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From: Mike Swinton 
Sent: 15 February 2018 14:07
To: PlanningPolicy
Subject: Fw: Mendip LP Part 2, Further objections on behalf of Bina Ford in respect of land 

at Norton St Phillip
Attachments: Objections .pdf; Appendix 1.zip; Appendix 2.zip; Appendix 3.zip

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Red Category

  
  
From: Mike Swinton  
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2018 8:51 AM 
To: Jo Milling ; Roy Clarke  
Subject: Mendip LP Part 2, Further objections on behalf of Bina Ford in respect of land at Norton St Phillip 
  
Dear Jo 
  
I understand from Bina’s agent Roy Clarke that you have agreed an extension of time until today for 
further representations to be submitted in respect of this site. 
  
I have attached hereto our further representations together with Appendices 1‐3. Please confirm receipt. 
  
Regards 
  
Mike Swinton 
 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
This e-mail has been scanned for viruses by Symantec Scanning Services - powered by MessageLabs. For 
further information visit http://www.symanteccloud.com/ 
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1.0 Introduction. 

The following representations examine the proposed allocation in relation to the 

advice in Paragraphs 76-78 of the NPPF and the Guidance on Local Green Space 

issued in March 2014 and evidence from other sources regarding the alleged 

importance of the land. 

2.0 Development needs beyond the current plan period. 
 

2.1 Para 76 of the NPPF states that L G S should only be designated when a plan is 

prepared or reviewed and be capable of enduring beyond the end of the plan 

period. 

2.2 As the Policy to be applied to such designations is in all respects identical to that 

applied to Green Belt land, the Council will need to demonstrate that there is 

sufficient land available within the identified development limits to cater for any 

form of development beyond the current plan period 2029. It is relevant to note 

that adjoining the Councils to the north and west are now planning for the period 

up to 2036 and that the requirements for new development in those areas are 

substantial. 

 

2.3 The land to the north of the village is statutory Green Belt and extensive tracts 

to the south are proposed as LGS. Land to the west has difficulties due to 

topography and access and land to the east would take any form of new 

development further away from the core of the settlement. it is difficult to 

envisage where future development of any type beyond the current plan period 

could be located should the need arise. 

 

 

2.4 For the above reasons, before even considering which areas to designate as LGS 

the Council must first demonstrate how it proposes to deal with any new 

development requirements beyond the period of the current Local Plan. To that 

extent, it appears that the current proposals fail to meet the initial criteria for 

designating LGS. 

 

3.0 The Criteria for designating land as LGS. 

3.1 These are found in para. 77 on the NPPF. Dealing with these in order, it is 

accepted that the proposed allocation is within reasonable proximity to the 

village. 

3.2 It is the subsequent requirements to demonstrate that the land is special to the 

community and holds a particular local significance that are the fundamental 

weaknesses of the proposed designation.  



3.3 Part of the proposed site and the land along the northern boundary have been 

the subject of appeals against the refusal of permission for residential 

development. The two key appeal decisions are enclosed at Appendix. 1. 

3.4 In both appeals the Inspectors made independent assessments of most of the 

issues that are relevant to the designation of land as L G S. The relevant 

sections of each appeal decision have been highlighted in the attachments at 

Appendix 1. 

3.5 A further document not specifically referred to by the Inspector in the appeal on 

part of the land subject of the proposed LGS designation is attached at Appendix 

2. This is an ecological assessment of the whole of the land subject of the 

proposed LGS designation. This survey was carried out in March 2014 and that 

concluded “Due to the minimal nature conservation value of the field there would 

not be any ecological impact of significance associated with any potential 

development here.”  

3.6 Finally it is relevant to note that the land was included as a potential 

development site in the Council’s various Strategic Housing Land Availability 

Assessment and that it was not designated as an Open Space of Visual 

Significance (OS  VS) subject to Policy Q2 of the Mendip District Local Plan 

adopted in December 2002. 

4.0 Applying the evidence to the tests in paragraph 77 of the NPPF. 

4.1 It is accepted that the land is reasonably close to the built-up area of the village, 

but there is no evidence to support the allegation that it serves the community 

for any purpose other than the opportunity to use the public footpaths that cross 

the land to gain access to other public highways. The fact that the public have a 

right of way across land does not provide any other rights and the designation as 

LGS will not increase or diminish the existing rights of way. 

4.2 The land has never been designated as having any special beauty or protection 

and to that extent is no different to other open land to the east. This conclusion 

has been supported by Inspectors at appeal. 

4.3 The land has no historic significance and is clearly outside of the Area of High 

Archaeological Potential identified in the Inset Plan approved in 2002. It adjoins 

the designated Conservation Area along the south west boundary, but that 

designation has not precluded new development on areas in similar locations 

within the Development Limits. On that basis there is no need to apply LGS 

policies to land simply because part of it adjoins a Conservation Area. 

4.4 Other than using the public rights of way that cross the site, the land has no 

recreational value to the community. The views from these rights of way into the 

village are dominated by post-war housing of no special architectural merit. 



4.5 Any of the open land around the village that is away from highways and 

development is generally tranquil. In that respect this land can have no 

noteworthy value qualifying for LGS status. 

4.6 There is unambiguous evidence supported by an unchallenged ecological study 

that the land has no rich wildlife or ecological features that would deter 

development or qualify for special protection. 

4.7 The land forms part of an extensive area referred to as the 

Orchardleigh/Buckland/Norton St Phillip Ridges, in an earlier landscape 

assessment. However, this is a landform description over a very wide area and 

not a designation of any significant local character. 

4.8 It is understood that the Council officers carried out an initial assessment of land 

that may be considered suitable for LGS designation. This assessment included 

not only a review of those areas designated as Open Space of Visual Significance 

in the 2002 Local Plan but also an assessment of other areas that could be 

considered suitable for inclusion in the LGS designation. 

4.9 These preliminary proposals were then subject to public consultation and at that 

time the land in question was not included in the list of proposed LGS. Following 

representations from the Parish Council and the Local District Councillor the 

current draft of the Local Plan includes the current site within the list of LGS. 

4.10 The justification for this proposed designation is that “The site is important to 

the character of the village and is an open space in an elevated location on the 

ridge. Its value is in the views it allows out of the area, across the village and 

open countryside. It also allows views out of the adjacent built up area across 

the open land”. 

4.11 Whilst the proposed designation excludes all of the land subject of the 

permissions for residential development it is important to realise that these 

areas together with the proposed LGS would have been seen by both Inspectors 

and that at the time of both site inspections no development had taken place. 

The Inspectors therefore saw the whole of the open land between the original 

Longmead Close (on higher ground and surrounded on the southern boundary 

by a Ha-ha) and Tellisford Lane to the south.  

4.12 In both cases the Inspectors considered the character and appearance of the 

area and in the second appeal, the impact of development on the setting of the 

village. In both cases it was decided that the impact of the proposals on these 

considerations was not sufficient to preclude development. 

4.13 The conclusions of both Inspectors together with the initial appraisal of the 

Council Planning officers give further weight to the objector’s case that this land 

is not of sufficient value to qualify as LGS. 



4.14 There is no doubt that both the Parish Council and the Local District Councillor 

are firmly committed to preventing any development on land adjoining the 

village. This can be seen from the minutes of the Parish Council enclosed at 

Appendix 3 and from the considerable sum of public money spent in preparing 

and pursuing the application for Village Green Status. However, this commitment 

however worthy, should not be allowed to override the requirement to comply 

with the government criteria for the allocation of LGS. 

5.0 Conclusions   

5.1 The land has no special overriding features that qualify it for designation as a 

LGS. The Inspector is therefore requested to recommend that it be deleted from 

the final version of the Mendip Local Plan Part II. 
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Appeal Decisions 
Site visit made on 7 January 2014 

by Jonathan Manning  BSc (Hons) MA MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 29 January 2014 

 

Appeal A: APP/Q3305/A/13/2202224 

Land to the South of Longmead Close, Norton St. Philip, Bath, BA2 7NS 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a failure to give notice within the prescribed period of a decision on an 

application for outline planning permission. 
• The appeal is made by Malcolm Lippiatt Homes LTD against Mendip District Council. 

• The application Ref 2013/1045 is dated 5 May 2013. 

• The development proposed is erection of houses and garages and associated works. 
 

 

Appeal B: APP/Q3305/A/13/2202227 

Land to the South of 12-15 Longmead Close, Norton St. Philip, Bath,      

BA2 7NS 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a failure to give notice within the prescribed period of a decision on an 
application for planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Malcolm Lippiatt Homes LTD against Mendip District Council. 

• The application Ref 2013/1043 is dated 4 May 2013. 
• The development proposed is change of use of land from agriculture to domestic 

garden. 
 

Decision 

1. Appeal A is allowed and outline planning permission is granted for erection of 

houses and garages and associated works, at Land to the South of Longmead 

Close, Norton St. Philip, Bath, BA2 7NS, in accordance with the terms of 

application ref: 2013/1045, dated 5 May 2013, subject to the conditions in the 

attached schedule. 

2. Appeal B is dismissed. 

Procedural Matters 

3. The application subject to Appeal A is in outline with all matters (layout, scale, 

appearance and landscaping), except access arrangements, reserved for future 

consideration.  Although, an indicative layout has been submitted to which I 

have had regard. 

4. The Council resolved, at its Planning Board on 2 October 2013, that had it been 

in a position to determine the application subject of Appeal A that it would have 

refused planning permission for reasons relating to (1) the proposed 

development is located outside of the settlement boundary of Norton St. Philip 

and would foster the growth in the need to travel by private vehicle and (2) the 

proposal would not make an adequate contribution towards improvements to 
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public recreational open space.  In addition, the Council has set out that it 

would have refused the application subject to Appeal B, due to the proposed 

developments effect on the character and appearance of the area and its 

location outside of the settlement boundary of Norton St. Philip. 

Main Issues 

5. I consider that the main issues for Appeal A, considering all matters raised are: 

the effect of the proposed development on the character and appearance of the 

area; whether the proposed development would constitute an unsustainable 

form of development; and whether a contribution towards improvements to 

public recreational open space is necessary to enable development to go 

ahead.  The main issues for Appeal B are the effect of the proposed 

development on the character and appearance of the area and whether it 

would constitute an unsustainable form of development. 

Reasons 

6. The appeal sites are both located outside of the settlement boundary of Norton 

St. Philip and Policy S1 of the Mendip District Local Plan (2002) (the LP) sets 

out that all development outside of development limits will be strictly 

controlled.  The Council has accepted that it can not demonstrate a 5 year 

housing land supply.  In this circumstance, Paragraph 49 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) sets out that ‘housing applications 

should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development. Relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be 

considered up-to-date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-

year supply of deliverable housing sites’.   

7. I consider that Policy S1 of the LP can be construed to be a housing supply 

policy and therefore can not be considered up-to-date in this regard.  As a 

result, the fourth bullet point of Paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (the Framework) applies.  This anticipates decision makers granting 

permission unless ‘any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the 

Framework as a whole’. 

8. Appeal B relates to the change of use from agricultural land to domestic 

garden.  As the appeal does not relate to the delivery of housing, I consider 

that Policy S1, which relates to all development, is relevant and I have 

reviewed its consistency with the Framework.  I consider that it reflects the 

general aims of the Framework and therefore can be afforded significant 

weight. 

9. The Council also refer to other policies within the emerging Local Plan (ELP), 

however the plan is yet to be examined and therefore only very limited weight 

can be afforded to these policies. 

Character and appearance 

10. The appeal sites are both open agricultural fields and are bordered by 

residential development to the north and west.  A public right of way runs 

along part of the southern boundary of the site associated with Appeal A. 

11. Both proposed developments would change the nature of the appeal sites from 

open agricultural fields to a residential estate and domestic gardens.  As a 
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result, there would be a marked change to the character and appearance of the 

area and users of the PROW.  I observed on my site visit that views were 

available from properties on Longmead Close and from properties to the west 

of the appeal site.  Whilst landscaping would be addressed as part of reserved 

matters, there would be some harm to the character and appearance of the 

area.  However, I am mindful this circumstance is common for the majority of 

Greenfield developments and the sites have no designations in this regard.   

Sustainability 

12. The village of Norton St. Philip is located approximately 9 km (5.5 miles) from 

Radstock, 11 km (7 miles) from the centre of Frome, Trowbridge and Bradford-

on-Avon and 13 km (8 miles) from the centre of Bath, which are the nearest 

main centres for employment and services.  I observed that Norton St. Philip 

accommodates a public house, village hall, school, a place of worship and now 

has a convenience store, all of which are in a relatively short walk from the 

site.  A bus stop that has on average hourly services to both Bath and Frome is 

also in close proximity to the appeal site.  Bath also has excellent rail links. 

13. Firstly examining Appeal A, given the sites’ location immediately adjacent to 

the development boundary and its accessibility to local services and facilities, 

its transport links and reasonable distance to employment opportunities in the 

surrounding settlements, I consider that the appeal site is sustainably located.  

I also note that Highway Authority has no objections to the proposed 

development on sustainability grounds.  In addition, I do not consider that the 

addition of 8 dwellings would put any significant strain on the existing local 

services, including the school.  I note concerns expressed by local residents 

that broadband speeds are low, however, there is no evidence before me to 

suggest that the additional dwellings would further effect such speeds or that 

this should be a decisive factor in the determination of the proposal.   

14. Whilst the emerging Local Plan identifies Norton St Philip as a secondary 

village, this was before the opening of the convenience store and the appellant 

has provided details of the Technical Paper: Rural Settlement Role & Function 

Study (2010) that was prepared by the Council in support of the ELP.  With the 

addition of the convenience store Norton St Philip would have qualified as a 

primary settlement.  Whilst I have set out that only very limited weight can be 

attached to the ELP, it nonetheless reaffirms my view on this matter. 

15. I acknowledge the significant concern that has been expressed by the Parish 

Council, local councillors and local residents that the proposal along with other 

new housing development in Norton St Philip would lead to housing levels 

beyond those set out within the ELP.  However, it is clear that housing 

allocations must be considered for the district as a whole, particularly given 

that a 5 year housing land supply can not be demonstrated at the current time.  

In addition, I have identified that the ELP and the wider housing allocations set 

out therein, can only be afforded very limited weight.  It has also been raised 

that the type of housing would not reflect local need.  However, there is no 

compelling evidence to support this view and I am mindful that the proposal 

falls below the threshold at which a proportion of affordable housing is 

required. 

16. Local residents have raised concern that there would be little in the way of 

economic benefits associated with the proposal and have provided an economic 

study in support of this view.  Whilst I acknowledge the findings of the study, it 
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does nonetheless identify modest economic benefits from construction and 

spending from future occupants of the dwellings.  The appellant has also set 

out that the proposal would result in a significant contribution to the area 

through the Government’s New Homes Bonus Scheme.  As such this matter 

can not weigh against the proposal. 

17. With regard to Appeal B, it is clear from the evidence before me that the 

change of use proposed would not result in any economic benefits. 

Contribution to Public Recreational Open Space 

18. The Council consider that financial contributions are required for Appeal A, 

towards the provision of off-site public recreational open space.  The appellant 

contests this requirement in their appeal evidence, but has provided a draft 

Unilateral Undertaking (UU) in the circumstance that it is considered necessary.  

However, given the UU has not been formally agreed with the Council and is 

not signed or dated, it can only be afforded limited weight. 

19. Policy SN7 of the LP indicates that contributions will be sought for new 

residential developments that generate a need for additional recreational 

facilities.  The Council’s officer report provided indicates that the contributions 

have been calculated using a standard sum per unit.  However, I have not been 

provided with any detailed evidence to indicate the extent of any short falls or 

the effect the proposal may have on them.  Whilst reference is made to a 

number of local recreational improvement projects being run by the Parish 

Council and submissions from the Ward Councillor refer to improvements to the 

sports pavilion and existing children’s play space in the village, there is no 

detailed evidence to set out how such projects are directly relevant to the 

proposal.  Accordingly, I can not be certain that the contributions sought would 

be necessary to make the development acceptable, directly related to the 

proposed development and reasonably related in scale and kind. 

20. The appellant has also provided evidence that sets out that the Council’s usual 

threshold for contributions is for 10+ dwellings.  Whilst it is noted that this 

threshold can be changed depending on the circumstances of each case, no 

evidence is provided by the Council that demonstrates why it is reasonable that 

this indicative threshold should be reduced to 8 dwellings. 

21. In conclusion, notwithstanding the aims of Policy SN7 of the LP, I am unable to 

conclude that the contributions sought would fully comply with Regulation 122 

of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010.  In these 

circumstances, the absence of an agreed planning obligation relating to these 

contributions does not weigh against the development. 

22. On a related matter, the Parish Council and the Ward Councillor have 

suggested that infrastructure improvements should be sought in the form of an 

improved pedestrian access between Upper Farm Close and the Fleur De Lys 

Public House.  The County Highway Surveyor has considered such an 

undertaking and considers that it would need to be subject to a highway safety 

audit, with substantial cost implications due to highway restrictions and 

therefore it would be difficult to justify such a requirement against the 

proposed development.  During the site visit I observed the existing pedestrian 

footway and concur with the County Highway Surveyor that significant works 

would likely be required and with this in mind I consider that it would not be 



Appeal Decisions APP/Q3305/A/13/2202224 & APP/Q3305/A/13/2202227 

 

 

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate           5 

reasonable to require the proposed development to make such a contribution 

given its scale of 8 dwellings. 

Conclusion on main issues 

23. The proposed development subject to Appeal A would deliver 8 new dwellings, 

is considered to be sustainably located and would make a small contribution 

towards economic activity.  Whilst I have identified that there would be some 

harm to the character and appearance of the area, I consider that this is not 

uncommon for such Greenfield development.  As a result, I consider that there 

are no adverse impacts that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

identified benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework as a 

whole.  Furthermore, the contributions sought by the Council would not fully 

comply with Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 

2010. 

24. With regard to Appeal B, the change of use from agriculture to domestic garden 

would not benefit economic activity and as such would be contrary to Policy S1 

of the LP, given the appeal site’s location outside of the development boundary.  

I accept the appellant’s view that the grant of permission of Appeal A would 

result in the appeal site being surrounded by domestic gardens, however, I do 

not consider that this outweighs the development plan conflict. 

Other matters 

25. There have been various matters that have been raised by local residents and 

the Parish Council in relation to Appeal A.  Concern has been raised in relation 

to the suitability of the access into Longmead Close, additional traffic and 

increased congestion, subsequent noise and lack of parking in the village.  I 

note that the Council do not share these concerns and I am mindful that I did 

not see anything, during my site inspection, that substantiated these concerns, 

nor has there been any significant evidence provided to persuade me to take a 

different view.  Further, I note the concern in relation to pedestrian safety and 

the existing footpath leading into the village centre.  However, I do not 

consider that the addition of 8 dwellings would significantly affect the footpath 

and given my findings above in relation to a contribution to improving the 

footpath, this does not weigh against the proposal. 

26. The Parish Council consider that the site is liable to flooding and that increased 

hardstanding would worsen the problem.  However, there is no evidence before 

me to suggest that the site is liable to flooding.  In any event, a planning 

condition could be imposed to ensure that a suitable drainage scheme can be 

delivered. 

27. Concern has been raised that the proposal would result in ecological impacts.  

However, I observed on my site visit that the area appears to be of limited 

ecological value and no loss of hedgerows or other habitat is proposed.  I also 

note that Council have not raised any such concerns. 

28. Local residents have concerns that the proposal would lead to overlooking and 

overshadowing of neighbouring properties.  Whilst the planning application is in 

outline, an indicative site layout has been provided, which I observed on my 

site visit could be suitably accommodated within the site without any effect on 

the living conditions of the occupants of neighbouring properties.  Further, the 

loss of amenity space, for recreational purposes such as dog walking has been 
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contested.  However, I am mindful that the appeal site is in private ownership 

and is not designated as recreational open space, as such I consider that the 

proposal would not lead to the reduction of any amenity space. 

29. Concern has been raised that the proposed development would lead to the loss 

of trees and hedgerows.  However, no trees or hedgerows are proposed to be 

removed as part of the proposal and landscaping would be further considered 

as part of the reserved matters. 

30. It has been raised that the application site has historic links and is known as 

Shepherds Mead.  In addition, concern is expressed that the village would lose 

its character and reference is made to the Conservation Area, which covers two 

streets of historic buildings.  I am mindful that the County Archaeologist does 

not share such concerns, the site has no designation and no significant 

evidence has been provided to demonstrate any such historic links of the 

appeal site.  Further, the appeal site is located some distance from the 

Conservation Area.  Therefore, I do not consider that the proposal would lead 

to any adverse effects in relation to such matters.   

31. Whilst I acknowledge that the proposal would lead to the loss of agricultural 

land, the land is not considered to be of high value, being Grade 3 and 

therefore it is not considered to result in the unacceptable loss of best and 

most versatile land (BMW) as set out in the Framework. 

32. The integration of new occupiers into the village has been raised in relation to 

the amount of new residential development in the area.  However, there is no 

evidence before me to suggest that the addition of 8 dwellings to the village 

would cause any significant integration issues. 

33. There has been some concern about the impacts on local residents from the 

construction process.  Whilst I acknowledge construction can by its nature be 

disruptive, it is for only for a temporary period and does not warrant the 

refusal of planning permission. 

34. The use of local building materials has been questioned by local residents.  

However, I am mindful that such matters would be considered within the 

reserved matters. 

Conditions 

35. The Council has suggested 9 conditions in relation to Appeal A that it considers 

should be imposed in the event of planning permission being granted.  I have 

considered the conditions against the guidance provided by Circular 11/95 and 

have amended them where necessary.  In addition to the commencement 

condition, I shall impose a condition requiring the written approval of all 

reserved matters to be obtained. 

36. In the interests of sustainable development and amenity, I will impose a 

condition that requires the details of the permissive footpath to be provided, 

agreed and subsequently implemented.  In the interest of highway safety, 

conditions are also attached securing: the provision of parking and turning 

facilities; the suitable provision of the proposed roads, including footpaths and 

turning spaces for each dwelling before they can be occupied; street lighting; 

and the access and parking areas to be used during the construction of the 

proposal.  To further ensure highway safety and to prevent the pollution of the 
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water environment, I will impose a condition that requires the submission of 

details of all drainage. 

37. The appellant contests a condition that has been suggested by the Council, 

which requires details to be provided and agreed for a significant number of 

aspects of the proposal relating to highway safety.  I have carefully considered 

the contested condition and I consider that its requirements are overly onerous 

and are addressed within other imposed conditions, or would be considered 

within the reserved matters.  As a result, I do not consider that the condition is 

necessary to ensure that the development is acceptable, is unreasonable and 

therefore fails the tests set out within Circular 11/95 and is not imposed. 

Conclusion 

38. For the reasons set out above and considering all other matters raised, 

including the significant concerns of local residents and the Parish Council, 

Appeal A is allowed and Appeal B is dismissed. 

Jonathan Manning 

INSPECTOR 
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Schedule of Conditions 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than five years 

from the date of this permission, or before the expiration of two years from 

the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved, 

whichever is the latest. 

2) Approval of details of the (a) layout, (b) scale, (c) appearance and (d) 

landscaping of the site hereinafter called ‘reserved matters’ shall be 

obtained from the local planning authority in writing before any 

development commences. 

3) The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until full details of 

a new permissive footpath as shown on Drawing 560/PL/01 has been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority and is 

implemented in accordance with the approved details. 

4) The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until parking 

spaces (in accordance with the Somerset County Council parking strategy) 

for each dwelling, any visitor spaces and any consolidated and surfaced 

turning spaces for vehicles are provided and constructed within the site, in 

accordance with details to be submitted to and approved in writing by the 

local planning authority.  Parking and turning spaces provided for such 

purposes shall not be used for any purpose other than the parking and 

manoeuvring of vehicles. 

5) The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until the proposed 

roads, including footpaths and turning spaces where applicable, are suitably 

constructed to ensure that each dwelling is served by a properly 

consolidated and surfaced footpath and carriageway to at least the course 

level between the dwelling and existing highway. 

6) Before any building or engineering works are carried out on the site, the 

construction access and contractor’s parking/compound area shall be 

provided, surfaced and drained in accordance with a detailed scheme, to be 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The 

scheme shall also indicate the eventual use of that area. 

7) None of the dwellings hereby permitted shall be occupied until a scheme of 

street lighting has been installed in accordance with a design and 

specification to be submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority. 

8) No development shall commence until a drainage scheme for the site 

showing details of gullies, connections, soakaways and means of 

attenuation on site is submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority.  The drainage works shall be carried out in accordance 

with the approved details. 

 

 



��

�
�����������	�
�����	
�����������	�������
�����

�
�

�

����������	
	���
���������������
��������������

���	�������������

�����
�����������	����������������������������������������	�	�
����������������������

���	
	����������� ����!"#$�

�

�������%�����&&'())"*'�'#$'!!#!�!+�

��������
�����������,��������
�-�.���������&�	�	�-�/�!�0.��

�� ������������������������������
��� �
!������
�������"
������#������	�$����%%��
�	��������!��������
�	����
�����������������������&�������
��
!���������
��
�����

���������
��!
��
��������������	���������
���
�� �������������������&������
���'��������()
���*�'����	�������������+��������"
�������

�� �������������
��,�!����-�� ���������������$�	�������-��

�� ��������
��������
�
�������������
��
!� ���������������	�.�������������������������
�
�������������������������	��
	���������������������&������	�����������
��������
��
!�

�����������
����
�

�

���	
	���

��� �����������������
���������������	���������
�����	�������!
��������
��
!� �

��������������	�.��������������������������
�������������������������	�

�
	���������������������&������	�����������
��������
��
!������������
������'����

�
��
����
!�'
�	�����"�
��.�/
��
�����#�����.�0$���/��������
����������������

������
!��������������
�.�,�!����-�� ��.����������$�	�������-.��������������

��&��������������.���&1�����
�����!
��
���	��
�����
��2�

�*� $��������
��!
������
���
!���������������������������&��������
�����

�
�����������	�����
������
�������������������������!�
�����������
!������

��������
���

�*� ��������
����������&������������������&�	����
���������������
�������

!�
�����������
!�����
���
!����������
!����������������������
�&��

����
����

-*� +�������
!���������������.�����������	.����
��.����������.�(�������!����

�������3�������������������3*�������&����&��������
���������
������

������	�&�������
�����������	�����
�����&�!
�����������
������&�	����

������������
������������&����������
����������
����

�*� /
�����
�������������
�������������������	��������(������
������������

�""�������	�������	��*�!
������������������	��4�����
�����������������

��
�������
��
���������������!�����������	�������!
��������������&����

��
����������
��������������������������������
��������������������������

����������!������&������&��������
���������
������������	�&������'
����

#������	�$���
������

5*� �����������	�����������	��������������&�������������
!�
&�������
���������

����������������&�������������!
������������	�����������	�
!�������������



$������+�����
��$##�6--�5�$��������7� �

�

�

�����������	�
�����	
�����������	�������
�����������������

7*� ������
�
������������
���.�!

�����.�!

������.�������������	.�

���������.���	��.�1�����
��.����������	����	.�������.�������.���������	�

�����.���������
����.����!����������
��!���.��������
�����	����	���.�

��&��������.����&������������.���������.�������	�����	��������.������

	��������.�������	.������������!���������������&���
�������������������
���

������
���������������������
�&������
���&������'
����#������	�$���
�����

���������	�&�!
����������
��������
��&�	�����8
�����������
��.�����������

�����
��.����������	��������
������.���������	�.����
��.������.�	��������.�

������������������
��
!��
��������
��������!�����&����&��������
�����'
����

#������	�$���
������

�*� ������
�
�����
���.���������	�!

�����������������	��������������

�������&��.�������&���
�������������������������������
������������������

�������	�&�!
���������
��������������&��������&������
�������
��
��������

�������!�����!

����������������	������
����������&�����
����������

&������������������	������9�����	���	�������

 *� +���
�������������
���
��������������������
����������!����������

������	������������������&������&��������
���������
������������	�&��

����'
����#������	�$���
����.�����������������������&��������
������������

����8�

��,����$����������0���������
��������$�	�������-�����������

����������������
!�����������	�
!����!����������������	����!������������

��������	��
������
���
����������������������	���
����������&����������


���:�����
��������������������
�������������

%*� 0�!
�������&������	�
����	�������	��
����������������
���
����������.�����

�
��������
��������������
������
��;�������	��
��
���������������&��

��
����.����!�����������������������
�����������������������������.�

������������&��!�������&��������
���������
������������	�&������'
����

#������	�$���
���������������������������
��������������������������
!�

�����������

��*� /
������
!���������
����������&������������������&��
��������������!����

��������!
����������
�������!
���9�����	�#�&����,�	����
!�<���!�
������

���������
��������
��
�����0�����"�
������'
����
��#����(+�����	�/��&���

57��#'��-*�����&������&���������������
���������
���������������

�	���������	�����������!�����
�����������	�&������'
����#������	�$���
�����

��������&����!�����������������������
��������������������
���

���������

��	���

��
�

��� =������
����������������������
!������������������������	�
!���������	�.�����

��������������
!!��������������������������	�������>������

%��
��
�

-�� /
��
�����#�����������
�������	������	�.���������&
���-����
����
����&���������

��!����������������������	������������&���9�������������������	��	��
���������

�����	�������
��5?��������������
��������
�����������������&������&1�����
���

���&���
!������������
��������
�
�������@����������������9�����
���
�����

������&�����'
�	�����"�
����
���
����!
�� ������
�������������������
�������

���������
�����
����
������������A������������������������������&�!
���������

���
����
�����������������������������
!������� ��
����������9������!����������
�

����!������&��
���'
�	�����"�
����
���
����!
��������������������
��������

���������������	��

Owner
Highlight



$������+�����
��$##�6--�5�$��������7� �

�

�

�����������	�
�����	
�����������	�������
���������������-�

��� B�������������������	�����&�������
��������
���
���.�����������0-������
�����

����$-77�������$-77�8�����	��,
���!
���������
�����������������0-����)�	��

�������!
������������������
!���>��������
!�����
��������'
�	�����"�
���

�9�������
������
����
!�����$-77����
�����!�����������������
�	���������������	��


!������>�����������!����������1�����
�������������!
���'������������
�������������

���� ���������
������
����
�����������
!���!�������������������
�������

!������
!!�!�
������������	�������
���
������
���������������
��������
���

�
�����������!
���'����1�����
�����������
!�����
����&��
��������&����������������

�
�������$��
	�������&
����������!�����
����!������&�������'
�	�����"�
���

����������!
���'�����
����&������
�����������
����������!�
!���������
��������

���������
����������

5�� =��������
���
����� ��
����������
�����&
��55������������	������&����

���
�������8
��������8�����.���
����
�����������!
���'����1�����
��
������


��
����������
!�����0-�����
��������������������������������
���
��9�����
����
�

���������
�������������
���������
��&������"
�����.��������
����������
�����

7%��������	������������������
��!
���%��������	�����0����)����	���	���
����������


!���������	�����������$���
�	������"
�����;��
!!���������
�������������

��
�
������
����&�����
�����
������
���������
������������/
��
�����#���������

�
��!���.������5?��������������&�����9�����������������������
�	�����������	�

!�������	�
���.����������������������&��"
������
�����
���!���������

���������
������������������&���	�
�����
���������������������

7�� ����"
�������������������
��
��������5�������
����	����������������������
����

�����������������������	����$���
�	��"
������
��@���������
�!����������+��������

�
����������
�!
���&���5������������������=�����
��������������
�!���������

<���������
�����������������������������	��=������
������������������5������

�������!�	��������"
������
���������
�������&���������������!!��������
����������


&1������������������
����	�������
!����������������"
���>������.������
����	�

�
���������������9�����	��
�����������
����&���
���������
���
!���������������

����������������������������
���
�������
������
�������
!���������	��&
���������

$�������������
���������
��!
������ ���������
�����(6--�5�$��-�������*�����

����&�������
����
!�����	��������
!�����8�����
������������������������������

����
��������
����&��	��������������	���������
���������C���������	��


����	������
���	��������	
��
�
���������������	������������
�������

�����
�	��������		�		������
�	���������

�	�
����
	������������������	���

�����D��

�������������������������	���
�����������
������

��� ��������
������������������!����������������!�
�����
����������
!����������������

=�������
�����&��!
�����&����!

���������������������������&���
������
����!
���
	�

������	����������!
�����!

����������&�����
������
��������������������
!�����

!���������������������&�����������������������&��
&1���
���&������������������

���������&����������
����������������������	�������&
����������	������

�
�������!����������
�����������������
��������������������
���������

8
��������8������������������&������������������&����������

!��
!��
�����

!
����	��������������
���������	���
���������	����)
����.��������
������������

!���������&�������!�
�����������������	�������
���������
�������������������
�

��������	������������
������������	�
!���������	�������!��

 �� �����������������������������	�
���
!�!�����������E��
�����&����&������	����
!�����

(#,@<�*���@������
�������.����������
�����������&�������������
!���������	�.�

&���
������
�������������
�!��������	���&�������'
�	�����"�
�������������!
���

Owner
Highlight

Owner
Highlight

Owner
Highlight

Owner
Highlight



$������+�����
��$##�6--�5�$��������7� �

�

�

�����������	�
�����	
�����������	�������
�����������������

'��������������
������
!������
����������!��
����&��������������������

�9�����
���
�'
�	�����"�
��.������������������������&
������.�!
�����&����

���������	��
!������
����������
���
�����������!
����������������!�������	��

��������&���!������&��
����

%�� �������������
����
�������&����������	����
�����=��
���������
�����6��
!������
��


���
!�������
�����������
���������������������
!���	��!������.�
!�������������

�����������������������	�.�&����
��������������������=��!����������������

C@���������	��0��������/
��
�����#������,��	��D�����	
���
!��������������

'���������$���������.�&����������������������
����������������!
���
!�

��
�����
���

������������
������
!�����������
����������������	�������������
!���������������

!�
��
����!�������
��
����.������&����������	��
!���������	�������9���������

&���������
���������
������
������������������
�����������
�������.�&������

������&����&
��������
�����
��&����	��!�������

��
����������������
����

�����������������������������	���
�����&��������������������&������������������

�������������
��
�!
����
�����"
�����;����>������������=����
�����!
�����������

!
����&����
����������.��
���	�������������������	���
!�����!

������!�
������

������
��
���0���
�������
�����������������������������������������	������

���������!
����������
�
��������
��������!
�����
���
���	�����������$�������

��
�
����������������������
��&������������������
�����

1�����	

��
�

����$��
�������&������	���
!��
����
����
�������	������������������������������������

���&���
!����������8������������!!������
��������
������
������������
����

�������
����&����5E7?����������������!!������
�	����������	�.��!�����������

�����������������
��������
�����������	�����5��&
�.���������������
�
��������

!
���������
���������������	������������
��
����
�!�����
����<�������������������

&���
.��������!!�����������
�&��	���������&������������
�����������	��&�!
�����.�

��������1����������������������
���������������������������	.��������������
�

����������	��!���������������=������
��&���
�������	�����������������������


����.����	��.����������
�����	���&��	��������������	���������
���

�-�����������
����>������&
�������������
�	����������	��!
��������
�
����������������

������	�����	�
!�����������
��
���0���
����
�������������
������
��
!�����

����	�.�&����
�	����
�������������!��.������������������
������������
���

8�����	��,
��.��������������
����������������!

�����.�������=������������
�	��

���������
����
����������&�������������
������������	���
������!
��

��������������)
����.����������������������
�
!!������
�
�����������������


��
��������������������
�����������
!����������&��,���
���"
���	��
��
�����

8
��������8��������������
������
�������������������
�������
������������������

�
��������������������
�������&����������������
!���������	���

����$���������������������
�����@�������'������<������������
�&�
�	����
����

�������
��(6--�5�$��-����%�5�*.������������������������
!����������&���	�

�
�	���!
���
����	�����
��������<�����
�5�������
����	����������������������

��������
���������&
������!
��
������0����������������������������������
!���

��������'���������8�������(�'8*�������������������	����
��������&�!!���&�������

�����
�������������������$@/0���<�����������'8��������������������������

������	����������������������
�������
����
����������	��!�����������������
�
����

Owner
Highlight

Owner
Highlight

Owner
Highlight



$������+�����
��$##�6--�5�$��������7� �

�

�

�����������	�
�����	
�����������	�������
���������������5�

����
�������
�����
��
������'8�
�����	��������&���!����
!�������������������

���>�������!!�������
������������
�����/
��
�����#�������

�5��8���������������������&1����
!�������������
��!
��F����	��G������������(FG�*��������

���������������������	�����.����������#,@<���������������
�����&��
�����

��	������
����=���
�����
��&����	����
��
��������������������������������������
��

����&���	���
�����������
����FG��&��	�������������
����&��������������������

!
������"
�������������������������
��
��������

������
	��
�

�7���������������������������&����
����
�.������	

���������
�����!�����������������

����	�������
�����
������������
&����
!����!!���	�������
����=���
�������
�

��������������
����&���
���
���������	����������
!���5�������
����	������

��������=���
���������������
������
���������������
��������
�������.�&��������

�
����
����
�����
�������������	��!���������������
�����&���
�����	�������

&���!�����

����	�	��
�

����$���������������
��������
������.������������������
�����
���������>�������������

�
�����
���!
��������	�������.�����������
�������������.�������.������������

���!���������.���	����	.��������!�������������	�����������+�������
!�����

�
��������
���
��
����������>�������������
�����
���
������������!

�������

&���������������
�����������
�����0�H�"�(�
���0���
������,���
���

"
���	�*�������
�����������
���������

�

�

�

���������	�

=������
��

�

Owner
Highlight



  Wessex Ecological Consultancy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LAND AT NORTON ST PHILIP 
 
 

ECOLOGICAL SURVEY 
 
 
 
 
 

MARCH 2014 
 

 
 
 
 
 
  



1 
 

LAND AT NORTON ST PHILIP 
 

ECOLOGICAL SURVEY 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this report is to assess the biodiversity interest of the land edged in 
blue on the attached map and to identify any impacts arising from its potential 
development. 
 
METHODS 
An Extended Phase 1 Site Survey was carried out on 24th March 2014. It covered 
vegetation types and vascular plant species; badgers; and birds. Potential value for 
other protected species was assessed. The hedge was surveyed to a level that 
allows assessment under the 1997 Hedgerow Regulations. 
 
SURVEY RESULTS 
 
Site Description 
 
The site consists of a single field on the eastern edge of Norton St Phillip. It has 
permanent grassland and is currently grazed by horses. There is a hedge on the 
field’s eastern boundary; the other boundaries are stone walls, except to the north 
where it is separated from a site currently under development by temporary fencing. 
 
Vegetation  
 
The following species were recorded in the field: 
 
Grasses 
 
Creeping bent     Agrostis stolonifera  F 
Crested dogstail    Cynosurus cristatus  R 
Cocksfoot     Dactylis glomerata  O 
Yorkshire fog     Holcus lanatus  O 
Perennial rye-grass    Lolium perenne  F 
Timothy      Phleum pratense  R 
Rough-stalked meadow-grass  Poa trivialis   R 
 
Herbs 
 
Yarrow      Achillea millefolium  R 
Common mouse-ear    Cerastium fontanum  O 
Creeping thistle    Cirsium arvense  R 
Goosegrass     Galium aparine  RLF 
Hogweed     Heracleum sphondylium R 
White dead-nettle    Lamium album  R 
Red dead-nettle    Lamium purpureum  R 
Meadow buttercup    Ranunculus acris  R 
Bulbous buttercup    Ranunculus bulbosus  R 
Lesser celandine    Ranunculus ficaria  RLF 
Creeping buttercup    Ranunculus repens  F 
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Common sorrel    Rumex acetosa  O 
Broad-leaved dock    Rumex obtusifolius  R 
Smooth sow-thistle    Sonchus oleraceus  R 
Dandelion     Taraxacum vulgare agg R 
White clover     Trifolium repens  O 
Stinging nettle     Urtcia dioica   RLF 

 
Abundance codes: D – dominant; A – abundant; F – frequent; O – occasional; R – 
rare; L – locally. 
 
The hedge on the field’s eastern boundary is tall, but thin and slightly gappy at the 
base. It includes hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna), sycamore (Acer 
pseudoplatanus), blackthorn (Prunus spinosa), dog rose (Rosa canina), elder 
(Sambucus nigra), black poplar (Populus nigra) and English elm (Ulmus procera). 
Four of these species (blackthorn, hawthorn, dog rose and elder) were recorded in a 
thirty metres length. The hedge’s ground flora includes cuckoo-pint (Arum 
maculatum), wood false-brome (Brachypodium sylvaticum), cow parsley (Anthriscus 
sylvestris), wood dock (Rumex sanguineus) and bush vetch (Vicia sepium). There 
are isolated elder bushes in the southern part of the field. 
 
Birds 
 
Jackdaw and rook were feeding in the field. Chaffinch, dunnock, great tit, starling 
and wren were present in the hedge. Species present in the wider area include 
skylark, which was in song over the field to the east. 
 
Invertebrates 
 
Due to the time of year the only species recorded were micro-moths, as larval leaf-
mines, in the hedge: Stigmella aurella and Stigmella splendidissimella.  
 
Protected Species 
 
No signs of badger activity were seen. 
 
Other protected species are considered in the Assessment section below. 
 
ASSESSMENT 
The biodiversity value of the site has been assessed in order to determine whether it 
is of nature conservation value in a national, regional or county context, of either high 
or low value in a local context, or of minimal nature conservation value. The 
assessment has used standard ecological criteria, such as diversity, rarity, fragility 
and amenity value. Reference has been made to suitable guidance, including the UK 
and Somerset Biodiversity Action Plans (BAPs). The value of the site for groups not 
surveyed, including most invertebrates, has been assessed using information 
gathered on habitat type and structure. 
 
The survey was undertaken early in the survey season for ecological survey, and it is 
likely that some plant species were not evident. This has been taken into account 
whilst carrying out the assessment. 
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Habitats 
 
The nature conservation value of grasslands, as recognised by BAPs and other 
standard guidance, generally depends on the extent to which they have been 
agriculturally improved. Grasslands that have escaped intensive treatment are 
termed unimproved grasslands and are now very rare. They are characterised by the 
presence of plant species that are intolerant of intensive management, in particular 
the use of fertilisers. 
 
The field here lacks any species that are indicative of unimproved grassland and 
supports only species that are tolerant of intensive management. Features such as 
areas of open soil or stands of nectar-rich plants that might indicate significant value 
for invertebrates are also absent. 
 
The grassland in the field is of minimal nature conservation value. 
 
The hedge on the site’s eastern boundary is not diverse in woody species and does 
not qualify as an Important Hedgerow under the 1997 Hedgerow Regulations. The 
ground flora is not diverse. Potentially the most interesting feature in the hedge is the 
presence of black poplar, since the native sub-species of this tree is uncommon. 
Survey later in the season would be required to confirm this. Two BAP bird species, 
dunnock and starling, were recorded in the hedge. It is unlikely that starling nests 
here, since the trees lack suitable holes, but highly probable that dunnock does nest 
here. 
 
The hedge is of low nature conservation in a local context. If the native sub-species 
of black poplar is present the hedge is of high nature conservation in a local context 
 
Protected Species 
 
No signs of badger activity were found. 
 
The grassland on the site is grazed too short to support slow worm or other reptiles. 
 
There are no trees or buildings on the site that could be used by roosting bats. The 
grassland does not have any feature that suggests significant value as bat foraging 
habitat. The hedge on the eastern boundary of the field may be used by commuting 
bats, but it is isolated from other similar features and its potential value is therefore 
limited. 
 
There are no wetlands on the site or, as far as could be seen, in the surrounding 
area and therefore no potential for species such as great crested newt. 
 
The site is not of potential value for any other protected species. 
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IMPACTS 
 
Due to the minimal nature conservation value of the field there would not be any 
ecological impact of significance associated with any potential development here.  
 
The hedge is of some nature conservation value and its loss would have an adverse 
ecological impact. However, it would be possible to develop all or part of the field 
without having any adverse impact on the hedge by maintaining a buffer zone 
between the hedge and any development, and by taking measures to prevent 
incidental damage during the construction process. 
 
Providing that the hedge was retained there would be no potential impacts on any 
protected species.  
 
The BAP species of bird recorded, dunnock and starling, are able to breed 
successfully in urban areas and there is no reason to suppose that development 
would have an adverse impact on their populations. Development of this site would 
not have an impact on populations of skylarks in surrounding areas. 
 
Development of the site would have potential to provide ecological enhancement. 
The nature of any enhancement would depend on the development proposals, but 
suitable measures could include: planting of native tree and shrub species; creation 
of species-rich grassland; creation of wetland habitats; use of ornamental planting to 
enhance habitats for bumblebees and other invertebrates; and provision of bird and 
bat boxes. 
 
  
       Rupert Higgins BSc (Hons) MCIEEM 
 
       Wessex Ecological Consultancy 
 
       March 2014 
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