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Norton St Philip Parish Council 
Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 Consultation  

Response by the Landowner in Respect of LGSNSP010 
Shepherds Mead 

 
To Clive Abbott       cc Jo Milling 
Chair          Mendip District Council 
Norton St Philip Parish Council 
 
From Bina Ford 
Landowner 
Land South of Longmead Close 
(Occasionally referred by NSP PC as Shepherds Mead) 
 
Dear Mr Abbott 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Consultation Paper in respect of the 
aforementioned Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
For the record I received said Consultation Paper by email on Friday 3rd December 
and I understand “the deadline for comments is 25th January 2019”.  Naturally I will 
ensure you receive this submission by the due date and in turn I will be grateful for 
an acknowledgement. 
 
I am including the two pages of your response form together with my comprehensive 
response which no doubt you were expecting.   
 
I have of course already submitted a response to Mendip District Council in relation 
to the Local Space II application and I see it is posted on your website.  I must 
confess I am a little surprised, or maybe not, that information contained therein has 
not been in any way taken into account with regard to this Neighbourhood Plan 
consultation document…………………. so best I start at the beginning. 
 
I notice that with both spoken and written presentations by Resident, Ward and 
District Councillor, former Chair of the Parish Council, Neighbour to my land, indeed 
one and the same Mrs Oliver, these past months that all reference to my land is now 
referred to as “Longmead”.  If you are in any doubt as to why “Shepherds Mead” it 
never was, may I respectfully draw your attention to the findings of the Bath 
University Archaeological Society. (or indeed you may care to refer to Paragraph 30 
of the Appeal Decision 29 January 2014). 
 
I have to say I have found the conduct of the Parish Council in certain matters such 
as the distribution of the circular contained here on page 11 to be disgraceful and I 
am mindful it was around the time of the “forged pamphlet” presented to the Planning 
Board on the Appeal matter, to which I was directed by MDC to make a report to the 
Police. Done.                                                                                                                           
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A “ backstop” application for the LGS, the word of the Parish Council, followed by  
“should the VGI fail” initially presented with“ “permitted use by landowner” running 
concurrently with the “ unpermitted use” claim under the Village Green Inquiry pretty 
well sums it all up. Clearly the VGI did fail as it was just a tool to stop development 
across part of the land, about 22%, albeit one could argue that a piece has been 
preserved as a Village Green, so why on earth are you pursuing Open Space 
adjacent thereto?! No need to answer..                                        
 
Thus far the truth and integrity of the legal and planning systems have been upheld 
and I can only hope that continues to be the case. 
 
Clearly the subsequent important change to said LGS application, in this case now 
“unpermissive use over 80 years” was both expected, the change if not the wording, 
and bizarre bearing in mind the outcome of the VGI………unproven claims over the 
majority of the land for even 20 years. Permissive use was proven. The VGI 
application itself was also subject to numerous Parish Council attempts of course 
including subsequent to the actual Inquiry to make it good once and for all. I am 
steeling myself already to inevitable changes to the NP Consultation document and 
LGS application (again).   
 
Whatever integrity may be contained within either the Neighbourhood Plan or indeed 
the Local Green Space application as a whole it does not extend to the conduct and 
inclusion of my land.  
 
 
Bina Ford                                                                                          Date: 22/01/2019 
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Cover note: - 
 
The photograph was taken on 19 December 2018, the location 
being the centre of the new Village Green.   
 
It is the most expansive view of the ridge referred to in the 
Parish Council’s submission from a setting where landowner 
permission is not required. 
 
The location of the new Village Green with the boundary 
established by the Landowner with post and rail fencing in 
consultation with Somerset County Council, the Regulatory 
Authority, is such that said “expansive view” is already 
protected from any potential interference. N.B. The location of 
all four footpaths affords some additional views and 
further protection. 
 
Further photographs are available to support this statement. 
 
Additional comments with regard to “the view” are included 
further in my response. 
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A Brief History of the Application and Submission Process 
contained within the Parish Council Consultation document: - 
 
Reference is made by the Parish Council to both content and 
the outcome of the Village Green Inquiry conducted by 
Somerset County Council and further the Local Green Space 
(LGS) being considered for designation by Mendip District 
Council, the latter of course apparently only coming forward for 
consideration also this month. N.B. Note “considered”, the land 
has NOT been designated. 
 
Landowner comment has already been made in respect of the 
LGS Application and the content is already registered with both 
Mendip District Council and Norton St Philip Parish Council and 
in respect of the latter in particular, as I mentioned in my 
covering letter, I am surprised that none of the content has 
been taken into account in this Regulation 14 Consultation 
document and therefore I have appended a further copy to this 
submission. 
 
Seemingly since August 2013 Norton St Philip Parish Council 
have made the following applications and statements to both 
County and District Councils regarding the supposed use by 
the public of my land away from the footpaths as follows: - 
 

1. Village Green Application “the land has been used 
continuously for 80 years for recreation without the 
owner’s permission”. 

2. Counsel for the Applicant / Norton St Philip Parish Council 
at the Village Green Inquiry stated “the land has been 
used………. for 20 years………without the owner’s 
permission”. (a period up to August 2013). A statutory 
requirement of course. 
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3. Application for Local Green Space, the Applicant / Norton 
St Philip Parish Council stated “the land had been used 
with owner permission”. 

4. Application for Local Green Space, the Applicant / Norton 
St Philip Parish Council in June 2017 and prior to the 
outcome of the Village Green Inquiry then changed the 
Application to “the land has been used continuously for 
80 years for recreation without the owner’s 
permission”. (Do you have any particular 80 years in 
mind?!) 

5. The Neighbourhood Plan Draft Consultation document 
presented by the Parish Council “LGS CRITERIA 
(CONT’D) states: 
 
THE SPACE MUST BE DEMONSTRABLY SPECIAL AND WARRANT 
SPECIAL PROTECTION AS A RESULT OF FULFILLING AT LEAST ONE 
OF THE FOLLOWING ROLES: 
 
Recreation Facility: not acknowledged 
Informal Recreation Space: not acknowledged 
 
N.B. Contained in the Local Plan Part II application form there is the 
question reference to: 
 
Infrastructure / facilities NSP Q10 
 
Question: Is there a need for further infrastructure or facilities in the 
Village e.g. open or recreation space, meeting place, car park? 
 
Response: No 
 
At the special Parish Council meeting held on 19 November 2015 to 
discuss the Local Plan Part II issues and consultation document, 97% of 
the residents attending supported the Parish Council response.  A total 
of 103 people were at the meeting. 
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Matters of Record: - 
 
As I explained in my Objector evidence in respect of the 
LGS designation in all matters I rely upon the records of 
the various bodies and people to whom I may refer and I 
now set out an expanded list to said previous 
presentation: - 
 
1. Paul Wilmshurst, Chair of the Village Green Inquiry, 

closing report 20 February 2018. 
2. Richard Honey, Counsel for the Objector / Landowner, 

closing submissions 28 March 2017. 
3. Martin Edwards, Counsel for the Applicant / Norton St 

Philip Parish Council, closing submissions 05 May 
2017. 

4. Somerset Record Society.  The Manors of Norton St 
Philip and Hinton Charterhouse 1535 – 1691 edited by 
Colin Brett. 

5. An Archaeological Report on Norton St Philip 
commissioned by Bath University. 

6. An Archaeological Report 09/2000 by the Bath 
Archaeological Trust “Shepherds Mead” is included in 
“The Manors of……and it is recorded within the 
meadow grounds of The Grange, part of the Manor of 
Henton, recorded as Sheepe House Croft, one close of 
meadow ground”.  There are no historical references to 
“Shepherds Mead” further contained as a separate 
parcel in Norton St Philip. 

7. Various OS maps as contained in the submission. 
8. Reference to extracts in relation to a recent planning 

application in the Conservation Area “Damson House” 
with particular reference to the trees and hedges by 
various neighbours. 

9. Document Evidence presented for the VGI for both 
Objector and Applicant, especially that of Messrs 
Parker and Kay as referred by the Parish Council. 
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10. The Application submitted by the Parish Council on 
11 December 2015 and one addendum, Parish Council 
letter 11/07/17. 

11. Correspondence from both the Somerset Wildlife 
Trust and Campaign for Rural England. 

12. MDC planning directions in relation to the three 
current and proposed phases of development as 
granted incorporated within the Landowner LGS 
Response to MDC in January 2018. 

13. MDC planning requirements in respect of major 
landscaping work and the effect of such work already 
completed by a neighbour in the Conservation Area. 

14. somersetheritage.org.uk, English Heritage extensive 
urban survey of Norton St Philip including an 
archaeological assessment. 

15. Somerset County Council PROW Department. 
16. HM Gov.uk Key Advice on the new Local Green 

Space Designation published 06/03/14. 
17. National Planning Policy Framework by the Secretary 

of State for Ministry of Housing July 2018. 
18. Minutes of the Parish Special Meeting 19 November 

2015. 
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Conduct of the Parish Council: - 
 
It will be noticed that I have made no specific reference to 
the various Minutes of the Parish Council………  
 
Quite simply the Parish Council have invariably regarded any 
development in the Village as “inappropriate and harmful to the 
character” and this is always reflected in the records. 
 
I am also mindful that the Parish Council have a procedure that 
Minutes are proposed and seconded prior to release and yet 
when I questioned Minutes posted on the Village noticeboard 
that Parish Councillors Oliver and Walker had met with the 
Somerset Wildlife Trust which proved not to be the case, the 
Minutes were merely changed. My understanding is that 
Councillor Walker was responsible for posting the Minutes. 
 
Subsequent of course I notice in the Local Space Application, 
NSP014 Shepherds Mead (Shepherds Mead Preservation 
Group?) that page 17 with reference to the Somerset Wildlife 
Trust has been left blank.  With reference to the Campaign to 
Protect Rural England (CPRE) you will be aware their logo was 
also used on a pamphlet without their permission. 
 
Very few people appear to be attending Parish Council 
meetings and those members of the public that do tend to be 
there invariably are to represent their own particular matter 
which has been placed into the public domain. 
 
Prior to the submission of the Consultation document the 
Parish Council called an Extraordinary General Meeting and 
the only member of the public who attended was my 
representative.  Similarly at another recent Parish Council 
meeting there was only one member of the public in attendance 
apart from two of my representatives and said person departed 
once the subject matter of which they were interested had been 
attended to. 
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As recent as December 2018 the Parish Council meeting was 
only attended by two members of the public. 
 
In terms of a “Parish Council campaign”, for example, a Village 
Hall survey, the Parish Council reflected that the response of 
91 “is not a high response and does not represent a strong 
engagement across the Community” 
 
In terms of the content of the Minutes and the type of material 
that the Parish Council have been distributing I enclose the 
following document: - 
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If I may address the facts in the circular rather than the 
“emotion, let alone hysteria”, part of the land had already 
received planning permission, clearly all manner of ecology and 
environment requirements were satisfied, the Parish Council 
had already received a consultation from Somerset Wildlife 
Trust (SWT) which reaffirmed “no special features” (in fact SWT 
volunteered to improve that scenario). 
 
Again, reference has been made here to “80 years”, the same 
statement was made on the Village Green Application but no 
evidence has ever been presented.  The qualification for the 
Village Green Application was from 1993 to 2013 (August to 
July).   I would suggest that very few people would still be alive 
to recollect whether they had permission to use the land or not.  
The chances are reference is being made to a child or two at 
the time probably around no more than age 5 on average. 
 
The reality is the land has been in the one family ownership 
since 1964, primarily for extensive equestrian purposes and no-
one would have more knowledge of the land than the owner(s). 
The land also being immediately adjacent to various 
family/landowner residences. 
 
In evidence at the Village Green Inquiry it was accepted that 
there are only 4 registered footpaths with 4 specific points of 
entry and exit N.B. there are no “informal permissive footpaths” 
Counsel for the Applicant, the Parish Council. 
 
Some extracts from Mr Honey’s closing submissions on behalf 
of the Objector: - 
 
1. These closing submissions are made in addition to and do not repeat the Objector’s skeleton 
argument1 and opening statement. They should also be read with the statutory declarations made 
by the witnesses on behalf of the Objector. The evidence in those statutory declarations is not 
repeated in these submissions. The Inspector is asked to read the Objector’s written evidence in 
its entirety when considering his recommendation.  
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2. It is clear that Cllr Mrs Oliver is the driving force behind this application. Her character shone 
through in her oral evidence to the inquiry. Mrs Oliver persuaded the Applicant to make the 
application and she has driven it forward subsequently, apparently being personally charged to do 
so by the Applicant when she stood down from the Parish Council in 2015. Mrs Oliver was also 
on the group which submitted the local green space application, which she accepted in cross-
examination (XX) was misleading.  It is hard not to view this town or village green (TVG) 
application as anything other than a personal crusade by Mrs Oliver.  
 
3. As she accepted in XX, Mrs Oliver has been meeting, phoning and emailing Somerset County 
Council (SCC) officers responsible for TVG applications.  Indeed, Mrs Oliver described in 
examination-in-chief (XIC) sitting down side-by-side at the desk of one of the SCC officers with 
responsibility for TVGs and looking at details of TVG applications on his computer. This is all of 
concern to the Objector. It risks creating procedural unfairness and/or an appearance of bias. In 
dealing with the application from now on, SCC will have to act with scrupulous care.  
 
9. The Applicant’s witnesses, including Mrs Oliver, have made it clear that they do not want to 
see the development carried out on the part of the AS which already has been granted planning 
permission. Mrs Oliver frankly admitted that she wanted to stop that development being built out. 
That is a development which has already been granted planning permission under the town and 
country planning system which Parliament intended to take priority over the TVG registration 
system.  
 
10. Both Mr Hasell and Mrs Oliver made clear from their comments in XX that they hold the 
town and country planning system in contempt. They seek to stop development that those charged 
by Parliament with planning decision-making – the local planning authority (LPA) and the 
Planning Inspectorate – consider appropriate. Mr Hasell said that the town and country planning 
system was flawed, that the LPA was demonstrably incompetent, and that the LPA had misled the 
Planning Inspectorate.  
 
He also said that he was not happy for any houses to be built outside the village limits of Norton 
St Philip (NSP).  
 
11. It is hard to imagine a more anti-development stance, but Mr Hasell and Mrs Oliver are 
clearly not alone in NSP in wanting to stop development. As Mrs Oliver accepted in XX, people 
were told that they should complete questionnaires for the TVG application in order to stop 
development. The Applicant’s witnesses generally accepted in XX that their motivation for giving 
evidence was to prevent the building of houses on the AS. 
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Norton St Philip Parish Council 
Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 Consultation  

Response by the Landowner in Respect of LGSNSP010 Shepherds Mead 
 
The vast majority of the following categories have already been assessed by learned 
planning inspector, Jonathon Manning as recent as January 2014 in the contained 
Appeal Document and his interpretation concurs with my own observations as a lay 
person, some items being totally subjective and open to personal interpretation on 
my part and indeed may others in the Parish. N.B. regarding the item: extensive tract 
of land, I believe the development which will now proceed is maybe an acre and no 
more. 
 
Local Green Spaces – Criteria for Designation in Mendip 
 
Table 1 – All criteria must be met. 
 
Land is not the 
subject of a 
planning 
permission for 
development 

Agree - Landowner 
It is possible that during the consultation process the 
Landowner will submit an application for planning  
permission with the intention of returning to live at her  
former home.   

Space is not 
allocated or 
proposed for 
development in  
the Development 
Plan 

Disagree - Landowner 
The space has previously been identified by Mendip DC 
“as the most suitable in the Village for Development”.  
 

Is not an extensive 
tract of land and is 
local in character 

Disagree - Landowner 
It is simply a field with a history of sheep and cattle grazing, 
a paddock for horses and other equestrian purposes. 
Within the LGS Application it is the third largest tract of 
land proposed and bearing in mind the recent Village 
Green status on the adjacent land overall it would be 
probably the second largest tract of land proposed. The 
Parish Council mention a figure of 5 acres which is 
inclusive of the Village Green and agreed development. 

Within close 
proximity of the 
community it 
serves 

Disagree – Landowner 
The development limit has been extended to incorporate 
the current proposed development, the remainder of the 
field is bordered by the new Village Green, open fields and 
open space on three sides. 
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Norton St Philip Parish Council 
Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 Consultation  

Response by the Landowner in Respect of LGSNSP010 Shepherds Mead 
 
Local Green Spaces – Criteria for Designation in Mendip 
 
Table 2 – At least one criterion must be met.  The space must be demonstrably 
special and warrant special protection as a result of fulfilling at least one of the 
following roles. N.B. as supported by Inspectors (2) at Appeal (2)….. 
 
Beauty Disagree - Landowner 

It is but an ordinary field currently used for pasture, it is not 
“an outstanding example of its kind”….as described by a 
long-standing resident that it is known in his family as “sheep 
muck field” (reference Mr Ian Hasell, Chair of both the Village 
Green Working Group and the Neighbourhood Plan Working 
Group). 

Tranquillity  Demonstrably special Disagree – Landowner 
Warrant special protection Disagree – Landowner 
The land was described as Urban by the Applicant’s counsel 
during the Village Green Inquiry. 
The land is in the vicinity of 3 major roads and within the 
20mph speed control. Apart from the past years since 2015 
the land has been in constant owner/occupier use since 
1964. 

Protecting 
important view 
towards or from a 
significant local 
feature 

Disagree - Landowner 
The field is not a significant local feature.  The aspect of “an 
important view” I have dealt with under a more expanded 
explanation, having said that the aspect of the new Village 
Green and the location of some of the footpaths protects the 
view, such as it is in any event. 

Recreation Facility No entry made by the Parish Council – agree 
See item below “informal recreation space”. 

Important part of 
street scene or 
character of the 
settlement 

Disagree - Landowner 
I am not aware of how this field contributes to “the street 
scene”.  I am not aware of how this field contributes to the 
“character of the settlement”  

Contributing to 
important public 
view into or out of 
an otherwise built 
up street scene 

No entry made by the Parish Council - agree 

Informal recreation 
space 

No entry made by the Parish Council – agree.  
Observation (again) the Parish Council have completed both 
a Village Green Application and a Local Space Application, 
one asserting unpermissive use and one acknowledging that 
I have indeed authorised certain neighbours from time to time 
that they may use my land, for example, for the repair of the 
boundary wall. Also Village events with my permission. 
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Parish Council References to (para.658) and (para.666) 
In the Inspector’s Village Green Report 
 
Reference is made by the Parish Council to two paragraphs, 
666 and 658, contained in the VGI Report by the Inspector: - 
 
Paragraph 666 “He also said that he was very impressed with a very vivid 
description of views over the meadow”, reference evidence presented by Applicant 
witness Mr Parker.  
 
Here is the full record………I am satisfied that Mr Parker is a man who, by his long 
residency of a property with good views out over the application land and easy 
access to it, is a witness to whom I should have particular regard. While of course, 
his own two sons were in their adulthood in 1993. I have no hesitation in accepting 
that the Parkers used the land as claimed. But Mr Parker is exceptional in that he 
has a hobby of training gundogs. It’s a hobby that he has had all of his life. As such I 
accept that he has been out on the application land training those gundogs on a very 
regular basis. I was impressed that Mr Parker was able to name other people from 
the village but I am also impressed with Mr Parker’s recollection of what he could 
see including Mr Parker providing a very vivid description of how he would wake up 
every morning and look over the meadow. I am satisfied that he would have a good 
idea of what was going on. I accept that he has seen children playing, dog walkers 
(dogs on lead and off lead). I accept that Mr Parker has seen children around the 
perimeter on bikes but I do not take it that this was a common occurrence. I am 
satisfied that the presence of animals on the land did not interfere with Mr Parker’s 
use of the land. I am satisfied that Mr Parker has used routes on the land which are 
not paths on the definitive map. I think that Mr Parker had a good recollection of the 
animals present on the land and would have remembered if the foot and mouth crisis 
had temporarily interfered with his use. I did however find it difficult from Mr Parker’s 
evidence to form a clear view about the number of other people who went off the 
paths and I also thought that on occasion when asked about matters that he did not 
recall as well as those I have set out above he was susceptible to filling in gaps with 
speculative answers. 
 
My own comment is that I have absolutely no idea as to the context here of 
endeavouring to demonstrate the benefits and rights of a public view from a 
resident’s bedroom window. 
 
Paragraph 658 “The Inspector accepted the attractions of the land on the eastern 
side and towards the middle of the land”, reference evidence presented by Applicant 
witness Mr Kay.   
Here is the full record………I found Mr Kay to be a perfectly straightforward witness 
obviously doing his best to assist the public inquiry. I was particularly impressed that 
Mr Kay picked up his children two days a week from school and had good 
knowledge of his son’s friends who played in the field with his son. I was also 
impressed that Mr Kay was able to name those friends. I accept that those boys 
played football, informal cricket, climbed trees close to the mound and played on the 
mound itself, flew kites and when it snowed sledged down the mound. Mr Kay was 
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particularly forthright with respect to where the children were playing. He said and I 
accept, that the majority of the children’s play activity was going on in the southern 
tip. I accept however also Mr Kay’s evidence of activities that took place in other 
areas of the land, including his daughter running all over it and Mrs Kay jogging all 
around it when she was training. I also accept that they saw friends both on and off 
of the public footpaths but I struggled to get a picture of how frequent seeing each 
would be. I accept that there were attractions on the land on the eastern side and 
towards the middle of the land (the views).  
 
Quite whether an attraction on the land is the same as an attraction of the land 
I shall defer for others to decide.   
 
In cross examination by Mr Honey, Mr Kay said in evidence “local people 
would have respected the basic common-sense conventions of the 
countryside, including paths where there are paths and keeping dogs under 
control – Paragraph 123 
 
I see in Mr Kay’s evidence questionnaire that the claimed use was for 20 years 
to 2013 but he reaffirmed he did not move to the Village until July 1998.  He 
has also suggested the community activities took place such as the 
Monmouth Rebellion Re-enactment, Scarecrow Trail – car parking (to which he 
was a helper) were unpermissive whereas of course all such Organisations 
had sought prior permission from the Landowner and is a matter of 
Public/Parish record. 
 
As to the reference to “the middle of the land” that could well have been in the 
vicinity of the two major footpaths that converge, there is no evidence of the 
precise location other than any other location would have been unlawful. 
 
N.B.  I see also Mr Kay made a further signed statement dated 4 January 2016 
where again he refers to “the last 20 years”, as I say he has only lived in the 
Village since 1998.  Mr Kay also states that the land “is a Village Green” and it 
is used “by the whole Village”. 
 
Quite why the Parish Council have chosen to present this evidence I have no 
idea. 
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Matters of Law: - 
 
I refer here specifically to the legal submissions by Mr Martin 
Edwards on behalf of the Applicant in respect of the issue of 
the Foot and Mouth outbreak. 
 
Mr Andrew Saint, an officer at Somerset County Council 
presented three sets of regulations concerning the footpath 
closures in Somerset during the Foot and Mouth crisis in 2001. 
 
Mr Edwards has asserted the Applicant’s case “supported by its 
witnesses has been consistent and clear throughout as a 
matter of fact, the Application Land continued to be used by a 
significant number of local inhabitants throughout the Foot and 
Mouth crisis.” 
 
In essence Mr Edward’s suggestion is that Somerset County 
Council did not carry out their duties under the Foot and Mouth 
regulations in Norton St Philip with specific regard to my 
land. 
 
Mr Edwards then argues that even if the regulations were in 
place, in essence the four entrance points to the field and use 
of the footpaths was closed, then unlawful access to the land 
during the Foot and Mouth period could have been achieved 
“over walls or fences, via a gate on private property or indeed 
via a field gate”.  Extraordinary. 
 
Mr Edwards further argued that the footpath closures also did 
not take place because two of the footpaths extended beyond 
the access points to the land into the Village and therefore the 
land must be regarded as Urban. 
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Mr Wilmshurst, Chair of the Inquiry stated as follows: - 
 
629. But in any case, the Regulations introduced on 13 March 2001, remove any uncertainty on 
this issue. Those Regulations took effect on 14 March 2001. On 16 March 2001 the underlying 
power was revoked. There were saving provisions as set out by Mr Honey. I agree with Mr 
Honey’s analysis. The matter is simple and it seems to me and I find that use of the footpaths 
over the application land would have been a criminal offence (consistent with the evidence) until 
2 June 2001. 
END 
 

…………… 
 
Seemingly not only are planning regulations held in contempt 
but so are the officers at Somerset County Council and their 
endeavours to prevent the spread of Foot and Mouth disease. I 
am not suggesting for one moment that it was Parish 
Councillors that were individually or indeed collectively creating 
the offence, only that Mr Edwards was speaking on their behalf. 
 

…………… 
 
Questions also arose in respect of Mrs Oliver’s evidence that 
she had access to a computer and data in the office of 
Somerset County Council where she was apparently inspecting 
files that would not be within her remit, whether as a Resident 
or indeed as a Councillor. 
 
Matters concerning the use of logos from both Somerset 
Wildlife Trust and the CPRE without permission are already a 
matter of record with Mendip District Council. 
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HIGHWAYS ACT 1980 SECTION 31 (6) 
COMMONS ACT 2006 SECTION 15A 
Bina Ford – Land South of Longmead Close, Norton St Philip 
 
On 21 September 2017 I received an acknowledgement from 
Somerset County Council that “my application has now been 
registered”. 
 

 

 

Notice of landowner deposits under section 31(6) of the Highways Act 1980 
and Section 15A of the Commons Act 2006  

Somerset County Council 

 

A statement and plan under section 31 (6) of the Highways Act 1980 and a statement and 
plan under Section 15A of the Commons Act 2006 have been deposited in relation to the 
land described below and shown on the accompanying map.  

 

PLEASE NOTE: 

This deposit may affect rights over the land described below. Deposits made under section 
31(6) of the Highways Act 1980 may prevent deemed dedication of public rights of way 
over such land under section 31(1) of that Act. Deposits made under section 15A(1) of the 
Commons Act 2006 may affect the ability to register such land as a town or village green 
under section 15 of that Act. Please see guidance at 

http://www.defra.gov.uk/rural/protected/greens/ for further information. 

 

Description of the land: Land South of Longmead Close, Norton St Philip 

 

Names of the Parishes in which the land is situated: Norton St Philip 
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This deposit was submitted by Bina Ford and was received by this authority on 21 
September 2017. The authority maintains a register of maps, statements and declarations 
deposited under section 31A of the Highways Act 1980 and section 15B of the Commons Act 
2006. 

 

This register can be accessed online at www.somerset.gov.uk/rightsofway (click on 
‘interactive mapping’ on the right hand side of the page) or can be inspected free of charge 
at the address below at the times indicated below:  

 

Rights of Way, B2W, County Hall, Taunton (reception A Block ground floor) from 
9.30am until 4.00pm Monday to Friday. 
 
If you want any further information regarding this notice please contact Somerset 
County Council on 0300 123 2224 or visit our website:-  
www.somerset.gov.uk/rightsofway (click on ‘Protecting land from becoming a public 
right of way or registered as a town/village green’ on the right hand side of the page) 
 

Somerset County Council 

Andrew Turner – Strategic Manager - Highway Operations 

 

Dated 28 September 2017  
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My Local Green Space and Neighbourhood Plan Résumé: - 
 
The result of the Village Green Inquiry was of course 
subsequent to my initial response to Mendip District Council on 
the matter of the Local Green Space. 
 
In relation to the outcome of the Village Green Inquiry I raised 
no appeal to the Regulatory Committee and took the pragmatic 
view that I had never had any intention to develop the land that 
has been allocated as a Village Green and also my rights to 
use the land as my family have done since 1964 have not been 
compromised in any way. 
 
In relation to the Local Green Space response I identified a 
triangle of land bounded by three footpaths with entry points 
from Upper Farm Close and Ranmore Cottage, my 
understanding at the time was that I might have understood an 
application for such piece of land.   
 
The purpose of the Village Green Application was to stop 
development and not to create additional space for 
recreation, albeit of course that to justify the Application 
evidence had to be submitted alleging unpermissive 
recreational use.  The outcome has been a modicum of 
recreational space has been awarded. 
 
However, as stated on the original Local Space 
Application, 97% of those attending at said special meeting 
at the time confirmed that no additional open nor 
recreational space was required! November 2015 and well 
before the March 2017 Village Green Inquiry simply to stop 
development. 
 

……………………… 
  



24 `Regulation 14 consultation  

STOP PRESS 
Two matters have arisen since the initial preparation of this 
report. 
 
Part 1:  My understanding is that the National Planning Policy 
Framework appertaining to Neighbourhood Plans submitted 
after 24 January 2019 will be in accordance with the updated 
July 2018 Paper. 
 
Clearly I have not had an opportunity to consider all the aspects 
of such document but I am minded to refer to the following 
paragraphs: - 
 
No. 24: Local Planning Authorities and County Councils (in two-
tier areas) are under a duty to co-operate with each other……... 
on strategic matters that cross administrative boundaries. 
 
I shall be writing to the Executive(s) of both Somerset County 
Council and Mendip District Council over my concerns that the 
Village Green Application and the “backstop” Local Green 
Space Application submitted by the Parish Council, or indeed 
as established in the Village Green evidence as “perhaps on 
behalf of” by a certain individual contained completely contrary 
wordings regarding the alleged use of my land. 
 
The wording presented to Mendip District Council I have no 
doubt would not have been changed without the benefit of 
cross examination at the Inquiry. 
 
No. 61: Within this context, the size/type and tenure …….. and 
people wishing to commission or build their own homes.  I have 
already registered my interest. 
 
No. 100: The Local Green Space designation parameters are 
reiterated here and I will suggest that the application fails on all 
three counts as supported by the previous Appeal Inquiry.  
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Part 2:  The Planning Application for a new two storey detached 
residential property with accommodation in the roof / 7 Upper 
Farm Close, Norton St Philip. 
 
The Application reference is 2018/2957/FUL received by 
Mendip District Council on 30 November 2018 and validated on 
12 December 2018. 
 
A number of previous applications have been made previously 
also referred to as “Damson House”. 
 
I have made reference in my report already concerning this 
matter as there have been concerns by the Parish Council 
concerning the unauthorised removal of trees in the 
Conservation Area and also any development as such 
interferes with “the view” from my land. 
 
It is the matter of “the view” which I wish to raise issue, in terms 
of the Parish Council claiming rights of ownership to the views 
both from my property which would indeed include “Damson 
House” and indeed the views from the opposite direction, 
bearing in mind the Application suggests a number of windows 
facing my land. 
 
Personally I have no objection to the development, however, if 
it is to proceed then of course in addition to substantive tree 
planting by another neighbour apparently to prevent views form 
my land, unchallenged by the Parish Council together with the 
substantive trees already in place, then one presumes “the 
view” to and from my land is not of importance at all other than 
to those living nearby who can see it from their property.  The 
trees which were removed were substantive and created much 
screening from my land.  Somewhat another contrary 
interpretation by the Parish Council it seems, assuming of 
course they raise no further objections. 
 



26 `Regulation 14 consultation  

My understanding is previous applications may well have been 
declined with “the view” being a consideration including at least 
one other property so presumably previous declined 
applications will re-surface. 
 
I notice the Planning Portal today contains a third party 
presentation by way of 5 objections on behalf of three 
neighbours.  I further notice that the Agent has reserved the 
right to submit a subsequent and more detailed representation.   
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Appendix: see attached documents in relation to the first 
submission of the Local Green Space Landowner 
Response Form dated 15 January 2018. 
 
This Report can be found on the Parish Council website under 
“Neighbourhood Plan / documents / Landowner/PC 
Submissions (bottom line) / Submission on behalf of Bina Ford, 
Shepherds Mead. 
 
Bina Ford, Landowner     22 January 2019 
(With assistance as you may expect) 


