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Executive Summary

1. The Consultation is Premature; only seven weeks gweead and absorb a
huge number of documents. Only 10 of the 21 Appendices ataldwat the
beginning of the consultation paper.

2. Building 18,100 houses in Herefordshire is not needed to hoaiseitrent
population, taking into account natural growth and housingsieBlatural
growth has been assessed at 6000 people, this is 2,609 hHossg
waiting list is 5000 people; most of these are for one wondbedroomed
homes, in central Hereford and central Herefordshimghe past five years
affordable homes as a percentage of total house conmslétas varied
between 15% and 34%. Typically there are about 700 hougdet@ns a
year. Of this percentage on average over last fousy8@%o of affordable
homes have been built by Social Housing Grant and 40%vajoger
funding (S106). It can be seen that S106 is not achieving aforgable
homes. Given that the 18,100 houses have to build a bypaissther
infrastructure, which includes water, extension to hagmsthools, parks etc,
the % of affordable from S106 will be very small, if arAdfordable homes
are better built with SHG.

3. The road and the unsuitably located housing on the oistskiHereford,
Ledbury, Leominster, Ross and 4,400 dispersed in the coulgnydi destroy
local distinctiveness, contrary to Objective 12 padsim Herefordshire
already has 54% of people living outside of the market towihsgs is enough
homes in the countryside.

4. Building 18,100 houses will cause stress on the water supgiyll break
the EC Habitat Requirement to protect the SAC river Ahek Lugg, contrary
to Objective 12 angassim

5. The 18,100 houses have been unnecessarily predicated dindgailbypass in
Hereford and Leominster. No alternatives to road gldiave been
addressed either in the Place Shaping document or theNlbwal Study on
which it is based. Building the roads is contrary toGhmate Change Act

! Information from Housing Monitoring Reports and emaihirPeter Yates to Gerald Dawe 26.1.2010



2008, and a number of Objectives in the Place Shaping dotuameinas is
shown below, with evidence, both bypasses are unnecesBageye are
alternative solutions which are less costly, less enmrentally damaging and
more in keeping with national and international policy.

6. The road and associated housing will in many cases use Geattk2
agricultural land. No assessment or acknowledgemeneoiract this will
have on future generations has been given in the Blzagging document.

7. While each Option has been given a Sustainability Assest, in the
Sustainability Appraisal (Jan 2010) and Climate Change Backdneaper
(Dec 2009) no account has been given of the B{act of each and how it
accords with the Climate Change Act 2008. Options @&meilngiven a green,
amber and red light based on its impact on classifieddiasites and some
poorly defined social and economic factors.

Introduction

This document addresses some but not all of the thertles ilace Shaping Paper
Consultation. It does not always follow the sequericeimbered and labelled
guestions given in response forms, but is clearly heathegying which point is
addressed and constitutes the consultation from Ratdoefordshire.

Vision and Objectives (p8 Paragraph 4); Addresses Spatial Strategy

While few can object to the Vision statement in the p8 if it is unpicked only

slightly to reveal that the Vision is interpretedmaseasing housing by 18,100 houses
and building two new bypasses. This consultation submisdicts to this level of
development. As is shown below, the 18,100 houses austaigble for
Herefordshire, on landscape, water resources, clinhaigge and town planning
terms.

* The 8,500 houses for Hereford and 2,500 houses for Leominsterdang to
Herefordshire Council, require new roads that run throughepagricultural
land of high landscape value and contrary to the CliGatnge Act (2008),
will increase CQ output.

* The new housing, 1000 houses in Ledbury, 8,500 houses in Heaafbrd
2,500 houses in Leominster, can only go onto the edge tdwims, beyond
significant edge of town barriers. They will not lssianilated into the towns.
The new developments will be suburbs, outside the t@mundaries (i.e. the
ring road in Ledbury, the railway line in Hereford,ar@pen country in
Leominster, see below). They will be separate frowntservices,
engendering many extra car journeys to and from the tavey will be
ghettoes.

* There is insufficient water in Hereford to support 8,500 heuses, meaning
either taking too much water out of the r Wye a SpeaiabAf Conservation
(SAC), already at very low levels in summer montrshuilding a new
reservoir, something that has not been proposed.

The 18,100 houses allocated to Herefordshire from the Re@paaikl Strategy is
dependent on them not producing adverse effects. Asisthbve these houses will
have adverse effects, in these three major ways:



As Herefordshire does not need the 18,100 houses to support éist aopulation
and projected natural increase (see below), therengew to build them. Building
them is purely a political objective to fulfil a curioasn of Herefordshire Council to
build a new bypass around the city (see below).

Conclusion: The Vision Statement

Although Herefordshire apparently has the fourth loweptiaion densities of a
county in England, in many ways the county has reachdhits to growth.

Ledbury and Leominster built ring roads around the towhen1970s that today form
barriers. If 1000 + houses go the other side of the riads;dhe only place large
enough for them, they will form suburbs, potential ghettseparate from town
services, engendering extra car commuting trips. Het'sf@,500 proposed
development has been locked into building an impose#leroad (wrongly in our
view) through landscape of high value with either onto(the west of the town) or
two (if to the east) major river crossings. Buildihgs road will bring huge change to
the character of the whole region and significardige the County’s CQOoutput.
Leominster proposes its 2,500 allocated houses should go Sh\tlzad therefore
within the barrier of the east ring road, but (accordinglerefordshire Council)
requiring a new road through what is now open countryside, ggaclltural land
overlooking the river Lugg. The 8,500 houses planned for th@tHereford will
rely on the river Wye for its water, a river thatai Special Area of Conservation and
already at very low levels during the summer monthshel 8,500 houses go ahead
they will surely require a new reservoir, a huge underggkifhe additional houses
and people mean an expansion to the County hospital aadinftfastructure will be
necessary. As will be shown below, all the develapetributions will go towards a
new Hereford bypass, there will be no money left to profadevater, affordable
housing, hospital expansion or other infrastructure.

Rather than development and expansion a better visidteiefordshire is that it
should build on its strengths and become a speciabéiggricultural, an area where
the emphasis is on food grown for the nation. Otindustries that already flourish in
the county, such as tourism, small manufacturing andcgsrwould fit easily into
this aim. The county has the expertise and infrastrutbusapport this vision, and
the country has the need for just such a reserve.

Response Point 1. The Consultation is Premature
This consultation is premature because

1) Many of the important and necessary supporting documentsaprepared
or not available and

2) Too little time has been given for consultation

3) It comes just before a general election that, ifeéhe a change in government,
will bring changes that will have significant consequerioeshis plan.

Hereford has been classified as a Settlement of &igntfDevelopment within the
Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) and as a New Growth Baitus. Within the plan
period 2011-2026 of Shaping Our Place 18,100 houses are plannedédtaréisrire
of which 8,500 will be built in Hereford



As is shown below the 18,100 houses planned for Herefordslaplitical not a
planning aim. The Conservatives have said if they getpatver they will
immediately remove the Regional Spatial Strategy ImgusirgetS meaning that
Councils will be able to decide for themselves how mamgés to build in the Local
Authority area, based on need and planning policy.

As a General Election must take place before May 201@|ynavo months away
from the close of the consultation period, the LDFcpss should be halted to await
the outcome of the election and changes to planning pali¢ie 18,100 requirement
imposed from the West Midlands Regional Spatial Straiegymoved, it can be
demonstrated clearly that less houses should be bdithatall of these, not 25% to
35% as currently stated, should be affordable, and thastiwuld be built in places
where they are needed, not as is currently, in unsuil@ta¢ions.

The consultation is premature because at the timensuitation important
background papers are not published, and too short a timedragileen to the
general public to respond. The report was issued on Jab8r2010 and the last
day for consultation is March 12th. This leaves oelyes1 weekends at maximum for
people to respond. The seven week period assumes peofullyaaevare of the
reports and the need to respond, as of January 18th thé Bate; and able to access
the documents. Seven weeks is not enough for working pedhléusy lives.
Moreover of the 21 documents listed in Appendix 2 only 10 \&eadlable at the time
of consultation. Missing reports include the importatt®¥ Cycle Study, the Urban
Fringe Landscape Analysis, any assessment of the hittadscape and local
distinctiveness and any assessment of agricultural |&negen that the consultation is
presented as a series of choices between this anplabat people simply have not
got the evidence on which to make a judgement.

The Consultation Survey Size

On a more minor point, the Place Shaping paper refamvieral places to responses
to the Developing Options consultation but does not sayrhany people
participated in the consultation, how many responses regeesved and in what form.
It is not possible for readers to assess whetheratingle of respondents was valid or
not.

Response Points 2 to 7; Introduction
In the submission below it is showwith evidencethat:

8. Building 18,100 houses in Herefordshire is not needed to hoaiseitrent
population, taking into account natural growth and housingsee

9. The road and the unsuitably located housing on the otstskiHereford,
Ledbury, Leominster, Ross and 4,400 dispersed in the cow@nydi destroy
local distinctiveness, contrary to Objective 12 padsim

10.Building 18,100 houses will cause stress on the water supgtiwill break
the EC Habitat Requirement to protect the SAC river Ahe Lugg, contrary
to Objective 12 angassim

11.The 18,100 houses have been unnecessarily predicated dindailbypass in
Hereford and Leominster. No alternatives to road ugldiave been

2 Enclosure: letter from Caroline Spelman



addressed either in the Place Shaping document or theNlbwal Study on
which it is based. Building the roads is contrary toGhmate Change Act
2008, and a number of Objectives in the Place Shaping dotuameinas is
shown below, with evidence, both are unnecessaryreTdre alternative
solutions which are less costly, less environmentallyadpmg and more in
keeping with national and international policy.

12.The road and associated housing will in many cases use Geatk?2
agricultural land. No assessment or acknowledgemeneoiract this will
have on future generations has been given in the Blzegeing document.

13.While each Option has been given a Sustainability Assest, in the
Sustainability Appraisal (Jan 2010) and Climate Change Backd®@aper
(Dec 2009) no account has been given of the B{Pact of each and how it
accords with the Climate Change Act 2008. Options @&milngiven a green,
amber and red light based on its impact on classifieddiasites and some
poorly defined social and economic factors.

Response Point 2; Housing Location and Type

The Shaping Places document is based on its Region#lSftaategy Growth Point
status, which has allocated 18,100 housing to be built begslan period 2011-2026.
This 18,100 target is a political not a planning aim, the figues dot meet the needs
of Herefordshire or comply with sustainability guidelingss is shown below, the
number of houses and associated roads will have adérstsen the local
landscape and on Grade 1 agricultural land. It will irse2Q output and is
unsupportable by the water supply, the houses if built duleesely affect the river
Wye, a Special Area of Conservation (SAC).

The 18,100 houses will not provide the affordable homes thiférd needs.

Because of these insurmountable adverse effects the 18,a8i@dtarget should be
significantly lowered.

Herefordshire Council have made clear in numerous publigrdents that they
lobbied for Growth Point status and the additional housirggyder to make a road
necessary (in their view, not ours) and they intendind this road through developer
contributions, both around Hereford and Leomirstéys will be shown below, it will

3 This was made clear at the West Midlands Regionalé&@ttategy enquiry. The Inspector reports
that “at Hereford, the Council is convinced that aefgibad and new Wye crossing will be required to
support the NGP aspirations”. Regional Spatial Strategy pIb&.same report (p165), also states that
“Herefordshire particularly stressed its isolationresdnly Section 4(4) authority without a direct link
by road or rail* to the West Midlands conurbation atgad to any other regional centre”. The star
refers to an apologetic after thought which states “*Thaugs possible to get a through train from
Hereford to both Birmingham and London without changiagt at Worcester”. This shows the bias
in Herefordshire Council. There are in fact 16 diresits daily to Birmingham from Hereford and 16
in the return direction and five direct trains in edulection to Reading Oxford and London. In
addition there are a similar number in a north south titreto Manchester and Crewe and Newport
and Cardiff. Hereford is in fact one of the best catedtowns by rail for its size in the whole
country. Herefordshire Council chooses to ignore tes)g focused on road travel, much to its
detriment.

More recently (January 13th 2010) Herefordshire Council asleBublic where they would like
homes to be placed in Hereford and Herefordshire,lfoflied the road. “So where will the new
homes to help fund the road be built” see Admag, 1s646, wrap around published by Herefordshire
Council, contact 01432 260500.



not be possible to fund a road from developer contribufrmms the 18,100 housing,
and meet the needs of Herefordshire for affordable hgusin

Developer funding cannot pay for a bypass around Herefardlemminster because
numerous studies (see below) show the need in Herefoedslior affordable
housing. Affordable housing means a lower developer tomknn or none at all.
There is evidence of this in Herefordshire in the repast, when Bloor Homes were
excused providing affordable homes at their proposed 300 houslegi®ent at
Bullinghope in exchange for helping to fund the Rotherweseas Road (see below).

Developments with a high percentage of affordable houslessot be able to
contribute to funding a road which in the case of Hetkf®rcurrently estimated at
£130nf. Current UDP policy is that 36% of houses should fer@dble. Recent
commissioned reports put the need much higher (see hatating it should be
100%. Even at the lower 36% affordable housing in develafsmrer 15 houses it
is unlikely that S106 money will be available for a bypassause the 18,100 houses
will have considerable infrastructure requirements thitake up much or all of the
developer funding.

Studies show the actual need for housing in Herefordshimeich lower than 18,500.
The Housing Strategy for Hereford 2005-206@tes that

Herefordshire’s population is expected to increase by ar600d, an increase
of 3.4% over 9 years which is the same rate of growdxpscted for the
national population over that time. However, Herefbmss growth is
expected to be more rapid in the early years of thecést (i.e. 2005/6) before
slowing to match the overall growth rate in England araded/

To accommodate the additional 6000 people at a 2.3 occupaetihis is 2,609
houses.

In addition to population growth there is an extandniee affordable housing.
Currently the waiting list for renting from Housing Asstions in Herefordshire is
around5000 of which about 16% on the waiting list are ‘Gold’ higih priority and

of these 159 homeless or otherwise urgeffhis rate has remained broadly the same
over the past seven years.

* Herefordshire Council have said the bypass will cost £13@mpress release February 2009,
Council website

° Seehttp://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/docs/Rockfield_Farm_Allotments_plan.pdf Though
2004/5 this is the most recent study (NB it is not cleay tlle document is named Rockfield Farm
Allotments, we presume a misnaming).

® According to Place Shaping Paper, Herefordshire populistibfi8,400, there are 78,105 houses
(March 2006), this is 2.3 occupancy rate

" From Home Point published figures, 2002 - 2009



Housing Waiting List Herefordshire, 2002-2009; No of
Applicants
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Fig 1. Housing Waiting List Herefordshire 2002-2009

The regular and detailed Home Point waiting lists sugdglestiuge majority of
homes needed are in Hereford and central Herefordskiferaone or two bedroom

houses/flats.

To meet this need the Housing Needs Survey (2004) states tha plan period
2002-2011, 2980 of the planned housing growth of 3290 homes (91%) skould b
affordable. This is 331 affordable houses p.a. A more ratedy commissioned by
Herefordshire Council found that there was a need for 1ffd@lable housing units
per annum in Herefordshire. This same study, the Stedtégising Market
Assessment 2088ecommends thatll housing in Herefordshire during the plan
period should be affordable though writes this is neithssipte or desirable.

During the period 2004-2009 the actual number of affordable houniéesvas on
average 160 a year, of which 2/@ere paid for by social housing grant (SHG) from
government and 1/3from developer S106 agreements. The shows clearlBthat

is considerably more successful at building affordablesimgy than developer
contributions® (see Fig 2 and Fig 3 below).

8 Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2008; June 2009; byd®@snsultants, see 11.22.7
° Commissioned by Herefordshire Council from Outdoor Cdasts
19 Data taken from Annual Performance Indicator reports



Social Housing Completions 2004-2009 (taken from Local
Performance Indicators, Herefordshire Council)
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Fig 2: Affordable Housing Completions Herefordshire 2004-2009

The number of affordable housing completions representg 2886 of total
completions, falling short of the 36% aim in the UDP.

Herefordshire Council lobbied to become a Growth Poiotrder to fund a bypass
around Hereford. The truth is that the housing will aydya small way towards
funding the road if the need for affordable housing is met

As evidence of thisas stated above, the current UDP can be cited ar8Dthbouse
site at Bullinghope, where the requirement to fund 35%¥ddble homes was waived
in return for a contribution towards the Rotherwas Asdg@oadf. This is clear proof
that in Herefordshire developers will not be able to prokité affordable housing
andpay for a road and other infrastructure.

The need for housing in Herefordshire, based on eviden2¢609 for population
growth, plus the need for affordable housing which is masttentral Hereford and
central Herefordshire and mostly one and two bedroom sioofieip to 5000 units.
At the very most 8000 homes are needed.

It is important to state that what is needed is horo¢s@cessarily new build houses.
By far the largest demand is for one or two bedroom horNesie of the studies
show whether the need could be met from converting egiskousing stock or more
or better private landlords or cheaper rents.

The 18,100 houses allocated are unlikely to fulfil this need.afThey will be high
cost and on green-field sites. They have to be inrdodehe developer to make
sufficient profit to fund two bypasses. As is outlinetbhe the roads are
problematic, in environmental terms and because theypwvidl large detour for nearly
all journeys (certainly in the case of Hereford) andabse the extra houses and
traffic generated means Hereford, according to the NMddal Study 2009, will be

1 See UDP (adopted 27 March 2007) documents on Herefordshirgavelbsthe event, the 300
houses were not given planning permission due to a High Cloaifenge, Dinedor Hill Action
Assaciation v Herefordshire Council 2008



as congested once the road is built as it is tod&yslew). It is shown below that
building the 18,100 houses will lead to over abstractiom fitwe river Wye, a
European designated Special Area of Conservation (SA@)ndpthe UK
Government open to prosecution.

In short, the amount and type of house is not needed gistainable and should not
be built. The 18,100 houses will be taken by people movioglie area from other
parts of the country. It makes no sense for this numbgeople to move from places
that can cope with the traffic and water demands, [@aat have adapted to them, to a
place that can't.

Response Point 3; Distribution of Housing, Rural, Hereford and Market
Towns

The Rural Housing

Housing distribution (Fig 4, p13 Place Shaping) puts a largdeuof houses into
places with little or no public transport. This include400 into Rural Service
centres and the 1000 into Ross on Wye which has no tediors The 4,400 in rural
service centres will increase car use in the county4304to 8,800 cars (depending
on whether single or two car households) which is 8,868,628 miles per
annum, about one tenth more than we have today. Téasisary to the Climate
Change Act which requires a reduction in.CO

The Rural Service Hubs, those destined for the majofitiyeohousing, are defined as
those having very good or good public transport accesgibMine RS Hubs are
named. While it is true most do have a bus services hame an evening service,
few a Sunday service and most have less than an hourigeseThis is inadequate,
and there is no suggestion in the plan that it wilhipgroved. The public transport is
not ‘good’ as defined. The current service is inadequate aneiftihe people will
drive.

It is wrong to say putting people into the countryside suppocal services. 54% of
people in Herefordshire live outside of towns already artdally all of them drive
into the towns and shop at supermarkets, because thsishey want to do.
Herefordshire had village shops once, but people didn’'t use tRéanning can'’t
prevent people from shopping in supermarkets. Putting peotile countryside will
not support village shops, indeed it is more likely to beother way round, people
nowadays are more likely to drive out from the townhopsat farm shops.

The Sustainability Appraisal (p21) puts the rural 4,400 housese thllocated to
Rural Service Centres, as moving toward sustainabilitgusscthe houses will be
affordable. This is simply wrong. There is absolutedyproof that they will be
affordable and it is very unlikely, on past evidence, thay will be. As outlined
above (Point 2), the current percentage of affordableiilgpashieved by
Herefordshire Council from developers is much lower B4 target given in the
UDP, so the situation is even worse. The chartvbsloows that S106 (i.e. developer
funded) affordable houses in Herefordshire completions 2028@8, in the worst
year were 0% and in the best, only 8%

2 The average number of miles driven per car (Statjdiifg).
13 Taken from published Performance Indicator Data.



Total House Completions Herefordshire
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Fig 3 Percentage of affordable housing Herefordshire 1996-2009

Even if the 35% target of affordable housing were achievedhydast evidence
shows it won't be, it means 2/3rds, the majority, vwdne affordable and are merely
causing additional traffic and urbanisation of the couitdeys

The housing, if needed, should be placed in Hereford, LeteniosLedbury where
there are train stations and there is the greatedtfoeaffordable housing. Placing
the houses near train stations will reinforce the puldiesport habit in the county
and help make the case for rail infrastructure improvesngnat we all need.

The 4,400 houses dispersed through the countryside willehanmificant impact on
the local distinctiveness of the landscape, introducidig@oportionately large
addition to the housing stock, necessitating wider anaggsiter roads and a general
urbanisation of locally distinctive countryside.

Due to the loss of local distinctiveness, the exi@a enerated and the need for
affordable housing, which for the most part is needederrefdrd and not in rural
areas, these 4,400 houses should be re-allocated to Hetefominster or Ledbury —
or better, as outlined above, dropped altogether. Alrédély of people in
Herefordshire live in dispersed settlement outside thken centres. Natural
movement of the population means this is plenty enougindvide choice for people
and variety for the countryside. The Rural Areas ioution should be greatly
reduced from the 4,400 allocation to reduce, @6m traffic, protect local
distinctiveness and put the affordable houses whereatieeryeeded.

Distribution of Housing: Hereford

14 Information from Housing Monitoring Reports and emaihirPeter Yates to Gerald Dawe
26.1.2010



As stated above the 8,500 housing allocation is too mudHdoaford, on account of
the water supply, loss of agricultural land, loss of lldestinctiveness and induced
traffic through road building that the additional housesaise they are linked by
Herefordshire Council to an Outer Distributor Road, wouldiincThis level of
housing is not sustainable.

Of the house sites selected, a significantly lowen 81200 houses should go, where
possible within the city, possibly the racecourse siteaicdy within the Edgar Street
Grid development.

Of the other sites selected none are suitable. Tieeglleon the edge of town on
greenfield sites and all are on Grade 1 agricultural l&wdlinghope sits outside the
natural limits of the city and encroaches onto Dineddrad Area of Great
Landscape Beauty. It will spoil the view from Dinedorl iddwn into Hereford and
from Hereford looking out into the countryside. Whitecrisssn Grade 1 agricultural
land and highly sensitive in landscape terms. Holmet st east is on good
agricultural land and sit outside the natural boundaryefdiman road.

Three Elms is the least objectionable site, but it $cani best quality agricultural
land.

Distribution of Housing: Ledbury

As set out above the 1000 houses in Ledbury are not needi¢kealmest option is not
to have them, except for the appropriate number of affoedadlsing through SHG.
This level of new houses in Ledbury can only fit ontodtige of the towns, outside
the ring road, mistakenly built in the 1970s, which now pravithe boundary to the
town. The new developments will be suburbs, outideing road of Ledbury if
placed to the south, or west, or the natural boundattyeorfailway line if to the north.
If placed to the south, Dymock, or west, Little Mar¢lee new housing will be
separate from town services, engendering many extrawgaejs to and from the
town services, resulting in ghettoes. Of these edgevet locations the employment
land to the north of the railway is the better optas it is closer to the town centre,
but the best option is no housing.

Distribution of Housing: Leominster

The plan for Leominster proposes 2,500 allocated housg®@W and therefore
within the barrier of the east ring road, but (accordmglerefordshire Council)
requiring a whole new road through what is now open cosidiy good agricultural
land overlooking the river Lugg. Leominster already hbagpass, it doesn’t need
another one, it is a small town, and wherever thedware placed they will be near
the existing bypass. Leominster has a good train sdwuicaveryinadequate bus
service. If additional houses are built at Leomins$@06 money should be used for
improving the bus services and walk and cycle routes tstétion.

Core Strategy Objectives:

Building the houses plus a bypass at Leominster does N@T aoee strategy
objectives 10, 11, 12 protecting the environment and reducingag€@rongly stated
in the Place Shaping Paper. Please be honest. yugt gas sustainable doesn’t
make it true. Remember ..., building roads induces traiéie felow Section 5 for
evidence) which creates more £ahd, building roads uses good agricultural land.



The road uses the resources that could otherwise havelfbades, bike lanes or
local services.

Response Point 4: Water Supply; Paragraphs 5.17 and 7.14

As stated above (Section 1), the water supply study wasvadable for this
consultation (January 2010), and therefore this consuithas been produced too
early. Without the full water report it is difficub understand the contradiction in the
Place Shaping document. Paragraph 5.17 states there is evateglor the

proposed level of growth, the box below 7.14 states thevet. Paragraph 7.14
states that the only way the demand from the new deweat can be met is through
reducing demand elsewhere and licence revocations. This sutgae is not

enough water to support the proposed level of growth infeleke Given that the

Wye and parts of the Lugg are SACs and their habitat queddgr European law
must be maintained, it is not possible to over abswatér from them.

The 18,100 houses allocated for Herefordshire by the Redtpadial Strategy was
dependent on the new housing not having adverse effegts. aBstraction of water
from the river Wye (a SAC), is an important adverf$ecg, so the 18,100 should be
dropped.

Response Point 5; Forcing response for an East or West bypass

The Shaping Our Place document and questionnaire has feekcaped on building
18,100 houses in Herefordshire, 8,500 in Herefidud an east or west bypass. The
public are only asked which route they prefer. They havéeen given:

* The routes of either east or west road, only a vaguesligeen

* Information on how the additional houses could be accoaatedwithout
building a new road

» The costs of the road in terms of money, environme@ Generation

e Just how the proposed housing can fund a new road ag Btatlee Plan and
Herefordshire Counciand affordable housing and the other infrastructure
necessary for such a large addition of housing.

The public are not able to say in the questionnaire ‘nodsypat ‘yes more public
transport’, this option has not been given.

The evidence base for the road is inadequate and flawed

The east or west bypass solution for Hereford is base¢ldeokulti Modal Study by
JMP Consultants, Birmingham, published 30 March 2009 and &er €403 report
by consultants TPi. Both reports were commissioneddrefdrdshire Council.

The JMP 2009 report was actually not a Multi Modal Study ek as its stated remit
was to test present and projected traffic including 9000 maisds, against two
options, building a western bypass or building an eastgnass. It did not review the
need for a road or alternatives to road building orrig@acts of the road building on
the environment.

The 2003 TPi study was more thorough and presented six Optiocpiog with
traffic in Hereford, two non road building options andrfooad building options.
These were, i) a western outer, ii) a western innggn eastern outer and iv) an



eastern inner Outer Distributor Road (ODR). It assksaeh study in a basic Cost
Benefit Analysis exercise.

Though the 2003 TPi study is more thorough than the 2009 JMP &tisdy,
misleading and flawed. Its Base Study, to be includedl six options had three
items not achieved today, namely:

* An A49 bus and freight lane on Edgar Street
* An Eign Street and Commercial Road bus and freight lane
* A Bus and Park site on A49 north

Extraordinarily, Option 1 (non road-building) included dway station at Rotherwas
and a Metro. These are both hugely expensive and unjdsidieemes and inevitably
skewed the Cost Benefit Ratio against this Option. dd@®iwas the same as Option
1 but without the Metro but still including a hugely expensive amustified station

at Rotherwas.

It is not clear why this station, out of all the siatre-openings that could have been
selected, was chosen. Rotherwas has recently had Aguess Road, the railway
line has been built over and it is a dead end in any dasestation re-opening at
Withington, Pontrilas or Moreton had been selected, s&adout six miles from
Hereford that could have provided good Park and Ride fasjlitreere would have
been more logic to the selection and the CBA resalild have been different. The
other Options were the four road building ones aboveipipsoved public transport
schemes.

None of the studies looked sensibly at improving public trangpyatfte cheapest and
most effective measure, namely by substantially in@rgdsus provision to the
market towns and through Hereford and introducing someatéstis on parking. If

it had the Cost Benefit Analysis would have been vegi,has it could have achieved
a 10% to 20% reduction in traffic, without harmful environra¢and social effects,
and at a fraction of the cost of an ODR.

The TPi 2003 report concludes “none of the packages totélyystne national or
local objectives as defined”. Not unexpectedly as they wsrant to represent a
range of approach&s All Options achieve 1% to 2% reductions in traffictie town,
the non road building ones through a shift from car toiptit@insport principally as a
result of bus priority, the road building options by prawidnew road space. The non
road building options (1 and 2) produce a negative Benefit Rat® and the road
building ones score highly on the BCR. The conclusioadlawed because, as stated
above, the Cost Benefit Analysis includes a new stition, railway and Metro in

the non road building Options, which are hugely expensineddtlition the delayed
time of congested traffic was rated highly on the negaiede (bid 7.31), far too
highly in our opinion.

The 1% to 2% reduction in traffic is minimal and not vadtie huge outlay in money
or the environmental degradation.

15 Local Multi Modal Study 2003, 7.81



The TPi 2003 report rather weakly concludes that a westéan route is less
damaging, than an eastern one: “the environmental impact ias severe as the outer
eastern distributor, these schemes also have an adwgract on Heritage'il§id

7.86). It by no means advocates an ODR should be built asfételshire Council
states; it merely sets out the pluses and minusdktbéaschemes. In addition, it is
important to remember that the schemes would only achievwebeneficial

objectives by combining them with the appropriate investmnmelntis priority lanes

and park and ride. If these had been carried out, plus E@agecin bus service, at

any time in the past 20 years, Hereford people would nokabeouring for a bypass
today.

There is evidence to show that if the 8,500 houses planadalidirin the period up to
2026 a new bypass will not absorb or help traffic congestidiereford, while
increased buses, bikes routes and some restrictionslangpaill. The Multi Modal
Study shows the stress points in Hereford traffic fawey currently at 85% to 100%
capacity which they have calculated will increase betv&@é and 19% without road
building but with an extra 9000 houses. If therefore 10208 of traffic could be
induced to switch to buses, trains, walking or cycling, a reead would not be
necessary. This level of switch is achievable.

Study after study has shown since the 1992 eastern bypassipgbiig that the
huge majority of traffic begins and ends its journeyhwitHereford. Much of this
could be transferred to walk, bike or bus.

“ ... the absolute numbers of Heavy Goods Vehicles whichodltbvave an
origin or destination in Hereford (through movements)samall, varying
between just over 60 vehicles an hour in the morningswtlean 50 an hour in
the evening. The overwhelming majority of vehicularficah the city is
generated by the area and the amount of purely bypassafieisrafmall”*®

In the RAST justification application letter Herefordshire Courstétes an Outer
Distributor Road (ODR) is needed because:

» Hereford is the centre of rural area, with most efgarvices
* Itis a sub regional focus of development
» It suffers traffic congestion

It states the 1998 Government Review:

... also indicated that the traffic problems which existed in Heate@aty

could be addressed through a package of sustainable transport measures
which were subsequently set out in the first LTP. Whilst good prolgasss
been made in mitigating traffic growth, traffic problems have contianedn
2001 a long section of the A49 was declared an Air Quality Management
Area. Recent monitoring has indicated that air quality is continuing to

' See Tables 2.10 and 2.11 and Paragraph 2.26, HereforghditaReview Local Multi-Modal Study
Final Report February 2003 by TPi for Herefordshire Council
" The application for Government funding for transport ftbeWest Midlands region in 2009



deteriorate. It is now apparent that the City’s transport problemsnaiiibe
dealt with through sustainable transport measures on their own and that an
Outer Distributor Road will be required if Hereford is to develofine with
Growth Points and emerging Regional Spatial Policy.

Page 2 RAST

This statement claims that a package of sustainable tramspasures have been put
in place since the first Local Transport Plan ovanjears ago. This is simply wrong
and Herefordshire Council should give proof of exactlytwhay have provided in
the years 1998 to 2008 in terms of public transport spending,i@pset against
officer time and Council resources spent on road imprewsn

Paragraph 6.2.26 sets out a range of traffic managemestirasdhat will be put in
place once the ‘relief road’ (ODR) has been builhefE is no evidence that
Herefordshire Council will ever do any of these measuitdsas had nearly 20 years
since the 1992 bypass inquiry to put in traffic management nesagod increase
public transport, but has not done so. The oppositacind the case. Bus cuts were
threatened early in 2009 because of a proposed reduced bidly $tdra the Council.
Only protest from many quarters removed the threat. eiégnew roads (the
Rotherwas Access Road, the Roman Road) have takde aéigources of time,
planning, expertise and money.

In their response to the RAST application yet agairDifieasks Herefordshire
Council to research alternatives to building a road whesfused funding for the
ODR in July 2009 saying:

“On Hereford ODR we recognise that the proposed housmgtgrwill have
implications for the transport network and may reqgsigaificant investment.
However, given the history of schemes in this areaithicy the removal on
environmental grounds of the previous Hereford Bypass schemetlie national
roads programme in 1998 and that a specific alignment hdsantagreed, we
consider that the promoter should in line with the Da&p@oach to transport
planning build on and expand its current study work and inveéstagull range of
options for addressing the transport challenges inrthee ®fT will consider how it
can best support this work®”

DaSTS is the DfT document promoting sustainable transpdrhan road building
options. Sustainable transport provision and promotigrsimply never been tried in
Herefordshire. The bus provision is scanty, the Cigoamges cars by providing a
greater than normal amount of car parking in theastytre and cycling and walking
remains unpleasant on most of the main routes thravgh t

Buses:

The bus network is potentially the most powerful tadhe rural county to reduce
traffic congestion. In a county where 54% of the popatelive outside the main
towns in rural areas, and yet use the market towrthéar services, buses have great
potential. In spite of this provision of buses has remained static for at 1€agears

18 |etter from the Director of the Regional and Locedrisport Delivery Directorate, DfT to the West
Midlands Regional Assembly, July 2009



In the 2009 Budget Review, bus subsidy cuts and therefore imirsesecuts, were
even proposed

Until an hourly service to all the six main market towinsm 7.0 a.m. to 11 p.m. plus
a circulating city bus along all the main routes wripevery 10 minutes, is put in
place, Hereford cannot be said to have tried an Integiatetport System.

A good bus route today costs £17,006%0a £280 to £350 a day. Hereford currently
spends about £3.7m on public transport, it receives about £drants and £1m in
fares, thus its net spend is just under £2m. If the spenel to double to enable an
increase in buses to one an hour between 7a.m. and ldrpanstandard pattern time
table, to each of the six market towns, i.e. to

* Kington

* Leominster
* Bromyard

* Ledbury

* Ross

 Ewyas Harold
* plus a service to Rotherwas and Holme Lacy

accompanied by some parking charge increase and othastieasst it would see a
10% to 20% reduction in traffic. Providing this level of paltansport would cost
no more than £2 million a year, even if the servicesva®mpletely free for
passengers. Once people learnt there was a reliabi&grtable service, they would
use it and pay for it and the cost to Herefordshire Cowmaild reduce.

Remember, all that is required is a 10% to 20% reductitnafiic, the equivalent of
the school holiday situation in 2008. Providing an howlyise to the market towns
plus a slight rise in car parking fees, would achieve this.

Rail

Very little is made of rail in the whole Shaping Plalceument, emphasis is always
on poor transport infrastructdfeexcept for (see 6.7.1) emphasising Ross’ motorway
connections. The plan should recognise the very goodctians Hereford has by
train to most places in the UK. Hereford lies atdbetre of an excellent train
network, with an hourly services (Arriva Trains Walasjth/south between Cardiff,
Newport and Manchester Crewe and an hourly servica@8atmingham (16 -17
trains each day in each direction up to 11 p.m.). Thastructure also allows for
five each day direct trains to Oxford, Reading and Londost(6reat Western).

The Council hardly even acknowledges its excellent saimice (see note 2 above)
and does nothing at all to promote trains, despite the fedtérey offer for
commuters from the east (Ledbury) and north (Leominsténjike surrounding

19 please see Council Cabinet papers for 19 February 2008dAdfem 8, Draft Financial Strategy
2009-2012 Appendix A, Regeneration Directorate (p207 on hard &aoy)
www.herefordshire.gov.uk website,

20 Herefordshire Council Public Transport Officer, pensico

2 For example see 6.2.2,



counties there is no Rail Officer, and many opportunfiesmprovement and
funding have been lost as a result.

The county urgently needs to re-instate the twin tratkway between Hereford and
Ledbury, a distance of 11 miles, that was singled in 1982dar in increase
frequency, reliability and allow electrification. @ltwo tunnels and single line
between Ledbury and Malvern, a distance of four milesjld remain single. An
educated guess has put the cost of the twin tracking at&et®25m and £50m, a
fraction of the cost of the £130m estimated for an Obtstributor Roaé’.
Encouraging and promoting train use could achieve as much%ssaift in car use.

The county urgently needs a station stop at Pontriféss has been a long held
ambition of the Rail Group. Pontrilas is equidistariiieen Abergavenny and
Hereford, it is 12 miles either way. Pontrilas is tiearest railway point to Hay on
Wye, the site of the International Book Festivalttattracts thousands of people in
May and to other mini events through the year. Pontrdasd provide an important
commuter point for people wanting to get into centrakterdshire from the south
west, who currently have no choice but to sit in aitraffieue at Belmont. These
people include a large number of students going to the Sixth Eollege and other
schools. Opening the station would cost on a broad dsti®amillion. It could
provide a very cost effective way to reduce congestidthereford and produce
modal shift.

The aim to twin track the railway and put in a statimp st Pontrilas should be
inserted into the plan. If an ODR can take centralepiache LDF, why not the more
urgently needed, sensible and policy compliant aim aof tveicking the railway and
creating a station. It is this infrastructure improvettbat should take any S106 and
other government or council money available, not therenmientally damaging and
pointless ODR.

Housing and other development should be planned around sgtm@xailway, with
cycle routes and bus connections to the station intdtthe design of new
developments. Indeed there is a good case to be matihe fia@jected option of
placing sustainable housing and industry on a re-opened Leommsgtemgton
railway line.

Walking and Cycling

Despite the Council Transport prioritiéshe council budget is strongly biased
towards roads and cars when it comes to spending mdieyallocation from
Government 2009/10 of £11,793,000 is divided 74% to road maintenash@&%non
Integrated Transport, and from this 26% some goes on réaasexample in 2009/10
£150,000 has been spent on ODR planning with £350,000 on the ODRgfann
2010/11. In addition other money is spent by the Counaibads. The 3km
Rotherwas Access Road, turned down for funding by DfTt, £02.6 million, and
was funded by Advantage West Midlands, as is the propwsedLink’ road

between the A49 to Commercial Road in Hereford.

%2 For ODR costed estimate see Herefordshire CounckMelease February"22009

% Herefordshire Provisional Local Transport Plan 2 2006/7-201p8 $tates priority of travellers are
from highest to lowest, pedestrians, cyclists and pufaitsport, commercial and motorbikes, car
shoppers and coaches, car commuters and visitors.



The policy Movement in Herefordshire in the Place $tgadocument sets out on
p91 the main problems of Herefordshire transport, in sercgssive car use, very
poor buses, lack of cycling facilities and poor pedestriaititias. Having set out the
problems the solution given is to build a £130m bypass arourefdiey a £72m
bypass around Leominster and to ignore the problems. eksew road building
solutions they are given little more than lip service.

When the Rotherwas Access Road was built, improvea@hdisycling facilities were
promised along the Holme Lacy Road. The RAR has bpen three years and there
have been no improvements. A 25% shift has been achieva the Holme Lacy
road to the Rotherwas Access Road through the useffaf tesstriction orders and
there has been some induced traffic. The cycle kxmains a white line on a bumpy
pavement, crossing from one side to another and then runmingsoit was before the
RAR.

The Council are prepared to spend time, money and resauraesrking on bids for
road building programmes, but not on providing a good bus seawnd other traffic
reduction methods.

If the Council did achieve a 10% - 20% shift in car uséQBiR would not be needed.
With £130 million to play with, the current quoted cost & @DR?, it must be
possible to achieve.

An area wide public transport system with parking andra#erictions on cars has
simply never been tried in Hereford. It should bedribefore the drastic step of
building a road around Hereford is taken, with all that tplies in terms of future
development infilling, destruction of the countryside, desiton of agricultural land,
and meeting our CQargets under the Climate Change Act 2008.

Assumptions on how people will use the ODR

The Multi Modal Study 2003 and 2009 predictions are based orsshengtion that
people are prepared to go the extra miles around the cityed@DR to get to their
destination. Most drivers will want to go through thatoe of town because it will be
by far the shorter route.

The 1992 Hereford Bypass Inquiry showed that only a smaleptage of traffic in
Hereford is through traffic. The situation since thenmatschanged. The TPi 2003
Local Multi Modal Study using traffic counts, roadsidéerviews and number plate
recognition followed up with phone calls found that thenbar of through cars and
lorries was 15% to 28%. It concludes:

“ ... the absolute numbers of Heavy Goods Vehicles whichodltbvave an
origin or destination in Hereford (through movements)samall, varying
between just over 60 vehicles an hour in the morningsstlean 50 an hour in

24 See Herefordshire Council Press Release F8120@9



the evening. The overwhelming majority of vehicular tcaitfi the city is
generated by the area and the amount of purely bypassafieisramall”?

and

“The evaluation indicated that the amount of througffitr could not justify
the provision of a by-pass. However, a new road whitédaas a distributor
for traffic wishing to enter and leave the city and caddior some of the by-
passable traffic, would be economically and operationadlyle” 2°

... though their economic CBA case is not sound, as odtateve, and they admit
that:

“All the packages (i.e. the Six Options of road buildamgl non- road-
building) retain more two-way traffic on the main atgntre roads in 2031
than are currently using these ro&ds”

They reached this conclusion, without modelling in thezelbuses, but based on
projected traffic growth.

The Multi Modal Study and Place Shaping Paper (see 6.2&#)that the traffic will
stay the same in Hereford city centre as it is todagause of the extra houses, unless
traffic restrictions on cars coming into the city are ipytlace. Herefordshire

Council has never done this before. Since 1992 the situai traffic restrictions

and encouraging modal shift has just not happened, icdactse has increased.

Why should we believe that it will change when and afteugely expensive bypass
has been built? It is more likely that nothing willd@ne to encourage modal shift,
that traffic will increase as has been shown in saftr study when roads new roads
are built and traffic in the city will be congested iaga

It would be better to try modal shift now, without tlead, by increasing buses,
walking, cycling and trains and bringing in some car re&n measures.

The Carbon Dioxide Calculations and Climate Change Bill

The Multi Modal Study 2009 does not look at anything but trdifvs, comparing a
western and eastern route. It does not calculat€@eemissions, or the effect on

the landscape or social issues of its two road bgjldptions. Neither does the
Sustainability Appraisal consider G@duction (see Section 7 below and ref Shaping
Place). Nevertheless, it does say that the ODRemstl to a small increase in demand
for driving, 100 to 200 persons per hour (paragraph 3.4). The ssalgals an ODR
will lead to an increase in miles travelled (Table 3/®ugh the table does not make
clear the overall additional miles induced.

Curiously the 2003 Local Multi Modal Study (MMS) concluded tihat ‘Blended
Package with the Western Distributor’ i.e. bus priostpemes plus an ODR, would

% See Tables 2.10 and 2.11 and Paragraph 2.26, HereforghditaReview Local Multi-Modal Study
Final Report February 2003 by TPi for Herefordshire Council

26 |_ocal Multi-Modal Study February 2003

27 Local Multi Modal Study 2003, 7.82



reduce greenhouse gases by 10,644 tonnes &.y@&e calculations are not given
and it seems impossible that there could be a redugiiem that nearly all journeys
would be longer, as admitted in the 2009 MMS. Our own catlouls, using a very
optimistic output of 109g/km C{output for driving on the ODR (as non stop start
traffic) and 136g/km C@output for driving through town (these figures are based o
the 120g/km EU target for 2012, though most cars today produeasatliB0g/km)
show an increase of 18,000 tonnes ob@Qear with the western ODR (see
Appendix 1, based on the Western Route), which, average @36 increase in car
use per household. These amounts have been calculattdtingghe two possible
routes for a bypass around Hereford, to the west omedsiising the traffic figures
on all routes into and out of the city given for 2803t can be seen that for most
journeys, for most people, using the ODR will be a sigaift detour, adding several
miles to their journey. Irrespective that medium plaicaffic emits less C&than

stop start traffic. Taking this into account, the amaifrdetour will significantly
increase the miles travelled and the amount of f8Onearly all journeys.

The MMS 2009 study does state the ODR will increase trgdicagraph 3.4) but not
emphatically enough. The government SACTRA study ancesulesit more recent
studies have proved new roads increase traffic by 10% t3°2@6r example, the
Highways Agency’s four most recent five year post-opgpiroject evaluation
Reports (POPE), namely the A6 Great Glen Bypass, @83 Bingley Relief Road,
the A11 Roundham Heath to Attleborough and the A27 Polegates8Yp#l show
induced traffic.

“The post-opening project evaluation reports (POPE) fouadaverall traffic levels
rose significantly as a direct result of each schei&o of the three bypasses studied
simply moved the congestion elsewhere. Forecastingyesasrally inaccurate,
especially of future traffic levels, and the economi@tasts did not reflect the actual
impact on local businesses. The£C@ir quality and noise impacts are generally
worse than expected, and walking, cycling and public trangjmbrtot improve, even
on local roads where traffic has decreased.

The reports show that traffic growth was not limitechew road space; while in each
case some drivers using local roads switched to the oadv(providing limited
congestion relief on minor roads), nearby roads tendséedarge increases of
traffic. After the A1l was widened between Roundham HaathAttleborough,
traffic on nearby Heath Road increased 60% and on Chakx lhad37%. Traffic
along the A6 corridor increased by 16% in the five yedes #fie Great Glen bypass
was built; the Bingley Relief Road saw traffic noathd south of the relief road rise
by 70% and 27%, respectively?”

28| ocal Multi Modal Study 2003, Table 8.2

2 Taken from the Multi Modal Study commissioned by HerefoirgsCouncil carried out by TPi
report February 2003, p16/17 that used and published the figdfies for all the roads entering and
leaving Hereford collected a week in April 2002

0 sacTRA report — Trunk Roads and the Generation of Trdffecember 1994 ISBN 0-11-55 1613
The conclusion: "An average road improvement, for wiriafiic growth due to all other factors is
forecast correctly, will see an additional [i.e. inedic10% of base traffic in the short term and 20% in
the long term."

31 The POPE reports can be read on application to thendighgency

32 seehttp://www.bettertransport.org.uk/system/files/HA-bill ion-pound-gamble. pdf



Conclusions

It is possible to go to cities in England and see hawcalar bypass around a market
town works, for example Oxford and Gloucester. Theseites surrounded by
large circular road networks. Traffic is kept compaedyi low in the city by

allowing only single line traffic into the centre, redugime car parking spaces to an
expensive minimum, and providing extensive park and ridetfasili It is unlikely
that Hereford would be able to provide such a large inva#tor that people would
like it when and if it was achieved.

Building a circular road around Hereford would change itvere It is impossible to
locate such a road without developing and changing thewsuding countryside,
which would quickly fill with houses or industrial waralsing. The character of the
market town would be completely lost.

There is a better way. Herefordshire people could bayeficant transport benefits
from the Sub Regional foci status if the money wakested in a comprehensive bus
network, plus twin tracking the railway line between ¢terd and Ledbury,
combined with simple measures to encourage walking andhgych generous
estimate for this is £50m for the rail trdtk The comprehensive bus facilities would
be no more than £2m to £4m per annum. Walking and cychpgovements could

be achieved for under £2m. These measures would providelasnefits for the
whole of the Herefordshire population and the environmextjust the 10% to 20%
of drivers who want to go through Hereford at rush hddoreover it would cost far
less an outlay than a £130m ODR.

Building an ODR to the west or east of Hereford diyecbntradicts:

Objectives 4 reducing the need to travel and lessening harmful impactafté
growth and promoting active travel: As the evidence stalweye, the ODR will
increase CO2 output, induce traffic, damage local distewess and use Grade 1 or 2
agricultural land

Objective 5reduce traffic congestion and improve health througlyrated
transport; As the evidence shows above the ODR andrgpnseded to fund it will
return traffic congestion to the current level or s&rinduce traffic and therefore
reduce bus, cycling and walking.

Objective 7, 8, 9 encourage businesses to make savings in CO2’ — providing an
expensive new road will only encourage them to drive mpremote tourism'’
ruining the landscape value of the west or east of BHetefill degrade the visitor
experience of Herefordshire.

Objective 10‘protect the environment’, an ODR will be very damaginghi®
environment, destroying the local distinctiveness andjtrflity and increasing CO2
output.

Objective 11‘address the causes and impact of climate changes.génerally
accepted by the scientific community that global warnsncpused by greenhouse
gases of which CQis the most significant. CQevels have risen from broadly 280
ppm to 380 ppm in the last 100 years due to fossil fuel burniogd Ransport in the
UK accounts for about 20% of total @Output and is rising (see Fig 4). To meet the
Climate Change Act (2008) target of 26% reduction by 2020 (on 198B)eand

% The single line restrictive section is 11.5 milesl, twin tracking costs between £1m to £4m/mile.



80% reduction by 2050, car output will have to fall by at 18886. While some
saving can be made in fuel efficient cars, the 128 nulélse gallon necessary for the
2050 targett today’s traffic levels probably impossible. Alternative fuels such as
the Hydrogen Cell car will almost certainly will nag bble to fuel cars to the same
level as today due to problems of creating and storing hydrdgenessential that
we reduce car use. Building a road that will encouragkcteaid not reduce it
therefore contrary to Objective 11 and the Climate Chargge A

The UK 2050 Target, CO2 reduction
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Fig 4: VehicleCO; statistics, from Transport Statistics of Great Britain 2008, DfT;
mileage will either have to drop 80% or mpg increase 80% to meeateli@hange
targets.

Objective 12‘preserve the natural and historic environment’. Buildirgrtad
either to the west or east of Hereford, will be véaynaging to the historic
environment. To the west 80% of the corridor falls withie highest or high-
medium category (Place Shaping Paper, 6.2.35) and to theneas is of high or
high-medium sensitivity.The eastern route has already been through a Public
Inquiry processin 1992 and was turned down on environmental and traffic
grounds.

Assumption that Leominster Needs a Southern Link Road (5.25)

Leominster already has a bypass and link road on th@kts town, there is no
need to build another one on the south west of tha.tdi\housing is placed in the
north or east, or indeed on the south and west, ieaaity access the A49 within a
few minutes. Already much of Leominster is spoilt bysband of traffic from the
current A49 bypass, if another road is built on thelsaugst, it will make this part of
the town noisy and unattractive as well. Better begadad that is there, encourage
the use of the excellent train service the town diydes and improve the very poor
bus service the town has.

Developing only those settlements with existing railway stati@or capacity for
new stations (p21)

This option has been rejected without consideratibshduld have been.
Herefordshire Council are happy to put housing where gstaroad to accompany
the housing is essential (i.e. at Hereford and Leominat a cost of £130m and £7m
respectively, but have not even considered re-openingnayastation on one of the
existing lines, (e.g. Moreton, Pontrilas, Withington) @oipening a light or heavy ralil



track on one of the disused lines, e.g. the Leominstémigion. The latter is 13
miles on open countryside and could cost as little as £M¥3his has not even been
considered by Herefordshire Council. A railway line représ sustainable travel,
good for health and social cohesivity, a new road i@gposite; it is environmentally
damaging, encouraging car use and social exclusivity.

Response Point 6: No Assessment of Agricultural Land

The road and associated housing will in many cases use Geattk2 agricultural
land. No assessment or acknowledgement of the impaatithigave on future
generations has been given in the Place Shaping docuiMerassessment in terms
of the potential food loss to the nation has beengive

Response Point 7: Sustainability Appraisal;

The Sustainability Appraisal is woefully inadequate. Tlaesno carbon budgets,
assessment of agricultural land loss, of local distianess loss or habitats loss. The
fact that the Sustainability Appraisal finds that bunggla bypass on the west of
Hereford through the wonderful Breinton scenery andssc@rade 1 agricultural
land, to be ‘sustainably neutral’ (see box p 34) showd wim@nsense it is. There is
no information given to show how these conclusiaesreached. Inthe Hereford
bypass case, as well as ignoring agricultural land loddoss of local distinctiveness,
it takes no account of the amount of @e building and using of the road would
create, through induced traffic, extra miles travelledi tammac and concrete laid.
Presumably this is the case for all the other SustaitaBilipraisals throughout the
document. Certainly the proposed Leominster bypass aisahgegreen light from
the Sustainability Appraisers.

It is very disappointing to see such a profound lack obmiiom a department
supposedly producing policies that move the county towavdsdobon lifestyles.

Each Option has been given a Sustainability Assessmehg Sustainability
Appraisal (of Jan 2010) and Climate Change Background Papee¢o2009)
supporting document but throughout no account has been ditlee 6Q impact of
each and how it accords with the Climate Change Act 280I8he reader is given is
a green, amber and red light based on its impact osif@ashabitat sites and some
poorly defined social and economic factors. Without theesce it is not credible.
The Place Shaping consultation is therefore missinighpartant element, of a
Sustainability Appraisal.

Sustainability: Vision and Objectives Statement (p8-11)

The Vision and Objectives Statement has changed dgitfcam the 2007 version. In
the 2007 version under the heading Environmental Quality thé¢he statement;

‘The wider impacts of climate change will be addresserkbtycing carbon emissions
..... Inthe Jan 2010 version, this has been changed to ‘addy¢lss causes and
impacts of climate change by ... increasing the use of renevi@iohs of energy to
reduce carbon emissions ...". This slight change &¥ely reduces climate change
action to mitigation and adaptation, not toG€duction. This is unacceptable. No
mention of the Climate Change Act (CCA) 2008 has beatenmathe document at
all, or in the Sustainability Appraisal. The CCA makksar that the UK are
committed to tackling the causes of climate change, nadapting to it. To this end
targets have been set to reduce, @€e by 26% on 1990 levels by 2020 and 80% on
1990 levels by 2050. This is a huge challenge, but it is writte the UK Statutes



and a number of international resolutions. It caneaghored by Herefordshire
Council for this important plan period that takes us beybad020 target period. It
should be restated clearly at the front of the refhat the 2011-2026 plan abides by
the Climate Change Act 2008 and that @€luction is a clearly defined aim of
Herefordshire Council.

Because reduction of Gas been dropped as a target from the Vision stateandnt
presumably from the appraisal process it follows thatwthole of the Sustainability
Appraisal is flawed. It is not made clear to the retdsy the red, amber and green
assessments have been made. They are left to gaegsdlon the impact on
classified habitat sites and some poorly defined and impresaigial and economic
facts. The carbon dioxide output, which unlike social emnomic factors can be
absolutely measured, cannot have been taken into accoth@rwide the various
Options could not possibly have been given a green (ightmoving towards
sustainability), especially those that concern HeB$ond Leominster’s proposed
new bypasséd The Sustainability Appraisal could not possibly hawtuied CQ
reduction targets in the road building options or presuyraiy of the other options,
and so the whole Sustainability Appraisal is worse tisatess.

Other Points

5.24 Need for Cinema

Box 5.24 writes there is leakage from Hereford to othetres due to a lack of
cinema. This is not the case. Hereford actuallytWwascinemas, the Odeon and the
Courtyard. It is the lack of films in them that is fr@blem, not the venue. The
Odeon gets one main film a week, which is re-cycled atmor so later to the
Courtyard. In addition Ledbury has a venue for films alnasfare occasionally
shown in one of the many village halls throughout thentp If one or other of the
Hereford cinemas were to put on a more varied prograntmisdstall that is required.

Retained Policies from the UDP

5.4.3

National surveys show that gardens are disappearingtérams and villages at a
rapid rate, because they have been classified as bieldsites and therefore have
been built on. This has led to the loss of treegrgspace and gardens for future
generations to enjoy. Herefordshire like elsewhere infdsred from this and its
towns and villages are the poorer for it. A policy dddae inserted into the LDF that
presumes against building on gardens.

The following existing policy in the UDP does presume agaiagtloping gardens,
but it should be strengthened as, evidence of the lagetea shows it has not
worked. Gardens continue to be built on in towns\alhejes and historic green
space lost.

Within the boundaries of the urban areas, establishatkregil areas have been
defined. The residential character of these areadevitirotected. It is expected that
the majority of windfall housing development arisinghwtHereford and the market

3 Which as has been shown above, all studies show wiltimtraffic and therefore increase CO2.
% See Telegraph Survey 19 Dec 2009; from a survey of fivecileuhey calculate that 210,000 homes
have been built on gardens in Britain in the last fiverge



towns will occur within these areas. The provisionaifi$ing on windfall sites - land
and buildings which have not been specifically iderdifes available for residential
development — is an important source of overall housipglg. The use of windfall
sites aids regeneration and assists in reducing the awmbgrgenfield land needed
for development. It is important however that thesgeats are balanced with the need
to protect existing residential environments and urban clearatfindfall proposals
should therefore comply with the housing design and gtbkeies of the Plan in
order that development respects existing residentiahctearand amenity and avoids
an over intensive form of development.

UDP 5.4.3

Should be strengthened to read as follows:

The use of windfall sites aids regeneration and assiseducing the amount of
greenfield land needed for development. It is importantdvewthat these aspects are
balanced with the need to protect existing residential emwviemts and urban
characterIn particular gardens are recognised as being important and historic green
spaces providing healthy rest and recreation for current and future generations.
There will therefore be a presumption against building on gardéviadfall

proposals should therefore comply with the housing desiginother policies of the

Plan in order that development respects existing resadleharacter and amenity and
avoids an over intensive form of development.



