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1. Introduction 

Ocle Pychard Group Parish Council is preparing a Neighbourhood Development Plan for the area 

covered by the constituent parishes. A Neighbourhood Area was designated in May 2016 and a 

Steering Group was established to carry out the work.  

To help inform the Plan, a residents’ questionnaire survey was undertaken in November 2016 to 

seek views on a range of matters including housing, the economy, the local environment and 

community services.  The questionnaire took account of discussions and issues raised at an Open 

Day event held in July 2016.     

This report sets out the results of the survey. The report:  

 Includes a summary of the main findings (section 2). 

 outlines the survey methodology, describes the overall response to the survey, and how the 

results have been presented in this report (section 3). 

 sets out on a question-by-question basis the response to the questionnaire, dealing with the 

following topics:  

o a vision for Ocle Pychard Group of parishes - question 1  

o housing – questions 2 to 8 

o traffic, transport and access - questions 9 and 10 

o jobs and the local economy - questions 11 to 15 

o protecting our environment - questions 16 to 21  

o community services - questions 22 and 23 

o information provided about the respondents to the survey (questions 24 to 29). 

o have we missed anything? - a final chance to comment on anything not covered in the 

questions.   

A copy of the questionnaire is available separately.  

This report has been independently prepared for the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group by Dr. D.J. 

Nicholson. 

 

February 2017  
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2. Summary of results 

The survey was undertaken in November 2016 and achieved a response rate of 33.8%.   

A Vision for Ocle Pychard Group of parishes  

 There was general support for the draft vision.  Most comments addressed social aspects 

notably the provision of housing to meet the needs of the younger generation and families.  

Other issues were raised about the location of development, favouring Burley Gate above the 

other villages; the support to be given to farming and small businesses, and the protection of 

the environment.    

Housing  

 Respondents saw Burley Gate as the best place to focus new housing, to make the most of 

existing services there, with a smaller amount directed to the other villages identified in 

Herefordshire Council’s Local Plan Core Strategy (Ocle Pychard and Ullingswick).   

 The majority wanted to see new housing provided either as individual new homes or via the 

development of smaller sites each for several dwellings, with less support for a larger site.   

 Homes with 2 or 3 bedrooms were favoured over larger properties.   

 Respondents favoured private ownership over other tenures, with support also for low-cost 

housing for sale, live/work and self-build housing. Homes rented from a housing association 

were the least popular, with shared ownership (part buy/part rent) preferred.    

 In line with earlier replies, comments favoured Burley Gate as a location for new housing, 

including land opposite the school, with sites at Ocle Pychard, Monkton and Ullingswick also 

identified. Places where housing should not be built were also named, with flooding, 

protection of the countryside and the rural lanes being general factors to take into account.    

 There was a recognition that more affordable, starter and smaller homes were needed to help 

enable young people and families to stay or move into in the area.  This was part of a wider 

concern to achieve a more balanced provision of housing.      

Traffic, transport and access 

 Top priority for improvement was road, hedge, ditch and drain maintenance, with less priority 

given to the upkeep of pavements, footpaths and bridleways.  

 Road safety was also an area for improvement, although traffic calming and speed reduction 

measures were rated less highly.   

 Least important were improvements to pedestrian and cyclist facilities.  

 Comments emphasised the limited capacity of the rural lanes and issues around traffic speed 

reduction, vulnerable road users, and public transport.  
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Jobs and the local economy 

 Favoured types of employment were agriculture and forestry, with significant support for 

tourism, leisure and crafts, offices and small businesses.  

 Light industry, storage and distribution, intensive livestock units and polytunnels were less 

popular.  

 The Plan should promote broadband improvements and provide for home working, the 

extension of existing premises and live/work premises.  The conversion of rural buildings for 

business uses was also supported.  

 Several locations were suggested as suitable for new employment, including  Burley Gate.  

Comments supported small-scale economic activity, whilst recognising the infrastructure 

limitations of the area.    

Protecting our environment 

 Responses emphasised the need to ensure that traffic from new development was compatible 

with local roads, that development should be in keeping with its surroundings and avoid 

creating noise and light pollution.    

 The environment should be protected by safeguarding the character of the landscape and 

identifying landscape features for protection.  

 Many local features, views and habitats were identified for protection.   

 Most respondents had not suffered from flooding, with reported problems stemming from 

road or field run-off. 

 Solar panels and ground source heat pumps were favoured as renewable energy sources with 

less support for larger-scale solar or wind farms.   

Community Services 

 Existing facilities, services and amenities were regarded as very or fairly important in meeting 

current and future needs by over 80% of respondents.  Broadband was the top priority. 

 Comments focussed on areas for improvement, including to public transport and through new 

or restored facilities such as a pub, café/restaurant and drop-in centre.  There were also calls 

for a playground or recreational area.  Others doubted new facilities would be viable.  

Information about you 

 Compared to 2011 Census data for the Neighbourhood Area, females were slightly under-

represented in responses.  All age groups were under-represented against the 2011 Census 

except for the 65-84 age group.   

 Most respondents had lived in the Area for 10 years or longer. 

Final chance to comment 

 Comments to this section raised a variety of issues including flooding, protecting natural 

habitats and natural beauty, housing needs, and the location of development.    
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3. Survey method, response and presentation of results 

Method and response  

The Steering Group developed the questionnaire to provide a basis for the preparation of the Plan, 

taking account of issues raised at the Open Day.  Regard was also had to the Parish Plan prepared for 

the Area and adjoining parishes in 2007.  Key themes were identified for the survey around housing; 

traffic, transport and access; jobs and the local economy; the environment; and community services.  

The questionnaire included a mix of open and closed questions on these topics.      

The questionnaire included a covering letter, ‘frequently asked questions’ explaining the background 

to the survey and to the Neighbourhood Plan process more generally, and completion and return 

instructions.  A map of the Neighbourhood Area and a return envelope were included in the 

questionnaire packs.      

A total of 270 copies of the questionnaire were hand-delivered to households within the Area in 

November 2016.  Each questionnaire could be used to record the responses of up to four household 

members.  All residents aged 16 and over were invited to participate in the survey.  Respondents 

were asked to return their completed questionnaires to the Burley Gate Community Shop, a 

convenient collection point located centrally in the Area and open seven days a week.   Overall, 168 

people responded to the survey, which represents 33.8% of the residents of the Neighbourhood 

Area aged 16 and over at the time of the 2011 Census (497).  A total of 93 questionnaires were 

returned or otherwise collected.     

Presentation of the results 

This report analyses the responses to each of the questions.  For the closed (multiple choice) 

questions, the responses per option category are given, with percentages based on the total number 

of residents responding to the survey (168).  This aids comparison of results overall and across 

questions by utilising a consistent base.  Each table confirms the percentage base.  Percentages are 

rounded to whole numbers.  Table rows are presented in the same order as in the questions.  Note 

that respondents did not necessarily select or provide answers to all row options in the multiple 

choice questions.      

Responses to the open questions inviting free-write comments have been summarised in terms of 

the key topics raised.  Individual responses may raise more than one topic hence the sum of the 

comments per topic are likely to exceed the number replying. A full set of all the comments made is 

also available (see separate Comment Listings report).  
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A Vision for Ocle Pychard Group of parishes  

The draft vision set out in the questionnaire was to provide for the future of the area by protecting 

and enhancing its essential qualities, features and facilities whilst allowing careful and limited 

change:  

 A home for thriving and distinct local communities, where the needs of all ages for housing 
and other local services are met;  

 A location which supports successful farming enterprises and other small businesses, 
providing local employment; and  

 A sustainable rural environment whose landscape, wildlife and historic heritage are protected 
and enhanced, providing an attractive and peaceful countryside for all to enjoy.  

 
Q1: Do you have any comments on this vision for the future of our parishes?  

 

 There were 76 responses to this free-write question (45%).  

 The majority of responses (55%) were in agreement or had no comment on the draft vision 

(this includes qualified support raising issues referred to below). 

 Comments on social aspects focussed on the provision of housing to meet the needs of 

younger generations and families: “encourage young families to stay in the parish” and 

“opportunities for young people to live and work in the area”.  Several respondents 

acknowledged the links between new development and services/infrastructure – including the 

school, public transport, roads and broadband.  

 On the location of development, there were comments favouring Burley Gate above the other 

villages, and calls to focus new building within existing settlements, to avoid ribbon 

development.   

 A limited number of comments on economy offered support for farming and small businesses. 

 On the environment, respondents wished to see the natural beauty of the area protected with 

new development being sympathetic, no increase in noise or light pollution and no significant 

increase in traffic on the narrow lanes.     

8
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Housing  

The Housing section was introduced by a short explanation of the County Council’s approach to 

identifying Burley Gate, Ocle Pychard and Ullingswick as villages with scope for development in the 

Local Plan Core Strategy.  Opinion was sought as to where the new housing should go, how it was to 

be provided, and the preferred size and type.  

Q2: How should we distribute the new housing between the three villages? Please tick one row 

only. 

 

Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

 This question was answered by 165 respondents (98%).  

 The Core Strategy gives flexibility for the NDP to apportion the minimum housing required 

between the identified villages and the question sought views on two possible options to 

guide the development of the Plan. 

 The first option was to focus most new housing at Burley Gate, to sustain and make the most 

of the existing services there, with a smaller amount directed to the other villages.  Over two-

thirds of respondents selected this option (68%).  

 The second option was to distribute new housing more equally between the villages, to help 

sustain all these local communities.  This proved less popular, being chosen by less than one-

third of respondents (30%).    

 

Focus on Burley 
Gate, 114, 68%

Distribute more 
equally, 51, 30%

Not answered, 3, 
2%
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Q3: How would you prefer to see new homes built? Please tick one box per row.  

 Yes No 
 

No opinion 

As individual houses on ‘infill’ 
plots between existing dwellings  

96 57% 29 17% 13 8% 

On smaller sites within or 
adjacent to existing homes, each 
for several new dwellings 

94 56% 30 18% 14 8% 

As a larger development of more 
than 10 new houses – this will be 
expected to include some 
affordable housing 

47 28% 68 40% 11 7% 

 
Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

 This question was answered by all respondents. 

 The most favoured option was for individual new homes to be provided between existing 

dwellings (57% in support), closely followed by the development of several houses on a site 

close to existing dwellings (56%).  Both options also attracted similar levels of opposition at 

17% and 18% respectively. 

  Less popular was the option of a larger housing development, with 40% of respondents 

against such an approach and 28% in favour. 
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Q4: What size of new homes would you like to see? Please tick one box per row.  

 Yes No 
 

No opinion 

Starter homes (2 bedrooms) 
 

109 65% 22 13% 9 5% 

Family homes (3 bedrooms) 
 

131 78% 10 6% 8 5% 

Larger family homes (4 or more 
bedrooms) 

39 23% 56 33% 21 12% 

Adaptable or easy access homes, 
such as bungalows 

95 57% 21 12% 19 11% 

Flats/apartments, including sub-
dividing existing larger houses  

21 12% 71 42% 26 15% 

 
Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

 This question was answered by 163 respondents (97%).   

 Most respondents favoured the provision of houses with 3 bedrooms (78% in favour), with 

only limited numbers against this format (6%) and few with no opinion (5%). 

 Homes with 2 bedrooms were the next most-favoured size of new dwelling, being supported 

by two-thirds of respondents and opposed by 13%. 

 In notable contrast, larger homes of 4 or more bedrooms were supported by only 23%, with 

more respondents being opposed (33%).   

 Dwellings designed to be adaptable or enabling easy access, such as bungalows, were 

favoured by 57% of respondents. 

 The provision of flats and apartments, either through the conversion of larger houses or via 

new-build, attracted little support with only 12% seeing this format as desirable and 42% 

opposed; 15% had no opinion.   

 

  



 

 
Ocle Pychard NDP · Questionnaire survey results 

 
10 

Q5: What type of new housing should be sought? Please tick one box per row.  

 Yes No 
 

No opinion 

Privately owned homes 
 

128 76% 7 4% 12 7% 

Low cost housing for sale 
 

89 53% 32 19% 14 8% 

Affordable housing, rented from 
a housing association 

41 24% 71 42% 18 11% 

Shared ownership homes (i.e. 
part buy, part rent)   

62 37% 45 27% 23 14% 

Supported/sheltered 
accommodation for older people 

58 35% 46 27% 25 15% 

Self-build 
 

70 42% 32 19% 32 19% 

Live/work – homes with 
workshops  

74 44% 40 24% 20 12% 

 
Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

 This question was answered by 166 respondents (99%).   

 The most favoured type of new housing was privately owned homes (76%), with little 

opposition (4%) and few with no opinion (7%).  

 Low cost housing for sale was supported by 53% with 19% opposed.  Such provision usually 

takes the form of smaller properties although these scores are below those seen for starter 

homes in Q4. 

 Least popular was new Housing Association rented provision, being favoured by only 24% and 

opposed by 42%.  These are the lowest and highest scores in these categories.   

 An alternative route to affordable homes in the form of shared ownership was more welcome 

– supported by over one-third of respondents, albeit with 27% against.  

 A similar pattern of mixed opinion was seen for supported or sheltered accommodation for 

older people. 

 Self-build and live/work units attracted similar levels of support at 42% and 44% respectively.    
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Q6: Are there any specific locations in or adjacent to Burley Gate, Ocle Pychard or Ullingswick that 

you think are suitable for new homes? If so, where, and why? 

 

 

 There were 87 responses to this free-write question (52% of all respondents).  

 In line with the preferences shown in replies to Q2, many comments favoured locating new 

housing at Burley Gate (28 in total).  Of these, 12 referred to the benefits of new homes 

opposite to the primary school: “this would help to sustain a thriving school, shop and village 

life”.  Of the remaining 16 comments, many again identified the opportunities offered by  

existing local services: “Burley Gate, within walking distance of the school, shop, hall and 

public transport.  These facilities are only available here”.  Others pointed to the potential of 

land fronting the main roads (A465 and A417) at Burley Gate crossroads, and towards Much 

Cowarne.  

 For Ocle Pychard and Monkton, 18 comments identified various locations: 

o Between Holme Oaks and A417 

o Vacant buildings for conversion at Monkton Farm 

o Former Monkton farm shop 

o Opposite PW Jones garage/along the A417 

o Hillhampton 

 At Ullingswick, 18 comments referred to: 

o Criftage Road 

o Wilden Banks Road and adjoining A417 

o Lowdy Hall Farm, conversion or new build 

o Redundant barns near Church 

o Haven 

o Lower Hope Cottage, infill.  
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Q7: Are there any specific locations where houses should not be built? If so, where, and why? 

 

 

 There were 83 responses to this free-write question (49% of all repondents).  

 A number of locations were identified where houses should not be built.  In descending order 

these were at: Ullingswick (16 comments); Ocle Pychard (10); Felton (4); Burley 

Gate/roundabout (3);  Lyvers Ocle (2); Kymin (1).  The comments included references to 

locations in general (e.g. to village names) and to more specific sites.     

 Several comments referred to the need to avoid locations of heritage importance, including 

listed buildings and conservation areas as well as a historical site at Lyvers Ocle. 

 Others referred to local flooding problems at Kymin and Ocle Pychard, and more generally 

wanted to ensure that new development avoided areas of flood risk and did not exacerbate 

existing problems.  The lack of mains drainage in the area should be fully considered to avoid 

the risk of pollution to watercourses.  

 Many respondents thought that productive farmland and woodland should be protected, for 

its own sake and for its contribution to open countryside views and wildlife.   

 Issues around highways and access to services were of significant concern, being raised in 31 

comments.  The main aspect identified was the need on highway safety grounds to restrict 

development which would lead to an increase in traffic on narrow, single track country lanes.  

Pressure for road widening to accommodate new development should also be avoided. 

 A range of other comments referred to avoiding the overlooking of existing property by new 

development; a preference for infill housing as being better for communities, and a “need for 

housing for younger families that live and work in the parishes, but are priced out of the 

current housing stock”.    
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Q8: Do you have any other comments on housing, including housing need?   

 

 There were 86 responses to this free-write question (51%).  

 Many comments addressed the “need to promote more low cost housing to encourage young 

families to stay in the area”.  Respondents variously saw a need for affordable, starter or 

smaller family homes as a means of achieving lower housing costs.  These would help meet 

the housing needs of the young, or those with young families, who live or were brought up in 

the villages.    

 The need to seek a better balance of provision, with a variety of housing, underpinned such 

views as “we believe that for villages to thrive they need to have a mixed population”.  

 On services and infrastructure, Burley Gate was seen as a logical place to locate new housing, 

reflecting both the presence of existing services and that new housing would improve their 

viability.  Public transport, the school, village hall, shop and post office were all mentioned in 

this regard.  Others saw bus services as “inflexible and sparse … it would be virtually 

impossible to get to and from work on public transport”.  Another comment identified that 

the water supply needs to be improved.  

 The relative limited employment in the area was identified as a limiting factor in providing 

new housing. 

 Several comments referred to the design and size of new housing and to its location, as well as 

supporting eco-friendly homes.  There was a call for good design, traditional or modern, and 

for development to be in keeping with existing villages and in local/vernacular style: “there 

should be none of the mass produced housing that aims to mimic Victorian or Edwardian 

housing that we see so much of, all out of scale, and no neo-Georgian adventures”.   
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Traffic, transport and access 

Q9: How important to you are improvements to the following?  Please tick one box per row, using 

the following key: 1=Not Important 2=Fairly Unimportant 3=Fairly Important 4=Very Important.  

 

 1 2 3 4 
 

Road safety, for all users  
 

5 3% 8 5% 14 8% 134 80% 

Pedestrian and cyclist safety 
 

5 3% 15 9% 37 22% 103 61% 

Schemes to ‘calm’ traffic 
including speed reduction 

13 8% 28 17% 37 22% 79 47% 

Facilities for pedestrians cyclists 
 

17 10% 30 18% 52 31% 62 37% 

Highway maintenance  
 

7 4% 1 1% 21 12% 137 82% 

Maintenance of hedges, ditches 
and drains  

6 4% 5 3% 23 14% 125 74% 

Pavement, footpath and 
bridleway maintenance 

7 4% 15 9% 38 23% 89 53% 

 
Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

 This question was answered by 166 respondents (99%).   

 Improvements to road maintenance were sought by most respondents, this option having the 

highest very important rating (82%) and a combined very/fairly important score of 94%.   

 This was closely followed by improvements to the maintenance of hedges, ditches and drains, 

with a combined very/fairly important score of 88%.   

 In contrast, the upkeep of pavements, footpaths and bridleways was deemed less significant, 

being very important to just over half of respondents.  

 Safety improvements were rated highly, particularly road safety.  This had the second highest 

very important score (80%).  Pedestrian and cyclist safety was less of a priority.  However, few 

respondents thought this option to be not important (3%, the lowest category score).   

 Despite these scores for safety improvements, interventions in the form of traffic calming 

schemes or speed reduction (usually associated with increasing safety) were seen as relatively 

less important.  These were not important or fairly unimportant to a quarter of respondents, 

and very important to less than a half.  

 Least important were improvements to facilities for pedestrians and cyclists.  This option had 

the lowest very important score (37%) and the highest not important rating (10%).       
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Q10: Do you have any other comments on traffic, transport and access?   

 

 

 There were 82 responses to this free-write question (49%).  

 Many comments concerned the limited ability of rural lanes to accept additional traffic linked 

to new development.  Many such lanes are single track with passing places.  For this reason, 

new building should have direct access to the main roads and be carefully considered to 

ensure suitable highway capacity.  

 Others called for traffic speed reductions to be sought in the villages through traffic calming or 

the introduction/adjustment of speed limits.  The A465 at the former Monkton Farm Shop and 

Lyvers Ocle/Ocle Mead junctions was identified as of particular concern due to fast and 

overtaking traffic.    

 The 13 comments on walkers, cyclists and horse riders mainly reflected views that the area 

was not pedestrian or walker-friendly: “more pavements are needed to allow residents to 

walk to the few amenities we have”.  There was only limited comment in respect of cyclists or 

horse riders.   

 Comments on public transport expressed the view that improvements were urgently needed, 

to access essential services and reduce isolation for those without a car (see also Q22). 

 Respondents (11 comments) also identified issues caused by heavy goods vehicles, farm 

machinery and horse boxes, particularly away from the main roads including at Ullingswick.  

This was leading to damage to kerbs and drainage ditches.  

 Despite the emphasis given to maintenance in replies to Q9, relatively few comments were 

made on this topic, these concerning road surface repairs as well as verges, ditches, 

pavements, footpaths and bridleways.  

 Several other comments sought better signage on bends; new development to fund highway 

improvements, to include off-road parking; and for drainage improvements to address surface 

water flooding on the A465 east and west of Burley Gate.   
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Jobs and the local economy 

Q11: What types of economic development should the Plan encourage? Please tick one box per 

row.    

 Yes No 
 

No opinion 

Agriculture and farming-related 
 

139 83% 2 1% 16 10% 

Intensive livestock units 
 

17 10% 108 64% 33 20% 

Polytunnels 
 

17 10% 105 62% 28 17% 

Food and drink processing and 
production 

65 39% 41 24% 47 30% 

Forestry and related activities 
 

113 67% 10 6% 29 17% 

Livery and stabling 
 

70 42% 36 21% 35 21% 

Tourism, leisure and crafts – also 
see Q13 

94 56% 24 14% 35 21% 

Offices/small businesses 
 

87 52% 33 20% 34 20% 

Small-scale storage and 
distribution 

26 15% 93 55% 29 17% 

Light industry and manufacturing 
 

42 25% 82 49% 33 20% 

Café 
 

68 40% 37 22% 38 23% 

 
Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

 This question was answered by 166 respondents (99%).  

 The most favoured type of employment to be encouraged in the Plan was agriculture, 

followed by forestry, reflecting the rural nature of the area.  

 Over half of respondents supported tourism, leisure and crafts, along with offices and small 

businesses.  

 Between 39% and 42% of respondents supported food and drink processing and production, 

livery/stabling and the establishment of a café, although notable numbers were either 

opposed or had no opinion.  In the case of food and drink processing and production, almost a 

third of respondents had no opinion and a quarter were opposed.  

 Light industry and manufacturing and storage and distribution received less support (25% and 

15% respectively, with over half opposed to the latter).  

 Intensive livestock units and polytunnels received the joint lowest level of support (10%), with 

around two-thirds opposed.      
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Q12: How should the Plan provide for jobs and the local economy?  Please tick one box per row.  

 Yes No 
 

No opinion 

Supporting the extension of 
existing businesses 

127 76% 7 4% 26 15% 

Supporting the conversion of 
rural buildings for business 

105 62% 26 15% 23 14% 

Encouraging home-working and 
cottage industries 

145 86% 8 5% 10 6% 

Supporting the development of 
live/work premises 

115 68% 20 12% 22 13% 

Supporting improvements to 
broadband 

153 91% 2 1% 5 3% 

Protecting employment sites 
from changes of use 

89 53% 20 12% 43 26% 

Identifying new land for small 
scale employment uses 

74 44% 38 23% 49 29% 

 
Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

 This question was answered by 167 respondents (99%).   

 Most thought that the Plan should support improvements to the provision of broadband, no 

doubt recognising its importance to business development generally (91% of respondents).   

 Other popular options in providing for the local economy were home-working (86%); the 

extension of existing business premises (76%); live/work premises (68%); and the conversion 

of rural buildings (62%).   

 There was less support for the protection of existing employment sites from changes of use 

(53%).  Least favoured was the identification of new employment land (44%, with 23% 

opposed).  Over a quarter of respondents had no opinion on both these options.   
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Q13: Would you like to see improved or additional provision of facilities for local leisure and 

tourism? Please tick one box per row.  

 Yes No 
 

No opinion 

Facilities for walkers e.g. more 
promotion of the Three Rivers 
Ride and the Three Choirs Way,  
local circular walks or better 
signed footpaths 

127 76% 10 6% 15 9% 

Facilities for cyclists 
 

74 44% 36 21% 39 23% 

Farm diversification schemes 
 

110 65% 13 8% 30 18% 

Facilities for horse riders 
 

76 45% 35 21% 41 24% 

Camping site 
 

34 20% 87 52% 32 19% 

Use of property for short-term 
holiday letting 

90 54% 34 20% 35 21% 

No further provision for tourists 
needed 

34 20% 56 33% 55 33% 

 

Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

 This question was answered by 166 respondents (99%). 

 Most respondents took a positive view of further provision for tourists.  Only 20% thought 

that no further provision was needed (although 33% had no opinion); and the various forms of 

provision that were canvassed were well supported, with one exception – a camping site.    

 The clear favourite was for further provision for walkers – with 76% in support and relatively 

low levels of opposition or ‘no opinion’.  

 Farm diversification schemes and more holiday lets were supported by a majority of 

respondents overall (65% and 54%), followed by facilities for horse riders and cyclists (45% 

and 44%).   

 The least favoured form of provision was for camping, with just 20% in favour and notable 

opposition.  At 52% against, the camping site option attracted the highest ‘no’ score for this 

question.    
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Q14: Are there any specific locations you think suitable for new, small scale employment 

development? If so, where, and why? 

 

 There were 63 responses to this free-write question (37%).  

 The majority of those who responded were unable to identify or suggest any suitable locations 

for further employment development.   

 However, specific locations were suggested in 14 comments as follows:  

o Monkton Farm 

o Former Monkton garden centre 

o Lowdy Hall Farm 

o By school and village hall at Burley Gate 

o Ex Herefordshire Council smallholdings 

 Several identified Burley Gate as a suitable location for new employment development, one 

respondent noting that “it’s the hub of the community and over the years I’ve seen the pub, 

Post Office and garage close down.  It would be awful if we lost anything else, like the school”. 

 Others referred more generally to the need for new development to have good main road 

access, so avoiding adding traffic to rural lanes. 

 The potential of redundant rural buildings for conversion to small-scale office/business 

accommodation was also noted. 

 Other comments referred to the lack of high speed broadband in Ullingswick as hampering 

new business development; and gave encouragement to existing small-scale businesses over 

large scale intensive livestock or fresh produce operations.   
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Q15: Do you have any other comments on jobs and the local economy?   

 

 

 There were 63 responses to this free-write question (37%).  

 Almost half of those who replied to this question had no comment to make.  

 Most substantive comments identified the lack of suitable employment within the area, 

providing a liveable wage.  More jobs were needed, especially to retain younger people by for 

example encouraging apprenticeships. 

 As well as farming, support was offered for small-scale employment compatible with the local 

environment: “encourage low environmental impact development, e.g. designers, artisans 

and shared office space”. One respondent noted that “the creation of jobs for small scale land 

workers is vital to the enhancement of bio-diversity and only possible with the provision of 

suitable affordable housing and building plots for self build live/work units”.  

 Other comments addressed infrastructure issues, notably the need for improved broadband, 

public transport and access.    
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Protecting our environment 

Q16: Which of the following ways of ensuring that new development respects the environment 

are important to you?  Please tick one box per row, using the following key: 1=Not Important 

2=Fairly Unimportant 3=Fairly Important 4=Very Important. 

 1 
 

2 3 4 

New development to be 
designed so as to be in keeping 
with its surroundings  

10 6% 6 4% 15 9% 129 77% 

New development to make use 
of local materials 

13 8% 23 14% 64 38% 61 36% 

New development to exceed 
Government energy efficiency 
standards  

17 10% 15 9% 50 30% 72 43% 

New development to avoid noise 
and light pollution 

9 5% 9 5% 18 11% 113 67% 

Traffic from new development to 
be compatible with the local 
roads 

7 4% 3 2% 11 7% 138 82% 

 
Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

 This question was answered by 166 respondents (99%).   

 Almost all wanted to see traffic from new development to be compatible with local roads, 

with 89% of respondents regarding this as very or fairly important.  This option had the 

highest very important score at 82%.   

 Similar priority was given to new development being in keeping with its surroundings and to 

avoiding noise and light pollution - 86% and 78% of respondents respectively saw this as very 

or fairly important.  

 There was less support for energy efficiency ratings to be sought in exceedance of current 

requirements; this option was very or fairly important to 73%, but very important to only 43%.   

 The use of local materials was the least favoured option, being not important or fairly 

unimportant to 22% (the highest such combined score).   
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Q17: Which of the following ways of protecting and enhancing the local environment are 

important to you?  Please tick one box per row, using the following key: 1=Not Important 2=Fairly 

Unimportant 3=Fairly Important 4=Very Important. 

 1 
 

2 3 4 

Protecting important views  
 

2 1% 3 2% 25 15% 119 71% 

Protecting the character of the 
landscape  

2 1% 0 0% 20 12% 134 80% 

Identifying landscape features 
for protection, such as woodland 
and copses   

3 2% 2 1% 15 9% 135 80% 

Identifying wildlife habitats for 
protection, such as ponds and 
traditional orchards 

3 2% 4 2% 20 12% 129 77% 

 
Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

 This question was answered by 164 respondents (98%).  

 All the options canvassed were judged to be important, with little variation recorded, and all 

had scores of between 86% and 92% for the combined very and fairly important categories.   

 Protecting the character of the landscape was the most favoured.  This recorded the joint 

highest very important score at 80%; 92% of respondents found it to be very or fairly 

important.  

 Reflecting this, 89% ranked identifying landscape features for protection as very or fairly 

important.  There was similar support for the identification of wildlife habitats. 

 The least favoured option in this question was protecting important views, although it was still 

regarded as very or fairly important by 86% of respondents.   
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Q18: If there are any particular local features, views or habitat areas that you think should be 

protected, please describe them below.  

 

 There were 60 responses to this free-write question (36%).  

 Many respondents replied in general terms, referring to a range of landscape features and 

habitats as meriting protection: woodland and copses, hedgerows, and meadows.  For some, 

this was linked to traditional farming: “the general open nature of the landscape based on 

long established farmsteads, fields and woodland should be preserved.  Any 10+ dwelling sites 

should be placed to respect that balance”.  

 A number of features and locations were identified: 

o Ocle Pychard church, Ocle Court and environs 

o Ullingswick 

o Lower Hope   

o Three Rivers Ride 

o Woodlands on the boundary of the Neighbourhood Area, east and north of Ullingswick. 

 Comments on views referred to the need to protect the outlook from property that might be 

affected by development, to the importance of wider-ranging views to tourism, and to specific 

examples such as the view from Holme Oaks towards Hereford/the Black Mountains and 

across fields from Ullingswick to Burley Gate. Development on the skyline or ridgelines should 

be avoided. 

 Other comments noted the importance of protecting wildlife habitats.   
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Q19: Has your property, land or access suffered from flooding in the last 10 years because of any 

of the following?  Please tick all that apply.  

 

 This question was answered by 163 respondents (97%). 

 Most confirmed they had not suffered from flooding (68% of respondents overall).  

 Road and field run-off (25% of all respondents) were the most frequently mentioned causes of 

flooding.  

 Problems linked to foul drainage and with river/stream overflow were mentioned by 12% and 

5% of respondents.   
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Q20: Which of the following ways of producing local renewable energy should the Plan 

encourage? These could be undertaken on a commercial basis, by private individuals, or operated 

as community projects.  Please tick all that apply. 

 

 Yes No 
 

No opinion 

Individual wind turbines 
 

61 36% 70 42% 29 17% 

Wind farms 
 

12 7% 119 71% 16 10% 

Solar photovoltaic panels on 
roofs  

109 65% 26 15% 26 15% 

Solar farms 
 

40 24% 85 51% 26 15% 

Ground source heat pumps 
 

100 60% 21 12% 35 21% 

Biomass units 
 

54 32% 52 31% 50 30% 

Anaerobic digesters (using waste 
gas) 

51 30% 59 35% 47 28% 

 
Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

 This question was answered by 167 respondents (99%).  

 The most favoured means of producing renewable energy was via roof-mounted solar panels 

(65% in favour) and ground source heat pumps (60% in favour).    

 In contrast to the support for solar panels, larger-scale solar farms were favoured by less than 

a quarter of respondents, with over half (51%) opposed and relatively few with ‘no opinion’.  

This reflects the emphasis placed on protecting the character of the landscape in Q17.  

 Opinion was more evenly split on biomass units and anaerobic digesters.  Both of these 

options recorded relatively high levels of ‘no opinion’. 

 Individual wind turbines were supported by 36% of respondents, although there were higher 

levels of opposition (42%).  There was much less support for larger-scale wind farms (7%), with 

71% opposed.  Again, this is in line with respondent views elsewhere on landscape protection.  
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Q21: Do you have any other comments on conserving and improving the local environment?  

 

 There were 56 responses to this free-write question (33%).  

 Many responses addressed various aspects of the local environment and the approach that 

should be taken to allowing and controlling development and land use (19 comments), 

including: 

o Retain natural habitats 

o Protect the natural beauty and character of the area 

o Avoid areas of flood risk 

o Infill development whilst retaining the rural nature of the area  

o New development to have mains drainage if possible. 

 Responses on transport and access re-iterated many of the issues previously identified, 

including that new development should be accessed from main roads and that traffic on the 

lanes should be reduced.  Other comments dealt with facilities for walkers, cyclists and horse 

riders and the maintenance of roads and verges.  

 Other issues raised included litter and fly tipping; the creation of more natural habitats; 

encouraging new buildings to include solar panels and ground source heat pumps, and high 

standards of insulation; and broadband speeds.  
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Community Services 

Q22: How important do you think the following facilities, services and amenities are in meeting 

the current and future needs of the local community?  Please tick one box per row, using the 

following key: 1=Not Important 2=Fairly Unimportant 3=Fairly Important 4=Very Important. 

 

 1 
 

2 3 4 

Burley Gate Village Hall 
 

3 2% 5 3% 38 23% 116 69% 

Burley Gate Community Shop 
 

2 1% 4 2% 27 16% 130 77% 

Burley Gate Post Office  
 

2 1% 4 2% 18 11% 138 82% 

Burley Gate Primary School 
 

1 1% 1 1% 15 9% 140 83% 

Burly Gate Pre-school 
 

1 1% 4 2% 16 10% 135 80% 

Our parish churches 
 

7 4% 18 11% 45 27% 91 54% 

Community newsletter 
 

6 4% 13 8% 47 28% 99 59% 

Mobile phone reception 
 

2 1% 1 1% 18 11% 139 83% 

Broadband 
 

2 1% 1 1% 15 9% 143 85% 

Bus services 
 

5 3% 8 5% 29 17% 119 71% 

 
Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

 This question was answered by 164 respondents (98%).  

 As with Q17, all the options canvassed were judged to be important, with little variation 

recorded for the combined very and fairly important scores.  Excluding the parish churches, all 

the services had scores of between 87% and 94% for these two categories combined (the 

churches scored 81%).  

 Broadband was judged to be most important (very important 85%), closely followed by mobile 

phone reception and the Primary School (both 83%), the Post Office (82%) and the pre-school 

(80%).   

 The lowest very important scores were for the community newsletter and the parish 

churches, although these scored highest in the fairly important category with 28% and 27% 

respectively. 
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Q23: Do you think that more leisure and recreational facilities are needed?  Please tell us how and 

where this could be achieved.  Are there any other community services you would like to see 

provided, if possible?  

 

 There were 70 responses to this free-write question (42%).  

 The need to maintain, protect and improve local bus services and facilities attracted most 

comment, including issues of cost, passenger shelters and reliability.  For some timetabling 

was too limited: “bus services need to provide better night time access so that people can get 

backwards and forward into Hereford for hospital, nightlife access”. 

 Comments about local services came a close second.  This included calls for a pub, 

café/restaurant, and drop in centre/meeting place, with Burley Gate mentioned by several as 

the logical location: “as Burley Gate is the “hub” of our community, it could benefit from a 

meeting place for residents, and a more “permanent” village shop”.  The closure of the village 

pub was regretted. Others mentioned a travelling library and the possibility of Flicks in the 

Sticks at the village hall.   

 Comments on Burley Gate village hall supported increased use and more events. 

 Comments on recreational aspects identified a need for a “community village ‘green’ for 

summer cricket, football, rounders [and] a play area for children”.  Such facilities were often 

linked to, and might be provided in conjunction with, new housing development.  Others 

queried whether further leisure and recreational facilities would be viable or needed. 

 Other comments referred to provision of: improved broadband; a village notice board for Ocle 

Pychard; a scheme for looking out for the elderly, “a sort of ‘Pensioner Watch’”; better 

highway and footpath maintenance; a golf course; and a doctors’ surgery.  Others again 

pointed to viability: “I consider there are adequate facilities at reasonable travelling distances 

and the cost of providing them locally is not good financial sense”.    
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Information about you 

Q24: Are you male or female?  

 Male Female 
 

Questionnaire responses1  
 

80 48% 78 46% 

Census 2011 Ocle Pychard Group area, all 
usual residents2 

297 49% 313 51% 

 
1. Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

2. Percentage base = all usual residents (610) 

 This question was answered by 158 respondents (94%).  

 Compared to the Census 2011 figures for all usual residents, females were slightly under-

represented. Note the Census data includes under 16s. 

 

Q25: How old are you? 

 16-17 18-24 25-44 45-64 65-84 85 and 
over 

Questionnaire 
responses1 

2 1% 5 3% 19 11% 65 39% 71 42% 3 2% 

Census 2011 
Ocle Pychard 
Group area, all 
usual residents2 

12 2% 35 7% 110 22% 204 41% 123 25% 13 3% 

 

1. Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

2. Percentage base = all usual residents aged 16 and over (497) 

 This question was answered by 165 respondents (98%).  

 All age groups apart from 65-84 were under-represented in terms of level of response, 

compared against the Census distribution of population amongst these groups.  

 The 65-84 group, a quarter of the usual resident population at the time of the Census, 

accounted for 42% of questionnaire responses.  
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Q26: Employment status: are you:   

 Questionnaire 
responses1 

Census 2011, Ocle 
Pychard Group area,  

economic activity2 
 

Employed full-time  
 

32 19% 142 32% 

Employed part-time 
 

20 12% 54 12% 

Self-employed 
 

33 20% 90 20% 

Unemployed and available for work 
 

4 2% 9 2% 

In full-time education   
 

3 2% 20 4% 

Retired 
 

73 43% 99 22% 

Looking after home/family 
  

13 8% 15 3% 

Long-term sick/disabled 
 

3 2% 8 2% 

Other 
 

2 1% 4 1% 

 

1. Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

2. Percentage base = all usual residents aged 16 to 74 (443) 

 This question was answered by 166 respondents (99%).  Note the question allowed for more 

than one category per respondent to be selected.  

Q27: How long have you lived in the Ocle Pychard Group of parishes?  
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Q28: Which parish do you live in?  

 Questionnaire 
responses1  

 

Census 2011, all usual 
residents aged 16 and 
over2 

 

Ocle Pychard 
 

71 42% 280 56% 

Felton 
 

8 5% 

Ullingswick 
 

85 51% 217 44% 

 
1. Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

2. Percentage base = all usual residents aged 16 and over (497). Note separate figures for Ocle Pychard and Felton 

parishes not available.   

 This question was answered by 164 respondents (98%).  

 

Q29: Do you have access to the internet? 

 

Percentage base = 168 (all respondents) 

 This question was answered by 165 respondents (98%).  

   

Yes, 148, 88%

No, 17, 10%

Not answered, 3, 
2%
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Have we missed anything? 

A total of 20 respondents (12%) included comments in response to this free-write opportunity to 

address issues additional to those dealt with in the questionnaire.   

Respondents took this opportunity to expand on the various issues which had been broached in 

earlier questions and on their responses to them.   

 Issue of flooding on southern edge of Ocle Pychard parish.  

 Capacity of medical services (GP, dentist, pharmacy) to deal with additional patients. 

 Pub/quality restaurant needed. 

 “We must be ‘open’ to change otherwise we will die. Keeping the beauty of the landscape 

while allowing business to thrive is crucial, along with providing housing that is affordable for 

those working locally”. 

 Maintain and protect bus services for those without access to a car. 

 Comments re the NDP process and the survey: 

o Thank you to all involved with the NDP project. 

o Questionnaire excellent balance of simple and interesting and yet pertinent and 

comprehensive  

o The 1-4 numbering is counter-intuitive 

 Protect wildlife habitats and the natural beauty of the area – new development to be in 

keeping.  

 New development along lanes only when these are improved. 

 Housing for local families to buy is needed; “do not need infill houses that have no value to 

our communities”.  New development should support the countryside and not erode natural 

resources.  

 Avoid flooding risks. 

 Encourage home-working. 

 Economic development only permitted where biodiversity enhanced, not decreased, and all 

farmland to be managed to enhance the environment. 

 Drainage and infrastructure capacity to be taken into account.  

 Planning permission for Dutch barn conversion. 

 Better broadband. 

 Need voluntary support for the lonely elderly. 

 Improvements to highway maintenance and reduce traffic speeds.  

 Felton ideal place for development as is under-populated. 

 Why did Neighbourhood Area not include Much Cowarne as their residents use the shop, 

school and village hall at Burley Gate?  

 Burley Gate is the obvious choice for new development. Ullingswick has no facilities, narrow 

lanes, no public transport and no mains drainage.  

 


