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Mendip Local Plan Part II Pre-submission Consultation 
 

Local Green Space Landowner Response  
 

Name Mr C G and Mrs K J Parsons 
Address   

 
 

Phone number  
Email address  

 
 

Site Reference Description Mendip’s Reason for Designation 
LGSNSP004 Ringwell Lane. Greenfield area 

alongside Ringwell Lane, made 
up of water meadow 
surrounding Norton Brook and 
steeply rising land to the east. 

Site contributes to the village’s rural character 
and the street scene. It is important to the rural 
character of this part of the village, 
characterised by a network of narrow lanes 
interspersed by open spaces, and divided by 
walls, trees and historic buildings. The open 
space can be seen through breaks in the 
vegetation that surrounds it and the openness 
creates important views from Ringwell Lane, 
which open up suddenly on approach. Both the 
water meadow and the embankment to the east 
are important to the site’s contribution to the 
street scene. Vegetation in the gardens to the 
south is particularly important as a backdrop to 
the views from Ringwell lane.  

 
We are the landowners of , the back garden of which forms part of the 
proposed LGSNSP004 within the draft Mendip Local Plan Part II.   

We object most strongly to the inclusion of our back garden in LGSNSP004. 

We object strongly to the proposal to designate NSP004 as a LGS, even with our garden removed. 

We respectfully request that the MDC Planning Policy Team: 
a. Immediately remove our back garden, , from the parcel of land 

referred to as LGSNSP004. 
b. Correctly describe the remaining site as a field and garden. 
c. Delete the proposal for LGSNSP004 from the Mendip Local Plan Part II before it is submitted to the 

Secretary of State. 
 
The reasons for our objections are detailed in the following paragraphs and reinforce objections raised to MDC 
earlier in the process that still need to be considered.1   
 
The site 
1.   NSP004 consists of the whole of one private back garden established around 3 decades ago, part of another 
garden and a small field. It is bounded by tall hedges and walls on the South and West side, and houses to the 
North and East. The land in question was previously part of a parcel of contiguous fields (including the land 
upon which the properties known as Lyde Green and Pond Barton are built), farmyard and farm buildings that 
were sold for development in the 1970s. NSP004 is wholly within the Conservation Area and is inside the 
development limits of the village with its northern end bordering on Green Belt. The description used by MDC 
is flawed, perhaps in an attempt to begin to create the impression that the site is demonstrably special by 
describing it as a water meadow. NSP004 as currently framed is not a water meadow; rather it is two private 
                                                        
1 Email to MDC Planning Policy (Jo Milling and Andre Sestini) dated 16 May 2017. 
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gardens (one laid out to amenity lawn) and a small field that is used to graze sheep in winter (most recently in 
Dec 2017), spring and summer. Grazing would not be practicable on a water meadow in winter and a lawn 
could not be created. It is relevant that our own and our neighbour’s back gardens were the subject of an 
ecological survey in 2016 that did not categorise any part of NSP004 as water meadow nor find any wildlife of 
significance, and the archaeological survey of NSP published by Somerset County Council in 2003 identified that 
the field was used as a quarry in the 18th Century. 
 
Not a demonstrably special contribution to the rural character and street scene 
2.   As with many other areas in NSP, that the site makes a contribution to the village’s rural character and the 
street scene is not in question, but it is difficult to understand why this contribution is deemed to be 
‘demonstrably special’. Similar characteristics and street scenes can be found in many places within the village 
and when approaching it in many directions from the Green Belt beyond the existing development boundary. In 
consequence, it is difficult to justify why the land needs protection above and beyond that afforded to land in 
the NSP Conservation Area, especially when it is within the curtilage of an historic building (ie the Grade II* 
Tudor dovecote)2. For these reasons alone, it is argued that NSP004 is not demonstrably special and does not 
warrant LGS designation. 
 
The views 
3.   The Ringwell Lane Boundary of NSP004, i.e. the boundary across which the area would be viewed, is made 
up of high walls and hedgerows that include recently planted hedging trees. We have both looked very 
carefully at the ‘open and important’ views from Ringwell Lane in all seasons and have sought comment from 
friends about the same, including from an experienced Town and Country Planner.  All of us agree that the view 
is definitely not open and obtaining a useable sight line requires deliberate and careful manoeuvring.  What 
views that exist are certainly not of the type that casual passers-by would see let alone appreciate, even if 
riding a horse. Indeed, the nature of the recent plantings means that the limited views will likely close off in the 
next few years rendering as invalid the “important views” element of the reasons for designation. 
 
Protecting the vegetation in the back garden of The Barton, The Barton 
4.   Insofar as our garden gets special mention for its vegetation, whatever that is, we are not aware of any 
guidance within the NPPF or MDC’s own planning policy documentation that suggests LGS designation is 
appropriate as a mechanism to protect vegetation. It is our considered opinion that the protection afforded by 
being located in the NSP Conservation Area and in the curtilage of a listed building is more than adequate to 
provide an appropriate basis upon which to judge the importance or otherwise of the vegetation in our garden. 
 
Inconsistency in defining the space 
5.   There appears to be no consistency in the way that land which constitutes NSP004 has been selected and 
our back garden in its entirety appears to have been singled out. The properties known as Lyde Green and Pond 
Barton were built between 1980-1990 and have large gardens that are just as much a part of the space as our 
garden, yet they are not included. And the eastern boundary of the proposed site passes through our approved 
kitchen extension and conveniently ‘jinks’ around our neighbour’s formal back garden, including the plot for 
which Planning Permission for a house has already been granted. Rather it would appear that NSP004 has been 
evolved over time in a less than democratic and unscrutinised manner from an Open Area of Visual Significance 
that most likely only applied to the field,3 through OALS, to become the described area. The boundary of 
NSP004 in its current form is most questionable and it cannot be justified as a LGS on the grounds that it has 
been an OALS for many years because it has not. This proposed designation appears simply to be the result of 
an opportunistic attempt to exploit the planning processes rather than for any demonstrably special 
characteristics that the site may possess.4   

                                                        
2 The NPPF and Mendip’s own guidance and technical papers state that further protection is both unnecessary and inappropriate except in exceptional 
circumstances. Further designation should only be necessary where, “their contribution to the settlement is not already protected by policies or other 
designations.” 
3 cf MDC’s 2007 Conservation Area Character Appraisal states that there are four important green spaces in the conservation area, and that one of these 
is ‘the field along the course of Norton Brook, on the east side of Ringwell Lane’, i.e. the parcel of field and not the gardens, which have been maintained 
as such for more than 20 years.  It is assessed as highly unlikely that the author of the comprehensive analysis referred to would have mistaken a well-
maintained garden for a field.    
4 The Principal Planning Policy Officer at MDC suggested in 2 phone conversations that historic designations such as OALS and OAVS had not been 
appropriately scrutinised which reinforces this conclusion and draws into question elements of the Dec 2017 Background Paper on MDC’s approach to 
LGS designation.   
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Lack of ownership of the application 
6.   Checks of the PC’s submissions for LGS designation at MDC’s Offices, NSP004 identify that it was apparently 
submitted by two named individuals on behalf of the, “Ringwell Meadow Protection Group”. Yet both 
individuals stated in subsequent correspondence that they did not make the submission, and one has stated 
explicitly that he is not and has never been a member of the RMPG.  We have investigated this issue of 
attribution with the PC (past and present) and the local District Councillor. No-one appears to be able to recall 
who is or was in the RMPG nor who on the PC at the time was responsible for coordinating, validating and then 
submitting the package on behalf of the village and PC to MDC. Such validation would, in our opinion, 
reasonably include checking for obvious inconsistencies and making judgements on the appropriateness or 
otherwise of including non-attributed applications in the overall village submission. Neither does the PC appear 
to accept that the village’s package of submission was owned by them. Rather they say they were responsible 
for bundling the applications on behalf of the named individuals and sending them on to MDC in one package, 
except of course for NSP004 which no-one accepts responsibility for – hardly democratic and we believe makes 
the application for the site invalid. 
 
Whole village support and PC deliberations 
7.   Whilst whole-village support has been claimed for NSP004, there is nothing on record from Public or Parish 
Council Meetings that records such support. The Parish Clerk’s notes of the 'Whole Village Meeting' of 19 
November 2015 has no record of discussions upon NSPS004, whereas discussions upon other LGSs are 
recorded. At the subsequent meeting of the PC and confirmed by the Minutes, the PC did not make a decision 
about the inclusion or otherwise of our back garden in the version of the LGS application that was to be 
submitted by the PC even though it was discussed.  Rather, Vivienne Bolton, a Councillor at the time is recorded 
in the minutes as advising the PC that she, "would take this forward with Mr Roe”, a Parishioner who does not 
appear to have had any official capacity on or for the Council but does have a clear interest because his land 
borders NSP004. Furthermore, the issue does not appear to have been considered again in any subsequent PC 
meeting and certainly not by the whole village. Notwithstanding, someone was able to change the original 
application from only the field to an application for the whole space (field plus both gardens and dated 13 
December 2015) and then to include it in the overall village submission to MDC. It is noteworthy that the cover 
page on the bundle of applications was signed by Ms Bolton on 15 Dec 2015 but there is no record of the PC 
having agreed to this or of it delegating to her the authority to do so.  
 
8.   Therefore, and unless we have missed something, it seems to us that the PC and the village community had, 
until it was raised by Ms Bolton at the PC meeting of 2 December 2015, only ever considered a LGS application 
for the lower field adjacent to Ringwell Lane. That is the field now owned by Mr Martin and mentioned in the 
2007 NSP Conservation Assessment, and not NSP004 as currently framed. Indeed, it would appear that the 
application for NSP004 as it now stands has never been properly considered by the village community or the 
PC. This can only mean that the PC and the community (including the 100 residents at the Whole Village 
Meeting on 15 November 2015) cannot legitimately be claimed to support either the Ringwell Meadow 
Preservation Group’s application or the LGSNSP004 proposal as it stands. 
 
9.   As MDC will be aware, elements of the NSP community and the PC are strident in their involvement in the 
planning process and support for all other LGS proposals in the village seem to be properly recorded. Yet no-
one in the village community appears to want to take responsibility for submitting the LGSNSP004 application 
in its current form and its democratic integrity is thus questionable. We have passed this paper by the current 
Chair of the PC and the Parish Clerk for corrections of fact and none were identified in the Chair’s response. We 
believe that it cannot be claimed that the ‘consultation community’ feels particularly strongly about the 
designation of NSP004 and it certainly does not pass the ‘demonstrably special to the local community’ test 
required for it to be designated as a LGS over and above the other layers of protection that are already in place.  
 
Arbitrary application of the LGS process in NSP 
10.   We are aware of other situations where the LGS process appears to have been applied arbitrarily in NSP. 
For example, the gardens to the properties that bound the westerly side of LGS NSP006 would seem to be 
obvious contenders for LGS as do the gardens of the old Roman Catholic Church on Bell Hill, but neither of 
them is.  And there is an older property that sits immediately adjacent to the Church and War Memorial in the 
village which has a large garden that clearly enhance the church’s setting. The guidelines provide that land in 
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the area of a Church or Manor House should be protected yet no application is being made for this important 
space which has demonstrable significance to the village – why in this instance is Conservation Area and 
curtilage of a listed building deemed sufficient? And both the site referred to as the ‘Lavington Triangle’ and 
Old Hopyard have been in and out of the process on several occasions with little apparent rigour in the way of 
planning or democratic scrutiny. 
 
Human Rights Act Article 8 and European Convention of Human Rights Protocol 1, Article 1 
11.   We believe that Mendip District Council’s proposal for NSP004 if enacted would further breach our human 
rights as owners of The Barton, The Barton. Article 8 of the Act requires respect for private and family life. 
Protocol 1, Article 1 of the Convention requires that property owners be able to enjoy their property peacefully 
and without restriction. Indeed, it could be argued that the whole process of developing the Local Plan in 
Mendip has already restricted our enjoyment of our property because of the excessive and ever-expanding 
time taken to complete LPP1 and LPP2 – perhaps our human rights have already been breached. There is no 
evidence to suggest that it is in the public interest to further breach our rights by continuing to pursue LGS 
designation for our back garden especially given that, as we have already demonstrated in this note, such 
interest has not been tested by the community that would be served by a view over it. 
 
Summary 
12.   To summarise, it is very clear for the following reasons that our back garden should not be part of the area 
known as NSP004, that NSP004 is already adequately protected by Conservation Area and listed building 
curtilage, and that it is not demonstrably special enough to warrant the additional protection afforded by 
designation as a LGS: 

a. The site is not demonstrably special in character or contribution to the street scene and similar 
characteristics and contributions can be found elsewhere in the village. 

b. The site is already adequately protected by the Conservation Area and in its proximity to a Grade 2* 
listed building. 

c. The constrained views across the site are likely no more important than many other similar views in the 
village that enjoy no special protection. 

d. The views across the site are not open. Accessing the views requires effort and what views there are 
will become increasingly inaccessible as the new plantings mature. 

e. LGS is not an appropriate designation to protect vegetation in a garden. 
f. There is considerable inconsistency in the composition of the space, especially the inclusion of two 

back gardens set against the exclusion of two others. 
g. The proposed designation has evolved over many years in an improperly scrutinised, undemocratic 

manner. 
h. The application for LGS status for NSP004 does not appear to be attributable to any individual nor the 

Parish Council. It is therefore undemocratic, has no provenance and is most likely invalid. 
i. Whole community and PC support for the LGS designation of NSP004 has never been achieved. 
j. The processes of application for LGS in NSP enacted by the PC and MDC appears arbitrary and 

undemocratic. 
k. The requirements of the Human Rights Act and the European Convention on Human Rights appear to 

have been overlooked.  
 
What we want MDC to do 
13.   We respectfully request that the MDC Planning Policy Team: 

d. Immediately remove our back garden, The Barton, The Barton, BA2 7NE, from the parcel of land 
referred to as LGSNSP004. 

e. Correctly describe the remaining site as a field and garden. 
f. Delete the proposal for LGSNSP004 from the Mendip Local Plan Part II before it is submitted to the 

Secretary of State. 
 
 
Signed on original 
 
C G and KJ Parsons         30 January 2018 




