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DORSET COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN
CONSULTATION RESPONSE
Executive Summary
This response rejects the basic principle endorsed by the draft plan that it is possible to
run a consultation process without due concern to provide meaningful evidence to
substantiate policy positions. It also raises grave concerns about the whether the
consultation process can be deemed as meaningful because of the lack of engagement
with the public, the council’s predetermination of policies including that for the major
DOR13 development and the complete failure to carry out statutory duties such as an
equality assessment of the plan and consultation procedure. More so the failure of the
council to take account of the results of the previous preferred option consultation is
suggestive that the council has already demonstrated its lack of regard for public opinion
and hold little concern for meaningful consultation.
The response is divided into four areas. The first of these deals with the consultation
process. The council were understandably working under the difficult constraints of the
COVID pandemic none the less the approach taken lacked inspiration and demonstrated a
clear failure to understand the need to engage the public by encouraging and building
capacity to enable meaningful engagement. Taken that previously the council ran an
acceptable consultation between August and October 2018 on the preferred options it is
not now acceptable for the council to use COVID as an excuse for poor practice. More so
as long ago as 2019 the public was informed by the council‘s planning portfolio holder that
the DOR13 policy would be implemented whatever suggestive that the council saw it as
appropriate to predetermine policy and instruct the public what would happen rather than
consult never mind engage. The council has damaged public faith and belief in due
process through ignoring the outcome of the preferred options consultation.
Specific concern also comes forward in respect of equality and diversity. The council has a
duty to carry out an equality assessment on all new plans, policies or procedures. Under
the council’s Equality Scheme this should take the form of an Equality Impact Assessment.
The process should start with a scoping report and develop in parallel with the plan, policy
or procedure informing development as it progresses. Access to this developing
assessment was required for purposes of the consultation but regardless of numerous
requests was not available. We contend that Dorset Council is likely to have breached the
Equality Act (2010)
The second section deals with the evidence base. The evidence base provided was
hopelessly inadequate to substantiate the plan or allow for responders to the consultation
to provide meaningful feedback. The plan was simply not ready to go to consultation. In all
the council approach to flooding their web site with huge amounts of information, almost
5,000 pages relating to the plan and closer to 10,000, when considering materials relating
to the district plans that were to act as background to the new Dorset Council Plan, is not
accepted as a reasonable approach to consultation. More so little of this material was
referenced directly in the plan or background papers. We contend that this did not amount
to reasonable consultation and was potentially used deliberatively to frustrate consultation.
Specific attention is paid to several areas that are central to the structural basis of the plan
as presented by the background papers. First consideration is given to the functional
areas. It would appear that the council had not carried out a recent Housing Market
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Assessment or updated existing assessments on a basis of the new Dorset Council area.
Neither was there any evidence of a ‘Duty to Co-operate’. The approach does not utilise
existing economic data. The settlement hierarchy is not based on meaningful evidence
about connectivity or settlement functionality although it is a fundamental evidence base to
justify the strategic decisions made by the Council. Strategic decisions in the draft plan do
therefore not have any foundation. The draft plan’s strategic decisions are not sound and
justified. The approach to housing lacks relevant current data throughout. There is no
publicly accessible Strategic Housing Land Assessment providing a clear understanding of
methods by which the public can understand why sites were accepted as preferred options
and look at comparators between different sites, therefore it is difficult to understand how
strategic decisions on land allocations have no justification. The background papers fail to
provide anything of any substance on rural planning, the rural economy and tourism all of
which are central to Dorset. In conclusion the background papers fail to provide a
meaningful and up to date evidence base for the plan and frustrate any consultee
response by failing to provide data essential for developing a meaningful knowledge based
response.
The third session addresses the draft plan. The vision statement could be applied to any
town in the UK. It is not specific to Dorset. Importantly it would appear that the council
does have a vision for Dorset that is based on major residential and economic growth and
the development of a major industrial conurbation in central Dorset but prefers to conceal
this in policies rather than engage the public in a full debate about what Dorset is for and
what people would like it to look like by the end of the plan period. As a result the vision is
contradictory with many of the policies in the plan. The most revealing point for this
contradiction concerns policies that focus on Dorchester and the town’s hinterland. The
vision for Dorchester is contradictory because it promotes building houses to meet the
requirements of existing jobs while at the same time attracting new jobs. It also draws a
false picture of the facilities that Dorchester offers while providing no data that would
inevitably demonstrate an already existing significant deficit is sporting and cultural
amenities and open green space. An evidenced case for residential growth and
development sites is not made. The case for functional economic areas is based on out of
date research findings. The settlement hierarchy is also lacking and inconsistent. The
criteria are in the main as evidenced and some villages are completely missing from the
hierarchy for no clear reason. It is suggested that the failure to move Chickerell into the
functional area of Weymouth is a continuation of the existing local plans without any
attempt to provide a meaningful up to date approach.
There is no meaningful data on housing need, affordability or delivery plans. Economy
provides for an economic growth strategy that is contradictory with many other parts of the
plan including the vision and justification for the housing strategy. It all but ignores then the
role of existing town centres and the implications for retail retraction, the COVID pandemic
and of importance to Dorset the rural economy and tourism. Community Infrastructure
ignores existing infrastructure deficit and the only proposals relate to developer
contributions on new sites. Community infrastructure includes renewable s. In this instance
evidence is cherry picked to avoid using anything that demonstrates a site to be
inappropriate. There is no meaningful evidenced work on viability or sustainability.
Section 4 provides an explanation of more evidence failings on the specific geographic
area of Dorchester, Weymouth and Chickerell before focussing on the DOR13 site within
the parish of Stinsford. After several decades of research to demonstrate that the DOR13
site is not viable the council has decided to completely ignore the findings and failed to
provide any new evidence to the contrary. This site has been predetermined by the
council, opposition voices were passed off as supporting a Garden Communities bid while
meaningful evidence, public opinion and alternative sites and approaches have been
completely ignored as the council have continued to promote the site.
4

In conclusion we consider the plan to be unsound because it is not evidence based and it
has not been subject to a meaningful consultation with due regard for community
engagement and equalities.

INTRODUCTION
I strongly object to the plan as a whole and particularly those policies relating to
Dorchester on grounds that they are unsound because of the lack of an evidence base. I
also contend that no meaningful consultation has taken place and that the council has
predetermined that the DOR13 policy will be implemented whatever regardless of the
response to the prepared options consultation or the strength of existing evidence against
developing the site.
This response first considers the consultation procedure. It continues to consider the
evidence base for the plan provided by the background papers. Consideration is then
given to the draft plan before finally looking at area based policies with a specific focus on
Weymouth and Dorchester and the DOR13 policy in the parish of Stinsford.
Much of the plan is not evidenced. Evidence that is deemed essential in National Planning
Policy Framework either does not exist or is promised at a later date when it is of no value
in informing consultees. Crucial materials are missing: Viability Assessment; Strategic
Housing Land Assessment; Infrastructure Plan, Delivery Plan; Health Impact Assessment,
Equality Assessment and much more.
The council have chosen to flood the consultee with materials of no or limited value by
placing the existing district level local plans and background materials on web site.
Generally no referencing of any of this material is available in the draft plan or background
papers. In all the consultation would appear to expect the consultee to read up towards
5,000 pages (Appendix 1). This is not meaningful. It is recognised that the plan does have
a difficult job of creating a singular plan from several district level documents but the
approach taken does not allow for meaningful consultation. Indeed the huge amount of
materials combined with major deficits in the evidence base act as a blockage to a delivery
of meaning consultation response. The vision is generic and could be applied to almost
any town in the UK. There is no evidence of how the vision was developed and that any
consideration of any alternative vision was given. The vision does not appear to offer a
coherent position when compared to the policy position (DOR13) which in practice is about
developing a large industrial settlement in central Dorset in Dorchester and its vicinity.
In the context of a critical lack of supporting evidence the main approach of this response
is to analyse what is available, look to where there are gaps in the evidence base and
outline what sort of data would be appropriate if the present consultation was to be
considered to be a meaningful process.
The DOR13 policy is of particular concern. There is a strong case against the DOR13
policy built on several decades of evidence covering many aspects from viability to
landscape and archaeology. The plan provides no substantive new evidence to suggest
why it was accepted as a preferred option. The plan as a whole, along with DOR13 is
unsound because it lacks an evidence base. We contend that no meaningful consultation
has taken place because of the consultation process and the lack of evidence to
meaningfully inform respondents and that the council has predetermined that the DOR13
policy will be implemented whatever regardless of the response to the prepared options
consultation or the strength of existing evidence against developing the DOR13 site.
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We reserve the right to comment further if and when further information or evidence
becomes available. A ’no comment’ on any part of the options consultation does not imply
acceptance.

SECTION1: CONSULTATION
1.1 CONSULTATION
While the council did not have a consultation strategy as such it did produce a ‘Statement
of Community Involvement (SCI) and a Local Development Scheme (LDS). The LDS
provides the briefest of delivery time lines (p.8) for delivery of the local plan. This is
insufficient to understand the full development of the plan and for the public to prepare
sufficiently for events in the process. The Local Development Scheme is meant to cover all
development documents. It should also be included the councils’ monitoring report so that
the community can follow progress. If the monitoring report does exist it is not easily
accessible by the public I the LDS does not provide any indication of what background
papers will be required to inform and evidence the plan or delivery dates. Dorset Council
failed in its capacity to deliver a meaningful Local Development Scheme as required by by
Sec. 50 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004).

1.1.1 COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
The LDS informs the reader that the council has adopted a ‘single Statement of
Community Involvement that ‘sets out how Dorset Council will involve the community in
the preparation and review of planning policy documents and in making planning
decisions’.
The council’s main approach to consultation has been through digital access. The council
attempted to make documents available on line and through a limited number deposited in
libraries where access had to be arranged in advance. By the 19th February Cllr Walsh, as
planning portfolio holder, admitted in an interview with the Dorset Echo that they were
ensuring more copies where made available through the libraries and that if people could
not reach a library then it would be delivered to residents own homes. There is no
evidence of home delivery anywhere else and it is unclear how people were to know of
this option. In both boosting the numbers of copies in the libraries and home delivery this
was only to become an issue 5 weeks into the consultation period clearly putting anyone
requiring these options at substantive detriment in submitting a response.
The amount of documentation available in electronic form was unrealistic for consultation
because of the attempt to merge the existing draft plans of four former district authorities.
The approach taken is to ‘dump’ large amounts of mostly outdated evidence base
documentation relating to each district draft plan on website for the new Dorset Council
local plan. The draft plan, its background studies and evidence reports amount to over
4500 pages excluding the references given to the unspecified previous councils’ evidence
base. If one looks at the scale of the consultation in respect of the whole of the Dorset
Council area it is well in excess of 4,500 pages. This should have been referenced and
linked with the Draft Local Plan. Linking the plan into such a huge evidence base with no
clear guidelines as to what is and is not relevant does not amount to meaningful
consultation (Appendix 1 & 2).
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Some aspects of the draft plan can only be evidenced by reference to research that is not
available on the council’s website. Much of this is materials carried out for the Regional
Spatial Strategy in or before 2008. For example the geographic division of the area into
four functional zones is derived from the Regional Spatial Strategy. If documentation to
substantiate this does exist I assume it is in hard copy in the Council Offices and is
inaccessible because of the Covid pandemic. It is therefore impossible for consultees to
fully understand the evidence base behind the draft plan.
Further to the above there are several key documents, such as viability study, that were
not available at all to inform the consultation.

1.1.2 CONSULTATION AND ENGAGEMENT
The council has taken an approach to consult. As such it has taken the approach that if
certain documents are made accessible to the public they can then provide appropriate
feedback. Engagement is quite different. Engagement requires building community
capacity and knowledge to make a meaningful feed into the process. The council has not
an engagement strategy to assess its approach how to engage with residents, in particular
online. It also involves identifying hard to reach groups and ensuring that no one is left
outside unable to contribute. Dorset Council It is not clear what the Council has done to
engage hard to reach groups or develop a meaningful set of development documents and
evidence base that is accessible to all. The council has failed to organise online meetings
with the public while community organisations, such as Dorset People’s Assembly, were
able to organise online meetings with the involvement of a large numbers of residents that
discussed the issues related to this plan but they were unable to discuss the issues with
the council.

1.2 EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY
Dorset Council’s Statement of Community Involvement ((December 2020) is potentially in
breach of the Equality Act (2010) because it only specifies two protected characteristic
groups listed in the Act, Race and Ethnicity and Disability. It does introduce undefined
‘National Groups’. This is not part of EqIA10 and it is unclear why it is included. The
Statement of Community Involvement does correctly provide a list of statutory consultees
but fails in its role of providing an approach as to what the council will do to encourage
meaningful engagement across all sectors of the community.
Any plan policy or procedure should be backed up with an equalities assessment. This will
conventionally take the form of an Equality Impact Assessment in local government. In
Dorset Council this is specified in the councils ‘Equality Scheme and the Equality Impact
Assessment is specified as the approach that the council will use. A ‘key action’ in the
scheme is listed as ‘carrying out robust and meaningful equality impact assessments’. The
process should start at the very insemination of any plan, policy or procedure with a
scoping report. This is an important part of the process because it needs to identify who
could potentially be impacted on by the plan, policy or procedure. What organisations
representative of the 9 protective characteristic groups will be consulted with? What will be
done to engage with the 9 protected characteristic communities, and offer mitigation for
any detriments identified. This is a statutory requirement and an important process that
needs to be part of the ongoing planning process to inform consultees of the possibility of
detriments and necessary mitigation faced by any particular protected group. This could
potentially inform consultees’ response to the local plan consultation. There is no evidence
that of any such work has ever taken place. There is nothing on the Council’s web site to
inform consultees. Taken that is should start at the very beginning of the process it is too
late to add it on at a later stage.
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An Equality Impact Assessment should also have taken place in respect of the
consultation procedure. If one is to assume that the council is relying on the direction to
the Statement of Community Involvement as one is directed to by the Development
Scheme then this does not provide the relevant information and does not identify the
necessary protected groups listed in the Equality Act. As such the council is potentially
failing in its statutory duty and could open itself up to legal claims.

1.3 MISSING DATA & REPORTS
National Planning Policy Framework (July 2019) states that ‘the preparation of all policies
should be underpinned by relevant and up to date evidence’.
The list below is not comprehensive but may be taken as indicative of the data required as
an evidence base for the draft plan. Some items are formal requirements while others
would class as necessary evidence. Those data sources that are necessary evidence
have been derived from an analysis of unsubstantiated statements and positions within the
draft plan. Dorset Council has suggested that some of this data will be available after the
closure of the consultation. This would suggest a need to suspend or expand the
consultation period until a realistic evidence base is available. The Dorset Council refused
this request during the consultation.
Without appropriate accessible evidence consultees cannot be expected to come to a
reasoned informed position. Without meaningful consultation the plan could potentially be
found to be unsound at examination. There is also a risk that without a viability study large
scale developments could prove unviable late in the process. In the instance of such it
would be impossible to address the issue before examination leading to the council failing
to meet required housing numbers. Continuing with the plan without a substantive
evidence base could potentially pose a high risk approach when allocating public funds to
the process.

1.3.1 REQUIRED EVIDENCE BASE
Viability Study including site locations and assessment methods
Alternative options for major development sites
Draft Infrastructure plan
Spatial strategy for the draft Plan
Spatial strategy for Dorchester
Strategic Housing Land Allocations Assessment
Strategic Market Housing Assessment
Equality Impact Assessment for the draft plan
Equality Impact Assessment for the consultation process
Vision Background Paper
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Coastal Change Study
Landscape Assessment including analysis of preferred option sites
Detailed Archaeological Study
North Dorchester Garden Village Study (said to be in progress)
Design Statement
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
Retail floorspace and Town Centre Needs Assessment
Housing growth projections
Demographics and projections
Specialist housing need study
Economic Structure and trends
Employment land assessment
Tourism study
Rural economy study
Connectivity study
Cultural amenities study
Health impacts
Health provision and projected needs
Education and projected needs
Green Infrastructure
Necessary highways measures
Dorchester Northern bypass study
Transport study including transport modelling (should be substantially ready by Sept.
2021)
Further work is required to substantiate the 4 functional zones and the settlement
hierarchy
Master Plans for larger settlements – especially Weymouth and Dorchester
Justification of why housing should go ahead in North Dorchester regardless of impacts on
heritage assets.
Biodiversity Study
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Hydro-geology study (DOR13)
The National Planning Policy and Practice Guidance state that policies need to be justified
with evidence base taken from a variety of sources, including the Authority Monitoring
Report and planning application and appeal decisions (Paragraph: 038 Reference ID:
61-038-20190315). The evidence should inform what is in the plan and shape its
development rather than being collected retrospectively such as wind turbines, viability
study in particular large scale development sites, etc.
This plan’s evidence base is not sound. It is mostly outdated. The evidence base is required to justify strategic decisions, land allocations for development and policies has not
been yet carried out or very poorly undertaken without a data base and reports. The
Council responded comments related to a lack of well researched, sound, updated evidence base by saying that they will carry out necessary work for the next stage of the plan
making process. Evidence gathering should start from the beginning and be carried out
throughout the plan making process when required. Instead commentators were informed
that this would be carried out at a later stage which is not acceptable in accordance of the
national policy.
Statistical evidence on population, work places, cultural and leisure facilities, transport
networks, etc. has not been provided. In the absence of this evidence it is difficult to understand how strategic decisions on land allocations and policies have been made and
justified. In this form, the plan is not sound in accordance with the national policy.
A report related to how housing numbers are calculated has not been provided. The size of
projected overall population is also unknown. No statistical information is provided to
know the composition, occupation, etc. of the population, travel to work areas and the like.
This would have given us a picture of the state of Dorset and helped identifying trends. It is
difficult to understand if the plan aims to maintain the existing state of Dorset or attempt to
change it with strategic decisions. The essential data base is missing to justify strategic
decisions.

SECTION 2: EVIDENCE BASE
2.1 BACKGROUND PAPERS
This section consider the existing background papers where they are essential for the plan
making process, but no fit for purpose

2.1.1 FUNCTIONAL AREAS
This background paper states that:
The spa$al strategy has been developed on the basis of (1.1.3)
• a number of factors
o

how housing markets diﬀer and interact

o

local economies diﬀer and interact
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The background paper pulls together the ﬁndings of various studies on (1.3.4)
• Local housing markets: Housing Market Areas (HMAs); Strategic Housing Market
Assessments (SHMA)
•

Local economic markets: Func$onal Economic Market Areas (FEMA)

•

Research undertaking for the Regional Spa$al Strategy for the South West

•

Other evidence

The background paper reviews the existing Housing Market Assessment dated from 2005
to 2015) in a confusing way without updating these studies. Considering we are in 2021,
the Council has chosen to utilise existing studies that are at least 5 years old rather than
update the data.
The Housing Market Assessments (HMA) were carried out to assess housing needs and
demands as well as how housing markets operated prior to the Government’s introduction
of a standard methodology for the calculation housing numbers in 2018.
Are they relevant without updating? They are:
•
•

Based on previous local authority boundaries
Evidence based previous Local Authorities’ Housing Needs

•

Carried out by different consultants using different methodologies

•

West Dorset , Weymouth and Portland Strategic Housing Market Report was used
as evidence base for the Adopted Local Plan (2015)

Considering the Dorset Council has no boundaries any longer with the North Dorchester,
East Dorset and Purbeck District Councils It is really difficult to understand why the council
is still using the existing HMAs to justify its identification of four functional areas without
updating them.
Considering the HMAs carried out to assess housing needs with a very comprehensive
assessment of the time of the study and the projections covering the plan period it is difficult to understand why the following statistical data and their projections are not provided:
•

Standard method calculations are not publically available

•

The size of population in the plan period is not provided

•

Population composition now and in the plan period are not known

•

Labour market characteristic of the existing population and their projections, i.e. occupation profile, earnings, etc. are not provided

•

Existing Household related data and its projections, etc. as well as household type
are not provided

•

Existing tenure Profile & housing types and their projections are not provided

•

The existing Economic growth potentials, affordable housing needs, housing market
dynamics & market signals, etc. and their projections are not done or provided
11

In short the statistical data & projections necessary for making strategic decisions are not
available. How the council has made decision on strategic policies is not known because
they are not published.
The Council has not updated the existing HMA assessments on the basis of its new
boundaries/geographies.
The existing HMAs identified connectivity between towns based on Travel to Work Areas
based on the 2011 Census. The background papers mentions the Travel to Work Areas
assessments and the Dorset towns’ connections with the neighbouring settlements,
namely Yeovil, Salisbury and Bournemouth, Christchurch & Poole. However there is no
evidence if the Council has been working with them in order to share their strategic decisions, in particular housing numbers. Much of the Dorset Council Area is covered the
designated areas, namely two Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Nature Conservation
areas, Jurassic & Heritage Coast, the areas of Valued Landscape, Archaeological and
Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings, Registered Parks, etc. This clearly illustrates that the
number of houses, supposedly calculated by a standard method, is required during the
plan period cannot be provided. This turns rural Dorset into an urbanised conurbation, if of
course if any infrastructure investment is to be made. In conclusion, as clearly stated in
Planning Policy Guidance, at the start of plan making process councils should cooperate
with neighbouring councils to integrate their strategic decisions and policies in the absence
of a regional plan. This is called “duty to cooperate”.
There is no evidence if the Council has worked with neighbouring authorities to share their
strategic decisions and integrate their strategic policies with the requirement of DUTY TO
COOPERATE. This is one of very important shortcoming of this plan under consultation.
The question is why the Council has reviewed the existing studies, as a result it is aware of
connections/connectivity with neighbouring authorities, but is not working with them. For
example Sherbourne, Gillingham, Stalbridge, Shaftesbury, Cranborne are well connected
with Yeovil and Salisbury.
There are no studies on Functional Market Area Assessments in Dorset or not mentioned
in the paper. Dorset Local Enterprise Partnership Economic Growth Strategies are not
considered when writing this section. Only reference is given to South West Local Enterprise Council’s Strategy that does not cover Dorset but refers to the connection/connectivity between Northern Dorset towns with Yeovil.
In conclusion the background paper does not utilise the existing Dorset based Economic
Strategies. Dorset Local Enterprise Partnership’s sub division in terms of its economic
growth is not taken into account.
No evidence is provided to justify the division of the four functional areas although it
seems that the background paper is using the existing, outdated HMAs.
No evidence is provided of Travel to Work Areas for the Dorset Council Area. In the absence of this study the council has assessed connectivity based on only one criterion
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between towns to identify the economic function areas, i.e. the four function areas in Dorset. Figure 2.8 is not provided in the paper although it is referenced in the text (page )
In conclusion:
•

The background paper is not written clearly, repetitive so that confusing

•

The existing evidence base is outdated

•

No evidence base is to justify the four functional area identified by the background paper.

•

No evidence is provided that the Council has been working with neighbouring
authorities in the formation of its strategic decisions and have a Duty to Cooperate agreement.

•

No evidence is provided how house numbers are calculated and no statistical
data given related to population, work places, etc. and their projections.

•

The existing Dorset Economic Growth Strategies are not taken into account
while identifying the functional areas.

•

Selective and confusing ways of using the existing outdated studies

2.1.2 SETTLEMENT HIERARCHY
“This background paper explains how the seDlement hierarchy in the draJ Dorset
Local Plan has been developed. It sets out the hierarchy by deﬁning the diﬀerent
‘$ers’ of seDlements in each of the four func$onal economic and housing market
areas in Dorset” (1.4)

As mentioned in the assessment of “the Functional Areas Background Paper” Functional
Economic Market Areas’ Studies have not been carried out in Dorset. That is why Functional Economic Market Areas in Dorset as a whole are not identified with the methodologies used by other Local Authorities whilst there are outdated Housing Market Areas Studies but these are carried out on the basis of each local authorities’ boundaries at the time.
The Functional Area Background Paper has been undertaken without giving any considerations for the Dorset LEP’s economic growth strategies and publications for example
Western Dorset Economic Growth Strategy: An Economic Growth Strategy for North Dorset, West Dorset and Weymouth & Portland 2017-2033. Functional Areas cannot be identified without a proper research covering all of the Dorset Council Area including all published strategies and investment programmes & plans by the Dorset LEP.
The Functional Areas Background Paper is not adequate to identify the Functional
division of the plan area. The settlement hierarchy cannot be based on this background paper. As a result the local plan options documents have not had any properly investigated and assessed foundation. It is not possible to assess the settlement hierarchy based on this functional division. Connectivity amongst market and
coastal towns is unknown.
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“The spa$al strategy has been developed in accordance of a number of factors, one of
which is the role played by exis$ng seDlements. The role of seDlements reﬂects:
•

Its inﬂuence on housing & economic markets

•

Its place in the seDlement hierarchy within each housing & economic market area

•

Its func$on: a market town, a seaside resort

•

Any associated economic / social issues, such as imbalance between housing and
jobs or a lack of aﬀordable housing

The seQlement hierarchy for Dorset has been developed in the context of the four funcRonal economic and housing market areas idenRﬁed in the background paper” (1.2)

In the absence of recent research on 1) housing markets, 2) functional economic markets,
3) the functions of the towns and villages and 4) connectivity studies amongst the settlements in the plan area including the identification of any issues among the settlement as
listed in page 2, paragraph 1.2, a quotation provided above It is very difficult to understand
how the settlement hierarchy has been developed.
The settlement hierarchy background paper is based on the population size rather than
the functions, facilities and services towns with differing size provide for their hinterland.
The settlement hierarchy presented in the background paper and the draft plan talks about
the hinterland of the main towns without identifying what towns’, such as Blandford’s hinterland is, without illustrating on a map or referring to the names of the settlements in the
plan. We do not know
• the settlements’ functions,
•

the amenities and facilities they provide,

•

their connectivity with surrounding settlements as well as distant settlements

We need to know
• how each settlement works, individually and with each other,
•

the population size, composition, everything about each settlement
o what functions settlements have regardless their population size, as
large or small villages, and towns
o We need to know how they are connected with each other, such as
schools, GP surgeries, shops, work, leisure, recreation, family and kinship, in other words how the existing social and physical infrastructure
connect settlements as whole in the plan area.

The plan needs to identify issues related to the existing settlement hierarchy and
make decision about whether we maintain the existing hierarchy or change it with
the intervention of the plan and explain why (achieving sustainable development in
mind). It then need to forecast sustainable growth for each settlement in the hierarchy.
Sustainable development cannot be developed without in depth research on settlement hierarchy as suggested above.
As stated above it is difficult to understand
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•

what methodological framework has been used to develop the settlement hierarchy
background paper,
o not sufficient research carried out
o What data provided is not required or used in the plan.

In the absence of the above the draft plan documents has insufficient evidence base to
justify its land allocations and policies. The consultation documents are not ready for consultation. The consultation should be withdrawn until a methodologically sound settlement
hierarchy provided. This also requires working closely with parish and town councils as
well as residents. The government’s requirement of sustainable development can only be
achieved by a properly researched, methodologically sound, evidence base
Without a comprehensive study undertaken for each of settlements regardless of their
population size the settlement hierarchy cannot possibly be developed.
•

The functions and connectivity of the settlements have not been identified.
There is no database to support the Settlement Hierarchy Background Paper.

•

The settlement hierarchy is the skeleton of the plan. It is a very important
evidence base to make strategic decisions on whether the existing hierarchy
will be maintained or altered, which town or village will grow, with what function, with what facilities etc. The settlement hierarchy is a fundamental evidence base to justify the strategic decisions made by the Council

•

In the absence of the above, the local plan options documents and strategic
decisions and policies within it are not considered ‘fit to purpose’ The settlement hierarchy background paper should have developed methodologically
grounded approach to assessing each settlement separately such as the
West Dorset Rural Functionality Study (West Dorset District Council, 2009).

The above issues justify asking the Council to carry out a new background paper on
a settlement hierarchy and to make strategic decisions that are evidence based.
The background paper claims that
“In rela$on to the smaller seQlements, this paper also explains the more detailed
work undertaken, including consulta$on with local communi$es, to establish a
consistent approach to villages and hamlets across the Dorset Area’ (In page 2,
paragraph 1.6)

If this is true why has the council not provided any evidence of such detailed work and
consultation with local communities? The above is a good example of how the planning
documents are full of claims to cover their unsubstantiated work.
Residents have not yet been consulted on the settlement hierarchy. Their knowledge of the plan area would have provided essential data for establishing settlement hierarchy in the Dorset Council area. The council presented and consulted on
their finished settlement hierarchy model in the plan as a ready made approach
without explaining the evidence behind the settlement hierarchy.
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2.2 DUTY TO COOPERATE: STRATEGIC MATTERS
2.2.1 HOUSING REQUIREMENT
The calculation of housing requirement in Dorset during the plan period has not been
provided/ published. It is impossible to inspect how the numbers are calculated by using
the Government’s standard methodology. National policy does not state that large sites are
only considered to meet the local identified needs/ calculated housing numbers. The housing and economic land availability guidance provides which sites should be included in
strategic housing and assessments, not only large sites as stated in page 19, paragraph
2.2.3 of the Dorset Local Plan Options Document.
The Planning Practice Guidance states that:
“Strategic policy-making authori$es are required to cooperate with each other, and other
bodies, when preparing, or suppor$ng the prepara$on of policies which address strategic
maDers. This includes those policies contained in local plans (including minerals and waste
plans), spaRal development strategies, and marine plans.
The Na$onal Planning Policy Framework sets out that these authori$es should produce,
maintain, and update one or more statement(s) of common ground, throughout the planmaking process. Local planning authori$es are also bound by the statutory duty to cooperate.” (Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 61-009-20190315)
A statement of common ground is a wriDen record of the progress made by strategic
policy-making authori$es during the process of planning for strategic cross-boundary
maDers. It documents where eﬀec$ve co-opera$on is and is not happening throughout
the plan-making process, and is a way of demonstraRng at examinaRon that plans are deliverable over the plan period, and based on eﬀecRve joint working across local authority
boundaries. In the case of local planning authoriRes, it also forms part of the evidence required to demonstrate that they have complied with the duty to cooperate. (Paragraph:
010 Reference ID: 61-010-20190315)
The statement will need to cover the area which strategic policy-making authoriRes and
public bodies cooperate during plan-making. This will depend on:
• the strategic maDers being planned for, informed by a review of the maDers aﬀec$ng
the area and early engagement with neighbouring authori$es, communi$es and other
key stakeholders; and
•

the most appropriate funcRonal geographical area to gather evidence and develop
policies to address these maQers, based on demonstrable cross-boundary relaRonships.
(Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 61-017-20190315)

The Planning Practice Guidance states that strategic policy making authorities, such as
Dorset Council, should have one or more statement/s of common ground with neighbouring authorities namely East Devon, South Somerset and Wilshire Councils. There is no
evidence provided that the council has published a statement of common grounds. This
statement should have been published and publicly accessible/ available throughout the
plan making process (paragraph 27 of National Planning Policy Framework).
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It is assumed that the council has not yet started working with the neighbouring authorities
on strategic issues and matters, such as strategic infrastructure provision, air pollution,
travel to work patterns, unmet needs i.e. housing, recreation, etc. In the absence of a
statement of common ground, it is difficult to understand how the council has made the
plan’s strategic decisions, in particular for housing and infrastructure.
The Dorset Areas of Outstanding Nature Beauty, the Cranborne Chase and West Wiltshire
Downs Area of Outstanding Nature Beauty, the Green Belt, the Jurassic Coast, nature
conservation areas, archaeological and conservation areas, listed buildings, areas of high
landscape value in other words designated areas cover approximately 80% of the plan
area. Considering the constraints in the plan area the question is if the plan area has
enough capacity/ developable land to meet its own housing needs. Is it therefore an appropriate/ right strategic decision to meet unmet housing needs of neighbouring authority,
namely Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Council? Is there any possibility to cooperate with other neighbouring authorities to reach agreement/common ground with the distribution of the plan’s unmet housing and other needs such as renewable s?
Somerset Housing and Economic Market Area research states that the Northern Dorset
towns and villages are connected with Yeovil and Salisbury rather than the South Dorset.
A303 corridor is also promoted for further development and this development corridor may
take some unmet housing provision from the Dorset plan area because employment and
infrastructure investments will be concentrated in this corridor making it ideal for sustainable development.
In conclusion
• There is no evidence provided the housing needs of the plan area
•

There is no research undertaken if the plan area can accommodate the predicted housing numbers considering the amount of developable land existed
in the plan area

•

There is no evidence provided the council has been working with neighbouring authorities on strategic matters such as a statement of common ground

•

the written text is full of very weak statement s such as “may be a level of
unmet need (as yet unquantified)” are not acceptable when considering the
current consultation is mainly for the strategic decisions made the council.

•

Strategic matters have not been specified or properly tackled and cooperate
with neighbouring authorities and statutory organisations has not happened.

•

Dorset council seems to be willingly ready to provide the unmet needs of the
neighbouring Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Council although the
council itself has limited developable land for development considering all
constraints including the Green Belt.

This is a strategic plan but strategic issues have not been identified, there is no
work carried out with neighbouring authorities, no evidence/report provided explaining how housing needs are calculated, no evidence on which authority will take
unmet needs from The Dorset Council Area.
This plan does not fulfil the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 27) as a result it is not sound. The council should provide a state17

ment of common ground with neighbouring authorities on strategic matters as soon
as possible and make this publically available.

2.3 STRATEGIC HOUSING LAND ALLOCATION ASSESSMENTS
National Planning Policy Framework states that:
“Strategic policy-making authoriRes should have a clear understanding of the land available in their area through the prepara$on of a strategic housing land availability assessment. From this, planning policies should idenRfy a suﬃcient land supply and mix of sites,
taking into account their availability, suitability and likely economic viability.”(Paragraph
67, NPPF)

The Planning Practice Guidance state that local planning authorities are to
•

prepare or update their Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment jointly with the
authoriRes within the deﬁned area or individually to establish realis$c assump$ons
about the suitability, availability, and achievability (including economic viability) of
land to meet the iden$ﬁed need for housing over the plan period, including robust
evidence of deliverability for those sites idenRﬁed for the ﬁrst 5 years of the Plan

•

prepare a viability assessment in accordance with guidance to ensure that policies are
realis$c and the total cost of all relevant policies is not of a scale that will make the
plan undeliverable.

(Paragraph: 039 Reference ID: 61-039-20190315, PPG)

The Housing and economic land availability assessment guidance (2019) sets out to assessing housing and economic land availability. The council published the Methodology
Land Availability Assessment in September 2019 including the flowchart provided by the
Government for the methodology how to carry out land availability assessments. However
the Council has failed to provide/publish the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLLA) for the plan area following the steps provided by the Guidance.
The assessment will need to be made publicly available in an accessible form (page 13,
Guidance: Housing & economic land availability assessment, 2019)

The council has asked interested parties to use its electronic data base (live data base &
GIS interactive). It is therefore inaccessible
The data base provided by the council only covers large sites promoted by landowners
and developers. Sites have not been adequately assessed for example some sites have
been found viable some not. The assessment, in particular viability, assessment criteria are not provided. In the absence of assessment criteria it is difficult to assess the
sites.
The council has not carried out the methodology given by the Guidance. It is not clear
which sites have:
•

permission in principle on brownfield land;

•

existing housing and economic development allocations and site development
briefs not yet planning permission
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•

planning permissions for housing and economic development that are not implemented or under construction etc.

These crucial issues have not been assessed by the council.
The council’s housing land availability assessments do not include all sites stated in the
guidance such as extant planning permissions, brownfield sites, small and medium sites,
etc. although some of these have been provided in various chapters of the plan in a fragmented, inaccessible way. In the absence of this data it is difficult to make strategic decisions about the amount of land for housing and other facilities to be allocated with what
density during the plan period. In the absence of this data it is difficult to assess how many
houses these sites mentioned in guidance and above will provide during the plan period. It
is impossible to make any strategic decisions about how much land is to be developed to meet the future needs.
In conclusion
• SHLAA should have been published in accessible form, i.e. in report form
with maps
• SHLAA should have published in complete following the government’s guidance, rather than assessing only large sites promoted by landowner and
developers, not including extant planning permission, brownfield sites, etc.
• Large sites promoted in SHLAA are not comparable one another because of
the presentation of the Council’s assessment
• Large site assessments are not properly done for example the viability assessment criteria are not known.
• In the absence of a viability assessment it is difficult to judge if sites are deliverable (text quoted from Planning Practice Guidance above)

In the absence of the SHLAA prepared in accordance with the guidance and published in report/accessible form it cannot considered as an evidence base to support land allocations in the local plan options documents.

2.4 RURAL PLANNING
The National Planning Policy Framework states that
“In rural areas, planning policies and decisions should be responsive to local circumstances and support housing developments that reﬂect local needs.” (Paragraph 77)
To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it
will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communi$es. Planning policies should iden$fy opportuniRes for villages to grow and thrive, especially where this will support local
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services. Where there are groups of smaller seQlements, development in one village may
support services in a village nearby.” (Paragraph 78)

The Dorset Council area has been identified as “spatially diverse but primarily rural area
containing market and coastal towns and many villages throughout” in paragraph 1.2.2 of
the plan under consultation. However none of strategic policies in this plan have been
formulated for rural development. The question is if the plan area is rural or urban. It
appears that the council’s strategic planning decisions and policies are for urban areas
rather than rural areas. We do not have any evidence to suggest otherwise. It appears
that this plan has not fulfilled the requirements of the national policy. It is therefore considered sound.
In the absence of the detailed settlement hierarchy of the plan area it is difficult to make
any strategic decisions about which villages to grow with what facilities as opposed to other villages as stated in the national policy.
Housing supply and affordability are main issues in rural areas. The location of new
housing can also be important for the broader sustainability of rural communities. The
Planning Practice Guidance states that strategic policies will need to be informed by an
understanding of these needs and opportunities in rural areas. It is difficult to understand
how all of the strategic decisions and policies have not dealt with the issues of housing
supply and affordability, the allocation of land for development and the promotion of sustainable development in the rural Dorset if the plan area is primarily rural.
In conclusion:
• The plan area is defined as a primarily rural area
•

This plan does not provide any rural development policies and strategies

•

It does not fulfil the requirements of the national policy

•

It does not provide a sustainable development within the plan area

•

All strategic decisions, allocations and policies are made/formulated for urban areas
rather the rural Dorset

•

This plan therefore does not reflect the characteristics of the plan area

•

This plan can be implementable anywhere in the UK

This plan is not sound.

2.5 RURAL ECONOMY
The National Planning Policy Framework states that
“Planning policies and decisions should enable:
a) The sustainable growth and expansion of all types of businesses in rural areas, both through conversion of exisRng buildings and well-designed new buildings;
b) The development and diversiﬁca$on of agricultural and other land-based rural businesses;
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c) Sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments which respect the character of the countryside;
and
d) The reten$on and development of accessible local services and community facili$es, such as
shops, meeRng places, sports venues, open space, cultural buildings. public houses and places of
worship.”
(Paragraph 83)
“Planning policies and decisions should recognise that sites to meet local business and community needs
in rural areas may have to be found adjacent to or beyond exis$ng seDlements, and in locaRons that are
not well served by public transport. In these circumstances it will be important to ensure that development
is sensiRve to ensure that development is sensiRve to its surroundings, does not have an unacceptable impact on local roads.” (Paragraph 84)

The national policies for rural areas promote sustainable growth and expansion of business, the diversification of agricultural and rural business and sustainable rural tourism
and leisure development. The council has failed to take into account the Dorset’s rural
economic development while preparing this plan. It is not clear what rural economic activities are in operation, which ones need to grow, which ones are sustainable. Issues related
to rural economic developments, such as transport network, are not identified.
In conclusion
• This plan is not for rural Dorset
•

Rural development decisions, strategies and policies are absence from this
plan

•

No research was carried out to identify issues and opportunities for economic
development in rural Dorset before making strategic decisions, policies and land
allocations for development.

SECTION 3: DRAFT PLAN
3.1 VISION
3.1.1 Strategic Vision
The vision statement is generic. It could be applied to almost any part of the UK. It is not
consistent with the objectives proposed in the body of the plan and in other current Dorset
Council documentation.
The plan has a strategic vision (p.16) and a vision for each of the principle settlements.
There does not appear to be a vision for rural Dorset, villages or functional area.
The main issue with the strategic vision is that it is generic and could be applied to many
areas in the UK. It is not clear how the vision can be developed from the policies under
consultation. The vision considers environmental quality to include ‘rural landscapes, its
biodiversity, its rich heritage, its coast and its picturesque towns and villages’ with their
‘distinct character – from rural market towns to coastal towns, from small hamlets to large
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villages’. The reader is told that this is what makes |Dorset a special place to ‘live, work
and visit’.
The Dor13 proposal will amount to grow the town of Dorchester by approximately three
times what it was in 2008. Dorchester will also receive very major growth in employment
land attracting new employees and the necessary housing and transport infrastructure
growth to support this. It is difficult to see how this constitutes a ‘rural town’. The same
argument could be made for other settlements facing the potential of major growth. Here
the vision contradicts itself and openly states ‘By 2038 this will improve with high quality
developments that bring the homes, jobs and supporting infrastructure that Dorset needs’.
There is no substantive evidence in the plan or background papers that this is ‘what
Dorset needs’.
Enhancing the ‘Dorchester to Weymouth corridor’ faces major constraints resulting from
the high landscape value of the AONB and the Southern Ridgeway. This vision statement
is not realistic
The vision does mention ‘visitors’ to the area. Tourism has traditionally been a driver for
visits to the area. The plan has very little to say about tourism. This is clearly not the sort of
economic growth that is envisaged. The vision needs to be clear that the plan is proposing
a major shift away from the traditional employment basis of much of the area.
The plan suggests that the construction of 4000 homes in Stinsford North of Dorchester
(DOR13) will reduce in commuting from the surrounding area. At the same time the vision
states that ‘The towns across the area will act as hubs for their rural hinterlands providing
many of the services that people need on a frequent basis’.
The idea that ‘The beauty of the rural area will be maintained’ contradicts the idea of large
scale employment growth, residential growth and the very major development of
renewable technologies on green field sites.
The plan is based on major economic growth supported by large scale urbanisation and
the creation of housing, transport infrastructure and green field site renewable
development to substantiate this. If the plan aims at the development of a major urban and
industrial area in central Dorset then the vision needs to promote this. The strategic vision
is both overly generic and promotes a ‘continue as normal’ approach that completely
contradicts the draft policies provided by the plan.

3.1.2 Vision for Dorchester
The vision for Dorchester is in part about creating a ‘place that people can live and work
locally, without having to commute’. This suggests that people will relocate to new housing
in or near the town and will therefore residential growth will be required but it does not
explain why a large amount of employment land is required in the DOR13 proposal taken
the identified imbalance between employment and homes in the town. This is contradictory
and there is no evidence provided to suggest that people will move into Dorchester from
outside of the town or indeed any work on connectivity to understand why people travel
into Dorchester except an unevidenced assumption based on a simplistic notion of jobs
and housing. Neither is there any explanation of what is considered to be a reasonable
travel to work distance.
The vision states that Dorchester will be a ‘county town with a significant offer of retail,
health, cultural, leisure and community facilities’. At present the town suffers a serious
deficit in respect of much of this. There is no sports centre, no art gallery, no theatre or arts
centre, very few public meeting places. There is no explanation in the plan how this
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significant issue will be addressed. The retail offering of the town is of considerable
concern. The retail offer of the town was contracting before Covid and the pandemic, like
towns throughout the UK Covid has led to even faster contraction of retail business with
many customers growing accustomed to on line shopping. It is difficult to see how to
rejuvenate high street retail. At very best the vision is dated.
The plan promotes policy that would amount to building on much of the surrounding
countryside and so contradicts the vision statement about ‘making the most of the
surrounding countryside’. The same point needs to be made about the visions position on
making the most of links with the Thomas Hardy legacy. DOR13 and the wind turbine
background paper will destroy the core area of the Hardy legacy between the river Frome
and Waterston Ridge. The Covid pandemic suggests that people desire more access to
green open space not less. The vision is dated in failing to recognise this.
The transport component of the vision is contradictory with the DOR13 policy that will
amount to putting more cars and on existing road infrastructure and into the town centre
because this part of Stinsford Parish is disconnected from Dorchester. The employment
land component will also add heavy traffic requiring the duelling of the A35 from Ringwood
to Honiton and the A37 from Dorchester to Yeovil. The plan makes no reasoned and
evidenced approach to enable delivery of this vision.

3.2 SPATIAL STRATEGY FOR SUSTAINABLE GROWTH
The plan informs the reader that the spatial strategy has been developed with the following
factors:
1) Housing market area
2) Local economic market area
3) Role of existing settlements

3.2.1 Housing Data
The data used ranges from 2007 to 2015. No current research data is available. The most
up to date materials used is from the Eastern Dorset Strategic Market Housing Area (2015)
and the West Dorset, Weymouth and Portland Strategic Housing Market Area (2014).
Disproportionate consideration is provided to the East Dorset study. The East Dorset study
considers migration, travel to work, house prices, occupational profile and population. The
same is not listed in the draft plan for the West Dorset study. They were both carried out to
predict housing need. It is also important to recognise that these studies related to specific
former local authority areas and may not adequately cover between what were then
different areas. It is difficult to see what relevance the Housing Market Areas and
Functional Economic Areas in Somerset (2015) study referenced in the plan (Functional
Areas Background Paper, p. 9) holds. It is about linkages to Somerset not within Dorset,
his raises several issues of concern:
1) The data used in the West study is almost six years out of date. The plan is based on
dated knowledge.
2) The two studies were carried out by different consultants potentially using different
methodological approaches even though the government guidance was used in both.
3) There is no evidence of cross boundary issues between East and West It is important to
see how Dorset operates as a unitary area.
4) Reference to the two studies is disproportional in the draft plan that shows a major
imbalance towards using data from the Eastern study.

3.2.2 ECONOMY
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Functional Economic areas are based on economic activity and travel to work areas. The
evidence is based on the Functional Analysis of Settlements (2005). This was carried out
for the Regional Spatial Strategy and is not available on the Dorset Council web site. The
Functional Areas Background Data refers to the 2005 work but does not use the findings
preferring to use the 2015 Somerset study referenced above in the housing section. The
Somerset study demonstrates linkages between South Somerset and the northern part of
Dorset but has nothing to contribute to understanding linkages within Dorset. There is a
reference to travel to work area data in the 2011 census but there is no data from the
census provided and therefore no suggestion that it has informed understanding of Dorset
travel to work areas in the draft plan. The background paper does state that ‘various
studies have shown similarities, but also some differences’. It is not clear what these
studies are besides the Somerset study, the separate East and West studies and the 2011
Census and possibly a 2005 study for the Regional Spatial Strategy. This work is clearly all
dated and not focused on providing relevant data within the present geographic context.
Concerns are:
1) The research base is dated
2) The background paper lacks clarity as to where the data used is derived from and how it
has informed the conclusions
3) There is no adequate data to demonstrate how the economy functions within the
Dorset council area.

3.2.3 SETTLEMENT HIERARCHY
The draft plan is based on a three tier settlement hierarchy. This is the same system used
in all of the adopted local plans. The existing adopted plans were reviewed and drawn
together into a Dorset Council area wide settlement hierarchy. The three tiers are towns,
larger settlements and smaller settlements. Larger settlements have 2000 population in
the South East of the area and 1000 elsewhere. Towns are 3,000 and above population.
All other settlements class as smaller settlements. Two Dorset towns, Beaminster and
Stalbridge, appear to be classified as larger settlements because they are each under
3000 in population. There are also different policies for smaller settlements. Many smaller
villages are to have infill criteria removed along with settlement boundaries but it is not
clear what the objective or predicted implications of such changes are. The background
paper also explains:
‘the more detailed work undertaken, including consultation with local communities to
establish a consistent approach to villages and hamlets across the Dorset Council area
(Settlement Hierarchy background paper, para 1.6). There is no evidence of this work, the
methodological approach taken or data derived from it in the draft plan or background
papers if indeed it was ever implemented.
Issues include:
1) There is no consideration given to the function of tier 1 and tier 2 settlements. They are
only analysed in terms of population size.
2) Towns are considered within functional areas but no consideration is given to villages
within functional areas.
3) It is not clear why Chickerell is either geographically or functionally not part of
Weymouth.
4) The failure to identify the functionality of towns excludes any understanding of the
relationship between towns and their hinterlands including other larger settlements such
as Crossways and Wool.
5) There is no data on connectivity between settlements. People travel for many reasons
including leisure, education, health, shopping, family and kinship.
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6) The settlement hierarchy needs to identify areas where large scale residential growth
has taken place without the inclusion of any meaningful town centre amenities.
Settlements such as St Ives, Chickerell and West Moor should not be classified as towns.
7) The Functional Areas background paper references dated materials from the Regional
Spatial Strategy (2005) about travel to work areas. It then cites fig. 2.8 taken from 2011
census but the fig. does not appear to be provided in the plan or background paper.
Effectively there is no meaningful or relevant data on travel to work areas.
8) Tier 3 and 4 settlements are seen as having limitations because of the green belt and
restrictive countryside. No definition is given to the notion of ‘restrictive countryside’.
9) Larger villages in tier 3 are considered sustainable but no evidence of why this is so is
provided.
10) No consideration is given in the background paper to the transport network for
purposes of settlement connectivity and accessibility.
11) Pubs and places of worship and should be included in village amenities.
12) The list of villages of less than 400 populations is not comprehensive. For example
Stinsford is not included. No explanation of such disparities is provided.
13) There is a need to protect village boundaries in all areas for purposes of developing
good sustainable settlement patterns.

3.3 DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY
Without evidence to substantiate the Development Strategy it should be considered
unsound:
1) There is no report on how the standard methodology has been used to predict the
number of houses.
2) There is no evidence why houses have been distributed to specific localities.
3) There is no visual presentation of housing in Dorset Council area alongside constraints.
4) The is no delivery plan
5) There is no infrastructure delivery plan
6) Para. 2.3.5 Confirms that the council has produced a strategic housing land and
economic land availability assessment. The methodology provided by the government
guidance (2019) has not been followed.
7) There is no statistical data provided on housing relating to existing permissions,
allocations, brownfield sites, windfall and council owned sites.
8) Only large sites promoted by interested parties are presented in the plan and even then
they are not presented in an accessible form. There is no accessible H.
Housing Land Assessment provided in line with the governments expectation (2019)
9) There is no policy relating to employment land.
10) Strategic priorities are identified in the draft plan (p.17). To take one example, climate
emergency, is seen as minimising flood risk; reducing travel distances; minimise energy
use; support renewable energy development; new development incorporating energy net
gains. No evidence is provided to explain why there are the correct issues for the Dorset
Council area.

3.3.1 DEVELOPMENT POLICIES
DEV1 is not justified because the statistical information provided does not allow for the
calculation of housing numbers and employment land.
DEV2; DEV3: DEV4; DEV5; DEV6; DEV7; DEV8 are not supported by evidence to justify
the settlement hierarchy. There are no projections of windfall; no environmental impacts
are considered when proposing large or scale or smaller allocations or the implications for
existing settlements; there is no work on settlement functionality, connectivity; there is no
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transport study; there is no viability study or work on deliverability. Work on sustainability
and comparative sustainability options, Strategic Housing Land Assessment and
appropriate economic data is not available. There is no apparent work on equality impacts.
There is no data to demonstrate how these policies meet the strategic objectives of the
plan. At this stage it is not possible to accept this policy because of major deficiencies in
the available data. The DEV3 policy of major economic land development at DOR13
contradicts the plans stated rationale of providing housing to meet existing jobs in
Dorchester.
Example
DOR13 - it is impossible to understand why the allocation of housing to Dorchester and the
neighbouring village of Charminster and Stinsford Parish is almost eight times that
allocated to Weymouth. While housing allocated to Charminster is classified as within
Charminster housing allocated to Stinsford at a similar geographic distance from
Dorchester to Charminster is classified as Dorchester.

3.4 HOUSING
The approach to housing lacks meaningful data to evidence the draft policy position. As
such the plan is unsound:
1) There is no data provided to demonstrate the scale of affordable housing required
2) There is no statistical data relating to:
- Tenure
- Size and type of houses to be provided
- Need for elderly and special needs housing
- Percentage of self and custom built houses
3) Para.4.3.7 states that there is evidence that some areas have greater need for
affordable housing than others but no evidence is provided
5) It is not acceptable to go ahead in any case even if affordability is not viable. Is a
delivery approach based on viability realistic in delivering affordable housing.
6) There is a need to access what is affordable in Dorset and in different localities within
Dorset.
7) How will market-led housing provision meet affordable need and how will this be
monitored? This is unclear in the plan.
8) What variety of affordable options will be available
9) There is no indication provided as to the need for green infrastructure and how it will be
delivered.
10) There is no second home policy
Issues with specific housing policies include:
HOS1- The percentage of all categories in terms of size, type and affordability is not clear
or evidenced.
HOS2- There is no data to evidence how the three zones have been established.
Affordable housing will be based on development viability – how will this be monitored and
regulated to ensure that appropriate affordable housing is provided where it is needed.
HOS3; HOS4; HOS5: HOS6; HOS7; HOS8; HOS9 There is no statistical data relating to
housing need relative to different demand requirements such as disability needs, elderly
housing provision. There is no data to establish what is affordable in Dorset Council area
and geographic differences across the area. It therefore remains unclear how the plan will
meet the need of affordability.

3.4.1 AFFORDABLE HOUSING
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Affordable housing policies are based on evidence. The figures given in the plan are arbitrary not evidence based. We suggest that research on affordable housing needs and provision should be carried to address the following questions.
•

What would an affordable rent and sale price be for local people in the plan area?

•

How does affordability differ geographically across the plan area?

•

What geographical distribution of affordable housing needs?

•

How will affordable housing be provided?

•

Why are house prices for sale and rent high?

•

Why are wages low?

•

How are they provided?

•

How many affordable houses need to be provided to meet the demand: their size,
type & tenure

3.5 ECONOMY
This section provides a list of issues arising from the Economy section of the plan.
Because most of the issues relate to data deficit it is not possible to see the plan as sound:
1) The introduction refers to the Local Economic Growth Strategy and the Local Industrial
Strategy. These do not appear to be available and no reference is made to where they can
be accessed
2) What constitutes high quality jobs and how will productivity be improved?
3) There is a contradiction between providing jobs for those who live in the area and area
and attracting skilled workers from outside when infrastructure is to be provided for those
who live in the area. This needs greater clarity. Is it about promoting major economic
growth so changing the character of the area or is it about employment for local people.
4) The figure of 21,000 new jobs and 131 htrs of employment land are provided but there
is no evidence to suggest why there figures are correct and what this sort of growth will
mean for housing and infrastructure needs.
5) There is no data to demonstrate the existing breakdown of employment according to
sector, Part time/full time jobs, seasonal jobs, employee gender profile, salaries etc.
6) There is no data to demonstrate future employment projections.
7) Most employment land in key development areas will be for ‘general industry, storage
and distribution’. Is this suitable, what evidence is there that this is needed and will it meet
with the plans objective of providing high skilled professional jobs. This also needs to
reflect on housing and infrastructure objectives.
8) It is acknowledged that the local plan requires more evidence. This is important and
should have been carried out before the consultation.
9) The hierarchy of retail centres should be connected to work on functionality and
connectivity. It suggests that people will travel to towns for service provision when one of
the objectives of the plan is to reduce commuting.
10) It is unclear why Dorchester and Weymouth are not included in the section on town
and retail centres.
11) The policy map lacks clarity when showing primary shopping and market areas.
12) Ongoing retail decline in town centres is not considered.
27

13) The idea of focusing tourism on the most sustainable locations in accordance with the
settlement hierarchy is not realistic because of the geographic spread of tourist attraction.
14) No tourism related data is provided – day visitors, average stay, holiday cottages,
attractions visited, settlements that attract visitors etc.
15) Caravan and Camping sites tend not to be in sustainable locations.
16) There is no data on caravan sites, where they are, how they are used, what
predictable demand exists.
17) There is a need to regulate and discourage industrial unit style farm buildings.
18) There is no policy or data on rural economic development.
20) ECON3 New centres will be supported but there is no indication where the new
centres will be.

3.6 COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE
This section neither takes account of existing community infrastructure deficit nor does it
provide a reasoned assessment for present or future needs. The key problem relates to
deficit in the evidence base making this section unsound:
1) There is no assessment of existing community infrastructure in each defined settlement.
2) There is no assessment of the adequacy of existing community infrastructure
3) There are no projected population growth figures to determine future community
infrastructure needs.
4) How will community infrastructure be provided and maintained?
5) ‘An infrastructure delivery plan will be produced for the delivery plan’ this is too late and
needed to be available for the consultation.
6) Larger site community infrastructure will be funded through developer contributions.
How will this work and how will delivery be monitored?
7) There is no overall policy relating to community infrastructure.
8) The approach taken suggests that town centres where large scale development is not
possible no community infrastructure will be provided.
9) The approach fails to take account of already existing major community infrastructure
deficit in most urban areas across the Dorset Council Area and particularly in Dorchester
and Weymouth.
10) The Sport and Recreation Report in the evidence list suggests that facilities are dated.
The plan provides no indication about how this issue will be addressed.
11) There is no assessment of what recreational facilities may be required at present or
projections of future need and location.
12) Green infrastructure is mentioned in the development strategy but no further details
are provided.
13) There is no assessment of community buildings, need and projections.
14) There is no information about the existing transport, capacity and issues such as
accidents.
15) Without a transport baseline it is impossible to identify future needs.
16) COM7 is not supported by evidence because it is based on an unevidenced settlement
hierarchy.
17) The plan promotes major residential and economic growth but provides no indication
of how essential transport infrastructure will be provided to support this.
18) There is nothing in the plan that could be considered to constitute a transport strategy.
19) There is no visual presentation between transport networks and large allocated sites.
20) Identification of wind turbine sites does not take into account previously refused
planning applications and the background paper is based on selective evidence through a
desktop study. It suggests sites that have previously been rejected without taking into
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account evidence why they were originally rejected. The background paper cannot be
taken as an evidence base.
21) There is no list of renewable energy sites and their capacity.

3.7 VIABILITY and SUSTAINABILITY
There is insufficient data to provide meaningful consideration to either of these important
issues. In both issues the data should have been available for the consultation to enable
consultees to provide reasoned, meaningful responses. A great deal more work needs to
be carried out if the plan is to be considered sound.

3.8 RENEWABLE ENERGY
The plan and the background paper on which it is based fails to take adequate account of
existing data. It:
1) Identification of Wind turbine sites (6.9.3) does not take into account previously refused
planning applications and the background paper is based on selective evidence through a
desktop study. It suggests sites that have previously been rejected without taking into
account evidence why they were originally rejected. The background paper cannot
therefore be accepted as an evidence base because the plan claims that consideration of
heritage and landscape constraints have been taken into account when in the instance of
Waterston Ridge they clearly have not.
2) There is no list of existing renewable energy sites and their capacity.
3) The plan considers only greenfield sites for renewable s and fails to explore the case for
large roof top sites, supermarkets, warehouses etc. and above ground level car parks.
4) There is no consideration given to the cumulative impact of targetting the area
immediately to the north of the large scale residential build and industrial potential listed as
policy DOR13 in the plan.
5) 15 m turbines (6.9.5) will be visible from the AONB in the north and the Jurassic Coast
AONB to the south. Even at this scale on the high ground to the north of Dorchester the
impact of both wind and solar renewable s would be much wider than could be accounted
for by a singular neighbourhood plan (6.9.6) because of the height of the topology.
6) The plan also needs to take account of the potential negative impacts of large scale
solar developments.
7) Individual farms and scattered residencies can often suffer serious impacts from both
wind and solar developments. The plan needs to consider ways that neighbouring property
suffering negative impacts can be compensated so as to ensure that the cost of reaching a
carbon neutral or carbon negative position is met in a fair and equal way across the
community.
8) in an area where so much of the land is already protected the plan should seek
alternative ways of seeking carbon reduction such as retrofitting homes and insisting on
sustainable new build; rewilding; public transport improvements etc.
Waterston Ridge is of considerable landscape value and critical to the Hardy legacy.
Hardy’s short story The Three Strangers is set at Fiddlers Green and the Ridge is the
backdrop to much of Far from the Madding Crowd. There is a urgent need to conserve the
remains of Higher Crow stairs cottage from Hardy’s story the Three Strangers. The Ridge
is also of considerable archaeological interest as part of the larger Bronze Age landscape
following the Northern and Southern Ridgeways and encircling Dorchester. Full
archaeological exploration of the site running up to Waterston Ridge is essential especially
because of the impact of deep ploughing on the site from 1970 onwards. The landscape
offers spectacular open views across Dorchester to the Southern Ridgeway and is visible
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from both the AONB to the north and the Jurassic coast AONB to the south. The area is of
the same terrain as the AONB – undulating chalk down land and was only omitted from
the AONB because of its then proximity looking down over the MOD camp at Piddlehinton
to the north. Waterston Ridge and the gentle hills leading up to it are an essential link
between Dorchester and the countryside beyond. A more enlightened approach in the light
of the demand for more accessible green space in the light of COVID would have been to
look on this area to constitute a Hardy Country Park, create footpath and bridal way
linkages across the A35 to link it to Thorncombe woods and Hardy’s cottage so spreading
tourism pressures, boosting the impacts of tourism on Dorchester’s economy and opening
up the potential through rewilding schemes to impact on Dorchester’s carbon footprint.

SECTION 4: AREA BASED POLICIES
4.1 DORCHESTER, WEYMOUTH & CHICKERELL
Although the way in which the functional divisions of the draft plan has not been justified
by an evidence base acceptable in strategic planning terms the draft plan’s approach to
Dorchester and Weymouth and other towns within the Central Dorset Functional Area are
non-the-less covered in this section of the consultation response.
Three towns are located in the Central Dorset Functional Area, namely Dorchester, Weymouth and Chickerell. The draft plan considers Chickerell as an independent settlement
although it is part of Weymouth geographically and functionally and has not the required
facilities to stand as an independent town. Chickerell is well connected and served by
Weymouth town centre and functions as a suburb of Weymouth. It is difficult to understand
why Littlemoor is considered as the extension of Weymouth but not Chickerell. The draft
plan should have considered Chickerell as part of Weymouth built up area and developed
an overall spatial strategy for Weymouth including Chickerell. This discrepancy probably
relates to a failure on behalf of Dorset Council to effectively merge the territory of the previous Weymouth and Portland Borough Council and West Dorset District Council where
Chickerell was located.
The draft plan states that Dorchester has more jobs than its working age population as a
result people are committing from its hinterland, mainly Weymouth.
“Workers commute in from nearby towns, parRcularly Weymouth and from surrounding
rural area reﬂecRng its historical posiRon as the county town. One of the challenges for the
local plan is to try to improve the balance between housing and jobs in this area” (p. 146)

The question is why people are commuting from nearby towns and surrounding villages?
Is it because Dorchester is a county town where all administrative, public sector functions
are located and functionally provides employment, shops, education, health, leisure services to its rural hinterland, considering that commuting distance and the time taken from
nearby villages and towns to Dorchester is relatively short because of the density of settlements in the towns hinterland? Is this considered unsustainable? In the absence of a
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well researched settlement hierarchy for the plan area it is difficult to understand how this
planning statement has been made.
“There is signiﬁcant commuRng in-commuRng to the county town of Dorchester, parRcularly from the seaside town of Weymouth, which has a low wage economy and some areas
of deprivaRon”(Paragraph 22.1.2, Page 140)

The draft plan states that people commuting from Weymouth to Dorchester have low incomes and can only afford to buy or rent houses in Weymouth. Are housing prices in
Weymouth significantly cheaper than Dorchester? Is there any gender implications for the
employment profile of Dorchester relating to low incomes and administrative work and
work in the care sector?
Does the draft plan assume that people living in these towns and villages and working in
Dorchester will move to Dorchester? If so how will the council control house prices in
Dorchester as opposed to continual price increases year after year or provide the required
number of affordable houses?
If the supply of a large number of houses is assumed to lower house prices in Dorchester
the evidence suggests that the construction of Poundbury has not prevented prices from
rising. If affordability is dependent on volume of houses constructed what evidence is there
to support this and how many houses need to be built to start to bring prices down.
There is no data provided to suggest what would constitute affordability based on salaries
in the locality. What is the composition of the population in Dorchester in comparison to
Weymouth? Are there more elderly people living in Dorchester than Weymouth? Is this imbalance as a result of in-migration by mainly retired, elderly people from the South East
and London? In the absence of statistical data it is difficult to explore this. The draft plan
has no evidence based foundations. Because of weaknesses in its evidence base the plan
cannot be considered sound.
There is no projection what scale of residential build would be required to start to see a reduction in housing prices. Is the distance between two towns significant? Would it not be
better to see them as complimentary and consider the fact that the short distance between
the two offers both rail and regular bus connections?
Does the improvement and investment in public transport between two towns provide sustainable settlement patterns? There is no data on connectivity between settlements. It
should not be assumed that all travel is for employment purposes.
Does the plan assume that people will move from the surrounding towns and villages? In
the absence of knowing if they would like to move to Dorchester is this sustainable? How
will the policy impact on surrounding settlements? Is it better to attract investment to
Weymouth, create new jobs and prevent in commuting to Dorchester. This of course will
require the allocation of employment land in Weymouth. What are the likely implications of
the post Covid employment environment – work from home, decline in traditional gendered
retail employment etc.
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•

Why has the plan not identified an imbalance between available jobs and the working age population in Weymouth?

It is not clear how many jobs are available in Weymouth for the working age population.
The population of Weymouth is nearly three times more than Dorchester.
•

Is the objective of the plan to develop Dorchester as a major urban area?

Dorchester is a county/market town and provides jobs and services for the surrounding villages and towns. As such an imbalance between jobs available and working age population is not surprising. Public sector based jobs, namely the Dorset Council and Dorset
County Hospital are also declining under restructuring and mergers. Dorchester has
already lost public sector jobs in the prison, the courts and local government. Predictions
would suggest a continued decline in public sector jobs is to be expected.
•

What account has the plan taken of the decline in public sector jobs?

The assessment presented in the plan is misleading because of the absence of statistical
data and evidence. On a basis of the evidence available projected employment land
should be located in Weymouth in order to create a balance between the working age
population and jobs available rather than in Dorchester. Potentially this would reduce
commuting from Weymouth to Dorchester.
The draft plan allocated 10 hectare new employment land in Dorchester and 5 hectare in
Weymouth although Weymouth has almost three times the population of Dorchester and
traditionally significantly higher unemployment rates. This level of employment land
allocation in Dorchester will accelerate in-commuting from Weymouth rather than
preventing it. In the absence of any public transport provision this size of employment land
allocation will result in unsustainable development. Does the draft plan support/encourage
unsustainable development? Is this really in conformity of the national policy?
The strategic decisions on land allocations for employment and housing and policies are
not based on evidence so they are not justified. It is difficult understand how the council
has reached and made the plan’s strategic decisions in the absence of an evidence base.
They are not sound when considered against national policy requirements.
A readable map is required to understand the spatial distributions of land allocated for
employment and housing with transportation networks and constraints. In the absence of
this map it is impossible to understand the plan’s strategic decisions on employment and
housing spatially. Dorchester, Weymouth and, Crossways have serious problems relating
to the macro form of these settlements, transport networks, recreational areas and leisure
facilities, redevelopment and regeneration areas, etc. Master plans for Dorchester,
Weymouth and Crossways are also required for dealing with all these issues and providing
spatially well connected, integrated and healthy settlements. In the absence of these the
plan is considered to not fulfil its aim
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4.2 DORCHESTER
The Dorchester based strategic policies in the draft plan are:
• DOR1: Dorchester Roman Town Area in page 148,
• DOR2: Future town centre expansion in page 150,
• DOR3: Brewery Square in page 150,
• DOR4: High East & West Street Area in page 151,
• DOR5: Dorchester Transport and Environment Plan in page 152,
• DOR6: Poundbury mixed-use development in page 153,
• DOR7: Pondbury Parkway Farm business site in page 154,
• DOR8: Land south of St George’s Road and Land off Alington Avenue in page 155,
• DOR9: Former Dorchester Prison in page 155
• DOR11: Kingston Maurward College in page 156
• DOR12: Dorset County Hospital in page 157
• DOR10: Land south of Castle Park in page 158
• DOR13: Land north of Dorchester in page 168
• DOR14: Land to the west of Charminster in page 171
• DOR15: Forston Clinic, Chaldon Down
The draft plan has been prepared in such a way that even policy numbers are not
organised in a logical way chronological way as seen above. This chapter is nearly
identical to the Dorchester chapter of the West Dorset, Weymouth & Portland Local Plan
Preferred Options Consultation Document which was consulted on in summer 2018.The
consultation comments from 2018 have not been influenced/ fed back in the plan making
process.
The Dorchester Transport and Environment Plan was prepared at least 15 years ago and
never implemented. It is difficult to understand why this outdated plan has been included in
the draft plan as Draft Policy DOR5.
Draft Policy DOR9 for the former prison site is included in the draft plan. There are no
explanations why the site has not been developed. An article in Dorset Echo suggested
that the site’s developer was about to change the use of the site from housing to leisure
(war games). In the absence of any information about the future of the site it is difficult to
understand why the council has included the site in the draft plan. It is important to
remember that it was considered unviable if affordable housing was provided on the site
after receiving planning permission. This is a good example why viability studies should
have been done before allocation for development. The viability assessment of sites is
essential to judge if sites are deliverable, in other words if the plan is deliverable. It is
difficult therefore to understand why the council has not provided the criteria that were
used to assess the sites’ viability in the Dorset SHLAA. For example a large amount land
(size not given) for housing and employment development is allocated by the Draft Policy
DOR13. In the absence of the viability assessment of the site it is impossible to know if the
site is deliverable. If it is found undeliverable at the later stage of the plan making process
the plan becomes undeliverable and the plan area will be left to free speculative
development.
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4.3 DOR13: LAND TO the NORTH of DORCHESTER
The draft policy DOR13 is nearly identical to the draft policy DOR15 of the West Dorset,
Weymouth and Portland Preferred Options Consultation Document except for a few
additional sentences. The previous authority also carried out this consultation with the
knowledge of a new authority’s formation. The Council has not progressed or
commissioned any research for the site on hydrogeology, surface and underground,
flooding, landscape, transport, etc. since then (some two and half years) except the North
Of Dorchester Heritage Impact Assessment which was published a few days after the
consultation started. Most importantly there is no viability assessment carried out for the
site. The council has considered this site’s development for a long time but failed to assess
its deliverability. The council needs to clarify why required studies to assess the viability
and deliverability of the site have not been undertaken for more than two years. This is
particularly important in the light of previous studies (Halcrow, 20908) that found the site to
be unviable because of issues that have not subsequently changed.
There is no description of the site provided along with no explanations why the site was
proposed for the allocation of a large scale mixed housing development with evidence
justifying this strategic decision. In the absence of knowing the characteristics of the site it
is very difficult if not impossible to understand how the site was selected and Draft Policy
DOR13 has been formulated for the site’s development. The characteristics of Draft
DOR13 are as follows:
•

The area is separated from the existing urban edge of Dorchester by the River
Frome and its natural floodplain, although visual connections between this
landscape and the town (including the Conservation Area and historic buildings on the skyline) are strong.

•

Its sloping topography and highly rural character provides natural containment for Dorchester and an important setting for the town

•

The extensive system of water meadows lining the Frome’s floodplain is considered to be a heritage assets of at least local importance. While the water
meadows make an important contribution to the setting of Dorchester, their
setting also relates both to strongly to the rural area to the north – and to the
farms that created them.

The recognised landscape value of the lower slopes above the Frome, as reflected in
its designation as part of a wider area of Local Landscape Importance
The River Frome, the flood plain and the water meadows are the main barriers to the site’s
integration with the town of Dorchester.
The hydrogeological formation of the area is a major concern. Surface water flooding because of the chalk downs is inevitable; however, the construction of a sustainable drainage
system is very difficult but not impossible when investing a large amount of money. The
Inner Source Ground Water Protection Zone is also a very important issue and an important development constraint. A hydrogeological investigation/study of the area is

DRAFT POLICY 13 DEVELOPMENT SITE
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.
essential. Without such a study the survival of the water meadows and the protection of
the SSSI on the River Frome and eventually Poole Harbour is impossible..
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The area is approximately 1 mile away from Dorchester and the existing footpaths are
flooded during the winter months, preventing access to Dorchester either by bicycle or on
foot. Cars will mainly be used. Will this development be sustainable? Extreme pressure will
be created on Slyers Lane which is very narrow, and the highways in the town, namely
London Road, High East & West Street, etc..
If the area is developed it will be a dormitory settlement to Dorchester unless all educational, cultural, leisure, health and road infrastructures are constructed prior to the development. The development of this sites requires major investment in existing local and
national highways, utilities and amenities in the town.
• The improvement of the existing roads in Dorchester, in particular High West
and East Streets, all the junctions monitored by traffic lights, roundabouts (Top o’
Town). There has long been an issue of air pollution in parts of the town centre,
and particularly High East Street / London Road relating to heavy traffic.
•

the extension of utilities i.e. sewerage, water supply, electricity and

• amenities, such as the extension of the County Hospital, schools etc. and leisure
facilities in keeping with the expectations of a larger settlement such as an arts
centre, theatre, art gallery and extensive pubic green space.
• The highways Agency as well as the residents of Dorchester have continuously
raised the issue of the traffic congestion on the bypass, in particular the
Stinsford Junction and the roundabout at the football stadium and A354 to Weymouth. The Highways Agency has not planned to make any investment in the
bypass or any other road provision in and around Dorchester.
Any extension outside of the existing town requires a considerable investment before the
infrastructure investments required by an extension site. This is more so the case in the
instance of the proposed site because it is effectively a new settlement in the parish of
Stinsford cut off from the Dorchester.
The viability of the proposed development is questionable. According to the West Dorset
District Council Urban Extensions Study by Halcrow Group in 2008, the development of
the site was not economically viable. Indeed the development delivered a negative economic return. The site urgently requires a viability study in order to establish what has
changed that will now make the site viable.
We strongly object to Draft Policy DOR13:
• Required studies, reports and research have not yet been undertaken such as hydrogeology, flooding, archaeology and viability
•

Deliverability of the site is still unknown. Considering that 3,500 homes and 10 ha
employment land have been allocated to the site it is a high risk approach to meet
the plan’s targets.

•

The size of the population; the types, size, height and density of houses; the number of jobs created; what kind of investment is to be attracted to the site and how,
considering Bournemouth airport and Winfrith Innovation Centre are the major in38

vestment sites in Dorset, are still all unknown. The site must still be seen as not viable in terms of employment and housing.
•

In the absence of the required studies, assessments, reports and research it is understandable why a master plan for the site has been started and progressed.
However, it is difficult to understand what sort of work the council has done for the
site for over two years with £150,000 awarded by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government in July 2019. This requires explanation.

DOR 13: FOOTPATH TO DORCHESTER FROM DEVELOPMENT SITE

We strongly advise the council that:
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•

All required studies, assessments and research should be carried out as soon
as possible.

•

All these studies and assessments should be listed on the council’s website with
possible completion dates. Published ones should be on the website as soon as
they are completed. The council should inform interested parties whose emails
are on the council’s data base of their publication.

•

When the viability and deliverability of the site become certain then the council
should start developing a master plan for the site. A community engagement
strategy should be developed and implement while progressing the master plan.
In the development of the master plan community should play a key role.

•

A master plan should be progressed with the plan.

•

All educational, cultural, leisure, health and road infrastructures should be constructed prior to the development.

In conclusion, required research and assessments have not yet carried out Draft Policy
DOR13 previously DOR15 for over two years as a result the policy has not yet been tested
if it is not viable and deliverable as we must in all reasonableness believe it to be on a
basis of the existing evidence the consultation should suspend. Because of the lack of
new evidence and the evidence Because of the lack of new evidence and on a basis of the
substantive body of evidence built up over at least the last two decades to suggest that
this site is unviable and will cause unquestionable damage to natural, landscape and
archaeological assets we strongly oppose the DOR13 policy.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX 1:
VOLUME OF CONSULTATION DOCUMENTS
Options
Volume 1: Strategy and topics
Volume 2: Spatial areas
Appendices
Total:

253 pages
321 pages
89 pages
663 pages

Sustainability Appraisal
Non-technical SA summary
Sustainability Appraisal Appendices
Habitat Regulation Assessment –Screening-

264 pages
32 pages
521 pages
85 pages
908 pages

DC LP Options consultation document

1,571 pages

Background Papers
Functional Areas (2021)
Settlement hierarchy (2021)
Second homes (2021)
Green belt (2021)

14 pages
34 pages
30 pages
55 pages

Background papers

133 pages

Evidence base
Sustainability appraisal scoping report (2019)
130 pages
Strategic Green Belt Review (2021)
179 pages
North Dorchester Heritage Impact Assessment (2021)
194 Pages
North of Dorchester Garden Community (2018)
44 pages (in progress)
Workplace Strategy Evidence Update 2021
86 pages
Dorset Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2020) data based, no report
North Dorset Strategic Landscape & Heritage Study (2021)
358 pages
West Dorset, Weymouth & Portland Landscape & Heritage Study 344 pages (2018)
East Dorset & Purbeck Area Strategic Landscape & Heritage Study
298 pages
(2021) Bournemouth, Dorset & Poole Workspace Strategy (2016)
276 pages
Bournemouth, Dorset & Poole Workplace Strategy update (2020) 86 pages
Playing pitch Strategy-Draft Strategy & Action Plan (2019)
145 pages
Playing Pitch Strategy Assessment Report (2019)
178 pages
East Dorset Sport & Leisure Facilities Needs Assessment (2017) 88 pages
Purbeck Sport & Leisure Facilities Needs Assessment (2017)
101 pages
West Dorset District Council Sport & Leisure Facilities Needs Ass. 119 pages (2018)
Weymouth & Portland Borough Council Sport & Leisure Facilities 98 pages (2018)
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North Dorset Sport & Leisure Facilities Needs Assessment
Strategic Identification of Wind Farm Sites (2020)

88 pages (2017)
11 pages

Evidence base

2823 pages

Total

4,527
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APPENDIX 2:
QUALITY OF CONSULTATION MATERIALS
The consultation process failed to engage with the public but regardless of broader criticism much of the consultation material was not fit for purpose. The following lists some of
the key issues.
1) Local Plan Options Document
• PDF form, not easily readable on mobile phone (majority of young people excluded
from consultation)
o Interactive form of online local plan options (simplified with visual illustrations) needed
o Inadequate maps for example:
▪ the settlement hierarchy illustrated on a map covering over all planning area/ Dorset Council area to see overall spatial distribution including main transport networks
▪ Existing and proposed transport network and constraints are not
shown on settlement maps: impossible assess the sites proposed for
development
▪ Maps are not provided for the sites proposed development including
existing & proposed transportation network and constraints to assess
the site conditions.

▪ 2) Webinars (not accessible, transparent Pre-recorded, with slides.
▪ No spatial presentation/maps or graphs for example the name of settlements appears on the screen but not their spatial locations on a map
▪ Presenters are absent from the screen, reading a pre-recorded text, instead slides
on the screen in a written form, not much different than podcasts. Absence of human touch
▪ Not much difference than reading the part of the document they are presenting in a
simple way
▪ Selection of topics

3) WRITTEN TEXT
• Written texts are confusing with a full of repetitions, not written in plain English
•

It is difficult to distinguish policies from supporting texts.

•

They are too long to read and digest

4) SPATIAL PRESENTATION
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The plan has very few spatial presentations/maps which are not easily readable, they
look like a train network. This is the plan we need to visualize it and understand the plan
and its policies in their spatial context in the form of easily readable maps

APPENDIX 3:

CONSULTATION QUESTIONS’ RESPONSES
SECTION 2
Q: Vision and strategic priorities?
1: Do you have any comments on the Vision and Strategic
Priorities? p. 18*

Totally disagree.
Please find our comments on

Q: The housing requirement and the need for employment land in Dorset?
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? p. 20

Disagree
Lack of evidence

Q: Spatial strategy and settlement hierarchy
Disagree
1: Do the boundaries of the four functional areas reflect how Lack of research & evidence
the area’s housing markets and economy function?
2: Is the distribution of housing between and within the functional areas appropriate?
3: Do you agree with the proposed hierarchy of settlements?
4: Do you agree that there is a need to amend the green
belt to enable development? P. 28
Q: Green belt review
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.29

No comment

Q: Growth in the south eastern Dorset functional area
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.32

Disagree
Lack of research & evidence
Not clear how functional division
made

Q: Growth in the central Dorset functional area
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.33

Disagree
Lack of research & evidence
Not clear how functional division
made

Q: Growth in the northern Dorset functional area
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.34

Disagree
Lack of research & evidence
Not clear how functional division
made
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Q: Growth in the western Dorset functional area
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.35

Disagree
Lack of research & evidence
Not clear how functional division
made

Q: Development at villages with development boundaries in rural Dorset
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be?
P.37

Disagree
Lack of research & evidence

Q: Development at villages without development
boundaries in rural Dorset
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
p.39

Disagree
Lack of research & evidence

Q: Reuse of buildings outside settlement boundaries
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.43

No comment

Q: Meeting the housing need
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? p.51

Disagree
Lack of research & evidence
Housing and population projections

Q: Meeting the employment need
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? p.55

Disagree
Lack of research & evidence

Q: Neighbourhood Planning
1: Do you have any comments on the approach to establishing housing targets for Neighbourhood Plans? p.58

Disagree
Lack of research & evidence

SECTION 3
Q: Climate change
1: What else could the local plan do to mitigate climate
change and help people adapt to its effects? p.60

Further research needed
Opposed wind & solar farm developments
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Q: Green infrastructure: Strategic approach
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? p.64

Support large scale projects to
provide accessible green and open
space
Rewilding
Connected wildlife habitats

Q: Habitats and species
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? p.76

Create and expand new protected
sites supported by a large scale
rewilding integrated with accessible green infrastructure.
Maps are essential

Q: Biodiversity and net gain
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.80

No comment

Q: Landscape
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P. 84

Disagree with mitigation
Mitigation should be used as a
last resort
Expand a number of local landscape designations.
Expand the boundaries of the
AONB to include Waterston
Ridge and surroundings

Q: Heritage assets
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.95

Disagree with ENV5, para IV
Heritage assets, archaeological
sites and potential archaeological
sites should always be protected.
Priority should be always given
their conservation

Q: Geo diversity
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P. 97

No comment

Q: Achieving high quality design
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.101

Disagree
Not detailed enough to control
design quality
Design Guidance required

Q: Landscape and townscape context
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.104

No comment
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Q: Achieving high levels of environmental performance
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.106

Design Guidance required

Q: Shop fronts and advertisements
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns?

This policy ENV10 should be detailed to include the design of signage and the impact of signage on
surrounding

Q: Amenity
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.111

No comment

Q: Pollution control
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? p.113

No comment

Q: Flood risk
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.119

No comment

Q: Sustainable drainage systems (SUDs)
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns?

Not supported where surface
flooding is an issue.
Supplementary Guidance required

Q: Land instability
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.127

No comment

Q: New built development in Coastal Change Management Areas
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.130

No comment
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Q: Coastal erosion
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.132

No new buildings to be allowed

SECTION 4 HOUSING
Q: Housing mix
1. Do you agree that major residential development sites
should provide at least 20% of the homes as accessible and
adaptable homes to meet the needs of the elderly and less
mobile? P.135

No statistical data given

Q: Affordable housing
1: Do you agree that affordable housing should be delivered
by
developments at different rates across Dorset?
2: Do you agree with the suggested tenure split? P.141

No evidence provided to judge
this

Q: Affordable housing exception sites
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.144

No comment

Q: Community care hubs
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.146

No policy provided
No comment

Q: Specialist purpose built accommodation
No comment
1: Do you agree that specialist purpose built accommodation
as extra care should provide affordable housing?
2: Are there any practical limitations to this approach?
3: Are there other approaches that could be taken to deliver
for those who cannot afford to pay market rates?
Q: Housing for complex dementia and nursing care
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns?

No comment

Q: Self build and custom build housing
No comment
1: Do you think the council should identify sites for self / custom build housing?
2: Can you suggest any additional sites which could be allocated for this purpose?
Q: Second homes
1: What approach do you think the Council should explore
to address the pockets of high second home ownership?

No policy provided. Policy should
be restricted further second home
development
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Q: Isolated homes in the countryside
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P 156

No development to be allowed

Q: Occupational dwellings
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P160

No comment

Q: Other residential development outside development
boundaries
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P164

No development to be allowed

Q: The requirement for traveller sites
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P167

No comment

Q: Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Show people site
allocations
1: Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations
for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling show people? P.170

No comment

Q: Sites for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Show
people
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P 172

No comment

SECTION 4 ECONOMY
Q: Protection of key employment sites
No data and evidence base
1: Should any sites be added or removed from the list of Key provided to make a justified decision on this
Employment Sites in Appendix 6? P.182
Q: Protection of other employment sites
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.186

No evidence base provided to
make a justified decisions
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Q: Town Centre hierarchy
1: Do you agree with the classification of the centres in the
proposed hierarchy?
2: Are there any additional centres that should be included?
P.192

Not enough data and research
provided to make a justified decision

Q: Town centre impact assessments
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.194

Not enough data and evidence
base provided to make a positive,
sound decision

Q: Management of centres, primary shopping areas and No detailed map illustrating
markets
shopping and market areas
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is No evidence base provided
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.197
Q: Supporting vibrant and attractive tourism
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.203

No comment

Q: Loss of tourism accommodation
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.204

No comment

Q: Caravan and camping sites
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.207

No evidence provided to make a
justified and sound decision

Q: New agricultural buildings
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.209

Wording should be change and
the definition of necessary
provided

Q: Diversification of land based rural businesses
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P 211

Disagree, diversification needs to
be taking account of existing infrastructure and the impact on
the amenity of existing residents
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Q: Equestrian development
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.216

No comment

SECTION 6 COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE
Q: Making sure new development makes suitable provision for community infrastructure
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P 223

Requires an inventory of existing
community infrastructure
Cumulative effects should be considered

Q: New or improved local community buildings and
structures
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P226

No comment

Q: Retention of community buildings and structures
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P229

No comment

Q: Recreation, sports facilities and open space
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P235

No comment

Q: Hot food takeaway
1: Should the council look to restrict hot food takeaways
around areas where children and young people congregate?
P236

Not acceptable on the grounds of
the Equalities

Q: The provision of education and training facilities
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P 238

No comment

Q: Creating a safe, efficient and low carbon transport
network
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P240

Insufficient data
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Q: Parking standards in new development
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P242

No comment

Q: Provision of infrastructure for electric and other low No comment
emission vehicles
1: Do you agree with this proposal? P244
Q: Low carbon and renewable energy development
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P 246

Disagree this would allow large
scale wind farms

Q: Wind energy
1: The locations identified as opportunities for larger scale
wind developments are shown on Figure 6.5 and Figure 6.6.
Do you support the principle of allocating any of the areas
for wind turbines?
2: Are there any planning issues that would need to be resolved to enable community backing to be secured? P247

Disagree

Q: Small scale wind energy development
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P.251

The impact on residential amenities and environment should be
given priority

Q: The provision of utilities service infrastructure
1: The plan requires the provision of full fibre broadband
connections to each home on major development sites. Do
you agree with this proposal? p253

No comment

SECTION 23 DORCHESTER

Requires master plan

Q: High East Street / High West Street Area
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P151

No detailed information and evidence base given
Requires town centre master plan

No comment
Q: Dorset County Hospital
1: Do you agree with the allocation of this site?
2: Is there anything not covered within the policy that should be
considered in relation to the site?
3: Are there any community infrastructure needs within the
area that should be considered? P157
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No map provided
Q: Land south of Castle Park
1: Do you agree with the allocation of this site?
No details provided
2: Is there anything not covered within the policy that should be
considered in relation to the site?
3: Are there any community infrastructure needs within the
area that should be considered? P158
Refer to section 4
Q: Land north of Dorchester
1: Do you agree with the allocation of this site?
2: Is there anything not covered within the policy that should be
considered in relation to the site?
3: Are there any community infrastructure needs within the
area that should be considered? P 169
Disagree
Q: Land to the west of Charminster
1: Do you agree with the allocation of this site?
2: Is there anything not covered within the policy that should be
considered in relation to the site?
3: Are there any community infrastructure needs within the
area that should be considered? P172
Disagree
Q: Forston Clinic, Charlton Down
1: Do you agree with the allocation of this site?
2: Is there anything not covered within the policy that should be
considered in relation to the site?
3: Are there any community infrastructure needs within the
area that should be considered? P173
SECTION 24 WEYMOUTH

Requires overall master plan

Q: Flood risk and coastal erosion defences
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P178

Inadequate mapping to understand flood risk defences

Q: Weymouth Town Centre Strategy
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P181

Requires master plan and data &
evidence

Q: Town Centre core and Commercial Road Area
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P183

No comment

Q: Sta$on area and Swannery Car Park
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P 184

Not enough information given to
comment
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Q: Custom House Quay and Brewery Waterfront
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P 185

Not enough information given to
comment

Q: The Esplanade south
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P 187

Not enough information given to
comment

Q: Ferry peninsula
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P188

Not enough information given to
comment

Q: Westwey Road and North Quay area
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P189

Not enough information given to
comment

Q: Lodmoor gateway and country park area
1: Do you agree with the suggested approach and what it is
trying to achieve?
2: Do you agree with the suggested wording?
3: How could the paragraph / policy / section / chapter be
amended to reflect your concerns? P 190

Not enough information given to
comment

Not enough information given to
Q: Land south of Wey Valley
1: Do you agree or disagree with the allocation of this site?
comment *
2: Is there anything not covered within the policy that should be
considered in relation to the site?
3: Are there any community infrastructure needs within the
area that should be considered? P197
Not enough information given to
Q: Land west of Southill
1: Do you agree or disagree with the allocation of this site?
comment
2: Is there anything not covered within the policy that should be
considered in relation to the site?
3: Are there any community infrastructure needs within the
area that should be considered? P200
SECTION 25 CHICKERELL

Requires the inclusion of Chickerell in overall master plan for
Weymouth

Not enough information given to
Q: Land at Willowbed Hall
1: Do you agree with the allocation of this site?
comment
2: Is there anything not covered within the policy that should be
considered in relation to the site?
3: Are there any community infrastructure needs within the
area that should be considered? P211
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SECTION 26 PORTLAND
SECTION 27 CROSSWAYS/MORETON STATION

Q: Land to the west of Frome Valley
Road

Not enough information given to
comment

1: Do you agree with the allocation of this site?
2: Is there anything not covered within the policy that should be
considered in relation to the site?
3: Are there any community infrastructure needs within the
area that should be considered? P 230

Q: Land at Woodsford Fields

Not enough information given to
comment
1: Do you agree with the allocation of this site?
2: Is there anything not covered within the policy that should be
considered in relation to the site?
3: Are there any community infrastructure needs within the
area that should be considered? P232

Q: Land to the west of Crossways

Not enough information given to
comment

Q: Land adjacent to Deer Leap House

Not enough information given to
comment

1: Do you agree with the allocation of this site?
2: Is there anything not covered within the policy that should be
considered in relation to the site?
3: Are there any community infrastructure needs within the
area that should be considered? P234
1: Do you agree with the allocation of this site?
2: Is there anything not covered within the policy that should be
considered in relation to the site?
3: Are there any community infrastructure needs within the
area that should be considered? P235
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APPENDIX 4
CONSULTATION RESPONSE TO NORTH DORCHESTER CONSORTIUM
The North Dorchester Consortium’s Initial Ideas for the Proposed North Dorchester
Development Scheme, September 2018
The exhibition presents the consortium’s response to the second stage of the Draft Local Plan Consultation namely the Preferred Options Document Consultation following the
first stage, Issues & Option Consultation. The Preferred Options Consultation means that
the public are invited to review how the council made its preferred options and justified its
preferences. The council is still inviting individuals -developer & landowners- to submit
their sites for development. This means that the council’s preferred options are not fixed
and under public debate and scrutiny.
This response is how the consortium is developing its initial ideas leading to their proposals covering the land owned by their clients. So, the proposal (ideas) is only considering
their own land ownership boundaries rather than presenting ideas about how the proposal
is linked to its nearby and wider surrounding areas, in particular the surrounding countryside and the existing built structures within the proposed plan area, Charminster,
Stinsford and Dorchester.
Would you please provide a contextual analysis for the proposed development site
and illustrate how the proposed development will be integrated with its near and
wider surrounding areas giving consideration to the site’s constraints & opportunities assessments in terms of designated areas, land form, landscape, hydrology, archaeology, geology, etc.?
In our view the integration issues should be analysed and assessed very carefully and
meaningfully, in particular
• the river bank, water meadows and flood plains which are not developable cover a large area between the town and the proposal and
•

the proposal’s integration with the surrounding countryside to the
north and east.

The boundaries of the land ownership are considered as a separate plan area
without giving consideration to its integration with surrounding areas. The
proposed housing to the north of the site is bounded with the land ownership
boundaries. It is difficult to know what happens beyond the ownership
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boundary and how the proposed housing layout and secondary roads link
with the open countryside, mainly agricultural fields.
The integration of the proposal with its near and wider surrounding area should have been
given the first consideration before presenting the initial ideas in the form of a nearly
completed –draft- master plan. The consortium -Turnberry planners and urban designers- presented this proposed development in close to final form with the route of the proposed link road and other secondary roads defining the blocks for residential and non-residential development.

How could anybody comment on a draft master plan? Are there any other alternative options to this exhibited/presented scheme in the first consultation
with the public? How do the public comment on this without the provision of
any background information, data, graphically illustrated analysis and assessments? How do public understand and debate the scheme in the absence of this?
If the presented proposal is a draft master plan then it would require the following
documents:

1. CONTEXT APPRAISAL,
2. SPATIAL FRAMEWORK (opportunities and constraints),
3. LAND USE DESTINATIONS (land use distributions and relationships),
4. KEY CONNECTIONS (strategic connections between destinations),
OPEN SPACE (connected green infrastructure),
5. MASTER PLAN OPTIONS,
6. PREFERRED SCHEME SELECTION FOR MASTER PLAN FRAMEWORK
7. MASTER PLAN STRATEGY,
8. BLOCK STRUCTURE (patterns of blocks and density areas),
9. MOVEMENT FRAMEWORK (street hierarchies and the character of
routes)
10. OPEN SPACE NETWORK (function and characters of open space)

It seems that the draft master plan/development framework that was exhibited does
not follow the above stages of the master plan making process. The Turnberry
submission is been presented as an almost final product without developing options
and assessing these options.
Without the above, the consultation is not meaningful. Residents were not given the
opportunity to understand how and why the form, layout and functional distribution
of different uses of the proposed development were decided.
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It is not possible for us to comment on the exhibited display boards. They are not initial
ideas and do not follow the above stages of the master plan making process.
We would like to take your attention to the following without accepting the presentation of your proposed development framework for the site. We would like to see the
above stages done first. If you have already done so please exhibit your scheme

FIGURE: EXHIBITION BOARDS
TRANSPORT NETWORK
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MASTER PLAN

FIRST PHASE
again for public consultation making the evidence available for public consideration.

NORTH DORCHESTER AT A GLANCE
HOUSING
The display board stated that ‘the council is developing a long-term strategy for the county
town, specifically to widen access to housing opportunities and reduce significant incommuting and congestion.’
The exhibition display boards for the proposed development does not state that how to
widen access to housing opportunities, i.e. how many houses/what percentage of
3,500 homes to be built for young, old and disable people and how many affordable
houses/what percentage of overall housing provision for affordable rather it states
that it will deliver approximately 3,500 family homes. Does it mean that the consortium
is reluctant to make commitment for the provision of a wide range of houses for young
people, young families and the elderly? Without exploring what is needed for whom and
what number it is difficult to envisage how many of them will be for young, old and disabled
people as well as affordable.
Are the proposed 3,500 homes the standard family homes what house builders generally provide rather than focused on meeting existing and future housing needs for
young, older, disabled people as well as affordable?
LINK ROAD
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What is the determined location, route and design of the proposed link road? This is not
clear in the absence of illustrative graphics? How does this link road reduce the traffic
congestion in High East and West Street? How many miles do people living on the site
with varying distant from the town centre walk to use the services and facilities in the
town? Are these walk ways suitable for disabled people and all protected characteristic
groups in the Equality Act 2010? The proposed walkways are not clearly illustrated in the
draft master plan/development framework. Would you provide a map showing the movement of vehicles and pedestrians as well as the hierarchical distribution of them on the
plan area?
WATER MEADOWS: RECREATIONAL FACILITIES
“ .. opening up of water meadows as a major recreational facility” is stated on the exhibition board. This part of the site is not developable because of the water meadows, the river
flood plains are located within the boundaries of Flood Zone 2 and Flood Zone 3 and is in
the ownership of the landowners. So, this part of the site is only usable for the provision of
green infrastructure as it is already in the adopted local plan. There is no indication whether the landowners will transfer their ownership of this part of the site to the council to make
public access possible. Who designs, builds and provides recreational facilities i s not
clear. Will the council or the landowner/developer (i.e. Persimmon and Grainger) do this
and pay the expense of the provision.
Taking into account that this part of the site is not developable but designated as recreational area in the proposals the question is what recreational facilities will be provided on
the site to meet the potential of over 8,000 people’s recreational needs?
During the winter and spring the water meadows are often flooded it is not possible to walk
across them. There is no indication how this area is accessible by the public. How will the
water meadows provide access to the Dorchester at night and in the winter months? Will it
be possible to use the said recreational facilities at night and all year?
EMPLOYMENT LAND
It is not clear what kind of jobs are to be provided on the designated employment site and
for whom. Its location is to the east of the site along A35 and access from A35 with the
provision of a roundabout. The traffic movement from A35 and to A35 will cause traffic
congestion because the proposed roundabout is in close proximity to the existing one to
the south. This site is not integrated with the housing and amenity areas. Would you
please explain why this site was chosen for the provision of employment, the type of employment and how it integrates with the surrounding area? How will this integrate and
complement existing employment sites in Dorchester and the surrounding area and what
impact will it have by putting further heavy traffic on the surrounding transport network including the A35 and Slayers Lane toward Piddle Hinton? Who will work in these areas and
is there a surplus of labour locally to fill jobs in the type of businesses that will be attracted?
What kind jobs and for whom is projected to be provided on the employment development site?
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PHASE 1
Have you done the phasing of the whole area? If so where is it? How do you decide
on the phasing of the development without following up and presenting the stages
of master plan making process as stated page 1 of this consultation response?
Is this because the first phase of the site can easily be developable, using the existing infrastructure, Slayer’s land and Cookers Frome Land without providing the
proposed link road that will reduce the traffic congestion on High East and West
Street and on A35 & A37? Is it right to choose this site for the development of the
first stage?
How could you decide the shape and size of the buildings without conducting the
following:
• CONCEPT ARCHITECTURE (character areas and building typologies: buildings and built form)
•

CONCEPT STREET DESIGN (highways and street; street network in detail)

•

CONCEPT LANDSCAPES (open space & public realm)

CONSULTATION
In addition to the above, the consultation programme should be provided with the inclusion of how the consultations will be held and at what stage. Without this it is difficult to
know how public consultation and engagement is going to take place. Considering
the size of the development and its major impact on the town this is essential, the residents should be involved in the stages outlined above in the master plan making
process from the outset because their everyday lives will be drastically be affected by
this development. The residents of the town should have a say in this development and
the outline planning application for the site should not be rushed for submission to
the council fulfilling only minimum required public consultations and without following up the main stages of master plan making process. Public meetings and workshops should be organised and the residents should know what is happening in their town
and to their precious water meadows.
What is your public consultation and engagement programme?
We are looking forward to your response to the questions and issues we raised above
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