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Endorsement 

The evidence which I have prepared and provide for this appeal (reference APP/ 

W1850/W/20/3244410) is true, and the opinions expressed are my own professional opinions.  

This evidence has been prepared and is given in accordance with the guidance of my professional 

institution (The Landscape Institute); I will abide by the Institute’s Code of Standards of Conduct and 

Practice for Landscape Professionals (May 2012). 

I understand my duty to the Inquiry, and have complied, and will continue to comply, with that duty.  

Carly Tinkler BA CMLI FRSA MIALE June 2020 
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1 Qualifications & Relevant Experience  

1.1 My name is Carly Tinkler. I am a Chartered Member of the Landscape Institute (CMLI), a Fellow of 

the Royal Society of Arts (FRSA), and a Member of the International Association for Landscape 

Ecology (MIALE). I specialise in landscape, environmental and colour assessment / planning, 

masterplanning and design, and have done so for over 35 years. I currently run my own practice 

on the Herefordshire / Worcestershire borders, where I have lived for much of my life. 

1.2 I have been instrumental in the promotion of the ‘landscape-led and iterative’ (LLAI) approach to 

development and design, initiated by the Landscape Institute (LI), which is now being adopted by 

local planning authorities and other bodies .  

1.3 I was a contributor to the LI’s Guidance for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 1st edition, and 

a reviewer of the current 3rd edition (‘GLVIA3’). I am a member of working groups set up by the LI 

and Natural England, which include updating current assessment guidance and techniques, and 

providing consultation responses to the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the 

government’s 25 Year Environment Plan, and Defra’s Future for Food, Farming and the Environment; 

I also judge awards and competitions for the Institute, and sit on design review panels.  

1.4 I advise bodies such as AONB partnerships and local planning authorities (including the Malvern 

Hills Area of Outstanding Beauty (AONB) Unit and Herefordshire Council (HC)), providing comments 

on planning applications (for many different types of development), giving expert evidence on their 

behalf at public inquiries, and developing guidance for publication. In 2014 I produced the method 

and criteria for, and led the team undertaking, landscape sensitivity and capacity assessments 

(LSCAs) of over 300 sites for HC’s Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA).  

1.5 I also advise and act as an expert witness for private and commercial developers in the UK and 

abroad. I have worked alongside architects such as Richard Rogers and Norman Foster, leading 

multi-disciplinary teams on large-scale projects in Europe, carrying out EIAs, producing masterplans, 

and liaising with / presenting proposals to national and local governments.  

1.6 In March 2020 I was invited to speak at the Planning Inspectorate’s Annual Training Event on the 

subject of ‘valued landscapes’. 

1.7 I carry out landscape and visual assessments for, and provide ongoing advice on, neighbourhood 

development plans (NDPs) for communities throughout the country. I am currently working on an 

LSCA for Ledbury’s NDP, and have produced LSCAs for adjacent Wellington Heath and nearby 

Colwall parishes’ NDPs.  
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2 Key Issues, Scope & Structure of Evidence 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 This section summarises the key issues which I deal with in my evidence, and sets out the 

structure of my proof. The issues involved are explained in more detail in the following sections, 

along with the reasoned justifications for my opinions. 

2.2 Summary of Key Issues  

2.2.1 I consider the issues of most relevance to this appeal to be as follows:  

i) Whether the predicted increase in traffic resulting from the proposed development would 

give rise to significant adverse effects on the Malvern Hills AONB.  

ii) Whether there is the potential for the predicted levels of adverse effects to be reduced to 

acceptable levels through mitigation. 

2.3 Structure of Evidence 

2.3.1 In Section 3 I explain  the background to the landscape-related issues which I consider relevant 

to this appeal, and my involvement, in order to put my evidence in context. 

2.3.2 Section 4 sets out the approach I adopted for my assessment, the findings, and the conclusions.  

2.3.3 Section 5 deals with policy and guidance.  

2.3.4 In Section 6, I summarise my conclusions.  
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3 Background  

3.1 Introduction 

3.1.1 This section explains, in respect of landscape-related matters, the background to the appeal, 

and my / others’ involvement.   

3.2 Background  

WITNESS’S PRIOR INVOLVEMENT: LEDBURY NDP LSCA 

3.2.1 Until January this year, I had had no involvement with the appeal scheme. I was aware of it, 

having been working with Ledbury Town Council (LTC) on their NDP since early 2019, but only 

in terms of the site being allocated, and the fact that an application was submitted in 2017.  

3.2.2 During 2018 and 2019, I was commissioned by the Malvern Hills AONB Unit (MHAONBU or ‘the 

Unit’) to comment on a number of applications for residential development on the southern 

outskirts of Ledbury, south of Leadon Way1. In October 2019 I submitted an independent 

statement to the public inquiry held for the appeal relating to HC’s failure to determine one of 

the planning applications2. 

3.2.3 Ledbury’s NDP was ‘made’ in January 2019; however, the examiner did not accept the proposed 

settlement boundary and associated policy, on the basis that the line was arbitrary and not 

supported by evidence - hence the need for an LSCA. 

3.2.4 The Ledbury NDP LSCA process has been very interesting, and I will briefly summarise it here 

because I consider it to be of relevance to this appeal. 

3.2.5 In June 2019, I was asked by LTC to put in a fee proposal for carrying out the LSCA, but the 

quotes they received were beyond the available budget. I therefore suggested that local people 

should undertake the bulk of the baseline landscape character and visual studies themselves, 

under my guidance. I would then do the required analysis, carry out the technical assessments 

and write up the report. 

 
1 For example 174495/O Gladman Developments, 174745/O Bovis Homes, 184032/O Gladman Developments, and 192482/O Bovis 

Homes 

2 184032/O Gladman Developments, appeal ref: APP/W1850/W/19/3225309. In fact, I was asked by LTC whether I would be 

prepared to appear at that inquiry on their behalf (possibly jointly representing the Malvern Hills AONB Unit), and produce a 

statement that set out my professional opinion about landscape and visual effects. I explained that it would be impossible for me 

to review all the evidence and prepare a full statement in the very short time available. However, I subsequently decided to 

produce a statement of my own, in the hope that my previous involvement with the scheme and knowledge of both the local area 

and the issues involved might be of assistance to the inquiry. 
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3.2.6 In fact, whenever I carry out LSCAs for NDPs, one of the first things I ask is whether local people 

would like to get involved – inevitably they know more about their own ‘back yards’ than most, 

and are a mine of information. Also, the more involvement the better as far as I’m concerned: it 

helps engender a sense of community ownership / responsibility / pride, as well as a deeper 

understanding of and respect for ‘landscape’ and its ‘value’.  

3.2.7 Despite initial misgivings, LTC agreed with my suggestion, and work started in January 2020. 

Volunteers were recruited and we set up groups responsible for each ‘LSCA Topic’ (Landscape 

Character, Heritage, Biodiversity, Public and Social Amenity, Views and Visual Amenity’ and so 

on). I explained what we were doing and why, and gave them examples, templates and maps to 

work with. The instructions were straightforward: go out and record ‘what’s there’.  

3.2.8 To my surprise, despite the majority of the volunteers being no more than ‘keen amateurs’, their 

submissions were of a higher quality than many LVIAs I have reviewed.  And, not only had they 

comprehensively recorded ‘what is there’, they had also considered the next stage of the LSCA 

process, i.e. determining ‘how important is what is there, to whom, and why’, in this case with 

the focus being on factors and features of high neighbourhood landscape and visual value 

(information about those of national / local value usually being easier to find, although 

occasionally, nationally-significant finds come to light through neighbourhood studies). 

3.2.9 The LSCA’s objective was to establish levels of capacity for residential and some employment 

use in the landscapes encircling the town. However, it soon became clear that what was really 

needed was a cohesive plan for ‘the vision of Ledbury in 2050’, which would factor in predictions 

about how people might be living / working / travelling then, and accommodate the various 

requirements associated with the increase in population, and climate change: new infrastructure, 

access, education, health, employment, sustainable food production, GI / natural capital / 

ecosystem services and so on would all need to be considered.  

3.2.10 In fact, in 2018, whilst appraising the planning applications south of Leadon Way, HC’s case 

officer, a local architect and I had visited the area and discussed (and produced sketch plans for) 

a much broader ‘town planning’ solution for the future of ‘south Ledbury’, which could 

accommodate not only some residential development but most importantly, the other facilities 

which Ledbury so badly needs, including an integrated sports hub, community areas, and 

possibly integrated education / health / employment uses. 

3.2.11 Now the LSCA was underway, I began to realise that the Ledbury community was not against 

the principle of new development and growth - on the contrary, there was an appetite for it. 
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However, the community wanted to be involved in planning its future, and not have what could 

be perceived as ‘arbitrary’ developments imposed upon them. 

3.2.12 To date, the majority of the baseline information for the LSCA has been gathered but 

understandably, due to the COVID-19 crisis, progress has been slower than anticipated. The 

benefit is that during the hiatus some aspects of the baseline situation could change, and will 

therefore be factored in to the studies at an early stage; for example, one of the current planning 

applications south of Leadon Way (192482/O Bovis Homes) is due to be determined soon. 

3.2.13 In summary, what the Ledbury LSCA process has shown me is a) how well the local community 

knows its own ‘back yard’, and b) that there is a strong wish for that knowledge to be factored 

in to both future town planning exercises and current planning decisions.  

3.2.14 By January 2020, I was aware of this appeal, but assumed I would not be involved. However, my 

work on the LSCA had highlighted the importance of ‘connectivity’ to Ledbury, and had shown 

where there were ‘weaknesses’, constraints (especially ‘obstacles’ such as roads, rivers and 

railways), future strategies / initiatives, and opportunities. The study noted issues ranging from 

the configuration and nature of the wider road network to ‘missing links’ along historic footpaths 

in and around the town. It was evident that, as Ledbury’s future growth is currently concentrated 

to the north and south of the town, sustainable links between the two extremities needed to be 

properly considered and then secured / delivered.  

3.2.15 I had already looked at some of this appeal scheme’s documents and plans, and had noted the 

new / improved pedestrian and cycle links which the appellant stated would be delivered as an 

integral part of the proposed development (albeit subject to further study / analysis / discussion 

/ agreement). My understanding is that the appellant’s proposal was developed through 

discussions with the then-planning case officer, taking an holistic and strategic overview of 

Ledbury’s existing and future ‘sustainable travel’ options and considering how the current 

situation could be improved. I concluded that the links which the appeal scheme would create 

are of critical importance to the town and local community, as they would significantly enhance 

the existing footpath / cycle network. 

3.2.16 On 17th February 2020 I emailed a letter to PINS (see Appendix CT-A) which explained this and 

emphasised the importance of satisfactory links being secured and delivered by way of 

conditions should planning permission be granted. 
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WITNESS’S & MHAONBU’S INVOLVEMENT WITH APPEAL SCHEME 

3.2.17 In early April 2020 I was contacted by LTC asking whether I, along with the MHAONBU manager 

Mr Paul Esrich (who is a chartered member of the Landscape Institute (CMLI)), would help them 

‘pull together’ the key AONB and landscape information for, and assist with, the statements of 

common ground (SoCGs) and evidence.  

3.2.18 The MHAONBU had objected to the proposed development for a number of reasons. The 

reasons, and the Unit’s position, are explained further in Section 3.3 below, but the MHAONBU 

summarised its case in a letter to PINS dated 20th February 2020 (see Appendix CT-B) as follows: 

“As stated in our comments dated 23/09/19, the AONB Unit does not object to the quantity or 

siting of the proposed development. That said, whilst we recognise and respect that the site is 

allocated for development in the Local Plan we are also mindful that the proximity of the site to 

the boundary of the Malvern Hills AONB gives rise to the potential for negative effects on the 

special qualities of this nationally designated landscape. One of the most obvious of these is an 

increase in motor vehicle movements.” 

3.2.19 Subsequently, Mr Esrich agreed to consider acting as a R6P witness at the inquiry. His evidence 

would deal with HC’s Reason for Refusal (RfR) 2, which related to effects on the AONB. It was 

also agreed that I would separately present evidence relating to effects on the character and 

appearance of Ledbury Conservation Area (CA), the subject of HC’s RfR 3. 

3.2.20 The agreements were subject to a number of factors, including a) technical information and data 

from LTC’s highways consultants (vehicle numbers, routes, movements, flows and so on) that 

would determine the nature and degree of landscape and visual effects; and b) Mr Esrich’s 

availability / available resources and approval from his steering group. However, I would step in 

to deal with AONB-related matters should Mr Esrich not be available, and assist if resourcing 

was a problem.  

3.2.21 During late April and early May 2020, Mr Esrich and I discussed the landscape and visual SoCG 

in relation to AONB matters, with Mr Esrich providing points of clarification and fact-checking, 

and I assisted LTC with the other SoCGs. The SoCGs were submitted to PINS on 8th May; however, 

at that time the highways SoCG was still the subject of discussion, as the consultants had not 

completed their assessments. 

3.2.22 We then turned to the production of our proofs of evidence. 
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3.2.23 Because there had been uncertainty about whether Mr Esrich would be available to appear as a 

witness at the inquiry, when names of witnesses were exchanged, PINS and the appellant were 

advised that I would be the landscape witness, and would deal with both AONB and CA matters. 

However, if Mr Esrich confirmed that he could appear, we intended to advise PINS and the 

appellant accordingly. 

3.2.24 In that event, I would only be dealing with landscape-related effects on the character and 

appearance of the CA. It therefore seemed more logical and efficacious to deal with CA-related 

landscape and visual matters in the R6P’s heritage evidence rather than a stand-alone topic, so 

we agreed to proceed on that basis and advise PINS and the appellant accordingly.  

3.2.25 At this point I should point out that due to the time constraints imposed when events turned 

out as they did (explained below), I have had no direct involvement with the R6P’s heritage 

evidence at all, I simply pointed the heritage witness in the direction of relevant sources of 

information, and published guidance and advice (including GLVIA3, which refers specifically to 

CAs in relation to making judgements about landscape value - see paras. 5.20 and 5.22). 

3.2.26 Given the uncertainty, Mr Esrich and I concluded, and LTC agreed, that it would be best for each 

of us to work on our own versions of AONB-related landscape and visual evidence (albeit 

conferring as required to clarify certain points / factual matters) for the time being, so that either 

of us could take up the reins once Mr Esrich was able to confirm whether or not he could attend. 

3.2.27 We discussed the various issues and the MHAONBU’s position on them in the light of all the 

available information, and considered the methods, processes and approaches to be adopted 

when carrying out the assessment.  

3.2.28 As the results of the R6P’s own traffic assessments began to emerge, consideration was given 

to what the implications would be in terms of effects on the AONB.  

PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENTS: HIGHWAYS & LANDSCAPE 

3.2.29 The R6P’s highways consultants’ assessments showed that when the proposed development was 

operational, during the morning and afternoon peaks, the signalised Bromyard Road / The 

Homend / Hereford Road junction would be significantly over-capacity.  

3.2.30 As a result, it was considered that when travelling south east, people in vehicles queuing along 

the Bromyard Road approach to the junction whose destination was to the north / north east 

(for example Cradley / Colwall / Malvern / Worcester), would be very likely to use local lanes as 

what some call a ‘rat-run’.  
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3.2.31 I will explain more about the data, analysis and reasoned justifications for the conclusions in 

Section 4, but in summary, the main conclusion was that without mitigation, there was a very 

high probability that the predicted increase in traffic resulting from those scenarios would give 

rise to significant adverse effects on the Malvern Hills AONB.  

3.2.32 I understand that Mr Esrich has written / intends to write to PINS to formally clarify the Unit’s 

position on the new data. 

3.2.33 Once the preliminary information had been analysed, in the light of the likely traffic increases at 

certain locations / along certain routes, Mr Esrich and I agreed: 

a) the extent of the study area; 

b) the routes which required assessment; 

c) the receptors (landscape and human); 

d) receptor levels of sensitivity; 

e) the nature and type of effects likely to arise; 

f) the likely degree of effect; 

g) whether any of the effects were ‘significant’; and 

h) whether levels of any effects could be reduced through mitigation.  

3.2.34 We also discussed the criteria that we considered appropriate for determining thresholds of 

‘significant’ effects (see Section 4).  

3.2.35 A key question was how to interpret the data and ‘break it down’ into simple measurements that 

could be used objectively and explained easily in the assessment of landscape and visual effects.  

3.2.36 The process began with determining the routes that people were most likely to take in the event 

of queues backing up at the junction.  

PREFERRED ROUTE 

3.2.37 Although there is a variety of route options, in my and other local peoples’ experience, even if 

there is no queue at the junction, there is one ‘preferred’ cut-through between Ledbury and 

Malvern.  

3.2.38 The route is shown on Figure CT-1 in Appendix CT-C and described in more detail in Section 4. 
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3.2.39 The reasons for using the ‘preferred’ route as the basis for the assessment of effects arising from 

increased traffic flows are explained below, but in summary, a) it avoids the town centre, b) it is 

normally ‘quiet’ in terms of traffic, and c) the landscapes through which it passes are very 

beautiful with some exceptionally fine views (the route is through the AONB).  

3.2.40 The main east to west vehicular routes in the ‘local’ area are the A4103 Hereford - Worcester 

road, which runs north of and thus avoids both Malvern and Ledbury, and the A449 which runs 

between Wolverhampton and Ross-on-Wye, passing through Great Malvern and Ledbury along 

the way.  

3.2.41 In Malvern, if travelling west to or via Ledbury, one can either follow the A449 southwards and 

cross the Hills at British Camp, or, take the B4218, cross the Hills at the ‘Wyche Cutting’, descend 

into Colwall village, and then select one of a number of route options along the network of lanes 

that lead to Ledbury and the south / south west; the Bromyard Road and the west / north west; 

and the A4103 Hereford - Worcester road and the north. 

3.2.42 In my experience the choice of route depends on a number of factors, including: 

i) ‘Time pressure’: one selects the fastest route with fewest ‘obstacles’ (between Ledbury and 

Malvern that is normally the A449).  

ii) Destination: if travelling from Malvern to south Ledbury, the A449 is normally quickest, but 

many people choose to use the B4218 cut-through via Colwall, and join the A449 at Chance’s 

Pitch (see photographs below). However, if travelling to north Ledbury and the west / north 

west it is usually best to turn off the B4218 at Barton Court (just south of Colwall Green) and 

drive through Petty France and Wellington Heath, joining the Bromyard Road at the southern 

end of Beggars Ash. This is the route that I describe. 

(There is an alternative cut-through from the A449 to the town centre / north Ledbury via 

Knapp Lane, a narrow, winding and undulating holloway. I do sometimes use it, but only 

when travelling west to east, as navigating the approach to and exit from the junction with 

The Homend is challenging to say the least.) 
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Knapp Lane / The Homend junction looking north east 

 

Knapp Lane / The Homend junction looking north west 

 

iii) Purpose: different routes suit different purposes and ‘moods’, with time also a factor - 

travelling to work, delivering, doing the school run, shopping, entertainment, visiting, 

appointments, driving to go on a particular walk / see a particular feature, or just ‘driving 
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around’ and enjoying the scenery. Sometimes I travel to Ledbury along one route and return 

home via another without even thinking about it. 

iv) ‘Events’: at certain times of year, when certain events are being held, Ledbury town centre 

becomes so congested that local people give it a very wide berth. The main street through 

the town (The Homend) is sometimes closed off for festivals, fairs and hunt meets; congestion 

in and around Ledbury is particularly bad when there are events at nationally-popular venues 

such as the Three Counties Showground in Malvern3 and Eastnor Castle.4 At these times, the 

amount of traffic on the lanes increases significantly.  

v) ‘Obstacles’: the amount of traffic on the lanes also increases when the A449 is running slow 

or is closed due to flooding / trees down / accidents / roadworks. Ledbury town centre 

becomes congested (often with large numbers of articulated lorries) when the M50 is closed.     

3.2.43 Although for various reasons, in Section 4 the journey along the route is described from east to 

west, the assessment assumes travel in both directions, so here the route is described in the 

opposite direction, from the Bromyard Road to Malvern. 

3.2.44 To get to Malvern (and / or beyond - just before Great Malvern town centre one can join the 

A449 for onwards travel to the north / north east), one would drive in a northerly direction up 

‘Beggars Ash’, which is the name of the lane which leads to Wellington Heath from its junction 

with the Bromyard Road. The junction is c. 435m north of the Bromyard Road / The Homend / 

Hereford Road junction, and c. 750m south east of the proposed site access.  

3.2.45 From Wellington Heath one would zig-zag eastwards towards Colwall via Petty France (Petty 

France is the name of an area but derived from Petty France Farm). One would join the B4218 

(itself a cut-through to Malvern from the A449 which runs to the south) just south of Colwall 

Green, drive north-eastwards through Colwall, up the steep west-facing slopes of the Malvern 

Hills to the Wyche Cutting, and down the east-facing slopes to Great Malvern. 

3.2.46 The photographs below are of the junction between the B4218 and A449 described above. 

 

 

 

 
3 https://www.threecounties.co.uk/ 

4 https://eastnorcastle.com/ 

https://www.threecounties.co.uk/
https://eastnorcastle.com/
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B4218 / A449 junction looking south east 

 

B4218 / A449 junction looking south west towards Ledbury 
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B4218 / A449 junction looking east towards British Camp 

 

TRAFFIC DATA ANALYSIS 

3.2.47 In terms of how to measure, test and compare the increase in traffic flows, fortunately, there is 

baseline data available in the form of a traffic counter at Petty France. This is explained further 

in Section 4.  

3.2.48 With the highways consultants’ help, we were therefore able to make informed assumptions and 

draw what are considered to be realistic conclusions about traffic flow - at Petty France 

specifically but in other locations as well - in terms of a) the baseline scenario, and b) the scenario 

when the development was operational.  

3.2.49 It was also possible to predict how traffic flows would change with the provision of a second 

access under the viaduct, which was necessary in order to consider whether / how levels of 

landscape and visual effects could potentially be reduced by mitigation. 

3.2.50 These matters are explained further below and in Section 4, but in summary it was concluded 

that the predicted increase in traffic would give rise to significant adverse effects on the 

character of the AONB’s landscapes, and views / peoples’ experiences of them, and would 

damage the AONB’s special qualities.  
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CHANGE OF LANDSCAPE WITNESS 

3.2.51 Just before the on-the-ground assessments were about to start, Mr Esrich advised LTC that he 

would not be able to act as a witness after all: it had been concluded by the Malvern Hills AONB 

steering group that for operational reasons, him giving evidence for the R6P would result in a 

conflict of interest because HC had decided not to defend its decision to refuse the application 

(I understand that a letter has been or will be sent to PINS explaining this). 

3.2.52 At short notice I therefore agreed to act as LTC’s witness in relation to AONB matters, although 

Mr Esrich confirmed that he would be available to provide factual information and / or 

clarification of any points arising with regard to the Unit’s position while I worked on my 

evidence. 

3.3 MHAONBU’s Current Position 

3.3.1 In May 2017, HC consulted the MHAONBU about the outline planning application that had been 

submitted for the development which is now the subject of this appeal.  

3.3.2 Mr Esrich was responsible for the Unit’s response to HC, which is set out in a letter dated 16th 

June 2017 (see Appendix CT-D).  

3.3.3 The introduction to the letter is as follows: 

‘The site of the proposed development lies outside of the boundary but is clearly in the setting of 

the Malvern Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), which is an area designated for its 

national landscape importance. The Malvern Hills AONB Unit seeks to encourage high quality 

design and to protect and enhance the landscape.  

“The Unit has a number of comments on the application but recognises that the principal focus at 

this stage is on access matters. The Unit recommends that the current application be refused, 

pending the submission of further information related to traffic movements. Our comments are 

provided below, following a summary of the policy context relating to the AONB’.  

3.3.4 The Unit’s letter set out the comments under a series of headings. The first heading was Traffic 

impacts on the AONB. The Unit expressed “very significant concerns (my emphasis) that the 

proposed single vehicular access from the development onto the Bromyard Road will lead to an 

increase in the volume and potentially the speed of traffic on the minor road network in the western 

part of the AONB”.  

3.3.5 Amongst those concerns were (in summary): 
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a) loss of tranquillity (the term ‘tranquillity’ is explained in Section 4);  

b) adverse effects on the quality of peoples’ recreational experiences;  

c) a potential reduction in recreational use; and  

d) physical effects such as erosion of roadside hedges and verges. 

3.3.6 The Unit requested ‘a more thorough analysis of use of the local road network” and “information 

on the confidence levels associated with the data presented in section 8 [of the appellant’s 

transport assessment] and with any that might be presented in the future’, the reason being that 

‘At this point the Unit is unable to properly assess the impacts of the proposed development on the 

AONB’. 

3.3.7 The Unit also said, ‘Unless it can be clearly and conclusively demonstrated that the proposed 

development will not lead to a significant increase in traffic on the minor road network in the 

AONB, the Unit is highly likely to request that an additional road access is created to the south of 

the development, linking it with the Hereford Road. An access here would be likely to reduce use 

of the quiet rural roads which are intrinsic to the tranquillity of the Malvern Hills AONB and help 

preserve the AONB in accordance with the Management Plan and Policies SS6 and LD1 of the 

Herefordshire Local Plan.’ 

3.3.8 The access ‘to the south of the development’ is also known as ‘the viaduct access option’, as it 

would connect the site to the A438 Hereford Road by passing underneath the viaduct, and is 

explained further in Section 4. Other consultees (including LTC) also expressed concerns about 

the scheme only having a single access point due to the potential for adverse effects, as did 

many local residents. 

3.3.9 As well as Traffic impacts on the AONB, the MHAONBU’s 16th June 2017 response noted other 

concerns. My understanding of the Unit’s current (June 2020) position on these is set out in full 

in Table CT-1 in Appendix CT-E, but in summary, the concerns were set out under the following 

headings and to date, as far as the Unit and I have been able to ascertain, none has been 

satisfactorily resolved (some were ‘revisited’ in the Unit’s September 2019 response - see below); 

however, the Unit considers, and I agree, that subject to certain caveats (see September 2019 

response below), all of these could be dealt with at the reserved matters stage (and in the event 

that any of the ‘technical’ LVIA concerns require clarification during the inquiry I will deal with 

them as they arise): 

 



APP/W1850/W/20/3244410 Land north of viaduct, Ledbury: Landscape & Visual PoE Carly Tinkler BA CMLI FRSA MIALE June 2020  

                                                                                                                                                                                                             16 

i) Pavement widening / hedgerow removal 

Along the Bromyard Road: possible effects of such work on the natural beauty of the area. 

ii) Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA)  

Concerns relate to some of the methods used and judgements made in the appellant’s LVIA 

in relation to levels of receptor sensitivity and magnitudes of effect. 

iii) Visual effects and the setting of the Malvern Hills AONB  

The proposed development would be visible in views from and / or towards the AONB. 

Whilst effects are unlikely to be major adverse, there is still a need for meticulous landscape 

planning and significant investment in mitigation. 

iv) Visual effects and the setting of the Malvern Hills AONB  

The loss and degradation of views is identified as a particular issue in the Malvern Hills 

AONB. If the quality of the AONB’s setting declines, then the appreciation and enjoyment 

of the AONB itself diminishes.  

v) Views 

The comment relates to the appellant’s landscape consultants having misinterpreted the 

Malvern Hills AONB Partnership’s Guidance on Identifying and Grading Views and 

Viewpoints. 

vi) Views towards the AONB 

Recommendation that HC checks the judged effects of the development on certain views 

outside the AONB but looking towards it, and also checks that the proposed mitigation 

would successfully integrate development into the landscape. 

vii) Miscellaneous 

Request for information on the photographic equipment and focal lengths used in 

photographs collected for the LVIA, and clarification that this accords with current 

guidance. 

3.3.10 Mr Esrich was also responsible for the MHAONBU’s second consultation response to HC - see 

letter dated 23rd September 2019 in Appendix CT-F.  
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3.3.11 It is important to note that the appellants’ assessments and submissions, and the Unit’s June 

2017 response, were based on a) the 2012 NPPF, and b) the 2014 - 19 version of the Malvern 

Hills AONB Management Plan; however, the NPPF was revised in July 2018 and February 2019, 

and the 2019 - 24 version of the Management Plan was published in April 2019.  

3.3.12 Also, national Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) for the ‘natural environment’ was revised in July 

2019, which is important in the consideration of development within an AONB’s setting as is the 

case here, and in addition, new AONB guidance had been published. The Unit’s September 2019 

response was based on the latter versions of these documents.  

3.3.13 In its September 2019 response, the Unit maintained its objection to the application, as it 

appeared that there was still no certainty, or agreement between the parties, about whether 

mitigating measures (such as a second access underneath the viaduct) would be effective in 

reducing levels of adverse effects arising from increases in traffic5. Indeed, the Unit’s 20th 

February 2020 letter to PINS explained that their objection “was predicated on the belief that 

alternative or additional access arrangements were achievable and would help to minimise the 

effects of the development on the tranquillity of the AONB”. 

3.3.14 Broadly, the issues covered in the Unit’s September 2019 response were similar to those raised 

in June 2017’s; however, as well as having been updated to take into account the changes to 

policy and guidance, the response was set out under slightly different headings. 

3.3.15 My understanding of the Unit’s current position on the 2019 issues is set out in full in Table CT-

1 in Appendix CT-E, but in summary, they were set out under the following headings and to 

date, as far as the Unit and I have been able to ascertain, none has been satisfactorily resolved; 

however, apart from the effects arising from traffic (see Traffic and tranquillity below), the Unit 

considers, and I agree, that subject to certain caveats (see Design, Materials and Colours below), 

these could be dealt with at the reserved matters stage along with the residual June 2017 

matters: 

i) Traffic and tranquillity 

These comments are to be read in conjunction with the June 2017 comments which were 

under the heading Traffic impacts on the AONB.  

 
5 I am advised by the Unit that the case planning officer contacted the appellants’ highways consultants on this point, and the 

appellant’s response was a secondary access would not make any difference to overall traffic flows / vehicular use within the 

AONB. 
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The Unit confirms that its principal objection relates to the reliance of a single vehicular 

access (onto the Bromyard Road) and the likely effects of this on the minor road network 

in the south west of the AONB.  

The response said, ‘The forecast increase of traffic through Beggars Ash in the current 

application appears to be lower than that previously forecast. However, on very lightly 

trafficked roads this still appears to represent a significant increase (my emphasis) over and 

above the current baseline...’. 

ii) Visual effects and the setting of the Malvern Hills AONB 

These comments are to be read in conjunction with the June 2017 comments which were 

under the same heading, and which concerned loss and degradation of views from and 

towards the AONB.  

iii) Views towards the AONB 

The September 2019 response to this issue is a summary of the June 2017 response, in 

which concerns were expressed about the judged effects of development on certain views 

outside the AONB but looking towards it.  

iv) Design, materials and colours 

1) These comments relate to the importance of robust mitigating measures being put in 

place in order to reduce levels of adverse effects on views from and towards the AONB: 

scheme layout and design should follow guidance produced by the AONB Partnership. 

2) As noted previously, the Unit considers, and I agree, that subject to certain caveats 

(see Section 4), the proposals for and details of the majority of the mitigating measures 

could be dealt with at the reserved matters stage if the scheme was approved.  

3) Table CT-1 in Appendix CT-E should be referred to for a more detailed account of the 

Unit’s position on mitigation generally, but in summary, the potential for development 

to harm valuable landscapes such as AONBs must be considered and controlled at all 

stages of the planning process i.e. in local plans, in outline and detailed applications, 

in reserved matters and in conditions.  

4) Given i) the proposed development’s proximity to the AONB, ii) the fact that the site 

is visible from the AONB, and iii) the fact that the site is visible in views towards the 

AONB, it is assumed that levels of effects arising from the siting, layout and design of 

the development would be kept to acceptable levels through i) robust planning control 
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measures, and ii) careful attention being paid to detail and quality, the designs being 

informed by relevant guidance especially that produced by the Malvern Hills AONB 

Partnership. 

3.3.16 Another matter is set out in the September 2019 letter, the Unit advising HC as follows: ‘If you 

are minded to approve the current application the Unit would expect compensation for the AONB 

from increases in traffic, as per policy TRP6 of the AONB Management Plan’. Compensation is 

also dealt with in Section 4. 

3.3.17 By December 2019, no progress had been made on the provision of the viaduct access option, 

so the scheme was determined on the basis of the single access onto the Bromyard Road. HC 

refused planning permission for the scheme (see next section), and the applicant subsequently 

appealed against the decision.  

3.3.18 As mentioned above, in February 2020, the MHAONBU wrote to PINS, the purpose of the letter 

being ‘to provide a brief clarification of our position and a short commentary on the issue of 

tranquillity, its measurement and its policy context relevant to this appeal.’ Where relevant, the 

matters raised in the letter are explained in the following sections. 

3.3.19 My understanding of the Unit’s current (June 2020) position (as advised in May 2020) is set out 

in detail in Table CT-1 in Appendix CT-E. In summary, as far as we have been able to ascertain, 

none of the issues / concerns raised during consultation has been satisfactorily resolved; 

however, both the Unit and I consider that the majority of these could be resolved at the 

reserved matters stage, subject to various caveats. 

3.3.20 The Unit’s main residual concern, and thus its objection, relates solely to the significant harm 

that could arise from the predicted increase in traffic.  

3.4 Decision and Appeal 

3.4.1 According to LTC’s Statement of Case (SoC), on 13th November 2019, HC’s Planning Committee 

considered the planning application (apparently for a second time) and determined to defer it 

so as ‘to give the applicant time to amend the application to include a second access point through 

the viaduct’.  

3.4.2 However, for various reasons the applicant was not minded to include the access through the 

viaduct, so on 11th December 2019 the Planning Committee reconsidered the application and 

determined to refuse it for three reasons which are set out in the decision notice dated 12th 

December 2019.  
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3.4.3 In summary, RfR1 relates to unsatisfactory vehicle access arrangements; RfR2 relates to harm to 

the AONB arising from the increase in traffic, and to the scheme not being ’sustainable 

development’ (matters relating to sustainability are dealt with in the R6P’s highways evidence); 

and RfR3 relates to harm to the character of the CA arising from the increase in traffic. 

3.4.4 In the ‘informatives’ section, the decision notice states: 

“All of the above reasons for refusal are easily capable of being overcome by the applicant 

providing a second vehicular means of access off the Leadon Way (A417) / Hereford Road (A438) 

roundabout. Being a positive and pro-active Local Planning Authority rather than refuse the 

application on the 13th November 2019 Herefordshire Council deferred the application to allow 

the applicant to amend the application to provide this second vehicular means of access (which 

the applicant has never claimed could not physically be provided). The applicant as is their 

prerogative, chose not to do so.” 

3.4.5 For reasons which are unclear to me, HC subsequently decided not to defend its decision to 

refuse the application.  

3.4.6 LTC applied to PINS for, and in March 2020 was granted, R6P status. 

3.4.7 The next section sets out the effects assessment process and the findings.  
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4 Landscape and Visual Effects  

4.1 Introduction 

4.1.1 This section begins with a summary of some of the most relevant matters that require 

consideration in the assessment of effects arising from the increase in traffic flows:  

A)  the Malvern Hills AONB’s ‘special qualities’;  

B)  the nature of the effects likely to arise from the increase in traffic movements;  

C)  tranquillity;  

D)  how the traffic data were derived and used for the landscape and visual assessment;  

E)  significance; and  

F)  the processes followed during the assessment. 

4.2 General Matters Relevant To This Assessment of Effects 

A) THE SPECIAL QUALITIES OF THE MALVERN HILLS AONB 

4.2.1 The special qualities of the Malvern Hills AONB are set out on page 9 of the 2019 - 24 AONB 

Management Plan.  

4.2.2 Those which I consider to be of most relevance to this assessment, with the most relevant at the 

top of the list, are: 

• A sense of remoteness and tranquillity, underpinned by dark night skies and limited noise 

and disturbance. People feel calm and spiritually refreshed. 

• A history of recreation and tourism that continues today, with people coming to enjoy the 

hills, spas and the tranquillity of the rural landscapes. 

• An unspoiled ‘natural’ environment supporting a wide variety of wildlife habitats and species, 

many of which are nationally rare. 

• A distinctive combination of landscape elements that include orchards, parklands, ridgelines, 

ponds, quarries, hedgerows and watercourses. 

• An historic landscape of ancient unenclosed commons, varied field boundary patterns and 

designed parks and gardens, for example at Eastnor. 
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• A strong ‘spirit of place’, landscapes that have inspired and continue to inspire and which 

have a deep cultural narrative. 

• Distinctive ‘villagescapes’, including conservation areas, listed buildings and local features, 

that define a ‘spirit of place’ in the settlements. 

• Open access in many places over the hills and commons, providing opportunities for bracing 

walks with fine views. 

• Dramatic scenery and spectacular views arising from the juxtaposition of high and low 

ground. 

B) NATURE OF EFFECTS 

4.2.3 The nature of the effects which are likely to arise from an increase in traffic movements on the 

narrow lanes between Ledbury and the Malvern Hills include: 

i) reduction in levels of tranquillity (a definition of the term tranquillity as used in this context, 

and the factors which contribute to it / assessments of effects upon it, are set out below); 

ii) reduction in levels of the quality of the recreational experience;   

iii) potential reduction in the recreational use of the minor road network due to more / faster-

moving traffic;   

iv) damage to / erosion and loss of characteristic and valuable landscape elements and 

features along narrow lanes, such as hedgebanks, grassed verges and overhanging trees 

(also damage to road surfaces); 

v) use of urbanising solutions to avoid damage to hedges and verges, such as metal barriers 

and striped bollards; 

vi) reduction in levels of visual quality resulting from the above. 

C) TRANQUILLITY 

4.2.4 In the context in which it relates to the landscape and visual issues raised at the appeal, for the 

definition of and further information about assessing ‘tranquillity’ and effects upon it generally, 

I rely on the Landscape Institute’s Technical Information Note (TIN) 01/2017 (revised March 

2017) on the subject, which was ‘prepared for the purposes of providing an overview of what is 

understood by the term ‘tranquillity’ within the landscape profession and to inform any future 

discussions and actions on the topic’ (see Appendix CT-G).  
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4.2.5 For further information about tranquillity a) generally, b) specifically within the Malvern Hills 

AONB, and c) specifically within the areas between Ledbury and Malvern, see the MHAONBU’s 

letter to PINS dated 20th February 2020 in Appendix CT-B. 

4.2.6 In summary, the following points are considered to be relevant here: 

i) Tranquillity is defined in the glossary of GLVIA3 as ‘a state of calm and quietude associated 

with peace, considered to be a significant asset of landscape’. 

ii) Tranquillity is often assumed to be synonymous with ‘lack of sound’; however, in landscape 

and visual assessment, that is not the case. ‘Tranquil areas’ should not be confused with 

‘quiet areas’, which are defined by the European Environmental Noise Directive (END; 

2002/49/EC) as ‘those areas delimited by national authorities that are undisturbed by noise 

from traffic, industry or recreational activities’. 

iii) In Wales, the definition of tranquillity that has been adopted by both Welsh Government 

(Welsh Government 2012) and Natural Resources Wales (NRW 2016a) is “An untroubled 

state, which is peaceful, calm and free from unwanted disturbances. This can refer to a state 

of mind or a particular environment. Tranquillity can be measured in terms of the absence of 

unwanted intrusions, or by a balancing of positive and negative factors. These include the 

presence of nature, feeling safe, visually pleasing surroundings and a relaxing 

atmosphere (my emphasis)”.  

iv) The Landscape Institute’s TIN explains that ‘There are clear links between landscape and 

tranquillity… the interpretation of tranquillity is often linked to an association or engagement 

with the natural environment and it is this interpretation that places the term within the 

realms of landscape related study and research’.  

v) The TIN goes on to say that ‘tranquillity cannot readily be defined as an environmental 

characteristic or quality as it is a state of mind that is being described and thus human 

perceptions as well as factual evidence must be considered in any studies relating to the term. 

Tranquillity is, in effect, an umbrella term used to refer to the effect of a range of 

environmental factors on our senses and our perception of a place (my emphasis)’. 

vi) Although tranquillity is a perceptual landscape quality and thus a degree of subjectivity is 

inevitable when quantifying tranquillity levels, there are objective measurement methods. 

Para. 5.14 of the 2002 publication Landscape Character Assessment Guidance for England 

and Scotland (Swanwick and Land Use Consultants) (upon which the current (2014) Natural 

England publication An Approach to Landscape Character Assessment is based) explains that 
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judgements about the perceptual aspects of landscape character ‘need to be incorporated 

into surveys in a transparent way, acknowledging the extent of subjectivity that is involved. 

Both checklists and written descriptions can be used to record responses in the field. It should 

be noted that even in these areas of perception, an element of objectivity can inform such 

judgements… Any consensus views gained through the involvement of stakeholders can also 

play an important part in indicating the importance of these perceptions of landscape which 

make a key contribution to character.’ 

vii) Natural England lists ‘relative tranquillity’ as one of six factors that contribute to natural 

beauty and which should be considered when assessing whether new areas should be 

designated as an AONB or National Park6. Tranquillity can, therefore, be reasonably 

considered to be an integral component of the nation’s most valued landscapes.  

viii) A 2001 survey commissioned by Defra cited tranquillity as the most commonly-mentioned 

reason why people visit the countryside. 

ix) Tranquillity is listed in the Malvern Hills AONB Management Plan as a special quality of the 

area. It is an important factor in why people visit the local areas, why they choose to live in 

them, and what they get out of them.  

x) A recent study7 found, through broad public consultation, that one of the most commonly-

reported benefits of tranquillity experienced in AONBs is its ability to enhance a positive 

peaceful, state of mind: generally considered to contribute to enhancing people’s quality 

of life. 

xi) The factors which are relevant to consideration of tranquillity include: noise / disturbance / 

movement / activity; sense of safety; lighting; glint / glare; odour; and visual detractors such 

as litter, erosion of characteristic landscape elements and features, and introduction of 

uncharacteristic landscape elements and features. 

xii) Various studies on the subject of tranquillity8 9 reveal a degree of consistency in identifying 

traffic as a significant detractor, if not the number one reason cited by the public as 

 
6 https://consult.defra.gov.uk/natural-england/suffolk-coast-and-heaths-

aonb/supporting_documents/Guidance%20for%20assessing%20landscapes%20for%20designation%20as%20National%20Park%2

0or%20AONB%20in%20England.pdf 

7   Hewlett et al, 2016. Project Report I – IV  at United Kingdom Data Service, (UKDS) http://reshare.ukdataservice.ac.uk/851934/ 

8 Hewlett et al, 2016, ‘Broadly engaging with tranquillity in protected landscapes: A matter of perspective identified in GIS’, in 

Landscape and Urban Planning, volume 158, February 2017; 

9 Hewlett et al, 2016. Project Report I – IV  at United Kingdom Data Service, (UKDS) http://reshare.ukdataservice.ac.uk/851934/ 

http://reshare.ukdataservice.ac.uk/851934/
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negatively affecting their tranquillity, including in AONBs.  

xiii) The MHAONBU’s 20th February letter to PINS expressed concerns about the ‘visual and 

auditory effects on tranquillity which must inevitably be associated with a very significant 

increase in traffic immediately adjacent to this nationally designated landscape’. 

D) TRAFFIC DATA 

4.2.7 I am advised that in 2009, a small traffic monitoring programme commenced in the Malvern 

Hills AONB. This was initiated by the MHAONBU, with Worcestershire County Council (WCC) 

responsible for the collection and analysis of the data.  

4.2.8 The programme made use of a number of permanent monitoring sites, supplemented by some 

temporary data collection. Some of these monitoring locations were in Worcestershire and some 

in Herefordshire. WCC discussed the programme with HC at the time and it was agreed that 

WCC would take overall responsibility for monitoring and compiling the data from the counters 

in the AONB.  

4.2.9 This programme has continued since 2009, with data being collected either continuously or, as 

in the case of the Petty France counter10, over approximately the same period each year (for four 

consecutive weeks during August - September in 2009, and March / April / May thereafter)11. 

4.2.10 The R6P’s highways consultants analysed the data and we discussed it. I asked for the 

information to be presented in a format which I could easily understand, on which my own 

assessment of effects would be based.  

4.2.11 In discussion with them I was able to a) establish my own ‘non-technical’ understanding / 

interpretation of the data, b) compare the consultants’ figures with the MHAONBU’s, which were 

expressed slightly differently and were based on different assumptions / scenarios, and c) what 

the implications of the predicted increases would be in terms of effects on the AONB.  

4.2.12 In summary, at the location where the traffic counter is placed (i.e. along the lane between Lower 

Lodge and Petty France junctions), the R6P’s highways consultants’ assessment indicates the 

following: 

 
10 The Petty France counter is located at grid reference SO731404 52.061806 -2.393649. See also this Google Maps Link (the survey 

tubes across the road are visible at Street View). 

11 The surveys are undertaken by WCC using pneumatic tube strung across the carriageway and connected to a "CA Traffic 

Minutemen" automatic traffic counter. The data is downloaded on site at intervals and processed using “CA Traffic's Vehicle Data 

Analyser” software. New pneumatic tubes are used each year in combination with WCC’s inventory of temporary automatic traffic 

counters. 

https://goo.gl/maps/Eenee3G2farJ5kuo9
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i) Between 2010 and 2019, during the survey periods (March, April and May), the average 

number of vehicles that travelled along the lane on a daily basis (in both directions) was 

372.  

ii) The R6P’s highways consultants consider it likely that delays at the proposed signalised 

junction and at Top Cross during peak morning and afternoon hours will result in between 

20% and 40% of the development traffic bound for Worcester / Malvern rerouting via 

Beggars Ash and Petty France (i.e. the ‘preferred’ route which is the main focus of my 

assessment). The calculations are as follows: 

1) WITH 20% REROUTING 

a) If 20% of the development traffic bound for Malvern / Worcester reroutes, this equates 

to 29 additional trips in the AM peak hour, and 25 additional trips in the PM peak hour 

along this lane, i.e. 54 additional daily trips (assuming that this rerouting will only occur 

during the AM and PM peaks when the delays at the signal junctions are most 

significant). 

b) The 2010 - 19 average baseline daily flow at the counter was 372 vehicles (travelling 

in both directions). 

c) The additional 54 trips per day equates to a c. 15% daily increase in flow.  

2) WITH 40% REROUTING 

a) If 20% of the development traffic bound for Malvern / Worcester reroutes, this equates 

to 57 additional trips in the AM peak hour, and 50 additional trips in the PM peak hour 

along this lane, i.e. 107 additional daily trips (assuming that this rerouting will only 

occur during the AM and PM peaks when the delays at the signal junctions are most 

significant). 

b) The additional 107 trips per day equates to a c. 30% daily increase in flow in both 

directions.  

4.2.13 Although I am no expert in highways matters, I have had considerable experience in dealing with 

them, and I understand that usually, transport assessments only consider ‘average’ or ‘normal’ 

situations, not ‘abnormal’ ones.  

4.2.14 However, from personal experience, and as confirmed by many local people I know, ‘abnormal’ 

congestion in and around Ledbury occurs fairly regularly - not only when there are ‘unforeseen 
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obstacles’ such as flooding / trees down / accidents / roadworks, but also when certain planned 

annual events are being held in Ledbury town centre and at venues such as the Three Counties 

Showground in Malvern and Eastnor Castle (see Section 3). At these times, the amount of traffic 

on the lanes increases significantly.  

E) SIGNIFICANCE  

4.2.15 In its June 2017 response, the MHAONBU said that a daily increase of 35% would give rise to 

‘very significant’ concerns and impacts,  

4.2.16 In its June 2019 response, the Unit reduced its level of concern / impact to ‘significant’, on the 

basis of its understanding that the revised PJA traffic assessment (which was based on a 

signalised junction as opposed to the mini-roundabout proposed in 2017) would reduce the 

amount of trips, and thus the percentage increase in flow. 

4.2.17 The Unit’s February 2020 letter to PINS states: 

‘The technical note provided by PJA (dated 10/10/19 and available on Herefordshire Council’s 

website for this application) in response to the AONB Unit’s comments of 23/09/19 states, in 

para 2.1.3 that: 

‘During the morning and evening peak hours, it is estimated that there would be approximately 

20 additional vehicles along this route, which is a 19% uplift compared to surveyed existing 

traffic flows on Beggars’ Ash at the junction with Bromyard Road’. 

4.2.18 As mentioned in Section 3, my own assessment needed to consider whether effects would be 

‘significant’ or not, and establish the ‘threshold’ of significance.  

4.2.19 In situations such as this, what I would normally do for ease of comparison is use the same 

threshold for significance as that used in the LVIA I was reviewing (so long as I agreed with it). I 

would also refer to GLVIA3, in particular paras. 3.23 - 3.36, and the associated GLVIA3 Statement 

of Clarification 1/13 10-06-1312.   

4.2.20 However, how the conclusions about significance in the appellant’s LVIA were reached is unclear 

to me. LVIA para. 2.25 states: ‘Finally, a judgement is reached based on the assessment, whether 

an effect is significant or not. There is not a direct correlation however between the level of effect 

described in the assessment, and whether the effect is significant or not. As an example the change 

to a private view as a result of the development may be "major", but as a change in view to a 

 
12 https://www.landscapeinstitute.org/technical-resource/glvia3-clarifications/ 

https://www.landscapeinstitute.org/technical-resource/glvia3-clarifications/
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private residence this effect may not be deemed to be "significant" to the environmental impact 

assessment’, but this is not the process I would follow.  

4.2.21 The introduction to the ES did not set out thresholds to be applied across each of the topics 

either. Therefore, based on my own baseline assessments, I established levels of receptor 

sensitivity, magnitudes of effect, and overall effects; then, I applied the same threshold for 

significance that I normally use in my own LVIAs, which is ‘effects of Moderate to Major or 

higher’.  

4.2.22 In this case, the highest sensitivity landscape receptors were categorised as Very High (mainly 

due to the AONB designation); the highest sensitivity visual receptors were also Very High (i.e. 

people visiting the AONB for the express purpose of enjoying its outstanding natural beauty 

and special qualities) (see Criteria in Appendix CT-H). 

F) EFFECTS ASSESSMENT PROCESS 2020 

4.2.23 As mentioned above, Mr Esrich and had I spent some time analysing the highways information 

and drawing our conclusions.  

4.2.24 The next step was to ‘test’ the data by going out into the field. Although he had ‘handed over 

the reins’ to me at this point, Mr Esrich and I had previously discussed matters such as the study 

area, routes which would require assessment, and the nature of the likely effects, and had had 

input from the traffic consultants, LTC and other people with knowledge of the area. I also know 

the local area extremely well: I was born and raised in a village five miles from Ledbury (Mathon), 

and have lived and worked in Malvern for much of my life.   

4.2.25 I marked up maps with the routes I wanted to assess. I also enlisted the help of others (including 

cyclists), asking them to travel the routes and describe their ‘experiences’ in terms of both its 

‘quality’ and any ‘detractors’.   

4.2.26 I carried out the on-the-ground assessments on a daily basis at different times of the day 

between (and including) Friday 22nd May and Tuesday 26th May. Monday May 25th was a bank 

holiday. During the visits, the weather was warm and dry, with one brief rain-shower. 

4.2.27 Whilst travelling (both driving and walking), I noted and photographed13 the existing baseline 

landscape and visual situation, what the ‘issues’ along the routes were (for example, ‘pinch-

 
13 For this exercise I did not consider it necessary to follow published guidance on photography, as the photographs are provided 

for illustrative purposes only. Occasionally, for clarity / focus, I crop / adjust brightness / contrast. The majority were taken in May 

2020 with a digital SLR with an 18 - 55mm lens. A few of the photos are from earlier years, taken when I was carrying out 
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points’ and limited forward visibility), what and where the most ‘highly sensitive’ receptors were 

(and if human, what they were doing), what the nature of the effects upon them were likely to 

be, and what the level of effect was likely to be. I also noted any ‘incidents’ I witnessed, for 

example conflict between motorists and other road users.  

4.2.28 I timed the journeys, and noted the numbers and types of motor vehicles travelling in both 

directions. I spoke to several people along the way, and many of them answered my questions 

about the purpose of the journey, their home location and the destination, the frequency of the 

trip they were making, the nature of the experience, what differences they had noticed during 

lock-down and so on.  

4.2.29 It was important to consider how the COVID-19 lock-down was affecting peoples’ behaviour 

and road-use. By mid-May, lock-down had been ‘eased’ slightly, and as mentioned above, on 

1st June it was eased further.  

4.2.30 My own ‘casual’ observations, supplemented with ‘interviews’, are as follows:  

i) Between mid-March and early May there was significantly less vehicular traffic on the local 

road network than pre-lock-down, on all classes of roads. However, the number of delivery 

vans travelling around was unusually high - presumably because more people were 

shopping on line - and there was little change in levels of farm traffic movements. 

ii) Between mid-March and early May there was a significant increase in the number of people 

using the local road network for walking / running / cycling / horse-riding than pre-lock-

down, on all classes of roads.  

iii) Between mid-May and early June, the amount of vehicular traffic on the local road network 

increased slowly but steadily, but was not back to pre-lock-down levels. On the bank 

holiday Sunday and Monday, the A449 was busy with cars in and around the Malvern Hills 

(high numbers of people driving to walk on the Hills), but the Ledbury area was very quiet. 

On the lanes between Ledbury and the Hills there were fewer cars than I would normally 

see on a bank holiday weekend.     

iv) Apart from during the bank holiday weekend when numbers were up, between mid-May 

and early June, the numbers of people using the local road network for walking / running 

/ cycling / horse-riding decreased slightly - more so on the A and busy B roads than on the 

lanes between Ledbury and the Hills. Many people I spoke to said that pre-lock-down they 

 
assessments in the area. Some may be from my phone camera. Where too dangerous to stop, or if the photographs don’t show 

what I need, I occasionally cut and paste from Google streetview, but always note if that is the case. 
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rarely walked the local roads and footpaths, or had never cycled locally, but now they would 

do so much more regularly (a couple said they were ‘100% more likely’ to do so).  

4.3 The Preferred Route  

4.3.1 The landscape and visual effects assessment process, and thus the reporting of it, follows a rather 

linear structure, beginning with a description of a) the methods used / processes followed, b) 

the existing baseline situation and the ‘receptors’, c) the ‘project’, and d) the nature of the effects 

arising. This is followed by analysis and reasoned justifications for judgements about levels of i) 

receptor sensitivity, ii) magnitudes of effects, and iii) overall effects. 

4.3.2 As the focus of my evidence is on the effects arising from increased traffic movements along 

certain routes, I therefore decided it would be more helpful and efficacious to structure this part 

of my evidence as a ‘journey’ along one of the routes in question, noting generally and / or at 

specific locations the relevant baseline information, issues, receptors, nature and degree of 

effects, and potential for mitigation. For ease of reference I also decided to place photographs 

illustrating certain points directly into the text, as opposed to in a separate appendix. 

4.3.3 The reasons for the selection of this particular ‘preferred’ route are explained in Section 3.2, and 

the route is shown on Figure CT-1 in Appendix CT-C14.  

4.3.4 The route is described from east to west, the journey starting in Great Malvern on the east side 

of the Malvern Hills, and ending at the site on the west side, but assumes travel in both 

directions.   

4.3.5 The distance from Great Malvern town centre to the site is c. 6 miles / 10km as the crow flies. 

Along the route it is c. 9.5 miles / 15km. Under ‘normal’ circumstances, in a car the journey takes 

around 20 minutes. 

4.4 Landscape / Visual Baseline and Effects: Findings 

4.4.1 My assessment considered the landscape and visual effects likely to arise from the increase in 

vehicle movements along the main cut-through route between Malvern and Ledbury, but 

focussed on a section of the route between two specific points: i) Tan House, just beyond the 

southern end of Colwall Green, and ii) the southern end of Beggars Ash at its junction with the 

Bromyard Road (c. 750m south east of the proposed access to the appeal site). However, the 

 
14 Please note that the version included with my evidence is more ‘basic’ than intended due partly to time constraints and also the 

fact that no local printers were open and I only have access to an A4 scanner whilst working at home. I will add the factual 

information to which I refer in my evidence to an A1 version of the plan for clarity, and if admissible, will provide copies at (or if 

preferred, prior to) the inquiry. 
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first part of the journey, from Great Malvern to Tan House, is briefly described as it is an 

opportunity to explain the relevant landscape and visual baseline and context.   

GREAT MALVERN TO SOUTH COLWALL (TAN HOUSE) 

4.4.2 Great Malvern is in Worcestershire, and Ledbury is in Herefordshire: the county boundary is 

along the central, undulating ridgeline of the Malvern Hills.  

4.4.3 In the Malvern area, the Malvern Hills AONB’s eastern boundary runs along the A449 then 

extends eastwards into Malvern Wells, Welland and Little Malvern. In the Ledbury area, the 

AONB’s western boundary is broadly Wellington Heath (along Beggars Ash, north of the town 

centre) / Bradlow (east of the town centre), the B4214 Bromyard Road (east of the appeal site), 

and the A449 / A417 (south east of the town centre).  

4.4.4 On this particular route, just south of Great Malvern town centre one takes the B4218 Wyche 

Road and climbs up to the Wyche Cutting - a natural fault in the rocks through which travellers 

have passed for millennia, and which is now on the county boundary.  

4.4.5 At a seating area on an elevated promontory just west of the Cutting there is an outstanding 

panoramic view15 across Herefordshire to the Black Mountains and Brecon Beacons on the 

horizon.  

4.4.6 Due to intervening topography, neither Ledbury nor the appeal site are visible from this 

viewpoint, but it is one of the best places to gain an understanding of both the appeal site’s 

wider landscape context and the AONB’s ‘special qualities’ (see above).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
15 Categorised as ‘Special’ VP 26 in the AONB Partnership’s Guidance on Grading Views and Viewpoints 
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View from Wyche Cutting looking south west towards Ledbury 

 

4.4.7 The majority of this route runs through National Character Area (NCA) 103: Malvern Hills, which 

extends from the A449 in Great Malvern to Wellington Heath and the A449 / A417 south east 

of Ledbury. The landscapes immediately west of Wellington Heath, including the site, are NCA 

100: Herefordshire Lowlands. 

4.4.8 The area’s landscapes are characterised by diversity and complexity, which adds to their ‘scenic 

beauty’. Indeed, one of the AONB’s special qualities is A wide variety of landscape types in a 

relatively small area. Assessments of the area’s landscape character identify ten distinct landscape 

types. Woodland and grassland in varying mixes are the most prevalent. 

4.4.9 The route passes through eight landscape character types (LCTs)16. Where relevant to the 

assessment they are described in more detail below, but from east to west they comprise High 

Hills and Slopes (i.e. the Malvern Hills); Principal Wooded Hills (Hills’ west-facing slopes); Urban 

(Colwall village); Principal Timbered Farmlands (between Barton Court and Petty France); 

Principal Wooded Hills (Frith Wood / Oyster Hill, east of Wellington Heath); Forest Smallholdings 

and Dwellings (Wellington Heath); Settled Farmlands on River Terrace (Beggars Ash area); Urban 

 
16 The LCTs are identified and described in HC’s Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) 

(2004, updated 2009) Core Document (CD) no. CD1.18 (based on draft CD list dated 26th May 2020). 
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(Ledbury and the industrial area east of the site); Principal Settled Farmlands (east of the B4214 

Bromyard Road / eastern part of site); and Riverside Meadows (remainder of site).  

4.4.10 As mentioned above, people travel between Malvern and Ledbury for a variety of reasons. My 

assessment mainly considers those who have come specifically to enjoy the area’s ‘outstanding 

natural beauty’ and special qualities.  

4.4.11 I have assumed that they will be staying in and / or driving, cycling, walking, running and / or 

riding horses through the area, and that some are highly likely to use this route. Some people 

come to enjoy views of the landscapes from above (in small planes, hot air balloons, gliders and 

hang-gliders). 

4.4.12 These people are Very High sensitivity receptors (the highest category - see above), and my own 

assessments always assume the ‘worst-case’ scenario in terms of receptors. In fact, in my 

experience, large numbers of these receptors are likely to be visitors to the AONB (according to 

the Management Plan, ‘Each year, some 1.25 million visitors come to the AONB to enjoy its natural 

and cultural heritage), and although usually busiest on bank holiday weekends, people visit the 

Hills to enjoy the scenery at all times of year.  

4.4.13 On the whole, for all road users, the descent from the Wyche Cutting to Colwall along the B4218 

Walwyn Road is problem-free (there are roadside pavements and pedestrian short-cuts over 

open access land).  

4.4.14 Through Colwall village the traffic is ‘calmed’ by cars parked on roadsides, a signalised 

pedestrian / school crossing, shared surfacing at Mill Lane junction, and the signalised single-

lane bridge over the railway.  Roadside pavements run through the village, but end at a point 

just beyond the southern end of Colwall Green (Tan House / Thornley Close). 
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B4218 at southern end of Colwall Green (Tan House / Thornley Close) looking south west  

 

TAN HOUSE TO RAILWAY BRIDGE 

4.4.15 At Tan House, the Urban LCT ends and the route enters the Principal Timbered Farmlands LCT.  

4.4.16 From Tan House to ‘the Barton Court junction’, the route travels through high quality historic 

landscapes with fine views (especially of iconic British Camp Scheduled Monument). 
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B4218 looking south east towards British Camp 

 

4.4.17 However, running, walking, cycling and / or horse-riding are what I would call ‘risky’: in places 

the road narrows and there are no verges at all, only garden walls and eroded hedgebanks; it 

bends, so forward visibility is poor; high, dense hedgerows muffle the sound of approaching 

cars; and the 30mph zone ends here so vehicles speed up.  

4.4.18 Nonetheless, it is part of a published and signed cycle route17 (see footnote and map in Appendix 

CT-I).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
17 By Bike in the Foothills of the Malverns (Malvern Hills AONB Partnership / Natural England): British Camp & Bromesberrow Route 

(a 20-mile on-road loop ride around the eastern, southern and western parts of the Malvern Hills, with sections running from 

British Camp to the eastern outskirts of Ledbury via Eastnor, and on to Upper Colwall (just below the Wyche Cutting) via Petty 

France, the railway bridge junction and Old Colwall. See  http://www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2015/02/MalvernsCycleGuidemapinsiderevisedOct10_000.pdf  

http://www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/MalvernsCycleGuidemapinsiderevisedOct10_000.pdf
http://www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/MalvernsCycleGuidemapinsiderevisedOct10_000.pdf
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B4218 at the Barton Court junction looking north east 

 

4.4.19 At times the B4218 corridor can be busy and overall, levels of tranquillity are lower than those 

experienced along the lanes; however, there are also times when it is very quiet, and feels much 

safer. 

4.4.20 Given the current levels of traffic along this part of the route, it is considered unlikely that the 

predicted increase in traffic would significantly i) reduce levels of tranquillity; ii) exacerbate the 

existing problems of conflict between different types of road users; or iii) increase the amount 

of physical damage to roadside elements / features (where I was able to measure it, the road 

was c. 5.5m wide). 

4.3.6 At the Barton Court junction, the landscapes’ LCT is Principal Wooded Hills. Our route turns off 

the B4218 in a north-westerly direction, along a narrow lane that runs down to the main line 

railway bridge under which it passes. 

4.4.21 Barton Court is a late-18th century Grade II listed house with several associated Grade II listed 

outbuildings, and a medieval dovecote which is both Grade II* listed and a Scheduled 

Monument. The property’s grounds are classified as an Unregistered Historic Park and Garden. 

It is now (at least, it was pre-lock-down) used for ‘exclusive weekend hire, weddings, artisan 

workshops and corporate events’. 
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4.4.22 The Court sits above the lane which is in cutting and has the appearance of a holloway (very 

characteristic of the more rural parts of Herefordshire), perhaps partly to accommodate the 

railway, although the lane pre-dates the railway and may well have been a holloway anyway (the 

‘country’ lanes I measured were on average c. 3.2m wide, with occasional ‘informal’ passing 

places). 

Lane from Barton Court junction to railway bridge 

 

4.4.23 Many of these lanes (and the local footpaths) are ancient trackways. Some are likely to have 

been in use since at least the Bronze Age by people travelling to the Malvern Hills from the west 

to celebrate the ‘sacred’ natural spring water, and the solstices; some of the roads and footpaths 

are said to be along prehistoric salt routes (one example is the B4218 through the Wyche 

Cutting). 

RAILWAY BRIDGE TO LOWER LODGE 

4.4.24 Just beyond the railway bridge, the lane forks: Flapgate Lane runs north towards Coddington 

and Mathon via Old Colwall, our route runs west towards Wellington Heath and Ledbury.  

 

 

 



APP/W1850/W/20/3244410 Land north of viaduct, Ledbury: Landscape & Visual PoE Carly Tinkler BA CMLI FRSA MIALE June 2020  

                                                                                                                                                                                                             38 

Junction north west of railway bridge looking north west 

 

Junction north west of railway bridge looking south east 

 

4.4.25 Under ‘normal’ circumstances (i.e. pre-lock-down, when there are no major events on and no 

‘obstacles’ on the wider road network), the section of route between the railway bridge ‘fork’ 
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and Loxter (the east side of Wellington Heath) is the one I enjoy driving and walking along most 

(it is also the route of the aforementioned published cycle route).   

4.4.26 The landscapes are scenically beautiful, of high quality, healthy and generally well-managed. 

They are very good representations of their host NCA and LCTs (this section is typical Principal 

Timbered Farmlands), characterised by sparsely-scattered dwellings and farmsteads traditional 

pasture, orchards, woodland and historic parkland.  

Lane from railway bridge to Wellington Heath - Coddington lane junction looking south west 

 

4.4.27 This area is very tranquil - the lanes are very lightly-trafficked (apart from a plethora of farm 

vehicles at certain times of year). I usually see several ‘serious’ cyclists on road / racing bikes, but 

apart from during weekends and holidays, few ‘recreational’ cyclists, pedestrians or equestrians.  

4.4.28 Travelling west from the railway bridge past Cummins Farm, the lane curves, bends and 

undulates slightly as it crosses the Cradley Brook, but there are also straighter sections with 

good forward visibility where one can ‘bowl along’ (as a child I remember drivers tooting their 

horns when arriving at certain bends in the narrow lanes to warn oncoming road users, although 

in those days traffic was very infrequent). 

4.4.29 The distinctive wooded ridgelines of Frith Wood and Oyster Hill (Principal Wooded Hills LCT) 

dominate the skyline, although views are often obscured by tall roadside hedges and mature 
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escaped trees. Travelling east there are occasional fine open vistas towards the Malvern Hills, 

and many glimpses over hedges / framed by trees.   

Lane from railway bridge to Wellington Heath - Coddington lane junction looking north east 

 

Lane from railway bridge to Wellington Heath - Coddington lane junction looking south west 
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4.4.30 However, although there are several ‘informal’ passing places, there is also visible erosion of 

road surfaces, verges, hedgerows and overhanging trees along the lane where cars have to 

‘squeeze’ past other vehicles / road-users / obstacles. 

Lane from railway bridge to Wellington Heath - Coddington lane junction looking north east 

 

4.4.31 Having travelled in a south-westerly direction and some 830m from the railway bridge junction, 

one reaches the Wellington Heath - Coddington lane junction.  

LOWER LODGE TO PETTY FRANCE 

4.4.32 The focus of the view along the approach to the junction is Grade II listed Lower Lodge, formerly 

the lodge house to Hope End, which comprises a cluster of Grade II and II* listed buildings / 

structures set within a Grade II listed Registered Park and Garden (RPG).  
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Lower Lodge at Wellington Heath - Coddington lane junction looking north 

 

4.4.33 The listing describes Hope End’s parkland as ‘A picturesque landscape by J C Loudon [1783 - 

1843] associated with a country house, later largely demolished, which he designed at the same 

time. That landscape lies within a larger and older deer park, with Victorian over-planting’. Hope 

End was the childhood home of Elizabeth Barrett Browning18.  

4.4.34 North of Lower Lodge, the boundary of the RPG runs along the Coddington lane. The RPG is 

crossed by the Herefordshire Way (a popular long-distance trail) and several public footpaths, 

one of which runs from Lower Lodge to Hope End Farm (see below) across fields and through 

woods. 

4.4.35 From the junction and along the lane to Coddington, looking north east there are panoramic 

vistas across the AONB landscapes towards both the Malvern Hills and Alfrick / the Suckley Hills. 

 

 

 

 
18 According to https://www.poetryfoundation.org/poets/elizabeth-barrett-browning, ‘Among all female poets of the English-

speaking world in the 19th  century, none was held in higher critical esteem or was more admired for the independence and courage 

of her views than Elizabeth Barrett Browning. During the years of her marriage to Robert Browning, her literary reputation far 

surpassed that of her poet-husband’. 

https://www.poetryfoundation.org/poets/elizabeth-barrett-browning
http://www.poetryfoundation.org/archive/poet.html?id=891
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Lane from junction to Coddington looking north east  

 

4.4.36 There is a characteristic traditional orchard (Priority Habitat Inventory (PHI) - Traditional 

Orchards) opposite the Lodge, across which a fine view of British Camp opens up to the south 

east.  

View from near junction looking south east 
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4.4.37 There are also a few localised detractors: native hedgerows have been replaced by fencing 

(perhaps to improve forward visibility), and grass verges have been eroded where vehicles have 

cut corners / had to pull in to pass, particularly on the south east side of the junction.  

Lane leading from junction to Petty France looking south   

 

4.4.38 From the junction, our route heads in a southerly direction before curving south-westwards 

towards Petty France. This is also the published cycle route.  

4.4.39 As mentioned previously, traffic counters are used to measure traffic flows within the AONB; 

since 2010, between March and May, a counter has been placed along this approach to Petty 

France, c. 230m south of the Lower Lodge junction19 and just beyond the agricultural buildings 

in the fields south of the farmhouse.  

4.4.40 The survey tubes across the road are visible at Street View in the Google Maps link in the 

footnote below. 

4.4.41 Beyond the farmhouse and small cluster of dwellings at the junction, where the roadside 

boundary treatment is more ornamental, the rural landscapes on either side of the road are 

noticeably different in character. In fact, the lane marks the boundary between the Principal 

 
19 The Petty France counter is located at grid reference SO731404 52.061806 -2.393649. See Google Maps Link  

 

https://goo.gl/maps/Eenee3G2farJ5kuo9
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Timbered Farmlands and Principal Wooded Hills LCTs. The former is characterised by the flatter, 

predominantly arable, hedgebound fields to the east, the latter by the pastoral, wooded slopes 

of Oyster Hill to the west.  

4.4.42 Over an unmanaged hedge there are panoramic views towards British Camp (c. 2.9km to the 

east / south east), and the Grade II* listed ‘Obelisk’ (c. 3.4km to the south east). The Obelisk 

stands in the grounds of Eastnor Castle, a Grade I listed building set within a Grade II* RPG 

(medieval deer park) lying c. 2.5km south east of Ledbury.  

Lane to Petty France looking south east  

 

 

4.4.43 There are few passing places along this stretch of the lane, although less roadside erosion than 

might be expected except where the view to British Camp / the Obelisk opens up over a defunct 

section of hedge: I saw people parking on the verge and getting out to take photographs.   

4.4.44 The lane is characterised by mature hedgerows and overhanging escaped trees along parts of 

its length. 
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Lane to Petty France looking south east 

 

Lane to Petty France looking south west  
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Lane to Petty France looking north east  

 

4.4.45 At the approach to Petty France there is an ornamental lawned green with mature weeping 

willows lining a small watercourse, and at the Petty France junction, a dwelling (Petty France 

Cottage) to the north.  

Approach to Petty France from north 
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4.4.46 At this point our route turns north-westwards towards Wellington Heath, but the lane from 

Lower Lodge continues south-westwards towards Ledbury. 

Petty France junction looking south west along lane to Ledbury 

 

4.4.47 The lane to Ledbury runs along the lower, east-facing slopes of Frith Wood and Bradlow Knoll. 

Both areas are ancient semi-natural woodlands, local wildlife sites (LWSs), and access land under 

the Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000. This lane is similar in character to the other 

lanes along the route.  

4.4.48 It is part of the published cycle route, and is popular with cyclists, walkers and equestrians as it 

is lightly-trafficked and along the way there are some fine panoramic views across the lowlands 

towards the Malvern Hills, the Obelisk, Eastnor, and Coneygree / Mayhill Woods (on the east 

side of Ledbury). The landscapes here are mostly of high quality and in very good condition, 

sparsely-settled with occasional traditional farmsteads and wayside dwellings. The lane joins the 

A449 just east of the town centre. 

PETTY FRANCE TO LOXTER 

4.4.49 From the Petty France junction, the lane to Wellington Heath runs north-westwards.  
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Petty France junction looking south east along lane from Wellington Heath 

 

4.4.50 Petty France Farmhouse (Grade II listed, 17th century, timber-frame) borders the south side of 

the lane. 

Petty France Farmhouse 
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4.4.51 From the farm, the lane (also part of the published cycle route) climbs steadily, running between 

the northern end of Frith Wood and the southern end of Oyster Hill. It undulates and bends 

along the way, through landscapes which are generally very good representations of their host 

LCT Principal Wooded Hills, although north of the lane, historic parkland character is evident: in 

fact, this section of the lane forms the south-western boundary of Hope End RPG. 

4.4.52 Also, the character of the landscape in views available when travelling west appears quite 

different from the character visible when travelling east. Looking west, views are very enclosed 

by rising topography and dense woodland, but looking east the land drops away and occasional 

fine, framed views of British Camp open up. 

Lane between Petty France and Loxter looking north west 
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Lane between Petty France and Loxter looking north west 

 

Lane between Petty France and Loxter looking south east 
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Lane between Petty France and Loxter looking south east 

 

4.4.53 The lane to Wellington Heath runs via Loxter, which is broadly the area between Hope End Farm 

and the lane’s junction with Raycomb Lane.  

4.4.54 Just before Hope End Farm, from this elevated position, a magnificent panoramic view opens up 

to the south west, with Marcle Ridge and May Hill marking the horizon (c. 10km and 20km from 

the viewpoint respectively).  

4.4.55 A long section of the roadside hedge has been removed and replaced by fencing, and many 

people stop their cars here to look at / photograph the view.  
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Lane at eastern approach to Loxter looking south west 

 

4.4.56 This is a good place from which to understand the site’s landscape context from closer quarters,  

as the view is from higher ground and towards it.  

4.4.57 The Ledbury viaduct is visible from here, as well as parts of the industrial estate along the 

Bromyard Road, adjacent to the appeal site’s eastern boundary. However, views of the site are 

fully-screened from this point, partly by the upstanding topography of Wellington Heath, and 

partly by dense, mature vegetation - although this assessment was carried out when the trees 

were in full leaf, I looked at photographs I took from the same spot in winter and could not see 

the site. 
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Lane at eastern approach to Loxter looking south west (December 2015) 

 

4.4.58 The adverse effects of ‘horsiculture’ are also evident - field boundary hedges have been removed 

and replaced with fencing, and the landcover is in poor condition.  

4.4.59 Here, the lane forms the boundary between the Principal Wooded Hills LCT which characterises 

the landscapes to the north, east and south, and the Forest Smallholdings and Dwellings LCT 

which characterises Wellington Heath village and its immediate outskirts (see next section of 

route).   

4.4.60 Just before Hope End Farm the lane goes over a ridge through a cutting with blind bends at 

either end. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LEDBURY VIADUCT 
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Raycomb Lane looking east 

 

4.4.61 The lane continues past Hope End Farm westwards towards its junction with Raycomb Lane. The 

Herefordshire Trail runs along this section: from Hope End Farm it runs north through Hope End 

RPG to Oyster Hill, and south west to Wellington Heath. There is a Local Geological Site (LGS) 

on the north side of the lane. 

4.4.62 At the junction, Raycomb Lane runs north-eastwards along the west-facing slopes of Oyster Hill 

towards Coddington, and south-westwards along our route to Wellington Heath. The published 

cycle route is along all these lanes.  

4.4.63 The western boundary of the AONB is also along Raycomb Lane.  
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Approach to Wellington Heath at Raycomb Lane junction looking west 

 

Junction of Raycomb Lane and lane to Petty France looking north east 
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LOXTER TO LEDBURY ROAD (WELLINGTON HEATH) 

4.4.64 Along this section of Raycomb Lane, just before the junction with The Common, one crosses the 

boundary between NCA 103 Malvern Hills and NCA 100 Herefordshire Lowlands. It coincides 

with the wooded north - south ridgelines running through Wellington Heath: these form a 

‘dividing line’ in the landscape and reduce the amount of interinfluence between the Malvern 

Hills and the Herefordshire Plain in the vicinity of the appeal site. 

4.4.65 There are a few detractors along the approach to Wellington Heath. In many places there are no 

passing places or verges, only vertical hedgebanks, and as forward visibility is limited there is 

more ‘squeezing past’ than waiting to allow another vehicle through first. This has resulted in 

significant erosion in places. This section is also ‘uncomfortable’ to walk / cycle along in terms 

of safety. 

Raycomb Lane between Loxter and Wellington Heath looking north east 

 

4.4.66 Further west there is an equestrian establishment with various signs, outbuildings, clutter and 

paraphernalia. In 2015 the road collapsed here, although it appears to have been reinstated. 
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Raycomb Lane between Loxter and Wellington Heath looking south west (December 2015)  

 

 

4.4.67 Raycomb Lane continues towards Wellington Heath village, passing The Common (a residential 

street). The Herefordshire Trail turns south down The Common, east across the fields between 

Wellington Heath village and Frith Wood, and south to (and through) Ledbury town centre. The 

published cycle route carries on along Raycomb Lane. 

4.4.68 Some 75m beyond The Common turning, Raycomb Lane becomes Church Lane and our route 

turns south west down a lane called Ledbury Road.  

LEDBURY ROAD TO BEGGARS ASH 

4.4.69 Ledbury Road starts on the east side of the Wellington Heath ridgelines then crosses over to run 

through the west side of the village, on the west-facing slopes that fall down to the River Leadon. 

The AONB’s western boundary is c. 320m west of Ledbury Road’s northern end.   

4.4.70 The lane forms the boundary between the Forest Smallholdings and Dwellings LCT which covers 

Wellington Heath village and its immediate outskirts, and the Settled Farmlands on River Terrace 

to the west which is described below.  
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4.4.71 The Forest Smallholdings and Dwellings LCT is rare in Herefordshire, with only a few examples 

very sparsely scattered almost exclusively in the south-eastern parts of the county. It is described 

in HC’s LCA SPG as follows:  

‘These are intimate, densely settled landscapes characterised by strings of wayside cottages and 

associated smallholdings. They nestle within a complex matrix of pastoral fields and narrow lanes, 

often defined by prominent dense hedges with hedgerow trees… 

‘The hedgerows often have significant associated tree cover and provide an important structural 

element to the landscape.’ 

4.4.72 Paras. 3.4.24 and 25 of the LSCA carried out for Wellington Heath’s NDP (September 2016) 

explain that: 

‘Locally, the Heath was used for grazing until the 18th century when it was occupied by squatters, 

who were probably attracted to the area by the improved access provided by the newly-constructed 

Ledbury Canal. By custom, if a house could be marked out, a hearth built, a fire lit and a pot put 

to boil before the commoners discovered and evicted the squatters, they could remain. Before 1790, 

sixteen cottages were built in this way and between 1790 and 1813 a further twenty-three. Later 

these squatters bought their own freehold under the Ledbury Enclosure Act of 1815.  

‘There is a very good example of one of these dwellings: ‘Squatter’s Cottage’ off Jack’s Lane. It is a 

small timber-framed building (recently sympathetically restored) [Grade II listed] set in a clearing 

in the woodland on the outer, west-facing village slopes. It is highly characteristic of the Forest 

Smallholdings and Dwellings landscape character type described above.’ 
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‘Squatter’s Cottage’ off Jack’s Lane 

 

4.4.73 About half-way along its length, at its junction with Floyds Lane, the lane bends south-

westwards; at this point, the landscape’s character changes from ‘suburban / ornamental’ to 

rural. 
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Ledbury Road looking south west 

 

4.4.74 A little further on, as the road bends southwards, views of the contextual landscapes beyond 

begin to open up. 

Ledbury Road looking south west 
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4.4.75 At this point, when travelling north, the view is of good quality, well-managed roadside 

hedgerows and a small ‘green’ with a seat and a ‘best-kept village’ sign. 

Ledbury Road looking north  

 

4.4.76 As the lane straightens out, fine, long-distance panoramas open up in an arc from north west to 

south west. The viewpoints are elevated, so the landscapes below and beyond are highly visible.  

4.4.77 During one of my May 2020 surveys I was invited to see and photograph the view from the 

garden of one of the roadside properties.  

4.4.78 Looking west / south west, on the horizon I could see beyond Hereford to the Black Mountains 

on the England - Wales border, nearly 50km away. 
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View from garden of property on Ledbury Road looking west / south west  

 

4.4.79 Looking south west from the garden towards north Ledbury, the appeal site was visible, but in 

summer at least, not the adjacent industrial estate. In this view, which is within the AONB looking 

out over the landscapes which are an integral and important part of its setting, the wider context 

is a good quality, unsettled landscape with seasonal detractors in the foreground in the form of 

polytunnels on the slopes below the village (Withers fruit farm).  
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View from garden of property on Ledbury Road looking south west  

 

4.4.80 During the visit I was told that the skies here are very dark with little night-time lighting visible, 

although apparently the light-spill from floodlights at Hereford Rugby Club (c. 20km to the west) 

can be seen on occasions. I was also told that the area is very tranquil, although sounds carry 

long distances: apparently, the residents hear certain noises coming from places four miles (c. 

6km) away.  

4.4.81 The proposed development would inevitably be an incongruent feature in views such as this, 

and the above photographs illustrate how important it is to ensure that measures to reduce 

both landscape and visual effects are very carefully considered. Mitigation is dealt with below. 

4.4.82 As Ledbury Road descends further down the slopes, roadside hedges and mature escaped trees 

currently filter westward views, especially in summer, although the appeal site is likely to be 

visible at certain locations and there is no guarantee that the trees will remain in place in future.  

4.4.83 The character of the lane remains predominantly rural, with a single, characteristic timber-

framed roadside dwelling on the west side. 

 

 

 

APPEAL SITE 
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Ledbury Road looking north 

 

4.4.84 Further south there are localised detractors in the form of a cluster of dwellings (Elmtree 

Cottages) and associated roadside parking, along with signs, retaining walls, passing places etc. 

Ledbury Road looking north 
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4.4.85 Opposite Elmtree Cottages there is a well-used public footpath which runs westwards to Burtons 

Lane. Fine, panoramic views are available from the footpath. The appeal site is visible from here., 

again, within a highly rural, unspoiled and unsettled landscape context.  

View from public footpath joining Beggars Ash opposite Elmtree Cottages looking south west 

 

4.4.86 The effects of the proposed development on this view are assessed in the appellant’s LVIA, and 

illustrated in Figure 5.5A: Photo Viewpoint E: View from Public Right of Way WH6 facing south 

west towards the Ledbury Viaduct and Wall Hills in the distance. Helpfully, this figure shows the 

extent of the site within the view. 

4.4.87 Just to the south of these dwellings, at the junction with Horse Road, Ledbury Road turns into 

Beggars Ash. 

BEGGARS ASH 

4.4.88 Beggars Ash runs northwards from the Bromyard Road. The southern end of the lane is situated 

c. 750m south east of the proposed access to the appeal site, and c. 430m north of the Bromyard 

Road / The Homend / Hereford Road junction.  

4.4.89 The AONB’s western boundary runs down Beggars Ash, along with the boundary between the 

Forest Smallholdings and Dwellings LCT and the Settled Farmlands on River Terrace LCT to the 

west. 
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4.4.90 The Settled Farmlands on River Terrace LCT is unique to this small part of Herefordshire, only 

covering the River Leadon valley near Ledbury (although it is not confined to a narrow corridor).  

4.4.91 It is an open, intensively cultivated, settled agricultural landscape, associated with fertile, free-

draining river terrace soils. These soils give rise to a productive, horticultural land use, where 

intensive commercial orchards are a recurring and visually prominent, detracting feature of the 

landscape, albeit currently, most are seasonal. The landscapes of the cultivated areas are often 

in poor condition, with characteristic elements / features eroded or lost, and uncharacteristic 

features (such a poplar wind-breaks) added.    

Polytunnels on hillslopes on west wide of Wellington Heath looking east (2015) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APP/W1850/W/20/3244410 Land north of viaduct, Ledbury: Landscape & Visual PoE Carly Tinkler BA CMLI FRSA MIALE June 2020  

                                                                                                                                                                                                             68 

Polytunnels on hillslopes on west wide of Wellington Heath looking west (2015) 

 

4.4.92 From the Horse Lane junction, Beggars Ash continues the route’s descent towards the Leadon 

valley, running through the Settled Farmlands on River Terrace LCT, passing a few PHI Traditional 

Orchards on the way. 

Junction of Beggars Ash and Horse Road looking south (2015) 

 



APP/W1850/W/20/3244410 Land north of viaduct, Ledbury: Landscape & Visual PoE Carly Tinkler BA CMLI FRSA MIALE June 2020  

                                                                                                                                                                                                             69 

4.4.93 The gateway to Wellington Heath from the south is situated some 150m south east of the Horse 

Road junction.  

Beggars Ash looking north 

 

4.4.94 The character of the approach to the village is characteristically rural and generally well-

managed and in good condition. There are a few detractors along the way such as ornamental 

boundaries to properties and an unsightly sewage pumping station with associated fencing and 

screen planting. 

4.4.95 For most of its length, hedgerows and mature escaped trees screen views of the surrounding 

landscapes, and in places the road is a characteristic holloway.  
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Beggars Ash looking north 

 

4.4.96 Occasional fine views towards Frith Wood open up at gateways. 

View from gateway along Beggars Ash looking east 
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4.4.97 As there are few verges or passing places and forward visibility is poor, almost-vertical 

hedgebanks are eroded where vehicles have to squeeze past each other. 

Beggars Ash looking north east 

 

4.4.98 The published cycle route follows Beggars Ash. This is also the route The National Byway®20, a 

3,200-mile (5,150km) on-road ‘signposted leisure cycling route’ around England and parts of 

Scotland and Wales. According to Wikipedia, ‘It runs along quiet roads, rather than a mixture of 

roads and tracks like the National Cycle Network, making it more appropriate for road bikes’. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
20 https://www.thenationalbyway.org/ 

https://www.thenationalbyway.org/
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Beggars Ash looking north east 

 

4.4.99 Although I was not able to obtain a copy of The National Byway® route map before completing 

my assessment, the signs are visible throughout the local area, and include a variety of roads 

and lanes in and around the AONB. 

The National Byway® signpost in Wellington Heath   
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4.4.100 In 2015 and 16, I was commissioned by Wellington Heath Parish Council (WHPC) to carry out an 

LSCA as part of the evidence-base required for their emerging NDP. I was involved in both public 

consultation and the development of landscape-related NDP policies.  

4.4.101 The community questionnaire responses from December 2015 indicated very strong support for 

maintaining the best features of the parishioners’ rural environment. NDP objectives 8 through 

12 encompass most of the responses, and as the data shows, these objectives were very well-

supported. 

4.4.102 The NDP expresses the vision for Wellington Heath as follows: 

‘To safeguard our rural environment and to enhance our community through managed 

development that addresses the needs of  people of all ages who wish to live , work, socialise and 

relax within the parish’. 

4.4.103 In my opinion, the increase in traffic through Wellington Heath and associated effects would 

result in conflict with this vision.  

4.4.104 At its southern end, Beggars Ash joins the Bromyard Road. From the junction, the Bromyard 

Road runs south to Ledbury via the Bromyard Road / The Homend / Hereford Road junction. 

The National Byway® also runs along the Bromyard Road to the town centre. 

Junction of Beggars Ash and Bromyard Road looking north east 
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Bromyard Road looking north towards Beggars Ash junction 

 

Bromyard Road looking south towards the Bromyard Road / The Homend / Hereford Road junction 
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The Bromyard Road / The Homend / Hereford Road junction from The Homend looking north 

 

SOUTHERN END OF BEGGAR’S ASH TO SITE 

4.4.105 From the Beggars Ash junction, the Bromyard Road runs north-westwards to Bromyard and 

beyond, crossing the A4103 Hereford - Worcester road west of Fromes Hill, c. 9km from the 

junction as the crow flies.  
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Bromyard Road looking north west from Beggars Ash junction 

 

4.4.106 The landscapes of this area are very typical of their host NCA 100: Herefordshire Lowlands.  

4.4.107 Along with Ledbury town, the industrial estate east of the appeal site is categorised as Urban 

LCT. It is a significant detractor along this important approach to Ledbury on the boundary of 

the AONB, which runs along the Bromyard Road. Despite some ‘landscaping’ along the 

frontages, much of it is highly visible from the road. The brick red UBL building at Orchard 

Business Park is very jarring, especially when seen against the backdrop of the wooded hills of 

the AONB and sky. 
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Bromyard Road looking south east (image © Google) 

  

4.4.108 The Bromyard Road forms the boundary between Settled Farmlands on River Terrace to the east, 

and a narrow strip of Principal Settled Farmlands to the west, beyond which are Riverside 

Meadows, associated with the River Leadon which runs north to south around the west side of 

Ledbury town.  

4.4.109 The boundary of the Principal Settled Farmlands and the Riverside Meadows LCTs (eastern parts) 

runs through the site.  

4.4.110 Principal Settled Farmlands are relatively common throughout Herefordshire, although not 

frequent in this part of the county. HC’s LCA SPG states:  

‘The rolling, lowland area of Central Herefordshire is dominated by this Landscape Type. These are 

settled agricultural landscapes of dispersed, scattered farms, relic commons and small villages and 

hamlets. The mixed farming land use reflects the good soils on which they are typically found. 

Networks of small winding lanes nestling within a matrix of hedged fields are characteristic’. 

4.4.111 Riverside Meadows are in decline, and are highly sensitive to certain types of change, especially 

pollution, disturbance and erosion / loss of characteristic elements and features. HC’s LCA SPG 

describes Riverside Meadows as follows: 

‘They are secluded pastoral landscapes, characterised by meandering tree lined rivers, flanked by 

riverside meadows which are defined by hedge and ditch boundaries. Settlement is typically absent. 
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Throughout these landscapes, the presence of extensive areas of seasonally grazed waterside 

meadows has in the past provided a strong sense of visual and ecological unity… 

Built development should be actively discouraged as it will always lead to a conflict with flood 

water as well as being contrary to the landscape character. Similarly, arable cropping not only 

leads to loss of landscape character but also to erosion and river pollution through silt and nitrate 

rich run off, particularly in flood conditions. Wetland habitats are becoming more scarce, therefore 

opportunities to conserve and restore them and to enhance biodiversity and landscape character 

by returning the land to a controlled annual flooding regime should be encouraged. 

4.4.112 I have not visited the appeal site, but in the local area, intensive farming has resulted in the loss 

of some of the local Riverside Meadow LCT’s associated features, habitats and qualities.  

4.4.113 In terms of landscape and visual effects arising from the increase in traffic along the Bromyard 

Road, it is important to note that here, it forms the AONB’s western boundary. 

4.4.114 According to the R6P’s highways consultants, when the proposed development is operational, 

during the morning and afternoon peak periods, traffic queues would build up along the 

Bromyard Road in a north-westerly direction from the Bromyard Road / The Homend / Hereford 

Road junction. 

4.4.115 The graphic below was provided by the R6P’s highways consultants, along with the following 

text:  

‘The solid red line represents the AM Mean Maximum Queue (82.7 PCUs or 476m) and the dashed 

red is the length of the final queue at the end of the modelled period (165.4 PCUs or 952m). The 

solid blue line shows the PM Mean Maximum Queue (83.6 PCUs or 481m) and the dashed blue 

line shows the final queue at the end of the modelled period (167.2 PCUs or 962m)’. 

4.4.116 The modelled period is one hour.  
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Predicted queue lengths along Bromyard Road with development (single access) 

 

4.4.117 In less technical language, my interpretation of the above information is as follows: 

i) The solid red and blue lines show the ‘average’ length of queue that would be anticipated 

during the morning and afternoon rush-hour. 

ii) The north-western end of the dashed red and blue lines is where the queue would end in the 

peak of the rush-hour period.  

4.4.118 The end of the peak queue would be c. 600m north west of the Beggars Ash junction, just beyond 

the north-western boundary of the industrial estate (also the appeal site’s boundary), and c. 

150m south east of the proposed site access.  

4.4.119 The queue of cars would be along the AONB’s boundary, and would be visible in views from and 

towards the AONB. Human receptors within this part of the AONB tend to be in areas with high 

or very high levels of tranquillity. Both stationary and moving traffic give rise to a sense of 

urbanisation / activity / disturbance, as well as noise, odour, glint and glare. 

4.4.120 I understand that the average waiting time from the end of the ‘solid line’ average queue to the 

Bromyard Road / The Homend / Hereford Road junction would be approximately 7 minutes. 

Presumably, at the end of the ‘dashed line’ peak queue, the wait could be double.  

4.4.121 Under such circumstances, and of course depending on their ultimate destination and other 

factors (see Section 3), some drivers would almost certainly re-route via the lanes to the north 

and north east, through the AONB.  
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4.4.122 Not all of the traffic is likely to ‘rat-run’ or divert / cut-through along the lanes via Petty France: 

some would use Burtons Lane or Hollow Lane, both of which are sensitive receptors. 

Burtons Lane looking north east (2015) 

 

Hollow Lane looking north west (image © Google) 
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4.4.123 If the increases at Petty France were as large as predicted by the R6P’s highways consultants, i.e. 

up to 40%, then clearly the increase would cause very significant landscape and visual harm, and 

would not be acceptable. 

4.4.124 The question is, could the levels of adverse effects be reduced to a point where they would be 

considered ‘acceptable’, through the adoption of mitigating measures beyond those already 

proposed by the appellant. 

4.4.125 Below, firstly, I consider measures that could reduce levels of landscape and visual effects arising 

directly from the development, in terms of its layout and design; and secondly, measures that 

could reduce levels of landscape and visual effects arising from the increase in traffic. 

MITIGATING MEASURES: BUILT DEVELOPMENT 

4.4.126 As set out in Section 3 and Table CT-1, the MHAONBU expressed concerns about levels of 

adverse visual effects arising from the built development, but considered that “Effects of the 

proposed development in these views [i.e. from and / or towards the AONB] are unlikely to be 

major…”, and that in principle, adverse effects could be kept to acceptable levels by way of 

robust and appropriate mitigating measures (dealing with siting / layout / design / choice of 

materials and colours and plant species etc.), which would be dealt with post-approval. 

4.4.127 My own assessment came to the same conclusion.  

4.4.128 Nonetheless, without careful forethought and appropriate mitigation, many developments have 

the potential to give rise to ‘significant’ adverse visual effects.  

4.4.129 An unlikely but good example would be large quantities of bright yellow buildings placed in a 

naturally green landscape: the development’s siting, layout and design could all be acceptable 

in terms of both visual amenity and landscape character, but the choice of colour might have 

been left until the last minute (even during construction) and could be a significant visual 

detractor. 

4.4.130 However, the potential for development to harm valuable landscapes such as AONBs must be 

considered and controlled at all stages of the planning process i.e. in local plans, in outline and 

detailed applications, in reserved matters and in conditions.  

4.4.131 Given i) the proposed development’s proximity to the AONB, ii) the fact that the site is visible 

from the AONB, and iii) the fact that the site is visible in views towards the AONB, it is assumed 

that levels of effects arising from the siting, layout and design of the development would be 

kept to acceptable levels through i) robust planning control measures, and ii) careful attention 
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being paid to detail and quality, the designs being informed by relevant guidance especially that 

produced by the Malvern Hills AONB Partnership.  

4.4.132 The Unit suggested that ‘a colour assessment to inform the design and nature of the 

development’21 should be carried out if permission is granted. This could be the subject of a 

planning condition (‘generic’ wording for a reserved matters condition is attached at Appendix 

CT-J). 

MITIGATING MEASURES: TRAFFIC 

4.4.133 My assessment concluded that the predicted increase in traffic would give rise to significant 

adverse effects on the character of the AONB’s landscapes, and views / peoples’ experiences of 

them, and would damage the AONB’s special qualities.  

4.4.134 The nature of the effects likely to arise from the increase in traffic is set out in the previous 

sections. The question is, could the levels of adverse effects be reduced to a point where they 

would be considered ‘acceptable’. 

4.4.135 Whilst preparing for the inquiry I did not have much time to discuss mitigation with the 

MHAONBU or the R6P’s highways consultants. 

4.4.136 ‘Physical’ mitigating measures would need to be considered. The measures should be the subject 

of in-depth study and full discussion at the reserved matters stage of the scheme is approved 

(see also mitigating measures for built development below), to ensure that they are acceptable 

and appropriate, especially in terms of character and views.  

4.4.137 For example, as mentioned above, damage to vertical hedgebanks is sometimes remedied by 

the construction of concrete retaining walls, or the erection of metal barriers / striped bollards. 

Clearly, safety is paramount, but the solutions should not be ‘off-the-shelf’ / ‘standard’: within 

the AONB they must be ‘sensitively’ designed, respecting and reflecting the area’s sense of place 

and local distinctiveness. 

4.4.138 It may be tempting to provide more passing-places along the lanes (if they are not created 

haphazardly by drivers), but they are unsightly, especially where verges are lost / hedges are cut 

back.  

 
21 I can provide further information about Environmental Colour Assessment (ECA) if required, but see 

https://www.landscapeinstitute.org/technical-resource/environmental-colour-assessment/ and 

http://www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/guidance_on_colour_use_screen.pdf 

https://www.landscapeinstitute.org/technical-resource/environmental-colour-assessment/
http://www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/guidance_on_colour_use_screen.pdf
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4.4.139 Tall vehicles can cause great damage to trees overhanging the lanes, and escaped hedgerow 

trees (and holloways) are an important characteristic in the area. It is difficult to mitigate effects 

such as these unless perhaps restrictions to certain types / sizes of vehicles could be placed on 

the most ‘sensitive’ routes (i.e. those of high value and most susceptible to the type of damage 

likely to occur), with the least sensitive alternative routes signposted.  

4.4.140 People who move into houses on the site could be given ‘educational’ packs explaining why it 

is important to conserve and enhance the ‘outstanding natural beauty’ and tranquillity of the 

area (which could well be a factor in them choosing to live there in the first place), with maps of 

the ‘best’ route options.    

Second Access to Site 

4.4.141 According to the R6P’s highways consultants, the significant increase in traffic through the AONB 

would occur mainly during the morning and afternoon rush-hour, when long queues build up 

along the Bromyard Road approach to the Bromyard Road / The Homend / Hereford Road 

junction as a result of over-capacity. 

4.4.142 However, my understanding is that the provision of a second access to the site, under the viaduct 

to the south, would resolve the problems associated with the junction’s over-capacity, including 

a very significant reduction in both levels of adverse landscape and visual effects on the AONB, 

and the associated requirement for mitigation. 

4.4.143 As mentioned in Section 3, the MHAONBU’s 16th June 2017 response said: 

‘Unless it can be clearly and conclusively demonstrated that the proposed development will not 

lead to a significant increase in traffic on the minor road network in the AONB, the Unit is highly 

likely to request that an additional road access is created to the south of the development, linking 

it with the Hereford Road. An access here would be likely to reduce use of the quiet rural roads 

which are intrinsic to the tranquillity of the Malvern Hills AONB and help preserve the AONB in 

accordance with the Management Plan and Policies SS6 and LD1 of the Herefordshire Local Plan.’ 

4.4.144 In fact, a new road connecting the B4214 Bromyard Road to the Hereford Road through / in the 

vicinity of the site and under the viaduct had been planned for some time. Known at ‘the Ledbury 

by-pass extension’, it was the subject of a feasibility study carried out in 1997 (before 

Herefordshire Council was formed), and of HC’s 2007 Unitary Development Plan (UDP) Policy 

T10: Safeguarding of road schemes. The policy stated that the land required for building new 
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roads was to be ‘protected from development which would be likely to prejudice their 

implementation’.  

4.4.145 UDP Policy T10 was not saved when HC’s Core Strategy was published in October 2015. As far 

as I have been able to ascertain (anecdotally), the Ledbury by-pass extension proposal was 

included in the emerging Core Strategy, but the landowners objected. Ultimately, the Core 

Strategy did not include any of the road schemes listed in UDP Policy T10. The reasons for this 

are unclear, but it is possible that a) some of the road schemes were advanced enough for them 

not to be included, or were incorporated into strategic schemes such as ring-roads; and / or b) 

some were ‘aspirational’ and found not to be feasible; and / or c) it was concluded that some - 

such as the Ledbury by-pass extension - were not advanced enough to include and could impose 

unacceptable constraints on the future development of land (see below). 

4.4.146 I am advised that the general assumption was that although the exact route of the Ledbury by-

pass extension was not fixed, it would have been logical for the new road to follow the curving 

line of the proposed Herefordshire and Gloucestershire (H&G) Canal22, which also forms the 

site’s western boundary.  

4.4.147 I am also advised by the Unit that its June 2017 comments were made on the assumption that 

the second access under the viaduct was both sensible and feasible, and would be the subject 

of further discussion. The Unit’s February 2020 letter emphasised that their objection ‘was 

predicated on the belief that alternative or additional access arrangements were achievable and 

would help to minimise the effects of the development on the tranquillity of the AONB’. 

4.4.148 In a letter dated 22nd June 2018, the appellant set out the reasons why the viaduct access was 

not going to be pursued, and rebuttals to these reasons were set out in a Technical Note (TN) 

prepared by Transport Planning Associates (TPA) on behalf of LTC that was submitted to HC on 

1st November 2019. 

4.4.149 Yet as previously noted, in the ‘informatives’ section, HC’s decision notice states: 

‘All of the above reasons for refusal are easily capable of being overcome by the applicant providing 

a second vehicular means of access off the Leadon Way (A417) / Hereford Road (A438) roundabout. 

Being a positive and pro-active Local Planning Authority rather than refuse the application on the 

13th November 2019 Herefordshire Council deferred the application to allow the applicant to 

 
22 The H & G Canal Trust’s aim is full restoration of the 34 miles (55 km) of canal and locks between Hereford and Gloucester, 

albeit new ‘off-line’ sections will have to be created where restoration is not feasible (for example in the vicinity of the site). The 

restoration of the canal is the subject of Core Strategy policies where relevant, including Policy LB2 - Land north of the viaduct. 
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amend the application to provide this second vehicular means of access (which the applicant has 

never claimed could not physically be provided). The applicant as is their prerogative, chose not to 

do so.’ 

4.4.150 The R6P’s highways consultants have recently carried out their own assessment of the proposed 

development with a second access under the viaduct. According to their calculations, the 

modelling shows that the proposed signal junction would operate within capacity, i.e. with no 

excessive queues / delays, as shown in the graphic below (the graphic showing the length of the 

queue with the single access is also provided for comparison). 

Predicted queue lengths along Bromyard Road with development & second (viaduct) access 

 

Predicted queue lengths along Bromyard Road with development (single access) 
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4.4.151 The R6P’s highways consultants also advised me that with the access under the viaduct in place, 

the likelihood of people ‘rat-running’ through the AONB - for example via Petty France - is ‘all 

but removed’ (in the context of what would be over and above what would ‘naturally occur’ as 

a result of the allocated development).  

4.4.152 If that is the case, it is completely contradictory to what Mr Esrich and others were led to believe, 

i.e. the appellant’s traffic assessments demonstrated that a second access under the viaduct 

would make no material difference to the predicted traffic flows.  

4.4.153 In the Unit’s February 2020 letter to PINS, Mr Esrich stated: ‘The technical note provided by PJA 

(dated 10/10/19 and available on Herefordshire Council’s website for this application) contends 

that even in the event that access from the development site were to be provided in an alternative 

location the volume of additional traffic using minor roads within the AONB would not 

substantially change’. 

4.4.154 In my opinion, based on the available information, the advice I have received, and my own 

assessments, the second access under the viaduct would make a significant positive difference 

to the predicted flows by relieving congestion at the junction, and thus would effectively resolve 

all the problems associated with the predicted increases in traffic at peak times. 

4.4.155 Having said that, one point to raise here is whether a road connecting the Bromyard and 

Hereford Roads through the site and under the viaduct is the most satisfactory solution in terms 

of how it could affect the proposed development (and ‘the environment’ / human receptors).  

4.4.156 I can imagine the connecting road becoming a popular cut-through used by drivers who want 

to avoid the town centre, and this could be both a detractor and an obstacle.  

4.4.157 As far as I am aware, whilst the application was being considered, HC asked the appellant to 

assess four different access options / scenarios. 

4.4.158 One of the options involved the northern half of the site being accessed off the Bromyard Road 

and the southern half off the Hereford Road, under the viaduct, negating the need for a 

‘through-route’ (which may not be necessary anyway). Apparently, the appellant’s teams carried 

out EIAs of the four options and concluded that the effects arising from all four were broadly 

similar; however, as far as I am aware, no comparative detailed traffic assessments of the four 

options were done. The ‘split-site’ option could perhaps be a future consideration.  

4.4.159 Of course, if it is not feasible to construct the second access under the viaduct, mitigation 

measures to reduce levels of effects arising from increased traffic would still be required.  
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4.4.160 Inevitably, there will be certain adverse effects that could not be mitigated. In that case, 

published guidance is as follows: ‘Where a significant adverse landscape or visual effect cannot 

be avoided or markedly reduced, consideration should be given to any opportunities to offset, 

remedy or compensate for such unavoidable effects’ (GLVIA3 para. 4.31). 

4.4.161 Compensation is relevant in this case, as explained below. 

COMPENSATION 

4.4.162 As mentioned in Section 3, the MHAONBU’s September 2019 letter advised HC that ‘If you are 

minded to approve the current application the Unit would expect compensation for the AONB from 

increases in traffic, as per policy TRP6 of the AONB Management Plan’. 

4.4.163 Mr Esrich and I briefly discussed this; however, there was no time to consider in detail what form 

/ level of compensation might be appropriate, and I do not know whether the Unit has formally 

advised HC or PINS about its current position on the matter. 

4.4.164 Mr Esrich did mention an identified need for better off-road pedestrian / cycle links between 

Wellington Heath and Ledbury, but as far as I am aware no studies on this have been carried out 

and any such proposal would need to be the subject of feasibility / viability studies, technical 

assessments, consultation and so on. 

4.4.165 I assume that the developer could be required to financially compensate for damage to / loss of 

landscape elements and features, and / or to restore / replace them, and / or provide appropriate 

solutions (subject to the comments above, about measures being ‘sensitive’).  

4.4.166 Mr Esrich also agreed with my suggestion that it would be very useful if compensatory funding 

was provided that allowed a more ‘robust’ monitoring of effects arising from traffic within the 

AONB.  

4.4.167 The data analysis should be used to test the accuracy of previously-made predictions about 

traffic flows, especially so as to ‘learn lessons’ for the future. 
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5 Policy and Guidance 

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY / PRACTICE GUIDANCE 

5.1 In December 2019, HC refused planning permission for the proposed development. RfR2 said, 

‘the proposed development is considered to be contrary to paragraph 172 of the National Planning 

Policy Framework (February 2019)’. 

5.2 Para. 172 requires that ‘great weight’ is given to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic 

beauty in nationally-valuable landscapes such as AONBs, which have the highest status of 

protection in relation to these issues.  

5.3 It also states that ‘The conservation and enhancement of wildlife and cultural heritage are also 

important considerations in these areas’.  

5.4 In terms of effects on AONBs and their special qualities, such effects can arise from change such 

as new development within an AONB, and importantly, within their settings. 

5.5 Recent changes to the national PPG for the ‘natural environment’ clarify the importance of the 

setting of AONBs (and other designated landscapes), and provide guidance on how 

development within these areas should be dealt with. It states that: 

‘Land within the setting of these areas often makes an important contribution to maintaining their 

natural beauty, and where poorly located or designed development can do significant harm. This 

is especially the case where long views from or to the designated landscape are identified as 

important, or where the landscape character of land within and adjoining the designated area is 

complementary. Development within the settings of these areas will therefore need sensitive 

handling that takes these potential impacts into account.’ 

5.6 Although there is the potential for significant adverse effects to arise from the layout and design 

of built form on the appeal site, subject to the caveats set out in the previous sections it is likely 

that levels of effects could be kept to ‘acceptable’ levels, thus respecting the adjacent area’s 

natural beauty.  

5.7 However - and of course it must be borne in mind that the site is ‘allocated’ - in my opinion it is 

unlikely that a development of this type and in this location would go as far as ‘enhancing’ views 

from the AONB. 
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5.8 In any event, the significant adverse effects arising from the increase in traffic would evidently 

not conserve or enhance the AONB’s landscape and scenic beauty, and in that regard, the 

proposed development would not comply with para. 172. 

5.9 In its February 2020 letter to PINS, the AONB Unit stated: ‘The AONB Unit considers - as expressed 

clearly through the AONB Management Plan (2019-2014) – that a growth in car traffic is one of 

the main threats to the tranquillity of the Malvern Hills AONB. From a position of conserving and 

enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB and of implementing its management plan it follows 

that measures to reduce this threat should be taken where they reasonably can be. The Unit 

considers that policies in the NPPF, including those set out in paragraphs 172 and 180, support 

such action’.  

5.10 Below is an extract from the Unit’s February 2020 letter which sets out the Unit’s opinion about 

NPPF paras. 172 and 180 and the latter’s relevance to the appeal scheme (and with which I 

agree): 

‘The NPPF does not define tranquillity or explicitly require its protection in AONBs. However, 

paragraph 172 of the framework requires that great weight be given to the conservation and 

enhancement of landscape and scenic beauty in these areas. Whilst the NPPF does not define 

landscape the AONB Unit considers that tranquillity can and should be included in the definition 

of this term. This appears to be consistent with the definition of landscape in the European 

Landscape Convention23, which the UK Government is and remains a signatory too. It also appears 

to be entirely consistent with technical guidance published on the subject of landscape and its 

assessment. For example, tranquillity is mentioned in Natural England’s “An Approach to 

Landscape Character Assessment” published in 2014 whilst Guidelines for Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessment (LI and IEMA 2013) also refer to perceptual aspects such as wildness or 

tranquillity on the list of factors that can help in the identification of valued landscapes.  

‘Paragraph 180 of the NPPF requires that new development is appropriate for its location taking 

into account, inter alia, its effects on the natural environment ‘…as well as the potential sensitivity 

of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise from the development.’ It states that 

planning policies and decisions should mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential adverse 

impacts resulting from noise and limit the impact of light pollution from artificial light on local 

amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation. Furthermore, it requires that 

 
23 ‘An area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of natural and/or human 

factors’.  
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planning policies and decisions identify and protect tranquil areas which have remained relatively 

undisturbed by noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason. 

‘Research has shown that human generated noise (including that generated by traffic), lighting at 

night and other infrastructure are amongst the top reasons for negative public experiences of the 

countryside (Hewlett at al 2016, 2018). Whilst the Malvern Hills AONB has not been defined as a 

tranquil area in accordance with para 180 of the NPPF (Herefordshire Council has not, to our 

knowledge, yet identified any part of the county in this way) the AONB Unit considers that the 

Malvern Hills AONB would have a good claim to make for such a designation, especially given its 

recreational and amenity value. In any case it must surely be regarded as part of a (wider) area 

that is sensitive to impacts that could arise from the proposed development. The AONB 

Management Plan (2019-24) recognises that new activities and developments within the AONB 

and it setting are adding noise, light and movement into the landscape and that this can diminish 

people’s appreciation and enjoyment of the AONB.’ 

5.11 In addition, NPPF para. 170 is relevant. It states, ‘Planning policies and decisions should contribute 

to and enhance the natural and local environment by:  

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes’. 

5.12 The Malvern Hills AONB is a ‘valued landscape’, and as with para. 172, the significant adverse 

effects arising from the increase in traffic would evidently not protect or enhance a ‘valued 

landscape’, so in that regard, the proposed development would not comply with para. 170 a) 

either. 

HEREFORDSHIRE LOCAL PLAN: CORE STRATEGY 

5.13 HC’s RfR2 said, ‘the proposed development is considered to be contrary to… policies SS6 and LD1 

of the Herefordshire Local Plan Core Strategy’. 

5.14 Para. 1.2 of the CS emphasises the need to ‘… protect, conserve and enhance valued natural, 

historic and built environments, including…  the county’s intrinsic attractive character’. 

5.15 Para. 2.27 notes Herefordshire’s ‘rich historic environment’, and the many valuable heritage 

assets and unique features that ‘… add to the special built quality and environmental character of 

many areas of the county, and their protection and enhancement is recognised as an important 

ingredient for economic and neighbourhood renewal.’  
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5.16 Para 3.16 says: ‘The area’s valued heritage and significant environmental resource, including its 

natural beauty and quality of landscape, biodiversity, geodiversity, built environment and cultural 

heritage, will be protected, conserved and enhanced.’ 

5.17 HC’s Strategic Objective for Environmental Quality is: 

‘To conserve, promote, utilise and enjoy our natural, built, heritage and cultural assets for the 

fullest benefits to the whole community by safeguarding the county’s current stock of valued 

heritage and significant environmental assets from loss and damage, reversing negative trends, 

ensuring best condition and encouraging expansion, as well as appropriately managing future 

assets’. 

5.18 Para 3.99 of the CS states: 

‘Management Plans have been prepared for both the Wye Valley and Malvern Hills Areas of 

Outstanding Beauty. These documents will be relevant to assessment of the effects of development 

upon these important assets. The most rigorous approaches to assessing the effect of development 

should be taken for those areas with international and national designations, including proposals 

outside but having an effect upon them, in accordance with the protection afforded to such areas 

in the National Planning Policy Framework’.  

5.19 Section 5 of the CS sets out a ‘proactive strategy for the conservation, restoration and 

enhancement of environmental assets’.  

5.20 These ‘locally-distinctive assets… both natural and man-made, are finite and irreplaceable and 

any detrimental impacts can carry cultural, environmental, economic and social costs’. 

5.21 The Strategy emphasises that ‘Non-statutory designations and locally-determined features are 

equally important to Herefordshire’s local distinctiveness’, and that ‘Conserving local 

distinctiveness is central to the purposes of designations at all levels and achieved substantially 

through the production and implementation of management plans, conservation strategies and 

objectives and guidance resulting from best practice and local assessments’.  

Policy SS6 - Environmental Quality and Local Distinctiveness  

5.22 This policy requires development proposals to ‘conserve and enhance those environmental assets 

that contribute towards the county’s distinctiveness, in particular its settlement pattern, landscape, 

biodiversity and heritage assets and especially those with specific environmental designations. In 

addition, proposals should maintain and improve the effectiveness of those ecosystems essential 

to the health and wellbeing of the county’s residents and its economy. Development proposals 
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should be shaped through an integrated approach to planning the following environmental 

components from the outset, and based upon sufficient information to determine the effect upon 

each where they are relevant…’  

5.23 The first ‘component’ on the bulleted list provided with the policy is landscape, townscape and 

local distinctiveness, especially in Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

5.24 At the end of the bulleted list of components the policy states: 

‘The management plans and conservation objectives of the county’s international and nationally 

important features and areas will be material to the determination of future development 

proposals. Furthermore assessments of local features, areas and sites, defining local distinctiveness 

in other development plan documents, neighbourhood development plans and supplementary 

planning documents should inform decisions upon proposals’. 

5.25 Obviously the Malvern Hills AONB Management Plan is one of those material factors (see below). 

5.26 The AONB landscapes between the site and the Malvern Hills display high levels of local 

distinctiveness, and contain many highly valuable environmental and green infrastructure assets, 

the latter performing a  wide variety of essential functions including recreational. In my opinion, 

the increase in traffic would result in harm to environmental assets, and erosion of local 

distinctiveness. 

Policy LD1 - Landscape and Townscape  

5.27 The ‘LD’ in the CS’s landscape-related policies stands for Local Distinctiveness, which is also 

integral to Policy SS6, as set out above. 

5.28 In the Landscape and Townscape section of the CS, in para. 5.3.7, the justification for Policy LD1 

(and the concept of landscape value), is explained: 

‘Landscape is important, not just as scenery but because it links culture with nature, and the past 

with the present. It has many values, not all of them tangible (such as sense of place); and it matters 

to people – it is people who create and value landscape. All landscapes matter, not only those with 

national designations.’ 

5.29 Policy LD1 is relevant to the development as a whole, especially in terms of ‘how it looks’: it 

requires development to:  
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• demonstrate that character of landscape and townscape has positively influenced the design, 

scale, nature and site selection, protection and enhancement of the setting of settlements and 

designated areas; 

• conserve and enhance the natural, historic and scenic beauty of important landscapes and 

features, including Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, nationally and locally designated 

parks and gardens and conservation areas; through the protection of the area's character and 

by enabling appropriate uses, design and management; 

• incorporate new landscape schemes and their management to ensure development integrates 

appropriately into its surroundings; and 

• maintain and extend tree cover where important to amenity, through the retention of important 

trees, appropriate replacement trees lost through development and new planting to support 

green infrastructure." 

5.30 The increase in traffic along the lanes through the AONB would result in harm to the natural, 

historic and scenic beauty of important landscapes and features, including Areas of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty, nationally and locally designated parks and gardens and conservation areas. For 

certain receptors, the degree of harm would be significant unless additional and appropriate 

mitigating measures were put in place.  

5.31 Other CS policies which are relevant to landscape and visual effects include: 

LB2 - Land north of the Viaduct 

LD3 - Green Infrastructure 

LD4 - Historic Environment and Heritage Assets. 

MALVERN HILLS AONB MANAGEMENT PLAN (2019 - 24) 

5.32 HC’s RfR2 said, ‘the proposed development is considered to be contrary to… objective TRO1 

together with policy TRP6 of the adopted Malvern Hills Management Plan 2019-2024’. 

5.33 An AONB’s Management Plan is a material consideration within the development management 

process, as confirmed in the national PPG for the natural environment. In accordance with 

Section 89 of the CRoW Act (2000), the Management Plan formulates local authority policy for 

the management of the AONB, and for the carrying out of local authority functions. 

5.34 In addition, under Section 85 of the same legislation, all public bodies have a statutory duty to 

‘have regard’ to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of an AONB.   
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5.35 Guidance documents published by the AONB Partnership are also material considerations. 

5.36 The following objectives and policies are considered relevant to the current application:  

• BDP2: Development in the AONB and its setting (my emphasis) should be in accordance 

with good practice guidance including that proposed by the AONB Partnership.  

• BDP4: Development proposals that may affect land in the AONB, including those in its setting, 

should protect and/or enhance key views and landscape character. AONB guidance relating 

to views and development in views should be used where relevant.  

• BDP5: Lighting schemes should be kept to a minimum and only installed where absolutely 

necessary. Light pollution should be avoided through adherence to good practice design and 

through practice, for example, dimming or turning lighting off wherever possible.  

• TRO1: To reduce the impact of the motor vehicle whilst promoting a more sustainable 

approach to accessibility management. 

• TRP2: Promote sustainable transport to enhance tranquillity and minimise the impact of 

traffic on the AONB; encouraging a safer and more attractive environment for walking, 

cycling and horse riding. 

• TRP5: Introduce and maintain measures to reduce car movements in the AONB, particularly 

during major events and at peak times.  

• TRP6: Ensure that new developments on the periphery of the AONB do not give rise to 

significant traffic increases and associated effects on tranquillity and enjoyment. Seek 

compensation for such effects where relevant.  

5.37 In my opinion, the proposed development would not comply with many aspects of the above 

objectives and policies, and it would certainly not comply with policy TRP6. 

5.38 The MHAONBU’s June 2017, September 2019 and February 2020 responses / letters should be 

referred to for detailed information about the Unit’s position, but the September 2019 

response’s summary is as follows: ‘The effects of the development will be to erode some of the 

special qualities and features of the area and this erosion should be a great concern to all who are 

charged with conserving and enhancing the natural beauty for the AONB’. 
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LEDBURY NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

5.39 The NDP was ‘made’ in January 2019 but when HC refused planning permission for the proposed 

development in December 2019, none of its policies were cited as being breached by the 

proposed development.  

5.40 The NDP and its policies are dealt with in depth in other R6P witness’s evidence, but those I 

consider to be most relevant to landscape and visual matters are: 

SD1.1 Ledbury as a Self-Sustaining Community 

BE1.1 Design 

BE2.1 Edge of Town Transition 

NE1.1 Protecting Biodiversity 

TR1.1 Footpaths and Cycleways. 
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6 Conclusions 

6.1 The key issues I sought to address in my evidence are: 

i) Whether the predicted increase in traffic resulting from the proposed development would 

give rise to significant adverse effects on the Malvern Hills AONB.  

ii) Whether there is the potential for the predicted levels of adverse effects to be reduced to 

acceptable levels through mitigation. 

6.2 In my opinion, based on the available information, advice I have received, and my own 

assessments: 

i) The predicted increase in traffic resulting from the proposed development would give rise 

to significant adverse effects on the Malvern Hills AONB.  

ii) There is the potential for the predicted levels of adverse effects to be reduced to acceptable 

levels through mitigation, specifically by the provision of a second access under the viaduct. 

6.3 Although its original objection to the proposed development was subsequently withdrawn, in 

December 2019 HC refused planning permission for three reasons. My evidence deals with RfR2. 

It is set out in full here as in my opinion, what it says is still valid: 

‘A sense of remoteness, limited noise and disturbance and the tranquillity of the landscape are all 

special qualities that contribute to the character of the Malvern Hills Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty. The proposed development would result in a significant increase in vehicle traffic travelling 

up Beggars Ash (C1172) and Burtons Lane (C1171) and through minor roads within the Parish of 

Wellington Heath harming the aforementioned tranquillity of the Malvern Hills Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty a defining element of its character. 

‘Furthermore the increased use of these minor roads within this part of the Malvern Hills Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty by motorised vehicles is likely to lead to a reduction in their 

recreational use as well as leading to vehicular damage of banks and verges as a result of motor 

vehicles attempting to pass each other. 

‘As a consequence the proposed development is considered to be contrary to paragraph 172 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019), policies SS6 and LD1 of the Herefordshire 

Local Plan Core Strategy adopted 16 October 2015 and objective TRO1 together with policy TRP6 

of the adopted Malvern Hills Management Plan 2019-2024. 
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‘As such the proposal is not considered to represent sustainable development. 

‘In forming this view the Local Planning Authority are conscious that whilst it may be the case that 

only a small proportion of the traffic generated by the proposed development is likely to take place 

though Beggars Ash (C1172) and Burtons Lane (C1171), compared to the existing baseline number 

of motor vehicles that currently use these routes the increase in vehicular movements would be 

substantial. 

6.4 The appeal site is allocated for development, and thus a degree of traffic increase in the local 

area, including on the network of lanes through the AONB, is inevitable, and hopefully, tolerable.  

6.5 However, if the increases at Petty France were as large as predicted by the R6P’s highways 

consultants - potentially up to 40% - then clearly the increase would cause significant landscape 

and visual harm, and would not be acceptable.  

6.6 Furthermore, although this assessment has focussed on effects along a particular route, other 

parts of the AONB between Ledbury and the Malvern Hills would inevitably be affected.  

6.7 Levels of effects arising from the siting, layout and design of the development could potentially 

be significant, but could be kept to acceptable levels through i) good planning control measures; 

ii) robust and appropriate mitigating measures (dealing with siting / layout / design / choice of 

materials and colours and plant species etc.); and iii) careful attention being paid to detail and 

quality, the designs being informed by relevant guidance especially that produced by the 

Malvern Hills AONB Partnership. 

6.8 Levels of effects arising from the increase in traffic would be significant. I agree with the AONB 

Unit’s opinion that  ‘the effects of the development will be to erode some of the special qualities 

and features of the area and this erosion should be a great concern to all who are charged with 

conserving and enhancing the natural beauty for the AONB’. 

6.9 However, it appears that the majority of adverse effects could be mitigated through the creation 

of a second access under the viaduct, and in my opinion, this would be the optimum solution. 

6.10 I would like to end with a quote from the Landscapes Review24 by Julian Glover, which was 

published in September 2019. Mr Glover concluded that: 

‘The dilemma is to build the right sort of homes; ones that suit the places in which they are built, 

which do not ruin the settings of national landscapes and which people can actually afford.’ 

 
24 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/833726/landscapes-review-

final-report.pdf 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/833726/landscapes-review-final-report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/833726/landscapes-review-final-report.pdf


APP/W1850/W/20/3244410 Land north of viaduct, Ledbury: Landscape & Visual PoE Carly Tinkler BA CMLI FRSA MIALE June 2020  

     

 
 

List of Appendices 

Please note that Appendices CT-G and CT-I are available separately 

Appendix CT-A: CT letter to PINS 17th February 2020 

Appendix CT-B: MHAONBU letter to PINS 20th February 2020 

Appendix CT-C: Figure CT-1 - Map of assessed route  

Appendix CT-D: MHAONBU consultation response 16th June 2017 

Appendix CT-E: Table CT-1 - MHAONBU position June 2020 

Appendix CT-F: MHAONBU consultation response 23rd September 2019 

Appendix CT-G: LI TIN Tranquillity 

Appendix CT-H: CT LVIA criteria 

Appendix CT-I: MHAONB cycle routes map 

Appendix CT-J: ECA planning condition wording (generic)  

 

 

  



APP/W1850/W/20/3244410 Land north of viaduct, Ledbury: Landscape & Visual PoE Carly Tinkler BA CMLI FRSA MIALE June 2020  

     

 
 

Appendix CT-A 
CT letter to PINS 17th February 2020 

  



APP/W1850/W/20/3244410 Land north of viaduct, Ledbury: Landscape & Visual PoE Carly Tinkler BA CMLI FRSA MIALE June 2020  

     

 

Carly Tinkler BA CMLI FRSA MIALE 

Landscape, Environmental and Colour Consultancy 
46 Jamaica Road, Malvern, Worcestershire WR14 1TU   *   Tel +44 (0)7711 538854   *   carlytinkler@hotmail.co.uk 

 

 

Ms Leanne Palmer 

Room 3/J  

The Planning Inspectorate  

Temple Quay House  

2 The Square  

Bristol 

BS1 6PN 

 

Sent by email 17th February 2020  

 

Dear Madam, 

Appeal Ref: App/W1850/W/20/3244410 (Planning Application Ref:  171532 Land North of 

Viaduct, Adjoining Orchard Business Park, Ledbury, Herefordshire)  

I am writing with reference to the above appeal.  

I do not wish to express an opinion about the appeal scheme’s merits / deficiencies, but I would like to 

bring to the Inspector’s attention what I consider to be an extremely important matter relating to the 

planning conditions which would necessarily be imposed if the appeal was allowed. 

By way of context, although writing in as an ‘individual’, my opinions are based on professional 

experience and local knowledge (I live in Malvern, ‘on the other side of the Hills’). For example, I have 

carried out SHLAA appraisals in the area for Herefordshire Council, have been commissioned by the 

Malvern Hills AONB Partnership to review and comment on proposals for new development in and 

around the town (but not the appeal scheme), and I am currently carrying out a Landscape Sensitivity 

and Capacity Assessment for Ledbury Town Council as part of the evidence-base required for Ledbury’s 

revised NDP.  

The matter I would like to raise relates to the new / improved pedestrian and cycle links which the 

appellant states would be delivered as an integral part of the proposed development.  

My understanding is that the appellant’s proposal was developed through discussions with the then-

planning case officer, taking an holistic and strategic overview of Ledbury’s existing and future 

‘sustainable travel’ options and considering how the current situation could be improved. 

The links which the appeal scheme would create are of critical importance to the town and local 

community, as they would significantly enhance the existing footpath / cycle network. This is already a 

highly valuable resource for parishioners and visitors alike, with various paths and trails running through 

the town centre and leading to the wider countryside beyond; however, many of the routes are indirect 

and tortuous, with various ‘obstacles’ such as roads, railways, rivers and busy roads, and several ‘missing 

links’.   

With the obstacles overcome and the ‘missing links’ in place, it would be possible to walk / cycle from 

one end of the town to the other without crossing main roads except where absolutely necessary, and 
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in those cases, crossings could be controlled. The visually-attractive routes - many of which would be 

along surfaced / lit pathways - would provide direct, safe access to community facilities such as Ledbury’s 

primary and secondary schools. 

Importantly, pedestrian / cycle access between the appeal site and the town is currently problematic to 

say the least - there are no public footpaths or cycleways on / adjacent to the site, and the main line 

railway is a physical barrier. However, new footpaths / cycleways are proposed within the appeal site, 

and new links would be created between the site and the town centre via new and existing ones. Two 

new footpaths / cycleways would run from the site, crossing the railway, and would join at Ballard Close. 

From there, the route would cross the A438 Hereford Road to the south (a new controlled crossing would 

be provided), running along a section of public footpath LB18 (to be widened, surfaced and lit) to join 

the Town Trail.  

This link is not only a policy requirement - promoted to encourage use of modes of travel other than 

the private motor vehicle - it is also necessary, as it would ensure that the ‘disputed’ junction at Hereford 

Road / Bromyard Road does not exceed capacity (although analysis of PJA’s Transport  Assessment 

suggests that the level of  vehicle movements are not as great as one may expect, as many residents 

would make trips on foot or bicycle). 

In my opinion, given the importance and value of the new / improved links and the associated benefits, 

a planning condition should be imposed which secures the full and satisfactory implementation of the 

aforementioned combined footpath / cycleways from within the site to the Town Trail (see PJA drawing 

no 03468-A-15-P1 dated 17.12.18) prior to any of the dwellings being first occupied. 

NB along much of its length, the character of the Town Trail is very special, being a semi-natural / ‘rural’ 

corridor winding through the otherwise busy town. In my opinion it should not be ‘urbanised’, and the 

use of lighting should be carefully considered (especially as it could give rise to adverse effects on bats 

and other nocturnal protected / notable species as well as character and views).  Detailed designs for 

associated landscaping and structures / features / surfaces etc. should be informed by local character 

and other studies to ensure that the proposals a) do not give rise to adverse environmental / visual 

effects; b) reflect the area’s sense of place / local distinctiveness; c) maximise opportunities for informal 

recreation, interpretation and so on; and d) maximise opportunities for biodiversity, especially linking to 

existing wildlife / GI corridors. Future maintenance and management should also be considered and 

secured. 

In addition, as part of the proposals, I understand that the narrow footbridge over Orchard Lane would 

be widened / replaced, the mechanism for this being the Section 106 ‘sustainable transport’  financial 

contributions referred to in the Draft Heads of Terms that was deposited with the application. It is 

essential that the requisite Planning Obligation (unilateral or bi-lateral) is secured (and its wording 

carefully scrutinised).  

It is also critical that the proposed public open space between the Herefordshire and Gloucestershire 

Canal and River Leadon corridors is secured by way of legal agreement (together with the pedestrian / 

cycle link to the Leadon Way / Hereford Road roundabout under the viaduct) - this would create a 

‘riverside park’, which would be a valuable GI asset performing several important GI functions. 

Finally, there is another planning condition relating to the appeal scheme which in my opinion is also 

essential. It relates to the proposed signalised junction at Hereford Road / Bromyard Road.  

As far as I have been able to ascertain, the junction does not have the capacity to accommodate the 

amount of construction traffic that the proposed development is likely to generate. Therefore, all of the 

proposed off-site highway works, including the signalised junction, (see PJA drawing nos 03468-A019-

P1 dated 14/02/2019, 03468-A-016-P4 dated 12/12/18, 03468-A-018-P0 dated 14/02/19, 03468-A-015-
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P1 dated 17/12/18, and 03468-A010-P5 dated 14/09/18) should be fully implemented prior to any 

development commencing upon the application site (I would be grateful if the Inspector would check 

the drawing numbers that I refer to, with both parties). 

 

Yours faithfully, 

Carly Tinkler 
 

Carly Tinkler BA CMLI FRSA MIALE 
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Ms Leanne Palmer - Room 3/J,    Malvern Hills AONB Unit 

The Planning Inspectorate,     Manor House 

Temple Quay House,     Grange Road 

2 The Square,      Malvern 

Bristol,       Worcestershire 

BS1 6PN       WR14 3EY 

 

20th February 2020 

BY EMAIL ONLY 

Dear Ms Palmer 

Planning consultation: APP/W1850/W/20/3244410 -Site for a mixed use 

development including the erection of up to 625 new homes (including 

affordable housing), up to 2.9 hectares of B1 employment land, a canal corridor, 

public open space (including a linear park), access, drainage and ground 

modelling works and other associated works. The proposal is for outline 

planning permission with all matters reserved for future consideration with the 

exception of access. 

Location: 171532 - Land North of Viaduct, Adjoining Orchard Business Park, 

Ledbury, Herefordshire. 

 

The Malvern Hills AONB Unit (hereafter ‘the Unit’) commented on planning application 

P171532/O (see comments dated 23/09/19) and also provided comments on planning 

application P171532/O (see response dated 16/06/17). Those comments are on the 

public record and will not be repeated here. The purpose of this communication is to 

provide a brief clarification of our position and a short commentary on the issue of 

tranquillity, its measurement and its policy context relevant to this appeal. This note 

does not deal with reserved matters. 

 As stated in our comments dated 23/09/19, the AONB Unit does not object to the 

quantity or siting of the proposed development. That said, whilst we recognise and 

respect that the site is allocated for development in the Local Plan we are also mindful 

that the proximity of the site to the boundary of the Malvern Hills AONB gives rise to 

the potential for negative effects on the special qualities of this nationally designated 

landscape. One of the most obvious of these is an increase in motor vehicle 

movements.  

Our objection to P171532/O was predicated on the belief that alternative or additional 

access arrangements were achievable and would help to minimise the effects of the 

development on the tranquillity of the AONB. The Unit considers that reducing effects 

in this way would help to deliver the Malvern Hills AONB Management Plan (2019-24), 

including  Policy TRP6.25 It is worth stating at this point that under Section 89 of the 

 
25 Policy TRP6 Ensure that new developments on the periphery of the AONB do not give rise to significant traffic 

increase and associated effects on tranquillity and enjoyment. Seek compensation for such effects where relevant.  
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Countryside and Rights of Way Act (2000) the management plan formulates local 

authority policy for the management of the AONB and for the carrying out of local 

authority functions in relation to that policy. Section 85 of the same legislation requires 

all public bodies to have regard to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural 

beauty of an AONB. 

The technical note provided by PJA (dated 10/10/19 and available on Herefordshire 

Council’s website for this application) in response to the AONB Unit’s comments of 

23/09/19 states, in para 2.1.3 that: 

‘During the morning and evening peak hours, it is estimated that there would be 

approximately 20 additional vehicles along this route, which is a 19% uplift compared 

to surveyed existing traffic flows on Beggars’ Ash at the junction with Bromyard Road’. 

The technical note goes on to agree with the AONB Unit in stating that there is a degree 

of uncertainty in estimating both the traffic that would be generated by the development 

and the route these vehicles would take. It adds that given the low number of trips 

involved any proportional variance would not ‘…in itself substantially change traffic 

volumes using this route.’  

The Unit is not qualified to debate definitions such as ‘significance’ and ‘substantial’ in 

relation to the effects of increased traffic on the tranquillity of the AONB. However, it 

does consider that higher numbers of vehicles using the quiet roads of the AONB will 

have a detrimental effect on the area and that this effect should not be discounted or 

ignored. It is important to recognise that damage to the special qualities of nationally 

designated landscapes does not arise only from developments which immediately give 

rise to substantial or major harm. Smaller scale changes can have an eroding effect 

on the features and special qualities that characterise the area and that people value 

so highly.   

 

Tranquillity and its measurement 

Tranquillity is important. It is listed in the Malvern Hills AONB Management Plan as a 

special quality of the area and is likely to be similarly listed as a special quality of most 

if not all AONBs and National Parks in the country. It should be clarified at this point 

that we are referring to relative rather than absolute tranquillity, the latter commonly 

considered to be very difficult to come by in most of England today. Natural England 

lists ‘relative tranquillity’ as one of six factors that contribute to natural beauty and which 

should be considered when assessing whether new areas should be designated as an 

AONB or National Park26. Tranquillity can, therefore, be reasonably considered to be 

an integral component of the nation’s most valued landscapes.  

It also seems reasonable to cite tranquillity as an important factor in why people visit 

these areas, why they choose to live in them and what they get out of them. For 

 
26 https://consult.defra.gov.uk/natural-england/suffolk-coast-and-heaths-

aonb/supporting_documents/Guidance%20for%20assessing%20landscapes%20for%20designation%20as%20Natio

nal%20Park%20or%20AONB%20in%20England.pdf 
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example, a 2001 Defra commissioned survey cited tranquillity as the most commonly 

mentioned reason why people visit the countryside (mentioned by 58% of survey 

respondents). A recent study found, through broad public consultation, that one of the 

most commonly reported benefits of tranquillity experienced in AONBs, is its ability to 

enhance a positive peaceful, state of mind27: generally considered to contribute to 

enhancing people’s quality of life.  

Whilst clearly important and widely used, tranquillity is a term that is perhaps less 

widely understood. The AONB Unit supports the wording of the Landscape Institute’s 

Technical Information Note28 on the subject when it says that ‘…tranquillity cannot 

readily be defined as an environmental characteristic or quality as it is a state of mind 

that is being described and thus human perceptions as well as factual evidence must 

be considered in any studies relating to the term. Tranquillity is, in effect, an umbrella 

term used to refer to the effect of a range of environmental factors on our senses and 

our perception of a place.’ 

Notwithstanding this definition, attempts to measure or monitor tranquillity have 

traditionally centred on landscape as an environmental quality, in particular with a focus 

on noise and disturbance since this can be more easily measured29. Other tranquillity 

studies have employed traditional questioning techniques to explore a broader 

definition of the term whilst more recently a number of studies have taken both 

deductive and inductive approaches to exploring what local people and visitors 

understand tranquillity to be. Some such studies process data into Geographical 

Information Systems at a refined resolution of 5m – 25m 30.  

In an ideal world, a local tranquillity study which includes an exploration of people’s 

perceptions would exist to inform the current planning application and to help elucidate 

local views on tranquillity in the area. Unfortunately, it does not. In its absence it is 

possible to refer to work produced by the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) 

in 2006 which produced a value of relative tranquillity for each 500m x 500m grid 

square across England, based on 44 different factors which add or detract from 

peoples’ feelings of tranquillity. The results from this study are spatially crude, 

especially in comparison with more recent studies. However, this modelling and 

mapping work for the AONB31 does suggest that the area in the south west of the 

AONB, adjacent to the town of Ledbury and along the Bromyard Road is already 

 
27   Hewlett et al, 2016. Project Report I – IV  at United Kingdom Data Service, (UKDS) 

http://reshare.ukdataservice.ac.uk/851934/ 

28 ‘Tranquillity – An overview, Landscape Institute Technical Information Note 01/2017 (Revised)  

29 Pheasant, Watts and Horoshenkov. (2009). Validation of a tranquillity rating prediction tool. Acta Acustica United 

with Acustica, 95, 1024 – 1031. 

30 See for examples, Hewlett et al, 2016, ‘Broadly engaging with tranquillity in protected landscapes: A matter of 

perspective identified in GIS’, in Landscape and Urban Planning, volume 158, February 2017; Hewlett D & Brown 

L., 2018, ‘Planning for tranquil spaces in rural destinations through mixed methods research’, in Tourism 
Management, Vol 67, pp 237-247; and Hewlett et al., 2020. BETER Tranquillity Studies at 
www.tranquilplaces.org. 

31 State of the Malvern Hills AONB 2014, Malvern Hills AONB Partnership (2018) 

https://landscapewpstorage01.blob.core.windows.net/www-landscapeinstitute-org/2017/02/Tranquillity-An-Overview-1-DH.pdf
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classed, at best, as having only moderate tranquillity. This is likely to be a result of the 

area’s association with the urban edge, including its man-made structures such as 

lights and roads. Further development in this area is likely to compound this effect and 

runs the risk of further reducing tranquillity. Given that traffic into the AONB is a key 

concern for the AONB Unit it is worth noting that various studies on the subject of 

tranquillity reveal a degree of consistency in identifying traffic as a significant detractor, 

if not the number one reason cited by the public as negatively affecting their tranquillity, 

including in AONBs32, 33.  

 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Tranquillity 

The NPPF does not define tranquillity or explicitly require its protection in AONBs. 

However, paragraph 172 of the framework requires that great weight be given to the 

conservation and enhancement of landscape and scenic beauty in these areas. Whilst 

the NPPF does not define landscape the AONB Unit considers that tranquillity can and 

should be included in the definition of this term. This appears to be consistent with the 

definition of landscape in the European Landscape Convention34, which the UK 

Government is and remains a signatory too. It also appears to be entirely consistent 

with technical guidance published on the subject of landscape and its assessment. For 

example, tranquillity is mentioned in Natural England’s “An Approach to Landscape 

Character Assessment” published in 2014 whilst Guidelines for Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessment (LI and IEMA 2013) also refer to perceptual aspects such as 

wildness or tranquillity on the list of factors that can help in the identification of valued 

landscapes.  

Paragraph 180 of the NPPF requires that new development is appropriate for its 

location taking into account, inter alia, its effects on the natural environment ‘…as well 

as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise from 

the development.’ It states that planning policies and decisions should mitigate and 

reduce to a minimum potential adverse impacts resulting from noise and limit the 

impact of light pollution from artificial light on local amenity, intrinsically dark 

landscapes and nature conservation. Furthermore, it requires that planning policies 

and decisions identify and protect tranquil areas which have remained relatively 

undisturbed by noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this 

reason. 

Research has shown that human generated noise (including that generated by traffic), 

lighting at night and other infrastructure are amongst the top reasons for negative 

public experiences of the countryside (Hewlett at al 2016, 2018). Whilst the Malvern 

 
32 Hewlett et al, 2016, ‘Broadly engaging with tranquillity in protected landscapes: A matter of perspective identified 

in GIS’, in Landscape and Urban Planning, volume 158, February 2017; 

33 Hewlett et al, 2016. Project Report I – IV  at United Kingdom Data Service, (UKDS) 

http://reshare.ukdataservice.ac.uk/851934/ 

34 ‘An area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of natural and/or 

human factors’.  

http://reshare.ukdataservice.ac.uk/851934/
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Hills AONB has not been defined as a tranquil area in accordance with para 180 of the 

NPPF (Herefordshire Council has not, to our knowledge, yet identified any part of the 

county in this way) the AONB Unit considers that the Malvern Hills AONB would have 

a good claim to make for such a designation, especially given its recreational and 

amenity value. In any case it must surely be regarded as part of a (wider) area that is 

sensitive to impacts that could arise from the proposed development. The AONB 

Management Plan (2019-24) recognises that new activities and developments within 

the AONB and it setting are adding noise, light and movement into the landscape and 

that this can diminish people’s appreciation and enjoyment of the AONB. 

 

The AONB Unit considers - as expressed clearly through the AONB Management Plan 

(2019-2014) – that a growth in car traffic is one of the main threats to the tranquillity of 

the Malvern Hills AONB. From a position of conserving and enhancing the natural 

beauty of the AONB and of implementing its management plan it follows that measures 

to reduce this threat should be taken where they reasonably can be. The Unit considers 

that policies in the NPPF, including those set out in paragraphs 172 and 180, support 

such action.  

The technical note provided by PJA (dated 10/10/19 and available on Herefordshire 

Council’s website for this application) contends that even in the event that access from 

the development site were to be provided in an alternative location the volume of 

additional traffic using minor roads within the AONB would not substantially change. 

The AONB Unit does not have the expertise to comment on whether this is likely to be 

the case but such an action would, at least, offer the prospect of dispersing traffic load 

such that its effects on tranquillity are not unduly felt in any one part of the AONB. In 

addition, spreading some vehicular traffic away from Bromyard Road - which forms the 

boundary to the Malvern Hills AONB for a short distance north of Ledbury - would 

surely serve to reduce the visual and auditory effects on tranquillity which must 

inevitably be associated with a very significant increase in traffic immediately adjacent 

to this nationally designated landscape.  

Yours sincerely 

 

Paul Esrich 

Manager, Malvern Hills AONB Unit  
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Appendix CT-C 
Figure CT-1 - Map of assessed route 
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Appendix CT-D 
MHAONBU consultation response 16th June 2017 
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Mr Roland Close 

Herefordshire Council 

Planning Services 

PO Box 230 

Blueschool House 

Hereford 

HR1 2ZB 

 

16th June 2017 
 
Dear Mr Close  
 
Planning Application P171532/O 
  
Proposed site for a mixed use development including the erection of up to 625 
new homes (including affordable housing), up to 2.9 hectares of B1 
employment land, a canal corridor, public open space (including a linear park), 
access, drainage and ground modelling works and other associated works. The 
proposal is for outline planning permission with all matters reserved for future 
consideration with the exception of access at Land North of Viaduct Adjoining 
Orchard Business Park Ledbury Herefordshire  
 
The site of the proposed development lies outside of the boundary but is clearly in 
the setting of the Malvern Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), which is 
an area designated for its national landscape importance. The Malvern Hills AONB 
Unit seeks to encourage high quality design and to protect and enhance the 
landscape.  
 
The Unit has a number of comments on the application but recognises that the principal 

focus at this stage is on access matters. The Unit recommends that the current application 

be refused, pending the submission of further information related to traffic movements. Our 

comments are provided below, following a summary of the policy context relating to the 

AONB.  

 
Policy context 
 

1. National Planning Policy Framework 

Paragraph 115 of the NPPF requires “great weight” to be given to conserving the landscape 

and scenic beauty of the AONB.  

2. Herefordshire Local Plan  

Policy SS6 "Environmental quality and local distinctiveness” of the local plan states that:  

‘Development proposals should conserve and enhance those environmental aspects that 

contribute towards the county's distinctiveness, in particular its settlement pattern, 

landscape, biodiversity and heritage assets and especially those with specific environmental 

https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/info/200142/planning_services/planning_application_search/details/map?id=171532
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/info/200142/planning_services/planning_application_search/details/map?id=171532
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designations…. Development proposals should be shaped through an integrated approach to 

planning the following environmental components from the outset, and based on sufficient 

information to determine the effect upon each where they are relevant: 

 

• landscape, townscape and local distinctiveness, especially in Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty;…’ 

 

‘The management plans and conservation objectives of the county's international and 

nationally important features and areas will be material to the determination of future 

development proposals. Furthermore assessments of local features, areas and sites, defining 

local distinctiveness in other development plan documents, neighbourhood development 

plans and supplementary planning documents should inform decisions upon proposals." 

 

Para 3.99 of the Local Plan also states that "Management Plans have been prepared for both 

the Wye Valley and Malvern Hills Areas of Outstanding Beauty. These documents will be 

relevant to assessment of the effects of development upon these important assets. The 

most rigorous approaches to assessing the effect of development should be taken for those 

areas with international and national designations, including proposals outside but having an 

effect upon them, in accordance with the protection afforded to such areas in the National 

Planning Policy Framework.  

 

Policy LD1 "Landscape and Townscape states that development proposals should: 

 

• demonstrate that character of landscape and townscape has positively influenced the 
design, scale, nature and site selection, protection and enhancement of the setting of 
settlements and designated areas; 

• conserve and enhance the natural, historic and scenic beauty of important landscapes 
and features, including Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, nationally and locally 
designated parks and gardens and conservation areas; through the protection of the 
area's character and by enabling appropriate uses, design and management; 

• incorporate new landscape schemes and their management to ensure development 
integrates appropriately into its surroundings; and 

• maintain and extend tree cover where important to amenity, through the retention of 
important trees, appropriate replacement trees lost through development and new 
planting to support green infrastructure." 

 

3. Malvern Hills AONB Management Plan (2014-19) 
The AONB Management Plan is a material consideration within the development 

management process. This was most recently confirmed in the Natural Environment 

section of the National Planning Practice Guidance published in March 2014. In 

accordance with Section 89 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act (2000), the 

Management Plan formulates local authority policy for the management for the AONB 

and for the carrying out of local authority functions. The following objectives and 

policies are especially relevant: 
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• LP1: Manage the landscape of the AONB in accordance with key documents 
such as the AONB Landscape Strategy, Landscape Character Assessments 
and Historic Landscape Characterisations. 

• BDO1: The distinctive character and natural beauty of the AONB will be fully 
reflected in the development and implementation of consistent statutory land 
use planning policy and guidance across the AONB, and in decision-making 
on planning applications for development. 

• BDP1: Development in the AONB and its setting should be in accordance 
with approved local design and capacity studies, including the AONB 
Guidance on Building Design. 

• TRP2 Restore and maintain tranquillity in the AONB through traffic mitigation 
and reduction measures. 

• TRP5 Introduce and maintain measures to reduce car movements in the 
AONB, particularly during major events and at peak times. 

 

 

Comments  

 

Traffic impacts on the AONB 

The AONB Unit has very significant concerns that the proposed single vehicular access from 

the development onto the Bromyard Road will lead to an increase in the volume and 

potentially the speed of traffic on the minor road network in the western part of the AONB, 

accessed from Beggars Ash and possibly Burtons Lane. It is feared that this increase in traffic 

movements will arise from those travelling in the direction of Malvern who will choose to 

use the minor roads in the AONB as rat runs to avoid potential congestion at the Hereford 

Road/Bromyard Road junction (by the railway), Knapp Lane and Cuthroat Lane cut-throughs 

and the possible congestion in Ledbury High Street.  

The minor road network in the vicinity of Wellington Heath, Petty France, and the west of 

the parish of Colwall etc. is currently very lightly used. Subsequently, a relatively small 

increase in traffic movements on this network could have a very significant impact. The 

Unit’s principal concerns arising from an increase in traffic movements in the area are as 

follows: 

• a loss of tranquillity in one of the quieter parts of the AONB (traffic is known to have 

a big effect on tranquillity); 

• an impact on the quality of the recreational experience for those who use the quiet 

rural lanes in the area for horse riding, cycling, walking etc; (see Section 3 of the 

Malvern Hills AONB management plan);   

• a potential reduction in the recreational use of the minor road network, arising from 

more traffic and faster moving traffic; and  

• erosion of the banks and verges alongside the carriageway, as a result of more 

vehicles trying to squeeze past each other. 
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The current planning application does not appear to show, in a simple and clear format, the 

current levels of use of the minor road network in the western part of the AONB. Neither 

does it fully show the projected increase in traffic movements on this network as a result of 

the development. No assessment appears to have been made of the use of Burton’s Lane, 

via which traffic could also access the road network in the AONB. .  

The Unit recognises that section 8 of the transport assessment does deal with trip 

distribution but the Unit requires a more thorough analysis of use of the local road network. 

It also requests information on the confidence levels associated with the data presented in 

section 8 and with any that might be presented in the future.  

A traffic counter located at Petty France (east of Wellington Heath) for four weeks in 2016 

recorded an average daily count of 331 vehicle movements. Table 11 in Section 8 appears to 

envisage a daily increase of 25 residential vehicle trips and 29 employment trips using 

Beggars Ash. If these are return journeys and if all of these vehicles went through Petty 

France this would appear to represent an increase in traffic volume of over 32% (16% if 

single journeys) compared with the 2016 figures. Such an increase would be extremely 

concerning. The same table appears to envisage an increase of traffic on the Worcester Road 

of 259 residential and 118 employment trips. This traffic is heading in the direction of 

Colwall and Malvern (and presumably then onto Worcester), destinations which can all be 

reached across country through the AONB. If even a small proportion of these users chose to 

make their journeys across the AONB, for example, due to traffic congestion through 

Ledbury, then the impact on the special qualities of the AONB and on people's enjoyment of 

them would be unacceptable and clearly contrary to the aim, objective and policies of the 

AONB management plan that relate to transport and accessibility.  

At this point the Unit is unable to properly assess the impacts of the proposed 

development on the AONB. As stated above, we recommend refusal of the current 

application for this reason. Unless it can be clearly and conclusively demonstrated 

that the proposed development will not lead to a significant increase in traffic on the 

minor road network in the AONB, the Unit is highly likely to request that an additional 

road access is created to the south of the development, linking it with the Hereford 

Road. An access here would be likely to reduce use of the quiet rural roads which are 

intrinsic to the tranquillity of the Malvern Hills AONB and help preserve the AONB in 

accordance with the Management Plan and Policies SS6 and LD1 of the 

Herefordshire Local Plan. 

 

 

Pavement widening 

The current application does not propose any widening of the carriageway or pavement on 

the east side of the B4214 just to the north of the railway station. However, the Unit notes 

that the pavement in this area (which is within the AONB) is narrow, being only 1m wide in 

places. If it was felt that this would have to be widened to provide a safer route for 

pedestrians and potentially cyclists it is probable that there would need to be a reduction or 
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removal of hedgerows and associated vegetation to provide this. The AONB Unit would be 

concerned at the possible effects of such work on the natural beauty of the area. 

 

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA)  

The AONB Unit has a number of concerns and comments on the LVIA submitted as part of 

the planning application. These are as follows. 

Assessment of visual effects – judged sensitivity of receptor 

The Unit does not understand how receptors as diverse as users of the road and rail 

network, occupants of residential properties and walkers on public rights of way have all 

been assigned the same ‘medium’ value. Indeed, according to appendix 5.3 (visual effects 

table) all 16 visual receptors in the assessment appear to have this same value. In our 

opinion users of rights of way which are part of dedicated long distance trails (the 

Herefordshire Trail and the Geopark Way) and which lie within a nationally designated 

landscape (the Malvern Hills AONB) should be classed as high value receptors. Since the 

authors of the LVIA obviously disagree with this the Unit would appreciate some clarification 

on the type of receptors they deem would be worthy of a high value. 

Assessment of visual effects – judged magnitude of visual effects sensitivity of receptor 

In judging the magnitude of visual effects the assessment records whether the view 

experienced by a receptor is permanent or transient. Appendix 5.3 shows that all views 

experienced my occupants of buildings are described as permanent and all others are 

described as transient. The AONB Unit considers that a distinction must be drawn between 

the view experienced by the occupant of a fast-moving train or car and that experienced by, 

for example, a recreational walker on a footpath. For many walkers contemplation and 

enjoyment of a view is an integral part of the recreational experience and will often be a 

motivation for the walk itself. As such, whilst the view enjoyed by a walker may be transient 

in one sense it is likely to be longer lasting and of greater qualitative value and significance 

than that experienced by the occupant of a car, for whom the view is likely to be incidental 

to the purpose of the trip itself.  

It is crucial that these sorts of judgements are accurate and properly considered since they 

in-turn inform judgements about the overall effects of the proposed development.  

Visual effects and the setting of the Malvern Hills AONB 

The Malvern Hills AONB management plan (2014-19) identifies the significance of the setting 

of the AONB, defined as the surroundings in which the area is experienced. It states that if 

the quality of the setting declines then the appreciation and enjoyment of the AONB itself 

diminishes. Elsewhere in the same document the loss and degradation of views is identified 

as a particular issue in the Malvern Hills AONB. Due to the topography of this nationally 

designated landscape people enjoy extensive views out to the countryside beyond the AONB 

boundary (its ‘setting’) whilst the same topography contributes to the enjoyment of views 

towards the AONB. The management plan goes on to state that without careful 
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management views within, from and to the AONB may be lost or degraded as vegetation 

grows or structures are built. Policy LP2 of the management plan states that the AONB 

Partnership and others should: 

‘Restore distinctive landscapes and landscape features that have been significantly 

degraded’. 

The AONB Unit does not dispute the fact that, when viewed from a number of viewpoints 

within the AONB to the east, the proposed development will be seen behind a foreground of 

large employment units (‘detracting features’). Neither does it dispute that, as a 

consequence, the effects of the proposed development in these views are unlikely to be 

major. However, the Unit considers that the assessment sometimes downplays the effects of 

the proposed development in extending built form to the west. Not only will the proposed 

development extend the built envelope into open countryside but it will do so with a form of 

development (residential, estate-style housing, parked cars, gardens, fences etc.) which does 

not currently form a part of the scene in many existing views.  

Furthermore, the Unit considers that the assessment of visual effects often fails to recognise 

that, in many views from the AONB, the current line of industrial development is the only 

discordant feature in further reaching views which are otherwise characterised by 

undeveloped countryside, save only for occasional and typical farm related development, 

and for the impressive heritage feature of the Victorian viaduct. In the case of viewpoint E, 

the proposed development appears to comprise the only significant built form in parts of the 

view.  

The visual assessment appears to fail to recognise that the requirement for street lighting 

and the light sources which will be associated with the proposed residential development 

could have a significant impact on views and on tranquillity. These impacts may be in 

contrast to lighting associated with the existing employment units, some of which are 

unlikely to be lit outside of office hours or at weekends.   

The visual assessment, for example at viewpoint E, makes reference to the areas of 

polytunnels which act as detracting features in the view but it fails to mention that the 

impact of such features is vastly reduced for part of the year when the plastic is removed 

from the frames. By contrast, the proposed new development will be a permanent feature.   

It is clear that the employment related development on the west side of the Bromyard road 

is injurious to the setting of the Malvern Hills AONB. In line with policies such as BDP1 and 

BDP2 the AONB Unit considers that there should be a focus on trying to restore that 

landscape rather than compounding the damage that has been done in the past. This points 

to the need for meticulous landscape planning and significant investment in mitigation 

(including the likelihood of off-site planting) which will enable any development in this 

location to be sensitively integrated into the landscape and into key views of it. The Unit 

recognises that such matters will be dealt with in a future application but at this stage it 

wishes to flag up the desirability of a colour assessment to inform the design and nature of 

the development. It would also suggest that attention needs to be given to the landscaping 

of spaces outside  as well as inside the proposed site boundary.     
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Views  

Para 4.41 of the LVIA refers to a 2009 report produced for the AONB Partnership which 

identifies key views to and from the AONB. It goes on to state that  it is unlikely that these 

views will be affected by the proposed development. It is important to understand that the 

2009 report produced by Copper Partnership was never intended to be a definitive list of all 

of the key views to and from the Malvern Hills AONB. The fact that views towards or from 

the development site are not included within the Cooper report should not be taken as an 

indication that important views do not exist in the area. The AONB Partnership’s guidance on 

identifying and grading views and viewpoints sets out a methodology which allows 

interested parties to understand the significance of a particular view.  

Views towards the AONB 

It is not the AONB Unit’s role to identify or assess the significance of views towards the 

AONB from surrounding areas. However, the LVIA makes it clear that there are views 

towards the development from the west which will incorporate the high value landscape of 

the AONB as a backdrop. Such views may be of considerable significance bringing enjoyment 

to local people and to visitors. It is recommended that Herefordshire Council check the 

judged effects of the development of these views and that mitigation seeks to preserve 

these views by successfully integrating any development into the landscape.  

Miscellaneous 

The Unit would be grateful to receive information on the photographic equipment and focal 

lengths employed when recording the images submitted as part of the LVIA. It also seeks 

clarification that this accords with the guidance issued on this topic by the Landscape 

Institute.  

  

I hope you are able to take these comments into consideration. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Paul Esrich, 
Manager, Malvern Hills AONB Unit  
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Appendix CT-E 
Table CT-1 - MHAONBU position June 2020 
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Appendix CT-E Table CT-1 - MHAONBU issues and current position (June 2020)  

1.1 The MHAONBU’s 16th June 2017 response is in Appendix CT-D, and its 23rd September 2019 letter is in Appendix CT-F. The issues raised in both are 

summarised in my evidence in Section 3, and tabulated here for ease of reference.  

1.2 My understanding of the Unit’s current (June 2020) position on the issues raised in 2017 and 2019 is set out below, tabulated for ease of reference (the 

headings are as per the Unit’s letters). Although the Unit has not had an opportunity to ‘endorse’ my evidence, the comments are based on my discussions 

with Mr Esrich between April and June 2020. 

1.3 The dates in COLUMN 1 relate to the Unit’s written responses.  

1.4 The issues raised by the Unit are set out (and / or summarised by me) in COLUMN 2. 

1.5 The ‘Yes / No’ in COLUMN 3 relates to whether or not the issue has been resolved. 

1.6 The comments in COLUMN 4 are my interpretation of the Unit’s current position, based on a combination of a) the Unit’s published responses, and b) the 

Unit’s responses to my requests for clarification of certain points during April and May 2020.  

1.7 Although not included in the table, please note that at the end of the September 2019 letter, the Unit advised HC, “If you are minded to approve the current 

application the Unit would expect compensation for the AONB from increases in traffic, as per policy TRP6 of the AONB Management Plan”. The Unit’s current 

position on such compensation is dealt with in Section 4 of my evidence. 
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TABLE CT-1 MHAONBU issues and current position (June 2020)  

REF DATE RESPONSE ISSUE RESOLVED COMMENT 

1 16th June 2017 Pavement widening / hedgerow removal 

The current application does not propose any 

widening of the carriageway or pavement on the east 

side of the B4214 just to the north of the railway 

station. However, the Unit notes that the pavement in 

this area (which is within the AONB) is narrow, being 

only 1m wide in places.  

If it was felt that this would have to be widened to 

provide a safer route for pedestrians and potentially 

cyclists it is probable that there would need to be a 

reduction or removal of hedgerows and associated 

vegetation to provide this.  

The AONB Unit would be concerned at the possible 

effects of such work on the natural beauty of the area. 

No MHAONBU CURRENT POSITION: This aspect of the 

scheme is unlikely to give rise to significant adverse 

effects on the AONB, and it is considered that this 

matter could be satisfactorily dealt with at the reserved 

matters stage if the scheme is granted approval. 

2 16th June 2017 Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) 

The AONB Unit has a number of concerns and 

comments on the LVIA submitted as part of the 

planning application. 

The concerns relate to some of the methods used 

and judgements made in the appellant’s LVIA in 

relation to levels of receptor sensitivity and 

magnitudes of effect. 

No MHAONBU CURRENT POSITION: As far as can be 

ascertained from the submitted information, this 

matter has not been resolved. However, clarification of 

these points would not change the Unit’s opinion 

about levels of receptor sensitivity and magnitudes of 

effect, nor the subsequent amount of mitigation that 

would be required to reduce those levels.  

If raised at the inquiry, I will deal with technical matters. 
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REF DATE RESPONSE ISSUE RESOLVED COMMENT 

3 16th June 2017 Visual effects and the setting of the Malvern Hills 

AONB 

Effects of the proposed development in these views [i.e. 

from and / or towards the AONB] are unlikely to be 

major… [however there is a] need for meticulous 

landscape planning and significant investment in 

mitigation (including the likelihood of off-site planting) 

which will enable any development in this location to 

be sensitively integrated into the landscape and into 

key views of it. The Unit recognises that such matters 

will be dealt with in a future application but at this 

stage it wishes to flag up the desirability of a colour 

assessment to inform the design and nature of the 

development. It would also suggest that attention 

needs to be given to the landscaping of spaces outside  

as well as inside the proposed site boundary. 

No MHAONBU CURRENT POSITION: See September 2019 

response under the same heading below 

4 23rd September 2019 Visual effects and the setting of the Malvern Hills 

AONB 

The Malvern Hills AONB Management Plan (2019-24) 

confirms the significance of the setting of the AONB. It 

states that if the quality of the setting declines then the 

appreciation and enjoyment of the AONB itself 

diminishes. The loss and degradation of views is 

identified as a particular issue in the Malvern Hills 

AONB  

 

No MHAONBU CURRENT POSITION:  

a) The Unit’s June 2017 response stated, “Effects of the 

proposed development in these views [i.e. from and / 

or towards the AONB] are unlikely to be major…”. It 

is therefore considered that this matter could be 

satisfactorily dealt with at the reserved matters 

stage if the scheme is granted approval.  

b) Nonetheless, without forethought and appropriate 

mitigation, many developments have the potential 

to give rise to ‘significant’ adverse visual effects. An 

unlikely but good example would be large 

quantities of bright yellow buildings placed in a 

naturally green landscape: the development’s 
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REF DATE RESPONSE ISSUE RESOLVED COMMENT 

siting, layout and design could all be acceptable in 

terms of both visual amenity and landscape 

character, but the choice of colour might have been 

left until the last minute (even during construction) 

and could be a significant visual detractor. 

c) However, the potential for development to harm 

valuable landscapes such as AONBs must be 

considered and controlled at all stages of the 

planning process i.e. in local plans, in outline and 

detailed applications, in reserved matters and in 

conditions. Given i) the proposed development’s 

proximity to the AONB, ii) the fact that the site is 

visible from the AONB, and iii) the fact that the site 

is visible in views towards the AONB, it is assumed 

that levels of effects arising from the siting, layout 

and design of the development would be kept to 

acceptable levels through i) robust planning control 

measures, and ii) careful attention being paid to 

detail and quality, the designs being informed by 

relevant guidance especially that produced by the 

Malvern Hills AONB Partnership.  

d) The Unit reiterates its suggestion that “a colour 

assessment to inform the design and nature of the 

development” 35 should be carried out if permission 

is granted. This could be the subject of a planning 

condition (‘generic’ wording for a reserved matters 

condition is attached at Appendix CT-J). 

 
35 Further information about Environmental Colour Assessment (ECA) can be provided if required, but see https://www.landscapeinstitute.org/technical-resource/environmental-colour-assessment/ 

and http://www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/guidance_on_colour_use_screen.pdf 

https://www.landscapeinstitute.org/technical-resource/environmental-colour-assessment/
http://www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/guidance_on_colour_use_screen.pdf
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REF DATE RESPONSE ISSUE RESOLVED COMMENT 

5 16th June 2017 Views 

The comment related to the appellant’s landscape 

consultants having misinterpreted the Malvern Hills 

AONB Partnership’s Guidance on Identifying and 

Grading Views and Viewpoints. 

No MHAONBU CURRENT POSITION: As far as can be 

ascertained from the submitted information, this 

matter has not been resolved. However, additional 

visual assessment would not change the Unit’s overall 

opinion about levels of visual effects, nor the 

subsequent amount of mitigation that would be 

required to reduce those levels. 

If raised at the inquiry, I will deal with technical matters. 

6 16th June 2017 Views towards the AONB 

It is not the AONB Unit’s role to identify or assess the 

significance of views towards the AONB from 

surrounding areas. However, the LVIA makes it clear 

that there are views towards the development from the 

west which will incorporate the high value landscape of 

the AONB as a backdrop. Such views may be of 

considerable significance bringing enjoyment to local 

people and to visitors. It is recommended that 

Herefordshire Council check the judged effects of the 

development of these views and that mitigation seeks 

to preserve these views by successfully integrating any 

development into the landscape.  

No MHAONBU CURRENT POSITION: See September 2019 

response under the same heading below 
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REF DATE RESPONSE ISSUE RESOLVED COMMENT 

7 23rd September 2019 Views towards the AONB 

The September 2019 response is a summary of its June 

2017 response, in which concerns were expressed 

about “the judged effects of the development of these 

views” (see Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

(LVIA) above. The Unit recommended “that mitigation 

seeks to preserve these views by successfully integrating 

any development into the landscape”.  

No CURRENT POSITION: The Unit’s position on mitigation 

is as set out in Visual effects and the setting of the 

Malvern Hills AONB above. In summary, so long as 

careful attention is paid to detail and quality, this matter 

could be satisfactorily dealt with at the reserved matters 

stage if the scheme is granted approval.  

If raised at the inquiry, I will deal with technical matters. 

8 16th June 2017 Miscellaneous 

The Unit would be grateful to receive information on 

the photographic equipment and focal lengths 

employed when recording the images submitted as part 

of the LVIA. It also seeks clarification that this accords 

with the guidance issued on this topic by the Landscape 

Institute.36 

No MHAONBU CURRENT POSITION: As far as can be 

ascertained from the submitted information, this 

matter has not been resolved. However, additional 

visual assessment would not change the Unit’s overall 

opinion about levels of visual effects, nor the 

subsequent amount of mitigation that would be 

required to reduce those levels.  

Also, it is considered that this matter could be 

satisfactorily dealt with at the reserved matters stage if 

the scheme is granted approval.  

If raised at the inquiry, I will deal with technical matters. 

  

 
36 In September 2019, the Landscape Institute’s Advice Note 01/11, ‘Advice on Photography and Photomontage’ and Technical Guidance Note (TGN) 02/17, ‘Visual Representation of Development 

Proposals’ were withdrawn and replaced by TGN 06/19 ‘Visual Representation of development proposals’. 
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REF DATE RESPONSE ISSUE RESOLVED COMMENT 

9 23rd September 2019 Design, materials and colours 

As demonstrated above (see Visual effects and the 

setting of the Malvern Hills AONB), the site will be 

visible in views from and towards the AONB and 

therefore it is important that the site integrates well into 

the landscape which forms the setting of the AONB. 

No MHAONBU CURRENT POSITION: The Unit’s position on 

mitigation is as set out in Visual effects and the setting 

of the Malvern Hills AONB above - in summary, so long 

as careful attention is paid to detail and quality, this 

matter could be satisfactorily dealt with at the reserved 

matters stage if the scheme is granted approval. 

10 23rd September 2019 Traffic and tranquillity  

The AONB Unit’s principal objection to the application 

remains an objection not to the number or siting of 

houses proposed but to the reliance of vehicular access 

onto the Bromyard Road and the likely effects of this on 

the minor road network in the south west of the AONB.   

No MHAONBU CURRENT POSITION: Unchanged, and still 

a significant concern due to the ‘very significant 

increase in traffic’, as set out in the Unit’s letter to PINS 

dated 20th February 2020 (see Appendix CT-B).  

The matters raised by the MHAONBU are dealt with 

throughout my evidence. 
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Appendix CT-F 
MHAONBU consultation response 23rd September 2019 
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Mr Carl Brace 

Herefordshire Council 

Planning Services 

PO Box 230 

Blueschool House 

Hereford 

HR1 2ZB 

 

23rd September 2019 
 
Dear Mr Brace  
 
Planning Application P171532/O 
 
Proposed site for a mixed use development including the erection of up to 625 
new homes (including affordable housing), up to 2.9 hectares of B1 
employment land, a canal corridor, public open space (including a linear park), 
access, drainage and ground modelling works and other associated works. The 
proposal is for outline planning permission with all matters reserved for future 
consideration with the exception of access at Land North of Viaduct Adjoining 
Orchard Business Park Ledbury Herefordshire  
 
Apologies for the lateness of these comments. The AONB Unit objects to this 
development. Our comments should be read in conjunction with the points made in 
our response dated 16th June 2017.  
 
Policy context 
 

4. National Planning Policy Framework 

Paragraph 172 of the NPPF requires that ‘great weight’ should be given to conserving and 

enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in AONBs which have the highest status of 

protection in relation to these issues.  

Recent changes to National Planning Practice Guidance for the Natural Environment clarify 

the importance of the setting of AONBs (and other designated landscapes) and provide 

guidance on how development within these areas should be dealt with. It states that: 

‘Land within the setting of these areas often makes an important contribution to maintaining 

their natural beauty, and where poorly located or designed development can do significant 

harm. This is especially the case where long views from or to the designated landscape are 

identified as important, or where the landscape character of land within and adjoining the 

designated area is complementary. Development within the settings of these areas will 

therefore need sensitive handling that takes these potential impacts into account.’ 

 

 

https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/info/200142/planning_services/planning_application_search/details/map?id=171532
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/info/200142/planning_services/planning_application_search/details/map?id=171532
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5. Herefordshire Local Plan  

Policy SS6 "Environmental quality and local distinctiveness” of the local plan states that:  

‘Development proposals should conserve and enhance those environmental aspects that 

contribute towards the county's distinctiveness, in particular its settlement pattern, 

landscape, biodiversity and heritage assets and especially those with specific environmental 

designations…. Development proposals should be shaped through an integrated approach to 

planning the following environmental components from the outset, and based on sufficient 

information to determine the effect upon each where they are relevant: 

 

• landscape, townscape and local distinctiveness, especially in Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty;…’ 

 

‘The management plans and conservation objectives of the county's international and 

nationally important features and areas will be material to the determination of future 

development proposals. Furthermore assessments of local features, areas and sites, defining 

local distinctiveness in other development plan documents, neighbourhood development 

plans and supplementary planning documents should inform decisions upon proposals." 

 

Para 3.99 of the Local Plan also states that "Management Plans have been prepared for both 

the Wye Valley and Malvern Hills Areas of Outstanding Beauty. These documents will be 

relevant to assessment of the effects of development upon these important assets. The 

most rigorous approaches to assessing the effect of development should be taken for those 

areas with international and national designations, including proposals outside but having an 

effect upon them, in accordance with the protection afforded to such areas in the National 

Planning Policy Framework.  

 

Policy LD1 "Landscape and Townscape states that development proposals should: 

 

• demonstrate that character of landscape and townscape has positively influenced the 
design, scale, nature and site selection, protection and enhancement of the setting of 
settlements and designated areas; 

• conserve and enhance the natural, historic and scenic beauty of important landscapes 
and features, including Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, nationally and locally 
designated parks and gardens and conservation areas; through the protection of the 
area's character and by enabling appropriate uses, design and management; 

• incorporate new landscape schemes and their management to ensure development 
integrates appropriately into its surroundings; and 

• maintain and extend tree cover where important to amenity, through the retention of 
important trees, appropriate replacement trees lost through development and new 
planting to support green infrastructure." 
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6. Malvern Hills AONB Management Plan (2019-24) 
The AONB Management Plan is a material consideration within the development 

management process. This is confirmed in National Planning Practice Guidance for 

the Natural Environment. In accordance with Section 89 of the Countryside and 

Rights of Way Act (2000), the Management Plan formulates local authority policy for 

the management for the AONB and for the carrying out of local authority functions. 

The following objectives and policies are especially relevant to the current 

application:  

• BDP2: Development in the AONB and its setting should be in accordance 
with good practice guidance including that proposed by the AONB Partnership.  

• BDP4: Development proposals that may affect land in the AONB, including 
those in its setting, should protect and/or enhance key views and landscape 
character. AONB guidance relating to views and development in views should 
be used where relevant.  

• BDP5: Lighting schemes should be kept to a minimum and only installed 
where absolutely necessary. Light pollution should be avoided through 
adherence to good practice design and through practice, for example, 
dimming or turning lighting off wherever possible.  

• TRO1: To reduce the impact of the motor vehicle whilst promoting a more 
sustainable approach to accessibility management. 

• TRP2: Promote sustainable transport to enhance tranquillity and minimise the 
impact of traffic on the AONB; encouraging a safer and more attractive 
environment for walking, cycling and horse riding. 

• TRP5: Introduce and maintain measures to reduce car movements in the 
AONB, particularly during major events and at peak times.  

• TRP6: Ensure that new developments on the periphery of the AONB do not 
give rise to significant traffic increases and associated effects on tranquillity 
and enjoyment. Seek compensation for such effects where relevant.  

 
 
Traffic and tranquillity  
 
The AONB Unit’s principal objection to the application remains an objection not to the 
number or siting of houses proposed but to the reliance of vehicular access onto the 
Bromyard Road and the likely effects of this on the minor road network in the south 
west of the AONB.  We note that the transport assessments submitted with the 
planning application forecast that respectively 3.5% and 5.5% of residential and 
employment trips associated with the development will take place through Beggars 
Ash. The Unit does not have the expertise to question these forecasts but two things 
seem crystal clear: 
 

1. There will be an increase in the volume of traffic on the minor road network in 
the western part of the AONB as a result of the proposed development.  

2. The precise extent of the increase cannot be known until after the 
development has been completed.  
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‘A sense of remoteness and tranquillity’, ‘limited noise and disturbance’ and ‘the 
tranquillity of the rural landscapes’ are all mentioned in the list of the special qualities 
of the Malvern Hills AONB (page 9 of the AONB Management Plan, 2019-24). ‘Quiet 
rural lanes for walking, cycling and horse riding’ are also listed in the Management 
Plan as a special feature of the AONB.  
 
It is axiomatic that the increased motorised traffic which will arise from the proposed 
development will contribute to damaging those special qualities and special features. 
It may also lead to a reduction in the recreational use of the minor road network as 
well as contributing to vehicular damage to banks and verges as a result of more 
vehicles trying to squeeze past each other. As such, the effects of the proposed 
development on the AONB appear to be counter to the principal objective of the 
AONB Management Plan in relation to transport and accessibility, which is to reduce 
the impact of the motor vehicle whilst promoting a more sustainable approach to 
accessibility management.  
 
There will no doubt be discussion about whether the predicted increases in traffic are 
acceptable or tolerable.  The forecast increase of traffic through Beggars Ash in the 
current application appears to be lower than that previously forecast. However, on 
very lightly trafficked roads this still appears to represent a significant increase over 
and above the current baseline. As previously stated, the final number of new 
vehicular movements across the AONB will not be known until after the development 
is completed and may be higher than predicted, especially at times when accidents 
or congestion mean that other route options are less attractive. Irrespective of this, 
the AONB Management Plan recognises that one of the threats to the AONB comes 
from the cumulative impact of numbers of small developments. In this context it 
seems fair to recognise that the effects of the development will be to erode some of 
the special qualities and features of the area and this erosion should be a great 
concern to all who are charged with conserving and enhancing the natural beauty for 
the AONB.  
 
Visual effects and the setting of the Malvern Hills AONB 

The Malvern Hills AONB Management Plan (2019-24) confirms the significance of the setting 

of the AONB. It states that if the quality of the setting declines then the appreciation and 

enjoyment of the AONB itself diminishes. The loss and degradation of views is identified as a 

particular issue in the Malvern Hills AONB. Due to the topography of this nationally 

designated landscape, people enjoy extensive views out to the countryside beyond the 

AONB boundary whilst the same topography contributes to the enjoyment of views towards 

the AONB. Without careful management views within, from and to the AONB may be lost or 

degraded as vegetation grows or structures are built. As referred to above, support for 

sensitive development in the setting of AONBS now exists in National Planning Practice 

Guidance.  

The AONB Unit does not dispute the fact that, when viewed from a number of viewpoints 

within the AONB to the east, the proposed development will be seen behind a foreground of 

large units (‘detracting features’) constructed for industrial/employment use. However, the 

Unit considers that the applicant downplays the effects of the proposed development in 



APP/W1850/W/20/3244410 Land north of viaduct, Ledbury: Landscape & Visual PoE Carly Tinkler BA CMLI FRSA MIALE June 2020  

     

extending built form to the west. Not only will the proposed development extend the built 

envelope into open countryside but it will do so with a form of development (residential, 

estate-style housing along with parked cars, gardens, fences etc.) which does not currently 

form a part of the scene in many existing views. It is the cumulative effects of a marked 

increase in built form, in combination with the existing detracting features, which is likely to 

have a detrimental effect on the setting of the AONB.   

Views towards the AONB 

The Unit notes that there will be views towards the development from the west which will 

incorporate the woods and fields of the high ground of the AONB as a backdrop. Such views 

may be of considerable significance bringing enjoyment to local people and to visitors. It is 

important that the impact of the development of these views is adequately assessed and 

that mitigation seeks to preserve these views by successfully integrating any development 

into the landscape. 

Design, materials and colours 

As demonstrated above, the site will be visible in views from and towards the AONB and 

therefore it is important that the site integrates well into the landscape which forms the 

setting of the AONB. As such, we would welcome some more robust evidence of the 

applicant’s consideration of how the proposed design, building materials and colours will 

help to minimise the visual impact of this development on the AONB. The AONB Partnership 

recently published Guidance on how Development can Respect Landscape in Views which 

sets out a number of principles which should be considered to help conserve and, where 

possible, enhance views to and from the AONB. The applicant should also consider the AONB 

Unit’s guidance on colour in the landscape. All guidance documents can be found on the 

Unit’s webpages http://www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk/managing-the-aonb/guidance-

documents/  

If you are minded to approve the current application the Unit would expect 
compensation for the AONB from increases in traffic, as per policy TRP6 of the 
AONB Management Plan.  
 
I hope you are able to take these comments into account.  

Kind regards, 
 
 

 
Paul Esrich 
Manager, Malvern Hills AONB Unit  
 
 
  

http://www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk/managing-the-aonb/guidance-documents/
http://www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk/managing-the-aonb/guidance-documents/
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Appendix CT-G 
Landscape Institute Technical Information Note: 

Tranquillity 

(available separately) 
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Appendix CT-H 
CT LVIA criteria 
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Tables of Criteria and Matrices for  
Landscape and Visual Assessment  

 
 

Landscape 

Table 1: Criteria for Judging Levels of Landscape Quality 

Table 2: Criteria for Judging Levels of Landscape Value 

Table 3: Criteria for Judging Levels of Landscape Susceptibility to Change 

Table 4: Matrix for Evaluating Levels of Landscape Sensitivity  

Table 5: Criteria for Judging Levels of Magnitude of Effect (Landscape Character) 

Table 6: Matrix for Evaluating Overall Level of Landscape Effects 

 

Visual 

Table 7: Criteria for Judging Levels of Visual Value 

Table 8: Criteria for Judging Levels of a Landscape’s Visual Susceptibility to Change  

Table 9: Criteria for Judging Levels of Visual Receptors’ Susceptibility to Change 

Table 10: Matrix for Evaluating Levels of Visual and Visual Receptor Sensitivity  

Table 11: Criteria for Judging Levels of Magnitude of Effect (Views and Visual Amenity) 

Table 12: Matrix for Determining Overall Levels of Visual Effects 
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Table 1: Criteria for Judging Levels of Landscape Quality  

Level of 
Quality 

Definition 

Very High • Landscapes of an ‘awe-inspiring’ or ‘sublime’ nature and which are important and valued 
on an international and national level (DMRB) 

• Unspoilt areas comprising a strong, clear and highly aesthetically-pleasing composition 
of highly characteristic landscape elements and features in excellent condition and 
health, intact and distinctive  

• Excellent representation of the landscape area / type 

• Very high level of management, or care, or pristine natural / semi-natural environment 

• Exceptional scenic integrity 

• Very strong sense of place  

• Negligible or no atypical or incongruous features or detractors 

High • Very attractive landscapes which are of high value nationally and can be defined as 
highly scenic (DMRB) 

• Areas with components combined in an aesthetically pleasing composition, in very good 
condition and health  

• Very good representation of the landscape area / type 

• High level of management, or care, or natural / semi-natural environment in very good 
form and health  

• Very good scenic integrity 

• Strong sense of place 

• Few atypical or incongruous features or detractors  

Moderate • Good landscape containing areas that, although still attractive, have less significant and 
more common landscape features (DMRB) 

• Areas of some value for their landscapes, components combined in an aesthetically 
pleasing composition but showing signs of erosion and loss, in good to fair condition and 
health  

• Good to fair representation of the landscape area / type 

• Good to fair level of management, environment in good to fair form and health 

• Good to fair scenic integrity 

• Some loss of, or change to, intrinsic sense of place  

• Some atypical or incongruous features or detractors 

Low  • Ordinary landscape containing areas that have only common landscape features and 
some intrusive elements such as conspicuous infrastructure with scope for improvement 
in management (DMRB) 

• Areas of limited landscape value, disturbed and lacking coherence and structure. 
Limited aesthetically-pleasing composition. Signs of urbanisation and / or erosion, 
characteristic landscape elements and features degraded and / or lost. Poor condition / 
health  

• Limited representation of the landscape area / type 

• Limited management, or care, environment in fair to poor form and health 

• Poor scenic integrity 

• Little if any sense of place  

• Several atypical or incongruous features or detractors 
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Level of 
Quality 

Definition 

Very Low • Poor landscape with areas that contain frequent detracting aspects and/or lack of 
management which results in a degraded landscape with very few valued features 
(DMRB) 

• Areas with few or no valued landscape components or comprising degraded and / or 
lost characteristic elements and features, making negative contribution to aesthetic 
composition  

• Poor or no representation of the landscape area / type 

• Little or no management, or care, environment in very poor form and health 

• Little or no scenic integrity 

• Negative sense of place  

• Widespread atypical or incongruous features or detractors 
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Table 2: Criteria for Judging Levels of Landscape Value 

Level of 
Value 

Definition 

Very High • ‘Outstanding’ landscapes (ELC) 

• Internationally and / or nationally-designated landscapes e.g. World Heritage Sites, 
National Parks, AONBs 

• Presence of internationally and / or nationally-designated areas / features of 
landscape, nature conservation, archaeological, historic, geological and / or other 
importance e.g. SACs, SSSIs, Scheduled Monuments, Grade I and / or II* listed 
buildings, Registered Historic Parks and Gardens, Local Geodiversity Sites 

• Significant wider landscape / visual function e.g. Green Belt, context / setting of 
heritage asset, contribution to character of settlement of international or national 
importance 

• Landscapes in excellent condition and / or of very high quality as defined by 
appropriate criteria 

• Significant cultural associations 

• Exceptional representation of landscape area / type / characteristics and / or rare 

• Exceptional aesthetic and perceptual attributes and qualities e.g. significant scenic 
beauty, iconic views, very distinctive sense of place, very high degree of wildness / 
remoteness, tranquillity 

• No detractors present 

• The quality / qualities of, and / or features in, the landscape are likely to be the primary 
purpose of the visit 

• Significant contribution to wider public amenity, access and recreation e.g. national 
trails, Open Access Land 

• Significant Green Infrastructure assets 

High • Landscapes between ‘Outstanding’ and ‘Everyday’ (ELC) 

• Regionally / locally-designated landscapes e.g. Areas of Great Landscape Value 
(AGLV) which may be subject of strategy and / or guidance  

• Presence of regionally / countywide-level designated areas / features of landscape, 
nature conservation, archaeological, historic, geological and / or other importance e.g. 
Country Parks, TPOs, National Forest Inventory, BAP / Priority Habitat Inventory sites, 
Local Wildlife Sites / Local Nature Reserves, Grade II Listed Buildings, Conservation 
Areas, Unregistered Historic Parks and Gardens, SMR / HER. Also National Trust land 

• Important wider, or significant local, landscape / visual function e.g. context / setting of 
heritage asset, contribution to character of settlement of regional importance, green 
gap, buffer zone etc. 

• Landscapes in very good condition and / or of high quality as defined by appropriate 
criteria 

• Important cultural associations 

• Very good representation of landscape area / type / characteristics and / or uncommon 

• Very good aesthetic and perceptual attributes and qualities e.g. high degree of scenic 
beauty, fine / key views, distinctive sense of place, high degree of wildness / 
remoteness, tranquillity. Negligible / few detractors present 

• The quality / qualities of, and / or features in, the landscape are likely to be one of the 
main reasons for the visit 

• Important contribution to wider public amenity, access and recreation e.g. long-
distance / themed trails, well-used public rights of way, Heritage Coast, Public Open 
Space / Local Green Space. May be protected by / subject of planning policy 

• Important wider, or significant local Green Infrastructure assets 
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Level of 
Value 

Definition 

Moderate • ‘Everyday’ landscapes (ELC) 

• Undesignated landscapes although may be subject of strategy and / or guidance  

• Presence of undesignated, ‘informally’ designated and / or locally-important areas / 
features of landscape, nature conservation, archaeological, historic, geological and / 
or other interest  

• Important local landscape / visual function e.g. context / setting of heritage asset, 
contribution to character of settlement, green gap, buffer zone etc. 

• Landscapes in good to fair condition and / or of moderate quality as defined by 
appropriate criteria but good potential for improvement 

• Important local cultural associations 

• Good to fair representation of landscape area / type / characteristics but common 

• Good to fair aesthetic and perceptual attributes and qualities e.g. moderate degree of 
scenic beauty, local key views, moderate sense of place, moderate degree of wildness 
/ remoteness, tranquillity 

• Some detractors present 

• The quality / qualities of, and / or features in, the landscape are unlikely to be one of 
the main reasons for the visit, but make a positive contribution to the experience 

• Important contribution to local public amenity, access and recreation e.g. well-used 
public rights of way, green open spaces, common land 

• Good local Green Infrastructure assets 

Low • Landscapes between ‘Everyday’ and ‘Degraded’ (ELC) 

• Undesignated landscapes unlikely to be subject of strategy and / or guidance (unless 
for restoration)  

• Few if any areas / features of landscape, nature conservation, archaeological, historic, 
geological and / or other interest  

• Little or no local landscape / visual function  

• Landscapes in fair to poor condition and / or of low quality as defined by appropriate 
criteria but some potential for improvement 

• Few if any cultural associations 

• Fair to poor representation of landscape area / type / characteristics and common  

• Few if any aesthetic and perceptual attributes and qualities: little sense of place, little 
or no sense of wildness / remoteness, tranquillity 

• Several detractors present  

• The quality / qualities of, and / or features in, the landscape are unlikely to be a reason 
for visiting 

• Little or no contribution to public amenity, access and recreation  

• Few Green Infrastructure assets 
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Level of 
Value 

Definition 

Very Low • ‘Degraded’ landscapes (ELC) 

• Undesignated landscapes, and not subject of strategy and / or guidance (unless for 
restoration) 

• No areas / features of landscape, nature conservation, archaeological, historic, 
geological and / or other interest  

• Negligible or no landscape / visual function  

• Landscapes in very poor condition and / or of very low quality as defined by appropriate 
criteria – may be contaminated land. Situation likely to be permanent, and very little if 
any potential for improvement 

• No cultural associations 

• Poor representation of landscape area / type / characteristics  

• Negative aesthetic and perceptual attributes and qualities: no sense of place, high 
levels of landscape and visual disturbance 

• Widespread detractors present / dominant 

• The quality / qualities of, and / or features in, the landscape may discourage people 
from visiting 

• No contribution to public amenity, access and recreation  

• Very few or no Green Infrastructure assets  
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Table 3: Criteria for Judging Levels of Landscape Susceptibility to Change 

Level of 
Susceptibility 

Definition 

Very High 

• The landscape is of a very large scale and / or there is a negligible level of 
containment, resulting in a significant degree of interaction between landform, 
topography, vegetation cover, field pattern and built form 

• There is no existing reference or context within the landscape to the type of change 
/ development proposed 

• Detracting features are not present in the area 

• The majority of the existing landscape characteristics / elements / features of value 
(e.g. ancient woodland, mature / veteran trees, traditional orchards etc.) could not be 
replaced / substituted and their loss could not be compensated for 

• Very limited or no opportunities for mitigation 

• The landscape receptor has a very low level of ability to tolerate the nature / scale of 
change / development proposed: permanent serious negative consequences in 
terms of the maintenance of the baseline situation 

• The proposed change / development would not comply with relevant national 
planning policies, guidance, and / or strategies 

High 

• The landscape is of a large scale and / or there is a low level of containment, resulting 
in a high degree of interaction between landform, topography, vegetation cover, field 
pattern and built form 

• There is very limited existing reference or context within the landscape to the type of 
change / development proposed 

• Few detracting features in the area and where present, these have little influence on 
the character and experience of the landscape 

• Many of the existing landscape characteristics / elements / features of value would 
not be easy to replace or substitute, and it is unlikely that loss could be compensated 
for 

• Some potential for mitigation and enhancement 

• The landscape receptor has a low level of ability to tolerate the nature / scale of 
change / development proposed: long-term / permanent consequences of concern 
in terms of the maintenance of the baseline situation 

• The proposed change / development is unlikely to comply with relevant national 
planning policies, guidance, and / or strategies 

Moderate 

• The landscape is of a medium scale and / or there is a moderate level of containment, 
resulting in a moderate degree of interaction between landform, topography, 
vegetation cover, field pattern and built form 

• There is some existing reference or context within the landscape to the type of 
change / development proposed 

• Some detracting features and / or major infrastructure are present in the area, and 
these have a noticeable influence on the character and experience of the landscape 

• Existing landscape characteristics / elements / features of limited value and could 
potentially be replaced / substituted, and / or loss satisfactorily compensated for 

• Good potential for mitigation and enhancement 

• The landscape receptor has a moderate level of ability to tolerate the nature / scale 
of change / development proposed: some concern in terms of the maintenance of 
the baseline situation without mitigation 
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• The proposed change / development may be in conflict with some relevant national 
planning policies, guidance, and / or strategies, but may comply with others 

Low 

• The landscape is small scale and / or has a high level of containment, resulting in 
only a slight degree of interaction between landform, topography, vegetation cover, 
field pattern and built form 

• There are many existing references within the landscape to the type of development 
/ change proposed 

• Several detractors present which have a negative influence on the character and / or 
experience of the landscape 

• Few / no landscape characteristics / elements / features of value are present or, 
where they are present, they can easily be replaced / substituted and / or loss could 
be satisfactorily compensated for 

• The landscape receptor has a high level of ability to tolerate the nature / scale of 
change / development proposed: limited concern in terms of the maintenance of the 
baseline situation 

• Very good opportunities for mitigation and enhancement 

• The proposed change / development is unlikely to be in conflict with relevant national 
planning policies, guidance, and / or strategies. The area / site may be allocated for 
the type of development proposed 

Very Low 

• The landscape is of such a small scale and / or has such a high level of containment, 
that there is little or no interaction between landform, topography, vegetation cover, 
field pattern and built form 

• The landscape displays the characteristics of the type of development / change 
proposed 

• Widespread detractors present which negatively influence the character and / or 
experience of the landscape 

• No landscape characteristics / elements / features of value are present  

• The landscape receptor has a very high level of ability to tolerate the nature / scale 
of change / development proposed: no concern in terms of the maintenance of the 
baseline situation 

• Change / development could result in noticeable improvements to the area 

• The proposed change / development is likely to comply with relevant national 
planning policies, guidance, and / or strategies. The area / site may be allocated for 
the type of development proposed or for restoration 
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Table 4: Matrix for Evaluating Levels of Landscape Sensitivity  
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Table 5: Criteria for Judging Levels of Magnitude of Effect (Landscape 
Character) 
 

  

Level of 
Magnitude  

Definition 

Very Large 
Adverse 

• Major alteration to, or complete loss of, key elements, features, characteristics and 
functions of the baseline condition 

• The size, scale and / or geographical extent of change is considered very large due 
to the extent and proportion of loss of, or change to, existing landscape components  

• Effects likely to be experienced at a very large scale, influencing several character 
areas or types 

• Major alteration to, or complete loss of, key elements, features, characteristics and 
functions of the baseline condition, and / or the addition of highly uncharacteristic, 
conspicuous elements, features and / activities, would result in major alteration to, 
or complete loss of, aesthetic and / or perceptual qualities 

• The duration of effect would be considered permanent and irreversible  

Large Adverse 

• Noticeable alteration to, or significant loss of, key elements, features, 
characteristics and functions of the baseline condition 

• The size, scale and / or geographical extent of change is considered large due to 
the extent and proportion of loss of, or change to, existing landscape components  

• Effects likely to be experienced at a large scale, influencing the character area and 
/ or type within which the change is proposed 

• Noticeable alteration to, or loss of, key elements, features, characteristics and 
functions of the baseline condition, and / or the addition of uncharacteristic, 
conspicuous elements, features and / activities, would result in noticeable alteration 
to, or loss of, aesthetic and / or perceptual qualities 

• The duration of effect would be considered long-term / permanent and probably 
irreversible  

Moderate 
Adverse 

• Partial alteration to, or loss of, key elements, features, characteristics and functions 
of the baseline condition 

• The size, scale and / or geographical extent of change is considered medium due 
to the extent and proportion of loss of, or change to, existing landscape components 

• Effects likely to be experienced at a moderate scale, influencing the character type 
within which the change is proposed but at a local level 

• Partial alteration to, or loss of, key elements, features, characteristics and functions 
of the baseline condition, and / or the addition of elements, features and / activities 
which are not characteristic in the area, would result in partial alteration to, or loss 
of, aesthetic and / or perceptual qualities 

• The duration of effect would be considered long-term / permanent and very difficult 
to reverse in practical terms  
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Level of 
Magnitude  

Definition 

Small Adverse 

• Minor alteration to key elements, features, characteristics and functions of the 
baseline condition 

• The size, scale and / or geographical extent of change is considered small due to 
the extent and proportion of loss of, or change to, existing landscape components 

• Effects likely to be experienced at a small scale, influencing the landscape within 
which the change is proposed at a local level 

• Minor alteration to, or loss of, key elements, features, characteristics and functions 
of the baseline condition, and / or the addition of elements, features and / activities 
which are not characteristic in the area, would result in minor alteration to aesthetic 
and / or perceptual qualities 

• The duration of effect may be considered long-term / permanent but is potentially 
reversible  

Negligible 
Adverse 

• Barely discernible alterations to key elements, features, characteristics and 
functions of the baseline condition 

• The size, scale and / or geographical extent of change is considered very small due 
to the extent and proportion of loss of, or change to, existing landscape components 

• Effects likely to be experienced at a very small scale, with no influence beyond the 
area / site and its immediate surroundings on the landscape within which the 
change is proposed  

• Barely discernible alterations to key elements, features, characteristics and 
functions of the baseline condition, and / or the addition of elements, features and 
/ activities which are entirely characteristic in the area, would result in barely 
discernible alteration to aesthetic and / or perceptual qualities 

• The duration of effect may be considered temporary (i.e. short- or medium-term); 
but if long-term / permanent, effects potentially reversible (and may be likely to 
happen) 

Neutral • No change to the baseline condition 

Negligible 
Beneficial 

• Barely discernible improvements to key elements, features, characteristics and 
functions of the baseline condition 

• The size, scale and / or geographical extent of improvement is considered very 
small due to the extent and proportion of new landscape components  

• Beneficial effects likely to be experienced at a very small scale, with no influence 
beyond the area / site and its immediate surroundings on the landscape within 
which the improvement is proposed  

• Barely discernible improvements to existing, or addition of new, key elements, 
features, characteristics and functions of the baseline condition would result in 
barely discernible improvements in aesthetic and / or perceptual qualities 

• Improvements are temporary (i.e. short- or medium-term) 

Small Beneficial 

• Small but noticeable improvements to key elements, features, characteristics and 
functions of the baseline condition 

• The size, scale and / or geographical extent of improvement is considered small 
due to the extent and proportion of new landscape components  

• Beneficial effects likely to be experienced at a small scale, influencing the local 
landscape  

• Small but noticeable improvements to existing, or addition of new, key elements, 
features, characteristics and functions of the baseline condition would result in 
discernible improvements in aesthetic and / or perceptual qualities 
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• Improvements are medium- to long-term 

Moderate 
Beneficial 

• Noticeable improvements to key elements, features, characteristics and functions 
of the baseline condition 

• The size, scale and / or geographical extent of improvement is considered medium 
due to the extent and proportion of new landscape components  

• Beneficial effects likely to be experienced at a moderate scale, influencing the 
character type within which the change is proposed but at a local level  

• Noticeable improvements to existing, or addition of new, key elements, features, 
characteristics and functions of the baseline condition would result in noticeable 
improvements in aesthetic and / or perceptual qualities 

Improvements are long-term / permanent 

Large Beneficial 

• Major improvements to key elements, features, characteristics and functions of the 
baseline condition 

• The size, scale and / or geographical extent of improvement is considered large 
due to the extent and proportion of new landscape components  

• Beneficial effects likely to be experienced at a large scale, influencing the character 
area and / or type within which the change is proposed  

• Major improvements to existing, or addition of new, key elements, features, 
characteristics and functions of the baseline condition would result in considerable 
improvements in aesthetic and / or perceptual qualities 

• Improvements are long-term / permanent 

Very Large 
Beneficial 

• Substantial improvements to key elements, features, characteristics and functions 
of the baseline condition 

• The size, scale and / or geographical extent of improvement is considered very 
large due to the extent and proportion of new landscape components  

• Beneficial effects likely to be experienced at a very large scale, influencing several 
character areas or types 

• Substantial improvements to existing, or addition of new, key elements, features, 
characteristics and functions of the baseline condition would result in substantial 
improvements in aesthetic and / or perceptual qualities 

• Improvements are permanent 

•  
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Table 6: Matrix for Evaluating Overall Levels of Landscape Effects 

NOTE 1: The level of Magnitude of Effect can be expressed as Adverse or Beneficial, and the overall 
Level of Effect can be expressed as Negative or Positive. 

NOTE 2: If the Magnitude of Effect is Neutral (i.e. ‘No Change’), all effects will be Neutral  
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Table 7: Criteria for Judging Levels of Visual Value 

  

Level of 
Visual Value 

Criteria 

Very High 

• Views from, or towards, designated landscapes and / or features of international 
and national importance (e.g. World Heritage Sites, National Parks, AONBs, 
Registered Historic Parks and Gardens, Scheduled Monuments, Grade I or II* 
Listed Buildings etc.) especially where contributing to the significance of an asset / 
feature 

• View is of outstanding scenic beauty and very high quality 

• View makes a highly important contribution to understanding of landscape function 
/ contribution 

• Likely to be the subject of planning policy and / or guidance / protected views 

• Views from landscapes / viewpoints within highly popular visitor attractions / tourist 
destinations, and / or from national trails, used by very large numbers of people 

• Views with social / cultural / historic associations (e.g. in art and literature, or an 
historically-important vista over a battlefield) of international / national importance 

High 

• Views from within, or towards, designated landscapes and / or features of regional 
or countywide importance (e.g. Areas of Great Landscape Value (AGLV), Country 
Parks, Conservation Areas, Grade II listed buildings, National Trust land etc.), 
especially where contributing to the significance of an asset / feature  

• View is of high scenic beauty and high quality 

• View makes an important contribution to understanding of landscape function / 
contribution 

• Views from well-used and popular visitor attractions / tourist destinations, including 
long-distance / themed trails, Heritage Coasts, Public Open Spaces / Local Green 
Spaces, used by relatively large numbers of people 

• Views with social / cultural / historic associations of countywide importance  

• Views in which receptors have a proprietary interest, including people living in 
residential properties 

Moderate 

• Views from within, or towards, undesignated landscapes and / or features of local 
importance  

• View is of moderate scenic beauty and moderate quality 

• View makes a moderate contribution to understanding of landscape function / 
contribution 

• Views from locally-popular recreation areas / green open spaces / public rights of 
way, but not used by many visitors  

• Views with social / cultural / historic associations of local importance 

Low 

• Views from within, or towards, undesignated landscapes and / or features of low 
importance  

• View is of low scenic beauty and low quality 

• View makes a very limited contribution to understanding of landscape function / 
contribution 

• Views from landscapes / viewpoints which are not particularly popular or 
recognised as being destinations in their own right, including infrequently used 
rights of way 

• Views with no social / cultural / historic associations 
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Level of 
Visual Value 

Criteria 

Very Low 

• Views from, or towards, undesignated landscapes and / or features of no 
importance 

• View is of poor scenic beauty / quality - landscape may be permanently degraded 
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Table 8: Criteria for Judging Levels of a Landscape’s Visual Susceptibility to Change 

Level of 
Visual 
Sensitivity 

Definition 

Very High 

• Highly visible in wider area 

• Forms part of exceptional / iconic / very highly valued views  

• Internationally / nationally important visual function (context, setting, gateway, gap, 
screen, buffer, transition zone, skyline, panorama, vista, focal point, cultural 
association etc.)  

• Very open to public or private views of the countryside or open space which are 
significant 

• Development would create unacceptable visual intrusion into the wider landscape that 
almost certainly could not be mitigated 

High 

• Visible in wider area 

• Highly visible in local area 

• Forms part of wider important / highly valued views  

• Forms part of views of significant local value 

• Important wider visual function  

• Significant local visual function 

• Very open to public or private views of the countryside or open space which are of 
wider importance 

• Development would be uncharacteristically conspicuous in the wider area and 
mitigation unlikely to reduce adverse effects 

• Development would create unacceptable visual intrusion into the local landscape that 
almost certainly could not be mitigated 

Moderate 

• Not visible from wider area or of no influence 

• Locally visible but limited influence 

• Views are of some wider importance but there is scope for mitigating potential adverse 
visual effects  

• Locally highly-valued views 

• Limited wider visual function  

• Important local visual function 

• Partially open to public or private views of the countryside or open space which are of 
wider importance 

• Open to views public or private views of the countryside or open space which are of 
local importance 

• Development likely to be perceptible in the wider area but would not significantly alter 
the balance of features or elements within the existing view 

• Development would be uncharacteristically conspicuous in the local area and 
mitigation unlikely to reduce adverse effects 
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Level of 
Visual 
Sensitivity 

Definition 

Low 

• Not visible from wider area 

• Limited local visibility 

• Views of limited importance  

• Development could be integrated into the land- / town- / villagescape although possibly 
only with mitigation 

• Area / site is fairly well-screened from public and private views 

• Development may be discernible in the wider area but would not result in loss of, or 
change to, important views or wider visual amenity 

• Development likely to be perceptible in the local area but would not significantly alter 
the balance of features or elements within the existing view 

Very Low 

• Not visible from wider area 

• Little or no local visibility 

• Views of little or no importance  

• Development would not lead to unacceptable visual intrusion into the landscape, or 
adverse effects on the settlement, with or without mitigation 

• Area / site is very well-screened from public and private views 

• Development would not be discernible or would enhance views or existing visual 
amenity 
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Table 9: Criteria for Judging Levels of Visual Receptors’ Susceptibility to Change  

 

 

  

Level of 
Susceptibility 

Criteria 

Very High 

• Receptors (tourists / visitors) within, or looking towards, internationally- or 
nationally- designated landscapes, areas and features such as World Heritage 
Sites, National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Registered Historic 
Parks and Gardens, Scheduled Ancient Monuments, Grade I and II* listed 
buildings and other places where the landscape / feature is the main reason for the 
visit 

• People using national trails and other nationally-designated routes where the view 
is likely to be the focus of attention  

High 

• Receptors (tourists / visitors) within, or looking towards, landscapes, areas and 
features with regional / countywide designations e.g. Areas of Great Landscape 
Value (AGLV), Country Parks, Conservation Areas, Grade II listed buildings, 
National Trust land etc. and other places (such as Open Access Land) where the 
landscape / feature is part of the reason for the visit 

• People using long-distance footpaths / scenic routes / themed trails / engaged in 
outdoor recreation (e.g. walkers, riders, cyclists, boat users, motorists), whose 
attention may be focused on the landscape and / or particular views, and / or for 
whom the view is a factor in the enjoyment of the activity  

• People living in residential properties 

• Communities living in areas where the landscape setting makes a highly important 
contribution to visual amenity 

Moderate 

• Receptors within, or looking towards, undesignated landscapes, areas and 
features of local importance, and in places where the landscape / feature is not 
necessarily part of the reason for the visit 

• People using local public rights of way / engaged in outdoor recreation whose 
attention is unlikely to be focused on the landscape and / or particular views, and / 
or for whom the view is not necessarily a factor in the enjoyment of the activity 

• People staying in hotels and healthcare institutions who are likely to appreciate 
and / or benefit from views of their surroundings 

• People working in premises where the views are likely to make an important 
contribution to the setting, and / or to the quality of working life  

Low 

• Receptors in commercial and industrial premises, schools, playing fields etc. where 
the view is not central to the use 

• People using main roads, rail corridors, infrequently used / inaccessible public 
rights of way and likely to be travelling for a purpose other than to enjoy the view 

Very Low 

• People moving past the view often at high speed (e.g. on motorways and main line 
railways) and with little or no focus on or interest in the landscape through which 
they are travelling  
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Table 10: Matrix for Evaluating Levels of Visual and Visual Receptor Sensitivity 
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Table 11: Criteria for Judging Levels of Magnitude of Effect (Views & Visual Amenity) 

Level of 
Magnitude 

Definition 

Very Large 
Adverse 

• Significant and substantial deterioration in, or a significant and substantial 
change to, a very large proportion of the existing view 

• Complete loss of, or substantial change to, area / site’s visual function / 
contribution 

• The change may be noticeable over a large geographical area, or substantial 
over a more limited area  

• Development, or a large part of it, would be a dominant new component and / 
or focus in the view, and would have a strongly-defining influence on it 

• The duration of effect would be considered permanent and irreversible 

Large Adverse • Development would cause a highly noticeable deterioration in, or a highly 
noticeable change to, a large proportion of the existing view, or significant 
deterioration in or a significant change to a smaller proportion of the existing 
view 

• Noticeable loss of, or change to, area / site’s visual function / contribution 

• Development, or a large part of it, would be a significant new component and / 
or focus in the view, and would have a defining influence on it 

• The duration of effect would be considered long-term / permanent and 
probably irreversible 

Moderate Adverse • Development would cause a visible deterioration in, or change to, a large 
proportion of the existing view, or highly noticeable deterioration in, or change 
to, a smaller proportion of the existing view 

• Partial loss of, or change to, area / site’s visual function / contribution 

• Development appears at odds with local landscape character and would form 
an apparent element within local views 

• The duration of effect would be considered long-term / permanent and very 
difficult to reverse in practical terms 

Small Adverse  • Development would cause a small deterioration in, or change to, a large 
proportion of the existing view, or a visible deterioration in, or change to, a 
smaller proportion of the existing view 

• Small change to area / site’s visual function / contribution 

• Development would form a minor constituent of the view, being partially-
visible, or at a sufficient distance to be a limited component of a view 

• The duration of effect may be considered long-term / permanent but is 
potentially reversible 

Negligible 
Adverse 

• Development would cause a barely-perceptible deterioration in, or change to, 
the existing view 

• Barely-perceptible change to area / site’s visual function / contribution 

• The duration of effect may be considered temporary (i.e. short- or medium-
term); but if long-term / permanent, effects potentially reversible (and may be 
likely to happen) 

Neutral • No change to the existing view 

Negligible 
Beneficial 

• Development would result in a barely-discernible improvement in the existing 
view 

• Improvements are temporary (i.e. short- or medium-term) 
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Level of 
Magnitude 

Definition 

Moderate 
Beneficial 

• Development would result in a noticeable improvement to a large proportion of 
the existing view, or locally-important improvement to a smaller proportion of 
the existing view 

• Improvements are long-term / permanent 

Large Beneficial  • Development would result in an important improvement to a large proportion of 
the existing view, or significant improvement to a smaller proportion of the 
existing view 

• Improvements are long-term / permanent 

Very Large 
Beneficial  

• Development would result in a significant improvement to a large proportion of 
the existing view 

• Improvements are permanent 

 

  



APP/W1850/W/20/3244410 Land north of viaduct, Ledbury: Landscape & Visual PoE Carly Tinkler BA CMLI FRSA MIALE June 2020  

     

Table 12: Matrix for Determining Overall Levels of Visual Effects  

NOTE 1: The level of Magnitude of Effect can be expressed as Adverse or Beneficial, and the overall 
Level of Effect can be expressed as Negative or Positive. 

NOTE 2: If the Magnitude of Effect is Neutral (i.e. ‘No Change’), all effects will be Neutral  
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Appendix CT-I 
MHAONB cycle routes map 

(available separately) 
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Appendix CT-J 
ECA planning condition wording (generic) 
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Landscape, Environmental and Colour Consultancy 

46 Jamaica Road, Malvern, Worcestershire WR14 1TU  *  Tel +44 (0)7711 538854  * carlytinkler@hotmail.co.uk 

 

V1 February 2020  

 

Ideally, Environmental Colour Assessments (ECAs) should be an integral part of / reference for the design 

process from conception to completion. They should be commissioned and carried out at an early stage 

in the planning process, alongside landscape and visual effects assessments, especially as they provide 

an objective method for a) assessing effects, and b) delivering important mitigation measures. However, 

they are still a valuable part of the later stages. The example below is applicable to the latter.  

 

Example of ECA Planning Condition (Generic) 

Prior to the commencement of development, an Environmental Colour Assessment (ECA) shall be carried 

out, submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.   

The ECA shall be carried in accordance with published techniques by a practitioner with proven experience 

in the field, and the proposed scope and method shall be agreed with the Local Planning Authority before 

starting the ECA (which may be carried out as a whole or divided into stages and / or landscape ‘zones’).   

The approved ECA/s and associated developed palettes shall be used to inform all stages of the 

development from inception to completion, and shall determine the selection and application of all external 

materials including perimeter / boundary treatments, ‘street furniture’, and hard and soft landscaping.   

Samples of the proposed external facings, roofing, surfacing and other materials to be used in the 

construction of the permitted development shall firstly be assembled together on the site so they can be 

considered within the established contextual landscape colour palette/s and adjusted if necessary, the 

process to include consultation with the Local Planning Authority.  

Agreed samples, and trade descriptions, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority prior to any construction works taking place.  

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved detail. Any variations to 

specifications must be agreed with the Local Planning Authority in advance of construction commencing. 

Reason: To ensure the satisfactory appearance of the development in accordance with Policy ABC of the 

Local Development Plan. 

 

 

For further information about ECA see https://www.landscapeinstitute.org/technical-

resource/environmental-colour-assessment/, and the Malvern Hills AONB Partnership’s Guidance on 

the selection and use of colour in development https://www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2015/02/guidance_on_colour_use_screen.pdf 

 

https://www.landscapeinstitute.org/technical-resource/environmental-colour-assessment/
https://www.landscapeinstitute.org/technical-resource/environmental-colour-assessment/
https://www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/guidance_on_colour_use_screen.pdf
https://www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/guidance_on_colour_use_screen.pdf
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The aim of this Technical Information Note is to provide an overview of what is understood by the 

term ‘tranquillity’ within the landscape profession and to inform any future discussions and actions 

on the topic.   
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1. Introduction 

1.1 This technical note has been prepared for the purposes of providing an overview of what is 

understood by the term ‘tranquillity’ within the landscape profession and to inform any future 

discussions and actions on the topic. From the outset it is evident that the subject has a number 

of facets. The term has been used for varying purposes across the countries of the UK and there 

is no objective guidance on the subject or a consistent application of approach.  The subject 

area is also evolving, with interest in how it might relate to aspects of health and wellbeing.  

1.2 There are clear links between landscape and tranquillity and thus it is entirely appropriate for 

the landscape profession to provide an overview and take a lead in the development of the 

subject.  It is envisaged that this Note forms the first stage in a process which might ultimately 

lead to the publication of further guidance or a policy position. 

1.3 Tranquillity is a subject that is already well established as a concept in the public understanding. 

Thus rather than the promotion of a new topic or theme in the public realm, this commonplace 

concept requires clarification for the purposes of professional use in writing and applying policy.  

1.4 The paper is divided into the following sections: 

Section 2 - Etymology  

Section 3 - Research  

Section 4 - Policy Background 

Section 5 - Tranquillity in Practice 
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2.0 Etymology 

Published Definitions 

2.1 For clarity it is the Oxford English spelling of ‘tranquillity’ that is used throughout this paper and 

not the American English variation ‘tranquility’.  

2.2 The Oxford English dictionary definition of tranquillity is ‘the quality or state of being tranquil, 

calm’. The term tranquil is then defined as ‘free from disturbance, calm’. 

2.3 The Cambridge Dictionary describes tranquillity as ‘a peaceful, calm state without noise, 

violence, worry etc.’ 

2.4 The term is also defined in the glossary of the third edition of the Guidelines for Landscape and 

Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA) (LI and IEMA 2013) as ‘a state of calm and quietude 

associated with peace, considered to be a significant asset of landscape’. 

2.5 The Campaign to Protect Rural England’s (CPRE’s) definition of tranquillity is more strongly 

related to their ‘countryside mandate’ namely ‘the quality of calm experienced in places with 

mainly natural features and activities, free from disturbance from manmade ones’. (CPRE 2006) 

2.6 In Wales, the definition of tranquillity that has been adopted by both Welsh Government (Welsh 

Government 2012) and Natural Resources Wales (NRW 2016a) is “An untroubled state, which is 

peaceful, calm and free from unwanted disturbances. This can refer to a state of mind or a 

particular environment. Tranquillity can be measured in terms of the absence of unwanted 

intrusions, or by a balancing of positive and negative factors. These include the presence of 

nature, feeling safe, visually pleasing surroundings and a relaxing atmosphere.”  

 

2.7 Following from this ‘tranquil areas’ have been defined in experiential terms as ‘areas with the 

characteristics most likely to induce a state of tranquillity for people who are there’ (Jackson et 

al 2008).  

2.8 Tranquil areas should not be confused with ‘quiet areas’ which are defined by the European 

Environmental Noise Directive (END; 2002/49/EC) as ‘those areas delimited by national 

authorities that are undisturbed by noise from traffic, industry or recreational activities’.  

2.9 The interpretation of tranquillity is often linked to an association or engagement with the 

natural environment and it is this interpretation that places the term within the realms of 

landscape related study and research. Tranquillity is commonly associated with ‘wildness’ and 

‘remoteness’ but it is widely recognised that none of these terms is synonymous.  

2.10 Consistent with the definitions provided above, tranquillity cannot readily be defined as an 

environmental characteristic or quality as it is a state of mind that is being described and thus 

human perceptions as well as factual evidence must be considered in any studies relating to the 

term. Tranquillity is, in effect, an umbrella term used to refer to the effect of a range of 

environmental factors on our senses and our perception of a place. 

2.11 A distinction is made between absolute tranquillity and relative tranquillity. When we refer to 

tranquillity in the UK, it is therefore almost always relative tranquillity that we are referring to, 

but in differing degrees.   For instance, the tranquillity promoted by a summer sunrise on a calm 

day on top of a high mountain may be close to absolute, with almost no disturbance of any kind 

detracting from that state of mind.  Yet the benefit to people of the relative tranquillity in an 
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urban greenspace may be very high, despite intrusion from background traffic noise or the 

presence of many other people.  Both sorts are important to recognise and value, but for 

different reasons, the commonality being the achievable state of mind rather than the 

environmental setting.  
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3 Research  

Research Overview 

3.1 A review of research on the subject of tranquillity has identified a broad range of specific studies 

and related research, some of which has contributed to policy and guidance on the subject in 

recent years. This section is divided into research by topic and provides a broad overview of key 

studies that have been conducted in relation to tranquillity which have influenced thinking and 

practice on the subject over the past twenty years or so.  

3.2 The most high profile research to-date, has been commissioned by the CPRE to support its 

campaign to protect tranquil areas, culminating in the Tranquillity Map for England which was 

first published in 2006 and then updated with refinements in 2011. The background research 

to the mapping project (Jackson et al 2008) is discussed in more detail in Section 3.6 below.    

3.3 The Environmental Research and Consultancy Department (ERCD) of the Civil Aviation Authority 

produced a report in 2011 entitled ‘Tranquillity: An overview’ which provides an excellent 

reference document for tranquillity research up to that time and is noted here as a key 

reference for this section of the report.  

 

Tranquillity as an ‘Environmental Indicator’  

3.4 As indicated in the etymology section, tranquillity is defined as a ‘state of mind’, something that 

is not readily measurable. However, for the purposes of research and in particular for the 

purposes of identifying a methodology for defining, recording and mapping tranquillity, it has 

often been regarded as an environmental quality that can be assessed by reference to a series 

of appropriate indicators and a factor that many regard as contributing to health, well-being 

and the quality of life.  This may seem a little confusing but represents where the subject is and 

this cannot be ignored. 

3.5 As set out in Tranquillity Mapping: Developing a Robust Methodology for Planning Support 

(Jackson et al 2008) environmental indicators typically show the quality and/or availability of 

desirable environmental characteristics that relate to sustainability or quality of life. The overlap 

between quality of life, environmental quality and economic and development progress is 

recognised in this research with countryside quality and landscape quality identified as sub-sets 

of these broader themes.  

3.6 In 1999, the Government’s ‘Quality of Life Counts’ (QoLC) publication identified 150 indicators 

for sustainable development in the UK, providing a baseline assessment against which progress 

could be monitored. This document was updated in 2004 when it included the results of a 2001 

DEFRA commissioned survey investigating the reasons for visits to the countryside for the 

purposes of the ‘access to the countryside’ indicator.  Tranquillity was cited as the most 

commonly mentioned reason for visiting the countryside by 58% of respondents in this survey. 

3.7 At the time of the QoLC 2004 publication, the ‘countryside quality’ indicator was still being 

developed. Later in 2004, the Countryside Agency published their Research Paper CRN85 

‘Countryside Quality Counts’ which reported on research to develop a countryside quality 

indicator based on landscape character. Tranquillity was included under the theme of 
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‘experiential aspects’ in the list of ‘potential indicators defining character and quality’. Notably 

it was listed as Tranquillity/Noise and not as a separate entity to ‘noise’. 

Tranquillity as a Perceptual Aspect of Landscape Characterisation and Evaluation  

3.8 Tranquillity has consistently been associated with the ‘perceptual aspects’ of landscape since 

the ‘landscape character assessment process’ and the LANDMAP approach in Wales, as 

developed and refined.  

3.9 Tranquillity is mentioned in Natural England’s “An Approach to Landscape Character 

Assessment” published in 2014.  In the 2002 publication ‘Landscape Character Assessment’ 

guidance for England and Scotland (Swanwick and Land Use Consultants) – upon which “An 

Approach…” was based, perceptual aspects of characterisation are discussed (para 5.14) as 

follows: 

‘Other aspects of landscape perception may be more subjective and responses to them might be 

more personal and coloured by the experience of the individual. Such factors include a sense of 

wildness, sense of security, the quality of light and perceptions of beauty and or scenic 

attractiveness. There are also some factors that can be perceived or experienced by senses other 

than sight, such as noisiness or tranquillity and exposure to the elements. 

Judgements about all these, and other relevant perceptions need to be incorporated into surveys 

in a transparent way, acknowledging the extent of subjectivity that is involved. Both checklists 

and written descriptions can be used to record responses in the field. It should be noted that 

even in these areas of perception, an element of objectivity can inform such judgements. 

Remoteness for example, which is an important dimension of wildness, can be assessed by 

measurements of accessibility and absence of settlement, while the Tranquil Areas Maps in 

England, available from the CPRE are based on the application of a range of criteria which can 

be measured. Any consensus views gained through the involvement of stakeholders can also 

play an important part in indicating the importance of these perceptions of landscape which 

make a key contribution to character.’  

3.10 This acknowledgement of tranquillity and how it could potentially be measured and accounted 

for has led to further research and improvements to the tranquillity mapping exercises as noted 

in the Tranquillity Mapping section below.   

3.11 The Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LI and IEMA 2013) also identifies 

a range of factors that can help in the identification of valued landscapes as described in Box 

5.1. Perceptual aspects are included in that list of factors, it being noted that ‘A landscape may 

be valued for its perceptual qualities, notably wildness and/or tranquillity’. 

3.12 It is of note, however, that no further advice or guidance is given as to how tranquillity should 

be measured or considered as part of that valuation exercise.  

 

Participatory Appraisal Consultation – Public Understanding of Tranquillity 

3.13 In 2004 the Countryside Agency commissioned a consultation exercise which used an approach 

to consultation known as Participatory Appraisal’ (PA). The Project, known as PEANuT 

(Participatory Evaluation and Appraisal in Newcastle upon Tyne) focussed on people’s 

perceptions, values and beliefs in relation to tranquillity and was designed to allow participants 
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to express these in their own words. The research was initially carried out in Northumberland 

National Park and West Durham Coalfield in 2004 (MacFarlane et al. 2004) and then later 

extended to include consultations in the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 

in 2005. The results of the project are reported in the Countryside Agency’s Research Paper 

CRN92 (2005) and were used to inform the methodology for the CPRE’s Tranquillity Mapping.  

3.14 The PA consultation revealed a great deal about public perceptions and understanding of 

tranquillity which is summarised below. 

3.15 Participants were asked a series of questions to allow a picture of the public understanding of 

tranquillity to be developed.  

 What is tranquillity? 

 What makes an area tranquil?  

 If an area were described as tranquil, what features would it have?  

 Where are tranquil areas you know of?  

 What factors cause tranquillity?  

 What makes an area more tranquil?  

 What makes an area less tranquil?  

 When you are in what you consider to be a tranquil area what do you feel? 

 What does a tranquil area look like? 

 Do places become more/less tranquil over time? 

3.16 The answers to these questions were understandably varied but a number of themes emerged 

which were consistent across many of the participants as follows:  

 Perceived links to nature and natural features - seeing, hearing and/or experiencing 

nature and natural features. 

 Landscape - experiencing (particularly in visual terms) the landscape or elements of it 

including wild landscapes and rolling countryside as well as characteristics such as fields, 

moors, woodlands, flora and fauna, natural colours and open views and the sound of 

water. 

 The importance of wildlife – seeing wildlife behaving naturally, hearing birdsong. 

 Peace, quiet and calm – the absence of noise and the feeling of ‘getting away from it all’, 

including a need for solitude. 

3.17 Similarly when asked “What is not tranquillity?”, there was a degree of consistency in the 

detractors that were listed as follows: 

 Presence of humans/too many people - Certain behaviour/activities undertaken by people 

which created unwanted noise and disturbance. 

 Negative impacts of various forms of transport including vehicle noise. 

 Negative impact of various forms of development including commercial and industrial 

development. 

3.18 It is clear from the relative consistency in responses that there is a broad public consensus as to 

the meaning of the term. Thus the results of these consultations were used as a basis to develop 
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a more robust methodology for mapping tranquillity as described in the Tranquillity Mapping 

section below and detailed in Jackson et al (2008). 

 

Assessing Landscapes for Designation in England 

3.19 When considering landscapes for AONB and National Park designation, they are assessed 

against the Natural Beauty Criterion. Making judgements about natural beauty requires a 

systematic evaluation process to ensure as much rigour and transparency as possible. Thus, 

Natural England developed a practical framework for the assessment process, establishing a list 

of factors that contribute to natural beauty which are clearly set out in Table 3 of Natural 

England’s ‘Guidance for assessing landscapes for designation as National Park or Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty in England’ (Natural England 2011). Six factors are listed including 

‘Relative Tranquillity’ which is defined as ‘the degree to which relative tranquillity can be 

perceived in the landscape’.  

3.20 It is of note that ‘Relative Wildness’ is also listed as a separate factor, in this instance defined as 

‘the degree to which relatively wild character can be perceived in the landscape and makes a 

particular contribution to sense of place. 

3.21 The Evaluation Framework for Natural Beauty contained in Appendix 1 of the Guidance details 

the sub-factors and associated indicators that should be regarded in the assessment process 

and includes the following under ‘Relative Tranquillity’: 

 Contributors to Tranquillity – Presence and/or perceptions of natural landscape, birdsong, 

peace and quiet, natural-looking woodland, stars at night, stream, sea, natural sounds and 

similar influences 

 Detractors from Tranquillity – Presence and/or perceptions of traffic noise, large numbers 

of people, urban development, overhead light pollution, low flying aircraft, power lines and 

similar influences. 

3.22 These factors relate to the results of the Countryside Agency’s Participatory Appraisal 

consultation exercise, described above and, although not expressly referenced in the 2011 

Guidance, it is assumed that the evaluation framework has been derived from that research. 

 

Tranquillity Mapping  

England 

3.23 The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) has been raising the profile of ‘tranquillity’ and 

‘tranquil areas’ since the 1990’s, commissioning research and mapping. 

3.24 The first mapping exercise was undertaken by Rendel and Ash Consulting in 1991, mapping 

‘undisturbed countryside’ in an exercise devised to establish the effect of a new transport 

corridor in Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire. For the first time ‘undisturbed countryside’ was 

mapped as a specific resource separate from previous studies which mapped landscape quality.  

3.25 This original study led CPRE and the Countryside Agency to commission a more comprehensive 

set of  ‘Tranquil Area’ maps of England. Published in 1995, these ‘tranquil areas’ were defined 

as ‘places which are sufficiently far away from the visual or noise intrusion of development or 
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traffic to be considered unspoilt by urban influences.’ The maps were drawn at a regional level 

based on calculating distances from various disruptive factors but with no consideration of local 

effects, being drawn at a scale of 1:250,000 and to a minimum radius of 1km. 

3.26 The mapping exercise was completed as a comparative study which demonstrated the 

reduction in tranquil areas over the 30 year period from 1960 to 1990 and was designed to 

assist in the CPRE Campaign.  

3.27 In 1999 Bell carried out further tranquillity mapping for the Forestry Commission. This exercise 

developed the methodology beyond a simple assessment of distance from disturbances, 

introducing the positive screening effect of woodland on visual intrusion and perceived noise 

levels and considering the cumulative effects of several lesser disturbances, which it is noted 

requires a degree of professional judgement and local adjustment. 

3.28 Levett produced a critique of the ASH Consulting Group work on behalf of CPRE in 2000, 

detailing a number of shortcomings which later mapping projects attempted to overcome. 

3.29 These shortcomings included the following: 

1. A single threshold or binary system of tranquil/non-tranquil areas or high/medium low 

tranquillity which does not account for variation in levels of disturbance or relative degrees 

of tranquillity. 

2. No account of varying conditions such as topography, vegetation and weather. 

3. Limitations of mapping and what is/is not included. 

4. Limitations of the data sources. 

5. No account of interactions between factors and how they may affect the perception of 

tranquillity. 

3.30 The 2004 Mapping Project aimed to address Levett’s criticisms and in particular to include an 

assessment of subjective factors in evaluating relative tranquillity such as perceptions, effect of 

cultural values and individual experiences on descriptions and variation of experience 

(MacFarlane et al. 2004). 

3.31 Prior to 2004, a body of research relating to ‘wilderness’ and wildlands’, made reference to the 

importance of subjective factors, recognising that a wilderness ‘means different things to 

different people’ (Kliskey 1998) and ‘a wilderness experience is a state of mind’. Others 

recognised that this also applied to tranquillity and thus a mapping methodology was developed 

that attempted to take account of subjective factors as is described below. 

3.32 The tranquillity mapping research (Jackson et al 2008) included the results of the participatory 

consultation exercise to inform the creation of relevant data sets for the mapping. Three themes 

were identified in the research as being inextricably linked to tranquillity and central to the 

understanding of the term, namely people, landscape and noise. The mapping exercise, used 

these themes to identify factors that could be used to create appropriate raw data sets for map 

including: 

Remoteness from people, habitat type, presence and visibility of rivers and woodlands, presence 

and visibility of unnatural features as detractors, openness of the landscape, overhead skyglow 

and identification of noise sources.  
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3.33 These raw data sets were used as source data from which the visual and noise impact of each 

option choice was modelled using a series of techniques as described in the report. The results 

produced a value of relative tranquillity for each 500m x 500m grid square for the whole of 

England in 2006.  It is noted that the term ‘relative tranquillity’ is important for both conceptual 

and methodological reasons. The methodology produced a spectrum of tranquil areas rather 

than identifying ‘absolutely tranquil areas’. This is particularly relevant in England where there 

are no absolutely natural areas left and thus, no areas are entirely free from the factors that 

detract from the ‘experience of tranquillity’. The consultation exercise confirmed that 

perceptions of tranquillity and tolerance levels depend on what a person is used to and that is 

relative. 

3.34 The maps do identify those areas with a high score as ‘the most tranquil areas’, defined as ‘those 

areas nationally where a person has an increased chance of experiencing tranquillity within a 

rural environment’, according to the Jackson et al methodology. These areas happen to coincide 

with the areas that are most remote from the centres of population given the nature of the 

methodology.  

3.35 The limitations of the methodology are recognised with a number of criticisms being relevant 

including the fact that the methodology accumulates positive and negative scores but does not 

interpret the interaction. Thus it could be possible that the influence of a major road on an 

otherwise undisturbed area is not sufficiently negative to downgrade the area covered by the 

route but in reality it should be towards the lower end of the tranquillity spectrum.  Other 

concerns over the methodology have been raised (Brashaw 2016) about: 

 The difficulty of interrogating the underlying data 

 The approximate nature of the score 

 Verifiability 

 Currency 

 Underlying assumptions. 

 

3.36 Additional limitations related to mapping resolution and the breadth and use of the datasets 

derived from the original participatory consultation exercises were addressed in the design of 

the most recent study conducted on relative tranquillity mapping in England, Broadly Engaging 

with Tranquillity Project (BETP) (Hewlett et al. 2016; British Academy 2017). 

3.37 BETP acknowledges that whilst the breadth of stakeholders engaged in the 2004 and 2005 

studies marked a key turning point in engaging with countryside user groups, the views of the 

wider community of local residents were not specifically included.  Secondly, the project 

provided an opportunity to improve on the 250m resolution used for the mapping project to 

date.   

3.38 The BETP focused specifically on a case study area in Dorset, in which views were collated from 

three research groups broadly categorised as organisations, residents (including those classed 

as hard to reach) and tourists/visitors.  More than 15,000 views on tranquillity contributed to 

the production of GIS models of tranquillity/non tranquillity at a resolution of 5mx5m. As with 

previous studies, tranquillity was most commonly associated with seeing open landscapes and 

natural environments and non-tranquillity with traffic noise. Yet, key distinctions amongst these 

views were identified, including how tranquillity was interpreted according to gender and in 

relation to the three research groups identified above.   
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3.39 The project provides a tried and tested framework for collating, analysing and interpreting a 

broad range of stakeholder views and subsequently processing these on a GIS framework.   

3.40 The findings have contributed to a number of projects during 2015/2016 and ongoing including 

the following: 

 Dorset AONB- to inform the design and implementation of the AONB’s management plans; 

 Howardian Hills AONB – to inform the identification of visitors’ views;  

 Kent Downs AONB - as part of a suite of projects focused on enhancing the management of 

increased visitor use in, and development adjacent to, the AONB; 

 Devon – for consideration by local authorities implementing NPPF paragraphs 77 and 123; 

 The British Academy’s ‘place-based’ policy making project ‘Where We Live Now’ 

(www.wherewelivenow.com) 

3.41 As with all studies the BETP has limitations including the quality and currency of available 

datasets used in each case study area. In the case of BETP, the poorest dataset concerned two 

of the most important factors relating to non-tranquillity, numbers of vehicles on main roads 

and traffic noise.  In addition, the models created are locally and case specific and not universally 

applicable to other areas.  To address this limitation, the BETP team are currently developing a 

GIS based template that holds the potential for being universally applied to a range of green 

spaces in rural, peri-urban and urban areas.   

Wales 

3.42 The Countryside Council for Wales (CCW) commissioned ASH Consulting Group to develop and 

apply the mapping exercise to Wales, producing regional mapping at a scale of 1:50,000 and a 

minimum unit of 100m in 1997. This mapping exercise included an extra ‘very remote’ zone of 

tranquillity which was not used in England and represented complete removal from human 

activities. It was defined as ‘an absence of all skyglow effects’. 

3.43 In 2004, the Welsh Assembly developed criteria for defining ‘Wildlands’ in Wales which included 

a number of physical and perceptual qualities including tranquillity which was defined as ‘no 

noise of human related activity’. However, to date no map of Wildlands has been produced for 

Wales. 

3.44 In 2009 the Countryside Council for Wales commissioned LUC to carry out a further tranquil 

area assessment using the same 1996 approach in order to track change (Land Use Consultants, 

2009).  The headline result was that 55% of Wales was identified as tranquil in 2009 (11,600 

km2), but 1,500 km2 of tranquil landscapes were lost in the preceding 12 years.  Similar 

limitations apply to this work as stated for the Ash work in England, however the value of having 

the headline result is important for advocacy, noting that tranquillity is a non-renewable 

resource. 

3.45 Although no further tranquil area assessment has taken place since the 2009 report, a number 

of different policies and assessments of factors that contribute to tranquillity have arisen, aided 

by increasing evidence and interpretation capabilities.  They include: 
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 Policies and actions by local planning authorities and others in relation to reducing night light 

pollution.  For instance the creation of an ‘International Dark Skies Reserve’ for the Brecon 

Beacons National Park (Brecon Beacons National Park Authority.  2014) and the mapping of 

night lighting from satellite imagery. 

 Work by the Leeds Wild Land Research Institute (Carver 2015) to map the extent of ‘wild land’ 

across the UK.  Although no specific commission has taken place for Wales, work at a European 

and UK level includes Wales and shows the relative wildness within those contexts. 

 Recognition of the benefit to people that relative tranquillity brings within urban and peri-urban 

contexts and the recognition of this through approaches to managing accessible urban 

greenspace. 

 The Welsh Government’s implementation of a ‘Noise action plan for Wales’ (Welsh Government 

2013) including mapping the spread of noise from key sources such as major roads. 

 

Scotland 

3.41 In 2000 the Association for the Protection of Rural Scotland (APRS) applied the original 

methodology to part of Scotland (Inverness to Aberdeen) but no further mapping was ever 

undertaken across the whole of the country. 

3.42 Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has subsequently focussed on the concepts of ‘wilderness’ and 

‘wildlands’ in Scotland with a Policy Statement on ‘Wildness in Scotland’s Countryside’ in 2005 

and the publication of a map of Wild Land Areas in 2014.  As explained above, these concepts 

relate to what is wild and differ from tranquillity. 

 

Northern Ireland 

3.43 There does not appear to be any record of tranquillity mapping having been undertaken in 

Northern Ireland. 

 

Tranquillity Rating Prediction Tool 

3.44 As noted above, the CPRE’s tranquillity mapping study, although a useful tool, is limited in its 

usefulness as a result of nature of the methodology which focussed on distance from detractors 

and in particular urban development, noise intrusion and manmade structures. Whilst it still 

records a measure of relative tranquillity, there is a bias towards tranquillity in rural 

environments when assessed in this way and presented at a national scale.   

3.45 A research team at the University of Bradford has attempted to readdress this imbalance with 

a study which explored visual and auditory stimuli in open spaces in both urban and rural 

environments to allow the relative tranquillity of parks and gardens to be measured and the 

‘restorative value’ more readily demonstrated. 

3.46 An initial study was published in 2008 (Pheasant et al) and the research was further developed 

the following year with the publication of a paper discussing the validation of a Tranquillity 

Rating Prediction Tool (TRAPT), based on 2 equations relating to sound pressure levels and 

percentage of natural features. 
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3.47 The tool was refined as part of that validation process to include the percentage of contextual 

as well as natural features and to confirm the sound metric as the ‘equivalent constant A-

weighted sound pressure level’ which can be either objectively measured or obtained from a 

noise prediction model.  

3.48 The updated formula is: 

TR = 9.68 + 0.041 NCF – 0.146 LA eq 

(Where TR is Subjective Tranquillity Rating on a scale ranging from 0 (low) to 10 (high), NCF is 

the percentage of natural and contextual features visible and LA eq is the equivalent sound 

pressure level).  

3.49 The tool was initially applied to complete a tranquillity audit of four major parks in Bradford. 

The results (Watts et al 2010) provided useful insights into the levels of tranquillity that can be 

achieved in urban conditions and the effects of moderating factors and led to some suggestions 

for improving the levels of tranquillity.  

3.50 The tool has subsequently been applied to a study of remote wildland areas in the Scottish 

Highlands and Dartmoor National Park (Watts and Pheasant 2015) where perceived tranquillity 

was assessed using audio-visual stimuli on a range of experimental subjects. When the TRAPT 

was applied to the same controlled conditions, the results revealed a relatively close 

relationship between the predicted and the actual tranquillity rating thus validating its use 

within both urban and rural environments. 

 

Characterisation of Tranquil Space 

3.51 The inclusion of contextual features in the TRAPT was supported by earlier research by Herzog 

et al (1992) who identified five main visual factors in the characterisation of ‘tranquil space’, 

namely: 

 Mystery – how much a location promises more to be seen. 

 Focus – the extent to which a location offers one or more focal points. 

 Coherence – the ease with which an individual can organise the components of a scene. 

 Unstructured openness. 

 Surface calm. 

3.52 Later studies building on these five concepts (Herzog and Barnes, 1999) looked at the 

relationship between tranquillity and preference, studying participant responses to a range of 

natural settings and finding correlation between tranquillity and preference in all settings.  

3.53 Indeed as Herzog et al (2011) found when studying the potential links between tranquillity and 

preference in places of worship, participants felt they could achieve tranquillity in most houses 

of worship, thus confirming that tranquillity can also be achieved within a building in an urban 

area.   
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Noise and Soundscapes 

3.54 The European Noise Directive (END) (Directive 2002/49/EC) was implemented in England, 

Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland in 2006 through the respective Environmental Noise 

Regulations for each country. In each case the Regulations require that Noise Actions Plans are 

prepared for major roads, major railways and major airports as well as ‘agglomerations’ (i.e. 

areas with a population in excess of 250,000 and a population density equal to or greater than 

500 people per square kilometre). Noise mapping has been carried out in each country (Noise 

Mapping England, Wales Noise Mapping, Scottish Noise Mapping and Noise Mapping Northern 

Ireland) by calculating the level of noise arising from each noise source and these form the basis 

for recommendations in each of the respective Noise Action Plans, including monitoring, 

consultations, restrictions and improvements where required.   To date such mapping has not 

always been inclusive in capturing all noise sources, so cannot be relied upon to provide a 

definitive map for noise. 

3.55 However, it is well documented that the END's regulation of quiet areas is somewhat limited. 

Article 8 states that action plans for agglomerations with more than 250 000 inhabitants 'shall 

also aim to protect quiet areas against an increase in noise'. This is followed up by the 

requirement in Annex V to report on actions or measures that the competent authorities intend 

to take to preserve quiet areas. Actions may include land use planning, systems engineering for 

traffic, traffic planning, and noise control of sources but the END does not specify any 

requirements regarding the protection of quiet areas in open country.  

3.56 The impact of aircraft noise has been the subject of several studies, particularly in the United 

States over the past decade. In 2005 Miller produced a review of US national parks and 

management of park soundscapes, addressing the various issues and approaches to identifying, 

measuring and collecting data in relation to aircraft noise in particular. The conclusions stress 

the importance of expectation management, how it can help reduce annoyance, highlighting 

the need to identify different sensitivities for different areas. 

3.57 In 2010, Environmental Protection UK was commissioned by the City of London to research best 

practice in protecting quiet spaces for a liveable city and to review methods that can be applied 

to open spaces in the City to reduce the impact of noise of users of open spaces.  

3.58 It was found that very little research had been undertaken to investigate measures which could 

protect or enhance quiet spaces such as measurable noise reduction or perceptions of quiet or 

tranquillity. The report highlighted the suggestion that people’s perception of a space is an 

important factor in defining a ‘quiet area’ as well as actual noise levels and consequently non-

acoustic measures can enhance a sense of tranquillity, including where noise reduction is not 

immediately possible. 

3.59 In 2014 the European Environment Agency produced Technical Report No 4/2014 ‘Good 

Practice Guide on Quiet Areas which concluded that the issue of quiet areas remains under 

development, acknowledging that many different selection criteria are being explored, and it is 

too early to determine which are preferable in terms of good practice.  

3.60 With regard to methods for identifying quiet areas, a combination of the four methods, namely, 

noise mapping, measurement of sound pressure levels, evaluation of user/visitor experiences 

and expert assessments is recommended.  
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3.61 The report also concluded that, in terms of the preservation of quiet areas, it is too early to 

determine if the noise action plans required by the END offer examples of good practice.  

3.62 The need for further in-depth research into the field was recognised due to the different types 

of quiet areas, with diverse functions, situations, sound-pressure levels, access, as well as visual 

and other qualities which may require different criteria for selection and assessment. A range 

of topics for research were identified including ‘practical methods to establish tranquillity in 

quiet areas’.  

3.63 More recently Watts and Pheasant (2015) developed a study to investigate the importance of 

soundscapes and emotional factors in relation to tranquillity. The findings revealed that adding 

man-made sounds to a soundscape significantly degraded perceived tranquillity though ratings 

of wildness were not as affected. Further attempts to then improve the tranquillity rating by 

adding natural sounds were largely unsuccessful. 

3.64 The findings of the study challenge the methods of landscape characterisation to date which 

largely rely on visual factors and suggest that soundscape quality should be considered as an 

integral part of this assessment process. 

 

Health and Well-being  

3.65 The benefits of tranquillity on health and well-being have been researched in some depth.  

3.66 In 1991, Ulrich et al reported on the findings of a study that investigated the effects of viewing 

or experiencing natural or urban settings on indicators of stress. It was found that stress levels 

reduced significantly quicker if an individual was exposed to natural surroundings rather than 

busy urban scenes.   

3.67 Kaplan (1995) holds that directed attention, the kind that requires an effort, can become 

fatigued from prolonged use, leading to the inability to focus attention voluntarily. This mental 

fatigue has several unfortunate consequences, including performance errors, inability to plan, 

social incivility, and irritability. Kaplan identified four components that help to mitigate the 

stress of ‘directed attention in ‘restorative environments’ in his Attention Restorative Theory 

(ART) as follows: 

 Being Away – the setting need not be distant, easily accessible natural environments were 

noted as an important resource. 

 Fascination – ‘soft fascination’ elements such as clouds, sunsets and snow which hold the 

attention but allow for thinking about other things ( as opposed to hard fascination which 

is very intense) . 

 Extent – or a sense of extent – such as a path or trail. Historic buildings are noted as 

promoting a sense of being connected to the past and therefore to a larger world. 

 Compatibility – the perception that there is a link between the natural setting and human 

inclination. 

3.68 All four of these properties are essential for a successful restorative experience. ART notes that 

ordinary natural settings have all of the features necessary for a restorative experience.  

3.69 Later work by Herzog et al (1997) provided empirical support for the distinction between 

recovery of directed attention and reflection as separate benefits. Herzog and Barnes (1999) 
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defined tranquillity as a term that describes the affective reaction evoked by soft fascination. 

This definition of tranquillity included the consideration that it may also involve the restorative 

requirement of being away. Tranquillity, in this context, is seen as an indicator of the perceived 

potential of a setting to provide a broad array of restorative benefits.  

3.70 Researchers at the University of Essex have conducted a number of studies into the health 

benefits of green spaces including ‘The benefits of activities in green places’ (Pretty et al 2006), 

‘Got the Blues, then find some Greenspace: The Mental Health Benefits of Green Exercise 

Activities (Peacock et al 2007) and Green Care, Do People Feel Healthier in the Countryside? 

Understanding Public Attitudes and Beliefs Concerning the Relationship between Health and 

the Environment (Peacock et al 2007), Social, Psychological and Cultural Benefits of Large 

Natural Habitat & Wilderness Experience: A review of current literature (Hine et al 2009), Green 

Spaces: Measuring the Benefits. Report for the National Trust (Hine et al 2009), The health 

benefits of walking in greenspaces of high natural and heritage value (Barton et al 2009) and 

‘The Health Benefits of a Wilderness Experience’ (Hine 2010). 

3.71 These studies have not been reviewed in detail as they do not directly relate to tranquillity but 

are referenced given the strong relationship between tranquillity, health and green spaces. 

More recently Watts et al (2016) have considered the influence of soundscape and interior 

design on anxiety and perceived tranquillity of patients in a health care centre at the University 

of Bradford where it was found that introducing natural sounds and large images of natural 

landscapes significantly improved the levels of reported tranquillity.   

Economic Factors 

3.72 A number of indirect links between tranquillity and economics can be made. The indirect nature 

of the connections, make quantifying the benefits of tranquillity in monetary terms very difficult 

although some bodies have attempted to do so as reported below.  

3.73 The presence of tranquil areas is linked to rural tourism with DEFRA claiming that tranquillity 

was worth 186,200 jobs and £6.76 billion a year to the economy in 2000. 

3.74 Others have suggested the positive economic benefits resulting from the reduced health care 

and social costs associated with quiet and tranquil areas. For example, the World Health 

Organisation report on Burden of Disease from Environmental Noise (2011) claims that at least 

one million healthy life years are lost every year in western Europe due to noise from road traffic 

alone and it is the second-worst environmental cause of ill health, next to ultra-fine particulate 

matter.  

3.75 In a report from the European Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on the 

implementation of the Environmental Noise Directive, the social costs of rail and road traffic 

noise across the EU was estimated as amounting to EUR 40 billion per year, of which 90 % was 

related to passenger cars and goods vehicles (EC 2011).  

3.76 The benefits of quiet areas in agglomerations has also been related to an increase in property 

values, the direct effect of lower sound-pressure levels estimated to be ~ 0.5 %/dB (RIVM, 

2007). Similarly, the Swedish Transport Administration has estimated that the social cost for 

noise in Sweden is EUR 2 billion per year. Of this, approximately 80 % corresponds to reduced 

value of properties located in noisy areas. The remaining 20 % corresponds to the cost to society 

owing to health effects of noise.  
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3.77 In the United Kingdom, the Intergovernmental Group on Costs and Benefits noise subject group 

and Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) (2008) reported that the 

health impact of noise could be costing the economy as much as GBP 2 billion to 3 billion per 

year. Subsequently, DEFRA published a report in 2011 which indicated that protection of quiet 

areas in the major cities of England could be valued at as much as GBP 1.4 billion 
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4.0 Policy background 

4.1 Tranquillity was first brought into Government policy in the UK in 2000 in England, when it was 

referenced as an asset of the countryside in the Rural White Paper. A summary of the rural 

white paper background and current references to tranquillity or related matters in Planning 

Policy in England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland is provided below.  

 

England 

Rural White Paper, Our Countryside: The Future – A Fair Deal for Rural England 

4.2 Tranquillity was first used by Government in the Rural White Paper, Our Countryside: The Future 

– A fair deal for rural England (DEFRA 2000) which, in setting out the then Government’s vision 

for the countryside, recognised that the countryside is ‘an enormous recreational asset, with its 

high quality landscapes, fresh air, open space and tranquillity’.  

4.3 Lack of noise and visual intrusion, dark skies and remoteness from the visible impact of 

civilisation were cited alongside tranquillity as the less tangible features that give the 

countryside its unique character.  

4.4 The paper set objectives and targets across a number of rural ‘themes’ and indicators were 

identified to monitor change.  Change in countryside quality including biodiversity, tranquillity, 

heritage and landscape character was identified as an indicator related to the theme of 

‘protecting and enhancing the countryside’.  

4.5 It was recognised that there was not an agreed method of measuring all of the things of value 

in the countryside but that a direction of change could be clearly identified. In relation to 

tranquillity the paper was clear that the Government wanted to see increased measures to 

promote tranquillity.   

4.6 A national noise strategy was identified to include mapping the main sources and areas of noise 

and enable policy to take account more accurately of the implications of noise sources for rural 

areas and valued pockets of tranquillity. Similarly, the paper proposed that ‘light pollution’ was 

to be considered by all rural local authorities in planning and other decisions.  

National Planning Policy Framework 

4.7 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) set outs the Government’s Planning Policies for 

England and how these are expected to be applied.  

4.8 Tranquillity is raised under two sections: 

 Promoting Healthy Communities 
 

The designation of green areas of particular community importance as ‘Local Green Space’ 

is promoted at paragraph 76. However, advice at paragraph 77 makes clear that the 

designation should only be used when certain criteria are in place including ‘where the 

green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local 

significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value ( 

including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife’. 
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 Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment  
 

At paragraph 123, the NPPF states that planning policies and decisions should aim to: 

identify and protect areas of tranquillity which have remained relatively undisturbed by 

noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason’ 

 

 

Scotland  

National Planning Framework (NPF3) and Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 

4.9 These documents do not include any direct reference to tranquillity within their policy content. 

Related policy in the SPP includes Paragraph 197 under the section ‘Development Plans’ which 

seeks to encourage local authorities to limit non-statutory local designations to areas 

designated for their local landscape and nature conservation value. This policy includes the aim 

of safeguarding and enhancing the character and quality of a landscape. Similarly, paragraph 

200 seeks to ensure development plans ‘safeguard the character of areas of wild land as 

identified on the 2014 Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) map of wild land areas. There are also 

several references to management and attenuation of noise in relation to the planning and 

management of new development.  

Scottish Natural Heritage Landscape Policy Statement 2005 

4.10 Tranquillity is recognised as a quality of the rural character of Scotland in Scottish Natural 

Heritage’s (SNH) Policy statement. SNH’s overarching aim for Scotland’s landscape is broadly to 

safeguard and enhance the distinct identity, the diverse character and the special qualities of 

Scotland’s landscapes.   

4.11 To achieve this aim, SNH encourages, inter alia, the ‘safeguarding of the rural character of 

Scotland’s countryside from the effects of urban influences, recognising the quality of 

tranquillity’. 

 

Wales 

Planning Policy Wales 

4.12 This document does not include any direct references to tranquillity. Related policy in Chapter 

13 includes ‘reducing noise and light pollution’, which makes reference to the need to protect 

urban ‘quiet areas’ and ‘development management and noise and lighting’ which requires ‘the 

effect of noise on protected species, statutorily designated area and the enjoyment of other 

areas of landscape, wildlife and historic value’ to be taken into account’. 

 

4.13  Emerging legislation, i.e. Environment (Wales) Act 2016 and Well-being of Future Generations 

(Wales) Act 2015 may allude to tranquillity (Briggs 2016). 

 

Northern Ireland  

Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) for Northern Ireland  
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4.14 Again there are no specific references to tranquillity in Northern Ireland’s SPPS. Related topics 

are similar with reference to the need to manage noise in relation to development in sensitive 

areas and to encourage local authorities to bring forward local policies and guidance to maintain 

the intrinsic landscape, environmental value and character of local landscape policy areas. 

4.15 It is clear from the above, that there is inconsistency across the nations as to the inclusion of 

tranquillity in current planning policy. Moreover, where it does occur, there is limited evidence 

of how tranquillity is being measured and managed for change.  
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5.0 Tranquillity in practice 

5.1 As noted above, tranquillity is identified as a consideration in planning policy, particularly in 

England’s NPPF and is a recognised factor in the landscape characterisation process which the 

landscape profession uses as a basis for landscape assessment in the planning process.  

5.2 However, how it is actually considered in practice is not at all clear and there is limited 

documented evidence to demonstrate how tranquillity assessment is carried out. 

5.3 The CPRE’s report ‘Give Peace a Chance, Has Planning Policy contributed to Rural Tranquillity? 

(CPRE 2015) summarised the findings of a survey of planning authorities in England which 

sought to find out how many had tranquillity policies in place and of those that did not, what 

was preventing them establishing a tranquillity policy.  

5.4 40% of the respondents had a tranquillity policy with most (80%) of these being in AONB 

Management Plans or National Park Local Plans- designated landscapes with higher protection 

and generally higher levels of tranquillity. Also many policies do not reflect the NPPF. Of local 

authorities covering urban and rural areas outside of ‘designated’ landscapes or the wider 

countryside, relatively few (14%) reported to have tranquillity policies in their Local Plans.  A 

small number had developed an entirely new policy due to the NPPF and a similar number had 

adapted theirs to comply with the NPPF.  

5.5 The survey demonstrated that NPPF appeared to be having a very limited effect on tranquillity 

policy making with only a small number of authorities reporting that they were planning to 

develop a policy. Notably, of the authorities without a policy, more than 75% said they weren’t 

planning to develop one. 

5.6 Reasons given that prevented the development of a tranquillity policy included: 

 Little scope for identifying such areas (urban authorities). 

 Local Plan too far advanced to change when the NPPF was published.  

 Lack of a clear definition of tranquillity.  

 Lack of detail in national policy.  

 Lack of detail in planning practice guidance.  

 Lack of a suitable evidence base. 

5.7 When asked which tools the authorities would find useful for developing tranquillity-related 

policies, there was strong agreement that better data and guidance would help including: 

 Access to a tranquillity GIS database. 

 Access to a tranquillity mapping report. 

 Legal advice on a definition.  

 Examples of tranquillity-related policies from other planning authorities. 

 Case studies of good practice in tranquillity protection and improvement. 

5.8 Planning policy relating to tranquillity in local plans generally seeks ‘to ensure that development 

will maintain or improve the existing level of tranquillity’ It is clear from the lack of 

documentation that any such policy is very difficult to enforce given there is no recognised 

method for measuring the baseline nor for assessing change. Whilst the CPRE’s National 

Tranquillity Map is clearly a starting point, the national scale does not readily transfer to the 

local decision making process. 
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6.0 Looking Ahead 

6.1 From the above, it is clear that there is a definite need for some form of guidance on the 

subject of tranquillity and further research and methods of measurement to assist with the 

assessment process. 

 

6.2 At present it would appear that a lot of the academic research on the subject has not 

directly transferred to tranquillity assessment in practice and this knowledge transfer as well 

as knowledge development is essential if proper account is to be made in the future. It is 

noted that discussion of tranquillity has often been included under the remit of ‘noise’, 

particularly since the European Noise Directive was issued, ‘quiet areas’ and more 

measurable ‘sounds’ taking some of the research emphasis away from the less easily defined 

‘tranquil areas’. 

 

6.3 Given that tranquillity is well established within the landscape assessment process, having 

been a consideration under the perceptual factors and ‘sense of place’ for many years, the 

landscape profession has a sound base on which to develop appropriate guidance on the 

subject. 

 

6.4 To give a focus to further discussion, the following themes, previously used in the Landscape 

Institute’s Position Statement on Green Infrastructure are suggested as an appropriate basis 

on which to consider the subject of tranquillity. 

 Leadership – the Landscape profession can take the lead in developing a cross-disciplinary 

approach to tranquillity. 

 

 Planning – landscape professionals have the background and experience to develop 

guidance to assist in the assessment of tranquillity against national and local planning 

policy 

 

 Design – landscape professionals understand place making and collaborative working and 

can use their design skills in combination with others to create and enhance tranquillity in 

both urban and rural settings. 

 

 Implementation – landscape professionals are used to project planning to achieve an end 

goal and could manage a project to achieve an objective, whilst being mindful of cost, 

quality control and timescale.   

 

 Management – landscape professionals are well versed in considering short, medium and 

long term landscape management objectives which could readily transfer to the 

identification and management of tranquillity related objectives across varying time-

scales.  

 

6.5 Matters that might be considered in the development of any guidance document are 

suggested below:  

1. Agreed definition of the term; 

2. Guidance on factors to be considered as relevant to any measure of tranquillity and 

tranquil environments; 

3. A methodology for measuring/identifying tranquil places and assessing effects of 

development on tranquil areas; 
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4. How to use the TRAPT to predict the perceived tranquillity of a place and therefore to 

classify the level of tranquillity in existing areas and how to determine the impact of a new 

build on the tranquillity level/rating; 

5. Refinement and development of existing tranquillity mapping to include areas of relative 

tranquillity in urban areas, to remove emphasis on distance from population centres and 

to be more directly applicable at a local level; and 

6. How to create tranquillity in a place and how to mitigate effects of development on 

tranquillity through design.  

 

Collaboration 

6.6 If guidance were to be developed, it is suggested that consultation may be sought from the 

following bodies: 

 Natural England 

 Scottish Natural Heritage 

 Natural Resources Wales 

 Institute of Acoustics 

 RTPI 

 The legal profession 

 CPRE and CPRW 

 The Bradford Centre for Sustainable Environments, University of Bradford 

 BET Research, Applied Research & Knowledge Exchange, University of Winchester 

 The Leeds Wild Land Research Institute. 
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    The  centre of Alfrick includes the 
village shop and church, although 
sadly the Swan Inn is no longer open 
to serve local ales.

    Knapp and Papermill reserve 
provides a valley of birdsong through 
orchards, woodlands and wildflower 
meadows, lying alongside the
undulating Leigh Brook.

    This outcrop of Old Red  
Sandstone was deposited by graded 
streams and estuaries following the 
tropical seas which developed the 
fossiliferous Amestry Limestone.
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    Ravenshill Wood Nature Reserve.
The small Discovery Centre is open 
March to September, but visitors may 
enjoy the walks at any time.
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N
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   The ravages of time have taken their 
toll of this elderly orchard.

    Lulsley boasts a number of 
dwellings of considerable antiquity,
including a moated house. The manor 
was given to Cormeilles Abbey in 
Normandy by William, Earl of Hereford.

Colwall & Cradley - 15 miles/400ft climb/Easy/2 - 3 hours
A pleasant meander around the meadows in the vicinity of  Cradley 
Brook. 
Undulating, but with no nasty climbs and all on country lanes,  so
suitable for  families and occasional riders.
Recommended Start Point:   Colwall Railway Station
Pubs:               Colwall: Crown Inn and Colwall Park Hotel
                       Stiffords Bridge: (1 mile) Red Lion & 
                       Prancing Pony
                       Wellington Heath: (2 miles) Farmers Arms
                       Ledbury: (2.5 miles) Choice of 10.
Shops:             Colwall, Cradley & Ledbury (2.5 miles) 
Visit:               Coddington Vineyards, 
                       Cradley Heritage Centre

British Camp & Bromesberrow - 20 miles/1050ft climb/Moderate/2.5 - 4 hours
This ride includes two sections of main road together with one
prolonged climb to Jubilee Drive, so is less suitable for children and 
inexperienced riders. 
Start Point:      British Camp or Colwall or Ledbury (0.5 miles)
Pubs:               British Camp: Malvern Hills Hotel
                       Welland: Pheasant (0.5 miles)
                       Castlemorton: Plume of Feathers, Robin Hood (0.5 miles)
                       Rye Street: Duke of York  (1 mile)
                       Ledbury: (0.5 miles) Choice of 10
                       Colwall: Crown Inn and Colwall Park Hotel
                       Upper Colwall: Chase Inn, Wyche Inn
Cafes:              Colwall, Eastnor Castle (summer), Ledbury, 
                       Kettle Sings (Jubilee Drive)
Shops:             Colwall  & Ledbury (2.5 miles) 
Visit:               Little Malvern Priory, Eastnor Castle
          

Storridge & Knightwick - 26 miles/1400ft climb/Hard/3 - 5 hours
A hilly excursion using the lesser used lanes around the delightful 
Suckley Hills. Includes three short lengths of main road and three
prolonged climbs, which make it a good workout for the active rider.
Start Point:      Leigh Village Hall  or  the Talbot at Knightwick
Pubs:               Stiffords Bridge: Red Lion and Rocky Donkey
                       Longley Green: Lord Nelson
                       Knightwick: Talbot and Fox & Hounds (Lulsley)
                       Leigh Sinton: Royal Oak
Shops:             Cradley, Longley Green, Alfrick, Leigh Sinton
  

Round the AONB Ride - 60 miles/2800ft climb/Demanding
Allow a day including a pub lunch!
The complete route can be ridden by “joining up” all the above rides.

INFORMATION

Tourist Information Offices:
Malvern: 21 Church St, 01684 892289
Ledbury: 3, Homend, 01531 636147

Getting to the Malvern Hills area
The area is well served by bus, coach and rail services in
addition to motoring via the M5 and M50 motorways.

Bikes on Trains Great Malvern, Malvern Link, Colwall
& Ledbury
Central Trains to Hereford, Worcester, Birmingham
& Nottingham - will take 2+ bikes. 
First Great Western to Hereford, Worcester, Oxford,
London Paddington - will take 2 - 6 bikes. 
Adalante services must be pre-booked.
First Great Western - Great Malvern to Gloucester, 
Bristol & Taunton - will carry 2 bikes. 
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Travel Line: 0871 200 2233

Cycle Shops
MyCycles, 271Worcester Rd, Malvern Link. 01684 574836         
Back on Track Mtn Bikes, 6, North Malvern Rd, Malvern.
01684 565777
Halfords, Retail Park, Roman Way, Malvern Link
Cycles Clements, 6 Bank Crescent, Ledbury. 01531 632213
Saddlebound Cycles, 3 Southend, Ledbury. 01531 632213
Pip Powell, 67 The Homend, Ledbury. 01531 632139 

Visit www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk for information on 
'green' accommodation. 

                                                      Designed and produced by www.jaro.co.uk
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    Rest your legs on this long climb and 
stop to admire the wooded landscape 
of the Suckley Hills, with this derelict 
greenhouse contrasting mans 
endeavours with that of nature.

    One of six surviving milestones 
placed in 1898 by Martley RDC on the 
unclassified road route between Leigh 
and Bromyard. The reason for this 
remains unexplained.

    The White House was the seat of 
the local squire - more recently Lady 
Waechter, who, during the war housed 
elephants and other animals from a 
refugee circus.

    Surviving railway bridge under the 
Worcester to Leominster railway, which 
puffed unprofitably from 1897 to 1964. 
Note the exquisite diagonal brickwork.

    Larger farm units have sought to 
maintain profitability by creating larger 
fields out of the former mosaic of 
hedgerows and pastures.

    The B4917 used to cross the River 
Teme at this point prior to the opening
of the new bridge carrying Telford's
A44 Oxford to Aberystwyth road.

    Competition from Europe & USA has 
led to a sharp decline in hop yards. 
Adjacent is one of the increasing 
number of new cider orchards supplying 
Bulmers and others.

    A disused quarry near the Nelson 
Inn and village shop in Longley Green 
exposes the Amestry Limestone which 
underlies most of the wooded Suckley 
hills.

    This rural industrial estate above 
Batchelors Bridge replaces the old Bruff 
hop picking machinery plant. Bruff 
machinery was used on most UK hop 
farms and was much exported.
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    At the bottom of the hill in the centre 
of the old village is the village shop. 
Cradley recently boasted two pubs, but 
the nearest now are at Stiffords Bridge 
on the A4103.
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    Many new cider orchards have been 
planted since the 1990’s. This one is 
significant in providing a retail outlet 
which opens at weekends.

    This abandoned quarry near the 
hamlet of Greenhill would have 
provided sandstone blocks used in the 
building of nearby cottages. Now left 
to the tender care of nature.

    Across the fields to the left can be 
seen the bracken of Bringsty Common. 
The idiosyncratic and difficult to find 
Live & Let Live pub still exists, but has 
not served ales for many a year.

Knightwick & Storridge Cycle Route

This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey material 
with the permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of the 
Controller of Her Majesty's Stationary Office. © Crown 
Copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown 
Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. 
Worcestershire County Council, 100015914.

Four rides exploring the
landscape, culture and heritage

of the Malvern Hills
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

by pedal power

By Bike
in the Foothills
of the Malverns

THE MALVERN HILLS AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY

Figures in brackets refer to distances from the marked route at the 

nearest point. 

This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey 
material with the permission of Ordnance 
Survey on behalf of the Controller of Her 
Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown copyright. 
Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown 
copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil 
proceedings. (100024168) (2007).



    St James Church Colwall lies on the 
site of the pre-railway Saxon village. The 
C16 Church Ale House, a site of “much 
revelling” before it was later converted 
into an almshouse.

    A surviving finger post near Old 
Colwall. Most of these posts were 
removed to confuse invading armies 
during the second world war, and were 
presumably melted down to assist the 
war effort.

    The 2 acre Coddington Vineyard is 
one of the smallest in Britain. A public 
footpath takes you past the winery 
through some delightful grounds to the 
early English village Church.

    A well tended garden beyond 
Coddington village, a hamlet of 120 
souls on a road to nowhere. Primitive 
living conditions of earlier dwellers 
is indicated by the definition - "a 
collection of mud huts".

    Hop Kilns at Old Country House, the 
home of Colwall railway tunnel engineer 
Stephen  Ballard. The numerous hop 
kilns in the area have now found new 
life as private dwellings.

    A short detour (uphill) takes you to 
the splendid half timbered C16 Cradley 
village hall, nestling against the south 
wall of the churchyard.

    Bridge 580 over Cradley Brook at 
Mathon considerably enlarged since 
the siting (   ) at bridge 273. The near-
by church of St John has a medieval
timbered porch. 

    Below the fertile Herefordshire soil 
is a considerable depth of gravel which 
was extracted at several local pits into 
the 1980’s. Behind the sign is a glimpse 
of a flooded pit.

    Facilities such as the picturesque 
Mathon village hall are highly 
important to the structure and cohesion 
of rural communities.

    Horticultural businesses provide a 
vital source of local jobs. The visual 
impact of the polytunnels has been 
minimised at this thriving plant nursery. 

    Malvern water, said to be favoured 
by the Queen, is bottled at the Colwall 
spring - a source shared with some 
fortunate local residences.

    Herefordshire Beacon. At 1109ft 
the Iron Age earthworks of British 
Camp provide excellent views of the 
Cotswolds and Black Mountains.

    Little Malvern Priory is the remnant 
of a Benedictine c15th tower and
chancel owned by the Berrington
family since 1650. Limited public
opening.

    Castlemorton Common was part 
of the c12th royal hunting ground 
of Malvern Chase. Increasingly rare 
black poplars are found here plus 
the newt residents of this pond.

    The Gullet Quarry provides an 
excellent opportunity to study the 
various ancient rocks which embody 
the Malvern Hills. Swimming not 
permitted.

    A short detour towards the secluded 
hamlet of White Leaved Oak reveals 
this bridge which carried the carriages 
of the estate owners en route to 
Malvern or Ledbury.

    One of the numerous walled gardens 
to be found in the AONB. The walls 
provided shelter from the wind,
maximising production of vegetables, 
fruit, grapes and flowers.

    The south lodge of the Bromesberrow 
Estate, with views of a parkland 
landscape enclosed by durable 
blacksmith made cast iron fences.

    Only the post remains of this sign to 
Pepper Mill, as it overlooks the fertile 
arable sandy loams which continue to 
Ross-on-Wye, and re-appear in south 
Devon.

    Clenchers Mill ford over the Glynch 
Brook - the mill is 100m to the north. 
An abandoned limekiln opposite would 
have produced lime for building and 
agricultural use.

    Opposite the cricket pitch is Eastnor 
Castle, a grand gothic style mock castle 
completed by Lord  Somers in 1822. 
Open to the public mid July to end
August + Bank Hols. 

    The Eastnor village green 
encapsulates all that one expects from 
a pastoral village  centre, with the 
covered well flanked by the church and 
village school.

    Mitchells Farm reflects the fast 
changing face of UK agriculture, with 
buildings no longer relevant to modern 
farming systems, & either abandoned or 
converted to dwellings. 
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    The rail bridge carrying the
Worcester to Hereford line which 
opened in 1861. The depressions of 
a medieval moat can be observed 
opposite. 200m along the lane is bridge 
273 close to the Cradley Brook source.

    The east lodge of Elizabeth Barrett 
Browning’s Hope End Estate, 
landscaped by Capability Brown. 
Cary’s 1837 map shows the lodge as a 
turnpike on the old road from Ledbury 
to Worcester via Malvern.
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    The Evendine Lane spout is much 
visited, and  is appreciated by young 
and old alike.
Note:   ,   ,   ,    described in the Colwall 
route
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Colwall & Cradley Cycle Route

British Camp & Bromesberrow
Cycle Route

Whilst every care has been taken to ensure accuracy of the 
information in this publication, the Malvern Hills AONB 
cannot accept responsibility in respect of any error or omission 
which may have occurred. The producers of this map have no 
responsibility for the physical state or maintenance of the route 
and therefore give no warranty as to its condition.

This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey 
material with the permission of Ordnance 
Survey on behalf of the Controller of Her 
Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown copyright. 
Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown 
copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil 
proceedings. (100024168) (2007).

The Malvern Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)

The 105 sq km Malvern Hills AONB was designated in 1959. It 
embraces parts of Herefordshire, Worcestershire and Glouces-
tershire. The ‘core’ of the AONB is the Malvern Hills themselves 
and the surrounding commons. These form approximately 11% 
of the AONB and are owned and managed by the Malvern Hills 
Conservators -  a public body charged by Acts of Parliament to 
look after this land. Beyond the main hills lies a rich diversity 
of wooded, farmed and other managed landscapes.
 
The primary purpose of AONBs is to conserve and enhance 
natural beauty. This refers not just to the landscapes and 
wildlife but to other natural and human features that make an 
area distinctive including archaeology, soils, communities and 
buildings.  The Malvern Hills AONB is rich in geology, history 
and cultural associations as well as in its varied wildlife and 
ancient landscapes. The cycle routes illustrated on these maps 
will help you to explore this fascinating heritage via a network 
of tracks and quiet lanes. We have sought to avoid main roads 
where possible.

The Malvern Hills AONB Partnership exists to provide strategic 
direction for the area and to help to co-ordinate the activities 
of those who influence it. Local authorities, government bodies, 
parish councils, landowners, communities and voluntary 
groups are all represented on the Partnership. The Partner-
ship is financially supported by Natural England, Herefordshire 
Council,  Worcestershire County Council, Malvern Hills District 
Council. Gloucestershire County Council and Forest of Dean 
District Council.  

Cycling Off-road
For those who wish to spend more time riding ‘off-road’, 
a number of bridleways can be found throughout the area. 
Cyclists are welcome to use these routes but are urged to ride 
carefully to avoid surface damage and not to ride too fast 
where it is not safe to do so - there may be other users just 
around the bend! The Malvern Hills themselves are a very 
popular destination for many different types of recreation. 
Even here cycling is only permitted on designated bridleways 
and it is suggested that cyclists may find it more rewarding to 
explore these routes at ‘off-peak’ times. Off-road cycling maps 
for the Malverns area can be purchased from local Tourist 
Information Centres, bookshops and cycle shops or
on-line from www.imba-uk.com. 

This guide can be downloaded from www.malvernhillsaonb.org.uk.

This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey 
material with the permission of Ordnance Survey 
on behalf of the Controller of Her Majesty's 
Stationary Office. © Crown Copyright. 
Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown 
Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil 
proceedings. 
Worcestershire County Council, 100015914.
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