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RODE PARISH COUNCIL OBJECTS  
TO THE PROPOSED 29 HOUSES BY THE MEAD  
Planning Application 2020/1686/OTS 
7 October 2020 

 
ATTENTION: James U’Dell, 
 
Rode Parish Council has voted unanimously to object to the above planning application.  This letter sets out the 
reasons for our objection. 
 
Summary of reasons for our objection 
 

• The proposed site is a beautiful, tranquil field, sloping gently towards the River Frome. It is outside the 
development boundary, and adjacent to the Conservation Area.  

• It sits between Merfield House (a Grade 2* listed building) and Merfield Lodge. A number of other 
Heritage Assets are nearby. Development would be contrary to Mendip Policies DP1, DP3, and DP4, and 
does not accord with the aims of NPPF para 170. 

• The visual impact is unacceptable – the site is highly visible and cannot be adequately screened from 
viewpoints across the Frome Valley. As acknowledged by the developer, a large part of the eastern side 
of the development is visible from the Conservation Area.  

• The applicant acknowledges that the development is in conflict with Mendip Policy CP1 and CP2, and we 
believe that the exceptional over-rides relied upon by the developer (including the NPPF sustainability 
tests and Mendip Policy CP4) do not have merit. 

• It is in close proximity to the village school, where children are already at risk from passing traffic and 
the inadequate pick-up/drop-off facilities.  

• Traffic from the development will negatively impact the adjacent country lane (which is much used by 
walkers and cyclists, and is part of the Sustrans National Cycle Network). Access to the site is either via 
single track country lanes, or the High Street (which is also single track, given the need for local residents 
to park on-street). The development is in conflict with Mendip Policy DP9, and contrary to both Mendip 
and Somerset County Council’s objectives to reduce dependence on the private car. 

• It sits within two Bat Consultation Zones, and is close to the River Frome and its otter population. No work 
on otters has been carried out, and the work in relation to bats is incomplete. The Ecological Appraisal 
accompanying the application is only a “preliminary report”. The development is likely to be in conflict 
with Mendip Policy DP5, and may be in conflict with Mendip Policy DP6. 

• Key local facilities (the school and medical practice) are already strained.  

• Other local infrastructure (eg: Beckington roundabout) is also at capacity. [No assessment has been made 
by the applicant of the impact of the development on the roundabout, which would be required as part 
of Mendip Draft Policy DP27].  

• The road network leading to/from the development is wholly inadequate for the existing level of traffic. 
The country lanes adjacent to the site are narrow, lack proper drainage, lack footways and lighting, and 
have poor visibility at key junctions. 

• Construction traffic would face significant challenges accessing the site, which cannot reasonably be 
addressed in a planning condition. 

• The traffic generation data which supports the development is inadequate. 

• Further development in Rode would be disproportionate, and therefore contrary to Mendip Policy CP2 - 
Rode has already exceeded the 15% housing allocation set out in the Mendip LPP1. Two further 
developments in the village (totalling 53 dwellings) have not even been completed yet. 

• The cumulative impact of this development, taken together with other schemes recently approved, mean 
that, under Mendip Policy DP4, the application should not be supported. 

• The proposed development is at odds with the Rode Neighbourhood Plan (which was supported by 81% 
of villagers in a referendum in 2017). It is contrary to RNP Policies 2 and 3. 

• The application is premature, given the status of the Mendip LPP2 
 
We set out in more detail our reasons for objecting to the application in the main body of this letter, under the 
following headings:  
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1. Status of Mendip Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2)  
2. Rode Neighbourhood Plan 
3. Housing growth in Rode and neighbouring villages - proportionality 
4. Lack of sustainability of the site 
5. Rode village Development Limits 
6. Traffic and road safety 
7. Impact on walking and cycling 
8. Safeguarding corridors for sustainable travel 
9. Impact on wildlife 
10. Impact on Heritage Assets 
11. Visual impact 
12. Cumulative Impact 

 
1. Status of Mendip Local Plan Part 2 

The applicant's 'Planning Statement' highlights that “it is material to note that the Council has proposed the 
allocation of the application site for housing in LPP2 under Policy RD1”, and that as Mendip can no longer 
demonstrate a five year housing land supply, LPP1 policies CP1 and CP2 are rendered out of date such that the 
‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ pursuant to Paragraph 11 (d) of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) is engaged” (para 5.4). The Applicant also notes that the Site has been the subject of a draft 
allocation for housing as part of the Main Modifications currently under consideration as part of the LPP2 
examination.  

Rode Parish Council believes that the applicant’s case is flawed, for the following reasons: 

Adopted spatial strategy 
The development plan for the area includes LPP1 which was adopted in December 2014, and the saved policies 
of the Mendip District Local Plan (2002) ("MDLP"), supplemented by the Rode Neighbourhood Plan (RNP), which 
was made in 2017.  

Policy CP1 of the LPP1 sets out the spatial strategy for the district. This indicates that the majority of development 
will be directed towards the five principal settlements of Frome, Glastonbury, Shepton Mallet, Street and Wells. It 
continues that in the rural parts of the district new development that is tailored to meet local needs will be 
provided in inter alia Primary Villages, including Rode, but in the open countryside development will be strictly 
controlled, but may exceptionally be permitted in line with policy CP4.  

Policy CP4 indicates that rural settlements and the wider rural area will be sustained in a number of ways. This 
includes planned provision for housing within the Primary Villages (including Rode) having regard to identified 
constraints and at a scale commensurate with the existing housing stock in line with policies CP1 and CP2. At this 
time there is no such planned provision within any adopted part of the development plan that would support the 
proposed Development of general housing. 

The explanatory text for policy CP1 states that until reviewed in LPP2 the development limits set out in the LLP1 for 
the various settlements will continue to apply. Accordingly, the Site lies outside the development limits of Rode and, 
for policy purposes, is in the open countryside. This means that policy CP4.1 (quoted at paragraph 4.5 of the 
Planning Statement) does not apply to this proposed development because it is not development "within" a Primary 
Village.  

The proposed development does not fall within any of the other permitted heads set out in policy CP4 and, 
accordingly, does not fall within the permitted exceptions to the spatial strategy provided for in policies CP1 and 
CP2. 

Policy CP2 of the LPP1 sets out the provision of a minimum number of dwellings in line with a table, which includes 
1,780 homes in the rural areas. It allows for allocations of land for housing outside development limits "through 
the Site Allocations process" (i.e. LPP2) in line with the principle of proportionate growth guided by the 
explanatory text, informed views of the local community, and the contribution of development since 2006 towards 
identified requirements in each place, development with planning consent and capacity within the development 
limits.  

The explanatory text indicates that two broad principles should be applied in distributing new rural development:  
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1. that new development should be located in villages with certain key services, including the best available 
public transport services; and  

2. levels of new development in each place should be appropriate to that place’s existing scale and have 
regard to environmental constraints.  

The explanatory text states that village housing requirements are based on a proportionate growth of 15% of 
the existing housing stock, with a 2006 baseline, across the Primary and Secondary Villages. Following this 
approach the explanatory text gives a village requirement for Rode at 65 dwellings for the LPP1 plan period 
(2006 – 2029). 

Quantum 

As at 31 March 2020 a total of 81 dwellings have been completed (or given planning approval) in Rode since 
2006 (Mendip: Net additional dwellings, 2006 – 2020), already materially exceeding the 15% guideline figure 
in LPP1. As the site is located outside the development limits of Rode and in the open countryside, the 
development is contrary to policies CP1, CP2 and CP4. It would also increase the exceedance of the 15% 
guideline figure. While it is clear that the housing number set out in LPP1 is a minimum, to increase the number 
further would lead to Rode growing at a disproportionate rate, out of step with the overall spatial distribution 
strategy of the development plan. This conflict with the spatial strategy of the adopted plan should, of itself, be 
given significant weight in the planning balance and justifies refusal of the application.  

 

Prematurity  

The applicant's Planning Statement (para 2.1, 4.7, etc) notes the site's draft allocation for housing under the 
proposed Main Modifications to LPP2.  

Rode Parish Council asserts that the draft allocation should be given little or no weight in the planning balance. It 
is ultimately still in draft and there is no guarantee that it will be proceeded with. In particular, there are 
significant unresolved objections not only to this specific draft allocation, but also to the methodology adopted to 
identify the draft allocations across the board. In these circumstances, NPPF n.48(b) makes clear that this aspect of 
the emerging LPP2 should be given considerably less weight in the planning balance.  

Moreover, these questions are all subject to supplementary hearings as part of the LPP2 examination, which have 
yet to take place. There remain open questions as to whether any of the draft allocations are in fact required 
under the LPP1 strategy and, if so, whether the 'area of search' is properly confined to the northeast of the district 
or should be addressing district-wide needs.  

Approval of the proposed development before these matters are resolved would – in cumulation with the housing 
development that has already come forward in Rode – undermine the plan-making process by predetermining 
these key decisions as to whether allocations for new development are needed at all and, if so, where these 
should be and how potential sites should be 'ranked' in accordance with the distributional strategy in LPP1 policy 
CP1.  

These questions are of central importance to the emerging LPP2 which, for completeness, is also at a very 
advanced stage of preparation without yet being formally adopted as part of the development plan. In these 
circumstances, NPPF n.49 is clearly engaged and the application should also be refused on the basis of 
prematurity.  

Even if planners were not minded to reject the application, we believe it would not be appropriate to make a 
determination until these central questions have been resolved as part of the LPP2 examination process, following 
which the draft allocation for this Site may well be withdrawn altogether. We therefore believe that Mendip 
Council should defer determination of the application until after the supplementary examination hearings have 
taken place and the examining Inspector has reported.  

It is important to note that the proposed site (RD1) was not included in either the Rode Neighbourhood Plan (see 
Section 2 below) or originally in the Mendip Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2)  
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Mendip Council has also deemed The Mead RD1 site unsuitable, as can be seen from the chart below provided 
by the developer. The only reason The Mead site is now being considered and promoted by Mendip is because 
of the Inspector’s interim note (ED20) issued during his consideration of Mendip Local Plan Part 2. 

  
 
 

2. Rode Neighbourhood Plan 

The Localism Act for the first time enabled Parish Councils to write local planning policy documents. Rode began 
the process of consulting locally on its Neighbourhood Plan in 2011. The parish of Rode was designated by 
Mendip District Council as a neighbourhood area on 8

 
April 2013 and Rode’s Neighbourhood Plan was ‘made’ 

by Mendip in August 2017. This is one of only two ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plans across all of Mendip.  
 
During the Rode Neighbourhood Plan process, the proposed site by The Mead was put forward and carefully 
considered. It was subsequently deemed unsuitable because of its location outside the development boundary, its 
proximity to conservation, heritage and ecological sites and it was subsequently rejected through a village-wide 
Neighbourhood Plan consultation process. The Rode Neighbourhood Plan was subsequently approved in a village 
referendum. 

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

1. It does not involve alterations and adaptations to the existing residential building;  
 

2. Instead it proposes a substantial new build, away from the existing residential building, thus becoming 
development in the open countryside; 
 

3. A housing estate of 29 houses is certainly not a ‘small scale’ development as was the agreed objective in the 
Rode Neighbourhood Plan; 
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4. Nor is it ‘unobtrusive’. 

Rode Neighbourhood Plan Policy 3 identifies the need for “housing options that promote and maintain housing 

choice and independence for local older people…Development proposals for new residential development 

should address the local need for housing for older and disabled people as set out in the following guidelines. 

The provision of single storey accommodation or other suitable housing types is generally encouraged…” 

However this is clearly not met by a site made up of 20 market houses, only 3 of which are bungalows.  The focus 

of the proposal is not in any way on housing suitable for the elderly (see policy 3 below). The proposal under 

consideration is inconsistent with this policy in that it represents a “standard, ordinary” development and makes no 

attempt specifically to address this need. 

 

This application is therefore in conflict with Policies 2 and 3 of the Rode Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

3. Housing Growth in Rode and Neighbouring Villages  - Proportionality 
 
Mendip Core Policy 2: Supporting the Provision of New Housing 
 
a. The Policy states that: “Delivery of housing will be secured from…other allocations of land for housing 
and, where appropriate, mixed use development, outside of Development Limits through the Site Allocations 
process in line with: (i) the principle of the proportionate growth in rural settlements guided by the requirements 
identified within supporting text above; (ii) informed views of the local community; (iii) the contribution of 
development since 2006 towards identified requirements in each place, development with planning consent and 
capacity within existing Development Limits.” 
 
Over the past two decades Rode has seen consistent, high and disproportionate levels of housing growth. 
 
b. Over the past 20 years Rode’s housing stock has increased by 40%. There were some 380 houses in 
Rode in 2000, today there are 530, that is an increase of nearly 40%, or 2% per year [this includes Church 
fields (11), The Brewery (53), The Sportsman (6), Church Farm (45), Red Lion (5) and Lower St (8)]. 
 
c. A District Council survey of East Mendip Community Partnership Villages showed that more houses were 
built in Rode in the period 2002 – 2008 than in any similar Mendip Village. 
 
d. Already in 2020, Rode has exceeded its 2029 (minimum) target by 18% as set in Mendip’s Local Plan 
[LPP2: Proposed Main Modifications for consultation – 27 Jan 2020] 
 
e. Because of the exceptional level of growth in Rode, no additional sites in Rode were originally proposed 
for further housing in Mendip LPP2.  
 
f. The Mead application would result in another 29 houses in Rode.  
It is worth noting that a further 49 houses are soon to be applied for at Rode003 (Barbara’s Field/Brown’s 
Ground). (This is known through prior consultations with the landowner). Hence a further 78 houses will be sought 
in a village which, if approved,  would result in an increase of 60% in the number of dwellings since 2000. 
Additionally there will be a number of ‘windfalls’ and infills. Currently there are 8 such applications in Rode going 
through the planning stage. 
 
g. Paragraph 4.22 of Mendip’s LPP1 states, ‘The need to plan for proportionate levels of growth in Primary 
and Secondary Villages will, however, remain an essential consideration in accordance with the spatial strategy set 
out in Core Policy 1’ 
 
Rode’s exceptional level of growth for a rural village over recent years is not proportionate.  
 
Housing Growth in the neighbouring primary villages of NE Mendip 
 
h. There comes a time when individual developments need to be considered in aggregate and not just as 
individual applications in single villages.  
 
As at March 2018 Rode and the neighbouring villages of Beckington and Norton St Philip had delivered (in terms 
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of completions and permissions) 171% of the minimum provision set out in LPP1. 
 
i. This growth in NE Mendip is exacerbating the identified but unaddressed major highways issue at the 
Beckington roundabout where the A361 from Trowbridge meets the A36 from Bath. It is recognised this junction is 
overcapacity and this is demonstrated on a daily basis with traffic tailing back half a mile or more during peak 
times on the A361through Rode village and past St Lawrence and beyond plus there are often traffic queues on 
the A36 along the Beckington bypass and beyond, as well as back down the A36 to Shawford Lane. This point is 
further addressed in Section 6, below. 
 
j. The growth in housing numbers in these three neighbouring village is also placing major pressure on the 
Beckington Medical Practice. 
 
k. Paragraph 4.33 of Mendip’s LPP1 states that village housing requirements  have been based on a 
proportionate growth equating to 15% of the existing housing stock. As noted above, the level of growth already 
experienced in Beckington, Rode and Norton St. Philip is already well in excess of this 15% figure, whereas 
Mendip’s other primary villages have over-delivered only by 6% (completions and permissions as at 31 March 
2018). 
 
 

4. Lack of Sustainability of the site 
 
The developer’s Planning Statement highlights (at Para 5.7) that the development is in conflict with Mendip 
Council’s settlement strategy under Policies CP1 and CP2. The statement seeks to justify over-riding these 
provisions by reference to the NPPF’s three dimensional sustainability test. In the case of this application, the 
Parish Council believes that three tests have not been correctly applied by the developer: 
 

i.Economic. This test relies on a need to generate additional demand for services in the Rode area. The key 
services (education and healthcare) are already at capacity, and further demand will actually be 
detrimental; 

ii.Social. The applicant states that the development will "add to local village vitality”. Rode is already an 
extremely vibrant community, supporting two pub/restaurants, a post office & cafe, two churches, a thriving 
scout troop, a village school, village hall, playing fields, countless clubs and societies, etc, etc. There is no 
demonstrable need for more houses in order to support the sustainability of the village. This test also makes 
reference to helping sustain the school and other existing community facilities.  However, the school is 
already at capacity - and this is likely to remain an issue as the 50+ new homes in Lower Street and at 
Church Farm are fully occupied in 2021. 

iii.Environmental. The applicant’s Ecological Appraisal highlights that the site’s location (in relation to greater 
horseshoe bats) “results in an element of rarity and fragility”, and that the site has “Local Value”. It also 
states that the development has the potential to impact on local bats…” It is noted that exterior lighting 
could significantly impact horseshoe bats, which are particularly sensitive to light. The applicant’s Planning 
Statement says that the site "is located in an accessible location" - however, this is not the case…access to 
the site is along the High Street (which is single track, due to parked vehicles) and past the village school, 
or via narrow rural lanes. The development will result in the immediate loss of over 4.5 acres of greenfield 
land, and can only (marginally) demonstrate “biodiversity net gain” via the inclusion of small private 
gardens within the calculation. 

The proposed development at The Mead is beyond the village boundary, and outside the development 
limits. It does not provide any additional economic activity (beyond the construction phase) and does not 
extend the range of facilities available to the local community. Given that the proposed development is in 
open countryside, permission can only be granted exceptionally, in line with provisions within CP4, 
Sustaining Rural Communities. 

The applicant’s Planning Statement acknowledges that the development is in conflict with the settlement 
strategies under Mendip’s CP1 and CP2 (para 5.7).  
 
The exceptional circumstances set out in Core Policy 4 do not apply in this case - Rode is already a 
sustainable rural community – it does not require additional housing to deliver sustainability. 

 
It is therefore apparent that the development is directly at odds with Mendip Council’s policies CP1 and CP2, 
and that it fails the NPPF’s sustainability tests. 
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5. Rode Village Development Limits 
 

Mendip LPP2 originally proposed only one change to the development boundary of Rode, which was to 
incorporate Church Farm’s 44 house estate.  
 
The Mead (RD1) is outside Rode’s development boundary in open and undeveloped countryside overlooking the 
River Frome valley. 
 
The Rode development boundary is being changed only because of the requirement of the Inspector’s call in 
ED20 for the 505 houses. The development boundary change is contrary to Mendip’s opinion (as indicated by the 
draft Mendip LPP2). 
 
We would once again draw your attention to the Hearings that are planned to consider further the Inspector’s 
Interim Note. 
 
 
 

 
 
Above:  Proposed development site (from east)  
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Above: Lower boundary of proposed development site 

 
 

6. Traffic and road safety 
 
a. Proximity to the village school.  

 

The proposed development will bring more traffic to an extremely congested and dangerous area at the 

entrance to the village school. It is notable that the developer’s Transport Assessment does not address the 

proximity of the development to the school, which appears to be a serious oversight. 
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Above: View west along High Street. Village school is to the left, with school minibus. Merfield Lodge and junction 

with The Mead at the top. 

Parents park along the High Street, along Straight Lane and on The Mead in order to drop-off and pick-up their 
often very young children. The current situation is dangerous and more road traffic, especially at peak times when 
children are arriving and being bussed to Rode’s sister school in Norton St Philip, will make the situation even 
more hazardous. 
 

 

Above: Additional traffic in morning/afternoon peaks creates delays and potential danger, as vehicles mount the 

pavement in order to pass. 

b. “Rat Run”.  
 
In addition to the impact on the school, the development will further exacerbate traffic flows on Straight Lane, 
which is increasingly being used as a “rat run” for vehicles seeking to avoid tail-backs at the Beckington 
roundabout. This roundabout is already at capacity - with further strain about to be added via the new 
development at Church Farm. Last year there was a near fatal accident at the junction of Straight Lane and 
Parkgate Lane during delays on the A361 by St Lawrence’s Church (see image below). Such incidents are likely to 
increase as a result of the proposed development, and the Transport Assessment proposes no solution to this issue. 
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Above: Traffic chaos at the western end of High Street during a period of delays on A361 [vehicles using Rode 
as an alternative route to A36. The road becomes single-file at the “School” sign]. 
 
The Transport Assessment highlights the supposed benefits of a length of new footpath from the entrance to the 
Mead, running along Straight Lane for a short distance. The footpath will have the effect of narrowing the road 
width in an area which is currently used by residents for parking. It is likely that, as a result, either this length of 
road will no longer be available for parking, or, the usable road width will be too narrow for vehicles to easily 
pass (especially vans or lorries).  
 
The developer asserts that additional benefit will accrue as a result of improved visibility splays at the junction of 
The Mead and High Street. Such improvements  can be simply and cheaply delivered completely independently 
of this development. 
 
c. Village road capacity, junctions, on-street parking, and visibility.  
 
Most of the streets in Rode are effectively single lane working, either because they are so narrow two vehicles 
cannot pass, or because they have vehicles parked on one side. In our transport audit, undertaken by MNY on the 
morning of Saturday 29 August, 167 cars were found to be parked on-street in Rode. The village has a population 
of around 1,100 and thus there is one car parked on-street for every 6.5 residents. This reflects the levels of car 
ownership in the village and the lack of off-street parking.  
 
The proposed access to the site is onto The Mead at the point where The Mead makes a right angle bend to serve 
more housing and where a short stub leads to two more houses and then a track towards Scutts Bridge. This will 
result in a four-way junction with three cul-de-sac arms and the fourth arm leading to the High Street. The length 
between this new junction and the High Street is approximately 95m and serves four dwellings with three driveways. 
At the time of our survey (7.30am on Saturday 29th August 2020) there were four cars parked on this length; at 
3pm on Sunday 4th October 2020 there were seven cars parked on this length. At school start and finish times the 
number is higher still. The Transport Statement by Miles and White states that there are gaps in the parked cars 
that allow vehicles to pass – these “gaps” are where driveways join The Mead and can only accommodate one car 
waiting. Whilst traffic flows are low it must be noted that if four vehicles meet, two travelling in each direction, then 
passing becomes problematic. 

 
The junction of The Mead and High Street is effectively single-track in all three directions due to the presence of 
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parked cars. Cars park on the High Street opposite the junction of The Mead, further restricting the capacity of 
this junction. 
 

 

 
Previous page: View along Straight Lane immediately past the junction with The Mead. Parked cars already 
cause problems for vehicles exiting the village along Straight Lane. The proposed footpath (on the right of the 
picture) will make this an even greater challenge. 
 
It should also be noted that though the application is for “only” 29 houses this will increase the total served by “The 
Mead” by approximately 75%. 
 
Visibility to the right at the Mead is substandard. This is proposed to be improved by creating a footway, 

narrowing the carriageway and moving the stop-line on The Mead outwards. The resulting carriageway width of 

4.1m on the High Street is said to be sufficient for two-way traffic. This is actually the minimum in Manual for 

Streets (MfS p79) and the table in MfS specifically states the dimensions given are not recommendations. A large 

private car such as a Range Rover Evoque is 2.2 wide over the mirrors, thus two large private cars need a 

minimum of 4.4m plus clearance/tolerance to pass. 
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As can be seen in the photos on the previous page, the capacity of the High Street is severely limited by parked 

cars, and further restricted at school start and finish times. Large vans and lorries frequently need to mount the 

pavement in order to proceed along this length of the High Street. It is not possible to reduce on-street parking to 

resolve any issues arising from the proposed development as the level of on-street parking is reflective of the 

lack of alternative provision. 

 
The improved visibility quoted is for a 20mph speed limit. The High Street to the right of The Mead has a 30mph 

limit. 
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Above photos: Cars parked on the northern side of the Mead, in the vicinity of the junction with the High Street.  
 
 
 
d. Capacity of local road infrastructure.   
 
It is recognised (‘Highway Investment Strategy for Mendip’, March 2020) that the local road infrastructure (in 
particular the A36 roundabout between Rode and Beckington) is at capacity. As a result of discussions at the 
Examination process for the Mendip LPP2, Highways England (HE) proposed a Main Modification to the Local 
Plan to ensure that the impact of development on the safe and efficient operation of the strategic road network 
would not be severe or unacceptable. HE proposed the inclusion of an additional transport policy, DP27 
‘Highway Infrastructure Measures for Frome, Beckington and Rode’, which was welcomed and accepted in 
principle by Mendip Council and the Inspector.  

Draft Policy DP27 makes clear that in order to safely accommodate development at Frome, Beckington and Rode 
to the end of the Local Plan II period, infrastructure improvements at the A36 Beckington and White Row 
roundabouts will need to be delivered:  

Draft Policy DP27 ‘Highway Infrastructure Measures for Frome, Beckington and Rode’  

Key infrastructure measures will be provided during the plan period, in addition to proposals identified in other 
polices of this plan, in order to support the delivery of development within Frome, Beckington and Rode. The following 
necessary Strategic Road Network schemes shall be provided during the plan period to support the delivery of the 
development strategy for Frome:  

1. A36 Beckington roundabout  

2. A36 White Row roundabout  

The agreed supporting text for Policy D27 states under section 9.2 that ‘Development committed through this plan 
will therefore need to recognise its impact in the context of cumulative planned growth and the likely limitations of the 
existing highway network’. Agreed supporting text section 9.4 also states that ‘In addition to complying with the 
requirements of Policy DP9, this will include a demonstration of how development reasonably and proportionately 
supports the necessary delivery of highway infrastructure set out in policy DP27 through the planning application 
process’.  

Sections 9.2 and 9.4 of the supporting text for draft Policy DP27, make clear that developments at Frome, 
Beckington and Rode will ‘need to recognise [their] impact in the context of cumulative planned growth and the likely 
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limitations of the existing highway network’ and demonstrate how [they] will ‘reasonably and proportionately 
support the necessary delivery of highway infrastructure’.  

The Transport Assessment carried out in support of this application makes no reference to its impact on the A36 
roundabout. Given the congested nature of the High Street, and the proximity of the development to Straight 
Lane, it is highly likely that the majority of traffic exiting the development will use Straight Lane to access the 
A36. Given that the junction of Straight Lane and the A36 provides for a southerly exit only, all such traffic will 
have to use the A36 roundabout, whether ultimately heading north, south or east.  

In relation to a recent similar application for residential housing (in Beckington - 2020/1150/FUL), HE 
recommended that approval not be granted for a period of 6 months to provide time for the applicant to 
undertake further assessment, and to enable HE to fully understand the impact of the development on the safe 
and efficient operation of the A36, and thereby provide the Local Planning Authority with fully informed advice.  

e. Traffic generation data.  

 

The traffic generation figures look low. The samples in the TRICS model suggest they are representative of 

suburban locations - Rode is a rural village where car ownership and car utilisation will be higher. The 

developer’s estimates of the number of car journeys are based on a small number of surveys which were 

conducted in locations which are not comparable (eg: two of the five surveys were in Liverpool). These surveys 

bear little resemblance to the likely vehicle use in a rural Somerset village. The data used is also up to seven 

years old. The Transport Assessment also fails to take account of the relatively high car ownership in Rode (which 

is nearly 50% higher than the national average). For these reasons the results produced by this analysis appear 

flawed. 

 

f. Impact on country lanes adjacent to proposed development.  

 

These roads are outside the developed area of the village, and lead towards the A36.  In its current form 

Straight Lane is narrow and not always suitable for two vehicles to pass, and has a limited-access junction with the 

A36 (there is a prohibition of entry onto Straight Lane and the right turn out of Straight Lane is prohibited). Thus, 

vehicles can only join the A36 and head towards the Beckington interchange, they cannot turn towards 

Woolverton, Freshford and Bath and they cannot turn off the A36 towards Rode.  

 
Shawford Lane is single track and also joins the A36 near Woolverton, there are no restrictions on access/egress 
but the alignment of the junction favours travel to and from Woolverton 
 
Parkgate Lane joins the A361 between Rode Church and the Beckington Interchange, the first few yards are built 
to modern standards to serve Frome Area Building Supplies but then revert to a single-track road.  
 
These three roads meet at a crossroads some 600m south-west of Rode, the worn road markings indicate priority 
to Straight Lane. Visibility from the two side roads is severely substandard, from Parkgate Lane it is effectively 
zero.  
 
These roads have no footway, no lighting and the surface is maintained to a minimum standard. Whilst some surface 
repairs have taken place recently as part of a programme of road repairs in local parishes, these repairs are 
patches where the road surface had given way completely. These roads cannot in any way be described as 
strategic service infrastructure. 
 
In addition, these roads do not have modern drainage and suffer running water and inundation during wet weather. 
On the 4th October Parkgate Lane was flooded to a depth of 150mm at its junction with Straight Lane and had 
running water the width of the carriageway for around 200 metres towards the A361. Other instances of ponding 
and running water were also noted.   
 
Overall, this makes these roads unsuitable for further traffic, indeed the roads in the village and linking to Straight 
Lane are roads that are not used by traffic other than that which needs access to the area. Their very nature is off-
putting to through traffic and were this not the case then through traffic would be actively discouraged by other 
means such as traffic orders.  
 



 15 

g. Construction Traffic.  
 
It is not safe, practical or desirable for construction traffic to come through the village, and large vehicles will not 
be able to negotiate Parkgate Lane/Shawford Lane/Straight Lane. In particular the turn between 
Parkgate/Shawford and Straight Lane to reach Rode from this direction is not possible in a large rigid vehicle.    

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

 
 

 
 
Above: Junction of Straight Lane and Parkgate Lane  
 
h. Summary. 
 
The proposal offers only one improvement to mitigate any adverse impact of development traffic, and that one 
improvement doesn’t actually achieve the required visibility in one direction. Further, the footway proposed as part 
of this improvement is of little value as it only leads to minor roads that have no footway.  
 
No account has been taken of the character of the village roads to the north or the minor rural roads to the south 
of the development - both are effectively single-lane roads where two vehicles can only pass at certain locations. 
Not only are these roads not suited to further traffic, they are not readily suited to the traffic they are already 
expected to carry.  
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As noted above, the minor rural roads are not only substandard in terms of width, alignment, junction visibility, lack 
of footways and lighting, they are badly drained and similarly to the village roads are not really well suited to 
traffic at all. If through-traffic were using the village roads or the rural lanes it would be actively discouraged.  
 
In the view of the Parish Council, therefore, the proposed development is not justified in transport terms; there 
are many questions left unanswered. The developer has assumed that the only matter of concern is access 
onto The Mead and the junction of The Mead with High Street. This is not the case and even the proposed 
limited improvements are unsuitable and inadequate.  
 

 
7. Impact on walking and cycling 
 
The NPPF states that "applications for development should give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements, 
both within the scheme and with neighbouring areas….which minimise the scope for conflicts between pedestrians, 
cyclists and vehicles” (s110) 
 
In addition, under Mendip’s Development Policy 9, it is stated that "A primary planning consideration is to ensure 
that development proposals are well located and achieve a suitable connection to the highway or other rights of 
way that are safe for pedestrians, cyclists…” The policy itself states that “development proposals must 
demonstrate how they will improve or maximise the use of sustainable forms of transport.”  
 
The site of the development is adjacent to a single track country lane (Straight Lane), which is much used by 
walkers and cyclists. It is part of the Sustrans National Cycle Network (route 254). It is a pedestrian route for 
villagers to access the bus service to Bath (which mainly operates from Beckington, apart from some isolated 
services that go through Rode in the morning and early evening).  
 
The location of this development is such that, not only does it not improve or maximise the use of 
sustainable transport, it will actively reduce usage, by creating increased traffic flows on Straight Lane, making 
the lane less safe for cyclists and pedestrians. This surely is completely at odds with both Mendip Council’s and 
Somerset County Council’s objectives of reducing dependence on the private car, and addressing the climate 
emergency. 
 
 

 
 
Above: View along Straight Lane (between Merfield Lodge and Merfield House – the proposed development site 
is to the right) 
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8. Safeguarding Corridors for Sustainable Travel 
 
Mendip Council Policy DP18 states that: “Land for Multi-User Paths - Land will be safeguarded from development 
which would prejudice the construction or potential function, convenience or attractiveness of a cycle and/or 
pedestrian and/or other appropriate path along the alignments shown on the Policies Map. Where it is decided 
to permit development which cannot be sited or designed to avoid an adverse effect on a safeguarded 
alignment, the developer will be required to make satisfactory alternative provision.” 
 
Straight Lane and Parkgate Lane are on National Cycle Route 24 (and Route 254) 
(https://www.sustrans.org.uk/find-a-route-on-the-national-cycle-network/route-24 ). Its popularity has been even 
more notable during the period of Covid-19 lock-down.  
 
Straight Lane is being developed as a potential multiuse pathway route as part of a network emanating out from 
Beckington connecting with neighbouring villages; this is being encouraged by Mendip’s Active Travel programme. 
 
 
9. Impact on wildlife.  

Under NPPF 174, to protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:  

• Identify, map and safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological networks, 
including the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites of importance for 
biodiversity; wildlife corridors and stepping stones that connect them; and areas identified by national 
and local partnerships for habitat management, enhancement, restoration or creation; and  

• Promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habitats, ecological networks and the 
protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing 
measurable net gains for biodiversity.  

 
Under Mendip Policy DP5 (Biodiversity and Ecological Networks), the Council will use the local planning process to 
protect, enhance and restore Somerset’s Ecological Network within Mendip.  

1. All development proposals must ensure the protection, conservation and, where possible, enhancement of 
internationally, nationally or locally designated natural habitat areas and species.  
2. Proposals with the potential to cause adverse impacts on protected and/or priority sites, species or habitats 
are unlikely to be sustainable and will be resisted. Exceptions will only be made where:  
a. the impacts cannot be reasonably avoided,  
b. offsetting/compensation for the impacts can be secured,  
c. other considerations of public interest clearly outweigh the impacts, in line with  
relevant legislation.  
 
Offsets as mitigation or compensation required under criterion (b) will be calculated using Somerset County 
Council’s Biodiversity Offsetting methodology. 
 
The applicant’s Planning Statement notes that the proposed development will result in a Biodiversity Net Gain. 
Whilst this appears positive, the gain is marginal (+1.2% in Habitat, and +2.3% in Hedgerow). Included in the 
appraisal is an assumption that the gardens of the new dwellings contribute to the net gain – however, there is no 
way of controlling the way gardens are planted or managed, and without this assumption there is no net gain. In 
addition, it should be noted that the loss of Biodiversity will be immediate, whereas replacement trees and 
hedgerows will take several decades to reach maturity. 
 
Bats 
 
Our local area is particularly important for bats – the Bath & Bradford-on-Avon Bats SAC includes hibernation 
sites for around one sixth of the UK’s entire population of Greater Horseshoe bats. The Iford SSSI has the fourth 
largest breeding colony of Greater Horseshoe bats in England. 
 

https://www.sustrans.org.uk/find-a-route-on-the-national-cycle-network/route-24
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The development site lies between the Bath & BoA SAC and the Mells SAC, two important Special Areas of 
Conservation, which are European sites of international importance for wildlife.   
 

This means that the populations of bats supported by these sites are afforded high levels of protection, placing 
significant legal duties on decision-makers to prevent damage to bat roosts, feeding areas and the routes used 
by bats to travel between these locations. The development site therefore lies within two Bat Consultation Zones.  

The applicant’s Ecological Appraisal states that “the fact that the site falls within Band C of The North Somerset 
Bat Consultation Zone for Greater Horseshoe bat results in an element of rarity and fragility that would otherwise 
be lacking. The site has Local Value.  

In terms of mitigation, the Appraisal states: “Current proposals will include the retention of the majority of the 
boundary features, however without appropriate levels of mitigation the development has the potential to impact 
on local bats that may use the site for commuting through and as a foraging site. For example, unmitigated 
exterior lighting has the potential to interfere with bat commuting routes and foraging areas and may lead to the 
severing of important commuting routes preventing the movement of bats in and out of their foraging areas. This 
can be significant for horseshoe bats, which are particularly sensitive to light….” 

The Ecological Appraisal notes that further surveys are yet to be completed. Given the protected status of bats, 
and the legal duties noted above, the Parish Council believes that this application has been brought forward 
prematurely, before full assessments have been made.  Taken together with the absence of any reference to 
Otters (see below), we believe the Ecological Appraisal is inadequate. 
 
Otters 
 
Although the applicant’s Ecological Appraisal covers a number of species of wildlife, it does not include any 
reference to otters. There is a passing reference to the site’s proximity to the River Frome, but no reference to the 
potential implications of that to wildlife (it is noted, however, that the report is only a “preliminary assessment”). 
Otters are fully protected as a European protected species (EPS) and are also protected under sections 9 and 11 
of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. 

A number of sightings of otters have been made in the recent past (in the vicinity of Scutt’s Bridge, close to the 
development site, and also further upstream towards Frome). Otters are known to use the fields around river 
banks, and guidance from Defra and Natural England in relation to otters is that, where development will affect 
habitats near a water body directly or through environmental impacts, eg noise, light, an otter survey should be 
carried out (guidance is that the most suitable time to undertake the survey is in spring).  

It is important that an appropriate survey be carried out, and the Ecological Appraisal is updated such that all 
parties have a full understanding of the impact of the development on protected species. 

10. Impact on Heritage Assets 
 
Mendip’s policy  DP3: Heritage Conservation states that  “Proposals and initiatives will be supported which 
preserve and, where appropriate, enhance the significance and setting of the district’s Heritage Assets, whether 
statutorily or locally identified, especially those elements which contribute to the distinct identity of Mendip.”  

 
This application to build on a greenfield site in open countryside, immediately adjacent to the Conservation Area, 
is unacceptable for a number of reasons: 
 
a. Historic England has already commented that the site is sensitive due to the proximity of the Grade 2* 
Merfield House and the Conservation Area in Rode village. 
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Above: Merfield House, from the field adjacent to the proposed development. 
 
b. Gateway feature – this proposed site is on agricultural land adjacent to Straight Lane, the only 
remaining rural entrance to the village, described as a fine example of a rural lane according to the Rode 
Village Character Assessment. Straight Lane provides a very good gateway feature to the village which would 
be lost if this development goes ahead. The Spatial Analysis (s5) in the Rode Conservation Area Appraisal (which 
was endorsed by Mendip Council in July 2009 as a material planning consideration) makes it clear that there is 
an important relationship between the character of the conservation area and the surrounding open countryside. 
This should be conserved. 
 
c. There is much visual as well as historic evidence of the woollen trade which made such a significant 
impression on the village between the 16th and 19th centuries. There is a large coherent group of unspoilt historic 
buildings consisting of 20 grade 2 and 3 grade 2* buildings on the south western end of the High Street. Rode 
has [99] listed buildings [91 Grade2, 7 Grade 2*, and one Grade 1]. 
 
d. Mendip’s Conservation Area Appraisal of Rode notes a number of Landmark buildings on that rim 
including the Lodge to Merfield House, which would be surrounded by the potential housing estate. 
 
e. Setting of Merfield House: Merfield House is a listed Grade 2* building, and therefore of significant 
importance – fewer than 6% of all listed buildings in England are given this designation. The applicant’s Heritage 
Assessment acknowledges that the setting of the house (including the land proposed for development) “echoes the 
original rural landscape around the house and allows appreciation of the historical relationship between the 
house…and its surroundings.” If this development proceeds, the historic setting of this heritage asset would be 
materially negatively impacted.  
 
f. Link between Merfield House and its Lodge: The Lodge was designed by the architect Henry Edmund 
Goodridge, who is best remembered for the design of Beckford Tower on Lansdown, Bath but he was also the 
architect for Christchurch and Daubeney House, the former rectory, on Rode Hill.  
 
Merfield House was commissioned in 1804 by Jonathan Noad a local mill owner and the two buildings on Rode 
Hill were built in 1824 and whilst it is not known precisely when Noad commissioned and Goodridge designed the 
Lodge to Merfield House it is reasonable to assume it was around the time he was working in Rode.  
 

i.The Lodge is a fine example of his Italianate style and Tim Mowl, former inspector of Historic Buildings, has 
described Kelston Park Lodge as Goodridge’s best example of a lodge and ‘only the Lodge at Rode in 
Somerset comes near to it in quality.’ It would be detrimental to the historic nature of the Merfield estate to 
sever the link between Merfield House and its Lodge by building on this greenfield site and cutting across 
the original drive. 
 

ii.In addition, the appraisal of the Rode Conservation Area notes that “Landmark” buildings (such as Merfield 
Lodge) tend to be on the edge of the village. If the proposed development proceeds it will no longer 
occupy this prominent position, which will detract from its historic significance. 
 

g. It is important that Rode village retains its rural and historic character.  
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h. The plans for the development show a “Woodland Walk”, with an exit/entry on to Straight Lane 
immediately to the west of Merfield Lodge. Creating this exit/entry would involve the demolition of part of the 
Merfield "estate boundary wall" (which extends beyond Merfield Lodge boundary wall to a point immediately 
opposite the boundary of Townsend Farm/Crooked Lane and is within the Conservation Area). If any 
development were to occur, this extended wall, presumably part of the original boundary wall of the estate of 
Merfield House, should be retained and be kept in good order and not removed to provide entry to the 
"Woodland Walk" from Straight Lane. [In order to retain the Woodland Walk the developer would presumably 
need to re-route the footpath through what is shown as the rear garden of dwelling no. 22. The revised access 
point on to Straight Lane would be beyond the end of the proposed footpath, the extension of which is likely to 
reduce the width of Straight Lane to below 4m. This would significantly impact the safety of the junction of 
Straight Lane and Crooked Lane]. 
 
i. The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that, in considering whether to 
grant planning permission, the local authority shall have special regard to preserving the setting of a listed 
building (s.66[1]). Case law reinforces this, and highlights that the potential harm to the setting of such buildings 
should be given “considerable importance and weight”.  
 
For all the above reasons it is clear that the proposed development cannot preserve, still less enhance, the 
significance and setting of Rode’s Heritage Assets. To proceed would therefore be contrary to Mendip 
Council policy DP3. 
 
 

11. Visual Impact 
 

The proposed development site is an open field which enables views from the historic conservation area into open 
countryside, and this pastoral setting would be damaged by this insensitive development.  
 

 
 
Above: View of the part of the site, adjacent to boundary with Merfield Lodge 
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Above: View of the site from the grounds of Merfield Lodge 
 
The site is highly visible from Woolverton and Norton St Philip across the Frome valley and when looking back 
across the valley the relationship between Merfield House and its Lodge would be lost. Notwithstanding the 
proposed screening strategy, the site cannot be concealed from viewpoints across the Frome valley. 
 
The applicant’s own Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment confirms that a large section of the eastern side of the 
proposed development is visible from the conservation area. There are also multiple views of the site through 
trees and hedges along Straight Lane and The Mead. Even with additional planting, the development would be 
highly visible for four to five months of the year when trees and hedgerows are not in leaf. 
 
 
12. Cumulative impact 
 
Mendip’s policy DP4 states that “proposals for development that would, individually or cumulatively, significantly 
degrade the quality of the local landscape will not be supported.  Any decision-making will take into account 
efforts made by applicants to avoid, minimise and/or mitigate negative impacts and the need for the proposal to 
take place in that location.” The text accompanying the policy (para 6.32) goes on to state that "An important 
aspect of the policy is the consideration of impacts of schemes both individually and cumulatively.  Individual 
schemes may give rise to limited impacts which, when balanced against other matters, may be set 
aside.  However, a number of schemes in the same area all raising those small individual impacts may, 
collectively, result in a more significant impact that will change the character of the landscape.”  
 
Given the multiple, very negative impacts the development will have on walking and cycling, the safety of school 
children, the natural environment, local heritage, access to medical and educational facilities, etc, etc, the Parish 
Council believes that the efforts made by the applicant to mitigate these are minimal. Added to this, there is no 
evidence to suggest that there is a need for the development to take place in that location.  
 
Rode has been the subject of significant development in the past few years. Taken together, these developments 
are beginning to have a significant negative impact on the character of the village (more traffic, pressure on 
resources, loss of green space, etc). The character of Rode’s landscape is changing, and this proposal needs to be 
considered in the context of these changes.  
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Thank you for taking the time to read this letter. Its length highlights the criticality of the matters it raises. It 
reflects the very high levels of opposition to this development throughout the village of Rode.  
 
Although we have included a number of photographs in the letter to illustrate some of the key issues, this is no 
substitute for visiting the site to fully understand how unsuitable it is for development. As a Parish Council, we 
would be very happy to host (in a Covid-safe manner) a visit from yourself and/or any of your colleagues.  
 
 
 
Peter Travis 
Rode Parish Council, Chair 
Unanimously endorsed by Rode Parish Council at its meeting on 6th October 2020 

 


