Contentsof this Hearing Statement: Matter 12

My comments are structured as follows:
1) Lack of disclosure of a key document
2) Lack of public consultation on thieydocumentand evidence

3) Failure to protect Grade 2 land of HN1.6 duénimorrect assumptionand lack of evidence of the
sequential test of BMV land

4) Poor methodology for site selection
5) Unacknowledged site constraints:
5.1 Proximityto a COMAHegistered bemical factory
5.2 Highways problemsccess issues, road safetyd roads without pavements

5.3 Water and flooding issue§roundwater, higkpressure pipeline anthe Mold Flood
Alleviation Scheme

6) Part A:Detailed



1) Lack of disclosuref a key documentLDPEBDBHN1.6.2 Denbigh Rd Mold




consultationwhatsoeveron this document norany consultationon the close proximity of he site to
a chemical factoryThis would appeato breach of planning law anablicy.

TheDevelopment Plan Manual Ed&xtracts)states:

x 3.79 The foundation of a development plan is the evidence base. A robust evidence base that is
relevant, proportionate to the issues the plan is seeking to address and focussed on key issues al
is critical.

x DPM 3.84 Relevant Timing.The appropiate detail of evidence should be available at the relevant
time in the process. Evidence should be keptajulate throughout the process. Updates should be
clearly identified along with the implications arising from any changes, clearly documentindnépw t
have shaped the plan/policies
3.86....Consultation with specific and general consultation bodiesegaired byLDP Regulation
14(1)(a) and (1)(oy essential.



the actual analysis that comes from tttes process, as describéd. the raw data where the
Yes/No/Other answer is consideheweighed uprated for relevance ands importance to the overall
picture establishedin my original representation, | also criticised the SA for its very odd conclusions in
its plus and minus scores.

In my representatiorof November 2019, alsochallenged the lack of objective criteria and proper
explanation of the exact methodology of the procgsgen by FCC to support its claim that this was an
"} i 8]A %o (BlbsequentlyCC replied that the decisions were a matter for the judgement of
planning officers.This is not an objective processiss wrongly describeth the LDPAIsO & [
position isuntenablein describing it as aabjective process, with objective criterilaut then

conceding, when challenged, thigta subjective pross based upon the experience of the planning
officer. If the latter, theraccording to the DPM Edition i8,must still be bounded by agreedethods

of weighing the evidencéndeed, FC chose to conduct themployment land sitesising a
weighting/ratingsystem,so why not use the same methodology for housing sites?

Development Plan Manual Ed 3 states

3.70LPAs should clearly set out all relevant criteria against which sites will be asgesgedoring systenor
value judgementshould be expressed owyr. This will ensure there is a clear audit trail of how candidate sites
have progressed through to the preferrsttategy.

My comment: There is no systematic outline of the vajuelgement or a scoringystem.The
[IA/SA/SEA suffers from the saffiailt tit describes a scoring scale but the actual process of scoring
seems to be wilfully subjective. Also the scoring methodology of the Candidate Site Assessment
document is different to the IIA scoring systefe process lacks clarity.

The value jugement that are madé these documentgifggling a very long list of criterandissues
and many different methodologies which are then lumped togetlae€) unsurprisinglyinconsistent.
In defence of amssessing officaasked with this jobit wouldseem that the judgements are too
many and too complex, cumulatively, hence the problem lies withitbakness of thenethodology
Complex decisions like this either need full documentation, $tgptep,guidinghuman value



46 people went on to make written representations nearly all objecting to the LDP. Only 2
representatons were made in support of the proposal. Given that this development proposal concerns
an edgeof-countryside site, with fewer houses than the typically more urbanised setting, this is a very
significant number of objectors.

People were worried about ineased traffic, the difficulty of getting appointments with doctors, the
fact that this devéopment is in the wrong place i.e. in the ruraliseaith west- rather thanthe
already urbanisegouth easiof Mold where most of theservicesand the Ring Road@accessible).
Concerns were raised about road safety for walkers and children, also air and noise pollution for
residents. So, | will now focus osome ofthe other pioblems that come with this site:

5.1 Proximity to a COMAHegistered chemicalactory means this is not a safe or
sustainable site

North east corneiof HN1.6is situated 150 metres away from a COM#gistered chemical factory

Relevant Planning Law My comment

Town & Country Planning Act (Wales) 2005 states:
Section 13: LDP : additional matters to which regard to be had:

(c) the objectives of preventing major accidents and limiting the
consequences of such accidents;

N N N N N

(d)the needv (i) in the long term, to maintain appropriate distances o _ o
) Proximity of the site to Synthite is

not assessed
public use, major transport routes as far as possible, recreational | )

betweenestablishments and residential areas, buildings and areas

areas and areas of particular natural sensitivity or interest, @noh
the case of existing establishments, for additioieghnical measures
in accordance with Article 5 of Council Direct®6#82/ECon the
control of major accident hazards involving dangerous subst#Bces

)
)
)

S0 as not to increase the risks to people;

The Act also states that in the pdeposit public consultation period:

15. Before an LPA fally determines the content of a deposit LI

. . , . . Lack of consultation witgeneral
in accordance with regulation 17, it mus{a) make copies of the pre b

. .| consultation bodies such aSynthite
deposit proposals documents and a statement of the -geposit y

. : : . _ and HSE breaches the legal
matters available for inspection .... and (b) on its website.... g

requirements:® } ] ¢ ] vS8](]

. . Z Pid v
..(goes on to list documents/notices) -

(c)send tothose bodies identified under regulation 14(a) and (

ConclusionDue process not followed, saiflure to pass Tests 1, 2, 3 &5t 4




5.2 Highways problem: Accesssues, road safety and roads without pavements

Inadequate transport infrastructurdack of pavements in the right places (see Appnéans thatboth
GwernaffieldRoad and Denbigh Roads require significant improvements, which will affect viability.
This is not a sustainable site

| Relevant Planningpoint | Comment
Development Plan Manual Ed 3 states
5.109 Where there are costs associated with infrastructur Given that (1) these problems are
requirements, for example, access improvements or the unacknowledged and (2) we cannot see the
provision of affordable housing, these should be factored
into a viability assessment.

5.115 LPAs should have a clear understanding of capaci
issues within the existing infrastructure network. Knowinc
whereno further capacity exists at specific locations,
potential limitations in the network (which through
investment or changes to operational practices could free
up capacity) or where there are areas of additional capac
should be key factors in determirg the location of future
development.



5.3Water and flooding issues: Groundwater, higitessure peline and the Mold
Flood Alleviation Scheme

The storm of January 2012 reminded us that this site has a groundwater problem that is likely to get
worse with climate change and the increase of intensive rainfall events. ( See photo in App 3). This
area}( PE}uv A § E }vv S« u% 3JnEEn y'Glyo field andlthe bungalow
development(specifically Meadowsidegdjacent to HN1.6 suffered flooding in January 2021

During the same storm, the Denbigh Roads §Z /& § %}]vs AZ & v A A o}%u
would enter twas undemwater due to drainage issueShis ara suffersvhenthe River Alyrihe river

is at floodlevel,asthe drains cannot cope and flooding ensud®l1.6 slopes north/nortieast so will

be overbearing in scale and height next to a bungalow development and ihargreat danger that
intensiverainfall runoff will exacerbate the problems on Meadowside.

The LDP does not seem tovegpaid any attention to the Mold Flood Alleviation Scheme, which is



6) Part A: [®tailed caseby-case analysis of thenconsistent assessments and benchmarkin
of candidate sites against HN1.6

I highlight in



HN1.6.

* Proximity to Synthite (COMAH
registered chemical factory b
mentioned at all in connectiowith
HN1.6

MOLOO09 Mold Alex fotball ground

The site is well defined by existing development and strong
physical boundaries but does suffer from a number of constraint
including a location adjacent to flood risk areas, proximity to
Synthite and access constraints.

Proximity to Syritite (COMAH
registered chemical factory)
considered a relevant factor for
MOLOO09 but not in the case of HN1.¢
which is just as close (see map on A|
4).

Adjacent to flood risk comment also
applies to HN1.6

MOL 019 Penybont Farm

N X\Moadlands Road presdgitforms a strong edge to built
development and the size of the site results in it having the
appearance of open countryside, despite the outer boundary
formed by the A494(T)..... Within the wider context of Moldhere
are other options for housing development outside of the green
barrier i.e. on land between Denbigh Rd and Gwernaffield Rd.
Sequentially, land within the green barrier has to be less
preferable than land outside of the green barrier.

MOL23 Land north of Queens Park/Hendy Road

‘Site for Protection It is not possible or practicable to designate
land in the development plan on the &ia of it being agricultural
land. Information relating to agricultural land quality is held by
Welsh Government but accurate results require on site survey w
to establish the exact quality. Any development proposals arising
such sites may be likety be required to undertake detailed esite
assessments to establish whether it is best and most versatile
agricultural land. This information would then be considered in tt
planning balance in assessing development proposals

UDPInspector noted that the HN1.6
site feels like open countryside. And
outside the settlement boundary.

E WiNE v EE] E 4
Sept 2019 states that it is not the cas
§Z § " A EC *]JvPo uE
a green barrier to prevent
encroachmem, but more a
considertion of settlement form and
the nature of the urban edge and
adjoincountrysid _




between Gwernaffield Rd and Denbigh Rad. These sites (MOL
025/044/045) bring the option of a road link between Denbigh R«
and Gwernaffield Rd which will bring wider benefits. In
comparison, this site appears more as an isolatatban extension,
which at present does not deliver the benefits that the sites to thi
north canX _

MOLO040 Land between Upper Bryn Coch and Llys Ambrose, off
Ruthin Road, Mold.

The site is boutled by development to the north and east and by
Ruthin Rod to the west and Upper Bryn Coch to the south. Howe
despite this developed context, the site has strong landscape
features, sitting above the land to the north and forms part of the
wider open ountryside. Development would be highly prominent
adjacent to Ruthin Rd and would weaken the green barrier gap
etween Mold and Gwernymynydd. The site would also be difficu
secure an adequate vehicular access.

GwernaffieldRoad presenthalso
forms a strong edge to built
development and the size of HN1.6
site results in it having the appesarce
of open countryside, wittthe outer
boundary formed byhe hedgerows
andFactory Pool Lane

HN1.6 sits in a prominent location
between two key routes from open
countryside into town which embody
the sense of place of Mold as a mark
town. The site has strong landscape
features, sitting above the land to the
north and forms part of the wider
opencountryside. Development
would be highly prominent adjacent
to Gwernaffield Road and from
Denbigh Road.

MOLO41Land west of Hawthorn Avenue and EIm Drive, Mold

‘Although the north western edge of Mold offers a longer term
opportunity for future growththe site is considered to be less
preferable than the land to the north, between Gwernaffield Rd &
Denbigh Rad. These sites (MOL 025/044/045) bring the option @
road link between Denbigh Rd and Gwernaffield Rd which will bi
benefits. In comparisorhis site appears more as an isolated urbz
extension, which at present does not deliver the benefits that the
sites to the north can. The site in isolation also has highways
constraintsX _

HN1.6 also has highway constraints |
both of the eastward routetowards
Mold town. Both routes have to join
up with Dreflan which FCC state is
~vIAv §} % E} 0 u S|
is no analysis ofthis as a site
constraint.

MOL44 Land opposite Pool house, Denbigh Road

The site is the one of a series of candidatessalong the western
edge of Mold. The site is the northern most of these sites and he
the potential for an access onto Denbigh Road. It forms the basi
a longer term urban extension along the western edge of Mold,
given that elsewhere Mold is conained by flood risk, green barrie
and the line of the A494(T). On its own the constraints presente(
C2 flood risk and possible contamination would result in the site

being unlikely to be considered acceptable for development.

This part of theHN16 site isnow
shown in the premature planning
application as a contaminatestea
(not disputed)designated as Open

A %o v Z]o E v[Th¥ o
presence of this smaller piece of lan(
north of Factory Pool Lane has skew,
the analysis of the largerr&de 2
portion designated for housing.




However, the site could msibly accommodate a reduced amount
of development and provides vehcular acceess to further potenti
development land to the south. This could potentially enable the| This parcelling up of HN1.6 together
linking of Denbigh Road with Gwernaffield Rd, thereby relieving | with land south of Gwernaffield Roag
pressure on surroundingoads, and avoiding existing cule-sacs | represents a huge upscaling of

being used to access development land. In conjunction with housing development, that has not
MOLO024 and MOLO045 which is the land between Pool House Lg been consulted upon at alaround
and Gwernaffield Rd, the site is considered to be a potential 1000 houses.

allocation X _

MOL47 (almost identicalo MOL24) Land south of Gwernaffield



are in Mold.But the picture portrayed belowhows very mixedesults, so how did site HN\6 get a ++ score on
this objective?

P47 "dZd % E(}Eue A oo P Jvesd 8Z u i}E]SC }( 82 /I K i §
effects on the objective on rural life as it is not clear how such development will refiggh a rural
context. Similarly, seeking to protect heritage sites may be beneficial to the objective on Welsl
language as it could encourage a renewed interest in Welsh culturehistis unclear and of low
% E} JO]SCXXXX_

And next para on p47)...

N X X XNelgh language objective has an uncertain impact applied ta jitrovision of new
employment sites to help stimulate growth could attract new residents to Flintshire and also
encourage local, potentially Welsh speaking people, to stay budliffisult to judge this at this
*SE 5 P] o A oX_

P65the Environment Objectiveection, Welsh Languageawarded a single + in this analysis

A key Objective of the LDP is to protect and support the Welsh Language. This has been carri
through to Policy STR4 on the Principles of Sustainable Development, Design and Placemaki
new development must ensure that it supports and sustains the-term wellbeing of the Welsh
language. New sites allocated for development in the LDP, for the most part, would cumulative
provide new residents with access to Welahguage learning opportunities at schools. Some site
are within proximity to Welsh edium schools. New development is situated within a range of
communities, with differing levels of Welsh speakiithere the rate of Welsh speaking is relative
high there could be a risk of new residents diluting these rates or, alternatively, it coddh
effective means of encouraging a greater uptake. It is generally considered that no single
community or settlement would be subject to development of a scale that could discernibly dily
rates of Welsh speaking

W P 61 " vVA]JE}vu vS o/ROW&SES 3§ o

18. To encourage the protection and promotion of the Welsh Language:

- The LDP couldsk diluting rates of Welsh speaking sensitive areas

1. % increase in the number of Welsh speakers in the Co(target)

2.CIL




7)0



P179 VACo v}3 8Z § "Z}ue « ]Jv 3}
more attractive, marketable and deliverable then the
western part, where much slowerbuilE S « } pE

P221:lt is recorded that CPAT (Clwyd Powys
Archaeological Trust) had concerns relating to the qual
of the sustainability appraisal. FCC stated they had pas
this on to ARCADIS. CPAT apparently sensed a cut an
paste exercise rather than a tailored assesstrof
heritage assets

Questions the deliverability of a large site in the
west of Flintshire

No feedback seen yet on how ARCADIS justified
their report. Site HN1.6 is surrounded by heritag
assets: Rhual House (Grade 1 listed) & estate,
Gwysaney estat, a baptismal pool, Tumulus, St
D EC[s ZupE zZ ~'E i 0]*s U
Castle (Scheduled Ancient Monument) , and mo
S0 a rich historical and cultural environment

BP3 Infrastructure, Highways, p68lew access onto
Denbidn Road will requiE v A @ér antl above
what would normally be required to serve the site which
Z « 3Z %}5 v3] o3}« EA (LESZ E
BP3 Drainage, p89*dZ D}o &o}} oo A] §
requirements should be explained clearly in order to
understard the potential of the development to assist in
implementing the Scheme. Scheme to be devised so a
}JA 8§ ]Jo A]§Z 8Z D}o o0 A] §]}v ~

Development Plan Manual Ed 3 states:
3.69 Yo demonstrate the plan is sound at examination,
LPAs will need to justify their criteria and associated sit

While the specifics of the need for extra/over rog
access and the need to assist in developing the
Mold Alkeviations Scheme may be a matter to be
considered in response to a planning application
is still surprising that it is not listed within the LD
as a site constraint.




9) Conclusions

X Test 1 asks whether the LDP plan fits national policy. The exapwilgs offered above,which
show whereplanninglaw and policy have been breacheiggest the &« A E ]tsduRd_ X

x This LDP seems to give the reader very detailed descriptions of how sites are to be assessed
and many assurances that it is a robust and objective process. It outlines a plethora of different
methodologies to do this. It theskips on to outlining its decisions. However, what is missing is
the presentation of actual data for checking purposes.no documented evidence of
- the analysis/discussion underpinning the Big&fuential teseind HN1.6 site
- nor of the analysis/tst beingdone on the basis that HN1.6 BMV Grade;2
- nor of the data collected on the red/amber/greecardidate site assessment process
Without this information we are leftjuessing what the data shows. The procesmsund.

X FCC have not followetie guideline of W D TU « S]}v IXo61IW N









Appendix 3tProblems and issuesnacknowledgedwithin LDP for any proposed
development on HN1.6



