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WRINGTON  PARISH  COUNCIL 
The John Locke Room, Silver Street, Wrington BS40 5QE 

 
 

Objection to planning application 17/P/0485/0 

Land at Cox’s Green, Wrington 

 

 

This is an Objection from Wrington Parish Council (the Council) to planning 

application 17/P/0485/O, which is described as an ‘Outline application for the 

erection for up to 28 dwellings and access. All other matters of appearance, 

landscaping, layout and scale are reserved for subsequent approval’. 

 

 

1.  Introduction 

It seems to us that this application is little different to the previous application, 

16/P/1291/O, other than for the number of houses proposed.  While these have been 

reduced in this case to ‘up to 28’ from ‘up to 59 dwellings’, it is essentially the same 

proposal, no doubt with a second phase development to extend the site onto 

adjacent land intended at some point in the future.  However, the issues are much 

the same, although the proposed new footpath along Cox’s Green is even less 

achievable than previously suggested. 

 

With this similarity in mind we have included our submission on the 59 dwellings 

application as an annex to this objection.  This is because most of the comments 

remain directly relevant to this new application, even where they refer to specific 

paragraphs or points made in the developer’s 59 dwellings support documents.  The 

‘Planning Statement’, ‘Design, Access & Energy Statement’, ‘Transport Statement’, 

‘Flood Risk Assessment’ and ‘Ecological Assessment’ are not materially different, 

with no convincing attempt having been made to differentiate between the two 

applications and, therefore, to justify the 28 dwellings proposal. 

 

To illustrate the lack of attention to detail, the Transport Statement still includes a 

non-industry standard traffic survey undertaken during the school holidays.  This 

shows poor research on the part of the developer and a disregard for accepted 

practice as the traffic survey should have been repeated.  It should not be 

acceptable as it stands; the data is unrepresentative. 

 

In the case of this 28 dwellings application we will not comment in detail on the 

documents and reports submitted by the developer as it unnecessary, but will offer 

views on the background, the principles involved and the reasons why the 

application should be refused. 
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Whatever the scale of the proposed development it is relevant that the site was not 

considered suitable for inclusion in NSC’s Site Allocations Plan. 

 

Commenting briefly on content of the planning application form, while it’s appreciated 

that this is an outline application the answers provided to several of the questions 

suggest that the issues haven’t been fully explored. 

 

Note that the Council is aware of and supports the objection submitted by the 

Wrington Village Alliance (WVA) and dated 17 April 2017. 

 

 

2.  Sustainability 

Whether 28 or 59 dwellings, the site is not sustainable in planning and transport 

terms.  As we have stated previously, the applicant suggests that the proposed 

development is ‘sustainable’ when it is clearly not.  In fact, the proposal does not fit 

with any reasonable interpretation of sustainability as set out in the NPPF or other 

guidance. 

 

Wrington itself not sustainable and anything more than very small scale new 

development would add to the serious traffic and transport difficulties which are now 

experienced in the village.  While there are two employment sites in Wrington, these 

actually create transport problems as people tend to drive into the village to work on 

the sites, passing local residents who commute out to work elsewhere in North 

Somerset or Bristol.  The development site itself has poor access to the village 

centre, being surrounded by roads which are narrow and have no footways.  These 

roads are often affected by surface water, resulting in regular flooding. 

  

There are now limited retail outlets and services in Wrington, with the banks, post 

office and various shops having closed.  While there is now a smaller post office this 

is located within what was previously a larger general store and at a location where 

there is very limited parking.  There is a small convenience store/off licence but most 

people with cars travel out of the village to shop, or they shop when travelling to or 

from home.  Also, the medical practice has recently indicated its intention to close 

the Broad Street branch surgery and First Bus has stated that the A2 bus service is 

no longer viable and has withdrawn its funding.  On the other hand, while Wrington 

primary school is considered good, it has few places available.  Our understanding is 

that it will not have space for the potentially large number of children who might be 

associated with the proposed development, resulting in a need for more travel to 

schooling outside the village.  Also, there is no ATM in the parish, other than at the 

airport, with residents needing to travel to obtain cash when the post office is closed, 

which is the case in the evening and for much of the weekend. 

 

The applicant’s simplistic statement that ‘Wrington is a sustainable location’ is 

irrational.  In the circumstances, and whatever the NSC’s position related to a five 
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year housing supply (which is said by NSC to be met), this development could not be 

approved on the basis of a ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’. 

 

 

3.  Service Village 

Wrington is currently designated as a Service Village, although this assessment is 

unrealistic following the loss of relevant services and facilities.   

 

NSC recently undertook a ‘Sustainability assessment of rural settlements in North 

Somerset’ when it was concluded that Wrington’s sustainability is inferior to any of 

the other Service Villages and is similar to the Infill Villages.  In particular, it was 

rated as Red for ‘Well connected’ and ‘Environmentally sensitive’, ie. very poor, and 

Orange for everything else apart from being ‘Well run’ (Green). 

 

In NSC’s Core Strategy, as adopted April 2012, Policy CS32, Service Villages, it 

states: 

 

Within North Somerset there are a number of villages which carry out the role of 

Service Villages. The starting point for Service Village classification was the assessment 

of facilities as settlements which have at least a village shop, post office, primary school, 

GP surgery, community hall and pub accumulating to at least 20 units of town centre 

use (town centre uses are defined in PPS6 as retail, leisure, entertainment facilities, 

restaurants and pubs, offices, arts, culture and tourism). They provide a service role 

function beyond their immediate locality and normally serve the population of one to 

three parishes. They range in size from 2000 to 5000 population per settlement. 

 

In the revised Core Strategy adopted January 2017 this was amended to read:   

 

Within North Somerset there are a number of villages which carry out the role of 

Service Villages. They provide a service role function beyond their immediate locality 

and normally serve the population of one to three parishes. They range in size from 

2000 to 5000 population per settlement. 

 

Wrington’s classification as a Service Village is not justifiable whatever the criteria. 

With most of the original qualifying criteria now deleted, as in the Core Strategy 

revision, Wrington should not now be included as the village serves one parish, if 

that, and certainly no more.  The reality is that it does not provide a full service 

function, or anything like it, for even its own residents. 

 

Parish residents to the north (Downside Road, etc.) generally use services in 

Backwell and Nailsea, sometimes Winford.  Our residents in Redhill also use these, 

as well as Budgens in Langford and facilities further afield.  The village access roads 
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and limited bus service act as a positive deterrent to those who might otherwise 

travel into Wrington to use the shops and few service outlets. 

 

In our opinion it was an error to include Wrington as a Service Village in the recently 

revised Core Strategy, when Policy CS33 related to Infill Villages would be more 

appropriate. 

 

 

4.  Transport 

It is inevitable that should the site be developed then most if not all the residents in 

employment would travel to work outside Wrington.  This would obviously result in 

more commuting by private car, much of this on inadequate roads through the centre 

of the village to access the A370, M5 and routes to Yatton (rail services), Weston, 

Nailsea, Clevedon, etc.  The new residents would certainly travel by car to shop and 

to access services, resulting in increased traffic flows.  While some might cycle, the 

narrow country lanes aren’t considered suitable by many cyclists, certainly not for 

our younger residents. 

 

While the availability of the local bus service has been mentioned, this is not 

considered to be a practical option for most people.  The A2 bus now runs only 

between Weston and the airport.  This results in an expensive trip for anyone without 

a discount card who needs to use the bus to travel on to Bristol via the airport.  

However, and the developer will be unaware of this, First Bus has withdrawn funding 

for the A2, having concluded that the service is no longer economic.  At the time of 

writing NSC is providing funding on a provisional basis but the future of this bus 

service is now very much in doubt.  When assessing the development proposal it 

should be presumed that there might be no bus service available in the medium to 

long-term future, either running past the site or using any alternative route through 

Wrington.  Should consideration be given to a future replacement bus service then it 

may well use the original 121 route between Wrington and Redhill, via Long Lane 

and Church Road, where there are already safer raised kerb bus stops in place.  

This is of course some distance from the development site. 

 

We have noted the recommendation made by NSC’s Highways Development 

Management that the 59 dwellings application should be refused.  The concerns 

listed as reasons for this recommendation seem clear, with these reflecting our own 

conclusions.  As the issues raised have not been resolved in this 28 dwellings 

application there is no obvious reason why this shouldn’t be refused. 

 

 

5.  Pedestrian access 

The proposed new footway along the east side of Cox’s Green and leading towards 

Silver Street is impractical, irrespective of any potential benefit.  This proposal is 

apparently based on assumptions and old mapping, which has been admitted 
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informally by the highway authority as being unreliable.  The land concerned is not 

part of the public highway, is not maintained as such, is not fenced or signed and 

never has been, or at least not in living memory.  As such it cannot be considered as 

highway land under the terms of the Highway Act 1980.  In fact, a footway north 

towards the centre of the village could not be constructed as the road is too narrow 

and the land on the east side forms part of what are private gardens.  The land is not 

available for use as a footway.  We understand that the householders here, as well 

as on the west side, have no interest in giving up any part of this land.  As a result 

there can be no safe pedestrian access to and from the site. 

 

 

6.  Flood risk 

We would suggest that the Flood Risk Assessment submitted with the application 

demonstrates a fundamental misunderstanding of what actually happens in flood 

conditions in and around Wrington, including on and adjacent to the proposed 

development site.  The FRA states that it ‘proves that (development on) the site 

proves will not increase the risk of flooding elsewhere’.  Unfortunately not, as it is 

inevitable that development on the site must increase off site flood risk.  In the 

circumstances we find it hard to understand why NSC’s Flood Risk Officers did not 

recommend that the original 59 dwellings application should be refused.  This 

suggests a misunderstanding of what actually happens in Wrington. 

 

We are aware that WVA have submitted photographic evidence which illustrates 

flooding on the roads around the site.  Of course, these fit with our own experience 

and illustrate how in flood conditions, which can be expected at any time of year in 

and around Wrington, the roads can become completely obstructed by flood water.  

We have seen this and there’s nothing in the planning application to suggest that the 

issues could or would be resolved.  These are old country lanes which at one time 

had ditches running alongside them.  There are now no ditches and the surface 

water drainage is inadequate.  There is no efficient drainage from around the Cox’s 

Green/Havyatt Road junction towards the west, with the proposal offering no obvious 

change and certainly no improvement. 

 

However, the development site is not level and northern part must drain towards 

Cox’s Green, which would increase the flood risk here as a result of built 

development.  It could not drain to the south unless pumped, or the building levels 

were to be changed, in which case this would increase the landscape impacts.  At 

the same time, any development south of the ridge line would either drain to the 

south, towards the river, or need to be pumped northwards.  From experience, we 

have no confidence that any water retention scheme or SUDs would function 

efficiently on this site.  The water table is too high and the ground is often 

waterlogged.  Significantly, there are already flooding issues downhill from the site, 

where any run-off would flow into the Yeo.  There are constraints on water flow from 

east to west at Havyatt Road, as there are further downstream at Beam Bridge 
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where there are residential properties close to the river.  No consideration appears to 

have been given to what we know to be potentially serious downstream issues. 

 

This of course includes foul sewage disposal.  We are concerned about how this 

could be drained efficiently through the existing system, even after noting the 

response from Wessex Water.  We have seen that Wessex Water have confirmed 

that improvements to the downstream foul sewage disposal system would be 

required, including additional pumping facilities.  It is unclear how sewage from the 

southern part of the site could be directed towards Cox’s Green and on to Garstons, 

that is unless the building levels were be raised (as above), with resulting landscape 

impacts.  There are historical issues in Wrington associated with foul sewage 

escaping from the drainage system in flood conditions. 

 

 

7.  Landscape & Environmental Impacts 

While the Ecological Assessment submitted with the application appears thorough it 

fails to comment on the potential off-site impacts of the development, in particular the 

effects on the Yeo and its banks, which are just to the south.  The Yeo is a 

designated Wildlife Site/SNCI and would be affected by increased surface water flow 

off the site. 

 

It’s relevant that while BRERC wildlife records are reliable in themselves, BRERC 

can only report back on sightings and reports which have been submitted for 

recording.  Hence, they cannot be relied on to provide anything like a full picture.  In 

this case the Ethos static bat detector reports are significant in the number and 

variety of bat species recorded, highlighting the fact that this is a wildlife rich area. 

 

The site itself is recognised by NSC as Greater Horseshoe Bat habitat, this in 

relation to the North Somerset & Mendip Bats Special Area of Conservation (SAC).  

This is referred to in NSC’s Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP).  We suggest that more 

reference should have been made to the Habitat Action Plans included in the BAP, 

together with the Species Action Plans for Otter and Greater Horseshoe Bats.  We 

know from experience that Otter are present and active in the Yeo. 

 

We have noted that the casual dormouse survey did not produce any records.  

However, a recent and more comprehensive nesting tube survey undertaken nearby 

in relation to NSC planning application 16/P/2560/RG3 did produce evidence of 

dormice, proving that there are dormice in the area.  A full dormouse survey should 

be undertaken before any development is considered for this site. 

 

On landscape impacts, we have noted the NSC Landscape Officer’s 

recommendation to refuse permission for the 59 dwellings development.  Again, 

there is no material difference with the 28 dwellings development, irrespective of 

subsequent comments.  Any development on this particular site will have a negative 
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visual impact on the locality, on Wrington Vale generally, on views from the Mendip 

Hills AONB and from the elevated land to the north, especially when trees are not in 

leaf. 

 

The applicant claims that the site is not located within a designated landscape.  It 

seems misleading to us not to point out that the village settlement boundary runs 

along the western side, the Green Belt boundary along the north side and with the 

Yeo close to the south. 

 

In terms of landscape character, the site is located within English Nature’s 

designated National Character Area 118, ‘Bristol, Avon Valleys & Ridges’, where it 

states: 

 

The area is characterised by alternating ridges and broad valleys, with some steep, 

wooded slopes and open rolling farmland.  It is flanked by the Somerset Levels and 

Moors and the Mendip Hills to the south, the Cotswolds to the east and the Severn and 

Avon vales to the west, which largely separates it from the Severn Estuary except for a 

small stretch of coastline between Clevedon and Portishead.  It has a complex geology, 

being rich in geomorphological features such as the dramatic Avon Gorge, and there are 

many designated exposures and rich fossil beds. 

 

Of course, there’s no mention here of these characteristic broad valleys and open 

rolling farmland being converted to unsustainable built development, which does not 

fit with this landscape character designation.  Also, NSC’s Historic Environment 

Records Officer has commented that ‘most of the area has been in agricultural use 

for the last 1000 years’, which should provide a clear argument against development, 

and that that ‘the area has a high potential for further archaeology including 

waterlogged deposits that may preserve palaeo-environmental evidence’. 

 

In addition to draining Blagdon Lake and Wrington Vale, the Yeo acts as direct link 

and migratory route for birds flying between the EU designated Special Protection 

Areas (SPA) of Chew Valley Lake and the Severn Estuary, these sometimes 

stopping along the way to rest and feed.  We suggest that to build on this 

undeveloped rural green field site adjacent to the Yeo would be in conflict with both 

the BAP and the aims and objectives of the National Character Area profile. 

 

………………… 

 

 

Finally, we would like to point out that there has been no communication from either 

Redcliffe Homes or GL Hearn, the agent, with the Council.  This is surprising bearing 

in mind the obvious issues, the potential benefit of local knowledge and experience, 
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and the extent of opposition to the planning application.  We suggest this implies an 

apparent lack of concern for local and practical issues on the part of the developer. 

 

On the basis of our reasoned objection both to this and the earlier application, and 

the number and range of the objections made by residents, we urge you to refuse 

this application. 

 

…………….………………… 

 
 
 

 
 

For further information please contact: 
 
 
 
 
 
The Clerk to the Council 
Wrington Parish Council 
The John Locke Room 
Silver Street 
Wrington  BS40 5QE 
 
 
tel:  01934 863984 
email:  clerk_wrington@hotmail.com 
 
 
 
 
 

April 2017 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

www.wringtonparishcouncil.gov.uk 


