
WRINGTON  PARISH  COUNCIL 
 

Annex to an Objection to planning application 17/P/0475/O 
Land at Cox’s Green, Wrington 

 

A comment submitted on planning application 16/P/1291/0:  

 

Introduction 

 

This is an Objection to an Outline application to erect up to 59 dwellings on land at 

Cox’s Green, Wrington, together with landscaping and associated works.  We have 

commented at length on this planning application because much of what has been 

provided as support information is flawed, in some cases worryingly so. 

 

We will comment in brief on the application form, then in more detail on policy 

issues, sustainability and access, and then on the reports submitted with the 

application.  We apologise for any repetition but this reflects the repetition in the 

documents submitted with the application. 

 

We have noted the details provided on the application form and were surprised to 

see that the applicant had not consulted the local authority, North Somerset Council 

(NSC).  On other statements made on the application form, we doubt that foul 

sewage can be disposed of efficiently through the existing village system and, from 

our experience, suggest that a new 1.72Ha built development in such a sensitive 

location is certain to result in an increased off-site flood risk.  Also, there is a 

designated site adjacent to the proposed development, Q13, in contrast to the 

answer provided.  This fact has been ignored throughout the application.  On Q15, 

there are trees and hedges adjacent to the site which ‘could influence the 

development or might be important as part of the local landscape character’.  These 

points are indicative of inadequate research by the applicant, as is inclusion of an 

outdated bus timetable and, importantly, a basic error related to building heights in 

the visual impact assessment. 

 

 

1.  Planning Policy 

 

Having considered the development proposal and both adopted and evolving 

planning policy, we cannot see how the application could be thought to fit with policy.  

We will comment in brief on what are considered to be the most significant policy 

issues, although other planning policies are relevant. 

 

 

1.1  National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 



It is stated in the NPPF that there should be a presumption in favour of sustainable 

development.  We support this aim.  However, despite the efforts of the developer to 

argue otherwise, what is proposed in this planning application is not sustainable 

development, is not supported by a sustainable transport infrastructure and is 

directly associated with a village which has been quite rationally and reasonably 

assessed by NSC as unsustainable relative to the other Service Villages in North 

Somerset.  The proposal is self-evidently not sustainable development. 

 

1.2  Core Strategy Policy CS32: Service Villages 

 

There is no obvious local benefit in the proposal.  It is accepted that the residents of 

59 new houses should utilise village shops, facilities and services, although not 

necessarily so as most existing residents frequently choose to shop elsewhere, in 

part because of traffic and parking issues in the village centre but more because 

many goods and services are not available in the village.  It is more likely that 59 

new houses would create problems.  However, there is an argument that Wrington 

should not be classified as a Service Village.  It does not serve 2000 to 5000 

residents, with non-village residents deterred from travelling to and from Wrington by 

the roads and poor public transport.  Since the concept of Service Villages was first 

raised, Wrington has lost its stand alone post office and the bank (with no cash 

machine in the parish other than at the airport) and there is nothing more than a part-

time consulting room when there was previously a large GP surgery.  Even if policy 

CS32 is accepted as appropriate the proposal fails because of the scale of 

development, the absence of any evidence that it meets local housing needs and the 

fact that it lies outside the settlement boundary and it certainly does not have support 

from the local community.  This is evidenced by the number and weight of the 

objections submitted by local residents, the Wrington Village Alliance, Dr Liam Fox 

MP and, of course, this Council.  The proposed development does not respect the 

character of the village and will put further strain on stretched facilities such as the 

village school and small branch surgery.  In fact, it does not support or enhance the 

village in any way, as is required by policy CS32. 

 

1.3  Development Management policies: 

 

It seems to us that the proposal also fails in relation to the following NSC 

Development Management policies: 

 

DM1:  Flooding and drainage 

From our experience of local conditions we believe that the comment submitted by 

NSC’s Flood Risk Management Team is flawed.  Surface water flowing off the site 

and to the south already adds to the flood water, which can obstruct traffic using 

Havyatt Road.  Mill Lane Floods regularly, as does Nates Lane close to its junction 

with the A38.  There is flooding at the junction of Cox’s Green with Havyatt Road, 

which NSC appears to be not fully aware of.  A built development of 1.72Ha must 



increase the rate of discharge of surface water from the site and the  off-site flood 

risk, yet no convincing mitigation measures have been proposed.  This development 

does not meet the policy requirements. 

 

DM8:  Nature Conservation 

As stated elsewhere, the planning application and reports ignore the fact that the 

Yeo and its associated water course are designated as a Wildlife Site (SNCI).  It 

seems inevitable that development on this site, and of the scale proposed, will 

impact on the Yeo.  At the same time, the Ecology Assessment comments on 

extensive use of the land, hedgerows and surrounding trees by bats, a protected 

species.  We have commented below in more detail on the Ecology Assessment but 

find it hard to believe that evidence of other sensitive wildlife species wasn’t found on 

the site, or at least along the boundaries. 

 

DM10:  Landscape 

If constructed, the development will certainly impact on the landscape and its 

character.  It does not ‘respond to local character’, nor ‘reflect the identity of the 

surroundings’.  The site overlooks the Yeo and would impact on its designation.  In 

fact, what is proposed does not respect the natural environment, nor the tranquillity 

of the locality and it does not conserve or enhance the natural characteristics of the 

area.  Wrington Vale provides both a framework for the Mendip Hills AONB in the 

form of a relatively unspoilt natural wide valley which links the AONB to the hills to 

the north.  Significant new development, which this would be, would obviously 

detract from the quality and distinctiveness of Wrington Vale, particularly here where 

it approaches the AONB both to the east and south. 

 

DM11:  Mendip Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 

In contrast to claims made on behalf of the developer, the site is visible from the 

AONB and would obviously be far more visible with two-storey houses, especially in 

the winter months.  This would clearly impact on views to and from the AONB. 

 

DM24:  Safety, traffic and provision of infrastructure, etc., associated with 

development 

From our experience of the local roads and traffic patterns, we believe that 

development on this site and of the scale proposed must give rise to a significant 

number of additional traffic movements and, therefore, prejudice road safety.  Also, 

there are already parking difficulties in the village centre and more people attempting 

to park here will impact on the area, especially if drivers park unlawfully, as happens 

to some extent at the present.  The development site is not readily accessible on 

footways as these are missing in much of the village, an obvious fact, and the bus 

service is infrequent and impractical for many people. In addition, the minor highway 

scheme proposed by the developer would encourage commercial vehicles to use 

Cox’s Green/Nates Lane, with a resulting impact on road safety, and introduce 

unpredictable surface water flood risks.  



DM25:  Public rights of way, pedestrian and cycle access 

Development on the scale proposed is expected to result in a significant increase in 

traffic in and through Wrington, where there are already parking and congestion 

issues.  Some new residents would of course walk or cycle to and from the village 

centre, although not parents with young children, some older people and those who 

aren’t easily able to walk or cycle.  The new residents would inevitably drive out of 

Wrington, some travelling through the village, to access larger shops and most of 

their other requirements, including schools if places aren’t available in the village.  It 

is of course possible to cycle, although the local roads are generally narrow country 

lanes where cyclists often feel exposed to risk.  Many existing residents choose to 

use their private cars, as we are sure would most new residents.  

 

DM26:  Travel Plans 

It would be ideal if a travel plan could be prepared, and agreed with residents, and 

then result in a reduction in private car use combined with increased travel by public 

transport use.  We note that the developer would be required to prepare a travel 

plan, although it is unrealistic to believe that many residents, especially commuters 

and those with young children, would refer to the plan when planning their mode of 

travel.  It is well known that the bus service is infrequent and poor, and this 

development would very obviously create a significant number of new car journeys.  

The location is unsustainable in terms of both public and private transport.  

 

DM27:  Bus accessibility criteria 

It is very obvious that the development site is not ‘within a reasonable distance … of 

a bus stop which provides an appropriate level of service’.  To be so, it would need 

to be located close to the A370 or some other location in North Somerset and 

certainly not Wrington where the service is infrequent, the journey times far too long 

for commuters and, significantly, where the future of the A2 bus understood to be at 

risk. 

 

DM34:  Housing type and mix 

While it is acknowledged that some ‘affordable’ housing is proposed, we note that no 

live/work units are included, nor is there any obvious provision for older or retired 

people, or those with disabilities.  As far as we are aware, no one has asked what 

form of new housing might be required in or prioritised for Wrington. 

 

DM70:  Development infrastructure 

This seems to be a potentially fundamental issue, bearing in mind the scale of the 

proposed development, the location and the potential impacts on neighbouring 

properties and the wider community.  We are not convinced that the matter has been 

given adequate consideration. 

DM71:  Development contributions, CIL and viability 

This policy aims to ensure that new development is supported by the necessary 

investment in infrastructure and services.  While the potential benefit to local retail 



outlets is recognised, the development would have a negative impact on other 

services, the wider community and certainly on infrastructure.   We have not been 

consulted on this issue. 

 

 

2.  Sustainability 

 

We have referred above to the NPPF and its focus on sustainable development, 

which of course includes promoting sustainable transport along with other positive 

aims. 

 

The Council worked closely with NSC on its ‘Sustainability Assessment of rural 

settlements in North Somerset’ and while we would argue that one or two of the 

Wrington ratings should even be lower, the overall assessment is considered 

reasonable. However, the applicant appears to be unable to recognise what is so 

clearly acknowledged in this Sustainability Assessment. 

 

In the Planning Statement, para 6.16, it is stated that NSC’s assessment ‘confirms 

that Wrington is one of the most sustainable villages in North Somerset’.  This is 

either an error, or an attempt to mislead, and should undermine any other comment 

on sustainability made in application, either in the Planning Statement or elsewhere.  

We will comment separately on the Planning Statement and its inaccuracies. 

 

In contrast to the misleading submissions by the applicant, we would highlight the 

sound comment on sustainability provided by the Wrington Village Alliance, which is 

a somewhat more objective and accurate interpretation of NSC’s assessment. 

 

Commenting in brief on issues which impact on Wrington’s sustainability: 

 

 There are few facilities available within the village; no bank, no ATM, a post 

office counter service only, no doctor’s surgery other than a small and impractical 

consulting room facility with limited opening hours, no NHS dentist and little in the 

way of shops, apart from an off-licence and small convenience store.  Most residents 

drive to Congresbury, Yatton, Weston-super-Mare, Clevedon or Bristol for their 

shopping, for banking and to access other goods and services. 

   

 The lack of sustainable facilities necessitates travel by car for most people 

and a further development of the scale proposed would have a significant impact, 

increasing traffic into and through the village. 

 

 Parking in the village is already strained with a shortage of spaces in the 

village centre, with resulting regular parking on yellow lines and related congestion. 

 



 The A2 bus service would not make any meaningful contribution to the 

sustainability of development on this site.  The times of buses quoted by the 

developer are incorrect and paint an unrealistically favourable picture of bus access.  

The first bus leaves Wrington at 06.57 (which would be the only bus to enable 

commuters to reliably reach an office in Bristol by 09.00) and the last arriving at 

around 20.00.  There is no Sunday or Bank Holiday service. 

 

 The bus accessibility is also wrongly stated.  The present A2 service ceases 

at Bristol Airport where bus passengers need to change to the costly airport ‘Flyer’ 

bus service to reach Bristol.  If willing to pay the high fares, passengers are then able 

to utilise the frequent Flyer service if travelling to Bristol but there is a wait of up to an 

hour at the airport on the return journey, which is very much a deterrent. 

 

 There is no longer a bus service to Backwell, Nailsea and Portishead.  

Southbound, the A2 service takes passengers to Weston-super-Mare, but on a route 

which links several other villages, takes some time and is not considered to be a 

practical means of commuting to and from most places of work.  There isn’t and has 

never been a public transport service linking Wrington with Congresbury or Yatton, 

so no way of reaching Yatton station other than by car, or possibly by cycling. 

 

 There is no direct bus service to any train services other at Weston-super-

Mare, where the timetable is limited.  Access to Bristol Temple Meads is now by the 

A2 bus but with the need to change at Bristol Airport to the ‘Flyer’ service. 

 

 There are limited employment opportunities within Wrington and it is 

unrealistic to suggest otherwise.  Of course there are employers, with businesses 

obviously operating near to the development site, but there are few vacancies, if any.  

There is reference to Bristol Airport in the application, although our understanding is 

that when last surveyed it was found that there were few, if any, Wrington residents 

working at the airport.  Inevitably, new residents would work in and commute to 

Weston-super-Mare or more probably Bristol, with a consequent increase in traffic 

within the village, along its narrow access roads and on both the A370 and A38. 

 

 

3.  Access 

 

We have noted that the applicant has requested that all matters should be reserved 

for future determination other than for ‘access’, for which approval is sought.  

However, what exactly the applicant is referring to on this point is unclear. 

The issues would appear to be access to the highway on Havyatt Road and Cox’s 

Green, vehicle access to and from the site, access to the A38 and through the village 

centre, pedestrian and cycle access and, of course, access issues within the 



proposed development site.  As the relevant parameters have not all been defined it 

is difficult to see how permission could be granted at this stage. 

 

We comment below on several points raised by the application, although we would 

draw your attention to the comment on the Transport Assessment submitted by the 

Wrington Village Alliance, June 2016, which includes professional detail provided by 

Tony Harden, FICE.  The points made in relation to highway design guidance and 

the ‘Manual for Streets’ are particularly relevant. 

 

A fundamental issue is that the applicant has made various assumptions in the 

drawings related to site access.  The most significant of these concerns the land 

available for the revised layout proposed for the Cox’s Green/Havyatt Road junction 

and the linked footway.  We presume that the applicant must either have consulted 

outdated mapping, or been advised incorrectly, but much of the land included in the 

footway scheme forms part of residential drives, hedging and gardens.  This has 

been the case for many years, with this use not disputed, and there is clearly now an 

acquired right of use whatever NSC’s records show.  However, NSC Highways 

management have made it clear to the Council that its historical land ownership 

records are unreliable, especially where these concern road edges and verges.  In 

the circumstances, the footway scheme appears impractical as the householders 

would not agree to give up the land.  As this forms an apparently essential part of the 

access proposal, the application should be refused on access grounds. 

 

Site access to Cox’s Green & Havyatt Road: 

 

 Despite the proposal to cut back and relocate the existing hedge, as set out in 

Drawing A094971-GA02, there remains domestic frontage looking east, south of the 

road, together with an overhead electricity supply pole, which would impede the 

visibility splay and it is doubtful whether the splay indicated is achievable. 

 

 Within the length of the visibility splay to the east, the narrow road bends 

around the corner, with hedges on both sides, further limiting the splay available, 

especially when the roadside hedges are untrimmed. 

 

 Cox’s Green at this point is narrow (3.5m to 4m) – substantially less than 5m - 

and vehicles entering and exiting here will require to use a substantial portion of the 

existing highway to turn into or out from Cox’s Green thereby increasing the potential 

hazards for other road users, both vehicular and pedestrian, as well as cyclists. 

 

 Whatever the proposed visibility splay at the Havyatt Road access point, it 

seems that full consideration has not been given to the number of vehicles turning in 

and out of the site at this new junction.  In particular, visibility would be quite limited 



to the north, where Havyatt Road bends to the west and then downhill to its junction 

with Cox’s Green. 

 

Access to the A38: 

 

 Havyatt Road is the preferred access route into Wrington for commercial 

vehicles.  This has been discussed and agreed with Highways in the past, with 

appropriate directional signage in place on the A38.  There is also a sign at the 

Nates Lane junction with the A38, this stating ‘Unsuitable for heavy goods vehicles’, 

which should be obvious.  This junction has poor visibility and is not considered safe, 

with some car drivers preferring to use the Havyatt Road junction. 

 

 Drivers entering Nates Lane from the A38 can immediately experience flood 

water, sometimes deep enough to require that cars have to be towed out.  This 

flooding is a regular occurrence, as is flooding in Mill Lane.  Havyatt Road floods at 

the bridge, although not so deeply. 

 

 What is particularly concerning is the proposal to create a wider and easier 

turning into Cox’s Green from Havyatt Road.  There are already issues created by 

HGVs attempting to turn right into Cox’s Green and then going on to Nates Lane.  

Nates Lane is too narrow for any HGV use, as is clear when some drivers are 

directed by satnavs to turn into Nates Lane from the A38.  These large vehicles, and 

those car drivers who don’t respect the road conditions, create significant risks for 

pedestrians and cyclists who want or need to use the road.  This HGV use should be 

actively discouraged, not irresponsibly facilitated as would be the case if the 

proposed highway scheme is implemented.  Note that when the Council 

commissioned NSC to undertake traffic (ATC) surveys on the village access roads, 

the Highways Officer responsible refused to install survey equipment on Cox’s 

Green/Nates Lane, stating that the road was considered too dangerous. 

 

Proposed footway and uncontrolled pedestrian crossing: 

 

Further to the point made above on the extent of the public highway and adopted 

land, our understanding is that drawing nos. 3014.P.100 and A094971-GA03 are 

inaccurate and should be disregarded.  Also: 

 

 The proposed footway width is shown as 1.5m.  However, when pushing a 

pram or pushchair along the footway, a width in excess of 1.5m is necessary to 

effect a 90º turn, which would mean that either the pram/pushchair or the pusher 

would need to be in the highway before being able to assess whether or not it is safe 

to cross. 

 



 The proposal to install tactile paving to facilitate a pedestrian crossing from 

north to south of Cox’s Green (not Cox’s Road as shown on some of the plans) is 

inherently hazardous, even more so were the proposed plans for re-alignment to be 

unachievable. 

 

 Equally, tactile paving and a pedestrian crossing to the north, with prioritised 

traffic control is considered unsafe. 

 

 Traffic travelling southwards will not have adequate visibility around the bend 

where the pedestrian crossing is sited and will therefore not know whether to await 

passage of northbound traffic. 

 

 At the same time, northbound traffic will not be aware of whether or not it is 

safe to proceed through the pinch point, where it is planned the road width will be 

limited to 3m. 

 

 The pinch point would be potentially hazardous for cyclists, whereas the 

developer promotes cycling as a way for residents to gain access to the village. 

 

 This route is used by buses as well as HGVs servicing both the adjacent 

Burnett Industrial Estate and the Havyatt Business Park, arguably increasing the 

risks for cyclists and pedestrians at this crossing point.  The drawings indicate a road 

width to the north of the junction of 5.2m and an average of around 5m prior to the 

pinch point, whereas Manual for Streets (MfS) (p.79) indicates a recommended width 

of 5.5m where the road is used by HGVs and other commercial vehicles and a width 

of 6m (para 6.5.7) on bus routes, which of course Havyatt Road is. 

 

 Manual for Streets (para 10.1.10) notes that buses require a greater Stopping 

Sight Distance than other vehicles, yet the developer appears not to have taken this 

into consideration, particularly on the north side of the proposed crossing point. 

 

 Vehicles entering the Cox’s Green/Havyatt Road junction from the east are 

also hampered by the fact that Havyatt Road immediately rises south of the junction 

and bends to the southwest, creating a very limited visibility splay for any vehicle to 

exit safely.  It is unclear from the proposals if this incline has been taken into account 

in calculating the available visibility splay. 

 

 Of course, roadside hedges for fields and gardens are not always kept well 

pruned, with the local authority not now cutting hedges as frequently as in the past.  

This would impact on visibility and safe use of any footway, increasing the risks to 

pedestrians and cyclists. 

 

 



4.  Reports submitted with the planning application: 

 

4.1  Planning Statement 

 

Report prepared by GL Hearn Ltd, April 2016 

 

We will comment where relevant on the content of the Planning Statement. 

 

1.  Introduction 

In para 1.3 it states that the EIA screening opinion request concerned a different 

‘large development and site area’.  The issues are much the same, whether for 59 or 

80 plus houses and, in our opinion, an EIA should have been required.  See also 3.8. 

 

3.  Pre-application consultation 

3.3  The comments on communication with the Council are misleading and should 

be disregarded. 

 

3.4  The Council was sent the letter by email on the date shown as the deadline for 

responses, 18 April.  Note that several households adjacent to the development site 

were not sent the letter. 

 

3.5  As stated elsewhere in this comment, the very low number of responses does 

not reflect a lack of interest, more a community feeling that the proposal was 

unrealistic.  We are aware that many residents decided to ignore the letter and 

prepare their objections, should a planning application follow. 

 

3.6  It is a nonsense to suggest that reducing the scale of the proposed development 

was in any way related to the consultation.  Environmental and other issues made it 

inevitable, as should be refusal. 

 

4.  Planning Policy Context 

Please refer to our earlier comments on planning policy relevant to the site 

 

4.16  Our understanding is that the site was assessed by NSC but rejected as 

unsuitable for development.  It is clearly not included in the Site Allocations Plan. 

 

4.17  It is correct to say that the Council is in the early stages of preparing a 

Neighbourhood Plan.  It should be noted that when progressed it would be extremely 

unlikely to include development on the scale proposed here or for any one site.  It is 

obvious from this comment that we do not support development on this site. 

 

 

 



5.  Proposed Development 

5.5  In contrast to what is written, the proposed realignment of Cox’s Green and 

associated works would create traffic, flood risk and other issues which the applicant 

is either unaware of or ignoring. 

 

6.  Planning Assessment 

6.4  The suggestion that ’the (housing) numbers distributed to Service Villages will 

need to increase significantly’ is somewhat optimistic.  Following permissions 

elsewhere and in far more sustainable locations, and with the 5-year housing supply 

now in place, there is no justification for any increase. 

 

6.5  NSC planning policy allows for redefinition of settlement boundaries following 

considered and approved development.  Settlement boundaries have a fundamental 

role, are sensibly defined and do not need a general revision. 

 

6.9  The proposed development is not ‘sustainable development’ under the terms of 

the NPPF.  Refer to the comments elsewhere on sustainability. 

 

6.13  This is not an inconsistent approach by NSC, as is suggested here, it is a 

reasoned approach to the agreed increase in housing numbers based on the 

principle of sustainable development.  It is obviously more ‘sustainable’ to provide 

new housing where there are better road links, public transport services and 

infrastructure. 

 

6.14  The suggestion that new housing is distributed just to spread it around is 

ridiculous and indicates a profound lack of understanding by whoever drafted the 

report.  There has in fact been recent small scale development within the village, for 

example an 11 house development for older people off Silver Street and a 4 house 

development on the old surgery site. 

 

6.15 & 6.16  The statement that NSC’s Assessment ‘confirms that Wrington is one of 

the most sustainable villages in North Somerset’ is just false, as is the suggestion 

that the table is a review of Wrington’s sustainability. 

 

6.17  It might be thought that local employment sites provide work for residents when 

the reality is that the vast majority of people working on the two small industrial 

estates commute into Wrington, with job vacancies minimal.  When Butcombe 

Brewery relocated to Wrington all the employees also relocated, with no new jobs 

created at that time. 

 

While we could comment at length on sustainability, the relevant issues have been 

addressed elsewhere.  However, we will highlight some selected points, as follows: 

 



6.21  It is difficult to see why including ‘an element of affordable housing…will 

improve the sustainability of the settlement’, although the developer would of course 

be compelled to include some affordable housing. 

 

6.27  There is no information provided to support the statement that the closure of 

the bank, which has happened in many places across the country, or some older 

retail units,  is ‘evidence that the existing village cannot currently support these 

services’, nor is there any evidence presented to show that the proposed 

development would have any positive influence. 

 

6.29  The designation of land on the west side of the Havyatt Business Park for 

possible future development is not relevant and not an ‘acknowledgement that 

Wrington is a sustainable site for development’.  It was an error as some of the land 

concerned is within the flood plain, although permission has been granted for a 

warehouse development for the brewery.  Bristol Airport might be a major employer 

in North Somerset, but it is not a significant employer in Wrington or even the parish. 

 

6.31  This is irrational in suggesting that Wrington is more sustainable than is shown 

in NSC’s Assessment, which arguably assesses Wrington at too high a level. 

 

6.32  Here it states ‘Having established that Wrington is a sustainable location for 

development’… .  No, this is certainly not the case. 

 

6.36  The Transport Assessment is based on unreliable data and, therefore, has 

limited value.  It does not demonstrate that the site is in a sustainable location in 

relation to services and facilities, walking, cycling and the availability of public 

transport.  The bus timetable quoted is inaccurate and out of date. 

 

6.37  We suggest that the proposed access arrangements do not meet highway 

standards.  See the report submitted on behalf of WVA, which includes a reference 

to ‘Manual for Streets’ and the relevant design specification.  Also, it is not clear to us 

that information has been provided to show that parking standards will be met 

 

6.38  We disagree.  Any increase in traffic in Wrington will have a negative impact, 

with this potentially significant on Nates Lane and Havyatt Road. 

 

6.39, 6.40, 6.41  The Visual Assessment has no value as it was based on a 9m 

building height.  The D&A Statement makes it clear that this is 12m, a 33% increase. 

 

6.43  This illustrates a basic lack of knowledge about what happens in and around 

Wrington, including in this location.  See our separate comment on flood risk. 

6.44  It seems to us that much of the hedgerow along the western boundary would 

be removed, with a resulting impact on wildlife as this provides a north-south 

corridor. 



6.45  Here it states that all hedgerows used by bats are to be retained.  But, they’re 

not (see above).  We know about bats in this parish; we have a Member who has 

parish bat warden training.  No detailed lighting plan has been provided. 

 

6.49  If the site and surrounding land has been in agricultural use of ‘the last 1000 

years or so’ then it is far more likely that it does have potential archaeological value.  

No development should ever be permitted on the site until a full archaeological 

survey has been undertaken.  Also, we suggest that this long standing agricultural 

use illustrates why the land should not be developed. 

 

7.  S106 Heads of Terms 

This is deeply concerning as there is no suggestion here of any contribution to offset 

the obvious potential impacts on the village.  Any open or green space provided 

within the development should be a matter for the developer, not for the local 

authority or any S106 contribution, and the suggestion of a Travel Plan is considered 

to be irrelevant.  Note that the applicant’s comments about school places do not fit 

with our understanding of availability.  Some eligible village children have been 

unable to obtain places at Wrington Primary School. 

 

8.  Conclusion 

8.2  The principal factor is that the proposed development would be unsustainable, 

which is obvious. 

 

8.3  Because both the site and proposal clearly represent unsustainable 

development, the application fails in relation to the NPPF’s core objective. 

 

8.4  What is proposed is certainly not ‘sustainable development’ and no evidence 

whatsoever has been presented to prove otherwise. 

 

………………………………………………… 

 

 

4.2  Design, Access and Energy Statement 

 

Report prepared by BHP Harwood Architects LLP, February 2016 

 

Commenting first on the Conclusion and para 9.6, in contrast to what is suggested in 

the report, once again it seems clear to us that the what is proposed is not 

sustainable development and does not fit with the NPPF.  Also, we would dispute 

that the development ‘sits harmoniously within the wider context of Wrington’, para 

9.7.  The reality is that the village is surrounded by woodland and fields which are in 

active agricultural use.  The proposed development seeks to destroy some of this 



agricultural land, removing it from the landscape as well as its contribution to local 

food production. 

 

The statement has been produced as a visually attractive document although of 

course from the developer’s misguided perspective.  Clearly, the development is far 

too large and doesn’t fit with either the site or the village as a whole.  However, 

commenting in brief: 

 

1.  Introduction 

1.10  We do not accept the claim that the proposal is for ‘a sensitively designed 

residential development that will provided a new sustainable development’.  This 

demonstrates a profound lack of understanding of the site, local issues and the 

concept of sustainability. 

 

1.18  We cannot agree that the proposal in any way protects or enhances the natural 

assets of the locality. 

 

1.19  The references to ‘community’ imply acceptance that this development would 

not fit within Wrington but would be considered to be a housing development set 

apart from the established community.  This seems clear. 

 

1.20  It is also clear that what is proposed would not be a sustainable development 

and that most trips would be made by private car.  Although the A2 bus passes along 

Havyatt Road, the service is poor.  There is no ‘good access to public transport’. 

 

2.  Assessment 

Please refer to our separate comments on planning policy. 

 

2.18  The Bristol Channel/Severn Estuary lies to the west (?). 

 

2.19  Similarly, the Havyatt Business Park is also to the west, not east. 

 

2.22  There is some street lighting provided by the Council on both Cox’s Green and 

Havyatt Road.  We have no intention to change or add to this. 

 

2.25  The A2 bus does not serve Backwell, Nailsea, Clevedon and Portishead and  

the service times shown are incorrect.  While it is possible to register for a 

discounted fare on the Flyer bus service, this isn’t available to casual users.  Also, 

the return journey time from Bristol can take more than twice as long as the trip into 

Bristol, which is a deterrent to some users. 

 

2.26  It is unrealistic to think that the A2 provides a ‘genuine travel choice’, other than 

to the airport and possibly to Churchill School, although buses are provided for 

school students.  The bus does not serve Nailsea/Backwell railway station. 



2.27  The nearest station is Yatton, although there is no public transport link.  Those 

who choose to use the station are obliged to travel by private car or taxi, or perhaps 

cycle. 

 

2.29  This is factually incorrect as the site does not have good ‘no-car’ accessibility. 

 

2.34  It should be acknowledged that the Green Belt boundary runs along the north 

side of Cox’s Green. 

 

Street scene analysis - commenting on some inaccuracies: 

 

- Station Road:  There is a footway along most of the eastern side of Station Road.  

The west side is bounded by the church wall and the boundary wall of a small 

development, Tincknells Row, with a small length of footway south of its junction with 

Brooklyn. 

 

- High Street:  There are no footways on either side of High Street. This suggests 

poor research. 

 

- Ropers Lane:  For all but a small part of its length, this lane has no kerbs or 

pavements on either its north or south sides. 

 

- Silver Street:  Kerbs and footways do not feature along much of this road, which 

would provide the main access route into the village from the proposed development 

site. 

 

- Cox’s Green:  There is a short length of footway on the west side, between the 

junction with Garstons and the Burnett Industrial Estate. 

 
2.44 Local Character Analysis & 2.45 Local Context Influences Summary 
These appear to have no value, especially as the principles appear to be ignored in 
the development proposal. 
 

3.  Evaluation 

While we will not comment in detail on the Evaluation, we suggest that this appears 

to be largely an attempt by the developer to justify what is an unsuitable location for 

development. 

 

3.2  We suggest that improving access to the river would create risk, especially for 

young children. 

3.13  It is difficult to see how a partially removed and re-sited hedge alongside a very 

modest grassed area can be defined as an ‘ecology buffer’.  No details are provided 

on how this ecology buffer/hedge might be managed to protect its ecological value. 

 



4.  Involvement 

We were aware of the consultation exercise in which letters were sent to 

‘approximately 300 local residents’.  However, we are assured that several 

households in Cox’s Green and Havyatt Road were not included in the consultation, 

which is disappointing whatever the reason.  While the Council was sent the letter by 

email, this was sent on the date indicated as the deadline for comments, 18 April.  

The report doesn’t comment on the very low level of responses.  Our understanding 

is that most of the recipients felt the proposal to be so impractical that it wasn’t given 

serious consideration. 

 

5.  Establishing the Structure 

We make no comment on this, other than to refer to the ‘Village Green’ shown within 

the development.  This is not a ‘village green’ and would not be designated as such, 

although the proposal is an indication of an acceptance that this development is 

distanced from the centre of Wrington, both physically and apparently in relation to 

some form of separated community aim.  This conflicts with the declared vision of 

‘stitching’ the development into the wider community as stated earlier, or of 

enhancing the wider and existing village community. 

 

5.16  Note the reference here to a 2.5 storey or 12m height.  This fact appears to 

have been ignored in the Landscape and Visual Assessment, which indicates that 

the latter must therefore have minimal value. 

 

5.23  The report accepts that ‘there will inevitably be some loss of existing habitat’.  

New planting, whether as trees or hedges, can take years to provide the same 

ecological value as growth which is removed to allow development to proceed. 

 

6.  Streets and Spaces 

As this would be a reserved matter we offer no comments on most on-site issues. 

 

6.12  Our impression is that this was intended as a housing development to fit with 

the wider village, ref section 7. Building Design.  We see no need whatsoever for any 

‘landmark buildings’, which would be unnecessary.  However, this again implies an 

underlying intention to create a development outside Wrington and the village 

community as it stands.  

 

6.28  As explained elsewhere, the proposed new footway is considered to be 

impractical. 

 

6.29  A basic flaw in the junction design is that it would encourage HGVs and other 

commercial traffic to use Cox’s Green and Nates Lane to access the A38.  This 

wouldn’t be very sensible.  Also, no revisions to this junction should be considered 

until a more comprehensive flood risk assessment has been undertaken.  



Photographs submitted by others in response to this planning application show the 

surface water flooding experienced here. 

 

6.31  We would not recommend locating a bench at the junction and question who 

would maintain the planting. 

 

6.50  No explanation is provided for what activity is facilitated by incorporating 

‘coachhouse’ dwellings. 

 

6.68  This is meaningless, although perhaps indicative of the overall approach. 

 

6.69  Apart from the hedgerow along the southern boundary of the development, 

there is no obvious ‘structural vegetation’.  Much of what is in place at present will be 

removed, relocated or affected by development works. The third bullet point is 

contradictory, the fifth bullet point ignores the fact that existing habitat will be 

damaged and there is nothing to suggest any convincing enhancement in what is 

proposed .  The ‘indicative landscape images’ are misleading and have no relevance 

to the development proposal.  

6.74  While it would be possible to include a grassed or green open space in any 

development, this cannot be a ‘Village Green’ and to use the description is 

misleading.  

 

6.76, et al.  Our experience is that developers tend to lose interest in site 

management as time passes, with green areas, verges, trees and hedges often left 

to others.  As NSC is not managing verges and hedges as often as in the past, we 

are concerned that any development with green areas could become very untidy in 

the future.  The Council would not commit to any land management on this or any 

other site and we doubt that the aims expressed in paras 6.79 and 6.80 are 

achievable in practice. 

 

7. Building Design 

We offer comments here on selected issues. 

 

7.4 This appears to a roadside verge, not an ecology buffer with any particularly 

immediate merit as it is proposed to relocate or remove much of the existing hedge 

alongside Havyatt Road.  Also, as this buffer is obviously narrow it is difficult to see 

how any ‘dark corridor’ could be provided as the houses would be illuminated, even if 

there is no street lighting, although it seems unlikely that some lighting won’t be 

installed on the site. 

7.14  Note the indication that higher buildings might be included at a later stage, with 

this stated more openly elsewhere. 

 



7.22  The statement here on Lighting Strategy is unclear, with no information 

provided. 

 

7.41  This illustrates the poor care taken in preparing this document.  It should of 

course read ‘housing developer’ and ‘their’ not there.  Also, there are faults in the 

printing, with letters omitted.  This might appear a minor point but it is indicative of 

what appears to be a hastily prepared or ill considered application. 

 

Building for Life: 

Most of the responses under ‘Building for Life’ are questionable, especially on 

‘Integrating into the Neighbourhood’.  The misleading responses should be obvious 

although we will comment in brief: 

 

1. Connections.  From much of what is said in the D&A Statement it seems that the 

development is aiming to create a mini-village or community rather than making any 

positive attempt to integrate the development with the existing village community. 

 

2. Facilities and services.  The majority of parents with children and who don’t live 

within, say, 200m, take their children to school by car rather than walk, with resulting 

parking and traffic problems on School Road.  Note that Wrington does have more 

than one shop. 

 

3. Public transport.  The only public transport in Wrington is a limited service hourly 

bus.  We are not aware of any ‘wider public transport network’ that is relevant here. 

 

4.  Meeting local housing requirements.   Wrington does not have a defined ‘local 

housing requirement’. 

 

5.  Character.  Our impression from the D& A Statement and the other reports is that 

no real attempt has been made to consider how the proposed development could 

integrate with the existing community.  It seems to us more that it is proposed as a 

separated inward looking development, effectively outside the village and, therefore, 

it is inherently unsustainable 

 

7.  Creating well defined streets and spaces.  The second sentence is meaningless. 

 

8.  Easy to find your way around.  We suggest that this is self-evident and the point 
about landmarks is unnecessary, that is unless the developer has something more 
complex or extensive in mind for the reserved matters stage. 
 
 

8.  Energy and Sustainability 

We make no comment on the building performance, design, energy and other 

details, which would be reserved matters. 



8.24  This is subjective and arguable; we would much prefer that the land remains in 

agricultural use. 

 

8.25  It is clear that the ‘good public transport services’ are not provided in Wrington. 

 

8.26  This underlines the overall impression that the objective is to create a built 

development outside Wrington and the village community. 

 

8.30  Development on the site will impact on any existing wildlife, whatever form this 

takes.  To suggest that development will ‘richly enhance’ the ecology of the site is a 

nonsense. 

 

8.32 & 8.33  The wording here is identical. 

 

8.41  We very much doubt that locally sourced materials will be used and have even 

less confidence that any ‘local skills base’ would be utilised.  Contractors for a 

development on the scale proposed would have their own specialised and preferred 

teams of workers and will not recruit locally. 

 

8.44 & 8.47  We are sceptical that the development could be undertaken without 

impacting on the neighbouring residents and the local environment, with probably 

resulting inconvenience, upheaval, damage and  pollution caused by traffic and 

works.  

 

8.53  It is difficult to see how the development could be ‘compatible with adjoining 

land uses’ when much of this is a green field. 

 

8.54  In contrast to what is stated here, we have no confidence in the suggestion that 

the ‘attenuation basins’ would be effective at collecting surface water and draining 

this at a controlled rate.  This is as a result of our experience with other sites.  A 

development of 1.72Ha will result in surface water flows somewhat different to those 

currently experienced in the fields, with regular flooding on all roads adjacent to the 

site.  We do not accept that the basins, which will accumulate growth and fill with 

water, would cope with heavy rainfall, especially when the ground is saturated. 

 

9.  Conclusion 

See the opening comment in this section. 

 

………………………………………………… 

 

4.3  Transport Assessment 

 

This is a response to the Transport Assessment prepared by WYG, April 2016. 



First, we need to emphasise that the traffic surveys undertaken in support of this 

application, with the resulting data included in the Appendices, illustrate a casual and 

unprofessional approach.  It is standard industry practice not to undertake traffic 

surveys in school holidays or when schools are closed.  While it wasn’t the case in 

Bristol or in other places nearby, North Somerset schools, including Wrington 

Primary School and Churchill Academy, were closed from Friday 1 April to Monday 

18 April 2016.  This information was readily available, although obviously no one 

thought to check.  As a result, the traffic survey data and any related conclusions or 

recommendations should be disregarded. 

 

The following comments refer to the relevant item numbers within the report. 

 

2. Site location and local highway network 

 

2.1.1& 2.2.1  We suggest that the reference to the ‘Wrington built up area’ indicates 

a misguided urban approach to what is a rural village, perhaps explaining some of 

the errors which follow. 

 

2.2.2  In fact, there is street lighting in place, with this considered to be appropriate 

for the location. 

 

Table 2.2.  Appendices A and B do not include maps showing from where the data 

was collected, making it impractical to relate this data precisely to the information 

provided in Table 2.2.  The traffic speed data shown in Appendix B is not dated, 

though if recorded at the same time as the data shown in Appendix A, this is also 

flawed. 

 

3.  Accessibility by sustainable modes of transport 

 

3.1  The Local Facility Plan, figure 3.1 is misleading.  There is no Strategic Cycle 

Route, although the route has been mapped.  This is the old railway line, with much 

of the land now in private ownership.  The Sports & Social Club is a facility provided 

only within the Pavilion, which is owned by the Council.  As is the area shown in 

green on the Plan, which is the Recreation Field and this includes various items of 

play equipment.  There is no separate playground. 

 

3.1.3  It is unrealistic to believe that any significant number of potential new residents 

on this site would walk or cycle to and from the village centre, and certainly not to 

services and facilities located further away.  Residents mostly travel out of Wrington 

by car to shop for food and groceries, and to access other services.  The Medical 

Practice discourages general use of what is just a consulting room in Wrington. 

 

3.2.1 Cox’s Green does not become Silver St at the entrance to the industrial estate, 

as is suggested here. Cox’s Green meets Silver St at the junction with Garstons. 



The report fails to point out that Silver St, the main access to the village centre from 

the south, has no footway along much of its length. 

 

3.3  Access by Cycling 

It is naïve to suggest that new residents would cycle regularly and in complete safety 

along the Wrington access roads, certainly not to Congresbury.  These roads are all 

narrow with poor visibility in places, have the national (60mph) speed limit in place 

and, as a result, sometimes carry fast moving car and commercial vehicle traffic.  

While the roads are used by cyclists we would never encourage children to cycle 

along them. 

 

3.3.2  As above, the route to Congresbury can be unsafe and is suitable for adult 

cyclists only, with narrow sections of road, stone walls, narrow or no verges and no 

footways, as well as blind corners. 

 

Note that para 2.32 of the Design, Access and Energy Statement indicates that the 

Avon Cycleway may be accessed by a ‘lightly trafficked local route’.  There are 

always routes but this is nonsense as the Cycleway runs along Downside Road and 

is linked to the village via tortuous uphill roads which are not attractive to cyclists. 

 

3.4.1  The A2 bus does not serve Portishead and no longer goes further than the 

airport.  Passengers wishing to travel to Bristol must now change to the Bristol 

Airport Flyer service, which can make the return journey both time consuming and 

expensive.  Most people would choose to use their car.  The bus service timetable 

included as Table 3.2 is incorrect. 

 

3.4.2  Further to the comment above, use of the A2 bus does certainly not offer a 

‘genuine travel choice’.  The information provided in this paragraph has been poorly 

researched. 

 

3.5  A more realistic approach would be to admit that new residents would use their 

private cars for commuting, for transporting children to and from school and other 

activities, for grocery and other shopping and for entertainment.  We know this 

because it’s what many existing residents now do.  It is impractical to use the bus, 

unless of course you have no car, or have time to fit with the limited service 

provided.  A further significant point is that there is often very little parking space 

available in the centre of Wrington and while there might be a shop based post office 

and an off licence/store, some residents are discouraged from using these as there 

can be nowhere to park cars.  Wrington is not considered to be sustainable in terms 

of accessibility and transport, a fact that has been assessed and agreed by NSC. 

 

 

 

 



4.  Development Proposals 

 

4.3  This fails to recognise that there is no footway along much of Silver St, which is 

the main pedestrian route into the village centre.  New residents would be very 

unlikely to take the alternative and much longer route using the footpaths to the west 

of Garstons. Our other residents don’t. 

 

4.3.2   The proposal to create a new 1.5m wide footway on the east side of Cox’s 

Green is misguided.  While its potential value to existing and potential new residents 

is appreciated, this is not considered to be highway land.  Construction would need 

the permission of various private landowners and this would seem unlikely.  We have 

noted the boundaries shown on the drawings submitted with the planning 

application, but these are mistaken.  Also, we suggest that rather than an 

improvement, the proposed crossing and road width reduction close to the entrance 

to the industrial estate is more likely to increase risk.  Larger and wider vehicles are 

likely to drive over the build outs, especially when entering or leaving the industrial 

estate on the north side. 

 

4.6.1  It seems that the intention is to reposition the junction rather more than ‘slightly 

to the south’.  Unfortunately, anything like the increased width and realignment 

proposed will just encourage more HGV and other commercial vehicle traffic to use 

Nates Lane, with the developer effectively offering improved access to the Havyatt 

Business Park.  This would be inevitable without a weight or width restriction on 

Nates Lane and have a negative impact on the eastern section of Cox’s Green.  

There’s already an issue at the Cox’s Green/Havyatt Rd junction with HGV’s 

apparently being directed to use this route by satnavs. 

 

4.6.4   See comment under 4.3.2 above. There is no space for the footway 

proposed, which would require the use of existing residential property.  We are 

advised that NSC’s historical records relating to highway ownership are unreliable, 

which is obviously the case here. 

 

4.6.5  See comment under 4.6.1 above. 

 

4.7.2  No evidence whatsoever is presented to suggest that what has been proposed 

will ‘reduce the reliance on car travel’.  Also, note that this is not ‘a residential 

development within Wrington’; it is outside the settlement boundary. 

 

4.7.3  What’s proposed, even if it were to be practical, will not ‘reduce the reliance on 

car travel’ as people will need to drive their cars to access services and facilities, for 

commuting, for transporting children to and from school and other activities, for 

grocery and other shopping and for entertainment.  See 3.5 above.  This is self-

evidently an unsustainable development proposal in terms of transport. 

 



5.  Trip generation, distribution and assignment 

 

5.2.1 Wrington Ward data is not representative.  This is a North Somerset Council 

Ward and includes the parish of Butcombe.  Even Wrington parish data wouldn’t 

provide a reliable indication of Wrington village traffic flows. 

 

We note the forecast that 80% of trips will be by car and the suggestion of 454 two-

way person trips per day. 

 

6.  Traffic impact analysis 

 

As pointed out earlier, the comments here are unreliable as the traffic survey data 

was collected in a school holiday period.  The conclusions reached on the Havyatt 

Road/A38 junction and particularly on the Nates Lane/A38 junction overlook the 

issues here.  It is frequently difficult to turn right at the Havyatt Road junction, which 

can require an extended wait at times.  This is related to the stream of traffic south 

bound on the A38.  The Nates Lane junction is considered dangerous for drivers 

turning right off the main road and into Nates Lane, with poor visibility for following 

traffic.  The junction is also hazardous for traffic turning into Nates Lane from the 

south, when visibility is again poor.  In the circumstances it seems to us that the 

junction capacities are irrelevant. 

 

While we appreciate that records are not maintained for accidents where there is no 

reported personal injury, the accident data included in Appendix C takes no account 

of other traffic accidents or the more frequent traffic incidents which are experienced 

at these junctions. 

 

7. Outline Travel Plan 

 

We have no confidence in any travel plan proposed for or agreed in relation to a 

residential development, not least because there is no mechanism under which it 

could be controlled or enforced. 

 

8.  Summary and Conclusions 

 

We do not accept the conclusion that the site is located within a sustainable location, 

para 8.1.3, which seems a naïve comment. 

 

We are not sure what is meant by a ‘holistic transport environment’, para 8.1.4, but 

the proposed development is much more likely to increase reliance on private car 

use, not reduce it. 

The traffic impacts will not be small, para 8.1.7.  Any increase whatsoever in vehicle 

traffic through Wrington will create negative impacts, as it will at both the Havyatt 

Road and Cox’s Green junctions with the A38.  Even though we feel that car 



movements will be higher than indicated, the number of vehicle trips forecast must 

impact on what is already a sensitive local highway infrastructure. 

 

………………………………………………… 

 

 

4.4  Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage Strategy 

Report prepared by WYG, April 2016 

 

i.  Surface Water 

 

We have considered the Flood Risk Assessment and, based on our long experience 

and understanding of local conditions, suggest that the report is flawed.  In fact, 

rather than proving that ‘the site will not increase the risk of flooding elsewhere’, para 

6.1.13, or ‘that the development can thus be constructed without increasing the risk 

of flooding elsewhere’, para 6.1.6, both statements in the ‘Summary and Conclusion’, 

the report appears to demonstrates the opposite.  Development of this scale and on 

this particular site seems certain to increase flood risk. 

 

Under ‘Infiltration’, para 4.3, it is stated that during a recent site visit the ground was 

found to be marshy in places, with standing water.  The report accepts that the water 

table is high underneath the site, with boreholes indicating that it is within one metre 

of the surface. 

 

However, the applicant proposes a development with 1.72Ha of impermeable area, 

with attenuation via three newly constructed ‘basins’.  These are shown as 1m deep, 

which suggests that they will be affected by surface water generally unless sealed 

underneath.  As with the similar attenuation pond in Rickyard Rd, it seems likely that 

these would soon hold standing water as it won’t drain away through the often 

saturated land, thus largely proving to be ineffective.  It is accepted in the report that 

SuDs isn’t appropriate for this site, para 4.3.3, and that surface water will be drained 

to the Yeo, para 4.4.4. 

 

But, the Yeo already floods where it crosses under Havyatt Road, with surface water 

obstructing the highway at times, and to add the surface water from such a large 

impermeable surface would be irresponsible.  The ‘basins’ will fill and the ground will 

be saturated in flood conditions, which are certainly not unusual. 

 

Rather than at the Havyatt Road bridge, the offsite risk to property is both upstream 

and downstream, particularly the latter as a result of the physical constraint at Beam 

Bridge, Half Yard.  This already acts as a dam, with flood water both blocking the 

road and backing up to create a flood risk to the residential properties on the east 

side of Beam Bridge. 



Of course, surface water flooding occurs routinely in Nates Lane, which provides a 

link between the development site and the A38.  This is acknowledged in para 3.7.3.  

Also, Mill Lane, which links Nates Lane with Havyatt Road, is frequently obstructed 

by flood water and, although ignored by this report, Cox’s Green is seriously affected 

at times.  We will comment separately on this issue. 

 

ii.  Junction of Cox’s Green with Havyatt Rd 

 

As a result of saturated ground, springs, poor drainage and especially in heavy rain, 

surface water collects in and flows along the north side of Cox’s Green (adjacent to 

the NW corner of the development site) and floods around the junction with Havyatt 

Road before it can drain away.  Residential property has flooded here, although 

there is no mention of this fact, nor the well known flood risk, in the report.  This 

suggests that the FRA is less than thorough. 

 

This area is unusually shown as part of the site plan.  We would suggest that it is 

unrealistic to include the public highway on this plan, and there should certainly not 

be any change to the road alignment, surfacing, kerbing and related drainage 

provision without a detailed analysis both of the existing circumstances and the 

potential flood risk associated with the proposed highway realignment and 

associated works.  We need to underline the fact that there is already a serious 

flooding issue at the junction of Cox’s Green with Havyatt Road. 

 

In the circumstances we were surprised to read the comment submitted by NSC’s 

Flood Risk Management Team, which indicates a possible lack of understanding.  In 

that comment the existing flood risk to housing is acknowledged but, rather than just 

suggesting that conditions should be attached, permission should be refused until 

the source of the problem is identified and some sustainable solution implemented.  

As it stands, it might not be practical or economic to satisfy the conditions, in which 

case if the proposed works increase the flood risk, which we feel is considerable, 

then residential property will flood, with this probably more regularly. 

 

The photographs submitted by WVA of flooding experienced on Wednesday 15 June 

2016 illustrate what can happen at this junction.  This flooding is not unusual, 

although we suspect that the flood risk here hasn’t been monitored or evaluated by 

NSC’s Flood Risk Management Team. 

 

iii.  Foul Drainage Strategy 

 

This section of the report is surprisingly brief and, in our opinion, appears 

complacent bearing in mind the issues experienced in Wrington.  The foul sewage 

system in the village leaks in flood conditions, with sewage known to mix with 

surface water drainage and affect both the ground and residential property. 



In fact, how the foul sewage would be drained is not clear.  The implication is that it 

would join the Garstons Orchard system before linking with drainage from the other 

Garstons developments and then cross the line of the culverted stream but still in a 

150mm diameter pipe.  We have doubts about the capacity of this network. 

 

We also have serious concerns about how the development site would generally 

drain, with foul sewage proposed to drain to the north and surface water to the south.  

This shows that there are risks associated with the development as proposed, with 

surface water from the northern half likely to build and drain off the site into Cox’s 

Green, unless this is physically prevented, increasing the offsite flood risk here, and 

foul sewage from the southern half possibly collecting in the drainage system with 

consequential potential impacts on both property and the land to the south. 

 

With the neighbouring ground levels as limiting factors, it seem that these issues 

could only be overcome by raising the overall site level or by pumping, both of which 

we suggest are unrealistic options.  It is relevant that the industrial estate has to be 

drained in part by pumping water uphill to overcome the elevated section of Havyatt 

Road. 

 

………………………………………………… 

 

 

4.5   Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment  

Report prepared by SLR Consulting and dated April 2016. 

 

The report concludes with a statement that any development ‘will inevitably affect the 

immediate landscape character’, which it obviously will, but to suggest that this ‘will 

be of low importance’ seems irresponsible.  The site lies outside the settlement 

boundary and on agricultural land, with the Green Belt boundary on the north side of 

Cox’s Green and Nates Lane.  In contrast to the report, we would argue that the site 

is visible and the proposed development will have a significant negative visual 

impact on the landscape.  Of course, the existing green fields might not be so visible 

in a wider context, but in its conclusion the report appears to overlook the fact that 

the intention is to construct houses. 

 

The following comments refer to selected extracts from the report: 

2.0 Planning Policy Context 

 

The statements made and policy references provided in paras 2.11 and 2.15 would 

appear to justify refusal of the application. The site is clearly visible from the AONB 

and, in relation to para 2.15, development on this green field site, which is adjacent 

to both the Green Belt and a designated Wildlife Site (SNCI), with the latter 

apparently ignored in this Assessment, must have an unacceptable impact on the 



character, quality and distinctiveness of the landscape, ref Core Strategy Policy CS5 

and Development Management Policy DM:10. 

 

3.0  Landscape and Visual Context 

 

Landscape Character 

The point made above is reflected in the bullet points listed under para 3.8, which 

appear to confirm the high quality of the immediate and surrounding landscape, 

irrespective of the fact that there are commercial buildings located nearby off Havyatt 

Road.  However, what isn’t mentioned here are the Landscape Guidelines for the 

‘River Yeo Rolling Valley Farmland’ (note the last word).  See Appendix 7 where 

these are included, with the first and clearly stated aim to ‘Conserve the rural, 

pastoral character of the area’. 

 

Topography 

Note the comment under para 3.13 on topography.  As it states, the site slopes 

towards the river, which is the natural direction of drainage.  This appears to conflict 

with the aim to drain foul sewage to the north. 

 

Vegetation Pattern 

For some reason, the report ignores the ecologically important tree and hedge 

growth along the banks of the Yeo, just to the south.  This is a designated SNCI site. 

 

Visual Context 

Whatever is meant by para 3.27, the site lies outside the defined settlement 

boundary and any housing development would certainly not be ‘well enclosed in 

local views’.  On para 3.32, there is only one young conifer, not ‘trees’, although 

there is a roadside hedge, with this cut annually. 

 

We will make no comment on the reported ‘views’, which should be disregarded.  It 

is stated in paras 4.1 and 6.14 that the proposed development would be ‘up to two 

storeys in height’.  However, in the Design & Access Statement, para 5.16, it states 

2.5 storeys, or a maximum height of 12m.  This is significant and would create a 

development with a somewhat different visual impact on both the neighbouring 

properties and the landscape, especially when the trees are without leaves. 

 

Whereas the parameters for the comments on views don’t seem to have been 

provided, in the legend for the drawing entitled ‘Zone of Theoretical Visibility and 

Viewpoints’, ref 01918.00012.29.001.1, it states ‘assumed height of proposed 

development: 9m’.  As this would appear to be incorrect, with the maximum indicated 

height in the architect’s statement 33% greater at 12m, the comments on views and 

visual assessment as a whole are clearly unreliable and, therefore, the Visual 

Assessment should be disregarded. 



4.6  Ecological Assessment 

 

We have considered the Ecological Assessment prepared by Ethos Environmental 

Planning, April 2016, and offer the following comments. 

 

The report appears thorough and is helpful, although the survey results, conclusions 

and recommendations do raise concerns.  For example, the background data might 

be accurately reported but it is incomplete, para 4.0.  BRERC data is reliant on 

people collecting and reporting sightings and other evidence.  Of course, if reports 

aren’t submitted to BRERC then the records cannot provide a true indication of the 

wildlife value of the site or local environment, which is what tends to happen in North 

Somerset, and certainly in this parish.  It shouldn’t have a direct impact but NSC no 

longer provides funding for BRERC, unlike the other West of England local 

authorities, and groups such as the NS Wildlife Wardens and organised otter 

surveyors have been disbanded.  At the same time NSC has cut its internal 

environmental and ecological resources. 

 

Of course much more wildlife is present close to the site than is reported here, 

although we cannot assess the development site itself as we have no access.  Much 

of this is associated with the river Yeo and its banks, which provides an extremely 

valuable and sensitive wildlife corridor.  In fact, the watercourse which runs along the 

southern boundary is designated as a Wildlife Site, or SNCI, which appears to have 

been overlooked as there’s mention of this in the report. 

 

The report states that the most recent record of otter was in 2012, whereas otter are 

generally present in the river and on land nearby, with spraint found regularly and 

recently.  Although not apparent in the BRERC records, cubs have even been found 

nearby in Garstons and a survey undertaken 21 May 2016 showed the presence of 

otter in the river close to Cox’s Green. 

 

We suggest that the development site, including the grassland, has far more wildlife 
value than is suggested in the report.  For example, it is hard to believe that there are no 
reptiles or invertebrates on the site.  What should certainly support this argument are the 
results of the bat surveys, both the eight activity surveys and the static detector results 
reported under para 6.2.6.  These clearly demonstrate that when a thorough survey is 
undertaken then the results can show that wildlife are present and use the land 
concerned to a far greater extent than might be indicated by the BRERC records. 

 

As we know in Wrington, the surrounding grassland, trees and hedges are well used 

by a number of bat species for foraging, with the field boundaries and hedges used 

as flight routes and corridors, especially along the river.  Note that one of our 

members surveys for bats and otter.  The loss of any of this green land to 

development would inevitably have negative environmental and ecological impacts. 

 



In this particular case it is proposed to create ‘1.72Ha of impermeable area’ on the 

site (ref Flood Risk Assessment), which will have little wildlife value.  This is 

unsustainable in relation to any consideration of the site’s current ecological value 

when compared with what it might become.  As some mitigation it is suggested in the 

report that the attenuation basins proposed in the Flood Risk Assessment have the 

potential to enhance wildlife value, ref para 9.1.3.  It is also suggested that the 

basins should be allowed to fill with rainwater, which is of course what will happen, 

with the basins inevitably becoming ponds.  Unfortunately, any standing water in 

these ‘basins’ would then obviously reduce their capacity to act as a flood relief 

mechanism, and while we would welcome any new ponds these would then have 

minimal value in terms of flood relief. 

 

Finally, we note the point made about Horseshoe bats and lighting in para 9.2.2.1.  

Bearing in mind the relatively exposed location, the fact that external lighting is 

generally at a low level in Wrington, and the potential impacts on this and other 

protected bat species, should the application be approved then we recommend that 

as a condition no permanent street lighting is permitted.  This Council provides 

almost all the street lighting in Wrington and we would not consider support for any 

lighting on this development, nor will we make any changes to the street lighting on 

the surrounding roads. 

 

………………………………………………… 
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