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Using Herefordshire’s standard formula, Walford parish, through its Neighbourhood Plan (NP), 

needs to find sites for 59 houses. The only work on this to date has been a Locality funded 

Technical Study by Aecom – a Call for Sites then assessment of those sites submitted, with a 

conclusion about each.  

 

There are now two key issues. First, the potential definition of boundaries to the various small 

settlements in the parish and an assessment of the implications of that for finding suitable 

sites. Secondly, locating, assessing and selecting sites to meet the target number.  

 

Settlements 
 

The terminology and maps used in Herefordshire policy for defining settlements in an area of 

small dispersed settlement, as in Walford parish, is very unclear. Taking a conventional 

approach (and based only on early map work so far), definitions could and probably should 

be created for East Coughton* and West Coughton (there is a clear gap between), Walford 

North and Walford South (there is a clear gap between), Bishopswood* and Kerne Bridge 

(they almost blend but are separate) and Howle Hill*. Only those with a * are noted as 

settlements in the Core Strategy. West Coughton and North Walford had settlement 

boundaries for the Unitary Development Plan (not apparently saved). 

 

Most of the parish is in the Wye Valley AONB so it seems almost certain that there would be 

serious limits to development outside any settlement boundaries. This is reinforced by well-

established national policy (though, surprisingly, not in the Core Strategy) about avoiding 

coalescence between settlements, and the AONB would also almost certainly resist the loss 

of the landscape gaps.  

 

Sites 
 

Aecom’s report listed the 16 sites submitted from the Call for Sites. They assessed these and 

suggested a green light for 3, an amber light for 6 and a red light for 7. It appears at present, 

subject to any work on settlements, boundaries and landscape, that those given a green 

light by Aecom (very surprisingly) would constitute development in the open countryside and 

some of those given an amber light would result in coalescence of some of the settlements. 

Add in other factors such as the stream and overhead power lines and the current position is 

therefore that there are no suitable sites.  

 

If settlement boundaries are drawn as above, and coalescence is to be avoided, any sites 

would need to be on the edge of those boundaries but not in the gaps between settlements. 

 

Next Stages 
 

From stage 1 on, what exactly to do in the next stages depends on the results each time. 

 

Stage 1: Clarification is needed from Herefordshire about dispersed settlements, settlements 

generally, the use of boundaries for very small places etc. (It was also suggested that a 

message could go at the same time to the AONB. I think this is better later when there is – one 



hopes - clarity from Herefordshire). I have drafted below an outline of the message to the 

contact officer; adapt into your ‘style’ as you wish. 

 

Stage 2: There are clear Herefordshire and national guidelines for defining settlement 

boundaries and this can be done by a NP group. (We have proven community Toolkits for 

such work.) As a quick guide, the work needs to look at the distinct settlements, the nature of 

the gaps between them, the overall landscape context and the patterns and buildings within 

the settlements. As suggested, there are several ways of doing this; a final decision can follow 

later. 

 

Stage 3: Discuss the outcomes of the above stages with, first, the AONB and then with 

Herefordshire. 

 

Stage 4: Consider the scope for seeking other sites if the results of the above confirm my 

initially stated views. This is not always productive but can be, perhaps for 1 or 2 small sites. 

 

Stage 5: If the end result from the above is no suitable sites, or sites for some figure below 59, 

an agreement could be sought with Ross-on-Wye Town Council for their NP to take on your 

target figure (this cannot be guaranteed). There is already a similar arrangement, supported 

by a MoU, with Bridstow parish.  

 

A Commission 

 

There appear to be grant monies still available, in principle, from Locality to pay for Place 

Studio to support you in this work and there appears to be the potential to recruit local 

people to undertake the majority of the field work I stage 2. We could provide a quotation for 

all of it but, as suggested above, what exactly is needed in each stage may well change the 

next stage.  

 

I suggest that we wait until the feedback from Herefordshire on stage 1 before working up a 

quotation. (Time to then is covered.) 

 

DRAFT MESSAGE TO HEREFORDSHIRE 
 

Dear …., 

 

In progressing work on the Walford Neighbourhood Plan, we have run up against a 

challenging problem – locating suitable sites for the targeted housing numbers. The particular 

problem is how to deal with boundaries for what are several distinct small settlements within 

the parish as a whole. We are hoping to be able to clarify the position on that because that 

will help us to move ahead into site identification. We would welcome clarification on several 

factors about ‘settlements’, as below.  

 

First, we are uncertain about what constitute ‘settlements’ and ‘dispersed settlements’ in your 

planning terms. The Core Strategy and some earlier documents mention:  

 

• Walford, in the 2010 Rural Settlement Hierarchy Background Paper. 

• Walford (Coughton), in the Core Strategy and also mentioned in the Hierarchy Paper. 

• Howle Hill, in the Core Strategy and also mentioned in the Hierarchy Paper. 

• Bishopswood, in the Core Strategy and also mentioned in the Hierarchy Paper. 

• Kerne Bridge in the Hierarchy Paper but not the Core Strategy. 

 

Secondly, in the UDP there is a settlement boundary defined for Coughton and the northern 

section only of Walford. Is there any reason why boundaries could not be drawn for the other 

small settlements?  

 



Thirdly, none of the remainder of Walford – around Walford Court and especially the stretch 

by the Village Hall – gets any mention at all, despite the latter being bigger and having more 

development than Howle Hill, Bishopswood or Kerne Bridge. 

 

Fourthly, there is a strange mention in the Hierarchy Paper (p.13) that Walford/Coughton (and 

only that settlement) is in a ‘Hub with Goodrich’. If one combines all the ‘scores’ in the 

Hierachy Paper (matrices p.32 and on) for the various small settlements in the parish, the 

parish as a whole scores extremely well. And this is how people in the parish see it, ie. sharing 

facilities across the parish, and not with Goodrich.  

 

Finally, we cannot find any mention on the Core Strategy (it may be in other papers) of the 

national standard practice of avoiding coalescence between settlements, something that 

we imagine would be of serious concern also to the AONB. Is that a relevant issue for us? 

 

If we can get clarification on these questions we would be happy to move forward to 

defining settlement boundaries and then, if coalescence is to be avoided, the next 

challenge is to find suitable sites, and the Call for Sites did not produce any! 

 

Thank you very much for your help. 

 

Etc.  

 

 

 

 

 

    


