apartments (not 19). (See attached Sheets). No 1 bedroom units 2 No 1 bedroom urits
The representations from the developer, dated 17th April 2020, advises (in Paragraph 2) that ‘Flintis in | TOTAL: 6 No apartments TOTAL 6 No apartments TOTAL 7 No apartments
dire need of 1/ 2 bed affordable apartments .....". Not withstanding the floor plans only showing 15
apartments | see no 1 bed room apartments proposed n this application, that the developer is so
concemed about, The site has been promoted as a General Market Affordable Housing Scheme for a mix of 1./ 2 bedroom units for first time buyers
Pethaps the developer can be contacted and requested i he would be minded to propose a further
amendment 10 include some 1 bed apartments (n lieu of Some of the 2 or 3 bed apartments) based on
the developers own concerns, and beneficial to the local community.
[Prilips Nevile 2200420 | 1425 27104720 1132] am minded o VOTE in FAVOUR of the OFficers recommendation(withaut comments)
[Thomas Owen 2300420 | 1304 27104720 14.22] I vote n favour of the oficers recommendations on appication 0G000G.

[Wisinger Dave




