
WHY do people choose to live in a
village rather than in a town with bistros,
art galleries, cinemas, hospitals and the
convenience of public transport?  
Is it the star-filled skies? Walks on our

doorstep through open countryside over
the Mendip Hills? The peace and
tranquillity that refreshes the mind, or the
trees, flowers and birds that make us
pause for a moment? 
Perhaps it is the quintessential village

pub with its tempting log fire or the
village Post Office and stores where just
about everyone in the village is known.
Or maybe the skittles club, village green,
cricket team, football league or the
heaviest marrow at the village flower
show? 
Village life is not for everyone, it is a

culture that deserves respect and
protection but sadly this choice of where
we live is being steadily eroded.
Politicians and planners need to
understand it, not destroy it. 
The once self-contained villages

renowned for looking after their own
residents (and proved successful at doing
so yet again during the lockdown, at no
cost to the government) are being
destroyed at an alarming rate. Green belt
was created to prevent urban sprawl into
the countryside. No urban sprawl is
leapfrogging over the 14-mile wide green
belt – what protection is offered to
villagers?
In one of the biggest rural land-grabs

ever seen, ancient hedgerows are being
ripped out and replaced by iron railings.
Green fields are melting into a mulch of
badly designed housing estates without a
solar panel in sight and the minimum
standard of insulation. Housing estates,
miles from employment and viable public
transport, are turning single-track rural
roads into gridlocked rat-runs too
dangerous for walkers, cyclists and riders. 
In 2018, Government advisor, Professor

Paul Cheshire, Professor Emeritus of
Economic Geography at LSE and an
expert in urban and land use economics,
commented that we should be protecting
land such as our AONBs and “sensitive
sites”.
Referring to the large swathes of Green

belt he commented that we should not be
freezing towns and cities through
boundaries that are “set in aspic since the
1950s”. Professor Cheshire went on to
say:
“We need only release a very small

amount of Green belt land to solve the
housing problem. If we don’t, we will end
up with a free-for-all that benefits no-
one.”
Three years on, that is precisely what

we have, a lucrative, developer’s “free-
for-all”. What we need is housing close to
existing infrastructure and viable public
transport. What we have got is wholesale
greed that can only be likened to a cancer
in its relentless quest to destroy village
life and good-quality agricultural land.
Take Churchill, a village of some 850

houses, it has recently accepted more than
300 additional houses (with still more
unbuilt) in a series of estates giving the
false perception of an out-of-town suburb
on the A38, but without the infrastructure. 
Classified as one of the nine North

Somerset “service villages”, it is one of
the least sustainable (it is in fact two small
distinct villages), the nearest train station
(4.8 miles) has no bus link. Local schools
are full, with children being taxied to
schools as far away as Backwell (eight
miles) and offered secondary places at
Worle (seven miles).
Just try your “luck” to get a GP

appointment. The new houses are now
advertised in Manchester and London
which suggests that local and regional
need has been satiated. The nearest
employment centres are Bristol (16miles)
and Weston-super-Mare (nine miles).
The mainly executive homes are not

affordable or accessible to local people
yet the “free for all” developers continue
to put in yet more applications; recently
for 87 houses (62 houses in the historic
conservation area at the foot of the
popular Windmill Hill, and 25 houses
adjacent to the Mendip Hills AONB
below The Crown Inn). 
Eye wateringly audacious claims are

made with impunity by developers in
their planning statements, e.g. the
availability of local employment (none),
the “local need” (no evidence), a sports
centre and swimming pool (closed since
March 2020), the development would,
“enhance the local landscape” yet the site
is in the historic conservation area
bounded by Grade 1 and 2 listed
buildings, an area that is cherished by
local walkers for its tranquillity and
views.   
Villages need housing for young

families who wish to remain close to the
support from their families and friends
but are currently priced out of the market. 
Parish councils should be incentivised

to build good quality, affordable, ECO,
zero carbon homes on small sites for rent
to local people where instead of the
housing association grabbing all the rent,
the parish council receives a small
proportion in perpetuity in exchange for
the land. This could be used to employ a
youth worker or provide services for local
people. 
North Somerset Council is saddled with

an algorithm allocating massive housing
in an area where the vast majority of the
land is green belt (approx 42%), AONB
or flood plain. If only the government
had listened to their advisor, Professor
Paul Cheshire, that supply could have
been achieved by taking just 2% of the
green belt adjacent to Bristol where the
infrastructure is already in place and the
“exceptional circumstances” needed to
use it, clearly exist; this still remains an
option for the council.
The culture of village life, our

countryside which is nurtured by our
farmers and villagers must remain as an
option for future generations. 
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This site is under threat from developers
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Greed, not need is destroying the culture of village life
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