
Appendix 2. Any other comments (Question 4) Walford NDP 

consultation March 2021 

Public 
 Responses to Q4 Any other comments: 

Note 3 comments (23,24 and 27 are virtually identical) 
 

Any changes to personally identifiable information are highlighted in italic text. 

1 The distribution of the burden of the development should be spread as widely and fairly as 
possible across the whole of the parish.  
The eco-corridor that winds through the village from Coughton to the timber year along the 
mill race stream should be preserved at all costs. This wildlife corridor must be maintained to 
connect all the existing pockets of nature, which will otherwise fail if they become separated. 
I recommend an ecological survey of this area be carried out.  

2 Thank you for these paper copies. Completed questionnaire is returned herewith. We would 
prefer development option 1. 

3 1. Sewage plant in Walford already at full capacity. 
2. Flooding often occurs in Walford 
3. Design = small 2 bedroom bungalows or house needed no big houses 4/5 bedroom. This 
would allow the old and young to move into smaller properties and free up family homes for 
larger families. 
4. The Arbor Hill/Homm Green area more suitable areas for development. Low density there 
and still has road access. 

4 Was originally opposed to one big area but Sites behind the conurbation adjacent to Priory 
Lea etc would cover all requirements in one place with facilities and infrastructure already 
established and not be as visible as lots of smaller plots. 

5 Dear Parish 
I would like to know what benefits our Parish would gain from, should 51 houses bring to just 
one area, next to the school?  
There is already a high volume of traffic at the start and end of school. Will some form of 
traffic control be included, if plot 21 or 11R go ahead? If it is, then the current bottle necks of 
school traffic will only get worse. 
By sharing the housing across multiple plots throughout the Parish, of smaller dwellings, 
there would be less of an immediate strain of potentially 50-100 more cars (circa 1.5-2 cars 
per average household), leaving for work or school runs, at the same time of when 200+ 
children already hit that area. 
Can we also allow that it is not a "given" that any children from the new houses will 
automatically go to Walford school. There are already a large percentage of children that 
attend Walford school, that live further into Ross (beyond Tudorville), as well as further afield 
as Lydbrook. If current pupils have siblings, they will be prioritised to get a place in the 
school ahead of any "local" child that may live in the Parish. You would then have cars 
currently coming from Ross into Walford, passing cars FROM WALFORD, going to school in 
Ross. (volume of traffic, carbon footprint etc) 
My two daughters classes have 14 and 16 children who also have siblings either there or will 
be joining over the next few years (around 50% of the class). Specific needs and vulnerable 
children, from around the catchment would also be considered for placements before any 
other child who happens to live in the Parish. 
Has the school been consulted on how this would be tackled. Whilst I appreciate that the 
already excellent facilities of Walford school could be extended, to support possible higher 
demand, there will always be a cap on headcount of pupils vs headcount of teachers (with 
supporting assistant), due to the required ratio of adult to child. 
Will an improved pavement be seen, from Walford village hall, all the way through the 
village, past Coughton, to the Vine Tree. Has it been assessed and passed as being safe to 
be used, for all people of varying abilities - prams, mobility scooters etc. 
If people are to be encouraged to walk or cycle more often, there should be opportunities 
that are safe to do so, with confidence.  



Would we see some form of lighting throughout the pavement, between Walford village hall 
and the school, as well as Coughton corner to the Vine Tree. 
Will we see a significant improvement to recreational options, such as a new park or 
expanding what is currently a very basic park at Walford village hall - I recently went to 
Gorsley and saw that within a new housing development there, they have built a new hall, 
community shop, modern park and children's football pitch. The nearest park and exercise 
area for Walford is Tudorville and if it is expected for residents to go there, it furthers the 
need for the improved pavement, in order to get there safely - otherwise its another car 
journey (volume of traffic, carbon footprint etc) 
If 21 or 11R were to go ahead, would the current cycle track, which follows the old railway 
line, from Ross fire station to Tudorville be extended,  where it can meet and service the 
proposed plots, even extending further into Walford, behind the church. This would provide 
so many benefits towards offering alternative ways of connecting to the town, help reduce 
carbon emissions, promote health and well-being and offer an alternative route to the 
current, poorly maintained pavement, from Walford to Ross. 
Whilst Bishopswood and Tudorville have a "local shop", neither are up to today’s modern 
standard. Neither offer a range of modern day "convenience" and "top up" items - fresh 
produce and meat, medicinal, baby care and hygiene distress items. All of these categories 
are in significant growth, within local shops. Residents of Walford have to travel into Ross to 
find these.  
Some recent stats from The Association of Convenience Stores (ACS) show that young 
households put convenience stores before banks, pharmacies and pubs, as their importance 
to local communities. 
Convenience retailers are seeing an average of 35% growth, year on year, in average 
basket spend driven by CV19, but expected to continue as confidence is higher towards 
those stores offers, travelling less miles and safer for elderly and more vulnerable. 
Additional houses will drive additional visits, due to the lack of recreational shopping choice 
within our Parish. These visits are likely to be predominately by car, due to the limited bus 
services and poor pavement. (volume of traffic, carbon footprint etc) 
Named individual has kindly provided some insight into some recent planning applications, 
between 9.11.20 - 18.3.21, of around 15 new dwellings, of which 7 have been approved. 7 
new dwellings approved in 5 months. 
Where does there appear to be a likely decline in this run rate of applications and approvals. 
Could you share the supporting facts that outline a future decline please 
Could the WNDP provide the same information for the period of January 19 to December 20, 
so that we can see if this current rate bucks the trend, or 5+ dwellings in 5-6 months is pretty 
consistent. 
The need is to achieve the latest 5 month average, each year, for the next 10 years - or if 
the current rate continues, it will be reached  5 years. 
Why does there appear to be a sudden need to fast track the last 51 now? 
Can we see some substance that is compelling enough to show that there wont be enough 
"local applications" (individual applications from across the Parish), that supports the need to 
suddenly get 51 signed off, with best part of 10 years still to go? 
By spreading the next 51 dwellings over a longer period, it will allow the time for the Parish 
to adjust and develop its resources and services accordingly. 
Also, by spreading the dwellings throughout the various areas of the Parish, you avoid a big 
impact and strain on one area.  
Thank you for creating this platform to provide my input and share my thoughts. I look 
forward to seeing your response. 

6  I feel that a large housing development will result in Walford losing its rural character and 
village identity.  

7 Sites 21, 11, 7 and 6 are adjacent to each other, separated by public roads or a track. If 
adjacent sites are included in the NDP together, geographically, and from the village’s point 
of view, they move from medium or large sized sites to either a large or very large site.  
Under the NDP regulations, how does the committee take this into consideration when 



deciding the combination of sites in the NDP, if the village indicates that they prefer smaller 
sites? 

8 I am wholly opposed to those solutions to the housing requirement that either allocate a 
large housing development or, open the way for a future extension to an allocation site 
converting it into a very large development.  
I am concerned that local landowners with vested interests in selling land for building, are so 
well represented on the Parish Council; hence my wish to see the site allocation taken out of 
the hands of the Parish Council and given over to Herefordshire County Council. 

9 Important issues relate to any future developments being of sufficient size to sustain the 
viability of a village shop pub and young child (preschool) group  

10 Very important to maintain the character of the villages i.e. areas like Leys Hill 

11 Walford is not a village or a hamlet - we do not have any infra-structure that would be 
required by more house - no shop, no pavements in lots of areas which people do not seem 
to be aware of, the school (Walford) causes a huge amount of disruption with parked 
vehicles in Alder Close where people are unable to get to their own properties! as well as 
along the Walford Road, even as far as Priory Lea and Willow Close - as people need to 
deliver their children by car they should have a tarmac car park in which to drop off and pick 
up. The only place I that could take more properties is in Ross - we need to make more of 
the town.  I would like to know how many people shop in Ross or do all these people who 
live in the properties by the M50 shop online. 

12 There are considerable constraints on development in the parish, since most of it is in the 
AONB and housing is of a dispersed nature.  Has any approach been made to Herefordshire 
to challenge the overall quantity of housing required?  This was allocated on a purely 
statistical basis as a proportion of the total requirement in the district.  Given Herefordshire's 
track record of lack of understanding of settlements, the Core Strategy approach should be 
challenged on total allocation as well. 

13 We should not build on land which floods, and there is plenty of that in Walford, on or near to 
Bulls Hill and Howle Hill as there are no footpaths, the road are extremely narrow and 
people who are walking with dogs or children risk life and limb each time you are out, I know 
I am always being forced into the hedges whilst delivery vans and large cars zoom about.  
Neither should we build on land which should be farmed - this pandemic has shown the 
whole country we need to feed ourselves and not rely on food from other countries.  We are 
lucky (at the moment) to live in an Area of Outstanding Beauty long may it remain.   

14 Walford is and should remain a small rural village. There are very limited essential services 
that could support a large housing development. We have no shop, poor transport services 
and a small village school the size of which has already greatly increased over the past few 
years along with the associated traffic and parking problems. It was my understanding that 
the land attached to the school premises was covered and protected by the Pashley Trust 
and therefore it would not be built on but would remain as playing fields. 

15 Housing should be built by the Walford Road where there are facilities such as bus stop, 
mains drainage, school etc. 
Please don't build houses in the rural areas of the parish where there are no such facilities, 
poor access etc. 

16 Development should be near to facilities like the school, public transport and mains drainage 

17 New houses should be in Walford and Coughton.  

18 Sites 6 and 7 are too far away from the other houses at Coughton. Need large site to give 
more range of different house sizes. New houses should be close to Walford Road. 

19 Better to put all the new houses at Coughton so less traffic on the small lanes. 

20 Put housing near to main road and main drainage i.e., around Coughton 

21 Given the rural and spread out nature of the parish, any development should be 
concentrated along the area of the B4234 and particularly the Coughton area where there 
are appropriate facilities to support more housing i.e. mains drainage, bus route etc. 



This area has for many years been earmarked as suitable for future development by Hfds 
Council. 
Sites away from this main route and area have no facilities to support any more housing and 
would be totally unsuitable for new developments being in the open countryside and with 
narrow winding lanes unable to support the inevitable increase in traffic as there's no public 
transport. 

22 I find it really disturbing that sections of the parish population have been very vocal against 
possible development on sites adjacent to where they live. 
The comments seem to be both ill-informed and irrational and show little understanding of 
he process that has to be followed. 
It'd seem that this process is dividing opinions and disrupting the community! 
Whilst it may be reasonable for a parish to prepare an NDP site owners can put in for 
planning on their sites in any case and Hfds Council will undoubtedly increase their housing 
requirement numbers as time goes on and such as the Core Strategy is revised. 

23 We object to potential housing site WNDP11 (land west of Walford Road, Walford 
(Coughton) in whole or in part for the following reasons: 
1. The total site area at approximately 6.3ha (15.6 acres) has a potential capacity to 
accommodate 150 dwellings which is considerably in excess of the additional 54 dwellings 
required to be provided in the period 2011-2031 (Source: Meeting Housing Need and Site 
assessment Report, August 2020). The latter indicates a potential capacity of 40 dwellings 
(Site 11(R)) based on the Stage 1 Assessment. We do not believe that there is any 
requirement for the NP to be making such a large-scale allocation. The 54 dwellings 
required by 2031 can in fact be substantially met from infill and windfall development. The 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Rural Report (March 2019) prepared by 
Herefordshire Council, predicts that the rural parts of the county will provide significant 
scope for delivering windfall housing. In the county as a whole windfall sites comprising four 
or less dwellings have provided just under half of the total housing completions since 2011. 
Conservatively a minimum of 50 dwellings per annum are predicted to be delivered in rural 
areas. 
2. The Stage 2 Assessment confirms that the site makes a significant contribution to 
maintaining the gap between Walford and Coughton. The clustering of existing settlements 
is a predominant characteristic of the locality and even on the basis of a revised site area of 
2.5ha would effectively lead to Walford and Coughton merging, thereby substantially eroding 
their individual character. In effect they would combine into a single settlement, linear in form 
and at odds with their historic form. The Stage 2 Assessment confirms that even the revised 
site area would adversely impact on the setting of the settlement and the landscape. While it 
is suggested that the revised site reflects the form of housing estates to the north, this 
completely misses the point. The significance of the site lies in its ability to maintain a visual 
and landscape gap between Walford and Coughton. Replicating the form of the housing 
estate to the north would simply obliterate this important locally distinctive feature which is 
an integral part of the settlement pattern. Contrary therefore to the conclusion in the Stage 2 
analysis, that it would sensitively fit into the settlement, the impact would be significantly 
adverse and would fail to ensure that it would function well and add to the overall quality of 
the area and is sympathetic to local character key requirements set out in paragraph 127 a 
(and c) of the NPPF. This states that the creation of high-quality buildings and places is 
fundamental to what the planning and development process should achieve and is a key 
aspect of sustainable development. 
3. The potential site capacity of 40 dwellings would mean that the development was 
considered to be ‘major’ in the context of paragraph 172 of the NPPF (2019). The latter is 
clear in stating that planning permission should be refused for major development in an 
AONB other than in exceptional circumstances. While we recognise that the Neighbourhood 
Plan when adopted would form part of the development plan for the area, it is nonetheless 
relevant to consider paragraphs a) to c) of paragraph 172 in determining whether it should 
be allocated for any housing. In particular the need for further housing can in our opinion be 
comfortably met as a consequence of identifying a range of much smaller sites of between 



5-10 dwellings, thereby complying with paragraph 172 a). These would not comprise ‘major’ 
development within the Wye Valley AONB and provides the opportunity of distributing the 
housing across all settlements within the neighbourhood plan area. 
4. A major development would also fail to meet the requirements of paragraph 172 c), in that 
it would have a correspondingly greater impact on the environment, including the landscape 
and recreational opportunities. The Stage 2 Assessment confirms that the site abuts the 
boundary of the Coughton Wood and Marsh SSSI and even the revised site area, would 
require a detailed assessment of the impact. Paragraph 11b)i) of the NPPF confirms that in 
respect of both the AONB and the SSSI, strategic policies should provide for objectively 
assessed housing needs unless the policies in the Framework that protect areas of 
particular importance provide a strong reason for restricting the ‘overall scale, type or 
distribution in the plan area’ (our emphasis). This requirement provides a clear basis for 
rejecting the site as a potential housing site allocation which would conflict with draft Policy 
WALF5 which seeks to maintain and enhance the conservation status of the SSSI. 
Paragraph 175b) of the NPPF also affirms that development of land outside a SSSI which is 
likely to have an adverse effect (as confirmed in the Stage 2 Assessment) should not 
normally be permitted. To date no evidence has been submitted to confirm that a 
development of even 40 dwellings would meet the requirements of Policy WALF5 and the 
NPPF. 
5. The site is also of Grade 2 agricultural land quality. The NPPF defines grade 2 land as the 
best and most versatile and should be retained as an important nature and finite resource. 
Paragraph 170b) of the NPPF confirms that planning policies should recognise the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the countryside including the economic and other benefits of the 
best and most versatile agricultural land. This consideration does not appear to have been 
adequately assessed when assessing if the site is suitable. 
6. In addition, it is considered that housing involving even 40 units would have a significantly 
detrimental impact on the use of the PROW which is well used as a recreational route. It 
would also significantly impact on the visual amenity of existing residents particularly in 
Walford. 
7. Overall allocating this site would represent a disproportionate development which is out of 
character with the prevailing settlement form, and which is not responsive to local 
circumstances contrary to paragraph 77 of the NPPF and Policy SS6 in the Herefordshire 
Local Plan Core Strategy 2011-2031. The latter confirms that development proposals should 
conserve and enhance environmental assets which contribute towards the county’s 
distinctiveness, in particular its settlement pattern (our emphasis). Indeed, we note that 
paragraph 71 of the draft NP, confirms that new housing development should be 
sympathetic to the form, character and setting of each settlement and especially their 
location in the AONB. As envisaged the creation of a free-standing, housing estate of 
generic form and design would fail to maintain the gap between Walford and Coughton, 
which is a key attribute of the rural and urban landscape. Despite the requirements of draft 
Policy WALF16 it would not respect local distinctiveness and the traditional qualities and 
characteristics of the settlement and should be rejected as being unsuitable in principle for 
housing. 

24 We object to potential housing site WNDP11 (land west of Walford Road, Walford 
(Coughton) in whole or in part for the following reasons: 
1. The total site area at approximately 6.3ha (15.6 acres) has a potential capacity to 
accommodate 150 dwellings which is considerably in excess of the additional 54 dwellings 
required to be provided in the period 2011-2031 (Source: Meeting Housing Need and Site 
assessment Report, August 2020). The latter indicates a potential capacity of 40 dwellings 
(Site 11(R)) based on the Stage 1 Assessment. We do not believe that there is any 
requirement for the NP to be making such a large-scale allocation. The 54 dwellings 
required by 2031 can in fact be substantially met from infill and windfall development. The 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Rural Report (March 2019) prepared by 
Herefordshire Council, predicts that the rural parts of the county will provide significant 
scope for delivering windfall housing. In the county as a whole windfall sites comprising four 



or less dwellings have provided just under half of the total housing completions since 2011. 
Conservatively a minimum of 50 dwellings per annum are predicted to be delivered in rural 
areas. 
2. The Stage 2 Assessment confirms that the site makes a significant contribution to 
maintaining the gap between Walford and Coughton. The clustering of existing settlements 
is a predominant characteristic of the locality and even on the basis of a revised site area of 
2.5ha would effectively lead to Walford and Coughton merging, thereby substantially eroding 
their individual character. In effect they would combine into a single settlement, linear in form 
and at odds with their historic form. The Stage 2 Assessment confirms that even the revised 
site area would adversely impact on the setting of the settlement and the landscape. While it 
is suggested that the revised site reflects the form of housing estates to the north, this 
completely misses the point. The significance of the site lies in its ability to maintain a visual 
and landscape gap between Walford and Coughton. Replicating the form of the housing 
estate to the north would simply obliterate this important locally distinctive feature which is 
an integral part of the settlement pattern. Contrary therefore to the conclusion in the Stage 2 
analysis, that it would sensitively fit into the settlement, the impact would be significantly 
adverse and would fail to ensure that it would function well and add to the overall quality of 
the area and is sympathetic to local character key requirements set out in paragraph 127 a 
(and c) of the NPPF. This states that the creation of high-quality buildings and places is 
fundamental to what the planning and development process should achieve and is a key 
aspect of sustainable development. 
3. The potential site capacity of 40 dwellings would mean that the development was 
considered to be ‘major’ in the context of paragraph 172 of the NPPF (2019). The latter is 
clear in stating that planning permission should be refused for major development in an 
AONB other than in exceptional circumstances. While we recognise that the Neighbourhood 
Plan when adopted would form part of the development plan for the area, it is nonetheless 
relevant to consider paragraphs a) to c) of paragraph 172 in determining whether it should 
be allocated for any housing. In particular the need for further housing can in our opinion be 
comfortably met as a consequence of identifying a range of much smaller sites of between 
5-10 dwellings, thereby complying with paragraph 172 a). These would not comprise ‘major’ 
development within the Wye Valley AONB and provides the opportunity of distributing the 
housing across all settlements within the neighbourhood plan area. 
4. A major development would also fail to meet the requirements of paragraph 172 c), in that 
it would have a correspondingly greater impact on the environment, including the landscape 
and recreational opportunities. The Stage 2 Assessment confirms that the site abuts the 
boundary of the Coughton Wood and Marsh SSSI and even the revised site area, would 
require a detailed assessment of the impact. Paragraph 11b)i) of the NPPF confirms that in 
respect of both the AONB and the SSSI, strategic policies should provide for objectively 
assessed housing needs unless the policies in the Framework that protect areas of 
particular importance provide a strong reason for restricting the ‘overall scale, type or 
distribution in the plan area’ (our emphasis). This requirement provides a clear basis for 
rejecting the site as a potential housing site allocation which would conflict with draft Policy 
WALF5 which seeks to maintain and enhance the conservation status of the SSSI. 
Paragraph 175b) of the NPPF also affirms that development of land outside a SSSI which is 
likely to have an adverse effect (as confirmed in the Stage 2 Assessment) should not 
normally be permitted. To date no evidence has been submitted to confirm that a 
development of even 40 dwellings would meet the requirements of Policy WALF5 and the 
NPPF. 
5. The site is also of Grade 2 agricultural land quality. The NPPF defines grade 2 land as the 
best and most versatile and should be retained as an important nature and finite resource. 
Paragraph 170b) of the NPPF confirms that planning policies should recognise the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the countryside including the economic and other benefits of the 
best and most versatile agricultural land. This consideration does not appear to have been 
adequately assessed when assessing if the site is suitable. 
6. In addition, it is considered that housing involving even 40 units would have a significantly 



detrimental impact on the use of the PROW which is well used as a recreational route. It 
would also significantly impact on the visual amenity of existing residents particularly in 
Walford. 
7. Overall allocating this site would represent a disproportionate development which is out of 
character with the prevailing settlement form, and which is not responsive to local 
circumstances contrary to paragraph 77 of the NPPF and Policy SS6 in the Herefordshire 
Local Plan Core Strategy 2011-2031. The latter confirms that development proposals should 
conserve and enhance environmental assets which contribute towards the county’s 
distinctiveness, in particular its settlement pattern (our emphasis). Indeed, we note that 
paragraph 71 of the draft NP, confirms that new housing development should be 
sympathetic to the form, character and setting of each settlement and especially their 
location in the AONB. As envisaged the creation of a free-standing, housing estate of 
generic form and design would fail to maintain the gap between Walford and Coughton, 
which is a key attribute of the rural and urban landscape. Despite the requirements of draft 
Policy WALF16 it would not respect local distinctiveness and the traditional qualities and 
characteristics of the settlement and should be rejected as being unsuitable in principle for 
housing. 

25  There have been a number of challenges to the NDP committee over the timeline and 
decisions  being pushed through during a period of national lockdown, which denies the 
residents the ability to openly challenge, question and debate  with the committee and 
Parish Councillors, these challenges over the timeline have also been raised by members of 
the committee themselves, yet the committee do not listen to these concerns, and do little to 
dispel the perception of bias and undue influence. 
A lot of reference has been made to Herefordshire Core Strategy,  yet this is being changed 
and there is an emerging local plan which will replace the Core Strategy ,to which all NDP 
should follow, therefore there is even more compelling reason for the process to be halted to 
enable review of this emerging plan and enable full open public debate to remove the 
perception of bias and influence. 

26 After listening to your many presentations and also reading opinions of many of the 
residents (especially those where the large site is proposed for) I am shocked by your 
persistence in totally discarding the views of the residents. There is a huge rejection of the 
large sites.....you might hear but you are certainly not listening to how strongly it is opposed!! 
The impact on these residents but also the whole of the parish will be devastating.....you will 
be traitors to your own neighbours! 

27 We object to potential housing site WNDP11 (land west of Walford Road, Walford 
(Coughton) in whole or in part for the following reasons: 
1. The total site area at approximately 6.3ha (15.6 acres) has a potential capacity to 
accommodate 150 dwellings which is considerably in excess of the additional 54 dwellings 
required to be provided in the period 2011-2031 (Source: Meeting Housing Need and Site 
assessment Report, August 2020). The latter indicates a potential capacity of 40 dwellings 
(Site 11(R)) based on the Stage 1 Assessment. We do not believe that there is any 
requirement for the NP to be making such a large-scale allocation. The 54 dwellings 
required by 2031 can in fact be substantially met from infill and windfall development. The 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Rural Report (March 2019) prepared by 
Herefordshire Council, predicts that the rural parts of the county will provide significant 
scope for delivering windfall housing. In the county as a whole windfall sites comprising four 
or less dwellings have provided just under half of the total housing completions since 2011. 
Conservatively a minimum of 50 dwellings per annum are predicted to be delivered in rural 
areas. 
2. The Stage 2 Assessment confirms that the site makes a significant contribution to 
maintaining the gap between Walford and Coughton. The clustering of existing settlements 
is a predominant characteristic of the locality and even on the basis of a revised site area of 
2.5ha would effectively lead to Walford and Coughton merging, thereby substantially eroding 



their individual character. In effect they would combine into a single settlement, linear in form 
and at odds with their historic form. The Stage 2 Assessment confirms that even the revised 
site area would adversely impact on the setting of the settlement and the landscape. While it 
is suggested that the revised site reflects the form of housing estates to the north, this 
completely misses the point. The significance of the site lies in its ability to maintain a visual 
and landscape gap between Walford and Coughton. Replicating the form of the housing 
estate to the north would simply obliterate this important locally distinctive feature which is 
an integral part of the settlement pattern. Contrary therefore to the conclusion in the Stage 2 
analysis, that it would sensitively fit into the settlement, the impact would be significantly 
adverse and would fail to ensure that it would function well and add to the overall quality of 
the area and is sympathetic to local character key requirements set out in paragraph 127 a 
(and c) of the NPPF. This states that the creation of high-quality buildings and places is 
fundamental to what the planning and development process should achieve and is a key 
aspect of sustainable development. 
3. The potential site capacity of 40 dwellings would mean that the development was 
considered to be ‘major’ in the context of paragraph 172 of the NPPF (2019). The latter is 
clear in stating that planning permission should be refused for major development in an 
AONB other than in exceptional circumstances. While we recognise that the Neighbourhood 
Plan when adopted would form part of the development plan for the area, it is nonetheless 
relevant to consider paragraphs a) to c) of paragraph 172 in determining whether it should 
be allocated for any housing. In particular the need for further housing can in our opinion be 
comfortably met as a consequence of identifying a range of much smaller sites of between 
5-10 dwellings, thereby complying with paragraph 172 a). These would not comprise ‘major’ 
development within the Wye Valley AONB and provides the opportunity of distributing the 
housing across all settlements within the neighbourhood plan area. 
4. A major development would also fail to meet the requirements of paragraph 172 c), in that 
it would have a correspondingly greater impact on the environment, including the landscape 
and recreational opportunities. The Stage 2 Assessment confirms that the site abuts the 
boundary of the Coughton Wood and Marsh SSSI and even the revised site area, would 
require a detailed assessment of the impact. Paragraph 11b)i) of the NPPF confirms that in 
respect of both the AONB and the SSSI, strategic policies should provide for objectively 
assessed housing needs unless the policies in the Framework that protect areas of 
particular importance provide a strong reason for restricting the ‘overall scale, type or 
distribution in the plan area’ (our emphasis). This requirement provides a clear basis for 
rejecting the site as a potential housing site allocation which would conflict with draft Policy 
WALF5 which seeks to maintain and enhance the conservation status of the SSSI. 
Paragraph 175b) of the NPPF also affirms that development of land outside a SSSI which is 
likely to have an adverse effect (as confirmed in the Stage 2 Assessment) should not 
normally be permitted. To date no evidence has been submitted to confirm that a 
development of even 40 dwellings would meet the requirements of Policy WALF5 and the 
NPPF. 
5. The site is also of Grade 2 agricultural land quality. The NPPF defines grade 2 land as the 
best and most versatile and should be retained as an important nature and finite resource. 
Paragraph 170b) of the NPPF confirms that planning policies should recognise the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the countryside including the economic and other benefits of the 
best and most versatile agricultural land. This consideration does not appear to have been 
adequately assessed when assessing if the site is suitable. 
6. In addition, it is considered that housing involving even 40 units would have a significantly 
detrimental impact on the use of the PROW which is well used as a recreational route. It 
would also significantly impact on the visual amenity of existing residents particularly in 
Walford. 
7. Overall allocating this site would represent a disproportionate development which is out of 
character with the prevailing settlement form, and which is not responsive to local 
circumstances contrary to paragraph 77 of the NPPF and Policy SS6 in the Herefordshire 
Local Plan Core Strategy 2011-2031. The latter confirms that development proposals should 



conserve and enhance environmental assets which contribute towards the county’s 
distinctiveness, in particular its settlement pattern (our emphasis). Indeed, we note that 
paragraph 71 of the draft NP, confirms that new housing development should be 
sympathetic to the form, character and setting of each settlement and especially their 
location in the AONB. As envisaged the creation of a free-standing, housing estate of 
generic form and design would fail to maintain the gap between Walford and Coughton, 
which is a key attribute of the rural and urban landscape. Despite the requirements of draft 
Policy WALF16 it would not respect local distinctiveness and the traditional qualities and 
characteristics of the settlement and should be rejected as being unsuitable in principle for 
housing. 

28 Sites should be selected close to facilities e.g. school enabling a sustainable development 
for the future. 

29 The building of any further housing should not proceed unless and until the ridiculous one 
way access to Ross town centre is remedied. Any further traffic congestion at busy times in 
particular would be unacceptable. 

30 What concerns me greatly is that ANY additional housing is going to add to the traffic 
congestion when trying to get into Ross or out towards Weston under Penyard from Walford. 
The road system is only single file traffic, leading to regular, horrendous build-up of traffic 
both in the town and back towards Walford, as traffic in one direction has to stop and allow 
traffic in the opposite direction through. This is horrendous at busy times, with obvious bad 
temper and bad driving practice on the part of some. ANY additional housing will add 
unnecessarily to this problem. So there needs to be a traffic solution before more building 
takes place in my opinion. 

31 The development should be within Walford village making the community more self sufficient 
with bus links and perhaps a shop, encouraging the use of the local village pub. 

32 New housing should be close to public transport and the better roads 

33 Smaller sites in multiple locations preferred. All should endeavour to include an element of 
affordable housing. 

34 The sites chosen should all have good access to major highways in the Parish, should be in 
sustainable locations, the houses should be well designed and the built developments 
should blend into the surrounding landscape whether inside or outside the Wye Valley 
AONB. 

35 Don’t build anything because it will ruin our view. 

36 Don’t build. 

37 Although it has been stated that further housing would only increase the number of primary 
school children by a handful, this seems incongruous in view of the fact that the new houses 
are supposed to be in the main ‘affordable houses’, ie a very different demographic from 
what constitutes the Parish at present. Each affordable house is likely to be occupied by a 
young family with one or more children.  

38 I recognise that these are challenging choices with no clear 'right' or 'wrong' and accordingly 
I would not be greatly opposed if the ultimate decision was not the same as my choices: 
mine are preferences not fiercely held views.   I broadly support Housing options 1 or 2 , 
because I feel using Site 11 in Coughton could provide better longer term support for the 
School; the Mill race pub/restaurant; the village hall and perhaps other local services too in 
due course 

39 Option 1 in Draft NDP seems to me the best option as it offers the greatest flexibility and 
variety to build as demand dictates.  It could deliver a reasonable number of houses on site 
11 close to the school, which I consider important for welcoming families into the parish. It 
also gives flexibility to develop a site closer to Ross Town and smaller sites of a different 
character to offer another variety of housing. 

40 Climate change is of huge importance and development in isolated rural areas only adds to 
the carbon footprint.  Bringing cars and more pollution to the countryside will harm wildlife 
habitats.  There are already problems with high levels of phosphate enrichment in the river 
wye.  By developing in these rural, isolated hilltop locations will increase these levels.  It 



does make sense for any development to be near facilities such as shops, schools, doctors 
and better road infrastructure together with bus services.  Particularly important for the 
younger generation buying for the first time may not be able to afford a car at the same time 
as buying a house.  

41 Due to the small and varied array of hamlets within the Parish  I believe selecting numerous 
smaller sites would be both better for the infrastructure, environment and demand on 
services such as wear and tear on our roads, already over subscribed shops and limited 
supermarkets in Ross and nearby towns such as Coleford and Cinderford etc 
Large sites would create more environmental mental and noise pollution and put a bigger 
strain on roads and services etc  
Small and individual sites are much more sympathetic to the community and the 
environment  

42 No large developments should be allowed with in the parish.  It will ruin our countryside and 
double the size of our settlements.  Any planning would be strongly opposed by residents.    

43 Any large estate built in Walford would totally change the area. Whatever development 
needs to take place should blend in with the existing property profile. I accept that new 
housing is necessary but should not detract from our ANOB status. I have lived in Walford 
for over 40 years & have seen several small developments take place. None of these has 
dramatically changed the area. I believe that the windfall strategy should be properly 
promoted to spread the necessary building required. Covid permitting a meeting of all 
interested residents should take place before any submission of ideas is presented to the 
planning dept. in Hereford. 

44 It makes more sense to create larger settlements with easy access to facilities such as 
Walford school, public transport etc.  thereby being sustainable in the future. A larger 
settlement which is well developed with trees, gardens, different types of housing such as 
the developments being created across the country by Barretts Homes creates a mini 
community in itself whist ensuring affordable housing for our children.  It also ensures 
minimum disruption across the parish not only for individuals but also for wildlife.  

45 Large sites allow a large range of property sizes which allows buyers in all price ranges to 
purchase 

46 I initially thought that large sites would be detrimental.  However on further consideration I 
believe that using the two large proposed areas 11 and 21 that wrap around the existing 
Coughton estate would have the least detrimental impact on the character of the Parish.  It 
would also have good access onto the B4234 which is the only road in the Parish capable of 
coping with much extra traffic. 
Developments near the brook at the accessed from the Bulls Hill road have the potential to 
cause even more environmental damage.  This area has already been seriously degraded 
since the 1970s, before which the brook meandered and together with the wetland withy bed 
area provided a habitat for a range of birds, mammals (water vole) and fish including 
abundant eels and brook lampreys. 

47 I note that the community has expressed a preference for small sites to be developed but, to 
me, this is a very poor planning principle. What matters most is that the sites that are 
allocated best meet important criteria (being within walking distance of amenities like the 
school and bus services; scope for providing a diversity of housing including social housing; 
sensitively located in landscape terms). If these criteria happen to be better met on fewer, 
medium and larger sites, then that is what the plan should do. Going for small 
developments, spread across the parish is a recipe for creeping, car-based suburbanisation 
and - one would expect - an emphasis on socially-exclusive, expensive properties. If people 
are unhappy with the idea of larger developments because they look homogeneous, then 
that could be tackled in design guidance. One of the few good things to appear in the UK 
Government's recent planning White Paper is the intention to give more local control over 
design. 

48 My answers are mainly based on the environment I am in on Howle Hill. Building houses 
here 1 or 2 at a time is fine, dotted about the hill however, attempting to build more than this 



in one space isn’t a good idea: no real infrastructure to support it: roads, water dispersal, 
added traffic, no hgv access - it would ruin the pleasure of living here, as well as the natural 
environment we as a community on the hill absolutely love having.  

49 Ancient woodlands under 2 hectares are not shown on that map which is out of date.  
Please can you use the MAGIC up to date map which shoes all the ancient woodland 
protected habitats under 2 hectares and over.  As these are protected areas it is best not to 
build on them.   

50 In the fight against global warming we must protect the country side and the wildlife.  To 
bring cars, pollution to places that are in the middle of nowhere does not make sense.  The 
wildlife cannot speak so we must protect them.  Far better for any houses to be near the 
roads, bus services, schools, doctors, shops.   

51 Walford is an area of outstanding natural beauty. I would prefer to see multiple building sites 
with few houses on them just to cover the quantity needed. 40 plus houses in this area is 
totally unacceptable in my opinion for such a lovely village.  

52 Large scale development, e.g. such as the nearby village of Lea, would destroy the natural 
beauty of this unique AONB.  This is vitally important for the natural ecosystem and our 
tourist industry; the Walford area has been promoted both in the national press and in a 
recent episode of Escape to the Country. 
Perhaps the NDP should also consider the recent "re-wilding" initiative where grants are 
being given.  As mentioned on BBC H&W Radio last week.  Once land is developed for 
housing on a large scale "the family silver is sold off for good"! 
We would also refer to the general points laid out in our detailed submission dated 15th 
March 2020. 
Name and contact details supplied. 

53 Narrow access roads be avoided.  
Builds on known flood plains be avoided in line with Hereford CC guidelines.  
Would not encourage sites of more than 9 dwellings to minimise the impact on this rural 
environment and area of outstanding natural beauty.  
Infrastructure currently overstretched not helped by pandemic.  
Would recommend NDP delayed in view of current situation and difficulties in getting 
qualified assors to site.  

54 It does not make sense to build houses in isolated places and destroy the countryside with 
urbanisation.  It does not have the infrastructure pr amenities.  For young people trying to 
get on the property ladder for the first time they may not be able to afford a car which they 
would need if housing is built in places far away from facilities.  Building houses near bus 
routes, schools, doctors and the shops makes better sense and saves on the carbon 
footprint. 
Please can Map 6 be replaced with a better quality map from MAGIC as recommended by 
Natural England.  That map does not show all the ancient woodlands and protected habitats 
that the up to date MAGIC Map does. 
Thank you.  
  

55 It is important that the local council are involved as they have a better understanding  of  
amenities and  structure in each area 

56 While Development Option 2 meets the preference for small/medium sites the numbers are 
short of 51 and rely upon windfall allowance as make up. I agree that this risks rejection by 
Hereford CC and also feel 24(R) is risky 
as it is not related to a Walford settlement boundary and Ross town have serious objections. 
To increase the possibility of a small/medium site size option being acceptable I suggest the 
following; 
1.Reassess housing density on 5  sites; 6(R).7(R),32,34,26 . An increase of even 1 or 2 
houses per site would help. 
2.Specifically revisit the decision to exclude housing on the northern edge of Site 7, not on 



flood area but near power lines. You might get 3 or more  there, maybe small bungalows to 
suit retired persons with small gardens. 
3.Look again at any offered land not now in the NDP as it was only suitable for 1 or 2 
houses, can any of these be increased to 3 dwellings and included? Generally better to 
increase housing density on small/medium sites if it helps avoid a large site. In worst case 
scenario (after HCC rejection of Option 2) would reluctantly choose  11(R)  to be added in 
NDP in preference to any other large site/combination .   {Comments from Named individual} 
   

57 Where and if possible, housing allocation should primarily be affordable housing and not 4-6 
bedroom homes out of reach of a young families budget. Youngsters need a home and a 
community to grow in, to develop and to enjoy our beautiful countryside. 
Large housing applications of 5-400 will undoubtedly destroy the countryside for ever, once 
built on it will never return. Our wildlife is a natural joy and needs to be respected, so please 
factor in the damage medium to large building has upon our environment. 
Likewise, access/egress. Many small hamlets and settlements have both limited and narrow 
lanes. Increases of homes can only add to future difficulties for such areas as well as 
making daily life intolerable for residents. 

58 I feel that larger developments (20+ dwellings) on fewer sites would negatively impact on the 
character of the village. 

59 As a family of four, we very strongly oppose any development of very large and/or large 
developments due to their inevitable negative impacts on the local community and 
environment. 

60 The current parish services and infrastructure are limited and any significant influx of 
additional residents will have an a significant environmental impact.  
There is also a very fine ecological balance in the Walford area that will be impacted by any 
development which was evident during December 2020 with catastrophic flooding events in 
the Daycroft Lane area due to un-approved activities to the Castle Brook that can only be 
described as "ecological vandalism" with a large amount of trees removed and natural flora 
and fauna destroyed forever. 
It appears that new development is being progressed at the expense of the environment and 
the rich history of our parish putting historical properties at risk without any consideration 
and fear of sanction or consequence.  

61 Site 11R is certainly not a suitable or safe site to develop. The proposed access is not safe 
as it is close to a bend and opposite Walford School.  Any extra traffic on the already busy B 
road would only cause more congestion outside the school which is already horrendous and 
also have a knock-on affect on traffic travelling into Ross itself. The road is also fast and 
drivers do not adhere to the speed limit.  A public footpath runs through the field used by 
many of the village dog walkers which would be spoilt.  In addition Coughton Marsh Wood is 
a managed Nature Reserve housing many species of birds animals and plants.  It certainly 
does not need children or adults living on houses built on the site entering the Reserve and 
spoiling the conservation area by building dens climbing trees and using it as a playground. 
In addition whilst developers purport to meet the needs of first time buyers and local people 
by building "affordable housing" invariably this does not happen because building properties 
like these are not profitable and only those who sell up in cities and expensive suburban 
areas to "move to the country" can afford them.  This has been clearly demonstrated during 
the pandemic as there have been many sales of properties in the Parish to "outsiders" who 
have done just that. We might add that sometimes city folk do not and will not live by the 
country code ie dropping litter, leaving gates open etc. 
Whilst it is appreciated that housing needs are to be addressed Site 11R is not the place for 
development in the Parish for all the above but particularly for safety, congestion of traffic, 
lack of Parish facilities and for the preservation of the Nature Reserve. 

62 I would like to see a mix of small sites that include at least one affordable house per site and 
one larger sites (over 10 houses) that brings in S106 funds for the council to invest in better 



highways and drainage in the parish.    
Sites that have removed trees before planning has been given should be put at the bottom 
of the list. This is bad practice and needs to be penalised by the parish council.  
Sites that promote biodiversity net gain and green infrastructure (solar gain) in housing stock 
should be prioritised. 

63 The impact upon the landscape and the way they affect the existing housing are paramount. 

64 Please do not select large or very large sites for housing development. There are enough 
small and medium sites that can be developed to meet the requirement and allow the Parish 
to retain its current rural status.  
Please update parishioners on the outstanding balance of the number of houses required 
(91 - by 2031) against those already built or pending. It would also be useful to know the 
average number of applications approved annually to inform the discussion on the number 
of additional houses that will be required if applications are approved at the same rate over 
the next 10 years. 

65 I am very much opposed to any further substantial development in this area.  

66 ! am very much opposed to further substantial development in this area 

67 I have not answered question 3 because it accepts we need a large site.  There is no need 
for a large site, as there is no local need.  Most of the residents of Walford are retired or 
middle aged with children who have grown up and live away from the area, so hardly any 
local need.  Also the 91 target is already halfway to being reached and there are ten years to 
go, so we won't need any of the large or medium sites, but we could use the small sites to 
make sure of reaching the target.  People who come from outside the area to live here don't 
want to live on an estate and large estates like the ones on offer ruin the environment and 
make the existing houses worth less. 

68 It is important to preserve the country side and the wildlife habitat that resides in it.  Building 
housing estates in rural areas with no amenities does not make sense and will only increase 
carbon emissions.  The phosphate enrichment problems will be increased if hillside, rural 
locations are developed on. Once the country side is developed on it is lost forever.  The 
small ancient woodlands are not shown on map 6.  Any ancient woodlands under 2 hectares 
are not listed on the protected habitat inventory list but are shown on up to date Magic maps 
as used by all government departments.  Please could map 6 be replaced with an up to date 
better quality map so we can see all the small ancient woodlands as these are protected 
habitats and just because they are under 2 hectares it does not make them any less 
important.  We live in a beautiful area rich in biodiversity so lets show it off to its best, be 
proud of it and protect it.  Thank you for your time reading my comments.  

69 Any development should include a percentage of affordable housing and this should be 
mandatory. 

70 There is a complete lack of smaller housing in the Parish .. i.e 1 or 2 bedroom properties... 

71 I would be amazed if an analysis has been done to work out the availability of employment 
and public services in this area.  
If we do have to tolerate unneeded additional houses, they should be placed on sites chosen 
to minimise the destruction of Herefordshire's main appeal: unspoilt countryside.  
Of particular concern are the vast sites 21 and 11(R). These creep yet further into the 
surrounding rural area, would be a massive eyesore and drastically increase traffic on the 
road to Ross.  

72 This area does not require any creeping infill of housing. 
There are very few job opportunities in this area & the infrastructure (medical, schooling & 
roads) are stretched beyond limit as things stand at present.  

73 We are not happy about any future developments in the parish. Although, I am  aware that a 
target must be reached there will be not countryside left for anyone to enjoy if more 
developments keep popping up. 
Therefore, no one will be able to enjoy the green spaces that the parish offers, if the village 
becomes more cramped and busy. 



I personally think more developments should be placed in Ross where there is closer 
accessible to amenities and schools. 

74 Walford is a very small village and cannot service so many new houses - it will place undue 
pressure on existing infrastructure and cause an increase in traffic and pollution affecting 
quality of life. 
We would be directly affected as on a personal level it would spoil the view from our property 
and could affect property values.  

75 New housing is always contentious but my opinion is that these houses should be 
concentrated on a large site so as to protect the remaining areas within Walford Parish and 
minimise any further landscape and habitat degradation.  Windfall housing allocation will 
continue to occur on odd patches of land so to try to deliver the required number of new 
houses as defined in the NDP by using small sites would have an adverse effect on the 
character of Walford. 

76 I do not agree with Site 21 or Site 11 being used as potential sites. 

77 I do not agree with Site 21 or Site 11 being used as potential sites, or submitted as part of a 
plan. Please Listen to public voice and do not include them on the draft. 

78 The parish does not have any local facilities - i.e. a local grocers, general shop, chemist etc. 
The need for such facilities is exacerbated by the more dense a development close by would 
be. This would infer an element of affordable housing, therefore it is more highly likely for 
their need in this situation. I have noted that there is no such plans for any local facilities and 
I also note that one such facility was proposed at the Mill Race, but this was rejected. The 
success and sustainability of any development is directly associated with the general 
ambient environment. Have smaller developments would probably reduce the need for such 
facilities. 
Another area to emphasis this point is the general road layout and pedestrian facilities in and 
around Walford, particularly on the main road. They are limited, therefore these would need 
to be upgraded etc to accommodate the needs of a larger development. Additionally, traffic 
speed restrictions (current 40mph to 30mph) would likely be necessary which could 
significantly impact road usage. This would introduce the need for street lighting. I don't think 
local farmers, with their many tractors and associated produce and livestock lorries would 
take kindly to the road environment that comes with a 30mph speed limit. 

79 I am very concerned about the flooding in the parish. Any development, particularly on the 
sites proposed, could lead my home to flood. The field that some of the houses are 
proposed regularly floods and leaves my garden and recently my garage subdued in water. 
If development took place on the site then I fear the flood water from the field would then 
come into my home.  

80 Very much against large dwellings in a village environment. A large dwelling settlement 
would be detrimental to for example increased pollution, wildlife habitat, increase noise, 
damage to area of natural beauty. 

81 One large sites would impact the amount of road traffic in a condensed area causing issues 
on the B road, Walford Road. 
Large sites will also affect the ANOB scenery and disturbance to the local wildlife. 

82 Large sites would entail large scale disruption and effect the Parish in several ways, eg 
amenities, road traffic increase and will be condensed to single areas, AONB scenery loss 
and destruction. 
There can be no immediate requirement for large sites as the need for housing is spread 
aver a number of years, additionally new sites in the Ross area would compete for sale and 
occupancy thereby negating the need for further large scale builds! 

83 Q3 is biased as it assumes a large site is necessary.  I disagree and have not answered Q3.  
A number of small developments across the whole area will have less impact on the 
character of the villages than a large housing development. The NDP plan appears to favour 
a large site to such an extent that it is over promising the potential for greater than 50 
houses and opening the door for a very large site at site 21.  Once you have the 



infrastructure there would be less chance to limit further development. 
Small developments such as Warryfield Farm, based around existing agricultural buildings 
are much more in keeping with the area and have much less impact.  

84 Sites 11r and 21, I strongly feel will lead to increasing housing developments, more than the 
NDP are suggesting. Building on these sites are a health risk, environmentally unfriendly 
and using what must be prime agricultural land is not what I want to Walford and Coughton. 
The Council should be encouraging farmers in our area to use the land to create 
employment and to grow food to help feed the nation. 
Also with the large scale developments already happening in Ross on Wye, which is hardly 
an employment hotspot, where will these new people be working? I foresee much more road 
congestion, and a strain on our local services such as schools, medical surgeries. Having 
recently travelled through Langrove for the first time in a few years I was shocked at the 
large number of new buildings it can only be described as Rural Sprawl Heaven forbid this 
should happen in Walford. 

85 The NDP should have ensured all sites were assessed, as not all have; prior to presenting to 
the Parishioners, and expecting the questionnaire to be completed without all the facts is 
potentially a waste of time and public money. The draft plan does not reflect all the sites that 
were submitted and this is wrong. The questionnaire and presentations should have been 
mailed to all Parishioners, not relied on the method decided upon by the NDP; during this 
COVID time Parishioners have had demands on their IT equipment for working from home 
and teaching their children. Also relying on requests for a SAE to be sent in, isn’t fair when 
the Parishioners have worries about their health and so forth at this time. The questionnaire 
is written in such a way, that I have considered it as, the NDP trying to lead the respondent, 
in the way the NDP has drafted its preferred options, without considering the Parishioners 
opinions in full, as such I am against large housing developments in Walford/Coughton.  
Sites 11 R and 21 are not suitable due to traffic, health and safety of residents, children and 
visitors, roads, the environment, natural habitat and animals will suffer, and large housing 
developments are a massive detriment to Walford/Coughton. 
The NDP should consider options, but not by rushing without all the facts, NDP’s should 
consider widespread  options, challenge the Council, ensure housing is for local people, 
encourage long term employment and give  their Parishioners more time to consider their 
findings.  
Hopefully the NDP will revisit the plan, to include the Parishioners requests and search out 
more options and re-write the draft report, again to be shared with Parishioners. 
Thank you for your time in reading this and I look forward to the full published questionnaire 
findings and comments.  

86 I feel that if sites 11R and 21 are selected it will open the surrounding area for much more 
development on what is surely prime agricultural land health and safety risk and 
environmentally unfriendly. 

87 I do not believe there are sufficient facilities to maintain a large new build area in Walford. 

88 Don't understand or agree that a large site would be necessary so will not give my opinion. I 
have stated in question 2 my preference for small amounts of sites across the region. 

89 Privacy issues on proposed site 11R. This would be long term noise issues, more 
congestion on the main Coughton Walford Road, as we live right opposite to the proposed 
site 11r.  

90 Other criteria such as community facilities (play areas, school places, Hereford cycle 
scheme) must also be considered. Why is the community not being asked about other 
aspects of development? 

91 It seems logical to include a larger site as this is the only way you will be able to attract an 
element of affordable housing. It would also seem logical to expand an existing housing area 
as the required infrastructure, i.e., sewerage and suitable road capacity is already in place; 
mains sewerage is not available across the parishes so larger developments in these 
unsupported areas will require significant water management and the potential for pollution. I 



note that you have proposed two areas (6&7) at the bottom of Bulls Hill, I see a number of 
issues with both of these, they are very close to areas which flood frequently, to alleviate this 
you seem to have moved the sites away from existing development which I understood to be 
against the principles you are working to, you are also advocating an engineering solution to 
prevent flooding, short of some massive increase in the height of the built development you 
will not prevent flooding; If you go for sites 11 and 6 or 7 you will be encouraging a huge 
increase in the traffic on Bulls Hill, there is already an issue with meeting vehicles on the 
sharp corners at the bottom at Lower Wythal, additional traffic will exacerbate this as well as 
various existing pinch points up the hill, if you go for 11 (and I think that is a logical site to 
develop) you should not also go for 6 & 7. I am not averse to small developments of 1-3 
houses on acceptable sites spread over the rest of the area to make up the shortfall. 

92 Who comes up with the housing requirements numbers? Do they have local knowledge or 
take into account the real-world impact of their decisions? All too often these decisions feel 
forced by people who have the power but possess little concern for the effects their choices 
have. 
This is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty - but it won't be if people just sell-off the 
Natural Beauty for maximum profit and concrete it all over with houses that are designed 
according to draining as much money out of the land rather than the genuine housing needs 
of local people. How is anyone (including, in this economic climate, singles and couples 
deep into their 30s) able to get on the property ladder if all developments are of 4 to 5 
bedroom houses? Any concerns are automatically washed aside as 'NIMBY-ism'. 
I object to any large/very large development sites in the Walford area. On top of the very real 
concerns about the pollution, traffic, noise, and general daily interference caused by such 
projects (plus the impact on housing prices for established residents), there is no concern for 
the existing local populace in the short or long term. The council can't even be bothered to 
clean the pavements and gutters, let alone repair the roads - which aren't going to get any 
wider and are already pummelled by a large volume of traffic for a B road as it is - so why 
should anyone believe they have invested even a modicum of thought into suitable 
development plans for our area? 
Shoving in the number of houses Hereford Council is demanding from a distance makes 
little sense, too, considering just how many are being thrown up at what was once the Ross 
bypass and the area heading towards the M50 (in addition to other recent very large 
developments in the Ross area). Much like those developments, there is zero consideration 
put towards the likes of: school and GP surgery places, parking spaces, accessibility and 
traffic flow, shops (Named supermarket mafia-like stranglehold over supermarket 
competition in Ross-on-Wye has repeatedly denied local residents both choice and capacity 
for years), and more. The proposals for development in Walford are similarly based on basic 
numbers and little - if anything - else. There are far more suitable sites for large/very large 
developments elsewhere, and ones which won't cover green field sites with concrete. 

93 Nothing further to add 

94 We feel, as residents within this parish, that some development should be permitted but not 
so much that it ruins the countryside, roads, peace and quality of life that we all live here for! 
Some small sites with few plots on could be acceptable but sites of 10-15+ homes would be 
too large in our opinion. Walford is beautiful and should be kept that way. If people want to 
live in new large developments in the area then they can look at St. Mary's Garden Village 
close to town. 

95 High tension wires and a large pylon. Site 21  

96 I live on an estate and did not object to the new estate which was built adjacent to it. In my 
opinion to have another estate close to these would prove more visually aesthetic to the 
parish as it would wrap around the other houses. Disadvantage would be access and noise 

97 Consideration must be given to the fragile environment and ecology.  In addition priority 
must go to the infrastructure, suitability to road traffic. 



98 A large housing development in this small parish would not be conducive to the "village life" 
which is now enjoyed by the residents. Also there would be added traffic which would effect 
the children going to & from school. 

99 I haven't responded to Q3 as I am clear that large sites within the plan are unacceptable. 
The whole nature of the village would change. The questionnaire as a whole has the 'feel' of 
directing participants towards the idea that a large development is the preferred option when 
clearly the previous survey overwhelmingly was in favour of smaller sites. This would fit in 
far better with the village identity. The parish is made up of clearly defined areas which if 
carefully planned could all cope with a small number of extra properties without changing the 
rural nature of the settlement. 

100 While understanding the need for housing, it should be enhancing the villages not making 
them into small towns. 

101 Small developments of up to 20 houses would best suit the existing character of Walford 
with Coughton. If people want to live in larger developments then move into St Mary's 
Village in Ross. 

102 Please also carry out further questionnaires about other important criteria such as 
environmental impacts, play areas, cycle paths etc. 

103 I wish residents to be involved in specifying other criteria (other than just size of 
development) to be reviewed by the committee. 
 For example requirements of the community where houses are developed such as play 
areas, adequate parking, zero carbon, etc etc. 

104 I understand that there was a requirement for 1075 new residences in Ross on Wye and 
,according to the Ross Gazette that number has been more than fulfilled. 
With regard to further development in Walford my objections are based on the following: 
Firstly there is not the infrastructure (Schools/medical) to support large scale development. 
Secondly the additional traffic generated would traffic cause increased traffic chaos on 
Copse Cross St on entering Ross town centre. Thirdly I am suspicious that some local 
landowners are more interested in profit instead of the provision of housing. Finally Walford 
is in an area of outstanding natural beauty and will not be enhanced by two large housing 
developments on a flood plain. 

105 Walford as a community does not have the infrastructure to support another 80 households.  
Walford Primary School could not, for example, cope with potentially another 100 school 
aged children.  Our road network is in such a poor condition, another 100 vehicles entering 
and exiting these proposed sites doesn't bear thinking about.  Safety would be another 
consideration if 100 extra vehicles will be wearing the road surface away. 

106 I do not believe that the NDP Committee are taking the views of the Parishioners into 
account as it seems that site 11R is a "shoe-in" for some reason or another!!!!! 

107 Given that site 21 is reliant upon the other smaller development on 11R being agreed this 
should be taken into consideration as a development on 11R will provide access to a much 
larger development on 21. 
Site 21 would have a significant impact on village residents, school provision and traffic on 
the already congested B4234 into Ross.  
Both sights combined would increase noise and light pollution, would go against the wishes 
of local residents, and far exceed the building requirement. 

108 I generally agree with the suggested ranking of the sites but would prefer not to see a very 
large development as an option. I feel that areas with the best road and utility access should 
be considered first. Parts of the parish have very narrow lanes none of which have reduced 
speed limits and such remoter sites require septic tank drainage which can have 
consequences. As no planning applications seem to consider light pollution areas within the 
AONB should be very carefully considered for their landscape impact. 

109 I would like to express my feelings with the development plans. When we purchased in 
priorly lea we thoroughly thought about the locations in Ross-on-Wye. Priorly Lea became 
available, becoming our dream location situated in Walford, a natural beauty spot.  
We didn't buy due to the view but the natural surroundings and scenery was considered.  



Our main priority, to be surrounded by a remote number of residents having a convenient 
access into town as we had enough of town life. 
A development of 150 houses attached to our back garden will turn Walford into a mini town. 
Ruining Walford and our dream location like others purchasing in Priory lea and Walford. I'm 
sure if the building development was attached to your property your feelings would be the 
same when purchasing your location. 

110 The parish should be allowed to choose the number of houses required from 11 sites, not 
the NDP committee. 

111 My father built council houses 60 years ago. There was a housing shortage then and there 
were something like 20 million fewer people in the country. There will always be excess 
housing demand given a continuously expanding population. Attractive towns and villages 
become over-built, congested and loose their attraction -- leading to an exodus to 'unspoilt 
areas'.  
It is difficult to understand were all the people who are going to occupy these houses are 
coming from and where they will find work (if not retired) around Ross. To work they must 
therefore be commute to the larger commercial / business centres -- which will give rise to 
more car journeys. It is unrealistic to expect public transport to provide an urban / suburban 
level of service in rural areas. 

112 We need to reduce the CARBON footprint. I think housing needs to be in areas that has the 
amenities they require. 
Schools, bus routes, village hall and so on. 
MAY I SUGGEST YOU USE A BETTER QUALITY MAP, WHICH GIVES MORE DETAIL 
e.g. magic maps. this would ensure we have sight of all the woodland areas, WHICH WE 
NEED TO PROTECT. 

113 - Above all, it is important that the nature of the rural villages of Coughton and Walford be 
preserved as also  
should be the AONB.  
- It would also be desirable to persuade the County Council a minimum number of windfalls 
within the total of 51. 
- It is likely that the change in political climate since February 2020 is such that 
Herefordshire CC and ultimately Central government could accept less than 51 dwellings as 
the target. 
- It is to be hoped that the parishioners will eventually have the opportunity to state their 
views on the relative merits of each proposed site. 

114 I would not like to see any large sites go up in the parish, this would be such a shame. We 
moved to the area as it's classed as an area of outstanding natural beauty. Building large 
developments wouldn't suit Walford as a parish. Small sites both give the housing needs 
and would also keep the villagers happy as i am aware of many who have the same opinion. 
Once you grant one large site, other large sites will follow and this would sadly ruin our 
village. I have lived here my whole life and i would want the same for my children.  
Large sites, more vehicles making the roads unsafe.  
51 Sites are needed but it would be good to get an up-to-date figure on this.   

115 In terms of footpaths, will these remain in place or will they be re-directed if the development 
goes ahead?  

116 The character of the parish is generally single dwellings or small numbers of dwelling in a 
group. 
The emphasis should be on more driving windfall development and focus on individual 
builds. 

117 I do not think that Walford is suitable for any large scale development, therefore question 3 
is not applicable 

118 If large numbers of houses are built on one site this would completely ruin the nature of that 
settlement as would several medium-sized sites in only one settlement.  The whole parish is 
rural or semi-final and large sites would be dormitory sites for other towns.   



119 As I have already made clear, the evidence to date strongly indicates that the remaining 
housing required to complete to the target figure of 91 can be found from windfall 
applications and approvals.  There are already further approvals since September 2020, a 
well as nine properties within applications that are still pending. But if there were still some 
doubts about fulfilling the target, there are some small development options, and the 
nomination of sites 24, 26, 32 and 34 alone would add a further 16 housing units to the tally.  
Not only that, but Ross Town Council, who provide the infrastructure for Walford, have 
already exceeded their housing target and a joint approach with Ross to Hereford Council, 
for some of Ross's excess to be deducted from Walford's target, would be entirely rational.  
There is simply NO JUSTFICATION for the NDP to press for any large housing sites that 
would be detrimental to the environment of many residents and if the NDP / PC wish to 
persist in advocating large sites, I would prefer having the matter determined by 
Herefordshire Council. 
Council.   
Name supplied. 

120 Traffic coming into Ross-on-wye would not be safe with current roads. 
Walford primary school has difficulties with parents parking and more homes would 
exacerbate this problem 
Green fields and green spaces enhance the countryside of Walford. 
Increase flooding risk in Walford.  

121 As Ross Town  council and Hereford has stated that they want no further development in the 
Walford direction due to the traffic problems with the road into Ross why has the council not 
gone back to Hereford to request a reduction in the number of houses it has to develop? 
This would then remove the necessity for any large developments which are totally against 
the wishes for all the parishioners excepting the landlords concerned . 

122 I believe it is important to have sustainable sites to reduce the carbon footprint so they are 
close to bus routes, shops and schools, particularly important for any affordable houses for 
the younger generation who may not be able to afford a car as a first time buyer.  We need 
to minimise adverse impacts on the environment and ecology.  The river Wye is close to the 
maximum phosphate levels and any developments on hilltop locations with their extensive 
limestone geology, history of quarrying and lime kilns that have been infilled over the years 
should be avoided as the many watercourses that run through hilltop locations carry sewage 
overflow and run off water to the river wye.  This would be increased with development in 
these areas as well as cause drainage problems in areas with no public sewers.  The history 
set out in the draft plan is very interesting.  However the map 6 does not show off this area 
to its best with all its richness in biodiversity and ancient woodlands.  Can the Natural 
England's recently published maps on Magic Map please be used as these show the ancient 
woodlands priority habitats under 2 hectares that are not otherwise included in inventories.  
These woodlands abound in Deepdean, Howle Hill and Bishopswood.    These ancient 
woods date back to the sixteenth century and are an important habitat for wildlife and flora.  
Why not let this be seen. All government departments recommend use of Magic Maps.  The 
one in the draft plan is very poor quality and lets down what is otherwise a well thought out 
and considered plan.  

123 We need affordable housing 

124 The infrastructure is already stretched to its limit with very poor roads, poor drainage, 
insufficient doctors/dentists schools, street lighting and emergency services. The additional 
traffic generated would clearly be a major hazard in every form and the narrow streets of 
Ross on Wye would not not just restrict, but halt traffic flow. 
All areas selected are surrounded by active farmland and the movement of farm vehicles 
along more crowded roads would be a serious hazard with the considerable addition of 
vehicles on the roads.  
The additional noise and pollution generated would add to spoiling this area designated as 
an AONB. 
Plans to improve the infrastructure in and around Ross on Wye should be made available 



before any decision is made as to the housing areas to be selected as this has serious 
implications for both short and long public health, safety and well being. 

125 Any sites that are allocated should be on or near mains drainage/sewage system. As more 
septic tank usage would cause more flooding problems. 

126 My preference would be to utilised the large/medium sites which could provide more 
certainty on the provision of affordable housing to be included. Beyond this, the policy 
should include consideration of the ranking which could then allow for increased numbers of 
houses should appropriate windfall sites fail to materialise. This approach would also reduce 
pressure on the planners to approve less than optimum windfall sites to meet overall 
allocation. 

127 No one wants more houses except those that make a profit. So I believe in the main, those 
living next to large sites will vote for small ones & those by the small areas will vote for larger 
areas to be used. Whichever has the most population in the Parish near them will win. It 
should therefore be done, on which areas if any, achieve the best position to hit the target 
and match the sustainability and requirements of the NPPF 
Don’t sell this Parish short. It’s a beautiful area and doesn’t in my opinion meet the 
sustainability needed for more houses. I believe climate change issues haven’t been taken 
seriously but they must. They are a huge topic at the moment.  This Parish like others will 
not have been considered by the Government individually. We have a lot to offer re 
protecting habitats, trees, wildlife and air quality to name a few.  
Fight the housing rather than just roll over. Show what we have, so when they consider 
sites, they realise what the cost is. Don’t guess or assume, evidence work. Thanks for the 
hard work on our behalf. 

128 A very comprehensive study of what is a very difficult subject that affects the future of the 
area and it is imperative that an NDP is put in place as quickly as possible so that local 
views can be listened to and if needed the NDP should be given due weight by 
Herefordshire Council in any Planning applications. 

129 It should first of all based on need so that those who require homes have the opportunity.  
Infrastructure is key to sites 
Not on my back yard is not an argument 

130 I really do not think that the village can cope with this influx of housing and residents. There 
are few amenities, transport links, and the roads are already too busy. Ross On Wye in 
general is at capacity, it's difficult to park, the supermarkets are at capacity and so are the 
schools. Walford is already too built up for its amenities and adding these houses would not 
only affect the desirability of the area, but make the roads more dangerous and have a 
severe impact on the desirability of the area.  

131 Q3. The larger sites offered so far on the parish appear to be more sustainable and 
characteristic of the surrounds and the direction and spirit of the NPPF. IE. Closer to urban 
areas and facilities. they are also closer to employment hubs, they would allow for less travel 
by private vehicles. The parishioners who live in these environs are likely to have a stronger 
vote for small to medium sites due to the fact they are quite simply more of them than there 
are of people who are likely to be affected by the development of small to medium sites. 
Perhaps this could be taken into consideration. 

132 We firmly believe that large developments in Walford should not happen. The biggest 
problem this poses apart from the potential unsightly developments likely to be erected is the 
increase of traffic into Ross town centre along a B road that narrows into the town. A further 
90 dwellings is going to have at least that many cars trying to find their way into town and 
the road system simply does not allow for that.  
What I do not understand is why Walford council have not formally had discussions with 
Ross council as this will directly impact the town. If Ross council share this concern then 
surely the case should be put to Herefordshire council prior to implementing an NDP.  



133 Many thanks for the thorough reports and clarity of presentation. Agreed that it is much 
better for the parish to decide on which sites are selected for development.  
Strongly recommend a large site (11R) is included in any of the options, as this will provide 
the best certainty of achieving the target number of houses. We can then move forward with 
confidence, allowing a variety of options, including some windfall sites.  
It is also worth noting that a mix of site sizes, using the small to medium sites, will spread the 
opportunity for employment throughout the parish.  

134 Using a very large 11R + 21 site would allow leverage with the developer to improve local 
amenities (increase the size of the local school, roundabout on the B4234 at the site 
entrance, improvements to local sewage systems, etc). A very large site would be more 
attractive to a national developer allowing the building of social housing, small, medium and 
large dwellings to meet a range of needs. The excess dwellings above the required 51 will 
meet the housing needs in the area for many years past 2031. 

135 No large sites please. Please protect Walford/Coughton Village from landowners whose only 
interest is in making money and not protecting the village or the environment   

136 Q3 only seems to confirm that the NDP committee still see a large site as inevitable despite 
feedback received to date that the parishioners did not want developments of more than 20 
houses. 

137 I think it is important that when looking at developments we consider the populations living 
on the sites.  Are they close to schools, do they have easy access to the facilities of Walford 
(village hall, park, children's area), are they close to main roads.  There are several very 
narrow roads in the area which certainly would not suit an increase in traffic.  Surely it is 
preferable to house a population that can walk to almost everything in Walford and only 
need to take cars to commute/travel elsewhere. 

138 The proposed large developments appear to be on low lying land adjacent to the river. With 
global warming and rising sea levels this land is potential flood plain.  The out lying 
settlements are all accessed by narrow or single track roads used by walkers and cyclists 
with no footpaths. Not really suitable for large increases in traffic. The answer could be to 
make Howle, Bulls and Leys hills one-way one or two up only and one or two down only. 
That way the traffic would really be able to press on without the risk of meeting oncoming 
vehicles on blind bends. Also the narrow roads through Howle hill could be made one way 
with the same advantages. 

139 Question 3 is very leading, we do not want a large site and will take further action if it is 
considered, there are huge swell of local support against having this site, please listen. 

140 The proposal for a large site in Coughton would change the demographics of the village and 
ruin the local countryside.  Any planning would be strongly opposed by residents ,  we have 
yet to find anyone in the village of Coughton happy with the option of a large site.   I also 
doubt if Hereford Council would agree looking at some of the sites that have been submitted 
recently.   The best option would be to find out what Highways England’s view would be due 
to traffic issues and we should be approaching Ross Town Council to see if we could take 
some of their overbuild into consideration.  You would ruin Coughton with a large site, we 
moved here as did the rest of the residents because we did not want to live in a large 
development if we had we would have bought in Ross Town. 

141 Site 21 should be considered too large for development within an AONB.  Sites 6 & 7 will 
have too great an impact on the landscape and are note really adjacent to the built up areas. 

 


