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Viaduct, Ledbury, Herefordshire.

1.0 Introduction

1.1 Personal details

1.1.1  This is the Proof of Evidence (PoE) of Councillor Phillip Howells. | am one of the
Ledbury Town Council (LTC) Councillors for Ledbury West and currently the Council
Chairman and Mayor of Ledbury.

1.1.2 | am also a Herefordshire Council (HC) Ward member for Ledbury West, which is a
neighbouring Ward to Ledbury North in which the proposed development on land

north of the Viaduct would be situated.

1.1.3 Inthisrole | was one of the principal contributors to the Planning Committee meeting
of HC at their meeting of 13" November 2019 in submitting evidence of why LTC and
the people of Ledbury felt that permission should only be granted if the appellant
provided for a second site access under the Viaduct since in our view the single site
access proposed onto the Bromyard Road wasnot O6satisfactoryd as ¢

appellant and HC Planning Officers.

1.1.4  The Councillors of the Planning Committee agreed with the evidence we submitted
and arguments made by me and other Ledbury Councillors that the proposal had not
been provedi ¢ foa dtesultygdm the simanimous referral back to the

appellant to consider including the second access in their outline planning application.

1.1.5 | was again a principal contributor at the HC Planning Committee meeting of 11"
December 2019 in submitting evidence and arguments as to why, since the appellant
chose to ignore this referral back and resubmitted the unchanged outline planning
application, the application should now be refused as the single site access proposed
was still not proven to be &atisfactoryd As a result, the committee refused the

application by a majority.
1.1.6 | am a member of the LTC Councillors and HC Ward Councillors, consultants and

local residentsd working party putting together the LTC defence against the

appel | an tagpéal Irhavé cordripdted to the preparation of the LTC Statement
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1.1.7

1.1.8

1.1.9

Viaduct, Ledbury, Herefordshire.

of Case (SoC) and Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) as a Rule 6 party to the
appeal inquiry.

I have lived in Ledbury for 17 years. | helped gather, collate and analyse the survey
data feedback to help write elements of the Ledbury Town Plan published in 2016. |
was then part of the LTC working party which produced the Ledbury Neighbourhood
Plan (NDP) which was adopted in January 2019. | am now the Chairman of the LTC
working party undertaking an update of the NDP. | also helped set up an LTC
Ledbury Traffic Management Report working party which is gathering feedback and

evidence in order to produce a local traffic management plan for the town.

| am a keen runner and cyclist so | know the roads, cycle ways and footpaths in and

around the town extremely well and so in a very strong position to understand the

best ways to get ar ouards ptohret 6t omwena ntsy. d a chtai vee

knowledge of how the town works and how any developments are likely to impact

upon it.

In preparing my PoE | have adhered to the standards laid down in the Herefordshire

and Ledbury Town Counci Indu@ @sirequired inder heéd Code

Localism Act 2011 in complying with the 7 Nolan Principles of Public Life.

1.2 Context

121

1.2.2

My evidence deals with the heritage impacts of the development. Other witnesses
set out the Town Council &ds posandiplaningi n
matters. However, before turning to my formal evidence, | wish to set out my personal

position on the application in my capacity as the Mayor of Ledbury.

LTC as a Rule 6 party, does not have any objection to the principle of the proposed
development. Indeed, to the contrary, the site has always been recognised as an
essenti al component of meeting Ledburyos
been supported by LTC as such. But for years the only access considered for the site
was under the Viaduct, recognised by planners and residents alike as the only viable
access route for long term sustainability of the development in relation to the rest of

the town.
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1.2.3

1.2.4

1.2.5

1.2.6

Viaduct, Ledbury, Herefordshire.

However, the newer proposed single site access onto the Bromyard Road was a
surprise to the community and is in complete contradiction to resident opinion. As
other witnesses address, it also raises serious planning impacts. As a result, LTC
considers this to be unacceptable, has not beenprove d t o b e Oandthat
the development site should have two full accesses in order for site access to be
deemed d6ésatisfactoryo

As a Ledbury Town and Ward Councillor and the current Mayor of Ledbury | wish to
make it clear to the inquiry, as the context for my evidence, why LTC made the
decision to apply for Rule 6 status and the background to how this situation has
arisen. | t Bnet onlylpassianatedy support the dedication of a significant
LTC budget and time resources of councillors and staff to contest this appeal, but
why | am also participating as a witness for this heritage aspect of our case. It comes
down to pursuing the overwhelming democratic mandate fromtheto wn 6 s e |
The town simply wishes to prevent this development from proceeding as now
proposed because of long term detriment to the town and the neighbouring localities
including the bordering AONB we very strongly consider will be caused. We are
convinced we can demonstrate this is such as to override the otherwise much needed

houses the development could provide.

ltiskeenly felt that we have been misled
we now consider our evidence convincingly proves that to be the case. We would
have hoped the planners and developers would fully subscribe to the local wishes, in
accordance with the planning regulations of course, but also as accorded by the
Localism Act of 2011. Instead we can show that many of its requirements as
enshrined in the Core Strategy and the Neighbourhood Development Plan, as well

as other legislation, have been ignored or overlooked in the headlong rush to deliver

sfacto

ector a

over

needed housing as required by the Core Strategy. We f eel O bcokearlywel-ed 6 by

meaning planners, but who lost sight of the community they are serving in their
urgency to ensure some houses were built to add to the slow progress of meeting

core strategy objectives.

We have sympathy with that need, but regret that planners were somehow

persuaded by a developer and landowners, who have demonstrated no desire to
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genuinely engage constructively with the community, but have somehow managed
to persuade HC to, over time, water down the planning requirements from initially
stating that access would be under the Viaduct to the now very subjective term of an
access beingjust6 sati s.f actoryo

1.2.7  There is no substantive evidence or reason for this other than to conclude this is only
sotheycoudiand | et ds be ,fiaml abhauwt tthleiithenwn i rr
propose a decidedly dodgy alternative access to maximise profits at the expense of
Ledbury and future ratepayers. Rat her i ke
similar single access option for the Deer Park estate in the town to maximise returns,

a srecdgnisedd at t esecortd acoess was indeed actually eventually required
(and for a smaller development than this one), but then had to be paid for by

taxpayers and not the developer who had long gone with their profits in the bank.

1.2.8 This is also something we are determined to prevent the appellant from succeeding
in doing here. This determination is compounded by an anger that the appellant is
seen to have been patronising to the community, ignoring opportunities for
constructive local dialogue to address concerns in pursuing an obvious and thinly
veiled blatant corporate decision to ignore all objections to save on the cost and
technical demands (for which there is no meaningful obstacle to overcome despite
their spurious objections to the contrary other than cost).of the otherwise obvious

access under the Viaduct.

1.2.9 So yes, Ledbury has long been committed to supporting this development as
originally advised it would be implemented in terms of access. Despite new concerns
about the viability of the site over issues
three times onceina 100 year sé st dowmsd s idie siis esttiol lwo
cooperate with the developer should they deign to do so to enable the houses to be

delivered.

1.2.10 The appellant has tried to affix blame for delay on LTC, but in fact the delay is to the
appellant 6 s and the planners own making because
changed access in ways that prompted the many subsequent outraged objections, to

then be refused planning permission and now resulting in this appeal. Had they
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1.2.11

1.2.12

1.2.13
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worked with us all along we could hopefully have a found a joint solution before the

impasse now in hand.

| would also add, that in my opinion the process to dilute any specific criteria for

access arrangements to an wundefined d&6sati

and landowners to now being somewhat hoisted on their own petard. Such a
nebulous and subjective term may have given more latitude to propose the most
basic and low cost access option, but has also laid the development open to exactly
the sort of planning refusal they were given and so leading to this inquiry that is now
causing the very delay being complained about. It may well also end up costing them
more in the end than had they accepted the wisdom of what LTC now considers it
can conclusively prove should have been the right access proposal in the first place.
Houses could already be being built now had it not been for the convoluted attempts

to save money!

The lack of connection by planners and developers with the community who
instinctively know from knowledge of the area, that whatever the technical planning
criteria, and however the traffic modelling and stats couldbema ni pul at ed

otherwise, the proposed single site access onto the Bromyard could by no common

sense judgement be remot el y ,mwasgrst papably a s

demonstrated by the Councillors of the Planning Committee on their site visit before

the formal development application decision meeting.

As a Ward Councillor | was entitled to observe and ask questions at the site visit. On
being dropped off by mini-bus at first near the proposed access by a gate onto the
narrow and bendy Bromyard Road and then taken to the current Viaduct site access
used for farm and maintenance traffic, the disbelief that the Bromyard Road access
was being proposed as a seriously viable alternative to the Viaduct option was
obvious from faces and questions, despite the best efforts of the Planning Officer to
explain otherwise. It was this experience supported by speeches with evidence and
discussion at the planning meeting that led first to an almost unprecedented
unanimous referral back at the first meeting despite dire warnings from planners of

potential consequences.
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Then at the second meeting, with even more desperate enjoinders by planners not
to refuse the application, planning refusal was still decided by a large majority of the

Planning Committee Councillor members.

This was rightly hailed as local democracy powerfully in action and it inspired LTC by
proving beyond doubt that it was not just local bias to object to the proposal, but an
objective rational shared by disinterested other parties. When HC disappointingly
decided not to defend that democratic mandate, LTC felt it had no option but to take

up the baton instead.

For the avoidance of doubt, LTC, supported by its Ward Councillors such as myself,
at both the planning committee meetings at which the application was first referred
back and then refused, and this is in the public record as being stated at the time, we
clearly expressed a firm resolve that should we not be able to reach agreement for a
second access we would still oppose the application and be prepared to lose the site
altogether if necessary. We would very much prefer not, but there is sufficient land to
the south of the town that could be developed by more cooperative developers to
deliver our core strategy obligations in ways that fit in with the town, than tolerate a

site and access that would do more long term harm than it would deliver benefits.

My evidence should be read in conjunction with the highways evidence presented by
Nick Bradshaw of Connect Consultants and Graham Lee of Amber Signal Services

which collectively form LTC6s transport

Their evidence demonstrates that the traffic analysis and pedestrian demand
assumptions for the Hereford Road/Bromyard Road/Homend junction which were
used i n t heranapprpasdedsraentta@ si0t robust. It also demonstrates,
through a traffic analysis of the appellants transport assessment by the LTC expert

consultants of the important Top Cross crossroads at the top of the High Street in

evid

Ledbury, and which is within the Ledbury Conservation Area, t he appel |l ant

calculations are also not robust. The combined effect of the appella n t t@rsport
assessment of both of these junctions is to significantly under estimate the impact of
traffic on the character and appearance of the Ledbury Conservation Area which is

based upon and around the town centre.
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1.2.19 It further demonstrates that the proposed non-car (active transport) access
arrangements to the appeal site fall short of that which is required, and in particular
that the distances involved will be such as to discourage these methods of transport,
leading to greater car use from the site and through the conservation area to the
further detriment of its character and appearance.

1.3 Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1 LTC has entered into an SoCG with the appellantséheritage consultant, Cotswold
Archaeology, dated 71" May 2020.

1.4 Evidence structure

1.4.1. The structure of my evidence is as set out below.

1.4.2. Section 2 of this PoE focusses on protecting the characteristics of conservation
areas and in particular on the current special character and appearance of the
Ledbury Conservation Area which embraces the town centre. Descriptive and
anecdotal evidence will be used to illustrate why it is essential to preserve and
sustain its character and appearance which has been relatively unchanged for
decades. My evidence shows that the short-term sustainability of the current
conservation area character and appearance properties is under significant

threat due to the proposed single access site to this development.

1.4.3. Section 3 explains how the Highways PoE modelling calculations evidence proves
that the over-capacity limitations of the two key junctions (both directly bought about
by the proposed single site access)whi ch Obr acket 6 t htte t own at
thoroughfare along The Homend, High Street and The Southend are such as to
force unacceptable, damaging change upon the Ledbury Conservation Area. The
special character and appearance of the conservation area and the town
centre within it will be fundamentally changed such as to decrease its

inherent attractiveness.

1.4.4. Section 4 comprises a summary of my evidence and provides my conclusions,

which concur with the Ledbury Town Council view that the development site should
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have an additional full access on Hereford R
SO unacceptable in its proposed form.

1.5 Statement of truth

1.5.1. | have prepared this PoE for the appeal inquiry. To the best of my knowledge, its
contents and the professional opinions that | have expressed are true.

.
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2.0 Protecting conservation area characteristics

2.1 Conservation areas and their protection requirements

2.1.1. Conservation areas are defined as areas @f special architectural or historic interest,
the character or appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhanced! They
were introduced by the 1967 Civic Amenities Act and since then some 9,300
conservation areas have been designated across England. They are covered by

planning legislation to preserve or enhance their character or appearance,

2.1.2. Despite this protection, conservation areas are seen as being at risk. A book
published by English Heritage 6 Her i t age at ri sk: ?revealeder vati on
that a & national survey shows, 1 in every 7 conservation areas is now believed to
be atrisk of pe r ma n e nt . (d thectdp iLOhreadons given by the nearly 300
Conservation Officers who responded, in 6th place at 36% was the effects of
traffic calming or traffic management. It also showsthat6 ur ban and subur bal
conservation areas aretwiceas!| i kely to be at .Myiedgdencms r ur al
will demonstrate that these concerns classically apply to the Ledbury Conservation

Area under the current Viaduct development access proposals.

2.1.3. In defining what constitutes a conservation area, Historic England notes 3that:
®esignation of a conservation area gives broader protection than the listing of
individual buildings. All the features, listed or otherwise, within the area, are
recognised as part of its character. Conservation area designation is the means of
recognising the importance of all these factors and of ensuring that planning

decisions address the quality of the landscape in its broadest senseb

2.1.4. On designation effects it says that: 6 kber the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) conservation areas are designated heritage assets and their conservation
is to be given great weight in planning permission decisionsdwhilst heritage is
describedas: 6 Al | inherited resources which peopl e
@ t i whilst ayhéritage assetis definedas:6 A bui |l di ng, monument, si
or landscape identified as having a degree of significance meriting consideration in

planning decisions, becandshatt of its heritage i
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2.1.5. @he Act requires that the authority's proposals for the preservation and
enhancement of a conservation area be formulated and submitted for
consideration at Residepts, nhenitg societies, businegses,
public utilities and the highways authority should be invited as it is important that
conservation area policies are fully integrated with other policies for the area,

such as traffic management

2.1.6. | consider that this placed a legal obligation on the appellant and planning
officers to be far more proactive in consulting with the town specifically on the
potential impact of a 625 house development pouring traffic through (as LTC
considers it can prove) an unnecessarily located single site access and onto an
unsatisfactory route inevitably leading to increased traffic through the town and the
conservation area. | further consider that given the scale of the development, this
is also a legal obligation placed on the Local Planning Authority (LPA 1 in this
case Herefordshire Council) by Section 71 of the Planning (Listed Buildings

and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 4.

2.1.7. Yet this has never been attempted. Some consultation did indeed take place when
it was understood that the Viaduct access was the only one being considered (but as
far as | can identify no actual O6épublic meeti
it was accepted by the town. Indeed, as a member of the first NDP working party
from 2016 to 2019 in drawing up maps including the Viaduct site as an allocated one,

this was very clearly the understanding.

2.1.8. The publication of the Core Strategy in 2015 however, had surprising wording
changes, from the initial and consulted upon
the viaductdo to one which simpllystiisai d it had
change that has never been properly consulted upon. It was later, sometime
during the 2016/17 timeframe as | recall, when the community realised this had
now been construed as meaning a change of access to a single one onto the

Bromyard Road that the number of objections poured in.
2.1.9. Instead it was left to LTC to undertake their own consultation on the proposed access

via a Parish Poll > held on 15" August 2019 which conclusively demonstrated that the

residents of Ledbury have deep reservations about the impact of the development on
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the town, including clearly by implication, the Ledbury Conservation Area. These

concerns have never been seriously addressed or adequately considered by the

appellant as required by the Act,rel yi ng i nstead on purely O6o0bj ¢
techniques (which LTC also considers it can substantiate are flawed anyway) and

not taking into account the more subjective, but equally important critical

6quality of the | andesoefets.in its broadest

2.1.10.1 am further of the opinion that this failure to consult adequately over the impact
on the conservation area in particulard oes not c olofidy ¥kBlwi t h 6
Development in Ledbury' of the Core Strategy ©. This states that developments
will be encouragedwhich6r ef | ect and enhance the characte
el ements of Ledbury, such as its ¢é medieval [
andalso6have demonstrated engagemeammungynd consul f
i ncludi ng t h.énthisoegand | comsidar that pré@per consideration of
the impact of the proposed single access and resulting increased traffic has
not been given to protecting the special character and appearance aspects of

the Ledbury Conservation Area as | describe them below.

2.1.11.1find it astounding, that given the clear policy obligation, that major documents
produced by both the LPA and the appellant do not even mention the Ledbury
Conservation Area by name or reflect on any considerations made whatsoever on
how the development may impact upon it. This omission is consistent with the
English Heritage survey and book as to why conservation areas are under threat
when as in this instance neither planners nor developers specifically address related

matters as it seems clear to me that they should.

2.1.12. In the first of these documents, in a Memorandum by Mr C Brace dated 10" May
2019 Ref: 171532 ®evelopment Proposal and Planning Policy Frameworkdand
produced after the last PJA traffic assessment, the LPA Planning Officer stated that
the traffic impact on junctions assessed would be acceptable with the exception of
the Bromyard Road/Hereford Road/The Homend junction which would require
mitigation measures. There was no mention of which other junctions had been

assessed and no mention of any conservation area traffic impact assessment.
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2.1.13. Thereportgoesontosaythat6t he operation of the wi
specifically the Bromyard Road/Hereford Road/The Homend junction is critical to the
successful delivery of the scheme. As set out above this has now been demonstrated
as ac c e pdoeshn te gay that: dt has been demonstrated that a satisfactory
access strategy for all modes can be provided. The proposals therefore meet the
objectives of Policy LB2 to a sufficient or appropriate level. With the proposed
appropriate mitigation measures, it has been demonstrated that the local highway
network can absorb the traffic impacts of the development without adversely affecting
the safe and efficient flow of traffic on the network and that traffic impacts can be
managed to acceptable levels to reduce and mitigate any adverse impact from the
development.

2114 Even on PJAOGs o wn know thig is rot true & thenTepvCross
junction does not meet this assessment since it is already over capacity and
becomes even more so after the development. Given that the Top Cross
junction is within the conservation area, in my opinion this is clearly

misleading and a serious omission of fact.

2.1.15.The other two documents aret he appell antés environment al

First is the (amended i an Environmental Statement was first produced in February
2017 which had the same omission as | identify here) Environmental Statement (ES)
Volume 2 Main Body dated June 2018 which covers &ultural Heritage6matters in
Chapter 6 from page 85. In paragraph 6.4.7 on page 91 the ES identified 13 heritage
assets as potentially sensitive, of which seven were identified as being sensitive to

the proposed development as a result of anticipated changes to their setting.

2.1.16.However, although it must surely be obvious that the setting of any nearby
conservation area is at least potentially sensitive to a proposed development of
this size, it significantly failed to include the Ledbury Conservation Area in the
list even considered for assessment. What is more, the assessment criteria
used in the ES makes it clear to my mind that it should unarguably be included

in the sensitive list.

2.1.17.In arriving at the list of assets to be included, the ES from 6.2.5 on page 86 to 6.2.19.

guotes a number of sources of planning policy guidance. First @he Planning (Listed
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2.1.19.
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Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act (1990)6states that @ é in considering
whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a listed building
or its setting, the local planning authority ... shall have special regard to the
desirability of preserving the building or its setting é (Part |, Chapter VI, Section
66)0

It then goes on to quote the NPPF as saying (for example; there are other criteria
which support the case | am making): @6 h er i t a g edefanedsas & bildings
monument, site, place, area or landscape positively identified as having a degree of
significance meriting consideration in planning decisions. € . Desighated heritage

assets include é é . Conservation Areasd

LPA Core Strategy Policies are also quoted including:

2.1.19.1. & D41 Historic Environment and heritage assetséwhich says:
6Devel opment proposals affecting heritag
environme mtSeceéoh buP rddt ect | conserve and wh

enhance heritage assets and their settings in a manner appropriate to

their significance through appropriate m

2.1.19.2. &S6 1 Environmental quality and local distinctiveness6and in particular
sections of policy SS6 which arerelevants u ¢ h aadscapd,
townscape and local distinctiveness; especially é é . historic
environment and heritage assets € é and Listed buildings§ pointing

out that compliance with this policy qvill be material to the

determination of future proposalsd

2.1.19.3. &4 1 Tourismdwhich says that: dHerefordshire will be promoted as a
destination for quality leisure visits and sustainable tourism by
utilising, conserving and enhancing the
environmental and heritage assets € é . In particular, the tourist industry
will be supported by a number of measures including: 1. Recognising the
unique historic character of € é . the market towns as key visitor
attractions and as locations to focus the provision of new larger scale

tourist developmentd
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2.1.20.In not considering the Ledbury Conservation Area as it should in the ES as a
heritage asset in its own right, and as in my opinion is very clearly obligated by all
these policies and their definitions, on these grounds alone the appellant
significantly fails to substantiate that the appeal should be upheld.

2.1.21. However, there is yet further evidence of why the conservation area has to be
including in any heritage asset sensitivity analysis. Section 6.4 starting on page 90 is
all about recognising relevant heritage assets, ascertaining their value and then
assessing the potential scale of impact on each by the proposed development. The
ES explains how assessing the significance of heritage lies in the value of a
heritage asset to this and future generations because of its heritage interest. It
explains thatthesi gni fi cance derives not only from a
fabric, but also from its &gettingd The setting of a heritage asset is the

surrounds in which it is experienced.

2.1.22. The ES explains that its assessment of heritage value has been guided primarily by
the policies and guidance contained in &onservation Principles: Policies and
Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment (English
Heritage 2008)6 In this context, the value of a heritage asset is defined with
reference to four aspects: Evidential value (whichder i ves from 06t he pot e
place to yield evidence aboutpasth uman acti vityé and is pri mar
physical remains or historic fabric); Historical value (whichd er i ves from 6t he v
which past people, events and aspects of life can be connected through a place to
t he pr;Aesthatid value (derives from sensory and intellectual stimulation and
including designvalue, i e. Odaesthetic qualities generat
building, structureor | ands c ap g and Gomaunal valué (ehich derives

from 6the meanings of a place for the peopl e

2.1.23.@able 6.1 Criteria for assessing the value of heritage assetséon page 94 of the ES
includes five descriptive elements of an asset, each of which is allocated a level
of significance from high, medium, low, negligible or uncertain. Under high are the
descriptions: deritage assets displaying considerable evidential, historic, aesthetic
or communal value as identified by Conservation Principleséand drade | and II*

Listed buildings or other Listed buildings that can be shown to have exceptional
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qualities in their fabric or associations not adequately reflected in their Listing grade,
or undesignated structures of clear national importance. Conservation areas
containing very important buildingsd Surely conclusive proof if it was still needed that
the ES failure to review the Ledbury Conservation Area as a heritage asset in its own
right as being potentially sensitive to the effects of the proposed development is
inherently flawed.

2.1.24. This remarkable omission is despite the fact that each of the aspects of heritage
values defined can be very readily associated with the Ledbury Conservation Area
(as I will evidence in the next section of this PoE) and with three Grade 1 listed
heritage assets - one being very prominent as the iconic Market House heritage
feature in the centre of the town and directly facing onto the traffic route through the
town and via which much of the traffic to and from the proposed development would
flow - a significant number of Grade II* rated ones and being designated a

conservation area, it could be expected to see the Ledbury Conservation Area listed.

2.1.25.The fact the conservation area is not even addressed in the ES for assessment
is amajor failingini t sel f but as my evidence wd, | dem
its O6character amd talpe edh eetnécyasiggibcantly

impacted upon by traffic from the development.

2.1.26. In the second of these documents the appellant had another chance to address this
omission when advised by the Planning Inspectorate in a letter dated 315 January
2020 that further information was needed 6nlorder for the ES, submitted with the
planning application, pursuant to Regulation 25 of the EIAR regulations, to comply
with Regulation 18 and Schedule 4 (Information for inclusion in environmental
statements). And that In relation to the LVIA chapter, a cumulative impact
assessment was required because, as the letter stated: d'he current ES does not
address whether impacts from other existing and/or approved developments could
occur simultaneously with the project and result in a likely significant effect for the

environmental aspects listed aboveb .
2.1.27.1 see this as another lost opportunity to mention and assess the Town conservation

area which should surely be included in this definition, butinitsd Envi r onment al
Statement Addendum Cumulative Assessment (LVIA) dated2 0 Mar ¢c hthe2 02 0 6
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conservation area is again neither mentioned as a relevant landscape nor assessed.
This is even though in Section 2 in describing the landscape and visual effects to
assess, the document makes the point that a range of landscape and visual effects
can arise through development.

2.1.28. What is more, the Addendum acknowledges that one of the three landscape types
(LTs) impacted by the development is o6Urban
actualyeval uated fall wit hi nltgbesentosaydhbtudther 6 Ur b an
than within the,therdwildhemo ¢hangeaaind theFefore no
cumulative effect from development of thesiteé .6 Wel | quite, and it
our evidence that there will be a cumulative change effect from the development to

the conservation area, which should be regarded as an affected urban landscape

type.

2.1.29. Whilst going on to say in the Addendum that the Urban Area LT is not specifically
considered within the Herefordshire Landscape Character Assessment, | would
argue that, in my opinion, given the very definition of a conservation area includes it
having6o teh qual ity of a | andsca,ghisfactdoesnbts br oadest
exempt a landscape and visual impact assessment for the conservation area from
being required to be carried out. Yet the only acknowledgement whatsoever of the

conservation area is on Figure 5.2 which identifies its location in the town centre.

2.1.30. For landscapes, relevant assessment effects include: @& change or loss of elements,
features, aesthetic or perceptual aspects that contribute to the character and
distinctiveness of the landscape;6or: @ddition of new elements that influence
character and distinctiveness of the landscape;6and @ombined effects of these

changesod

2.1.31. Visual receptors (ie, the people concerned) most susceptible to change are generally
likely to include: ¢ isitors to heritage assets or to other attractions, where views of the
surroundings are an important contributor to the experience and: 6 ammunities

where views contribute to the landscape setting enjoyed by residents in the aread.

2.1.32.1 understand of course that the visual element could be argued as only technically

applicable to views directly affected by the site in a visual envelope around it and that
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it could be said the conservation area does not therefore apply in this case. However,
that would be more difficult to argue from a landscape perspective, given the English
Heritage definition of a conservation area and the requirement that @lanning
decisions address the quality of the landscape in its broadest sense06

2.1.33. It seems clear to me and therefore in my opinion this obligation includes the elements
of visual and landscape assessment, and so for completeness and to meet the
heritage conservation requirements, any conservation area should be included as
a matter of course within in any ES where it is clear that the development could
have an impact on a conservation area. As stated above, this very clearly applies

to the Ledbury Conservation Area

2.1.34.1 also understand that the evaluation guidelines being used (GLVIA3) are traditionally
seen as meaning O6gr e e msdoo &nmavow definitioméfthe s, but t hi
qualities of an urban conservation area, which is defined as a landscape and
therefore also an environment in the same broadest sense, are taken into account. It
is surely because developers and planners alike fail to do so (as in my opinion, from
the clear definitions, they should) that the English Heritage warningthat6 ur ban and
suburban conservation areas aretwiceas | i kely to be adof ri sk as

being in permanent decline is seen to be the case.

2.1.35.In this particular case, given the proof we can demonstrate of substantial increased
traffic through the conservation area, which also lies well within the impact
boundaries being considered, that all of the visual and landscape potential effects of
the development should have been assessed. The increase in traffic through the
conservation area, which even the appellantés
the case, including more HGVs, will most certainly have some negative impacts on
the landscape. | consider these could well be potentially fatally damaging ones

for the effects that require assessment, as | demonstrate later in this PoE.
2.1.36. In not conducting these assessments, either through an ES or otherwise, | submit

that planners and the appellant have failed to prove compliancewithé Chapt er

16 Conservingandenhanci ng the hi stobthaNPPFenvi ronment 6

Page 19 of 58



Heritage Proof of Evidence on behalf of Ledbury Town Council
in support of a refusal of an outline planning application on land north of the
Viaduct, Ledbury, Herefordshire.

2.1.37.The reasons | am making this detailed and strong case for the significance of the
Ledbury Conservation Area to have been formally and rigorously assessed, including
the potential impact of increased traffic through the conservation area is because
when looking at the traffic assessment for traffic flows through the conservation area,
I will make the case that as result of a failure to do this assessment, the
sensitivity analysis used to assess the traffic impact is also seriously flawed. It
significantly underestimates the impact effects of even relatively small
increases in traffic on the setting and character of the conservation area, ie. on
the appearance and character of the townscape/urban landscape, by ignoring the
fact it is a conservation area with its special characteristics and more demanding
protective conservation area planning regulations than if it were not a designated

conservation area.

2.2 Ledbury Conservation Area special qualities

2.21 There are currently 64 conservation areas in Herefordshire and Ledbury
Conservation Area was designated in 1995. As far as | can ascertain no formal
appraisal of the conservation area has ever been carried out. Anundatedd Ap p e€lnd i x
Herefordshire Conservat i dram ahrusgderdifiedaraport As s e s s
indicates that no appraisal has been done and the type of conservation area is

descri bed as a rppéndix bohthis POE shdws a&ndap of its extent.

2.2.2 In this section of the PoE the aim is to describe and assess not only how significant
the physical heritage assets are in themselves, butthatalsoiti s i n t heir O0set:t
the urban landscape which places them in a concentrated area the makes the
existing character and appearance of the Ledbury Conservation area

particularly special and important in heritage terms.

2.2.3  This evidence will demonstrate why | felt it was critical to explain as fully as | have in
the conservation protection section above, how the dereliction of an obligation to
formally assess the Ledbury Conservation Area in the appellants6ES is a threat to
the greater picture of thet own 6 s h e r i The gvié bedirstsfrerh abjectively
illustrating its inherent value as a heritage asset and then, more subjectively, but of

equal significance, why it is that people enjoy visiting the town and living here.
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2.2.4 Ledbury Conservation Area extends either side of the main thoroughfare
through the town centre, from the traffic lights on the A438 at The Homend and
Orchard Land junction, down into the High Street and then through the Top Cross
crossroads onto the A449 Gloucester Road and The Southend as far as the Mabels
Furlong junction by the entrance to John Masefield High School.

2.25 @dhe Ledbury Town Plané published in 2016 and the 0 Ldieury Neighbourhood
Development Plan6 adopted in January 2019 are probably the most accessible
sources for a heritage summary. The NDP, in briefly describing t
interestsays: 6 Si nce i ts or iSgxonrsattieraest, LadburyAasdéen at
the crossroads of trade routes between the Midlands and Mid and South Wales.
Recognised as the gateway to Herefordshire and the Welsh Marches, it is a
convenient stopover offering friendly hospitality and service, The town centre,
originally formed in the 12" century, has developed around a core of 15" to 17t
century listed buildings from the proceeds of the wool trade and to this day

retains its medieval street patterns?od

2.2.6  When the Domesday Book was compiled in 1086 Ledbury was still a rural manor
belonging to the Bishop of Hereford. However, in the 1120s or 1130s the Bishop
created a new town or borough along the main roads with a new market place
established in what is now High Street. Ledbury street names resonate with its
history. Houses soon extended north along what is now &'he Homendo(first recorded
in 1288) then along Southend. Bye Street was probably developed next, and finally
New Street, where houses had been built by 1186..This town plan, established in
the twelfth century, was hardly altered until the building of the canal and railway
in the first half of the nineteenth century and can be clearly seen in the town

centre today.

227 StKatheri neds Hospital was f oundedandisionelo?tBel by Bi
most important surviving medieval hospital sites in the country. Along with the close
by Alms Houses this is now a Grade II* listed building. Hospitals like this were fairly
commoni n the Middle Ages, but few have been r el
House (now also Grade Il* listed) i s part of t he St Katherine
However, mo s t of t he ¢ on stastovia buildings séem efrard she

period spanning the 15" to the 17" centuries.
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2.2.8 At the heart of Ledbury town centre is its hallmark Black and White Grade |
listed Market House. Reportedly designed by the King
building work started in 1617 and took around 50 years. It is one of the finest
examples in England and still hosts a Charter Market (granted by Queen Elizabeth |
in 1584) on Tuesdays and Saturdays. The two other Grade | buildings are Ledbury
Park (built in 1590 and situated on one of the corners at Top Cross and passed every
day by traffic heading in all directions on the main roads to and from the town centre)
and St Michael & All Angels Church (reckoned to be the finest non-monastic church
in Herefordshire, with its enormous detached 18th century spire built on a 13th

century tower).

2.2.9  Other notable Grade II* listed buildings include the Old Grammar School Heritage
Centre and two central old coaching hotels - The Feathers and The Talbot. A large
proportion of the town centre retail premises are of this age and recognised as
historically important or special with Grade Il or Grade II* listings. In all Ledbury has
3 Grade |, 22 Grade II* and 219 other listed buildings. (See reference ° for Grade

definitions).

2.2.10 Although the heritage history of the town of Ledbury is intimately connected to its
wider rural location which is full of historical interest of significant importance in its
own right, i t is within the compact conservation
history is particularly fascinating and extraordinary. There is an abundance of
historical material describing the very|l ar ge number of the townés
(particularly impressive relative to its small market town size of just over 10,000
people). These all reflect the importance of

designated as a Conservation Area.

2211 lLedbur y 6s ancient beginnings and numer ous hi
passing of a millennium, including the many remaining outstanding examples of
medieval buildings in the conservation area in particular, has led to a sizeable
source of publications. Many of these have been professionally researched and
published to comprehensively i | | ustrate how valuable Ledbu
heritage is regarded as being essential, and in some cases uniquely so, for

posterity. Two especialyde monstrate the high | evel of he
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2.2.13

2214

2.2.15

Viaduct, Ledbury, Herefordshire.

Ledbur yds Co n sahe MictotiaiCounty Histogy@?®.is a massive source of
heritage literature. AHer i t age LodEreglya rrFdiihsd 6R a sproject

or

was a four-year project that led to the publication of two bookson Ledbur yos

But probably the most emphatic portrayal of how important the conservation

area is as a heritage asset, and which is a combined appraisal of the conservation

Eve
her i

ar eabs phtsgsithealim batsnmgpeessive 2007 publication: 6 An Anal ysi s
of the Historic Fabric of Late 16th and

1t lists nearly 70 buildings, nearly all still existing and situated in the conservation
area. The plan in Appendix 3 graphically displays just how much of the town centre

i s comprised of these historic monuments

As the report states: @he value of a single, over-arching investigation of a whole

ear |

(0]

settl ement of buil dings c anTheyetareblsoapumipechasi s ed

of |l ocal societies and organisations based

historical background and show how the conservation area contributest o t h e
important tourism trade which is a crucial driver of the local economy.*?On evidential
and historic grounds the physical heritage assets of the town are clearly of more than

sufficient value to justify the designation of a conservation area.

On its aesthetic and communal heritage values the town also ranks on a similarly
outstanding scale. It has an internationally famous cultural reputation which
attracts visitors from all over the world for its poetry connections. Ledbury was the
birthplace of John Masefield, Poet Laureate of the United Kingdom from 1930-
1967 and who was born in the town in 1878, and was the home of Elizabeth Barrett
Browning. It is closely associated with the six famous Dymock Poets (Rupert
Brookeaut hor of 6The Sol dierd, Robert Fr
prominent poets and others with scarcely lesser reputations - Lascelles
Abercrombie, John Drinkwater, Wilfrid Gibson and Edward Thomas, who lived nearby
for a few years before the First World War). Local paths and buildings in which they

lived mark their continued influence now over 100 years later.

Drawing on this literary heritage the 10-day long Ledbury Poetry Festival held each
July has become the leading poetry festival in the UK, featuring poets from all
over the world. Its events take place in many of the historic buildings and on the

streets of thetownd s ¢ o0 n s e r yhairtgingothem t wileraant life and connecting
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them inextricably into the local and visitor community. The physical heritage assets
do not gather dust in splendid isolated display, but are a living part of the fabric of the

town.

2.2.16 Given this wealth of heritage riches it is no surprise that Ledbury receives national
plaudits, being recognised as a one of those rare very special places that stands out

from its peers.

2.2.17 The Sunday Times® newspaper put it in its selection of both its 2019 and 2020 top
10 places in which to live in the Midlands, one year callingitadé humdi nger- of a I
timbered market town, with a winning roster of schools, scenery and
i ndependenand withodpas 6h a n d s 0 me And the tindhe ynext year
saying 6 | t stimibeeed rhain street is the model of old-fashioned affluence. Few
streets can match Ledburyds ChGaQoblddallesne f or
and crooked gables may offer a beguiling hint of mystery, but happy gentility
is the watchword here. Rowdy it isnodt, classy it definit
an annual poetry festival that is the biggest in Britain - Margaret Atwood attended last
year. This is a place where you sip your cappuccino in a coffee house or coffee

lounge, not a cafe, and buy your underwear at Bra Boudoir rather than M&S.

2.2.18 Similar praise for Ledbury was published by The Guardian * newspaper in its
property pages: d8f§du evanbasrefresoer, e Ltead ur yds your pl
streets an utterly charming jumble of redbrick Georgian townhouses, ickle
cottages and, its speciality, black and white timber-framed Tudor, twisted and
tottering on to the pavements. It wears its beauty lightly. Were this not in
Herefordshire, hardly in the thick of things, it would have become self-aware,
pretentious. Ledbury keeps it real, with butchers, bakers and gunmakers on its streets
and a twee-free atmosphere, give or take the odd gifte shoppe. There is something

irresistibly timeless about the place, in our age of freneticnesso .

2.2.19 However, in reflection of the existing foreboding from noticeable traffic increases in
recent years, and especially of big vehicles, that already threatens to detrimentally
impact upon the special appearance and character of the conservation area setting,
the article also goes on to say in the case against Ledbury: d t 6 s har dly Dart

Crossing, but traffic can be a problem, despite the addition of a sort-of bypassé
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2.2.20 So, what currently makes the Ledbury Conservation Area extra special is that
hard to define mix which it wears so lightly and successfully. Of despite, on the
one hand, being a thoroughly up-to-d at e anidt 66 wi o Wmnrangeiot h
independent shops from the utilitarian that meet local needs to stylish and
fashionable designer goods emporiums catering for the discerning
international traveller. Yet on the other, it also retains old world atmospheric
qgualities with its timeless historic buildings all redolent of a less hectic age.
Ledbury somehow contrives to comfortably embrace these contrasts so together they
create the ambience that results in Ledbury being an outstandingly attractive town in

which to live and work and to visit.

2.2.21 It has somehow managed to magically retain these qualities despite the
developments of the 19", 20" and 215t century which have resulted in a trebling of its
population. Ledbury town centre still exhibits an historic charm, on a lovely day as
intoxicating as honeysuckle in full bloom, yet it is increasingly delicately poised
between the preservation of this astonishingly rich heritage area and the
potentially irretrievable damage that is in danger of being imposed on its
character and appearance due to unsustainable levels of traffic passing
through the town. Until relatively recently a resident of a century ago would still have
felt at ease with the pace of the town despite the more modern vehicles, as shown

by the pictures in Appendix 2.

2.2.22 The has been partly achieved due to the timely construction of the bypass in 1986
around the time of one of the two major developments which each substantially
i ncreased t he tThevDeér Parkppagpcanpleted inothre .1980s before
the second major development around the by-pass at New Mills was built in the late

1990s, without either generating significantly noticeable extra traffic through the town.

2.2.23 But this increase has meant Ledbury is not a classically chocolate box picture
perfect town with stunning and perfectly maintained buildings and manicured lawns,
beautiful to look at, b u t al most with a Oénot nottheingt ouc h
somewhere most of us could envisage being the sort of place in which we could also
live and work in day to day. On the contrary, it is quite obviously an every-day
lived in town. This could be said apart from the cobbled Church Lane perhaps, the

setting of which is unarguably the most photographed part of the conservation area.

Page 25 of 58



Heritage Proof of Evidence on behalf of Ledbury Town Council

in support of a refusal of an outline planning application on land north of the

2.2.24

2.2.25

2.2.26

2.2.27
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But even then, it is clear the lane is an everyday living area with a very much local
pub and residentdés housing.

From here you can also pop into the Ledbury Town Council offices (themselves in a
listed building with a 16" century painted room to fascinate and amaze), or walk up
the cobbled street to the restored community centre of the Burgage Hall, to the
Butchers Row House Museum which offers a fascinating glimpse into local Victorian
life, or the Old Grammar School Heritage Centre, before getting refreshments in one

of the cafes. It even has public loos!.

Ledbury is unpretentious, clearly a lived-in town exuding warmth and an
inviting ambience with an immediately imposing sense of casual beauty that
strikes all visitors as soon as they arrive in the town centre. This indefinable, but
instantly recognisable quality grows and surrounds you as you explore. From the 16™
century iconic town centre Market House as your base, to its central cobbled area,
lots of little alleys such as off the Hight Street with some surprisingly striking buildings
and the many other little delights that await the visitor. This extends to the many
special independent small shops that are such an important feature of the town
and which brings visitors from far and wide back again and again as an experience

to simply enjoy.

Having explored a little, tourists and residents alike are served by a number of mainly
small and locally-based hospitality venues very typically serving locally produced
tasty food and drink with a choice to suit all tastes and pockets. As soon as people
disgorge from their parked cars, arrive by bike, train or bus, or step off the
many coaches of visitors that are dropped off opposite the Grade | listed Market
House, by the Victorian Alms Houses and the War Memorial for a couple of

hours of hospitality and shopping, they are captivated.

| sometimes meet coach loads of visitors, often elderly people on day trips. As they

congregate on the pavement and look around them and | introduce myself as the

Mayor and welcome them to our | ov evhaythey own,

see. | meet visitors all the time from all around the world 7 recently Brazil, Australia,
the Cayman Islands, the USA and Scandinavia, who universally say how enchanted

they are by the mix of history and shops with an atmosphere of homely friendliness.
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2.2.29

2.2.30

2231

Viaduct, Ledbury, Herefordshire.

Tourism is a major contr i benswing weoetainlthe
special qualities of the conservation area to continue to encourage tourists is
a concern that increasingly exercises the minds of our many traders and the
Town Council.

ltdés this overall ambience of the <co
maintain. To a large measure how the town is perceived is dictated by the levels,
noise, speeds and smells of traffic. To feel safe and not to be noticeably
inconvenienced or feeling intimidated in being able to easily cross the street |
an essential component of the shopping experience and especially for the over the
average older proportion of people that live in and visit the town - so that traffic does
not become a distraction to the overall enjoyment, is a fine balance to achieve. At
or below a certain level it becomes simply a background, above it and it becomes a
much more noticeable irritation and concern that impacts on the gentle pleasure of

exploring.

We are very fortunate in Ledbury that we have not followed the trend of many
small towns to emulate larger ones in pedestrianizing the public areas. Large

ones have O0destination stores6 of big

t own 06 !

nserva

brands

from and wal k to access them. They dondét do

they have not heard of even though on entering them they would be very likely to

enjoy shopping from them even more than in the uniformity of the larger chain stores.

An M&S is broadly the same wherever you go. The Wyebridge gift shop, Gayn a n 6 s

jewellers, Take 4 Gallery or a Renaissance Men& Outfitter are all unique to
Ledbury, each offering something alittle different to entice - once you see them

and can gain access easily.

This is the key to their continued success and survival. By ensuring the
conservation area remains such a popular tourist attraction this will sustain both the
economy of the town centre and also by the colourful occupation of all the historic
listed buildings, significantly contribute to maintaining the self-evidently inviting

ambience which is such a vital feature of the town centre.
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2.2.33

2.2.34

2.2.35
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Ledbury has firmly resisted the removal of near-shop parking as some similar
market towns have done in expectation of improved pedestrian amenity.
Although a seemingly logical step to take, this has led to the loss of many of
their small independent shops with no advantage economically whilst taking
away the active 6 | i-iv ec@dmmunity feel of being able to quickly and easily
@ome and godto shop.

Throughresearchwor k being carried out by the

Working Party working on a strategy for the town, which includes emphatic feedback
from the traders and shoppers, it has been recognised that the street-side parking
arrangements, as they have in essence been for decades, even centuries it
could be said, has been the key to how the shopping centre has developed with

the many small shops pattern which is now such an inclusive feature of the

conservation areabs ¢ ha e advantage ortrdderagngg e ar an c

shoppers alike is that this allows a fairly quick turn-around of parked vehicles.

An interesting perspective on the importance of on-street parking was provided to me
by one of the traders off the High Street making a passionate case for how important
it was to their business (a Scandinavian designer goods outlet ¢ a | IHesd& Hém6

which is located at the farendofone o f t duaint alleys)y.n 6 s

Taking only the small number of about 10 spaces to the south of the Market House
in the Hight Street alone (shown at the bottom of the 3" picture in Appendix 2) this
allows for up to an estimated 1,000 shopping trips per week from those spaces.

Town

(Taking a shopping day at 8 hours, a typical average of 30 minutes atripi t h erae 6 s

1-hour time limit at this spot anyway T means 20 changes an hour, 160 a day and
that impressive change-over rate in a 6-day working week). This is a critical life line
to the nearby shops including those up the several intriguingly inviting historical
alleys that lead off High Street to some unexpectedly rewarding shopping

experiences.

This pattern is repeated up and down the High Street and The Homend with different
parking times allowed depending on if immediately opposite the shops or a short
easily walked distance away. So as much by historical development as deliberate

design, Ledbury retains this probably centuries-old traditional easy shop-side
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2.2.38

2.2.39

2.2.40
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vehicle access, which once was for the horse and carriage or cart, but now is
car parking, all along the streets, which in conjunction with several nearby off-street

car parks sustains the economic, cultural and social life of the conservation area.

The critical similarity over those centuries is that the volume mix of traffic either
wishing to stop or pass through is such as to generate the levels of business
needed, allowing space and time for cars leaving car parking bays and others
to reverse in to replace them, without too much holding up of the overall traffic

flow such as it causes unacceptable convenience or more important for the setting

of the conservation area, impactsinawayt o 6spoi |l 6 the overall

There is rarely a feel, even at peak hours, of rush or frustration, no exasperated
blowing of horns to disrupt the usually peaceful scene. Visitors coming in their
cars either deliberately (as | know many do from far and wide knowing this is the
case) or being tempted to stop instead of passing through, can more typically find
somewhere to park up for at least an hour or so without too much inconvenience. A

fine balance that has been successfully achieved for generations.

Parking is possible on one side of the streets only because they are not wide enough
for allow two sides in most places (as the pictures in Appendix 2 show) to leave
enough room for two-way traffic to move relatively unimpeded. At the moment this
system still works much as it must have done before the motorised mode of travel.
But too many vehicles, and particularly large ones such as HGVs, will tip that

balance over the currently just about sustainable level.

However, the clear and increasing anecdotal evidence of more traffic in the town
centre, and especially of larger vehicles - and this is even before the traffic impact of
the proposed Viaduct development adds to the load - is already raising local concerns
about its impact on the present fine balance and the detrimental damage to the

character and appearance of the conservation area that will be caused.

I have more conversations than | used towith concernedl ocal peopl e
chaosd i n Imereldd moye ofteh @turs as never before. It is especially
apparent whenever there are not only events in the town centre (such as our annual

fairs, carnival and hunt meets), but also caused by 6 nath a | 6 e local venuges
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such as the Three Counties Showground®(on the east side of the Malvern Hills). Local
road closures (such as by increased flooding in recent times, trees being blown down,
roadworks and accidents), and closuresonthe M50 (wecan t el | whewe it O0s
are sure, because all the diverted articulated vehicles seem to come through the
town). It all points to a general increase in town centre traffic levels for which
we already need to implement ways to manage better if we are to preserve the

essential conservation area setting.

2.2.42 Potential increased traffic through Ledbury town centre has for over 30 years
been adequately alleviated by the by-pass that was specifically built to stop
traffic T and heavy vehicles in particular i from coming through the town. This
was partly because as these get ever larger the Ledbury streets are in places too
narrow for them to negotiate, at best without traffic delays and at worst, damaging
heritage assets that are often situated very close to road edges and which has
happened on several occasions. This did not matter in medieval times, but they are
not only an impedimentto thesafetrans i t of t oday & darge vebielesl or r i e s
using the town centre as athrough route have a disproportionate impact on the

character and appearance of the conservation area.

2.2.43 There is also a significantly noticeable increase of farm tractors with trailers
seeming to hurtle through the town and not necessarily within the speed limit. They
probably are conforming, but these are not the small grey Massey Fergusons of old
that added to a rural feel and could only reach 20mph downhill and with a fair wind,
but now veritable behemoths that can attain 50mph plus speeds and are so
toweringly daunting as to create an impression of speed and doubt for the less adroit
wishing to cross the road. What is more, they are so large and wide they disrupt
the well-established pattern of give and take in arriving at and leaving parking

places to cause more unacceptable traffic hold ups and queues.

2.2.44 The Ledbury Traders Association, as explained to me by their Chair, Caroline
Green, who has an art gallery of her own in the conservation area, are themselves
very aware of how fortunate they are to be able to trade in a beautiful setting amongst
some historic black and white buildings with the added bonus of most of the shops

and businesses being on one long section of The Homend and the High Street.
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However, they are concerned that if traffic was to increase any more it could

impede on the unique country feeling of our market town.

They fully acknowledge and agree with the fine line | have described between
encouraging visitors to Ledbury and preventing their enjoyment of leisurely
shopping if the traffic was to increase 1 as they know it surely will with the

proposed new development.

They can see, without the statistical evidence to prove it, that both Top Cross and the
station junction leading onto Bromyard Rd are already experiencing increased traffic
which will only get busier if the development is allowed with the current access
proposal and they hope their views will be considered in the inquiry decision.

The truth is that all the clearly observable evidence points to a town centre that
is now close to or at a traffic tipping point that will make the conservation area
a less attractive place to visit and enjoy in the comfortable way it has been since
well before living memory. This is without even taking into account the extra dust,
pollution and road debris that more traffic generates to potentially impact on old

buildings and the general atmosphere of the place generally.

Any amount of traffic added to this situation can only make the situation worse. My
evidence that neither the appellant or planners have assessed the conservation
as a heritage asset as they legally should have is therefore of even more critical

importance.

What is more, | consider that by only considering the Bromyard Road junction in
the application traffic analysis and planners recommendation to approve the
application, totally ignoring any analysis of potential impacts on the even more
sensitive major road Top Cross junction which lies in the centre of the conservation
area, thiscompounds the joint failure of the appellant and planners to recognise
the conservation area is at risk of fatefully damaging consequences for its
character and appearance from the addition of traffic which will be generated into
the town centre by the proposed development using an inappropriate and

unsatisfactory single site access onto the Bromyard Road.
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2.2.53
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Because neither the appellant nor their traffic consultants, and nor have
planners insisted otherwise, have used a sufficiently robust sensitivity
analysis on the impact of the increased traffic they estimate will travel though
the town as a result of the proposed development, even though on the surface
relatively modest in actual numbers, and so not doing it on the far more rigorous
requirements of a conservation area, | will also demonstrate in the next section of this
PoE how it can be proven they have massively underestimated its impact on
the already fragile conservation area traffic balance | have described.

Lacking the statistical evidence to verify and substantiate this claim to date, now,
though the traffic modelling and junction signalling analysis carried out by LTC Rule
6 status consultant experts, we can conclusively back up concerned complaints to
provethatt he conservation area is sandwi ch
road junctions already at or over their sustainable capacity levels and so
confirm that the observed anecdotal evidence is supported by robust statistical

data.

Taking these two important junctions together is key to understanding how the
conservation area may be affected, as we claim is what the appellant should have

done in the first place and is legally neglectful of them not to have done so

As | have shown in section 2 . 1 . u n Gangervatiam €rindples: Policies and
Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment (English
Heritage 2008) &he value of a heritage asset is defined with reference to four
aspects of evidential, historical. aesthetic and communal values. | consider that
in this evidence | have robustly demonstrated that objectively and subjectively, on all
four of these value aspects the Ledbury Conservation Area scores highly in

line with the widest official definitions of heritage.®

In my opinion | have now established that the appellant& failure to conduct a
specific assessment of the Ledbury Conservation Area as a heritage asset as
required by the heritage protection regulations, means it has substantially
underestimated the traffic impact on the conservation area in its sensitivity
analysis. In the next section | aim to prove that the impact on the conservation area

will be significantly greater than was presented in the refused planning permission.
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2.2.55 | will therefore convincingly demonstrate that on traffic flow grounds the appeal
should also be dismissed as failing to prove the proposed access is

6satisfactoryd on heritage ter ms
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3.0 Traffic impact of the proposed development on the Ledbury conservation area

In this chapter | will exploretheact i ve transport options, revi

analysis and traffic flow assessment to compare their evidence to our own consultants

findings, and review the traffic capacity of key junctions to reach conclusions on how the

proposed development will impact on heritage matters; and in particular on the Ledbury

Conservation Area.

3.1

3.1.1

3.1.2

Active transport options and their impact on the conservation area

One of the inherent concerns about the proposed development in relation to
the conservation area, is that the distance for much of the site from the town
centre and local facilities is far from optimum to encourage the greater use of
walking and cycling rather than motorised vehicles. The Core Strategy generically

specifies in dolicy LB1 Development in Ledbury6 that: & ..new development

proposals wild.l be encouraged where they

walking, cycling and public transport, particularly where they enhance connectivity

ew

s

Oi

with éé |l ocal faciliti @whiledélicy LB2ri dand rforthoft o wn

the Viaduct§ which specifically relates to this site, states that: d®evelopment
proposals north of the viaduct in Ledbury will be expected to bring forward é é new
walking, cycling and bus links from the urban extension directly to the é é € town

centre é € and existing community facilitiesé

However, although of course to be provided, even using the shortest of the three
active transport/walking and cycling links proposed along the middle Ballard Close
option, the straight line walking distance from the approximate mid-point of the
development site to the middle of the town centre conservation areais two and
a half times the suggested acceptable preferred maximum walking distance of
800m quoted in the @uidelines for providing for journeys on foot published by the
Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation 20006 to the town centre at
approaching 2,000m. Table 3.2 of the guidelines which gives a range of walking
distances from desirable, acceptable and preferred maximum, is provided in

Appendix 7.
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3.1.6
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At a further 500m south to the John Masefield High School (JMHS) on the
Southend, this is about 25% greater than the 2,000m suggested acceptable
preferred maximum school commuting walking distance. These distances will be
slightly greater for walkers and cyclists going under the Viaduct site option, and from
the far end of the site about 2,500m from the town centre and nearly 3,000m to
the JMHS. There are nearer local facilities 7 the current primary school, a
supermarket and a petrol station at about 1,500m in a straight line, but they are all
just outside the conservation area, but the main shopping area is a further 500m

south and well into the conservation area.

The key reason for raising these distances is that they are not only such as to
actually encourage and not discourage more use of vehicles as policy intends, which
is contrary to both policies, but when considering this will tend to increase the use of
cars out of the site and into the town, the real concern is that the already very
traffic sensitive conservation area as | have described, will n some measure be
incrementally impacted with even more traffic from this proposed site and

access location, compound an already worsening situation.

Although the application of NDP d&olicy SD1.1 i Ledbury as a Self-Sustaining
Community® was noted as a point of disagreement in the Statement of Common
Ground, | consider the combination of distance, more resulting traffic and a
conservation area already under pressure with current traffic, that this
proposal proceeding as planned through the single proposed access, not only
fails to meet the intention of Core Strategy Policies LB1 and LB2, but also fails
on Policy SD1.1, paragraph two of which states that: d&°roposals which promote a
reduction in a dependency on the private car and encourage environmentally
sustainable travel habits will also be supportedd given that a conservation area is
regarded as a landscape in its broadest sense and therefore the encouragement of

more traffic into it could be regarded as not supporting community sustainability.

The evidence in this section should be borne in mind when also reviewing the
results of the junction capacity modelling work, an assessment of the traffic impact
sensitivity carried out in the appellants ES and the traffic flows data modelling. to
draw an overall picture of how in combination all these factors pose a

significant risk to the sustainability of the Ledbury Conservation Area.
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Junction capacities and their impact on the conservation area

In this section | will deal with the evidence of the key junctionsdcapacity modelling
work carried out by Graham Lee of Amber Signal Services. As part of our case we
identified that it was not one, but two key traffic junctions we had to assess. It
soon became clear as the raw data was put through the modelling tools of our
consultants that it is not only the Bromyard Road/The Homend/Hereford junction (the
Gailway b r i da #eé jorth of the town that will be substantially impacted by the
proposed single site traffic access to the development, but that the other main

junction at the opposite, southern end of the town 1 the High

Street/Southend/Worcester Road/New Street cross roads (known as O0Toep

would also be significantly affected.

In essence, the evidence will show, the Ledbury Conservation Area is going to
be sandwichedor & b r aleetiveen envd failed, over capacity junctions if the
development was allowed to proceed as proposed. The additional queues that
will result will unquestionably have a detrimental impact on the character and

appearance of the conservation area.

The consultants will make their own case of the bigger picture in their separate proofs
of evidence, so | will constrain myself to simply demonstrating first, how and
why they conclude the junctions fail and then, the scale by which this occurs.
| can then arrive at some conclusions about how much the conservation area could

be impacted.

The tables | will refer to are shown in Appendix 4. Tables 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7 apply to
the railway bridge junction. Tables 4.5, 4.6, 4.7. 4.8 and 4.9 apply to Top Cross. A
number of scenarios were run based on what 2031 would look like in each case
for the amount of traffic expected. Appendix 5 gives some simple instructions on
how to interpret them. The information is based on PCUs or passenger car units per
hour. If the junction is modelled at being at 90% of more of its capacity in any
direction it fails on that direction. This is shown in red in the data columns so

it is easy to see which directions are the critical ones.
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Table 2.5 shows the railway bridge with PJA data for the current traffic base
plus the expected impact of other committed Ledbury developments already in
place plus the impact of the Viaduct development (and that includes assuming the
proposed signalling scheme is implemented). It significantly fails by over 30% in
the morning and by over 40% in the evening, with only one route above failing in
the evening. This means on PJA based data it cannot sustain the development as
planned even with the proposed mitigation proposals of traffic signals.

The consultants feel the PJA modelling has been shown to be flawed in several ways
anyway, so table 26 isrunusi ng t he LTC c ons udclhnaues
using the same data, which is considered to deliver a more realistic outcome. The
junction fails by a significantly greater over 40% in the morning and over 45%

in the evening, and all routes fail.

Table 2.7 is run as for table 2.6, but this time assuming a second under the
Viaduct access is also provided. The junction now works with 12% spare

capacity in the morning and nearly 7% in the evening.

Moving on to Top Cross, table 4.5 and 4.6 are based on using PJA data for first, a
scenario of a current base load plus already committed developments and then in 4.6
for the same scenario, but with the Viaduct development added. The result,
supports the anecdotal evidence presented earlier that the town centre has
seen increasing traffic levels in the last couple of years to now being more
noticeably intrusive into the character and appearance of the conservation
area. This junction is already at significantly over capacity even before the

development, at over 9% am and over 21% pm.

With the development added in table 4.6, again with PJA figures, the over capacity
rises significantly by between nearly 3 times to be 26% over capacity am and by

50% to be 32% over capacity pm.

The same data and both scenarios were then rerun using CC modelling, which came
out as roughly the same result; being rather conclusive this junction is now at a
dangerous level of over capacity and being in the heart of the conservation
area clearly has substantial implications for its sustainability. Being squeezed

between two dramatically over capacity junctions if the development proceeds as
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planned is obviously a potential disaster for the conservation area in the already
visible making,

3.2.11 What is worse, that although the railway bridge over capacity can be robustly
mitigated by a second under the Viaduct access, table 4.9, run on CC data with
the second access included, shows hardly any capacity mitigation for Top
Cross. This conservation area junction has now been recognised as being the

cause of increasing conservation area traffic issues.

3.2.12 These scenarios not only demonstrate that a single site access onto the Bromyard
Road is not a viable traffic management option, they also show how seriously
remiss the appellant and planners have been in not seeing the potentially
damaging effect on the conservation area of being trapped between two
overloading junctions and insisting a much more robust ES assessment was
conducted. It should also be based upon the conservation area being recognised as
a heritage asset, not Qtowrs as | wilsconsiderintienaxte r e an
section.

3.3 Traffic impact of the proposed development on the conservation area

331 I n this section | tvdadditioralgointsof tréffic relatédlewidenced e nt i f vy
to demonstrate further how the conservation area is under threat. First, | will comment
upon the way in which, in their Environmental Statement of June 2018 and already
referenced, the appellant is not treating the conservation area as a heritage
asset in Chapter 7 of the ES, 6 T r a assitsloould. 6

3.3.2 Then | wish to add to the signals traffic evidence to include supporting evidence on
the traffic impact upon the conservation area using data flow modelling completed by
our highways consultant, Nick Bradshaw of Connect Consultants. The data | will

reference is included in Appendix 6.

3.3.3 Because of the sensitivity of the conservation area | consider that the criteria
used to assess traffic impact should be rated much more rigorously. So for
i nstamdadlien 76 2: Def i niorpage 28 bcbnsidanipia simplys c al e 6
ludicrous to apply the criteria that an under 30% increase in traffic is negligible

when even a 5% increase in traffic could tip the area over an unsustainable
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edge as | have already indicated. Similarly, in drable 7.3 Scale of impact
significance used in a s s e s s nomrthtesame page for a heritage asset
location, a major impact could be a result of even a few vehicles.so an
ordinarily negligible impact could become a major one in a heritage impacted

area.

In the same way the six parameters to be addressed of severance, driver delay,
pedestrian delay, pedestrian amenity, fear and Intimidation, and accidents and safety
are far more meaningful in an area like the Ledbury Conservation Area to which all
of these have much greater resonance than usual. They should be applied with a
much softer touch. In my considered opinion, a new transport appraisal on these
principles should be made a condition of any possible new planning
application as part of meeting the obligations of policies such as LB1 and LB2
to support and enhance heritage asset enjoyment and accessibility.

Finally, | would like to briefly refer to the traffic flow data tables in Appendix 6. What
Connect have discovered in their data analysis is that PJA have typically
underestimated traffic flow by some 100 vehicles at each end of the day. In Flow
set 1 am for instance, the top table showing a total of 1,855 PCUs in the morning is
some 6% or 8% higher than the equivalent 1,756 on the PJA equivalent estimate in
Highways PofE.

The point of sets 2 are to show that even if in the first case, 20% of Worcester traffic
gets fed up of queuing by the railway station and rat runs through Wellington Heath,
or in the second case, 40% of them do so, the numbers are so small to still not

mitigate the over capacity of the failing railway station junction.

Flow set 3 illustrates how the numbers change when a second access under the
Viaduct is provided. As far as the conservation area is concerned though, there
is an urgent need to review its current declining appearance and character and
come up with a mitigation plan that will work for the conservation area whilst

still allowing the wider town to accommodate the growth needed,
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4.0 Heritage POE summary

4.1 Heritage impact conclusions

4.1.1 My heritage PoE evidence raises more serious problems for the development around
the two junctions and the Ledbury Conservation Area than | had initially anticipated.
Legal protection of a conservation area is well defined in the NPPF and it seems clear
to me that neither the planners nor the appellant have taken this into account in any

meaningful way.

4.1.2 | conclude that on heritage grounds the proposed development fails to meet bullet
point 7 of t hRolicClB2 - aStdr antoegyh @f t he ©®di aduct
provide @t oorsyadt.ila tbrane sfsparagraph 196, | consider that the

devel opment results in Aless than substanti a

413 | am reminded that the Gladmands Dymock Road
measure due to landscape grounds and my evidence suggeststhe GO char acter
appearancebd | andscape aspects of the town <c

very strong argument against the development with the current single site access.

4.1.4 A Viaduct access does not however, mitigate the Top Crossover capacity effects if
the Bromyard Road access isalsoused. What 6 s mor e, it seems that
access is used the Top Cross junction in the conservation area, with other
developments, is still at overcapacity and so threatens the conservation area. A fresh
transport appraisal of the Ledbury Conservation Area is needed and mitigation plans
discussed in which the appellant could perhaps become involved if a development

does eventually proceed as we all hope and in a way that satisfies all parties.
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Appendix 2 - Ledbury Conservation Area: little changed
Top - Circa 1950s (probably earlier?) from Top Cross looking north down High Street

Below - present day: looking south down The Homend
and up High Street to Top Cross
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