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FIRECREST LAND LIMITED 

MATTER 3 

HOUSING ALLOCATIONS 

1.0 General 

1.1 Firecrest land have significant concerns about the availability, viability and deliverability of a 

significant number of the site allocations and contingency sites contained within the HELADPD. 

In responding to Matter 2, they questioned the unrealistic delivery assumptions placed on 

housing delivery at Lincolnshire Lakes, not only in the lead-in period, but through the life of the 

project.  This current DPD is intended to deliver the remaining housing across Scunthorpe and 

the remainder of the District and provide a fall back of contingency sites to compensate or 

under delivery at LL and other large site commitments around the Scunthorpe urban area. In the 

opinion of Firecrest, the HELADPD will not be effective in the short to medium term in delivering 

these housing delivery objectives set out in Core Strategy Policies. 

1.2 A number of the proposed site allocations and contingency sites are in very poor and 

constrained settings, are at risk of flooding and /or are unlikely to be attractive to housebuilders. 

Other allocations carve into areas of formal open space and diminish their amenity value, whilst 

others appear to be viably occupied by existing businesses.   However, in view of the scale of the 

District housing requirement, the policy directive to focus the majority of housing on the 

Scunthorpe urban area  and the continued under-performance of housing completions in the 

town against the Core Strategy targets, Firecrest do not consider that wholesale deletion of 

these allocations is productive in these circumstances, provided that the Council can reasonably 

put forward a case for their availability, albeit over a far longer and more realistic timescale than 

the housing trajectory currently assumes. The schedule of the allocated sites attached to this 

representation at Appendix 1 contains the views of Firecrest Homes for discussion at this 

examination session as to their respective availability or suitability for development within the 

timescales suggested by the Council.  
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2.0 Conesby Farm Omission 

2.1 It has consistently been the position of Firecrest land that additional sites need to be allocated 

within and adjoining the Scunthorpe Urban area to allow for the inevitable failure to deliver 

housing completions from Lincolnshire Lakes and  other within the overly optimistic time period 

predicted within Appendix 2 of the Site allocations DPD. The Respondents site at Conesby Farm- 

SHLAA Site 36-9 has the potential to deliver a residential-led mixed-use scheme in the order of 

800 dwellings, is developer backed and is not constrained by flood risk issues unlike a number of 

the other allocated and contingency sites. 

2.2 Core Strategy Policy 8 sets out the priorities to firstly develop previously developed land within 

North Lincolnshire’s urban areas with a target set of 30% of housing provision from brownfield 

sites.  Second priority is urban infill development. Greenfield development will only be allowed 

where it delivers additional community benefits and is acceptable in terms of its environmental 

impact. The policy confirms that flood risk is a ‘determining factor’ in the distribution and 

location of housing as the second extract from this policy confirms. 

 ‘Flood risk will be taken into account, as this will be a determining factor in the distribution and 

location of housing’. 

2.3 The Council’s Housing and Employment Allocations DPD strategy does not reflect this adopted 

core strategy policy. In addition to the well- publicised flood risk and viability issues with the 

Lincolnshire Lakes, the Council proceeds to make a number of major allocations and contingency 

allocations on landholdings located partly or wholly within Flood Zones 2 and 3. (SCUH4/ 

SCUH8/ SCUH10/ SCUH13/ SCUH16/ SCUH-C1/ SCUH-C5/ SCUH-C8) totalling some 2669 

dwellings. All of these sites will require an exception test alongside an FRA and some have other 

environmental constraints. Meanwhile, Conesby Farm is not allocated, sits within Flood Zone 1 

and is capable of delivering around 800 dwellings within Flood Zone 1 and the capacity to 

manage its surface water outfall within its substantial boundaries. 

2.4 Firecrest consider that North Lincolnshire Council have not properly applied the sequential test 

in their consideration of potential housing allocations in and adjoining Scunthorpe since there 

are alternative sites such as Conesby Farm that are of lower risk of flooding and meet wider 
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sustainability objectives of the  Core Strategy. They consider that therefore the omission of 

Conesby Farm is not consistent with National Policy (namely para 101 of the NPPF) and not 

justified          

2.5 The respondent also has major concerns about the soundness and transparency of the Council’s 

Sustainability Appraisal (SUB 04) leading to the selection of sites for the HELADPD, with specific 

reference to the processing of their Conesby Farm landholding through the sifting and selection 

process.  Section 4 of the SA – Initial Sifting of Sites records that 475 potential housing and 

employment sites were initially filtered down to 297  after consideration against key settlement 

policy objectives and their potential to “significantly affect” an international or national site of 

biodiversity using a  traffic light coding system. The remaining sites were then assessed against a 

number of site specific environmental criteria.  The same traffic light coding system was applied 

as to the first sifting assessment and the end of this exercise the number of feasible 

development sites had reduced to 230.  

2.6 Of these 230 feasible sites that went through the two stage sifting process, 18 emerged to 

become ‘preferred options’ to be considered alongside a further 28 sites going forward for 

further consideration as potential housing or employment allocation in the DPD. Conesby Farm 

was one of the 18 preferred sites emerging from the sieving exercise and the summary 

assessment table 4.3 (from SA Section 4  on P131) reproduced below indicates that the site, 

referenced SA Site 16 /36-9  – was amongst the top performing sites against the 9 criteria,  

scoring 8 Greens and just one Amber coding. 
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2.7 Conesby Farm site was not included in a subsequent assessment against 28 more detailed and 

wide ranging social, economic and environmental sustainability objectives as it was apparently 

dropped by the Council as a potential development site.  There is no documented discussion or 

justification within the SA as to why the site was not taken forward with others from ‘Preferred 

Options’ stage. Recent communication with planning officers indicate that it was an internal 

decision mainly based on noise  concerns , yet there is no evidence document, justification 

statement, committee report or minute  to record and substantiate the ’ internal decision’  The 

recent e-mail communication at APPENDIX 3 confirms  that the discounting of Conesby Farm 

was an internal process yet Officers are clearly unable to identify any evidence document 

confirming reasons for discounting the site (The report mentioned in the e-mail exchange is in 

fact a 2009 committee report which has no bearing on the question raised in the e-mail). This 

raises issues for the soundness of the Sustainability Appraisal and/ or the transparency of the 

allocations process. 

2.8 This approach to drop this site with alleged yet unsubstantiated evidence about potential 

environmental impacts is inconsistent with the approach to most of the other site and 

contingency site allocations in the DPD, where the respective site policies require the submission 
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of evidence to demonstrate that environmental concerns can be overcome. In addition to the 8 

sites referenced above which are at risk of flooding , sites  SCUH 1/ SCUH2/ SCUH3/ SCUH4/ 

SCUH8/ SCUH9/ SCUH10/ SCUH11/ SCUH13/ SCUH15/SCUH-C 1/ SCUH-C2/ SCUH-C4/ SCUH-C5/ 

SCUH-C7 and SCUH-C9  all necessitate the submission of evidence to address potential issues of 

noise, odour  air quality and /or contamination.   

2.9 The respondent’s acknowledge that are a number of constraints to be addressed with the  

development of Conesby Farm, yet have always maintained that the generous ratio of gross to 

net site area and the scope for implementing mitigation measures would enable constraints, in 

particular noise, to be mitigated to reasonable levels and in accordance with accepted 

standards.  The Environmental Statement to be submitted alongside an impending planning 

application indicates that none of these constraints are showstoppers and that this site can 

deliver homes within an environment that does not prejudice the amenities of occupiers or 

threaten to curtail the operational requirements of adjoining business and leisure operators.   

2.10 The key issue, fuelling the Council’s reluctance not to allocate Conesby Farm appears to be that 

of satisfactorily addressing noise impacts and particularly noise emanating from the Rainham 

Steel stocking yard to the south east, and from the Scunthorpe Scorpions speedway stadium to 

the north of the site. Firecrest have acknowledged from the outset that the operating 

parameters of these respective businesses must not be prejudiced or curtailed and so their 

strategy has been to locate a first phase of residential development in the central core of the 

site in conjunction with the implementation of a dense planted earth bund along the northern 

boundary in the location shown on the Masterplan 1 attached at Appendix 2.    The major 

‘buffer areas‘ set aside as stand off from the noise sources and the availability of material on-site 

for noise bund formulation allows them to potentially achieve around 590 dwellings at a density 

of approximately 35 dph, within an identified contour or zone where a ‘series of threshold noise 

criteria are met’ based upon extensive site based noise surveys, topographical survey input, and 

sophisticated noise modelling techniques incorporating the proposed mitigation.  The detailed 

modelling assumptions and criteria which equate to nationally recognised noise level standards 

appropriate for residential occupation have been set out in a pre-application presentation to the 

District Council and form part of the Firecrest outline planning submission. 
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2.11 A  subsequent phase of housing in the order of a further  180 dwellings alongside nearly 9 

hectares of indicative commercial, office  and or industrial development within the northern and 

south  eastern margins of the site is also proposed as illustrated on Masterplan 2 at Appendix 2.  

The siting and mass of the  non-residential buildings is central  to this second phase in that the 

completed buildings provide the additional noise mitigation necessary abutting Rainham steel 

and the Scunthorpe Speedway respectively to enable  the additional housing areas to  come 

forward in the medium to  longer term.  There  is no current shortage of employment land 

within Scunthorpe  and so the Phase II housing and employment is seen as a longer term project 

unless a specific end user is identified with land requirements close to Scunthorpe town centre.  

The respective masterplans also indicate the extent of the green infrastructure offer for formal 

and informal recreation, habitat mitigation and enhancement and the opportunities available 

for structural planting, which are able to enhance this immediate environment and the external 

views into the site. The plans also indicate a level of community facilities that would be expected 

at a development of this scale.  It is expected that the outline planning application will be lodged 

by the time that this DPD examination commences. 

2.12 It is not the role or remit of the Inspector to consider the technical issues associated with each 

individual site. He needs to take a view on the soundness of the plan overall and the capability 

of the allocated sites to deliver the housing required , not only in the plan period but critically in 

the rolling five-year supply period. If he is concerned that the portfolio of sites put forward 

cannot cumulatively deliver these housing requirements then he can, through the examination 

process, propose  modifications to include additional sites within the Scunthorpe area to  

address the shortfall , or conclude that the overall distribution strategy is flawed and/or 

undeliverable within the required timescale and invite the Council to suspend or withdraw the 

HELADPD  in order that more viable and deliverable sites can properly be considered  to meet 

the substantial housing targets for the District. 

2.13 The Conesby Farm site is available for development and is backed by a developer unlike many of 

the current allocations.  They have committed extensively to site promotion and a wide-ranging 

Environmental Assessment set out by PINS and consider that their site should be added to the 

HELADPD as a sustainable and indeed deliverable housing–led mixed use allocation.    
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             FIRECREST LAND – APPENDIX 1 

HOUISING AND EMPLOYMENT SITE ALLOCATIONS DPD – ASSESSMENT OF HOUSING ALLOCATIONS AND CONTINGENCY SITES  
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MASTERPLAN 1              FIRECREST LAND –APPENDIX 2  
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MASTERPLAN 2               FIRECREST LAND –APPENDIX 2  
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EXTRACT OF COMMUNICATION WITH NLDC ON SUSTAINABIITY APPRAISAL      FIRECREST LAND APPENDIX 3    

 

 


