
SITE ALLOCATIONS PLAN: Main Modifications Consultation 
 

Reference Land at Cox’s Green, Wrington MM25. 
 

With reference to the above consultation, the following sets out the response from Wrington Village Alliance (WVA). In 

particular this response refers to North Somerset Council’s site assessment for Land at Cox’s Green as part of their 

Site Allocations Plan Examination: Further Assessment of Residential Sites, which was formally considered by 

Executive Committee on 5 September 2017. This response further challenges whether Wrington should even be 

classified as a Service Village due to the continual erosion, over time, of many of the facilities which characterise this 

status and to the extent where the status of infill village would now be a more appropriate classification. 

This response also refers to the existing planning application for 28 houses submitted by G L Hearn as MM25 has 

been added to the SAP because of this live application. 

Surrounding areas.  

The industrial site to the west is not relatively hidden from the proposed site as the site entrances to Havyatt Business 

Park and the proposed 28 houses are in close proximity. The size of vehicle using the Business Park and the need to 

have these waiting outside in Havyatt Road during peak delivery times will mean the industrial area is very present. 

The proposed access road and housing are also likely to be in conflict with the ‘safeguarded employment area’ in the 

area around their respective site access and this is highlighted by objections to the housing proposal by businesses 

within the industrial park. 

Although existing hedgerows are to be retained this is not for the whole site and large scale translocation will take 

place which will severely reduce the height of the hedgerow and also change the aspect of this as visual splay lines 

are incorporated. Hedgerows are also deciduous and from late autumn to early spring the visual screen will disappear 

and the development will be clearly visible by surrounding residential properties and pedestrians and vehicles passing 

the site. The industrial park will also be clearly visible from both ground and first floor windows of the proposed new 

housing.  

 
Flood Risk Status 

The surrounding roads to the site are prone to flooding making it impossible to get to or from the village. There is 

numerous photographic evidence of this. The site has a ridge running east to west and where rain is presently 

absorbed into the agricultural land, this will run off onto Cox’s Green once site is hardscaped making surrounding 

roads, residential and business properties more vulnerable to flooding. 

Landscape 

The development site adjoins the North Somerset Green Belt and is some 2.5 km north of the Mendip Hills AONB. 

The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) produced by the planning applicants states that “the site lies 

almost in the centre of the Rolling Valley Farmland LCT (Landscape Character Type) and associated Landscape 

Character Area (LCA) J2: River Yeo Rolling Valley Farmland.” The Adopted Version of the North Somerset Landscape 

Character Assessment (NSLCA) states that the landscape strategy for LCA J2 is “to conserve the peaceful, rural 

nature of the landscape with intact pasture and field boundaries and to strengthen the area of weaker character 

particularly where the landscape is affected by modern infill and ribbon development along roads.” (emphasis in 

original) Development on this site would be in clear conflict with this policy and its objectives. If permitted it will result 

in the urbanisation of an area of open greenfield, outside the established settlement boundary, will result in the loss of 

field boundaries (hedgerows), and will result in harm to the setting and edge of the village. In addition, it will constitute 

a form of ribbon development along Havyat Road and Cox’s Green. Any development site would be clearly visible 

from these roads, and a number of other Public Rights of Way (PROW). Furthermore, the site is visible from a number 

of viewpoints within the Mendip Hills AONB, for example Beacon Batch and Burrington Ham, thus adversely impacting 

on the AONB itself. 

 

 



Ecology/Environmental 

CS4 requires that new development is designed to maximise benefits to biodiversity, seeking to avoid net losses to 

such. The explanatory text identifies a number of internationally Important European Sites, such as Special Areas of 

Conservation (SACs), making specific reference to the North Somerset and Mendip Bats SAC which supports rare 

greater and lesser horseshoe bats (CS para 3.57). 

Legislation requires a Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) to be undertaken if it is considered that a proposal, 

standing alone or in combination is likely to have a significant effect on an SAC (CS para 3.58) Confusingly, the 

Ecological Assessment submitted in support of the original planning application recognises that there is an SAC for 

bats in the proximity of the site, but appears to be uncertain as to the actual distance involved. At page 12 of the 

assessment the North Somerset and Mendip SAC is described as “just over 2 km” from the site, whereas at page 14 

“An SAC for bats is located within 1km of the site.” 12 species of bat are recorded within 1 km of the site, and 130 

records of otter, another European Protected Species (EPS), have been recorded. In terms of lighting, overall light 

levels for the site were recorded as lux zero, “creating excellent conditions for bats (para 6.2.6.6) The most important 

hedgerow on the site for commuting and foraging bats is identified as hedgerow 4, along the southern boundary, 

which it is stated will be preserved and protected from the effects of housing by a 10m buffer zone (para 7.1.1) 

Hedgerow 4 is described as being “an important corridor for commuting bats”, including lesser and greater horseshoe 

bats (para 7.2.6) 

The assessment recognises that lighting can have a highly disruptive effect on bat activity, both foraging and 

commuting, stating that “It will be important to ensure that light levels along all boundaries (most importantly the 

southern boundary) are not raised significantly.” (para 9.2.2.1), but concludes that as a lighting plan has been devised 

to ensure that levels will be kept to a maximum of lux 1.0, the proposed development is unlikely to have a significant 

effect on the North Somerset and Mendip Bats SAC. (para 8.2.1). There are a number of problems arising from this 

approach to mitigation. Firstly, there is no evidence that a 10m wildlife buffer is effective at not disrupting bat 

commuting and foraging. Secondly, whilst street lighting levels and spill may be controlled by way of planning 

conditions, domestic lighting cannot be similarly controlled. No planning conditions can be applied or enforced to 

control security lighting, patio lighting or spillage from domestic lighting in properties. Consequently, no reliance may 

be placed on the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation, and absent an HRA, it cannot reasonably be concluded that 

there will be no significant effect on the SAC. 

In addition the assessment wholly fails to consider other developments, proposed or in the process of being built out, 

which could cumulatively impact on the SAC, and other potential impacts of domestic buildings on bats, such as cat 

predation remain unconsidered. 

Given that SACs are protected at the highest level, and the case law (ECJ Waddenzee C - 127/02) requires there to 

be no scientific doubt that there will be no significant likely effects on the integrity of an SAC, such a test is not met in 

this instance. Furthermore, the 2010 Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations require licences to be granted 

by Natural England (NE) where any activity is deemed likely to disturb bats, all species of which fall under the 

Regulations. Pursuant to Reg.53, 3 tests must be satisfied, the imperative reason of overriding public interest (IROPI) 

test, the “no satisfactory alternative” test and the test that the action proposed will not be detrimental to the 

maintenance of the population concerned at a favourable conservation status. In the context of this application, it is 

difficult to see how the provision of up to 28 dwellings is capable of satisfying the “imperative reason of overriding 

public importance” test, and it is clear from the fact that the site is unallocated for housing purposes in the 

Development Plan, and is not being promoted in the emerging Site Allocations Plan (SAP) that there are satisfactory 

alternatives within the District for the provision of up to 28 dwellings. It further appears that no up to date bat surveys 

have been undertaken, the latest being for the 2015 season. The failure to provide an up to date survey is contrary to 

advice provided by the statutory advisor on such matters, Natural England, and is also contrary to the best practices of 

ecological consultancies. 

Transport and highways  

The explanatory text to CS10 requires planning applications to address how they will deliver a choice of transport 

modes which could provide realistic alternatives to the car (CS para 3.151). In addition, “Larger developments (of 

which this is one) in particular must be within safe and direct walking distance of shops and other key services” (CS 

para 3.152). 

The NPPF (para 32) requires all development generating significant amounts of movement be supported by a 

Transport Assessment (TA) or Transport Statement (TS). A TA has been submitted in support of this application. 



The 2011 Census provides the following travel to work data for the Wrington ward: 

 80% travel to work by private car 

 4% travel as car/van passengers 

 11% travel to work on foot 

 2% travel to work by bus 

 3% travel to work by cycle 

In other words, 84% of the Wrington Ward travel to work by private car, which speaks volumes for the sustainability of 

the site in terms of accessibility for employment. These figures are borne out by a survey undertaken by WVA of 

employers on the Havyatt Business Park and the Burnett Industrial Estate. By way of illustration, Warm Glass UK 

employs 22 staff, 19 of whom drive to work and Polydeck employ 15 staff, 13 of whom drive to work.  

No analysis has been provided by the Applicant of likely travel to work figures, distances involved nor likely sources of 

employment for residents of the new development. Although the Burnett Industrial Estate and Havyat Business Park 

adjoin the development site, no information is provided in respect of projected vacancies, likely expansion of the 

employment sites or other employment centres in the area, and it cannot be simply presumed that the adjoining 

employment sites will provide employment opportunities for residents. 

No data is provided for modes of travel to access services or amenities, such as schools and shops, which constitutes 

a significant shortcoming in the evidence available in order to be able to assess the sustainability of the site in 

locational terms. Journeys for retail and leisure purposes invariably exhibit a tendency for greater reliance on the 

private car, and it is likely that were an analysis of such to be undertaken a figure in the region of 85% journeys by 

private car would be achieved.  

It is clear that Wrington has the benefit of a very limited range of local amenities. A village shop/post office, 2 public 

houses, a primary school, church and village hall. The nearest supermarket is over 12 km from the site, at Clevedon, 

whereas most forms of recreation and leisure will involve a journey to Clevedon or Weston which are over 10km away. 

These are only accessible by public transport with some difficulty, and the likelihood is that journeys to such will be 

made by private car. 

The TA forecasts no modal shifts in transport, but simply utilises the current Census data to project trip generation to 

and from the site. There is no Travel Plan (TP) available to suggest how the use of sustainable modes of travel would 

be encouraged, simply stating that “…there is considerable potential for trips to and from the site to be undertaken by 

non-car modes of travel rather than the private car” 

By way of illustration of the shortcomings of the sustainability case made by the applicants, there is no attempt made 

to calculate or project what percentages of residents of the new development would be likely to use the railway for 

travelling to work, what percentage would use public transport, cycle or walk. It is simply asserted that the site is 

accessible by footways, cycles, rail and buses. No detailed analysis is provided of the nature of trips, nor for what 

purpose (work, retail, leisure) nor distances involved. An Appendix has been produced by WVA as part of their 

objection to the current planning application on this site, which illustrates in detail the distances from the site to a wide 

range of key, essential services and facilities, and the travel times by sustainable modes. It becomes immediately 

apparent how poor the sustainability credentials of this site are in terms of location. 

The analysis of accessibility of the site produced by the Applicants is based on the Institute of Highways and 

Transportation (IHT) “Guidelines for Providing Journeys on Foot” (2000). The Guidelines are based on walking 

isochrones of 200m, 400m and 800m, each of which are described as “desirable”, “acceptable” and “maximum” 

respectively. These categories are not defined in the Guidelines. The IHT uses average walk and cycle speeds to 

calculate travel times from the site in question to particular services and facilities. The TA sets these out in Table 3.1 

on page 7 of the TA, concluding that as all the main facilities of the village are to be found within 1km of the site, or a 

12 minute walk the site is a sustainable location for residential development.  

The IHT Guidelines are at best a crude analytical tool, which wholly fail to factor in local conditions such as 

topography, the provision of footways, street lighting, pedestrian crossings and other factors that may impact on 

walking and cycling. In addition, no account is taken of the demography of an area or the age and health of walkers 

and cyclists. Whereas a 1km walk to the Primary School for a healthy, fit adult in good weather may be accomplished 

in 13 minutes, a child of Primary School age will take substantially longer, and during winter months will be unlikely to 

make the journey on foot at all. The same applies for travel on foot to other local services and facilities, and transport 

nodes such as bus stops.  



The standard approach to measuring accessibility outside towns is to use data on shops and services to produce 

different gradations of access by public transport, often defined as access to the nearest significant employment and 

shopping services. No such evidence has been provided by the applicants. 

There is now standard software available to local authorities (Accession), which uses the Department for Transport 

public transport database (NAPTAN). The principle is to reflect what really matters to the user in terms of sustainable 

transport, walk plus wait times and the availability of service when needed (e.g. for work or evening use). By way of 

illustration, Transport for Greater Manchester uses the Greater Manchester Accessibility Levels (GMAL), which is 

included in “Transport for Sustainable Communities: a guide for Developers” dated March 2013. It states at page 13; 

“As a rule of thumb, 400 metres (about 5 minutes’ walk) is often taken as the distance people are prepared to walk to 

a bus stop. In general, people are prepared to walk further to rail or Metrolink services: up to 800 metres or more. In 

terms of assessing the accessibility of a new development, however, distance criteria are an oversimplification 

because they take no account of factors such as where services go to, how frequent or reliable they are or whether 

they are likely to endure in the future.” 

The sustainability credentials asserted for Wrington are under future threat, local bus services have been reduced, 

and there is every likelihood that further cuts will be made in the future. When set in this overall context, the 

conclusion in the Planning Statement and supporting documents that the proposed development site lies in a 

“sustainable location” is unsupported by any reliable evidence 

Site Access  

We are unsure what ‘yes’ means as there is no site access other that the gate allowing access/egress of farm animals 

or machinery. This access is at a point of Cox’s Green which is narrow, on a bend and at the brow of a hill. 

Agricultural land value  

This is unknown and possibility of BMV should be established. 

Site/area character  

Policy CS12 states that: “Proposals of all scales will be required to demonstrate sensitivity to the existing local 

character already established in an area and should take the opportunity to enhance the sense of place and local 

identity through a well thought out design.” 

The explanatory test at para 3.173 expands on this aspect of the policy, suggesting that local character may be 

established through existing building layouts, urban grain, materials and predominant styles, and that the protection 

and enhancement of these features are essential ingredients to support a social identity of an area. Whilst it is 

appreciated that detailed design and external appearance will be left for a reserved matters application, it is clear that 

the proposed layout of a series of cul-de-sacs of the scale proposed is wholly out of keeping with the character of the 

village, and the type of housing immediately adjoining the site, being more appropriate to a suburban setting. The 

Public Open Space (POS) provided on site, will, in reality, be the exclusive preserve of residents of the new 

development, given that the site is far removed from the centre of the village and the limitations of public access 

points, and cannot be regarded as a public or community benefit. The development, if built, will be a dominant feature 

when entering and exiting the village. It constitutes sprawl and is out of keeping with NSC’s policy of preserving the 

unique character of its rural villages.  

 
Physical Factors 

Topography The site is on a ridge meaning housing will be clearly visible from the road and surrounding houses 

especially during periods when the hedging offers no visual barrier (late autumn to spring). The tran-location of 

hedging and proposed splay lines will also draw attention to the site from drivers and pedestrians and will be out of 

keeping with a traditional boundary of a village which instead of having sparse housing will instead have a suburban 

type housing estate in a rural setting. 

The presence of a ridge and the hardscaping of the surface will also cause more run off of water to surrounding roads 

and properties with the increased likelihood of flooding in an areas which is already prone to such events. 

Planning Policy Irrespective of numbers and being adjacent to the settlement boundary, the site can only be 

compatible with the core strategy if it is sustainable development which it is not due to distance from facilities and 



schools, not on a cycle network and the lack of pedestrian footway into the village. The transport of choice from this 

location will be car which will add to congestion within the village centre and school area with the added likelihood that 

instead of local shops benefitting, residents will go to Budgens (Langford) or Tesco Express (Congresbury) as this will 

be quicker and parking is easier.  Further deviation from planning policy is highlighted in the individual sections above. 

 
Summary of Site Suitability 
 
Site availability The site may be available but the requirement for a footpath along Cox’s Green northward from the 

site is confounded by land ownership issues. The resulting restriction of highway width is also detrimental to the 

safeguarded employment site of Burnett Industrial Estate whose entrance is opposite this proposed footway. 

Businesses here will be affected due to the constraints this footway and restricted highway width will impose on large 

goods vehicles (including articulated) who will find it difficult/impossible to negotiate the turn into and out of the 

industrial estate onto Cox’s Green. As a safeguarded employment site, promoted by North Somerset Council, this is 

causing a huge concern with businesses and the landowner with the resultant potential for conflict and consequential 

loss of business (letters attached). We do not consider this conflict has been fully evaluated by NSC and urge them to 

engage with businesses to fully understand the depth of their concern and ensure that this site remains a safeguarded 

employment site. 

Site achievability  

Viability constraints  This should include flooding, sustainability, highway concerns, distance to amenities and 

school, highway issues, conflict with safeguarded employment site all of which are addressed in existing North 

Somerset and national planning guidance and is further detailed in this response.  

 
Flood Risk    

In North Somerset’s ‘Reviewing the sustainability and settlements in North Somerset’ (July 2016), Wrington is 

considered to be in the most vulnerable category for flooding and as local people we are aware and have submitted 

photographic evidence of flooding events which have cut off this site from the village and other access roads. We also 

respectively suggest that previous developments, such as Garstons, have not had adequate assessment of flooding 

potential as some houses have unfortunately suffered from flood damage in the recent past and although flood 

officers, for the Cox’s Green site, have deemed mitigation through SUDS as being sufficient, we strongly believe that 

hardscaping of this area will cause increased flooding issues to surrounding residents and businesses thereby 

exacerbating an already bad situation.  Please note response from Burnett Industrial Estate below, who are likely to 

be impacted by increased flooding risk, and their concerns including the existing need to use a sump pump to remove 

excess water. Again we refer to the risk of conflict between an existing and promoted safeguarded employment site 

and potential housing area. 

Local highway concerns the proposed footway north of the site is confounded by ownership issues. At other areas 

going into the village there is no footway which is dangerous for pedestrians. This makes the site unsustainable. The 

local highways are considered dangerous for cycling and this highlighted in North Somerset’s ‘Reviewing the 

sustainability and settlements in North Somerset’ (July 2016). This is in conflict with the planning application from GL 

Hearn who contend Havyatt Road/Cox’s Green is on the national cycle network, which is not correct. Any 

development here will increase vehicular traffic only leading to further congestion on the village or, the more likely 

scenario of, residents choosing to drive outside of the village to purchase goods. 

 

 

 

 

SA OBJECTIVE 1 : Improve Health and well-being 

 

Sub-Objective 1.2 Achieve reasonable access to playing pitches 



There is no football pitch available for public use within the settlement as the one referred to in the recreation ground 

is for the sole use of the resident football team (Wrington Redhill F.C.). The assessment should therefore be re-

classified as Red as it fails to meet either standard. 

Sub-Objective 1.4 Achieve reasonable access to healthcare facilities 

Depending on where you are located within the village will determine whether you are under or over 5km to the 

nearest medical facility in Pudding Pie Lane, Langford. The journey is primarily by car as by bus would entail a long 

walk from the bus stop. This also further illustrates that Wrington should not be classified as a service village when 

there is no medical facility (a most essential service) within the village. Wrington is also the only service village in 

North Somerset without a medical facility. The assessment should therefore show this as Red 

SA OBJECTIVE 2 : Support Communities that meet people’s needs 

Sub-Objective 2.1 Achieve reasonable access to a full range of community facilities 

The distance from the site to convenience store of Buglers or Amors is at least 960 metres and will be along a route 

which does not have safe pedestrian access. This distance is in excess of the In North Somerset’s ‘Reviewing the 

sustainability and settlements in North Somerset’ (July 2016) standard and is likely to result in residents driving to 

convenience store or, more likely, drive to Budgens in Langford or Tesco Express in Congresbury as parking is easier 

and there is a greater variety of goods to purchase. This illustrates that this site will have limited if any value to 

supporting local services and again demonstrates that residents in the outlying areas of a village will look outside of 

the village to meet their needs due to distance and safety concerns. The assessment should therefore show this as 

Red. 

Sub-Objective 2.2 Achieve reasonable access to a full range of educational facilities – primary education 

A Green has been awarded, stating that Wrington School has capacity.  However, it is generally accepted that schools 

should not operate at full capacity and it is NSC's policy to aim to have surplus places in the region of 5-7%. Wrington 

School has a total capacity of 210 children. Therefore, Wrington School should have surplus spare places of 10 – 15 

children per year. Therefore the spaces available should not necessarily be filled.  

Also, a developer cannot assume that spare places can be filled by children coming from a new development. 

Wrington is an attractive village for families or couples wishing to “settle down” and start a family. There are always 

new families moving into the village, who will also have a demand on the spare school places.  

The Council's pupil projections are recalculated annually. The projected figures for reception intake have been shown 

to increase and become more accurate closer to that actual year, as more families move into the village. For example, 

in the 2014 Pupil Projections it was predicted that Wrington reception class would have an intake of 24 in 2016. The 

2015 Pupil Projections predicted 28. Actual intake for 2016 was 30. Therefore the figure for predicted spaces available 

in future years is already inaccurate and more than what it actually will be. This is reflected in the Council’s most 

recent Pupil Projections 2016 – 2020 which predicted 9 spaces in 2016, 11 in 2017, 19 in 2018 and 29 in 2019. 

However, these figures themselves are now already out of date, as in April this year there was only 8 spare places in 

the school (data provided by the school on 02.04.2017).  

We are aware of 2 families that have recently moved into Wrington over the last few months and their children have 

not been able to gain places at the School. One family’s children are going to be at Churchill School and the other 

family’s children will be at Burrington. This does not help new families moving into the village integrate with the rest of 

village or allow them gain a feeling of being part of the community.  

It is NSC's policy that “school places can only be deemed to be 'available' to development residents if accessible via a 

safe route to school.” At present there is not a safe route to school from the site. Even if it was possible to install a 

footway along Cox’s Green, the footway disappears again further into the village and to obtain a safe walk to school 

children would need to walk via Rickyard Road, a walk in the region of 1300m. This is much greater than both NSC's 

Desirable walking distance to school of 500m and their Acceptable walking distance to school of 1000m.  

It is also known that families is this development would not have gained reception school entry for their children in two 

of the last four years as it was outside of the intake area. 

This section should be changed to (as a minimum) Amber. 



Sub-Objective 2.4 Provide opportunities for people to work locally 

Our local surveys and knowledge show that there are limited job opportunities within Wrington with the majority of 

working people commuting into the village to work. It is argued that local house prices are at odds with the local 

working salaries available making a sustainable local working community unachievable. Local job opportunities such 

as the bank, post office, Doctors surgery are no longer available and new business start-ups within Wrington are one 

of the lowest within North Somerset. The rating of Green is wholly unrealistic and unfounded. This should be 

reclassified as Red. 

Sub-Objective 2.5 Achieve reasonable access to town centre services and facilities 

Wrington’s status as a Service Village is questionable. It may have had service village status when this was originally 
determined (Settlement Function and Hierarchy 2007) but the loss of facilities and sustainable transport since, 
suggests that Wrington now meets the criteria of an Infill Village.  

A Service village is supposed “to provide a service role function beyond their immediate locality and normally serve 
the populatojn of one to three parishes.” However, the population of Wrington need to use the services of other 
Service Villages. Residents of Wrington need to use the Doctor’s Surgery in Churchill (although often to get an 
appointment we are often now sent to Yatton Surgery). We need to shop in Budgen’s in Churchill, Tesco Express in 
Congresbury or Co-op in Yatton. To use a bank we need to go to Winscombe. To use a cash machine we need to go 
to Budgen’s in Churchill or Tesco Express in Congresbury.  

If Wrington is a Service Village, why do residents have to travel to and use the facilities and sevices of other villages? 

To award Wrington a Green, implies that we have the same services and facilities as other service villages such as 

Congresbury, Yatton, Lond Ashton, etc and the same as if we were on the edge of one of the towns! This is simply not 

a true reflection of what Wrington is really like or the services it has to offer its residents. Reasonable access from this 

site is not achievable with the centre of the village being over 900 metres away and not accessible using footways. 

Cycling is also considered dangerous.  

SA OBJECTIVE 4 : Maintain and improve environmental quality and assets 

 

Sub-Objective 4.2  To protect and where possible enhance biodiversity and geodiversity at a landscape scale, 

particularly with respect to protected habitats and species 

The Ecology report submitted by the developer for the recent applications has indicated a high level of bat activity 

along the hedges of the site.  WVA are concerned about the impacts of lighting on the bats. This area has an 

intrinsically dark sky that should be protected. Although the current applications propose low levels of lighting in their 

own lighting schemes (which may in themselves still be too high) the lighting that will emanate from the houses 

themselves cannot be controlled. More detail of this is provided in ‘Ecology/Environmental’ section of ‘Site Suitability’ 

above and shows that the intended assessment criteria of ‘protecting and where possible enhancing biodiversity and 

geodiversity’ is highly unlikely to be achievable and the development will have the potential to have a harmful impact 

on protected species and habitats. The assessment should therefore be changed to Red. 

Sub-Objective 4.3 Minimise impact on and where appropriate enhance valued landscapes 

An Amber has been awarded, however the Planning and Regulatory Committee in July 2017, refused the application 

for 59 houses on the basis that the development failed to respect the character of the settlement, would be out of 

keeping with the rural landscape character and quality of the area and would result in harm to the rural setting and 

edge of the village here and was therefore contrary to DM10, DM32, CS5, CS12, CS14 and CS32.  

Although the number of houses on the duplicate application has been reduced to 28, the area in which the houses are 

to be built has also been significantly reduced, so the density of housing remains the same. This type of suburban 

development is not suitable for the rural setting of the edge of the village. It is out of context of the existing housing 

here and will cause an unacceptable harm to the character of the area, which is a picturesque rural village. 

The assessment rating should therefore be changed to Red. 

Sub-Objective 4.5 Minimise the loss of productive land, especially BMV 

This land is working agricultural land used by a local farmer. A formal BMV classification should be carried out to 

establish whether this is prime land which needs to be safeguarded and designate this assessment as Red. 



Sub-Objective 4.6 Minimise vulnerability to tidal/fluvial flooding, without increasing the risk of flood risk 

elsewhere 

Wrington is considered a vulnerable village to flooding in the area surrounding this land is regular and well 

documented. Flooding in November 2016 resulted in roads around the site being impassable by cars and this land 

would have been cut off from the village. On this occasion the fire brigade considered mobilising pumps to remove 

flood waters and prevent damage to properties. 

An objection from a business in Burnett Industrial Estate (provided below) to the planning application indicates they 

have purchased a sump pump to keep water from their showroom, Lindon Lea (the cottage on the Cox’s Green 

junction) has sand bags ever present in case of heavy rain. These are just two examples which illustrate flooding 

potential within this area and removal of agricultural land and replacing with hard surface roads is likely to increase 

flood risk elsewhere and impact on local housing and the safeguarded employment site at Burnett Industrial Estate. 

Although the assessment criteria show this site outside of the flood zone 3, an assessment of green is questioned as 

this site has potential to increase flood risk elsewhere. 

Sub-Objective 4.8 Minimise impacts on air quality  

Unlike other service villages, there is no ‘A’ or ‘B’ roads within Wrington or serving the settlement to easily absorb 

additional traffic from this proposed development. Wrington is instead, served by a number of narrow rural roads 

which in areas are single width, but have competing demands of private vehicles, buses, school transport, agricultural 

vehicles and large goods vehicles servicing the two industrial areas. Additional housing on the edge of the settlement 

boundary with the access road almost opposite Havyatt Industrial Park will cause additional traffic and congestion in 

particular during peak traffic times for the Business Park. 

As the land is also not within a reasonable walking distance of the shops and school with the village, residents will use 

their cars to make these journeys adding to an already congested village centre.  

Both scenarios will increase congestion and impact on air quality. The assessment should therefore be re-considered 

as an Amber rating as it could add to highway capacity issues.  

SA OBJECTIVE 5:  Minimise consumption of natural resources. 

Sub-Objective 5.1 Achieve reasonable access to sustainable transportation – frequency of bus services 

A Green has been awarded against assessment using Policy DM27, which gives the impression that Wrington has an 
acceptable and appropriate level of bus services. However this is not the case. 
  
Policy DM27 aims to ensure that “all new development is accessible by bus services and that services are provided at 
an appropriate level.” However, Wrington is served by one bus route only, the A2 which goes from Weston to Bristol 
Airport via Banwell, Winscombe, Sandford, Churchill and Wrington. These buses are available approximately hourly 
during the day but only to those destinations mentioned above. Surely to achieve a reasonable access to sustainable 
transportation, it is not just the frequency of bus services that should be taken into account – the destinations are also 
surely important!  
  
Weston is the only main town that can be accessed via public transport from Wrington. Residents would not be able to 
get to the other towns of Nailsea, Clevedon or Portishead, or the train station at Yatton, or the majority of the other 
service villages, making it impossible for the majority of residents to commute to work and start/finish at the standard 
office times. 
  
To get to Bristol, residents would be able to change at Bristol Airport and get the Bristol Flyer. However the earliest A2 
bus leaving the village arrives at the airport at 8.12am. There is then the walk to the Flyer bus stop, wait for the next 
bus and journey into Bristol, which is at least 30 minutes at quiet times, much longer at rush hour. So it would be not 
possible to get to work in Bristol for 9am. The journey is also expensive. Even with the Flyer residents discount card, a 
return journey from Wirngotn to Bristol would cost £11.50 and then there maybe be an additional bus journey 
depending on the place of work in Bristol itself. 
  
Therefore, this assessment it is not Green, based on the fact that there is not an appropriate level of bus services from 
Wrington, due to the limited destinations that can actually be reached by bus.  
 

Sub-Objective 5.2 Proximity of bus stops 



A green has been awarded, however the nearest bus stops would only be 400m from the northern end of the site. 
  
Also, DM27 states that, “The nearest appropriate bus stops should be compliant with the necessary disability 
legislation with raised kerbs.” The nearest bus stops on Silver Street are not disability compliant. The bus stop leading 
into the village is on a normal unraised pavement, which is particularly narrow. The bus stop leaving the village has no 
pavement at all and is on rough ground by the Recreation Ground. The closest bus stops to the site that are disability 
compliant are outside the Golden Lion, which is over 800m from the site. This distance would score a Red. 
  
Neither of the bus stops closest to the site have a shelter, as recommended. Also, DM27 states that pedestrian 
access to the bus stops should be a well-lit, safe route with clear sight lines. The pedestrian access to the bus stops 
on Silver Street are poorly lit and on a road, on a sharp/blind bend which does not have a foot way. As mentioned 
previously, installing a pavement here has not been shown to be possible. Therefore, this assessment needs to be 
amended to a Red. 
  

Sub-Objective 5.3 Achieve reasonable access to sustainable transportation – pedestrian and cycle ways 

An amber has been awarded, however it is not considered that there is “safe and convenient connection to the 
surrounding area”. There are no footways on any of the roads surrounding the site or into the village. The roads are 
narrow and have a lot of HGVs, tractors and other farm vehicles using them. They roads are subject to surface water 
flooding and they are poorly lit. People walking on the roads wear hi-visibility vests even in the day and at night you 
need a torch to walk into the village. There are no cycle ways nearby and cycling is not considered safe on these 
roads.  
  
It has poor links to the surrounding area as it has no pavement or cycleway. The walk into the village is unsafe at a 
number of places where the footway disappears after Rickyard Road and then again on Silver Street into the village. 
There is a need to cross the road on Silver Street outside the Recreation Ground entrance where the pavement ends 
on one side of the road and starts on the other side. Crossing here is on a bend of the road, which is dangerous with 
children, pushchairs and wheelchair users. The facilities in the village itself are on roads without pavements, on a 
bend, with lots of parked cars at a busy road junction. The walk into the village really is treacherous in a number of 
locations, especially with children.  The assessment for this sub-objective should be changed to Red. 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 


