
 

Comment to Site Allocations Plan regarding Coxs Green 

Ref: MM25 and MM62 

My name is Adrian Hopkins and I am against the inclusion of the Land at Coxs Green in 

the latest assessment of the SITE ALLOCATIONS PLAN. 

I understand that the North Somerset Council Site Allocations Plan was submitted to the 

Planning Inspectorate for examination on 24 February 2017. I also understand that 

following the close of the hearings the Inspector wrote to the council setting out further 

work that she considered necessary namely ‘She concluded that there was uncertainty 

whether the Core Strategy requirement of 20,985 dwellings 2006-2026 would be delivered 

and required the Council to test the provision of additional housing sites for ‘up to 2,500 

homes’ within the Plan ‘in order to identify the environmental costs of allocating a wider 

choice of housing sites” 

I do not believe that NSC has identified or quantified “the environmental cost” (positive or 

negative) of the proposed additional sites individually or collectively. 

I believe that the attempt to assess accurately the deliverability of any “target” number of 

dwellings in a prescribed timescales is fundamentally flawed when the Developers are in 

control of the delivery pipeline; Local Councils (and Government) can approve planning 

applications but there are NO guarantees that the Developers will proceed with them let 

alone within the Government’s target timescales. All too often developments are delayed 

and / or simply “banked” for the future allowing yet more planning applications to made on 

the basis that the Core Strategy requirements are NOT being met. Until this issue is 

addressed and the balance of control as to when approved sites are progressed is moved 

away from the Developers this problem will remain. 

Returning to the inclusion of the planning application for 28 Houses on the Land at Coxs 

Green, this is a modification to a planning application for 59 Houses on Coxs Green. The 

latter is current awaiting the Inspector’s Decision which is expected at the end of 

November 2017. 

The only real difference between the applications is that the 28 Houses are on 

approximately 50% of the original site.  

I do not understand how a revised proposal to build half the houses on half of the site 

could be acceptable. The density of the houses remains the same. Further, the average 

person would say this is an attempt to play the planning application system using the 

following logic: “The 59 (currently awaiting Planning Inspector decision) is likely to be 

refused. But NSC might approve 28 and if they do then the Developers will apply for 

another 28 on the remaining land”. 

At the Appeal the Developer referred to the fact that NSC have included the 28 Houses in 

the revised SAP as evidence that development on this site is supported by NSC. This is 

despite the fact that SAP had not been consulted upon or agreed by the Inspector and that 

the application is still undetermined.  

During the Appeal, the Inspector was at pains to confirm that “….that Main Issue 1 is 
intended to embrace matters relating to the site's location relative to the village and its 
core area; whether or not the future residents of the proposed development would be able 



to access shops and services in the village and elsewhere by sustainable means (which 
embraces access to and likely use of public transport and cycles and the question of 
whether the proposed footway would be of an acceptable standard and is capable of being 
delivered); the ability of the services and facilities in the village to support the level of 
development proposed; and the risk of flooding both to the site and the access roads and 
paths to and from the site.” 

I believe that these matters equally apply to the site as a whole; regardless of the size of 

the development or number of dwellings, and as the Inspector is yet to issue his decision it 

would premature to progress this Planning Application any further at this time. 

The arguments against developing the site is well documented in numerous submissions 

for: 16/P/1291/0 – Land at Coxs Green and Planning Inquiry PINS ref: 3166147 plus 

17/P/0485 – Land at Coxs Green and I refer the Inspector to these documents. 

In closing, I note the following: 

The SAP Sustainability Assessment for this site is flawed with inaccurate assessments for 

access to playing pitches, primary school places, local job opportunities and access to 

sustainable transportation. These assessments should be revisited as presently it makes 

the site appear more sustainable than it actually is.  

Since being classed as a Service Village in 2007, many of the village facilities and 

services have been lost – the GP Surgery and Bank have gone and the Post Office 

downgraded. There is no longer a bus to Bristol, no bus service in the evenings or on a 

Sunday and the closest train station, Yatton, is 7km away with no public transport 

available to get there.  

Unlike other service villages, access to Wrington is by narrow winding country lanes which 

are considered hazardous for both cycling and walking. They are also used by large 

HGVs, serving the industrial estates, and by agricultural vehicles.  

The walk to the village centre is 1km so above the recognised preferred maximum walking 

distance of 800m. There are also stretches without pavements - putting pedestrians in 

conflict with vehicle users. This means that new Residents will use their cars, and as 

parking is already an issue in the village, will drive outside the village to do their shopping. 

Therefore instead of assimilating into the village this development will create an isolated 

peripheral estate.  

The proposed footway joining the site to the pavement on Cox’s Green cannot be 

achieved without removing parts of residents’ front gardens making the construction of the 

footway impossible. A footway here will also not allow large trailer vehicles to enter or exit 

the Burnett’s Industrial Estate without mounting the proposed pavement. 

Finally, Wrington is classed as one of “the top five most vulnerable communities in North 

Somerset” for flooding and ALL site access roads flood regularly. Hardscaping the 

proposed site will only add to this problem causing concern to residents and the adjacent 

safeguarded employment sites who do not support the proposed development. 

  


