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ATTENTION: The Planning Inspectorate 
 
The original application (to build 29 houses on land adjacent to The Mead) was made in September 2020.  Rode Parish Council 
voted unanimously to object to the application, and submitted a detailed document setting out our reasons. 221 Rode residents 
also objected to the proposed development. There were no responses from members of the public in support of the 
application. 
 
Rode Parish Council continues to oppose this development. The principal reasons for our objection are set out in the boxes 
below, and expanded upon in Section A of this document. We also believe that there are significant short-comings and errors 
in the applicant’s appeal documentation, and we have highlighted these in Section B. 
 
1. Heritage and visual impact  
 
The proposed site is a beautiful, tranquil field, sloping gently towards the River Frome. It is outside the development 
boundary, and adjacent to the Conservation Area. 
 
It sits between Merfield House (a Grade 2* listed building) and Merfield Lodge. A number of other Heritage Assets are 
nearby. Development would be contrary to Mendip Policies DP1, DP3, and DP4, and does not accord with the aims of NPPF 
para 170. 
 
Independent expert opinion is that the “proposed housing development would lead to adverse heritage harm which is not 
outweighed by public benefit or mitigation, and should not be approved”, and that the development would cause “extensive 
adverse harm” to heritage assets. 

The visual impact is unacceptable: “No amount of woodland screening or other measures can mitigate for the loss of this open 
field and the views over it to the wider countryside. In particular, the proposals would not preserve the special architectural and 
current historic interest of the Grade II* listed Merfield House, and so the appeal should be rejected.” [Independent heritage 
report, p33] 

 
2. Planning Policy 
 
The Planning Inspectorate has removed the proposed development site from the Main Modifications to LPP2, and the site is 
therefore not allocated for development within the Mendip District Council Local Plan. 
 
The development would be contrary to a number of key principles of National planning policy; it would be contrary to four of 
Mendip’s Core Policies, five of Mendip’s Local Development Policies; and is at odds with six policies contained within the 
Rode Neighbourhood Plan (which was supported by 80% of villagers in a referendum in 2017). 
 
There are strong similarities between this application and 2020/0330/OTA (eg: similar-sized development,  outside the village 
boundary, in a Primary Village which had already over-delivered against its 2029 housing target). That application was 
recently refused on appeal by the Inspector. 
 
The applicant acknowledges that the development is in conflict with Mendip Policy CP1 and CP2 (original Planning 
Statement, dated August 2020), and we believe that the exceptional over-rides relied upon by the developer (including the 
NPPF sustainability tests and Mendip Policy CP4) do not have merit.  
 

 
 
3. Transport 
 
Traffic from the development will negatively impact the adjacent country lane (which is much used by walkers and cyclists, 
and is part of the Sustrans National Cycle Network). Access to the site is either via single track country lanes, or the High 



Street (which is also single track, given the need for local residents to park on-street). The development is in conflict with 
Mendip Policy DP9, and contrary to both Mendip and Somerset County Council’s objectives to reduce dependence on the 
private car. 
 
The road network leading to/from the development is wholly inadequate for the existing level of traffic. The country lanes 
adjacent to the site are narrow, lack proper drainage, lack footways and lighting, and have poor visibility at key junctions. 
 
Construction traffic would face significant challenges accessing the site, which cannot reasonably be addressed in a planning 
condition. 

 
 
4. Proportionality 
 
Further development in Rode would be disproportionate - Rode has already exceeded the 15% housing allocation set out in 
the Mendip LPP1. Three further developments in the village (totalling 58 dwellings) have not yet been completed. 
 
The cumulative impact of this development, taken together with other schemes recently approved, mean that the application 
should not be supported. 
 

 
5. Other reasons 
 
Key local facilities (in particular the medical practice) are already strained. 
 
Climate Change – the rapidly evolving Climate Emergency is creating an even greater need to ensure development takes place 
in locations which are truly sustainable, and where there is minimal need for the private car. 
 
Impact on residents’ Mental Health as the village is “besieged by planning applications” 
 
“Affordable” housing - based on experience of recent developments in NE Mendip, the vast majority of the proposed new 
homes will be sold to people from outside the district…the provision of “affordable” housing will not be affordable for local 
residents. 
 
It is in close proximity to the village school, where children are already at risk from passing traffic and the inadequate pick-
up/drop-off facilities. 
 
 
 
6. Inaccuracies/errors in applicant’s appeal documentation 
 
Misinterpretation of the implications of Mendip’s lack of a 5 year housing supply 
 
Misrepresentations in attempting to justify the NPPF’s three sustainability tests 
 
Falsely stating that the proposed site and development are supported by the Rode Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Serious misrepresentation of the extent of community engagement 
 
Failure to acknowledge recent floods impacting the High Street, just a few hundred metres from the proposed development 
 
Numerous further errors in the applicant’s “Statement of Case” document  
 
 
In Section A below we expand on items 1 to 5. In Section B we address item 6, the applicant’s appeal documentation, and 
detail the errors it contains, and the many reasons why we believe that the appeal has no merit. 
 
 



 
SECTION A: REASONS FOR REFUSAL 
 

1. Heritage and visual impact 
 
Significant concerns have been raised about the development’s impact on Heritage Assets, the Conservation Area, and the 
pastoral views enjoyed from, and towards, the development site. These concerns come from multiple sources, including:  village 
residents, Historic England, Mendip District Council’s Conservation Officer, and the Council for the Protection of Rural England. 
As a result of these very strong concerns, Rode Parish Council decided to commission its own, independent, Heritage 
Assessment.  
 
This assessment has been carried out by Dr David Hickie, a national specialist in the field of heritage management and planning, 
with very significant experience in heritage and landscape matters. His report is submitted by the Parish Council as a separate 
document, and this highlights the following significant impacts on the proximate Heritage Assets: 
 
Merfield House (Grade II* listed): 

• Adverse change in character of ‘countryside setting’ Moderate Adverse Impact 
• Loss of historic carriageway which provides evidence of wider landscape design of the listed building. Moderate 

Adverse Impact 
• Loss of original key views of driveway approach and key areas of land providing a gap between the listed House 

curtilage and the settlement – providing countryside setting for the house. Moderate Adverse Impact 
 
Merfield Lodge (landmark building): 

• Loss of historic carriageway and open view to Merfield House in the trees – which provides evidence and link of the 
lodge to the Main House. Major Adverse Impact 

 
Rode Conservation Area: 

• Loss of open field means that settlement boundary is extended into open countryside, and views and edge of 
settlement character lost to building in this area. Major Adverse Impact 

 

In addition, Historic England highlights (in the submission to the Planning Inspectorate) that “Due to the rarity and the level of 
survival, Merfield House has been designated in the top 8% of all designated listed buildings in England. This high level of 
designation has been identified because of its more than special historic and architectural interest.” 

The separate heritage report is a detailed, stand-alone document, and therefore this submission does not seek to repeat its 
findings in detail. However, a number of comments are worthy of note in addition to the key points above: 

Setting of Merfield House 

The expert Heritage report highlights that the proposed development site “is both plainly visible from the Merfield House 
driveway and is clearly within the immediate rural setting of the Grade II* listed House” [p21], and concludes that “this field is 
still important as it is part of the immediate heritage setting of this Grade II* listed house. The setting (defined by Historic 
England as the area where the heritage asset is ‘experienced’ and not just seen) is one where the house is set in grounds which 
are surrounded by countryside. It is a truly rural location. It is not an edge of settlement or edge of town location.” 

Setting of Merfield Lodge 

Whilst Merfield Lodge is not listed, it is a landmark building which contributes to the Conservation Area. It was designed by 
the architect Henry Edmund Goodridge, who is best remembered for the design of Beckford Tower on Landsdown, Bath but 
what is less well known is that he was also the architect for Christchurch and Daubeney House, the former rectory, on Rode Hill. 
Merfield House was commissioned in 1804 by Jonathan Noad and the two buildings on Rode Hill were built in 1824 and whilst 
it is not known precisely when Goodridge designed the Lodge to Merfield House it is reasonable to assume it was around this 
time. The Lodge is a fine example of his Italianate style and Tim Mowl, former inspector of Historic Buildings has described 
Kelston Park Lodge as Goodridge’s best example of a lodge and ‘only the Lodge at Rode in Somerset comes near to it in 
quality.’ It would be detrimental to the historic nature of the Merfield estate to sever the link between Merfield House and its 
Lodge by building on this field and cutting across the original drive.] 

 



Visual intrusion 

The applicant states (Statement of Case, para 5.16) that “the proposal would have an overall Minor Beneficial Effect on the 
landscape resource and local landscape character and as such complies with Development Policy DP4 as the proposal’s siting 
and design are clearly compatible with the pattern of natural and man-made features found in the area.” 

Summarising the heritage issues, the applicant claims [Statement of Case, para 5.30]: “we consider therefore that the proposal 
does not conflict with the provisions of policies DP1, DP3, DP4 and DP7 of the Local Plan Part 1, the relevant policies in the 
Rode Neighbourhood Plan, the Rode Conservation Area Appraisal or the NPPF as suggested and the Council’s first reason for 
refusal is unfounded.”  As set out clearly in sub-section 2 below, Rode Parish Council strongly disagrees with this statement, 
and demonstrates that the proposed development is contrary to a range of planning policies, at national, district and local 
level. 

The Planning Inspectorate (in their report dated 1st September) also highlight the significant negative visual impact that the 
proposed development would have [Para 140]: “The development would occupy around two-thirds of the field separating 
Merfield House from the edge of the village, which is integral to its setting. A proposed landscaped strip at the south-western 
part of the site, nearest to Merfield House, would not in my view prevent its setting being effectively compromised by the 
development.” 

Finally, the independent Heritage expert emphasises that “No amount of woodland screening or other measures can mitigate 
for the loss of this open field and the views over it to the wider countryside. In particular, the proposals would not preserve the 
special architectural and current historic interest of the Grade II* listed Merfield House, and so the appeal should be rejected.” 

 
2. Planning Policy 

 
a. Conflict with numerous national, district and local Planning Policies 

There are numerous ways in which the proposed development is in contravention of planning policy (whether this be in relation 
to the NPPF, Mendip’s own planning policies, or Rode’s Neighbourhood Plan).  

National Planning Policy Framework 

The proposed development does not meet the NPPF’s sustainability tests, and the “tilted balance” in favour of development 
therefore does not apply. 

The government has recently made clear (in its response to the consultation on Planning Policy changes in England) that 
building of homes should not be at the expense of “precious green spaces” and could better be delivered in urban areas. It 
has also recognised the need to focus development on towns and cities, as a response to the changes brought about by Covid-
19. 

Mendip District Council Policies 

Mendip Local Plan Part 2 - As part of the most recent consultation on the LPP2 Main Modifications, the Planning Inspectorate 
has removed this site (RD1). The rationale for so doing is set out in Paragraphs 139 – 141 of the Inspector’s report, dated 1st 
September 2021: 

139. A third housing allocation in the north-east villages was initially put forward by the Council at Site RD1 (Land off The Mead, 
Rode). Rode has good sustainability credentials, which would in principle justify additional dwellings in the village. The site is 
an open field on the western edge of the village and is visible from some distance across a wide arc taking in countryside 
viewpoints from the north, north-west and west. Photographs illustrating this can be seen in the document submitted by Wessex 
Archaeology.  
 
140. Historic England expressed concern that the allocation would compromise the setting of Merfield House, a listed Grade 
2* Georgian country house which is clearly visible from the edge of the village. The development would occupy around two-
thirds of the field separating Merfield House from the edge of the village, which is integral to its setting. A proposed landscaped 
strip at the south-western part of the site, nearest to Merfield House, would not in my view prevent its setting being effectively 
compromised by the development.  



 
141. The benefits of 26 new homes at Site RD1 would not outweigh the harm to the landscape and setting of the above-
mentioned heritage assets, as evident from my accompanied site visit. The deduction of 26 dwellings from the total of 536 
additional dwellings proposed by the Council for the north-east of the District would still, at a lower total of 510 dwellings, 
satisfy the LPP1 requirement for 505 additional dwellings, which reduces its justification. For the above reasons, I consider that 
the inclusion of policy RD1 in the Plan would be unsound.  

Core Policy 1 – The site lies outside the development boundary of the village and any development would be contrary to 
CP1. Any proposed development outside the development limits will be strictly controlled and will only be permitted where it 
benefits economic activity or extends the range of facilities available to the local communities.   

Core Policy 2 – The site would not accord with the guidelines set out in CP2, which require that they observe: (i) the principle 
of the proportionate growth in rural settlements….; (ii) informed views of the local community; (iii) the contribution of 
development since 2006 towards identified requirements in each place, development with planning consent and capacity 
within existing Development Limits. The proposed development would therefore be contrary to CP2. 

Core Policy 4 – The proposed development is NOT at a scale commensurate with the existing housing stock; recent 
development requires infrastructure improvements which have not yet been delivered (eg: increased capacity of medical 
facilities), and therefore further development would be contrary to CP4.  

Core Policy 5 – Rode Neighbourhood Plan (RNP) should be a “significant material consideration” in determining this 
application. Given the proposed development is contrary to many of the policies set out in RNP, it is logically also contrary to 
CP5. 

Development Policy 1 – The proposed development detracts from the maintenance and enhancement of local identity and 
distinctiveness. It is therefore contrary to Policy DP1. “Any decisions will also take into account…..the need for the proposal 
to take place in that location.” 
 
Development Policy 3 – The proposed development negatively impacts the historic built environment and landscapes, and is 
therefore contrary to Policy DP3.   
 
Development Policy 4 – The proposed development, which is a green field in open countryside, would significantly degrade 
the quality of the local landscape. As in DP1, there is no demonstrable need for the development to take place in that 
location. It is therefore contrary to Policy DP4.  
 
Development Policy 7 – Given that the proposed development sits adjacent to the Conservation Area and a Grade II* listed 
building, the proposals for this development are NOT of a “scale, mass, form and layout appropriate to the local context”. It 
is therefore contrary to Policy DP7. 
 
Development Policy 9 – Given the inaccessibility of the site, the proposed new development does NOT provide safe access 
arrangements that avoid causing traffic issues on the transport network. Highway safety is noted as an important 
consideration in DP9 – this proposal demonstrably reduces the safety of pedestrians and cyclists, and is particularly 
problematic from a safety perspective given its proximity to the village school. 

Rode Neighbourhood Plan Policies 

Rode is one of only a very small number of parishes in Mendip to have a “made” Neighbourhood Plan. The process of 
producing such a plan was lengthy, and involved significant consultation with the local community. The policies within the NP 
are therefore important considerations for the determination of this application. 

NP Policy 1 – The proposed development site is not identified for development, and is therefore contrary to Policy 1. 

NP Policy 2 – The proposed development is not an “unobtrusive, small-scale development…involving alterations and 
adaptations to an existing residential building and curtilage” (as required under Policy 2). Rather, it is a substantial new build, 
away from the existing residential building, and is therefore contrary to Policy 2. 

NP Policy 4 – The development would not reflect the local context of Rode, would not be sympathetic to its setting, and has 
an unacceptable visual impact, and is therefore contrary to Policy 4. 



NP Policy 5 – The development is in open countryside outside the settlement boundary of the village, and is therefore 
contrary to Policy 5. 

NP Policy 7 – The development will adversely impact existing cycling and walking routes (it is adjacent to a stretch of the 
National Cycle Network), and do not contain any measures which would contribute to safer cycling or walking, and it is 
therefore contrary to Policy 7. 

NP Policy 8 – The development is adjacent to Straight Lane and Crooked Lane (designated “country lanes” within the 
Neighbourhood Plan). The applicant has made no proposals to enhance the capacity of cycle and pedestrian networks, or 
extend/maintain routes directly affected by the development. It is therefore contrary to Policy 8. 

b. Similarities between this application and the recent appeal related to land in Chilcompton.  
 
There are strong similarities between this application and application 2020/0330/OTA, which was turned down on appeal by 
the Planning Inspector on 8 December 2020 (APP/Q3305/W/20/3254721), in particular: 
 

- The proposed Chilcompton site was close to existing properties within the village, but outside the boundary of the 
settlement and therefore (in planning terms) in the open countryside; 

- The Chilcompton proposal was for 32 houses (compared to 29 in Rode); 
- Both Chilcompton and Rode are classified as Primary Villages in the MDC Local Plan; 
- Both villages have already exceeded their targets set for new housing in the Local Plan for the period 2006 – 2029. 

 
The Inspector listed a number of key reasons for the dismissal (in particular in paragraphs 29, 30 and 31 of the decision notice), 
and highlighted the following: 
 

- The site is a field, surrounded on two sides by further fields. It has a very rural aspect, which would be replaced by a 
housing development. He concluded that “by virtue of the location the proposed development would be seen as an 
adjunct to the village rather than fully integrated within it”, and that “it cannot be seen as contributing positively to 
the enhancement of local identity and therefore conflict with DP1 would exist.” [Para 11] 

- In the case of Policy DP4, the Inspector notes that proposals for development that would significantly degrade the 
quality of the local landscape will not be supported, but with the caveat that any decision should take account (inter 
alia) of the need for the development to take place in that location. He concludes that the need for the development 
to take place in that particular location did not outweigh the harm that would be caused [Paras 12 and 31].  

- In relation to “planning balance” the Inspector noted the benefits that would be delivered by the additional 32 houses, 
in particular the affordable units. However, he highlighted that the lack of sustainability, [to be completed] 

- The inspector noted that as “the site itself is of a very rural nature and topography and is on the very edge of the 
village, bordered by fields, the degree of impact would therefore be significant.” [Para 30]. 

- The Inspector references para 78 of the NPPF, which makes clear that housing in rural areas should be located where 
it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities….he had been given no evidence to show that the vitality 
of Chilcompton was in any way compromised [Para 32]. 

 
The Inspector concluded that the Chilcompton site would be harmful to the character and appearance of the location, would 
not contribute positively to the maintenance and enhancement of local identity, is on the edge of the village, bordered by 
fields, and there is no need for the development in that particular location.  
 
 

3. Transport 

a. Negative impact on adjacent country lanes 

The NPPF states that "applications for development should give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements, both within 
the scheme and with neighbouring areas….which minimise the scope for conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles” 
(s110).  In addition, under Mendip’s Development Policy 9, it is stated that "A primary planning consideration is to ensure that 
development proposals are well located and achieve a suitable connection to the highway or other rights of way that are safe 
for pedestrians, cyclists…” The policy itself states that “development proposals must demonstrate how they will improve or 
maximise the use of sustainable forms of transport.”  
 
The site of the development is adjacent to a single track country lane (Straight Lane), which is much used by walkers and cyclists. 
It is part of the Sustrans National Cycle Network (route 254). It is a pedestrian route for villagers to access the bus service to 



Bath (which mainly operates from Beckington, apart from some isolated services that go through Rode in the morning and early 
evening).  
 

 
 
Above: walkers on the narrow country lane immediately adjacent to the development site (which is on the right) 
 
The location of this development is such that, not only does it not improve or maximise the use of sustainable transport, it will 
actively reduce usage, by creating increased traffic flows on Straight Lane, making the lane less safe for cyclists and pedestrians. 
This appears to be completely at odds with both Mendip Council’s and Somerset County Council’s objectives of reducing 
dependence on the private car, and addressing the climate emergency. 

b. Wholly inadequate road network leading to/from the development 

Access to the proposed development is along narrow country lanes, or via the High Street (which is single track almost its entire 
length, due to the extent of on-street parking).  
 
From the south west, Straight Lane is narrow and not always suitable for two vehicles to pass, and has a limited-access junction 
with the A36 (there is a prohibition of entry onto Straight Lane and the right turn out of Straight Lane is prohibited). Thus, 
vehicles can only join the A36 and head towards the Beckington interchange, they cannot turn towards Woolverton, Freshford 
and Bath and they cannot turn off the A36 towards Rode. Shawford Lane is single track and also joins the A36 near Woolverton, 
there are no restrictions on access/egress but the alignment of the junction favours travel to and from Woolverton Parkgate 
Lane joins the A361 between Rode Church and the Beckington Interchange, the first few yards are built to modern standards 
to serve Frome Area Building Supplies but then revert to a single-track road.  

These three lanes meet at a crossroads some 600m south-west of the village, where visibility from the two side roads is severely 
substandard, from Parkgate Lane it is effectively zero. The development will further exacerbate traffic flows on Straight Lane, 
which is increasingly being used as a “rat run” for vehicles seeking to avoid tail-backs at the Beckington roundabout. This 
roundabout is already at capacity - with further strain being added via the new development at Church Farm. In 2019 there was 
a near fatal accident at the junction of Straight Lane and Parkgate Lane during delays on the A361 by St Lawrence’s Church. 
 



It should also be highlighted that these lanes have no footway, no lighting and the surface is maintained to a minimum standard. 
In addition, there is no modern drainage and the lanes suffer running water and inundation during wet weather. 
 
From the other direction, the development would be accessed via the High Street (which is effectively single carriageway), 
past the village school. In addition, the planned access to the site in The Mead will require a large number of trees to be cut 
down, removing a significant portion of the natural screen and biodiversity asset which exists on the edge of the site. 
 

c. Construction traffic 

It is not safe, practical or desirable for construction traffic to come through the village, and large vehicles will not be able to 
negotiate Parkgate Lane/Shawford Lane/Straight Lane. In particular the turn between Parkgate/Shawford and Straight Lane to 
reach Rode from the south-west is not possible in a large rigid vehicle.   [nb: It should be noted that the roads between the 
High Street south-west of its junction with Church Lane, Straight Lane, Parkgate Lane and Shawcross Lane are not routinely 
used by large vehicles. The bus routes through Rode do not use these streets and there are no premises that require 
deliveries on a regular basis. The school minibus travels High Street and Straight Lane, but this is a van-sized minibus, not an 
HGV or full-size PSV.]  
 
Given the choice between single-way village streets or single-track rural lanes for construction access it is hard to see how the 
impact of construction traffic would not be significant. It is not clear that construction traffic could negotiate High Street at all, 
and the alternative route via Straight Lane would need improvements that are in a rural area. Further, improvements at the 
Parkgate Lane/Straight Lane junction are likely to involve third party land and thus are not within the developer’s gift. Finally, 
any changes involving new traffic orders or amendments to existing ones will require a process that is not within the gift of the 
planning system to deliver.   
 
For these reasons we believe that a planning condition relating to construction traffic would not be appropriate, and that the 
application should be refused. 
 
 

4. Proportionality 
 
Further development in Rode would be disproportionate 
 
Mendip Core Policy 2 (Supporting the Provision of New Housing) states that: “Delivery of housing will be secured 
from…other allocations of land for housing and, where appropriate, mixed use development, outside of Development Limits 
through the Site Allocations process in line with: (i) the principle of the proportionate growth in rural settlements guided by 
the requirements identified within supporting text above; (ii) informed views of the local community; (iii) the contribution of 
development since 2006 towards identified requirements in each place, development with planning consent and capacity 
within existing Development Limits.” 
 
Over the past two decades Rode has seen consistent, high and disproportionate levels of housing growth. 

Rode has grown in size by over 40% in the last twenty years (from approximately 380 houses in 2000 to over 530 today). There 
have been two major developments (The Brewery [53] and Church Farm [45]), together with a number of other developments: 
Churchfields [11], The Sportsman [6], Red Lion Gardens [5], land opposite The Bell [5], and Lower St [8], plus some additional 
in-fill. Rode has experienced three times the national average rate of house building. Growth in housing numbers of such scale 
for a relatively small village is clearly very significant. 

A District Council survey of East Mendip Community Partnership Villages showed that more houses were built in Rode in the 
period 2002 – 2008 than in any similar Mendip Village. 

Rode has already exceeded its 2029 (minimum) target by 18% as set out in Mendip’s Local Plan [LPP2: Proposed Main 
Modifications for consultation – 27 Jan 2020]. 

Because of the exceptional level of growth in Rode, no additional sites in Rode were originally proposed for further housing in 
Mendip LPP2 (the proposed development site was later added in the Main Modifications, but the Planning Inspectorate 
removed the site – as set out in sub-section 2 above. 
 



This appeal, if successful, would result in another 29 houses in Rode – if approved this would mean Rode will have increased in 
size by over 180 houses in just over 20 years – an increase of nearly 50%, which would be a staggering change in such a short 
period of time.  
 
Paragraph 4.22 of Mendip’s LPP1 states ‘The need to plan for proportionate levels of growth in Primary and Secondary Villages 
will, however, remain an essential consideration in accordance with the spatial strategy set out in Core Policy 1’. It should also 
be highlighted that the explanatory text to CP2 of the LPP1 states that when distributing new rural development each should 
be appropriate to the place's existing scale and have regard to environmental constraints. 
 
Rode’s exceptional level of growth for a rural village over recent years is not therefore proportionate.  
 
Cumulative impact 
 
There comes a time when individual developments need to be considered in aggregate and not just as individual 
applications in single villages.  
 
As at March 2018 Rode and the neighbouring villages of Beckington and Norton St Philip had delivered (in terms of 
completions and permissions) 171% of the minimum provision set out in LPP1. 
 
This growth in NE Mendip is exacerbating the identified but unaddressed major highways issue at the Beckington 
roundabout where the A361 from Trowbridge meets the A36 from Bath. It is recognised this junction is overcapacity and this 
is demonstrated on a daily basis with traffic tailing back half a mile or more during peak times on the A361through Rode 
village and past St Lawrence Church and beyond, plus there are often traffic queues on the A36 along the Beckington bypass 
and beyond, as well as back down the A36 to Shawford Lane. 
 
As noted in Section B, in relation to the Sustainability Test, the growth in housing numbers in these three neighbouring 
village is also placing major pressure on the Beckington Medical Practice. 
 
Paragraph 4.33 of Mendip’s LPP1 states that village housing requirements have been based on a proportionate growth 
equating to 15% of the existing housing stock. As noted above, the level of growth already experienced in Beckington, Rode 
and Norton St. Philip is well in excess of this 15% figure, whereas Mendip’s other primary villages have over-delivered only by 
6% (completions and permissions as at 31 March 2018). There are 16 primary villages in Mendip. Whilst Rode has already had 
118% more new homes versus the LPP1 minimum, nine of the primary villages have not yet delivered their LPP1 requirement: 
Nunney 4%; Westbury sub Mendip 24%; Burleigh 29%; Stoke St Michael 40%; Chewton Mendip 40%; Ditcheat 44%; 
Croscombe 46%; Mells 50%; Draycott 54%.  
 
Mendip’s policy DP4 states that “proposals for development that would, individually or cumulatively, significantly degrade 
the quality of the local landscape will not be supported.  Any decision-making will take into account efforts made by 
applicants to avoid, minimise and/or mitigate negative impacts and the need for the proposal to take place in that location.” 
The text accompanying the policy (para 6.32) goes on to state that "An important aspect of the policy is the consideration of 
impacts of schemes both individually and cumulatively.  Individual schemes may give rise to limited impacts which, when 
balanced against other matters, may be set aside.  However, a number of schemes in the same area all raising those small 
individual impacts may, collectively, result in a more significant impact that will change the character of the landscape.”  
 
Rode has been the subject of significant development in the past few years. Taken together, these developments are 
beginning to have a significant negative impact on the character of the village (more traffic, pressure on resources, loss of 
green space, etc). The character of Rode’s landscape is changing, and this proposal needs to be considered in the context of 
these changes.  
 
 

5. Other reasons 
 

a. Infrastructure 

Both NHS England and the Beckington Family Practice (the local medical facility) both objected to a recent application (for 45 
houses) in Beckington, as the current facilities are already stretched. The submission from the Beckington Surgery (in relation 
to that application) stated that “the development as proposed is likely to have a significant impact on the practice in several 
ways…By increasing patient numbers significantly when our surgery premises are already at capacity” [The submission included 
the following by way of background: “The Practice covers a largely rural area of about 100 square miles, including the town of 
Frome to the south, and extends over the borders into BANES and Wiltshire. We have two surgeries, the main one sited in 



Beckington and a branch surgery in Frome. Our current patient list is almost 11,000 patients and growing. Significant factors in 
the growth of our patient list have been the large number of housing developments approved and built in Beckington, Norton 
St Philip and Rode in the last 7 years and the closure of our Freshford branch surgery.”] 

b. Climate change 
 

All the Somerset Local Authorities, including both Somerset County Council (SCC) and Mendip District Council, declared a 
Climate Emergency in 2019. Rode Parish Council likewise also formally declared a Climate Emergency in January of this year. 
The opening statement in the Foreword to SCC’s Climate Emergency Strategy is, “Climate change and its impacts on the world 
we live in, is one of the most significant issues facing us all today.” 
 
In November 2020 the government published its Ten Point Plan for a Green Industrial Revolution which includes at Point 9, 
Protecting Our Natural Environment. To quote from the latter, “The natural environment is one of the most important and 
effective solutions we have for capturing and sequestering carbon long-term.” 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework para 97 states: "Existing open space, should not be built on unless: (a) an assessment 
has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or (b) the loss 
resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality 
in a suitable location." The proposed site is a greenfield site outside the village boundary. It would seem extremely difficult to 
conclude that this land is “surplus to requirements”. 
 
Section 5 of the Ten Point Plan mentioned above states, “we must increase the share of journeys taken by public transport, 
cycling and walking” and one of the pledges in Mendip’s Climate and Ecological Emergency is to “support and enable the 
transition to zero emission transport in the district.” However, it is noted in the Mendip Climate Emergency Plan that emissions 
from transport make up 34% of Mendip’s total carbon footprint. This development, which – given the poor public transport 
provision for Rode – will increase unsustainable travel patterns. It is therefore at odds with the Councils’ aims and objectives to 
reduce carbon emissions in the District and in the County. 
 
 

c. Impact on Mental Health 
 

Rode has been subject to considerable development over the past 20 years, with house numbers in that period increasing by 
over 40%.  Many local residents have highlighted that the village appears to be “under siege” from developers, with a constant 
worry that the precious natural environment in and around the village is on the verge of being subject to yet another housing 
development.  This appeal follows quickly on the heels of both the original application, and another application recently made 
for a development of 49 houses on the eastern side of the village. In addition, a number of other developments are under 
construction and/or nearing completion [Church Farm (45 houses), land opposite The Bell (5 houses), Lower Street (8 houses)]. 
It cannot be underestimated how much this impacts the lives of residents. 
 
 

d. Provision of “affordable” housing will not benefit the local community 

The applicant’s “Statement of Case” claims that the provision of 30% affordable housing units will be beneficial for local 
households in need. However, this is very unlikely to be the case, for a number of reasons: 

- All the available evidence is that such homes prove to be attractive almost exclusively to people moving from higher 
priced urban areas (most notably from Bath). New homes in Rode (and Beckington & Norton St Philip) are 
predominantly attracting residents from outside Mendip (over 95% of the 200 homes recently built in the three villages 
have been sold to residents from outside Mendip). 

- The three villages of Rode, Beckington and Norton St Philip have experienced disproportionate growth within Mendip, 
adding over 300 new homes in the period since 2006. It would be reasonable to assume so many houses would have 
impacted on house prices in the three primary villages, if not actually reducing them, at least ensuring they rose at a 
slower rate than the national average. But that is not the case. House prices (for both new and existing house stock) 
in these villages have increased at a faster rate than for the country as a whole…over the past 5 years, for example, 
UK prices have risen on average by 19.5%, whilst prices in Rode, Beckington and Norton St Philip have risen between 
21% and 24%. [Source: Zoopla] 

- The ratio of median house price to median income (all properties) in the Rode, Mells and Woodland LSOA, which 
comprises the eastern part of the north-east of the District, including the villages of Norton St Philip, Rode and 
Beckington, has a ratio of 13.04, which is the highest in the District. In contrast, the figures for the two LSOAs for 



Frome are somewhat lower, at 7.8 and 8.67, whilst Wells registers 7.56 and Shepton Mallet is significantly lower at 
5.53. 

- Because those from outside Mendip will pay the premium prices charged for new build properties in the three primary 
villages, this has encouraged estate agents to inflate the prices on existing housing stock. This is pushing existing 
homes beyond the reach of locals – even so-called affordable housing. Indeed, of the 11 affordable houses recently 
built in Rode, there were no takers from within Mendip and the developer had to seek permission to offer these 
affordable houses to people who live outside Mendip.  

In summary, the provision of so-called “affordable” homes as part of this development is highly unlikely to be of benefit to 
local households in need, as the applicant claims. Put simply, the “affordable” housing is unlikely to be affordable to those in 
need in Rode. 
 

e. Proximity to village school 
 
The proposed development will bring more traffic to an extremely congested and dangerous area at the entrance to the village 
school. It is notable that the developer’s Transport Assessment does not address the proximity of the development to the 
school, which appears to be a serious oversight. Parents park along the High Street, along Straight Lane and on The Mead in 
order to drop-off and pick-up their often very young children. The current situation is dangerous and more road traffic, 
especially at peak times when children are arriving and being bussed to Rode’s sister school in Norton St Philip, will make the 
situation even more hazardous. 
 
 
  



SECTION B: THE APPLICANT’S APPEAL DOCUMENTS 
 

Mendip District Council rejected the application for four reasons: 

i. The development will result in a visual intrusion of housing into the open countryside in a location where development 
of this nature is strictly controlled, creating a harmful urbanising impact which does not preserve the intrinsic character 
of the countryside for its own intrinsic value and beauty and fails to respect the distinctive local character of the area 
and wider landscape;  

ii. It has not been adequately demonstrated that the increase in surface water runoff associated with the development 
can be suitably managed on or off the site and therefore, it cannot be ensured that the development will not increase 
flood risks elsewhere;  

iii. The development will create adverse harm to trees;  
iv. The proposal would not make adequate provision for affordable housing, public open space, sustainable urban 

drainage, travel plan measures, public footpath provision along Straight Lane or contributions towards infrastructure 
improvements at the A36 Beckington and White Row roundabouts. 

In our view these are valid grounds for objection.  We strongly contend that the applicant’s appeal has no merit, for the following 
reasons: 
 

1. Sustainability test, and applicability of NPPF para 11(d) 
2. Status of the Local Plan 
3. Issues relation to Visual intrusion and the adverse impact on the setting of Heritage Assets, which are addressed in 

Section A Sub-section 1 above 
4. Flooding risk 
5. Correction of other errors in applicants’ Statement of Case document 

 
These are expanded upon below: 
 

1. The sustainability test, and applicability of NPPF 11(d) 
 
As the applicant notes, Mendip’s Local Plan is more than 5 years old. The applicant then argues [in para 5.6 of the Statement 
of Case] that a presumption in favour of sustainable development applies, in accordance with paragraph 11(d) of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The paragraph in question states: 
 
“Where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for determining the 
application are out-of-date, [plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development]….this 
means…granting permission unless: (i) the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular 
importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or (ii) any adverse impacts of doing so would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.” 

In our view there are a number of flaws in the applicant’s argument: 

1. The Planning Inspectorate has recently concluded that MDC’s Local Plan does provide a 5 year housing supply. 
[Para. 176: “I conclude that the Plan can demonstrate that the proposed new homes can be delivered over the plan 
period and that the Plan can realistically deliver more than a five-year supply of housing.”] The Inspector also notes 
in his report that MDC has consistently over-delivered against its housing supply targets. [Paras 172 – 175, in  
particular Para 175: “the District’s performance since the start of the plan period….overall has been above the LPP1 
target, including three out of the last four years…”] 
 

2. The wording of para 11(d) clearly indicates that a number of policies (not just one) need to be out of date.  The 
appellant has not indicated that they believe any other policies are out of date.   

Applying the principle in Wavendon Properties Ltd v Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local 
Government [2019] EWHC 1524 (Admin), the court held that the first task is to identify the 'basket' of policies from 
the development plan which constitute those most important for determining the application. The second task is to 
decide whether that 'basket', viewed overall, is out of date. The fact that one or more policies in the basket might 
themselves be out of date is relevant to, but not necessarily determinative of, that question. 



This means that, in relation to this application, and viewing the basket of most important policies as a whole, the vast 
majority remain up- to-date and, consequently, the overall basket likewise remains up-to-date. Therefore, the tilted 
balance in NPPF para11(d) is not engaged in this case.  

3. Furthermore, even if the applicant identified a swathe of policies which were out of date, the tilted balance only applies 
if the proposed development is “sustainable”. In this respect, the NPPF states that “Achieving sustainable 
development means that the planning system has 3 overarching objectives, which are interdependent and need to be 
pursued in mutually supportive ways (so that opportunities can be taken to secure net gains across each of the different 
objectives): 

 
i. An economic objective – to help build a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient 

land of the right types is available in the right places and at the right time to support growth, innovation and 
improved productivity; and by identifying and coordinating the provision of infrastructure 

ii. A social objective – to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by ensuring that a sufficient number and 
range of homes can be provided to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by fostering a well-
designed and safe built environment, with accessible services and open spaces that reflect current and future 
needs and support communities’ health, social and cultural wellbeing; and 

iii. An environmental objective – to contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic 
environment; including making effective use of land, helping to improve biodiversity, using natural resources 
prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including moving to 
a low carbon economy.” 

Rode Parish Council strongly asserts that these three tests are not met by the application, and the proposed 
development is therefore not sustainable.  

4. Finally (in relation to the sustainability test), it should be noted that any shortfall in housing land availability or delivery 
relates to the planned quantum of housing in the district set out in policy CP2. It does not relate to or affect the 
soundness of the separate question of how that housing is to be distributed as provided for in policy CP1. The spatial 
distribution strategy remains appropriate, sustainable and sound notwithstanding the question of whether a five year 
housing land supply can be demonstrated.  

There does not appear to be any suggestion by the Applicant that any of the other policies listed as having greatest 
relevance – and therefore importance – in paragraph 3.8 of its own Planning Statement are to be considered out of 
date. This means that, viewing that basket of most important policies as a whole, the vast majority remain up- to-date 
and, consequently, the overall basket likewise remains up-to-date. Consequently, the tilted balance in NPPF n.11(d) is 
not engaged in this case.  

In these circumstances, the starting point for decision-making remains whether the proposed Development is 
consistent with the adopted development plan, including the vital spatial strategy for distribution of new housing set 
out in LPP1 policy CP1. Whilst Rode is designated as a Primary Village, the available facilities are not of the same order 
as the designated main towns to which the majority of new housing development is to be directed. Under the plan-
led system the approach is that there should be proportionate growth at the same level across all Primary and 
Secondary villages rather than concentrations at only a few.  

As noted elsewhere, the level of housing growth in Rode has been substantial over the past 20 years, and as at 1 April 
2019 eighty-one dwellings had been completed in Rode since 2006. This is significantly more than the sixty-five 
dwellings identified as a target for the whole of the plan period to 2029, despite only two thirds of the plan period 
having elapsed. In a separate (recent) application for further housing development in Rode (which was rejected by 
Mendip District Council) the Case Officer noted “Not only is Rode already delivering considerably more houses than 
was deemed appropriate in LPP1…but it has also been deemed unsuitable for the purposes of contributing the houses 
needed in the north and north east of the district in the emerging LPP2…” 

As the Site is located outside the development limits of Rode and in the open countryside, the Development is contrary 
to policies CP1, CP2 and CP4. It would also increase the exceedance of the 15% guideline figure in LPP1. While it is 
clear that the housing number set out in LPP1 is a minimum, to increase the number further would lead to Rode 
growing at a disproportionate rate out of step with the overall spatial distribution strategy of the development plan. 
This conflict with the spatial strategy of the adopted plan should, of itself, be given significant weight in the planning 
balance and justifies refusal of the application.  



 
 

2. Status of the Local Plan 
 
The applicant’s appeal was lodged prior to the publication of the Planning Inspectorate’s report in relation to Mendip District 
Council’s Local Plan Part 2.  As noted in Section A sub-section 2 above, the Inspector has concluded that “the inclusion of 
policy RD1 [land at The Mead] in the Plan would be unsound.” A fundamental element of the applicant’s Statement of Case is 
therefore invalidated.  
 

3. Visual intrusion and the adverse impact on the setting of Heritage Assets 
 
These issues are addressed in Section A Sub-section 1 above. 
 

4. Flooding risk 

The applicant notes [Statement of Case, para 5.37] that “whilst not listed as a part of the reason for refusal, to be 
comprehensive, both the officer’s report and correspondence from the LLFA referred generally to flood incidents within the 
vicinity of the site without any detailed information about exact location or timing. In contrast the UK Government’s Historic 
Flooding Outline data indicates that the site is outside of the extent of any recorded incidences of historic flooding and we can 
find no other evidence of any previous flood incidents on or adjacent to the site.” 

Due to the nature of the surrounding land, there is a material flood risk in the village – land to the east and south of the village 
slopes down towards the village centre, and acts as a natural “funnel” for excess surface water. As a result of this risk, Rode is 
included within a project (funded by the Somerset Rivers Authority) to survey the village, and potentially develop some flood 
alleviation measures. This work is currently underway, although no solutions have yet been identified, and it is therefore unclear 
whether any of the solutions can be funded.  

Whilst there may be no recorded incidences of historic flooding in the UK Government data, there are several recent examples 
of flooding which caused significant damage, or resulted in “near misses” within a few hundred metres of the site.  The most 
recent incidents (in 2014 and 2015) were caused by surface water run-off from the fields to the east and south of the site….the 
drainage infrastructure along Crooked Lane, Straight Lane and the southern end of High Street is not capable of taking the 
large volume of rain water than can occur after lengthy periods of wet weather. As a result, the water runs down these 
lanes/roads and creates flooding lower down the High Street, and potentially in Lower Street. The pictures below (from Jan 
2014) illustrate one such instance – without sandbags and a significant community effort, a number of properties on High Street 
would have been flooded. 

 

 
5. Correction of various errors in applicants’ appeal documentation 

 
Finally, there are a number of errors and/or misleading statements in the applicant’s Statement of Case and Appeal Form, 
which are listed below: 
 
Statement of Case, paras 2.6 and 2.7: These sections comment on the allocation of Merfield House as a potential site for age-
related properties in the Rode Neighbourhood Plan (RNP). The wording is, however, extremely misleading.  



During the Rode Neighbourhood Plan process, the proposed site by The Mead was put forward and carefully considered. It 
was subsequently deemed unsuitable because of its location outside the development boundary, its proximity to 
conservation, heritage and ecological sites and it was subsequently rejected through a village-wide Neighbourhood Plan 
consultation process. The Rode Neighbourhood Plan was subsequently approved in a village referendum. 

In seeking to justify the non-applicability of Mendip’s CP1 and CP2, the Statement of Case [para 5.9] draws attention to the 
Council’s own evidence regarding the sustainability of the site (Matter 4.2: Sites at Primary Villages).  
 
This refers to the proposed Mendip LPP2 allocation policy, which “has been developed to reflect the community aspirations 
as expressed in the Rode NP”. However, Matter 4.2 erroneously states that the site by The Mead (RD1) is in keeping with the 
RNP.  This is incorrect. The site which is the subject of this application is not the same land as the land referred to in the RNP 
as “Merfield House and grounds”. 
 
The Rode Neighbourhood Plan Policy 2 states “The use and development of the Merfield House and outbuildings for 
housing for older people is supported”. [Paragraph 4.2.2 of the RNP clearly identifies such development as “an unobtrusive 
small-scale development opportunity … involving alterations and adaptations to an existing residential building and curtilage 
… Consequently it is proposed to allocate Merfield House and grounds for limited development of housing for the elderly, 
subject to meeting policy requirements in this plan and those of the local planning authority”]. 
 
The proposed development site is NOT that identified in the RNP, and therefore the proposed development is clearly 
inconsistent with the RNP. The applicant’s Statement of Case is highly misleading in attempting to portray the proposed site 
as one which is identified in the RNP. 

 
Statement of Case, paras 2.9 and 2.10: These sections give the impression that a process of community engagement was 
undertaken, and that resulting issues were taken into account in the application.  In reality, there was very little community 
engagement, and the plans – when revealed – came as a shock to the vast majority of villagers. It should also be noted that, 
prior to the plans being revealed, the landowner had given a commitment that he would not proceed with the application if 
the PC were against it.  
 
No-one representing the applicant attended the meeting on 2nd June (the plans were outlined by the Chair of the PC). 
Substantial feedback was given at the time, but this was clearly not taken into account in the application – as can be seen by 
the response from both the PC and the hundreds of villagers who objected to the application during the formal consultation 
period. In addition, as can be seen from the minutes of that meeting, the key objections related to the scale of the development, 
the impact on the conservation and heritage assets, and the impact of traffic on the rural lanes adjacent to the proposed 
development.  None of these issues were addressed in the application (indeed, the scale of the development increased after 
the meeting of 2nd June [from 26 houses to 29]). 
 
At the subsequent Open Meeting on 17th July a further issue was raised on a number of occasions by villagers – namely the 
unsuitability of the narrow lanes for construction traffic, and requests were made for the applicant to outline how they envisaged 
that construction traffic would access the site.  The applicant has still not provided any information in this respect. 
 
It should also be noted that (at the meeting on 17th July) the applicant committed that 20% of the housing would be for the 
elderly and 30% would be affordable, and that schemes would be put in place to provide a 3 to 4 month priority window for 
villagers to acquire a property. Subsequently, in a written submission to the PC Meeting on 4th August 2020, the landowner 
committed to putting in place a priority purchase scheme for the elderly in the village, and a similar scheme for villagers in 
relation to the affordable housing. However, the proposal which the applicant submitted had no allowance for housing for the 
elderly*, and there are no provisions for a priority purchase scheme for the affordable housing or the bungalows. [The 
“Statement of Case” refers to the potential for such a scheme, but the proposed s106 agreement is silent on this]. [*The 
proposal includes 3 bungalows (ie, only 10% of the housing), and these are 3-bedroom properties with larger gardens, and 
therefore not designed with the elderly and infirm in mind]. 
 
In summary, therefore, consultation was minimal, and concerns raised have been ignored. Added to which, commitments made 
whilst engaging with the community have not been adhered to. The application itself generated responses from 221 residents, 
all of which were against the proposed development, and none in favour. 
 

Statement of Case, para 3.3 lists a number of “opportunities” that can be delivered by the scheme: “the potential to create 
new family open market and affordable family homes; homes suitable for older people; enhancement of biodiversity; the 



formation of a pedestrian link though the site onto Straight Lane to optimise site permeability and improve footpath links 
along Straight Lane; and to enhance visibility at the Junction of The Mead with Straight Lane.” 

In reality, as demonstrated elsewhere, the “affordable” homes are very unlikely to be affordable for those in need in the 
village. There are only three bungalows in the development. The site is a green field, with existing trees and shrubs – there is 
no requirement to construct 29 new houses in order to “enhance” the biodiversity. The proposed new pedestrian link 
requires the demolition of part of the boundary wall of the estate, which is within the Conservation Area. The proposed new 
footpath is narrow, unsafe, and doesn’t meet DfT standards. The enhanced visibility at the junction of The Mead and Straight 
Lane can be achieved very cheaply without the need for a new housing development. 

 

Statement of Case, para 3.5 comments on the access to the site: “The design team have concluded that the most 
appropriate point of access is via The Mead which has a two-way carriageway width of approximately 4.8m and has been 
judged to be suitable to accommodate the relatively low number of additional traffic units associated with a scheme of 29 
residential units.” 

The reference to the carriageway width is misleading. The northern side of The Mead, along the stretch of the road between 
Straight Lane and the new access to the site, is allocated for residents’ parking (many houses on the adjacent High Street do 
not have off-road parking, and there is insufficient space on High Street itself for the required level of off-road parking – 
hence the use of The Mead). The majority of the time, therefore, that stretch of The Mead is single carriageway [see image 
below]. In addition, the entrance to The Mead is virtually opposite the village school. Many children are dropped off by 
parents and guardians, creating significant congestion in this area in the morning and mid-afternoon periods. As the 
applicant has highlighted, the proposed development implies an additional 88 vehicles which will use the narrow, busy 
junction of The Mead and Straight Lane. 

 

 
 

Statement of Case, para 3.7: Commitment in relation to pedestrian access. As highlighted in the PC’s objection, the 
proposed pedestrian access involves the demolition of part of the Merfield "estate boundary wall" (which extends beyond 
Merfield Lodge boundary wall to a point immediately opposite the boundary of Townsend Farm/Crooked Lane and is within 
the Conservation Area). This issue has not been addressed in the applicant’s appeal (presumably because, to preserve the 
original boundary wall, the footpath would need to be re-routed, with a revised access point on to Straight Lane beyond the 
end of the proposed footpath. The necessary extension of the footpath would then reduce the width of Straight Lane to 
below 4m, which would in turn significantly impact the safety of the junction of Straight Lane and Crooked Lane).  

In addition it should be noted that the proposed pedestrian access is via a pavement which is only 1.2m wide. The DfT 
“Manual for Streets” states that “in lightly used streets…the minimum unobstructed width for pedestrians should generally 
be 2 m. Additional width should be considered between the footway and a heavily used carriageway, or adjacent to 
gathering places, such as schools and shops. The UK Government document “Inclusive Mobility” also provides guidance on 



the width of pavements: “A clear width of 2000mm allows two wheelchairs to pass one another comfortably. This should be 
regarded as the minimum under normal circumstances. Where this is not possible because of physical constraints 1500mm 
could be regarded as the minimum acceptable under most circumstances, giving sufficient space for a wheelchair user and a 
walker to pass one another.”  The proposal fails to meet these minimum requirements, and given the very narrow road along 
the length of the proposed pavement, the design would appear to be a danger to pedestrians. 

Finally, closer to the junction of The Mead and Straight Lane, the applicant’s drawing indicates a carriageway width of 5.2m. 
Neither the drawing nor the text highlight that this stretch of Straight Lane is currently used as residents’ parking (for the 
reasons noted in the box above). The usable width of the carriageway is, in fact, much less once the presence of parked cars 
is accounted for (see image below). 

 

 

 

Statement of Case, para 4.25. This section refers to the consultation paper (‘changes to the current planning system’) which the 
Government published in August 2020. The responses to the consultation resulted in the Government reversing its intention 
to use a new formula to calculate housing need.  

The Government set out its reasons for that decision in a Commons Briefing Paper, dated 12th January 2021. In particular, the 
following should be highlighted: “Robert Jenrick (the Secretary of State) said in his statement that the Government had “heard 
clearly” that the building of homes should not be at the expense of “precious green spaces” and could better be done in 
urban areas.” 
The Government response said that it had heard concerns (including in Parliament) that the proposed  distribution of need was 
not right and that it wanted towns and cities to emerge from the Covid-19 pandemic renewed and strengthened (especially as 
the pandemic has changed the way people live, work and travel). The Government therefore confirmed that it would not be 
proceeding with the changes set out in the consultation.  
 

Statement of Case, para 6.2 The applicant states that “the appeal submission is the culmination of engagement in the 
development plan making process and community consultation. It is submitted that the appeal proposal is demonstrably 
compliant with applicable development management policies of the Mendip Local Plan LPP1 and Rode Neighbourhood Plan, 
and the general thrust of national planning policy and guidance – including the direction of travel set out in the recent 
Planning White Paper.” 



As noted, in reality there was little or no community consultation. The large-scale opposition in the village is clear evidence 
that villagers were not consulted in any meaningful way. It is also very clear that the proposal is contrary to many policies 
within the Rode Neighbourhood Plan, as well as contrary to a number of Mendip DC policies, and National planning policies. 

 

Statement of Case, para 6.3: The applicant makes various erroneous/spurious claims of planning benefits: 

Provision of 30% affordable housing units for local households in need. RPC comment: As noted elsewhere, there is 
significant evidence to suggest that the “affordable” housing will not be affordable for those in need in the village.  

Provision of bungalows as part of the open market mix design occupation by retired households in the local area (to be 
subject to a cascade marketing mechanism). RPC comment: There are only three bungalows being proposed. 

Offsite highway works to improve pedestrian connectivity and enhanced visibility at the junction of The Mead / High Street to 
be secured under s.278 of the Highway Act. RPC comment: The “improved pedestrian connectivity” amounts to a very short 
section of footpath which is only required as a result of the development itself. The development will actually have a negative 
impact on pedestrian connectivity as a result of the additional vehicle movements along a narrow country lane and in the 
immediate vicinity of the village school. The enhanced visibility can be delivered at very little cost without the need for the 
proposed development. 

Local employment opportunities and supply chain expenditure during the 2-year construction phase. RPC comment: There is 
no evidence that these jobs and expenditure will go to local people. Unemployment in the local area is already very low. 

 
Appeal Form – Section I (part two): The appellant has indicated that “none of the land to which the appeal relates is, or is part 
of, an agricultural holding”. This is not the case, as the field has historically been used to graze cattle (eg: see image below, 
taken on 9th Sept 2021). 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Thank you for taking the time to read this submission. Its length highlights the criticality of the matters it raises. It reflects the 
very high levels of opposition to this development throughout the village of Rode.  
 
Although both this document and our submission in relation to the original planning application include a number of 
photographs, these are no substitute for visiting the site to fully understand how unsuitable it is for development. As a Parish 
Council, we would be very happy to host a visit from the Planning Inspectorate if required.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Hugh Williams 
Clerk to Rode Parish Council 
Unanimously endorsed by Rode Parish Council. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


