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Executive Summary 

Executive Summary (key conclusions) 

Alderholt is a comparatively large village, that is mainly a product of a major housing boom in the 
late c20th following the closure of the railway and installation of mains drainage.  The significant 
increase in houses during this period has resulted in a dormitory settlement that is poorly served 
by roads or rail, and has no major employment or community facilities.  It has far fewer facilities 
than Beaminster, a similar-sized town in West Dorset that has benefited from a much longer 
history.   

The proposal put forward through the East Dorset Local Plan Review, which was to development 
at least 1,000 further dwellings in this location, is in complete contrast to the plan’s stated 
strategic objectives.  Alderholt appears to have been targeted on the basis that it has no Green 
Belt or AONB status (both designations run up to but do not cross the parish boundary).  The level 
of housing proposed is completely disproportionate to (a) the settlement size, (b) its position in 
the settlement hierarchy (c) the housing needs of the local area which Alderholt serves.  It is not 
balanced by any employment provision (which is particularly important given the unsustainable 
balance between local jobs and resident of employment age in the parish).  The scale of growth 
proposed through the East Dorset Local Plan Review would bring Alderholt’s population in line 
with many of the smaller towns across Dorset, but without the facilities those towns benefit from. 
Furthermore, there are obvious difficulties in creating a vibrant local centre for Alderholt, given 
that the existing facilities are scattered and the potential areas of growth do not readily coincide 
with a natural ‘High Street’, or attracting any significant level of employment. 

There are other issues of concern relating to how the East Dorset Local Plan Review was 
prepared, and how the proposals have been assessed.  There has been no meaningful discussion 
and cooperation with the adjoining local planning authority and service providers that is 
necessary to understand the cross-boundary consequences and infrastructure needs.   

The sustainability appraisal that accompanied the first stage of the review fails to clearly identify 
and appropriately examine all reasonable alternative options.  Furthermore, the area around 
Alderholt is particular sensitive in terms of indirect impacts on European sites, but this does not 
appear to have been fully recognised in the plans.  The provision of a SANG needs to be identified 
and further consideration given as to whether the recreation and other impacts of development 
closest to the Dorset Heaths would be offset.  Mitigation measures in respect of the River Avon 
SAC also do not appear to have been discussed to assess whether these are deliverable. 

A more proportionate level of growth for Alderholt (taking into account the wider strategic need 
for Dorset), would be closer to 15 dwellings per annum (i.e. in the region of 225 dwellings over a 
15 year period), accompanied by investment to support employment growth and improved 
sustainable transport links.  There are already extant planning permissions that can deliver the 
majority of this housing growth, although they will only bring about limited affordable housing 
provision and no employment.   

The decision by Dorset Council to stop work on the East Dorset Local Plan Review, in order to 
progress the production of a Dorset Local Plan by 2023, is to be welcomed.  This will provide an 
opportunity for the future development of Alderholt to be more carefully examined, and 
hopefully for the evidence compiled as part of this report to be taken into account.   
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1. Alderholt

1.1. Alderholt lies within Dorset (in what was East Dorset District prior to the Local 
Government reorganisation in April 2019) close to the administrative boundary with Hampshire / 
New Forest.  The nearest town is Fordingbridge, with its town centre approximately 4km away via 
the B3078.  Verwood is approximately 7km (by road) and the conurbation and larger town of 
Salisbury about 20km distant. 

Brief History 

1.2. The main development of 
Alderholt as a village of any size 
dates back to the mid c19th when 
the main road connecting 
Cranborne with Fordingbridge 
was made up, and the Salisbury 
and District railway was built, 
running from Alderbury to West 
Moors.  The station in Alderholt 
opened in the 1870s.  

1.3. Census records1 indicate 
that the population of the village 
was reasonably stable at around 
700 persons in the first part of the 
20th century.  The limited size of 
the village before World War II is 
reflected in its lack of any Listed buildings within the village envelope.  The railway closed in the 
mid-1960s, following which there was a period of further growth (particular with the installation 
of mains drainage in the 1970s).    

1  http://www.visionofbritain.org.uk/unit/10447550/cube/TOT_POP 
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1.4. More recently, monitoring records from the beginning of this century2 suggest that 
recently building rates have been around 3 to 4 dwellings per annum.   

Key Statistics – Housing and Population 

1.5. According to the 2011 Census, Alderholt (the parish) had a usual resident population of 
3,171 people, living in 1,263 households (with a total dwelling stock of 1,311 homes).  Its 2016 
population is estimated at around 3,159 persons.  It is a large village, and its population size is 
comparable to the small town of Beaminster in West Dorset and Lytchett Matravers in Purbeck 
(both of which are within a 10% variance), and also with Lyme Regis and Wool in West Dorset, 
and Stalbridge in North Dorset (all within a 20% variance).   

1.6. Its population 
profile favours younger 
residents, with a relatively 
healthy proportion of 
children and adults under 
45 years of age, compared 
to the Dorset average.  
The most likely 
explanation for this is the 
lower than average house 
prices (the mean house 
price being around 
£336,500 in the last 5 
years3), similar to 
Verwood (which also has a similarly young age profile) but much less than nearby Fordingbridge 
(£373,150), Ringwood (£422,750) and Cranborne (£463,000). 

2  Based on previous monitoring records published by Dorset County Council up to 2014, and monitoring records 
since 2015 supplied by East Dorset District Council - completions data for 2018/19 was not available at the time of 
writing this report. 

3  As recorded on the Land Registry Records January 2014- December 2018 and correlated with Zoopla averages 
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1.7. This finding also correlates with the typical household size, with a generally higher 
proportion of family households (with dependent children – these make up about 31% of all 
households compared to the Dorset average of just under 24%), and far fewer one-person 
households (making up just under 20% of all households, compared the Dorset average of nearly 
30%).  About three out of four homes (77%) have 3 or more bedrooms, and three out of five (62%) 
are detached properties.  There are very few bedsits and one-bedroom properties (about one in 
50 homes) or flats (less than 3% of all homes).  This shows a housing stock that leans more 
towards detached family-sized homes than the Dorset average, reinforcing the picture that the 
homes are comparatively more affordable to families than those closer to the conurbation or in 
one of the more historic settlements.    

Key Statistics – Businesses and Employment 

1.8. Statistics drawn from the Business Register and Employment Surveys (2009 – 2018) show 
on average about 270 people in employment based in or around Alderholt4.  There has been a 
steady increase over this time (of 
about 20 jobs/year), with the 
latest figures showing a more 
marked rise in total employment.  
The main sectors being retail 
and, to a lesser extent, 
construction and education. 

1.9. The 2011 census, which 
recorded a working population of 
1,619 adults at that time, 
indicated that 223 people (14% of 
the working population) worked 
from home and a further 84 
worked within 2km of home 
(therefore likely to be based in the parish) – just under 1 in 5 (19%) working locally.  A further 168 
had no fixed commute (likely to be travelling from home to different customers).  The remaining 
1,312 working residents were commuting regularly, with 3 out of 5 of those commuters travelling 
more than 20km to work.  The approximate ratio of local jobs:workers is around 1:4.3, compared 
to 1.21 across East Dorset and 1:1.1 across Dorset as a whole. 

1.10. The 2019 household survey received responses from 197 households with at least 1 
working adult (with a total of 356 adults in work).  Of these, less than 1 in 5 (17%) worked in 
Alderholt, of which just under half worked from home – slightly less than the 2011 Census results.  
The commuting workforce is split between a wide number of different destinations, the most 
common being Fordingbridge (10% of the workforce), Bournemouth (9%), Ringwood (8%), 
Salisbury (8%) and Southampton (6%).  By far the main mode of transport was the car, with more 
than 4 out of 5 workers (82%) driving to their workplace, with very few lift-sharing or using public 
transport. 

4  The data is based on the ward boundary which is comparable with the parish 
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1.11. It is difficult to identify any major employers in the parish.  Based on business rates the 
largest businesses operating locally (excluding those providing not-for-profit community facilities 
such as the First School) are: 

− Wolvercroft World Of Plants, Fordingbridge Road

− Co-operative Stores, Ringwood Road

− The Churchill Arms, Daggons Road

− Hill Cottage Farm (Caravan Site), Sandleheath Road

− Lake Farm (Country and Fishing Holidays), Cheaters Lane

Key Statistics – Local Facilities 

1.12. The village has a modest range of local facilities.  It has a village hall and another smaller 
venue (reading room), a local convenience store and post office (run by the Co-op), a first school 
(with pre-school), an out-reach branch of the Fordingbridge surgery, a pub and two places of 
worship.  Most of these facilities are located on or close to the B3078 road that runs along the 
northern side of the village.  The first school (St James) and branch surgery (of the Fordingbridge 
clinic) are on Park Lane, which runs south from the B3078.  The main recreation ground is on land 
to the south of the village.    
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1.13. In terms of education, the first school feeds into the middle school in Cranborne and 
Queen Elizabeth Upper School in Wimborne.  A household survey undertaken in 2017 suggests 
that about a third of school-aged children are opting into the Hampshire school system.  Some of 
the closest services are provided by Hampshire – for example, there are no local household 
recycling centres, the nearest being Somerley.  The 2019 household survey also showed that 
about 2 in 5 (40%) of families with children aged between 5 to 15 used the local school, very few 
said they were actively ‘going elsewhere’, which suggests that the local school is well used. 

1.14. The 2019 household survey looked into how frequently local residents used the local 
facilities.  The local shop (Co-op) was regularly used (i.e. at least weekly or more frequently) by 4 
in 5 (81%) of households.  However it was also clear that the ‘main’ shop is anywhere but 
Alderholt.  Alderholt featured as the first choice for a main food shop location in less than 3% of 
the total responses, and was only mentioned in the ‘top three’ by about 1 in 14 households.  The 
survey also showed that the recreation ground is valued, as it is typically used at least weekly by 
about 1 in 4 households (23%).  The doctor’s surgery had the highest proportion of households 
saying that they ‘generally go elsewhere (about 1 in 6 responses (17%)), which may be due to the 
limited opening times of the branch surgery (11:30 to 1pm) or could simply be simply patient 
preference.  In terms of facilities or services that local residents consider to be needed, after 
improved bus services (which was the top priority), the next most mentioned requirement was in 
relation to shops / cafes / restaurants, followed by a doctor’s surgery. 

1.15. In comparison, Beaminster, a small town of similar size, was assessed as part of a joint 
retail study in 20185, with the following findings noted:  

 5 convenience units, comprising a Co-op, 2 bakers, a butchers and greengrocers 

 15 comparison units, dominated by independent retailers and including a chemists, a 
general furniture stores and a DIY / home improvements store 

 18 service outlets, spanning retail services (mainly health and beauty), finance and 
business (property) and more limited leisure (food and drink).   

 The last remaining bank was noted as having closed in 2012, which could impact on the 
centre’s ongoing vitality and viability 

 Only 1 vacant unit 

 Attractive, high quality environment  

 Adequate accessibility (recognising the need for more pedestrian crossings in the centre 
and improved public transport) 

  

 

 

5  https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/north-dorset/local-plan-
review/pdfs/north-dorset-local-plan-review/evidence-base/final-report-20.03.18-v2.pdf  
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Key Statistics – Transport and Traffic 

1.16. There are no main roads (trunk roads or A-class roads) in the parish.  The only B-class road 
is the B3078 that runs east to west from the New Forest passing through Fordingbridge, through 
Alderholt and onto Cranborne, and then heading south towards Wimborne Minster.  It follows a 
slightly longer and much more winding alternative to the parallel A31 to the south.  When asked 
which way people travel to Salisbury or to Ringwood, it is clear that there is a dispersed pattern of 
travel (for example, 57% of those travelling to Salisbury go via Fordingbridge, and 43% via 
Rockbourne). 

1.17. There are a number of pinch-points and bends created by the historic nature of the local 
roads, but according to  the recorded accident level is relatively low, with one serious accident 
recorded on Station Road (in 2014) and several on Harbridge Drove to the south of the village.  
The data may well under-report the actual number of accidents (the 2019 household survey 
responses suggests that there should have been at least 25 incidents reported by local residents 
and over 100 incidents that were not reported). 
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1.18. There are no railways in or close to the parish – Alderholt is almost as far from a railway as 
any other location in Dorset could be, with the closest (Salisbury, Christchurch or Bournemouth) 
all being about 30 minutes’ drive.  The 2019 household survey identified very few residents (3) 
who commute by train (primarily to London) for work. 

1.19. There are also no commercially run bus routes connecting to Alderholt.  Dorset 
Community Transport runs the only bus service (service 97) which operates just three days a week 
(Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Fridays) from around 9:30am to 2:30pm travelling between 
Ringwood, Verwood, Cranborne, Alderholt and Fordingbridge.  Funding for the 97 is only known 
on a year to year basis.  The 2019 survey showed that only 1 in about 350 workers used the bus 
service to get to and from their workplace (and this was in a household where there were already 
3 other people commuting by car).   

1.20. On this basis it is fair to say that the public transport offer is extremely poor.  
Improvements to the local bus service was the number one top priority for local residents, by far 
exceeding (by a factor of at least 2) any other option.   

1.21. Given the poor public transport, it is also no surprise that (according to the 2011 Census) 
nearly two in three households (63%) had 2 or more cars (compared to the Dorset average of 41% 
and twice the England average of 32%) and very few (less than 6%) did not have a car or van. 

 

 

 

2. The East Dorset Local Plan Review: Proposed development at Alderholt 

2.1. Section 5.4.2 of the Options Stage Local Plan Review deals specifically with Alderholt.  It 
does not include any detailed consideration of the size or nature of Alderholt or relationship with 
the surrounding area (other than referencing that it is a village on the county boundary, with the 
main area for shops around Charing Cross, only one public school (a First school) and recreation 
ground.  There is no mention of its size, employment or any other existing facilities (such as the 
community hall, pub, churches  and branch surgery).   

2.2. Draft Policy 5.28 of the Local Plan Review reads as follows:  

Housing options - Alderholt 

Land to the south and west of Alderholt is considered suitable for housing development to 
provide a minimum of 1000 dwellings. 
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Development of land in this area will include, but is not limited to, the following sites: 

− land south east of the village adjoining Hillbury Rd 

− land at north of Ringwood Road 

− land at Cromwell Cottage 

− land south of Ringwood Road 

− land adjacent to Blackwater Grove 

− land at Pug's Fields and Crossroads 

− Pug's Plantation 

− The Oaks Daggons Road 

− rear of Pittswood, Daggons Road 

Development of the site is likely to be subject to the following criteria: 

− Creation of high quality residential development, of a density and design appropriate to 
a more rural location; 

− Up to 50% affordable housing in line with Policy 4.17; 

− Contributions toward heathland mitigation in accordance with policy 4.2; 

− Development of a flood mitigation strategy as appropriate; 

− Contributions toward and physical provision of transport infrastructure in line with 
policy 3.12; 

− Contributions to, or provision of additional retail, health and community facilities; 

− Contributions to education provision; and 

− Contributions to open space in accordance with policy 4.30. 

2.3. There is little detail on the quantum of infrastructure and facilities that a development of 
this size will need.  The supporting text includes references to the following: 

 the impact on education provision has yet to be fully assessed but will be an important 
consideration 

 transport modelling work has yet to be completed 

 initial discussions with the Clinical Commissioning Group have indicated interest in 
creating a full time surgery in the village based on this level of housing growth 

 whilst the focus for future retail development in the district are around the town and 
district centres, smaller scale provision may be considered 

 in addition to SANG provision new development will need to provide open space provision 
in accordance with the standards set out in the Local Plan and based on the level of 
provision locally 

2.4. No reference is made to the need for community venues, indoor sports provision, wider 
healthcare and social services needs etc…  Furthermore, no reference is made to the need to 
mitigate the impacts of increase sewage within the River Avon catchment (which Alderholt falls 
within as sewage from Alderholt flows into the sewage treatment works in Fordingbridge).   
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3. The Local Plan Review: Background and Strategy 

Housing and Employment Needs 

3.1. The housing need identified in the Local Plan Review is based on the new (2018) 
Government methodology (with a 40% cap applied to the uplift for affordability), giving a target 
of 442 dwellings per annum across East Dorset.  This is about 15%  higher than the previously 
assessed housing need (385 dwellings per annum)6.  The review acknowledges that an update to 
the Strategic Housing Market Assessment is planned and should be published shortly. 

3.2. The last employment land review conducted7 was undertaken more than 10 years 
previously to inform the Core Strategy preparation.  Only Stage 1 of the review was completed (a 
stocktake of the existing situation, including an initial assessment of the ‘fitness for purpose’ of 
existing allocated employment sites) and therefore there was no consequential review of the 
scale and nature of likely demand.  The subsequent Dorset-wide workspace strategy8 in 2016 
does not specify requirements for East Dorset but looks instead more strategically at the eastern 
and western parts of Dorset (aligning with the housing market areas, with Eastern Dorset 
including the conurbation and adjoining districts).  The study concluded that, even allowing for 
growth and flexibility, there is a sufficient quantity of employment land of the right type, in the 
right location and suitably available to meet the needs of the market over the study period to 
2033.  Eastern Dorset: Requirement = 223ha (inc 20% Flexibility) vs Existing Supply = 276ha.  
Existing employment sites were identified at  

− Ferndown (the Ferndown and Uddens Industrial Estates)  (the ELR identified 30ha 
available at Blunts Farm and 8ha available East of Cobham Road),  

− Wimborne (the Brook Road, Riverside and Stone Lane Industrial Estates) (the ELR 
identified 2ha available at Brook Road - Flight's North Area),  

− Verwood (Ebblake Industrial Estate) (the ELR identified 1ha available),  

− West Moors (Gundrymoor Industrial Estate),  

− Sturminster Marshall (Bailie Gate) (the ELR identified 3ha available) and  

− Three Legged Cross (Woolsbridge Industrial Estate (the ELR identified 13ha available) – 
also in easy reach of St Leonards and St Ives) 

Strategic Objectives 

3.3. The Local Plan Vision is set out in the Options report is based on 7 Strategic Objectives, 
which are supposed to link to the policies and site allocations which help achieve them.  

 

 

6   2015 Strategic Housing Market Assessment https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-
policy/joint-planning-policy-work/pdfs/shma/2015/east-dorset-summary-report.pdf 

7  Christchurch and East Dorset Local Plan Review (undated but estimated as 2007) 
https://www.dorsetforyou.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/east-dorset/local-development-
framework/evidence-base-studies/christchurch-and-east-dorset-employment-land-review.aspx  

8  Bournemouth, Dorset and Poole Workspace Strategy and Study (2016) 
https://www.dorsetforyou.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/joint-planning-policy-
work/bournemouth-dorset-and-poole-workspace-strategy-and-study.aspx  
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Table 1. Strategic Objectives 

 Strategic Objective How… 

1 To manage and safeguard 
the natural environment of 
East Dorset 

− Retain and protect the Green Belt except for strategic 
release of land to provide new housing 

− Protect the Cranborne Chase and West Wiltshire Downs 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

− Avoid Impact on or close to designated sites 

− Provide new greenspace and biodiversity enhancements  

2 To maintain and improve the 
character of the towns and 
villages, and to create 
vibrant local centres 

− Develop clear hierarchy of centres with town and district 
centres in Wimborne, Ferndown, Verwood, West Moors 
and West Parley 

− Protect heritage assets 

− Create a sense of place with landscape features and open 
spaces 

3 To adapt to the challenges 
of Climate Change 

− Support more sustainable patterns of development in 
accessible locations,  

− Incorporate carbon reduction, water, and energy efficiency 
measures 

− Avoid areas at risk of flooding 

4 To enable the mixed 
economy of East Dorset to 
grow, and to develop new 
employment sectors 

− Provide a range of employment sites on key sites across 
the area to meeting the needs of the local and sub-
regional economy 

− Support agriculture and horticulture and rural farm 
diversification in appropriate locations near key rural 
settlements 

− Protect key environmental features which attract tourism, 
including the AONB and the Dorset Heaths 

5 To deliver a suitable, 
affordable and sustainable 
range of housing to provide 
for local needs 

− Provide sufficient housing to address local needs, whilst 
maintaining the character of local communities.  New 
housing growth will be allowed in more rural settlements 
to sustain local communities and services. 

6 To reduce the need for 
people to travel and to have 
more travel choices 

− Locate development in the most accessible locations, 
focused on prime transport corridors and town centres, 
either close to existing facilities, or where good transport 
links exist to such facilities. 

− Develop new green infrastructure including footpaths, 
cycleways and bridleways to allow people to enjoy 
recreation without the need to travel by car. 

7 To help our communities to 
thrive and help people 
support each other 

− The focus for commercial, retail and community facilities  
will be in the main town centres of Wimborne, Ferndown 
and Verwood, with district centres and villages playing a 
supporting role 

− New facilities and services will be developed alongside the 
new neighbourhoods 

3.4. The Local Plan Review includes the identification of the settlement hierarchy in draft 
Policy 3.2.  This lists 6 separate tiers, from main settlements through to hamlets.  It is the main 
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settlements of Wimborne Minster, Ferndown and West Parley, Verwood and Corfe Mullet that 
are intended to be the “major focus” for all types of development at the top of the spatial 
hierarchy.  District and Suburban Centres are then listed as appropriate for development 
(including employment at West Moors).  Rural Service Centres are the fourth tier and are 
intended to be “the main providers for the rural areas where plan led residential development and 
infill within the settlement boundary will be allowed of a scale that reinforces their role as 
providers of community, leisure and retail facilities to support the village and adjacent 
communities”.  Alderholt is listed within this category alongside Cranborne, Sixpenny Handley, 
Sturminster Marshall and Three Legged Cross.  More limited growth “that supports the role of the 
settlement as a provider of services to its home community” is proposed for the remaining 
villages.  

3.5. The strategy for the rural settlements is a change from the previous plan, and is explained 
in paragraph 5.4.1.2 as follows: “The rural settlements of East Dorset have historically been 
subject to very restrictive planning policies, and consequently very little development over the 
past 30 years. Whilst the overall strategy of the plan remains to focus development at the main 
towns in East Dorset, there is a growing recognition that rural villages need some new growth and 
development in order to at least sustain rural services and shops, and to provide a suitable range 
of housing to meet local needs.” 

Table 2. Settlement Hierarchy 

 Hierarchy Named settlements Strategy… 

1 Main 
settlement 

− Wimborne Minster,  

− Ferndown and West 
Parley,  

− Verwood,  

− Corfe Mullen 

To provide the major focus for community, 
cultural, leisure, retail, utility, employment 
and residential development.  

2 District Centres − West Moors To provide for smaller scale community, 
cultural, leisure, retail, employment and 
residential development 

3 Suburban 
Centres 

− Colehill,  

− St Leonards and St Ives 

To provide for some residential 
development along with community, 
leisure and retail facilities to meet day to 
day needs within the existing urban areas. 

4 Rural Service 
Centres 

− Alderholt,  

− Cranborne,  

− Sixpenny Handley,  

− Sturminster Marshall,  

− Three Legged Cross 

Main providers for the rural areas of a scale 
that reinforces their role as providers of 
community, leisure and retail facilities to 
support the village and adjacent 
communities. 

5 Villages Edmondsham, Furzehill, 
Gaunts Common, Gussage All 
Saints, Gussage St Michael, 
Hinton Martell, Holt  etc 

Development will be allowed that supports 
the role of the settlement as a provider of 
services to its home community 

6 Hamlets All other settlements Only development that is functionally 
required to be in the rural area 
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Proposals for Growth  

3.6. Draft Policy 3.4 of the Local Plan Options is based on providing 8,854 new homes over the 
20 year period from 2013 (442 dwellings per annum), with 2,396 of these provided through 
existing allocated sites, and a further 2,527 of these on newly identified sites.  The previous 
allocations were at Corfe Mullen, Wimborne/Colehill, Ferndown/West Parley and Verwood.  The 
majority (1,405) of the new site allocations are proposed to be at the rural service centres, of 
which the main provision would be at Alderholt (at least 1,000). 

3.7. Draft Policies 3.6 and 4.31 deal with the provision of employment land.  The policies 
identify the employment sites to be retained and how a further 46ha additional employment land 
will be provided.  The additional sites comprise: 

 the addition of Blunts Farm near to the Ferndown and Uddens Industrial Estates, 
Ferndown – a 30ha allocation which is intended to provide a ‘strategic higher quality site’ 
to attract ‘higher order’ uses 

 additional 13ha allocation at the Woolsbridge Industrial Estate, sited between Three 
Legged Cross and St Leonards and St Ives  

 additional 3ha allocation at Bailie Gate, Sturminster Marshall 

3.8. In paragraph 4.6.6 of the Options report, it is noted that “Rural areas only provide limited 
employment opportunities and shopping facilities.  There is a requirement for key rural centres 
such as Sturminster Marshall, Sixpenny Handley, Cranborne and Alderholt to maintain and 
possibly expand existing employment, shops and facilities to reduce the need to travel. 
Nevertheless it is unrealistic to believe that sufficient facilities can be provided in these small 
settlements to avoid trips to other centres in the area. However, the rise of the Internet now 
enables rural communities to access goods and services by different means.”   

3.9. Taking into account the proposals for growth and settlement hierarchy and constraints, 
the following table provides a useful overview for comparison purposes.  It includes data on the 
number of dwellings (based on the 2011 census records for the relevant parish), allocations (as set 
out in the 2014 and options review) and what level of growth this suggests (not accounting for 
infill development opportunities).  It also records key constraints (Green Belt and AONB) and 
employment opportunities within easy reach.  For ease of reference Wimborne and Colehill are 
treated together as a single settlement, as are Ferndown and West Parley. 

Table 3. Local Plan Growth options comparison 

Settlement Tier 2011 parish  
household  

2014 Core 
Strategy 

2017 LPR 
Options 

% growth 
comparison 

GB AO
NB 

Employ-
ment 

Ferndown / 
West Parley 

1 11,141 660 
(+100)A 

580 11.7% Y  1 major site + 
30ha growth 

Verwood 1 6,743 295 85 5.6% Y  1 major site 

Wimborne 
and Colehill 

1 14,751 1,260 0 8.5% Y  3 smaller 
sites 

Corfe Mullen 1 10,140 250 235 (-112)B 8.1% Y  n/a 

West Moors 2 4,290 0 170 4.5% Y  1 smaller site 
St Leonards 
and St Ives 

3 3,472 0  (+210)C 0 6.0% Y  1 major site 
(at TLC) 

Alderholt 4 1,366 0 1,000 73.2%   n/a 

Sturminster 
Marshall 

4 822 0 250 30.4% Y  1 smaller site 
+ 3ha growth 
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Three Legg-
ed Cross 

4  (in 
Verwood) 

0 0 0.0% Y  1 major site + 
13ha growth 

Sixpenny 
Handley 

4 378 0 120 31.7%  Y n/a 

Cranborne 4 332 0 35 10.5%  Y n/a 
A Earlier LP allocation at Green Worlds, Ringwood Road 
B reduction as school not relocating 
C on the St Leonards Hospital site ref 3/14/0871/FUL 

3.10. What this data clear shows is the disproportionate level of growth proposed for Alderholt 
compared to its position in the settlement hierarchy, the resulting massive expansion of the 
population (a 73% increase, far higher than any other settlement), and the lack of any 
consideration of employment balance. 

4. New Forest Local Plan 

4.1. The review of the New Forest Local Plan was well underway at the time the East Dorset 
Plan was out for consultation, with beginning its examination and hearings in June 2019.  The 
Inspectors have identified that Main Modifications are necessary in order for the Local Plan 2016-
2026 Part 1 to be found 'sound', and the consultation on these closes on 31 January 2020. 

4.2. Fordingbridge is a town and in the top tier of the spatial hierarchy of settlements with 
some 2,896 dwellings (2011).  It lies approximately 2km east of Alderholt and is closer than 
Verwood or the conurbation.  The new Local Plan, if approved, proposes a further 1,015 dwellings 
(which would increase the town by about a third). 

Table 4. Fordingbridge growth options 

Policy 
SS16  

Land north of Station Road, 
Ashford, west of Fordingbridge 

Residential development of at least 140 homes and 
public open space 

Policy 
SS17  

Land at Whitsbury Road, north-
west of Fordingbridge 

Residential development of at least 330 homes and open 
space (in addition to the 145 homes already permitted 
within the site boundary east of Whitsbury Road) 

Policy 
SS18  

Land at Burgate, north of 
Fordingbridge 

Residential-led mixed use development comprising at 
least 400 homes and public open space, employment 
and local shopping and service facilities (subject to 
demand) 

4.3. The New Forest Local Plan Review was accompanied by a Business Needs and Commercial 
Property Market Assessment which was published in 20179.  This concluded that there is just 
under 10 years of employment land supply in the New Forest District Council area and as such it 
would be appropriate to allow some employment land to be brought forward as mixed-use 

 

 

9  New Forest District Council and New Forest National Park Authority Business Needs and Commercial Property 
Market Assessment (2017) http://forms.newforest.gov.uk/ufsatc/form_docs/Policy/Evidence%20Base/EC%20-
%20Economy/01%20Submission%20Documents/EC01%20Business%20Needs%20and%20Commercial%20Prop
erty%20Market%20Assessment%20Chilmark%20Consulting%202017.pdf?ufsReturnURL=https%3A%2F%2Ffor
ms.newforest.gov.uk%3A443%2Fufsatc%2Fufsreturn%3Febz%3D1_1552396373670  
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schemes.  The release of the Ashford Works site in Fordingbridge for alternative uses was also 
suggested. 

4.4. There is no mention in the Local Plan review of adjoining areas and towns and the 
influence these have had on any strategy.  In the New Forest’s Duty to Cooperate statement  the 
response from East Dorset District Council acknowledges that there are a number of sites around 
Alderholt which were being actively considered which they were discussing with the NFDC 
officers “as there may be links to any development you propose at Fordingbridge”.  There is no 
specific reference to the outcomes of such discussions.  This is critical for issues such as traffic and 
also for sewage treatment (and potential adverse impacts in relation to the River Avon Special 
Area of Conservation – for which the sites in Fordingbridge are required to achieve phosphate 
neutrality in relation to wastewater discharge and drainage run-off). 

 

5. Understanding likely Housing and Employment Needs at Alderholt 

Housing Needs Statistics 

5.1. Alderholt Parish Council 
undertook a household survey in 
March / April 2017.  A total of 460 
responses were received, 
representing just over one third 
of all households in the parish.  A 
further household survey was 
undertaken in Summer 2019, 
achieving a similar level of 
response. 

5.2. The 2017 survey results 
showed that local residents are 
not wholly opposed to further housing development, with responses relatively evenly split 
between those who felt the village should have more housing, and those that disagreed.  When 
quizzed in terms of overall numbers, about half suggesting at least 30 dwellings over the next 15 
years, but only a small proportion (10%) consider that over 200 dwellings would be appropriate.  
This would suggest that a target between 31 to 50 dwellings would have local support, but above 
that could well be strongly resisted.  There was also strong support for low cost affordable 
housing to buy, particularly family homes (and semi-detach / detached).  There was also general 
support for more employment workplaces in the village to accompany any housing.   

5.3. When asked about what was important for Alderholt’s future (key issues / priorities) 
common responses in the 2017 household survey were: 

− the need to retain the village feel of Alderholt in its rural setting,  

− that development should be well designed and generally small scale (not large housing 
estates) and include enough parking for likely car ownership levels, 

− the need for workplaces in the village to help reduce the level of commuting,  
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− the affordability of homes (for those who have grown up in the village but are struggling to 
get onto the housing ladder), 

− the importance of better infrastructure, especially the road network into and out of the 
village, and public transport. 

5.4. The 2019 household survey took the opportunity to examine local needs in more depth.  
Residents were asked if someone in their home, or immediate family living away, would be likely 
to require an affordable home in the Alderholt area in the next 10 years.  From the 420 
households who responded (which was about a third of all households in the parish), there was a 
need for 77 affordable homes identified (20 to rent, 47 to buy and 10 intermediate / shared 
equity).  Only 4 of the households responding to the survey said that they were already on the 
Dorset Council affordable housing register.  On this basis, whilst it would be reasonable to assume 
that the actual demand is likely to be significantly higher (taking into account the response rate), 
it is possible that some of the need apparent form the survey includes households who could 
potentially access housing on the open market or choose to locate outside of the area, as well as 
an element of double counting. 

5.5. Dorset Council’s Housing Register (June 2019) identified just 8 households who would 
qualify for an affordable home, of which 7 were already living in the village.  The main need was to 
rented housing.   

Dorset Council Housing 
Register 

Affordable / Social Rented 
 –dwellings needed 

Intermediate / affordable home 
ownership – dwellings needed 

  1bed 2bed 3bed 4+bed 1bed 2bed 3bed 4+bed 

Currently living in Alderholt  2 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 

Living elsewhere but have 
local connection to Alderholt  

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

No local connection but 
requested Alderholt  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5.6. The latest household growth projections for East Dorset (from the 2014-based 
Government statistics) indicate a likely increase in households of 316 households per annum over 
the period 2019-2029.  Government guidance proposes a standard method for calculating 
housing need targets based on these projections, taking into account affordability levels.  The 
most recent median workplace-based affordability ratios (12.00 for 2018) would result in an 
affordability adjustment factor of 1.50, giving an annual requirement of 474 dwellings per annum 
across the ‘old’ East Dorset area.  Using a simple pro-rata basis for apportioning this need across 
the area (based on Alderholt having just over 3.5% of the total population) would suggest a figure 
of 16 – 17 dwellings per annum would be a proportionate level of growth.   

5.7. Looking wider still, at the new Dorset Council area, a similar calculation results in an 
annual requirement of 1,578 dwellings per annum.  More recent communications from Dorset 
Council suggest that they are anticipating a need for around 1,800 dwellings per annum (which 
would equate to 15 – 16 dwellings per annum for Alderholt). 

5.8. There are no obvious local factors that would suggest an upward adjustment is necessary 
above that suggested by Alderholt’s pro-rata ‘share’ of the strategic housing need.   
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− House price affordability is already factored into the calculation of the base-line figure, 
and as outlined in the introduction, house prices are if anything more affordable than in 
other settlements in the general vicinity.  Whilst there is apparent demand for more 
affordable housing than shown by the housing register, further research is needed to 
quantify this, as it is not demonstrated through the housing register. 

− There is no basis in terms of economic need for increasing housing numbers in this 
location, given the lack of existing local employment and poor public transport 
connections to job opportunities further afield. 

− There is no infrastructure basis for increasing housing numbers in this location, as most of 
the key facilities are in the larger towns and there is no indication of any significant 
infrastructure investment planned in the area. 

− Historically over the last 100 years the build rate has averaged around 11 dwellings per 
annum (with a slight dip in recent years) – so an increase to 13 – 17 dwellings per annum 
would provide a boost.  However, to suggest a much higher rate could be sustained would 
on face value seem entirely unrealistic, even taking into account the post-war ‘boom’ 
years build rates.  

5.9. As at end of March 2018 there was no shortage of land available for development, with 
planning permission for 89 dwellings at the former Alderholt Surplus Stores site on Daggons Road 
(3/11/0558 – for which affordable housing contributions have been waived in light of the abnormal 
construction costs) and 44 dwellings at Hawthorns Nursery (3/16/1446), and a further application 
for 21 dwellings on land at Alderholt Nurseries currently under consideration (3/19/0674) as well as 
continuing supply of windfall development (largely infill) within the village envelope.    Assuming a 
build rate of around 15 dwellings per annum as a reasonable target, the current housing land supply 
(145 dwellings as at April 2018) would last for the next 10 years without requiring any further release 
of greenfield sites. 

Employment Needs Statistics 

5.10. The Local Plan options paper is not suggesting any additional employment land in 
Alderholt.  There is no evidence of employment land in the wider area, according to the latest 
Dorset Workspace Study10.   

5.11. As noted in the key statistics, there are few major employers in the parish and a high 
degree of out-commuting.  A more sustainable strategy would look to redress this balance, but 
this presupposes that the area is (a) attractive and (b) suitable for employment investment.  The 
approximate ratio of local jobs:workers is around 1:4.3, compared to 1.21 across East Dorset and 
1:1.1 across Dorset as a whole.  The parish would need more than 1,000 new jobs (with no housing 
growth) to achieve a better balance between jobs and workers.  Even to stand still (i.e. with the 
same level of out-commuting), there would need to be 30 permanent jobs created locally for 
every 100 homes built. 

 

 

10  Bournemouth, Dorset and Poole Workspace Strategy and Study (2016) 
https://www.dorsetforyou.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/joint-planning-policy-
work/bournemouth-dorset-and-poole-workspace-strategy-and-study.aspx 
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5.12. The current vision set out in the Dorset Local Enterprise Partnership11 identifies major 
strategic employment sites at Bournemouth Airport, Bournemouth Town Centre, the Port of 
Poole and the Dorset Enterprise Zone (near Wool in Purbeck).  This means that investing in the 
infrastructure to unlock these and other strategic sites and ensure sustainable travel and access to 
them is likely to be prioritised compared to a site or sites in Alderholt.  

5.13. The 2019 household showed that there was little prospect of significant business growth 
from within the parish, with only 13 of the 420 households responding potentially looking to 
relocate to or start up a business in the parish, the majority of which would either be sole traders 
or small business or 1 – 5 employees. 

5.14. It is clear from the data that in order to ensure Alderholt becomes a more sustainable, self-
contained settlement, the focus should be on employment rather than housing growth.  
However, there is little evidence of intended investment or employer interest in locating to the 
area, and therefore the viability of such development is questionable.   

 

6. Suggested housing locations 

6.1. As described in section 2, the Local Plan proposes housing development on land to the 
south and west of Alderholt to provide a minimum of 1000 dwellings, including, but not limited 
to, the following sites: 

− [A] rear of Pittswood, Daggons Road and at The Oaks Daggons Road 

− [B] land at Pug's Fields and Crossroads and Pug's Plantation 

− [C] land adjacent to Blackwater Grove (NB an additional site C2 has been submitted) 

− [D] land south of Ringwood Road 

− [E] land at Cromwell Cottage 

− [F] land at north of Ringwood Road (NB an additional site F2 has been submitted) 

− [G] land south east of the village adjoining Hillbury Rd 

6.2. Alternative options to the north and east side of the settlement (north-west of Station 
Road, adjoining Alderholt Chapel and to either side of the allotments east of Hillbury Road) have 
also been put forward for consideration by landowners.  

6.3. The main environmental constraints impacting on land to the south and west of Alderholt 
is in relation to the nearby Dorset Heaths (part of the Natura 2000 network of sites protected 
through the Habitats Regulations).  Although not directly impacted by development, it is 
generally accepted that, due to increased disturbance of breeding birds, trampling of vegetation, 
an increased risk of fire, predation of ground nesting birds and pollution, any development within 
400m of these sites is likely to cause significant adverse impacts that cannot be readily avoided or 
mitigated.  Between 400m to 5km, avoidance or mitigation measures should be possible to allow 
development to be approved.   

 

 

11  A Strategic Economic Vision for Dorset, February 2016 
https://dorsetlep.s3.amazonaws.com/Documents/DLEP%20Vision%202016%20LOWRES.pdf  
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6.4. The sites to the west (A to D) are close to the 400m buffer zone, and given that there are 
public rights of way connecting from Blackwater Grove to Cranborne Common, it is difficult to 
envisage that the standard mitigation (of providing suitable alternative natural greenspaces) 
would reduce the number of residents walking their dogs on the common, particular for site C and 
the northern and westernmost parts of site D.  Site A (north of Daggons Road) is also a site of 
local nature conservation interest. 

6.5. Site F was granted outline planning consent for up to 45 dwellings at appeal in November 
2017 (ref 3/16/1446/OUT).  A further outline application for 25 dwellings is now under 
consideration for the adjoining Alderholt Nursery site (3/19/0674/OUT).  The Inspector for the first 
application considered that, in the absence of a suitable accessible natural greenspace having 
been identified for delivery, a cap was appropriate on the number of dwellings in order to avoid 
significantly undermining the Dorset Heathlands Planning Framework SPD (particularly as it 
would become harder to resist similar proposals that could have a cumulative harmful effect on 
the Dorset Heaths). 

6.6. The remaining areas have no other particular environmental constraints, other than the 
need to identify a suitable drainage strategy (given the very level nature of the site and clay-based 
soils that can give rise to surface water flooding), and the fact that the whole area drains into the 
River Avon Catchment, which is adversely impacts by phosphorus levels arising in part from 
sewage water disposal.  A strategy has been agreed by the Wiltshire and Hampshire local 
planning authorities in consultation with Wessex Water and Natural England in respect of how 
nutrient levels will be managed and what mitigation measures are needed to achieve phosphate 
neutral development, such as wetland creation and less intensive grazing within the catchment 
area.  East Dorset has not been party to these discussions and the level of proposed development 
at Alderholt and potential mitigation requirements has not therefore been fully considered.   

Heathland 400m zone 

Existing Settlement 
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6.7. There is more uncertainty in respect of infrastructure capacity.  A key local concern is in 
respect of increased traffic on the local road network.  The Initial Transport Study undertaken by 
Dorset County Council in March 2019 reviewed existing traffic data.  This estimates that an 
additional 1000 dwellings would result in an extra 597 trips through Alderholt in the AM peak and 
621 additional trips in the PM peak.  The development of 840 dwellings in Fordingbridge is 
estimated to result in an additional 49 trips through Alderholt in the AM peak and 50 additional 
trips in the PM peak.  The report concludes that it is not possible to know without further 
modelling if the current road network could physically cope with such an increase.  Other traffic 
studies have suggested possible improvements would be required, both locally (at the Hillbury 
Road/ B3078 junction) and on the wider highway network outside of the parish. 

 

7. The consequences of additional growth  

7.1. It is clear from the comparison in Table 3 that the amount of growth proposed in Alderholt 
through the East Dorset Local Plan Review would be significantly out of kilter with its settlement 
status.  It would appear that Alderholt has been targeted for substantial housing growth simply 
because it is not constrained by Green Belt or AONB designations (unlike many of the larger 
settlements in East Dorset) and lies just beyond the critical 400m heathland buffer zone.  Yet on 
this basis the plan would fail to meet the its stated strategic objectives (as illustrated in Table 5).   

Table 5. Proposals for Alderholt in relation to the Plan’s Strategic Objectives  

 Strategic Objective How this applies to the proposals at Alderholt 

1 To manage and safeguard 
the natural environment of 
East Dorset 

Insufficient consideration has been given to the potential 
indirect impacts on the Dorset Heaths and River Avon, which are 
designated European sites that are known to be adversely 
impacted by residential development.  It has not been 
demonstrated that mitigation would be possible or effective for 
the quantity of development sought. 

2 To maintain and improve 
the character of the towns 
and villages, and to create 
vibrant local centres 

The level of development proposed is clearly out of kilter with 
the proposed settlement hierarchy or its historic levels of 
development.  The level and mix of development proposed 
would be unlikely to create a sense of place, and no 
consideration has been given as to whether it would be possible 
to create a vibrant local centre, particularly given the dispersed 
nature of the existing facilities (albeit that they tend to be 
spread along the B3078) and the disconnect between that area 
and the proposed focus for development.   

3 To adapt to the challenges 
of Climate Change 

The settlement has very poor transport connections and is not 
an accessible location.  The level and mix of development 
proposed would not result in a more sustainable patterns of 
development, and if anything the focus should be on permanent 
job creation.  
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 Strategic Objective How this applies to the proposals at Alderholt 

4 To enable the mixed 
economy of East Dorset to 
grow, and to develop new 
employment sectors 

There is no employment proposed as part of the plans for 
Alderholt, and no employment in the local area.  The area 
already has an extremely low workplace : workforce ratio with 
comparatively high levels of car-based commuting, which would 
worsen with the addition of further housing.  

The development would result in the loss of productive 
agricultural land (with land to the south and west of the 
settlement estimated to be Grade 3 based on the SW regional 
maps),  and also potentially require further farmland taken out 
of agricultural use to provide mitigation in relation to the 
European wildlife sites. 

5 To deliver a suitable, 
affordable and sustainable 
range of housing to provide 
for local needs 

The level of development proposed is significantly in excess of 
local needs.  Furthermore, the level of development proposed is 
questionable given past delivery rates (even considering the 
peak building rates that would have been achieved in the latter 
part of the c20th) and particularly given the lack of progress on 
the main brownfield site despite the requirement for any 
affordable housing having been waived. 

6 To reduce the need for 
people to travel and to have 
more travel choices 

The development is not in a accessible location.  It is not focused 
on a prime transport corridor or near to a town centre.  There 
are very limited facilities in the settlement which are poorly 
related to the proposed direction of growth.  Alderholt is very 
poorly related to the rail network.  There is only one bus service 
that is not sustainable commercially, and does not allow ready 
access to local employment opportunities or key facilities (such 
as local hospitals, further education etc).   

7 To help our communities to 
thrive and help people 
support each other 

There is little evidence to suggest that a proper assessment of 
the facilities and services needed has been undertaken to inform 
the proposals. 

7.2. The 2018 Sustainability Appraisal12 appears to underplay the adverse impacts and overplay 
the positive impacts of a number of the issues regarding development around Alderholt.  For 
example, it rates biodiversity as having uncertain but only minor negative impacts, despite the 
close proximity to Dorset Heaths and nutrient issues related to the River Avon.  It rates an 
uncertain but positive scores in relation to climate change and sustainable transport, on the basis 
that the area “is located in proximity to bus stops. Therefore, the residential population resulting 
from development of this area may be encouraged to use sustainable transport”.  This is clearly 
an unrealistic assessment of the likely modal split and journey lengths.  Similarly it rates services 
and facilities as uncertain but positive on the basis that the development could increase access to 
services, when there is no evidence to suggest that this can be delivered.  It also (rather bizarrely) 

 

 

12  East Dorset Local Plan Review Sustainability Appraisal Report and Appendices 
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/christchurch/local-development-
framework/christchurch-and-east-dorset-local-plan-review.aspx 
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rates economy / employment as uncertain but positive on the basis that the contributions 
towards transport infrastructure and additional retail, health and community facilities could 
increase access to a variety of employment opportunities.    

 

8. Alternative Strategies 

8.1. In accordance with the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 
2004 (SEA Regulations), reasonable alternatives must be assessed and reasons given for selecting 
any preferred policy choice and rejecting the alternatives, taking into account the objectives and 
geographical scope of the plan or programme. 

8.2. Chapter 2 of the 2018 Sustainability Appraisal deals with reasons for selecting the 
alternatives dealt with in the Local Plan Review.  However the explanation is confused and lacks 
transparency.  Para 2.19 refers to a number of site options suggested by consultees, which were 
subject to a sustainability assessment in 2017, the final results being published in Appendix 3 of 
the SEA.  It then refers to (but does not explain more about) a further sieving exercise that 
informed the draft policies.  As far as it is possible to tell, there is no explanation regarding the 
reasonable alternatives considered against Policies 3.4 and 5.28 (in relation to an alternative 
distribution of growth) and why these were alternatives have been rejected. 

8.3. Given that the proposed development clearly does not meet the strategic objectives of the 
plan, the rejection of other alternatives that similar do not fully meet these strategic objectives 
would be unreasonable.  If limited to the East Dorset area, one obvious alternative would be the 
release of additional Green Belt land around the larger and more sustainable settlements (the 
strategy had already deemed the release of Green Belt land as necessary).  Furthermore, with the 
decision to subsume the work into the creation of a Dorset Local Plan, there will also be further 
opportunities in the wider area that need to be considered, which could (for example) include a 
new town. 

Release of Green Belt land 

8.4. The Green Belt covers over 47% (16,840ha) of East Dorset District and is concentrated to 
the south of the District where it abuts the conurbation.  It was first designated in 1980, as part of 
the adoption of the South East Dorset Structure Plan (1980). With the detailed boundaries 
subsequently defined through the Local Plan. 

8.5. The extent of the Green Belt was last considered in the Christchurch and East Dorset Local 
Plan Part 1 – Core Strategy (adopted April 2014) which included a number of revisions to the 
Green Belt at that time, amounting to some 103.9ha.  At that time the Council recognised that 
“Evidence from the Councils' SHLAA Reports (ED32,33) indicate limited potential within the 
existing urban areas to accommodate the level of residential development required to meet the 
needs within the Plan area identified within the SHMA (ED27). The only way the Councils consider 
that sufficient land can be made available to meet the residential and employment needs within 
the Plan area is for limited changes to be made to the Green Belt boundary. Large parts of East 
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Dorset District are not within the Green Belt, but are remote from major settlements, services 
and facilities and would not provide a sustainable form of development.”13 

8.6. The changes at that time included amendments at: 

 FERNDOWN and WEST PARLEY to accommodate over 600 new homes, land for 
employment development plus additions to the village centre of West Parley which could 
include a convenience foodstore 

 VERWOOD where the release of two sites to accommodate about 300 new homes to the 
north of the settlement is proposed 

 WIMBORNE to accommodate over 1,200 new homes on four separate sites 

 CORFE MULLEN to accommodate about 250 new homes at the northern end of the main 
built area (the total capacity has since been reduced as the school is no longer relocating) 

In addition land was also released for employment at Three Legged Cross and Sturminster 
Marshall.  There were no proposals for major housing sites at West Moors or St Leonards and St 
Ives, nor at the lower tier settlements (as development in these locations was not considered to 
be sustainable). 

8.7. In April 2017 Christchurch and East Dorset Councils commissioned consultants LUC (Land 
Use Consultants) to undertake a Green Belt study14 to inform the Local Plan Review. The purpose 
of the study was to  

 provide an independent, robust and transparent assessment of how land in the 
Christchurch and East Dorset Green Belt performs against the purposes of Green  

 to examine whether any land on the edge and adjoining the Green Belt boundaries should 
be added to the Green Belt 

 to consider whether any 'washed over' villages within the Green Belt should instead be 
taken out of the Green Belt; and 

 to review whether any inset settlements should be designated as Green Belt. 

This initial study did not specifically consider release Green Belt land for development, but simply 
focused on how each area met statutory Green Belt purposes. 

8.8. The review concludes that “Very few locations make less than a relatively strong 
contribution to one or more Green Belt purpose.”  With further analysis it becomes apparent that 
about 38% of the land within the Green Belt in East Dorset actually only scored as being 
important in one of the national criteria for including land within the Green Belt.  The most 
commonly cited reason was safeguarding the countryside from encroachment – with this 
assessment reflecting the strong countryside character (and few urbanising features) of much of 
the land.   

 

 

13  MATTER 2: GREEN BELT (KS2) Statement by Christchurch and East Dorset Councils August 2013 
https://www.dorsetforyou.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/christchurch/local-development-
framework/local-plan-part-1/pre-submission/eip/pdfs/el/matter-2/the-councils-statement-matter-2.pdf  

14  Green Belt Review Sept 2017 https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/east-
dorset/local-development-framework/evidence-base-studies/christchurch-and-east-dorset-green-belt-
assessment.aspx 

27

https://www.dorsetforyou.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/christchurch/local-development-framework/local-plan-part-1/pre-submission/eip/pdfs/el/matter-2/the-councils-statement-matter-2.pdf
https://www.dorsetforyou.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/christchurch/local-development-framework/local-plan-part-1/pre-submission/eip/pdfs/el/matter-2/the-councils-statement-matter-2.pdf
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/east-dorset/local-development-framework/evidence-base-studies/christchurch-and-east-dorset-green-belt-assessment.aspx
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/east-dorset/local-development-framework/evidence-base-studies/christchurch-and-east-dorset-green-belt-assessment.aspx
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/east-dorset/local-development-framework/evidence-base-studies/christchurch-and-east-dorset-green-belt-assessment.aspx


 

23 | P a g e  

8.9. All of the main settlements within East Dorset are within the South East Dorset Green Belt 
– therefore any expansion of these will require the release of Green Belt land.  The Local Plan 
options includes proposals for the further release of Green Belt land at:  

 FERNDOWN and WEST PARLEY area of search to the south for at least 580 new homes 

 VERWOOD modest area of search to the south for at least 85 new homes 

 CORFE MULLEN area of search to the north for at least 235 new homes 

 WEST MOORS area of search to the east for at least 170 new homes 

 STURMINSTER MARSHALL (rural service centre) area of search to the west and south-
east for at least 250 new homes 

8.10. Additional land was put forward through the SHLAA process (2017) in locations such as 
around Colehill, west of Corfe Mullen, south-west of Three Legged Cross and east of Verwood, 
but such sites appear to have been excluded on the basis of their Green Belt status (or not 
deemed necessary to allocate). 

New Town Locations in the wider Dorset area 

8.11. Whilst it is accepted that the development of a new settlement is likely to take some years 
to gain momentum, and also that much of the county is constrained (particularly due to the 
coverage or the two AONBs and the Green Belt), there are identifiable locations that are outside 
of the AONB and Green Belt, not overly constrained by environmental designations, well-related 
to the A-road network and potentially distinct from other built-up areas that could be considered.  
The following map shows eight potential areas that may fit this criteria. 
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9. Key conclusions 

9.1. Alderholt is a comparatively large village, that is mainly a product of a major housing 
boom in the late c20th following the closure of the railway and installation of mains drainage.  
The significant increase in houses during this period has resulted in a dormitory settlement that is 
poorly served by roads or rail, and has no major employment or community facilities.  It has far 
fewer facilities than Beaminster, a similar-sized town in West Dorset that has benefited from a 
much longer history.   

9.2. The proposal put forward through the East Dorset Local Plan Review, which was to 
development at least 1,000 further dwellings in this location, is in complete contrast to the plan’s 
stated strategic objectives.  Alderholt appears to have been targeted on the basis that it has no 
Green Belt or AONB status (both designations run up to but do not cross the parish boundary).  
The level of housing proposed is completely disproportionate to (a) the settlement size, (b) its 
position in the settlement hierarchy (c) the housing needs of the local area which Alderholt 
serves.  It is not balanced by any employment provision (which is particularly important given the 
unsustainable balance between local jobs and resident of employment age in the parish).  The 
scale of growth proposed through the East Dorset Local Plan Review would bring Alderholt’s 
population in line with many of the smaller towns across Dorset, but without the facilities those 
towns benefit from. Furthermore, there are obvious difficulties in creating a vibrant local centre 
for Alderholt, given that the existing facilities are scattered and the potential areas of growth do 
not readily coincide with a natural ‘High Street’, or attracting any significant level of employment. 

9.3. There are other issues of concern relating to how the East Dorset Local Plan Review  was 
prepared, and how the proposals have been assessed.  There has been no meaningful discussion 
and cooperation with the adjoining local planning authority and service providers that is 
necessary to understand the cross-boundary consequences and infrastructure needs.   

9.4. The sustainability appraisal that accompanied the first stage of the review fails to clearly 
identify and appropriately examine all reasonable alternative options.  Furthermore, the area 
around Alderholt is particular sensitive in terms of indirect impacts on European sites, but this 
does not appear to have been fully recognised in the plans.  The provision of a SANG needs to be 
identified and further consideration given as to whether the recreation and other impacts of 
development closest to the Dorset Heaths would be offset.  Mitigation measures in respect of the 
River Avon SAC also do not appear to have been discussed to assess whether these are 
deliverable. 

9.5. A more proportionate level of growth for Alderholt (taking into account the wider strategic 
need for Dorset), would be closer to 15 dwellings per annum (i.e. in the region of 225 dwellings 
over a 15 year period), accompanied by investment to support employment growth and improved 
sustainable transport links.  There are already extant planning permissions that can deliver the 
majority of this housing growth, although they will only bring about limited affordable housing 
provision and no employment.   

9.6. The decision by Dorset Council to stop work on the East Dorset Local Plan Review, in order 
to progress the production of a Dorset Local Plan by 2023, is to be welcomed.  This will provide an 
opportunity for the future development of Alderholt to be more carefully examined, and 
hopefully for the evidence compiled as part of this report to be taken into account.   
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Alderholt Parish Council Response to Dorset Council Local Plan Volume 2 Section 18 

1. What level of growth should take place at Alderholt?  
 

• Alderholt is defined in 2.3.14 an fig 2.4 as being a Tier 3 village which therefore has a 
development boundary, and is considered appropriate for small scale infilling to meet 
local needs.  Para 2.6.6 says that an option of significant growth at Alderholt has 
been considered but this would lead to a significant improvement in the self-
containment of the village to enable it to be considered sustainable development.  
“Significant Growth” would make Alderholt roughly the size of Fordingbridge 3 miles 
away or Shaftesbury.  These towns have the necessary infrastructure to support the 
scale of development, Alderholt has none, and such development at Alderholt would 
not meet the interpretation of policy Dev6. 

 

• Currently there is planning permission passed for 192 new houses in the village and it 
is our view that this number would satisfy local demand during the period of this plan 
with only a small number of additional homes added over the period of the plan. This 
is borne out by the 2017 village survey which shows that 90% of the respondents 
wanted less than 200 new dwellings. So, Local demand can be achieved by building 
the 192 houses already approved with further infill contained within the existing 
village envelope, and represents an 18% increase on the current level of housing in 
the parish  

• 18.2.4 Alderholt Option 1 suggests another 300 houses for Alderholt. With the 192 
planning permissions already granted and some infill this would create over 500 new 
houses.  This would create over 650 new commuters (40% increase) with nearly 400 
of them travelling over 20Km to work.  

• The suggestion that Alderholt could be increased in size by 40% (Option 1) with very 
little in the way of additional infrastructure seems to go against the very heart of the 
principles underlying the document such as from Fig 3.1  “We will take actions to 
minimise the impact of climate change including minimising flood risk and to reduce 
the impact on the climate by locating and designing developments to reduce 
distances travelled and minimise energy use”.  

• We note that Lytchett Matravers which is of a similar though slightly larger size than 
Alderholt is suggested to receive only 200 houses, and indeed the major town in 
Dorset, Weymouth has a suggested increase in housing of only 550. 

• One asks if the 300 additional dwellings in Option 1 at 2.28 people per dwelling as per 
the 2011 Census giving an increase of 684 people which equates to a 23% increase in 
population is of itself sustainable?   

• Any further growth in Alderholt is in complete contravention to the Strategic 
Priorities as laid out in Vol 1 Strategy and Topics, Pages 27 and 28 and the statements 
that say “How the Local Plan will meet this Priority”. Building in Alderholt will not 
help towards any of these priorities.  Alderholt has no public transport and no larger 
towns where employment and services are located are within a 15 minutes’ drive. 

• Advice currently stated by Hampshire County Council and New Forest District 
Council is most clear in the 2020-2026 NFDC Future Plan that facilities are at 
capacity. 
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2. If Alderholt was to be identified for significant expansion, what improvements would 
be needed to improve the self-containment of the settlement?  
 

• 18.3.4 a new link road to replace Ringwood Road is suggested, but Major Roads 
improvement would be required to link to the A338 at Harbridge, the A31 at 
Ringwood and on the B3078 towards Cranborne and down to Verwood. The first two 
of these would require work in unlikely collaboration with Hampshire Roads 
Authority. The nearby town of Fordingbridge has development plans for 1700 new 
homes in Hampshire and they are against large development in Alderholt as it would 
severely overcrowd the town adversely. Please refer to the responses from 
Fordingbridge Town Council and The New Forest District Council both of whom are 
against any major development in Alderholt.  

 

• Further detail regarding Highways:- 
Highways: Route 1. B3078. Route 2. Verwood. Route 3. Harbridge/Ringwood. Route 4. 
Sandleheath. Correspondence from Dorset Council Highways Section: Noted that 
funding will be limited, hence that no provision for major Road links is currently under 
consideration with any provisional finance for the future. Information issued (Ref: Dorset 
Highways Transport Policy Manager). Hampshire Council likewise have no plans for any 
future improvement scheme to the B3078.  
Route 1. B3078: This road is of a rural nature, narrow with many places reduced to single 
width only. Two difficult 90 degree bends exist within Alderholt, along with dangerous 
narrows towards Fordingbridge. Throughout the route to Fordingbridge narrow 
conditions exist, with numerous extreme restrictions throughout the historic Town’s 
listed buildings. The B3078 route to Cranborne likewise has many narrow road widths, 
acute bends, single vehicle passage type streets with much negotiating around 
numerous parked vehicles at any time of the day or night.  
Route 2. Alderholt/Verwood route which commences direction at Cripplestyle is a rural 
type road with two 90 degree bends, plus many narrow single width areas. (Traffic Data 
not available from Dorset Council for this route).  
Route 3. Village route via Harbridge towards Ringwood is extremely rural enduring many 
traffic side lane junctions with poor visibility and narrow single track sections. (No Traffic 
data available from HCC).  
Route 4. This route north towards Sandleheath has restrictive bridges (Old railway 
Bridge and Mill Bridge). Railway Bridge height restriction and the Mill Bridge width and 
weight, the route throughout has many narrows, blind bends of rural nature making it 
unsuitable for increase traffic.  
 
B3078 Traffic Flow Data: (Fordingbridge Road, Alderholt) Issued by Dorset Council for 
2020/21.  Note: Current Dorset Council advice that these flow levels are down by 28% 
due to Covid-19 effect.  
Daily 2020 Vehicle flow volumes.              Average 4047 (28% Adjusted 5180)  
Annual 2020 Vehicle flows volumes.        Average 1,477,155 (28% adjusted 1,890,700) 

 

• New schools at all tiers would be required in Alderholt.  At present pupils from 
Alderholt are bused to Burgate, Wimborne and Cranborne. The Burgate schools in 
Hampshire are likely to be oversubscribed as the development in Fordingbridge takes 
place precluding Alderholt pupils from attending or necessitating further expansion. 

 

• Local Health provision would be required. At present most villagers are registered 
with either Fordingbridge or Cranborne Surgery. Both have difficulty in getting 
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Doctors and Fordingbridge, in particular, is concerned whether they can meet the 
planned growth in Fordingbridge without adding extra pressure with development in 
Alderholt.  

 

• At present we have a locally funded occasional bus service (3 days per week) which 
runs outside normal travel to work hours. To be sustainable we would require an 18 
hour per day regular bus service to Fordingbridge and Ringwood seven days per 
week.  

 

• Service Provision. This would require upgrading our water supply and drainage. 
Added to this would be a requirement for better gas & electricity supply.  

 

• Alderholt currently enjoys poor broadband connection AND poor mobile phone 
receivership. More housing just makes more usage and even poorer reception until 
major work is carried out. 

 

• Most residents of working age need to travel long distances to their employment 
which is often not only outside the village but, usually, outside the county. We should 
not be developing housing to suit employers in neighbouring Counties.  
 

• We currently have only two retail outlets in the village – a Co-op and a2nd hand 
children’s wear shop. There is also Wolvercroft Nurseries which not only serves the 
village but attracts customers from fairly long distances. Development in Alderholt 
would require significant new retail premises selling a wide range of merchandise. 

 
 
3.  Are there any factors that may inhibit the deliverability of significant expansion of 
Alderholt?    
 

• Obtaining any help from Hampshire County Council or New Forest District Council 
would be highly unlikely due to their commitment to their own plans to enlarge 
Fordingbridge. This is included in their County Plan and would be unable to 
cooperate with Dorset until that plan has run its course!  

 

• There are more sustainable areas totally within Dorset that would be less expensive, 
kinder to the environment and closer to established infrastructure (road and rail) and 
employment – e.g. Dorchester and Crossways.  

 

• We would only get a doctor’s surgery when the population exceeds 20,000. Large 
scale expansion would add intolerable pressure on both the Fordingbridge and 
Cranborne surgeries to such an extent that it could well cost lives!  

 

• The land north of Station Road houses several protected species and should not be 
made available for development.  

 

• Both options 1 & 2 contravene Dorset’s own climate control and toxic emissions 
regulations.   

Section 1.3 states the need to lower greenhouse gases (GHGs) which cause global 
warming, and that the transport sector produces 28% of net GHGs emissions. The local 
plan will help reduce the need to travel through its role in managing the location of 
development and encourage the use of public transport.    
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Section 2 Development Strategy, the Strategic Priority Climate and Ecological Priorities 
says that you will minimise the impact of climate change by designing and locating 
developments to reduce distances travelled and focus travel on active travel and public 
transport options. 
1.3.14 says that the former East Dorset had the highest number of commuters in the 
country (79.5%).  The 2011 Census shows Alderholt with 1.3 workers per household of 
which 80.4% commute, 60% of them travelling over 20Km to work.  

 

• The level of funding required to supply the infrastructure for option 2 renders this 
development unaffordable and unsustainable.   The impact it would have on 
Fordingbridge is not just “likely” but indisputable. 

 

• As Alderholt lies within the catchment of the River Avon Special Area of Conservation 
(Salisbury to Christchurch) any development would have an adverse impact due to 
the potential eutrophication of the river by increased phosphate levels as a result of 
development.  The Sustainability Appraisal for Alderholt (pages 145 and 146 cite this 
issue recommending that any new development must be phosphate and nitrogen 
neutral.  We understand Wessex Water are very concerned about the Fordingbridge 
developments currently underway which will create maximum capacity on the 
sewage plant system, without even considering any increased harmful impact further 
development in Alderholt would have. 

 

• Requirement for extensive areas of SANG to mitigate against adverse impacts on the 
Dorset and New Forest protected heathlands. 
 

• If mineral extraction at Purple Haze is approved, there will be increased HGV pressure 
on this inadequate local road system. 
 

• The area identified as ALD1 includes the Bonfire Hill SNCI and is adjacent to land that 
in a recent survey for PA 3/21/0046 has shown foraging and commuting corridors for 
8 species of bat and supports an exceptional reptile population. 

 
CONCLUSIONS  
We believe that the vision of self-containment for Alderholt is unrealistic.  Neither of the 2 
options in the consultation document is sustainable, deliverable or required and we should 
request that an option “3” be considered where future development during the period of the 
plan is limited to those houses already planned with any further approved infill within the 
existing village envelope. 
 
We support the policies for small (1 to 10 dwellings) rural exception sites for “affordable 
housing”  
 
We attach the report produced by Jo Witherden (Alderholt and the East Dorset Local Plan 
Review – February 2020) which contains background information supporting this rejection of 
both options 1 and 2. 
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Alderholt Neighbourhood Plan  
CONSULTATION STATEMENT 

Prepared by: Dorset Planning Consultant Ltd, on behalf of Alderholt Parish Council 

This Consultation Statement summarises all the statutory and non-statutory consultation that has 
been undertaken with the community and other relevant statutory bodies and stakeholders in 
developing the Alderholt Neighbourhood Plan (NP).  It describes how concerns have been 
addressed and what changes have been made to the final Plan as a result of the pre-submission 
consultation.  

The purpose of this document is to demonstrate that the Neighbourhood Plan has been developed 
on the basis of wide and thorough community engagement.  More specifically, the neighbourhood 
planning regulations require a consultation statement to be produced which— 

(a) contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 
neighbourhood development plan or neighbourhood development plan as proposed to be 
modified; 

(b) explains how they were consulted; 

(c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and 

(d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, addressed 
in the proposed neighbourhood development plan or neighbourhood development plan as 
proposed to be modified. 
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Stage 1. Vision and Objectives 

What was done: 

1.1 The Parish Council set up a committee to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan for Alderholt, which 
met for the first time in the summer of 2020.  Prior to this, the Parish Council had set up a Local 
Plan Liaison Committee, as the possible large-scale expansion of the village suggested as an option 
in the Local Plan Review in 2018, and as part of that work had undertaken two fairly extensive 
household surveys (in 2017 and 2019). 

1.2 The first consultation event that took place after work commenced on the Neighbourhood 
Plan, was in the form of a focus day, held on Saturday 5 February 2022.  This was a facilitated 
event, with various representative groups hosting stalls on specific topics (housing, trailway, 
transport, leisure, education, environment, young people and employment), asking for feedback 
by way of post-it notes with maps, and using photographs etc used to show how Alderholt had 
changed over time and encourage discussion on what had worked and what hadn’t.  Comments 
on post-it notes were then tabulated into a spreadsheet.  The results from this and the previous 
household surveys fed into the first draft of a Vision and Objectives for the Neighbourhood Plan.   

1.3 Progress on the 
Neighbourhood Plan was then 
presented to the Parish meeting 
on 1 April 2023, which ran 
between 10.30am - 1pm.  The 
displays included the draft ‘vision’, 
information on the housing 
numbers and potential sites (as 
identified from the Strategic 
Housing Land Availability 
Assessment).  This was publicised 
via posters displayed around the 
parish, communicated by social 
media via various channels, and 
included in the March and April 
editions of the parish magazine.  In 
addition, banners were used to 
raise awareness of the meeting. 

Copy of page advert in the Parish 
Magazine 

Who responded: 

1.4 Whilst an exact tally of people 
attending the February 2022 focus 
group session was not kept, the 
Committee estimated that 
between 300 and 400 people 
attended.  There were 47 
attendees at the Annual Parish 
meeting in 2023. 
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Main findings: 

1.5 Whilst the findings from the Focus Day consultation were not documented at that time, an 
analysis of the responses was undertaken by Dorset Planning Consultants Ltd, together with data 
from the earlier surveys – see File Note in Appendix 1.  In particular, the response collated from 
the consultation indicated that the main concerns of local residents related to housing, transport 
and local facilities, as summarised below: 

Housing 
Main concerns noted were regarding the potential scale of growth, and the impact on the 
village and its facilities.  If additional houses are built this should include social housing that is 
genuinely affordable to local people.  The existing consents should be progressed first – 
particularly the Surplus Stores site as this is brownfield land. 

Transport 
Main concerns were the lack of any viable alternatives to the car, and that the highway 
network is inadequate for major traffic increases and there are problems with speeding traffic.  
There could be better traffic management (speed and HGV restrictions), and better public 
transport is needed.  The trailway could provide a safe cycling route (but recognising that this is 
unlikely to operate as an effective alternative to the car) 

Leisure and Facilities 
The village would benefit from additional facilities – such as a gym or skate park, a youth club 
and a better network of footways for getting around the village.  Concerns regarding capacity in 
the local schools, access to healthcare and the reliability of the internet / broadband 
connections 

1.6 These findings were used to inform the first draft of the vision and objectives.  Feedback at 
the Annual Parish meeting, however was limited due to the consultation on the Alderholt 
Meadows outline planning application (P/OUT/2023/01166) – with those who attended generally 
speaking against the planning application.  As a result, it was considered appropriate to re-consult 
on the vision and objectives at the next opportunity. 
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Stage 2. Site Options – Landowner Consultation 

What was done: 

2.1 In May 2023 landowners were contacted to check that the information about the availability 
of their site/s, as recorded by Dorset Council in the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, 
was correct.  This was done via email / letter with landowners either known or records checked via 
HM Land Registry. 

2.2 The landowners were advised that initial research (in terms of housing numbers) indicated 
that it was likely the Neighbourhood Plan would look to make provision for about 50 dwellings in 
total over the next 12 years.  As such, the Parish Council were interested in identifying one or 
more sites to deliver this quantum of development, and which would deliver at least 35% as 
affordable housing as part of the housing mix (although sites that would provide a higher 
proportion of affordable housing are likely to be more favourably considered).  The first draft of 
the Neighbourhood Plan vision and objectives was also attached for information. 

2.3 The landowners were asked to confirm their contact details, and whether: 

- the site area as mapped for the SHLAA was correct (if not please could they supply an 
accurate map) 

- they would wish their site to be considered for one of more of the following: 
o Open market housing 
o A mix of open market and 35% affordable housing 
o A higher level of affordable housing (please specify) 
o Employment / workspaces 
o Mix of development (all of the above) 
o Anything else (please specify) 

- they wished to make any comments in terms of how their site could help meet the draft 
objectives. 

Who responded: 

2.4 Responses were received in relation to all sites, although this did require some follow-up 
contact to achieve, and not all responded to all of the questions.   

Main findings: 

2.5 Three parties indicated that they did not wish their sites to be considered – these were the 
Parish Council (in relation to the Recreation Ground) and two private owners of the plots known 
as Pittswood on Daggons Road and Cromwell Cottage on Ringwood Road.  Whilst no direct contact 
was received from the owner of the site known as The Oaks on Daggons Road, the agent, 
Chapman Lily Planning, confirmed that they had contacted the owner and had had no 
response/instructions from them with regard to the site. 
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Stage 3. Options Consultation 

What was done: 

The options consultation was held in July 2023.  This 
was done to get feedback on the potential site 
options that had been identified and assessed, as well 
as checking the vision and objectives, and whether 
the NP committee had identified those facilities and 
features (such as important views and local green 
spaces)  that were valued by the community. 

A two-page spread about the consultation and 
progress on the Neighbourhood Plan was included in 
the June 2023 issue of the parish magazine, and made 
available on the Parish Council website.  A further 
single page advert was also placed in the July 2023 
issue of the parish magazine to flag up the 
consultation events on 8th and 17th July. Posters were 
distributed around the village, and the consultation 
promoted on Alderholt’s Facebook page from the end 
of June.  A Prize Draw was also offered to encourage a 
good response level, given the potential for 
consultation fatigue. 

Two drop-in events were held in the village, the first on the morning of Saturday 8 July from 10 – 
12:30pm, the second on the Monday evening of 17 July between 7 to 9pm.  These were manned 
by volunteers from the NP committee, and used display boards.  Printed copies of the survey 
forms were made available.  Copies of the display boards and survey are provided in Appendix 2. 

Who responded: 

174 completed survey forms were received, representing 233 people (as some forms were 
completed by a couple or family rather than individually).  The majority of responses were from 
people living in the village, with a broadly even distribution across the area (although slightly 
favouring the eastern side of the village), as shown in the table below:   

Village - South (south of Earlswood / Birchwood Drive) 53 27.0% 

Village - West (between Park Lane / the Churchill Arms) 38 19.4% 

Village - East (between Park Lane / Hillbury Road, north of Birchwood Drive) 75 38.3% 

Daggons 14 7.1% 

Other outlying hamlets / farms (Cripplestyle, Crendell) 5 2.6% 

Outside of the parish 11 5.6% 
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Main findings: 

Vision and Objectives 
The vision was broadly supported (average rating 3.5 out of 4 stars) and all of the proposed 
objectives received over 80% support. 

Site Options 
The consultation focused on the shortlisted options identified through the site options assessment 
undertaken by AECOM.   

There were mixed views on the merits of the different site options, and these were examined 
further with reference to the comments and considering the area of the village where the site was 
proposed.  Sites 004, 007a, 013 and 016a were clearly considered unsuitable by the majority of 
residents.  Site 020 was finely balanced between those that felt it was suitable versus those that 

39



Alderholt Neighbourhood Plan: Consultation Statement, April 2024 

P a g e  | 7 

did not.  The remaining sites all had more people suggesting that they may be suitable (than not), 
with sites 002, 006a and 009 having the fewest negative responses. 

There was no indication that any of the sites rejected at the first stage needed to be reconsidered 
in preference to the shortlisted options (90% of responses to this question were ‘no’). 

Local Green Spaces and Views 
The 11 Local Green Spaces put forward by the NP Committee as possible options were broadly 
agreed by those responding to the survey, with at most only 10% of respondents indicating that 
the spaces were not important, and at least 69% saying that they were important.  

Additional green spaces were suggested for consideration, including Bonfire Hill, the allotments, 
and several of the site options.  These suggestions were considered by the NP Committee. 

Similarly the 5 important views suggested were also endorsed, with at least 80% of respondents 
agreeing that each one was important.  Suggestions were also put forward for other views to be 
considered, including views across some of the site options. 

40



Alderholt Neighbourhood Plan: Consultation Statement, April 2024 

P a g e  | 8 

Design 
Several questions were posed regarding which housing styles and layouts people thought would 
be appropriate for Alderholt – the results of which were passed onto AECOM who were tasked 
with preparing 
some design 
guidelines.   

Photo 1 was the 
most popular, 
followed by Photo 
6, then 7. Photos 2 
to 5 were the least 
popular. 

Additionally, for 
each photo, people 
were asked what 
they liked or 
disliked about the 
development.  They 
were asked to 
evaluate building 
appearance, parking arrangement , architectural variety, open space, relation to context, 
accessibility. They were also invited to make any additional detailed comments.  Photos 1, 6 and 7, 
which had received the most positive feedback, were generally liked in terms of their building 
appearance, architectural variety and open space – these factors were seen as the most positively 
influential.  The other developments received a more mixed response. 

Residents were then asked to what extent they agreed with design ideas suggested by the NP 
Committee.  The following indicates the proportion of respondents who agreed with the 
suggested approach.  Most were endorsed by at least 75% of those responding, with the exception 
of modern designs on the edge of the settlement. 
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Residents were then invited to rank these ideas in terms of their overall importance.  Trees, green 
spaces, pavements and parking provision were ranked as most important.  Affordability and eco-
friendly design were ranked as fairly important.  Modern, 21st century designs were ranked as 
least important.  Finally, residents were asked to outline which design elements were of most and 
least importance for future development.  The most important factor respondents identified was 
rural character; followed by open spaces and energy efficiency, pavements and parking provision.  
Affordability and beautiful designs were identified as least important. 

Heritage 

A question was also included to gauge how 
much time should be spent on identifying non-
designated heritage assets, as this could 
potentially delay the preparation of the Plan.  
The response suggested that it was moderately 
important, and therefore some work on this 
was undertaken within the resources available 
to the committee. 
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Stage 4. Local Green Spaces – Landowner Consultation 

What was done: 

In September 2023, based on the feedback from the Options consultation, the landowners of the 
various Local Green Spaces likely to be included in the Neighbourhood Plan were identified and 
contacted by email / letter.  The proposed Local Green Spaces were: 

- LGS1    Alderholt Recreation Ground and Play Area 
- LGS2    Blackwater Grove Triangle 
- LGS3    Churchill Close Kickabout Area 
- LGS4    Earlswood Drive Amenity Space 
- LGS5    Oak Road woodland corridor 
- LGS6    Tudor Close Amenity Area 
- LGS7    Kestrel Way Amenity Areas (2) 
- LGS8    Windsor Way kickabout area 
- LGS9    Alderholt School Playing Field 
- LGS10  Blackwater Grove field 
- LGS11  Strouds Firs 
- LGS12  Bonfire Hill 

The landowners were provided with: 

- A map showing the proposed site; 
- A brief explanation about Local Green Space designation and the NPPF criteria (i.e. that the 

green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves; is demonstrably 
special to a local community and holds a particular local significance, for example because of 
its beauty, historic significance, recreational value, tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and 
is local in character and is not an extensive tract of land); 

- Clarification that land can be considered for designation even if there is no public access.  
However designation does not in itself confer any rights of public access over what exists at 
present or any specific requirements as to how the land is managed.   

They were asked to give their views on the possible designation of their land. 

Who responded: 

Responses were received from landowners in respect of the following spaces: 

LGS Landowner comment 

LGS1  Alderholt 
Recreation Ground 
and Play Area 

Agree with designation 

Alderholt Parish Council 

LGS5  Oak Road 
woodland corridor 

We do not want our property, LGS5, included in the Green Spaces Plan 
and we would object very strongly to any decisions to the contrary.   

When we bought the land, the Park Lane end was a complete mess.  It 
had been used by "fly tippers" and it took months to clear the debris.  
Eventually, we cleared the rubbish and had the area levelled off and put 
down to grass.  By keeping the grass short, it looks as though it is part of 
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the front garden of No 43 Park Lane.  As a result of all our work, we 
would like to keep it in private ownership and not part of any local plan. 

The Woodland section is subject to various restrictions and has no 
monetary value.  The only way that we would agree to the Council could 
including the woodland section as a Local Green Space would be for the 
Council to take ownership of the woodland. 

LGS10  Blackwater 
Grove field 

I do not wish for my land to be put forward as Local Green Space within 
the Neighbourhood Plan. 

The land has recently formed part of a planning application submitted 
by Dudsbury Homes Ltd (planning reference P/OUT/2023/01166 Land 
south of Ringwood Road Alderholt) which was refused planning 
permission and is also being promoted through the emerging Dorset 
Local Plan. This area was proposed as Suitable Alternative Natural 
Greenspace (SANG) to help mitigate the impacts of recreational 
pressures on protected habitats, and therefore forms part of a more 
strategic approach to the future growth of Alderholt being promoted 
and considered through the Local Plan making process. 

I have not seen or been provided with any rationale for the proposed 
Local Green Space designation meeting the NPPF tests.  The test that 
the proposed LGS is ‘demonstrably special to a local community and 
holds a particular significance e.g. its beauty, historic significance, 
recreational value, tranquillity or richness of its wildlife.’ has not been 
met.  LGS10 is regularly cut for grass and / or grazed by livestock and is 
utilitarian in its use. It has no public access and therefore no 
recreational value. It has no special features or beauty that make it 
stand out. It carries no historic significance, is less tranquil than other 
land that is further from the settlement and is not rich in wildlife. I am 
not aware of it ever having any special connection to the residents of 
Alderholt, given that it has been in my or my family’s ownership for 
approximately the last 100 years. 

LGS11  Strouds Firs Object to the proposed designation of the Strouds Firs.  Appears that 
the designation is being made to prevent development.  The wider site 
extends to 14ha and offers potential to be part developed to support 
the village if not now, then in the future. 

The vast majority of land at Strouds Firs is not visible from any public 
vantage point. Only the area along Station Road is visible to the public 
and this is not an area that the Estate would include within any 
development proposals. 

The LGS also disregards the Government advice that the green area is 
not an extensive tract of land. 

Main findings: 

The feedback was discussed by the NP Committee.  The lack of responses was considered 
disappointing, but it was noted that there would be further consultation on the draft plan (and 
therefore the proposed LGS) as part of the Regulation 14 Pre-Submission consultation.  In terms of 
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the feedback, whilst the objections to sites 5, 10 and 11 were noted, these were not considered to 
provide any evidence that the designation of these sites would be unsuitable (just unwanted).   

LGS5: The different characteristics within LGS5 were noted (woodland corridor and Park Lane 
grassed area), and it was felt could be better explained within the Neighbourhood Plan 
description.  The latter continues the route of Park Lane, which was considered an appropriate 
location for an amenity greenspace in the 1971 Village Plan, and is therefore of some historic note 
in understanding the village’s history. 

LGS10: The characteristics of LGS10 and its significance to local residents would be described in 
the Regulation 14 draft plan, and the landowner could comment further as part of that 
consultation.  The two potential roles (potential SANG and LGS) were not considered to be 
mutually exclusive. 

LGS11: The area of Strouds Firs proposed for LGS designation does not extend to the entire site 
and is approximately 3.4ha.  It covers the area closest to the highway, which is both more visible 
and of greater landscape and wildlife value, and therefore of greatest significance.  It does not 
include the area of potential development land as shown on the Estates’ submission to the Parish 
Council (email 13 June 2023), which indicated that all of the area proposed as LGS could provide 
flood mitigation opportunities.  The two potential roles were not considered to be mutually 
exclusive. 
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Stage 5. Regulation 14 pre-submission consultation 

What was done: 

The consultation on the draft Plan took place during 
December and January 2023/4, for just over 6 
weeks.  The consultation was aimed at people who 
live work or carry on business in the area, and also 
sent to a range of statutory consultees, including 
Dorset Council, neighbouring Councils, and 
organisations such as Natural England, Historic 
England and the Environment Agency.  As the Plan 
was also subject to a Strategic Environmental 
Assessment, the draft findings of that assessment 
were also made available for comment as part of 
the consultation. 

Publicity regarding the plan was posted in the parish 
news section of the parish magazine for the 
November and December editions, with an update 
being given for the January edition. Posters were printed 
and distributed week commencing 20th November.  
Social media networks were also used. 

Two drop-in events were run by the NP committee, the 
first on Monday 4th December between 18:30 - 21:00 
and the second on Saturday 13th January between 10:00 
- 12:30 in the Village Hall.  Posters were put up around 
the village publicising the consultation and drop-in 
events.  

Emails were sent to the following statutory consultees: 

- Dorset Council 
- New Forest District Council 
- Hampshire County Council 
- Fordingbridge Town Council 
- Ringwood Town Council 
- Verwood Town Council 
- Ellingham, Harbridge & Ibsley Parish Council 
- Cranborne Parish Council - Network Rail Infrastructure Limited 
- Sandleheath Parish Council - Scottish and Southern Energy 
- Damerham Parish Council - Southern Gas Network 
- Natural England - Public Health Programme Advisor 
- Environment Agency - Royal Bournemouth & Christchurch 

Hosp’s  
- Historic England - Wessex Water 
- Cranborne and West Wilts AONB team - Bournemouth Water 
- National Trust - Magna Housing 
- Woodland Trust - Spectrum Housing Group 
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Copies of the display boards and survey are provided in Appendix 3. 

Who responded: 

89 questionnaires / emails were received from local residents.  Consultation responses were also 
received from the following Statutory Consultees, businesses and landowners: 

Statutory Consultees Local businesses / organisations Landowners ((Site ref) 

- Dorset Council 
- Environment Agency 
- Historic England 
- National Highways 
- South West Water 
- Damerham Parish Council 
- Sandleheath Parish Council 

- Alderholt Motors (*) 
- Alderholt Stables (*) 
- Alderholt Village Hall (*) 
- Fordingbridge and District 

Community Centre (*) 
- The Chris Walker Swingtet (*) 

NB all of these were completed by 
local residents, and are included in 
the local resident responses 

- 004: Highwood (email) 
- 006a: Macra Limited 

(via SM) 
- 007: Dudsbury Homes 

(via SM) 
- 010/011: N Thorne (via 

SM and email) 
- 011: Metis Homes 

(email) 

 
Late responses (included in the summary of main issues raised) were also received from the 
landowners of Site 002: Mr & Mrs McIlwain and Site 009 Commercial Freeholds Limited, as well as 
Natural England and the Cranborne Chase National Landscape.  

Main Findings: 

About one half (51%) of those responding to the online survey who live in the area said that they 
would support the plan at the referendum as drafted, with another third (35%) also indicating 
support for the plan, but 
suggesting that some minor 
changes made.  If making the 
assumption that those responding 
via email (and who did not 
respond specifically on this point) 
would not support the plan, these 
proportions would drop to 44% 
and 29% respectively, with 27% 
considering that major changes 
are needed. 

- Forestry Commission - Stonewater Housing 
- Fordingbridge Surgery - Sovereign Housing 
- Fordingbridge MyDentist - Access Dorset and DOTS Disability CIC 
- Alderholt School - Dorset Race Equality Council 
- Cranborne GP Surgery  

       
       

       
 verall Support

  would support the plan a t
the referendum as  dra ed

  would support the plan as
dra ed, but would l ike some
minor changes

  would not support the plan
as  dra ed, i t needs  ma or
changes
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The first graph illustrates the level of overall support for each policy as expressed through the 
survey forms or clearly indicated in the emailed responses completed by local residents.  The 15 
responses received via Survey Monkey that represented business / landowner interests from 
people not resident in the area, is shown in the second graph. 

The main contentious policies are clearly Policy 13 and 14, which deal with two of the site 
allocations (Policy 13 is the Paddock, South of Daggons Road, and Policy 14 is land south of 
Blackwater Grove).  However in both cases the majority of those responding agreed with these 
policies.  The issues raised in respect of these sites have been considered, and the respective 
landowners have been contacted and, where appropriate, supplied further information in relation 
to the sites. 

Natural England did raise concerns regarding the mitigation requirements for the protected 
heathlands, and also in respect to the trailway routing through Cranborne Common.  These issues 
have been addressed through changes to the plan, and Natural England have advised that they 
“have no objection to the proposed Neighbourhood Plan modifications. It would be appropriate 
for a conclusion of no adverse effect on the integrity of the designated habitats and International 
sites to be reached.” 
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Cranborne Chase National Landscape Partnership raised a number of issues in relation to the 
potential impact of development on their designated area, both in terms of the dark skies, and 
also recreational and other indirect impacts.  These concerns have been discussed with the 
Partnership Officer and amendments made to recognise these issues.  They are content that the 
level of housing proposed through the NP should retain its village character, distinctiveness,  and 
cohesiveness.  

Several landowners / developers whose sites were not included as site allocations suggested that 
their (re ected) sites were preferable.  However based on the SEA findings and resident’s feedback 
there are no obvious reasons to change the Neighbourhood Plan’s site allocations in this regard. 

There was broad support for the three projects put forward, with more than three-quarter of local 
residents stating that they would be in favour of these. 

All comments have been read and considered, and the main comments made (as relevant to the 
plan or process) have been summarised in the table that follows.  In some cases where the 
comment may have been input against one area but is more applicable to another policy / part of 
the plan, the latter has been used.  Every effort has been made to try to summarise remarks 
clearly, although there may be minor errors due to the wide-ranging nature of the comments 
received. 
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Summary of all main issues and proposed response:  

Abbreviations: DC = Dorset Council, HRA = Habitats Regulations Assessment, LP = Local Plan, NP = Neighbourhood Plan, NPG = Neighbourhood Plan 
Group, NPPF = National Planning Policy Framework, SEA = Strategic Environmental Assessment  

Respondent/s § Para / Policy Matters raised (summarised) NPG Response (italics = change to NP) 

Damersham and 
Sandleheath Parish 
Councils 

-- ALL Support the plan as drafted Support noted. 

Land promoters 
Dudsbury Homes (Site 
007) 

-- ALL Dudsbury Homes has submitted proposals which 
could deliver the Neighbourhood Plan aspirations 
and create a sustainable village. Regrettably there 
has been no attempt by the NP Group to engage 
with Dudsbury Homes in the preparation of this 
Neighbourhood Plan, even to discuss the basis of 
the Plan's aspirations and strategy. Progressing this 
Plan to adoption without major changes will simply 
set the Plan up to fail its local residents. 
Dudsbury Homes would again request the 
opportunity to engage with the NP Group and 
Parish Council on the development of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. Dudsbury Homes wishes to 
avoid the need to submit objections to the NP 
Examination on these issues where constructive 
dialogue is possible. 

The NP did engage with Dudsbury Homes through 
the Call for Sites consultation, and they responded 
that the vision and objectives were not deliverable 
without a step change in the scale of development.  
Whilst not explicit in their response, the implication 
was that this would be of a scale proposed as part 
of the outline application which had already been 
submitted to Dorset Council and consulted on.   
On this basis it is difficult to envisage that there can 
be constructive dialogue – subsequent response to 
the options consultation give no indication that 
Dudsbury Homes are interesting in working with 
the NP Group to deliver the level of development 
sought by the local community, nor any additional 
information on their sites.   
Nonetheless the NP Group can contact the 
respondent to ascertain what additional points 
they would add and in what areas they consider 
constructive dialogue may be possible.  

Dorset Council 1.2 Para 1.2.10 
and diagram 
on page 3  

Misses the Regulation 16 consultation which 
provides a second opportunity for public 

The diagram is intended to be a simplistic 
representation of the process, but reference can be 
made to the additional consultation stage.  Section 
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Respondent/s § Para / Policy Matters raised (summarised) NPG Response (italics = change to NP) 

consultation after the plan has been submitted but 
before the plan goes to the examiner.  

1.2 is being updated in any event to reflect the 
stage reached. 
Amend diagram to add Reg 16 consultation, and 

update Section 1.2 to reflect stage reached. 

Environment Agency 1.3 Para 1.3.8 Your plan includes areas which are in Source 
Protection Zones (SPZs), which are groundwater 
resources that are particularly sensitive to 
contamination and other impacts. These SPZs 
should be considered within your plan especially as 
growth or development is proposed. Potentially 
contaminative development should be avoided in 
these SPZ areas. The relevance of the designation 
and the potential implication upon development 
proposals should be considered with reference to 
our Groundwater Protection guidance: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/grou
ndwater-protection  

Noted – this can be referenced in the overview of 
the area (section 1.3) but only impacts on a very 
limited area about 100m wide on the border with 
Damerham parish.  There are no definite proposals 
for potentially contaminative developments being 
put forward, and given the location would be 
unlikely to come forward under the parameters set 
under Policy 10 (and in any eventuality would be 
covered by national policy in this regard). 
Reference limited SPZ area within the parish under 

section 1.3. 

Land promoters 
Highwood (Site 006)  

1.5 Objectives The necessity to adequately plan for and provide 
affordable housing to meet local needs should be 
included prominently within the stated ‘ ur 
Objectives’ 

This is covered in the fourth objective – it is not 
considered necessary to specifically reference 
affordable housing which is in any event discussed 
in much more detail in section 4.1. 

Cranborne Chase 
National Landscape 
Partnership 

1.5 Vision and 
Objectives 

 he  P ‘vision’ aligns with its location in the setting 
of a nationally important and nationally designed 
NL / AONB and the Partnership supports that 
vision.  he ‘ob ectives’ flow naturally from that 
vision. 

Support noted. 

Dorset Council 3.1 Policy 1 Noted and supported – although see comments 
above regarding making Map 3 clearer.  

Support noted. 
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Respondent/s § Para / Policy Matters raised (summarised) NPG Response (italics = change to NP) 

Historic England 3.1 Policy 1 We note and applaud your community’s dedication 
to preserving and enhancing its distinctive historic 
character through policies designed to identify and 
protect this, as well as resources aimed at assisting 
in informed decision making such as the Character 
Area appraisal and Design Guidance. 

Support noted 

Land promoters 
Macra Ltd (Site 006a)  

3.1 Policy 1 Broadly in support of this Policy, however is it 
correct that all houses will require 6m front 
gardens? This green space could be better served 
as more public open space or rear gardens. 

The policy has been drafted to recognise that there 
may be exceptions as it uses the phrased ‘should 
generally’ and also gives examples of a possible 
exception by using the word ‘such as’ in terms of 
mitigating circumstances. 

Land promoters 
Individual (Sites 010 
and 011)  

3.1 Policy 1 Not all properties require a front garden, and some 
variation can be positive. 

The policy provides these guidelines to set out 
clearly the community’s expectations, so that 
applicants have as much certainty as possible about 
what is likely to be acceptable, as per NPPF 
paragraph 132.  The policy does recognise the 
possibility of exceptions, but it will be down to the 
applicant to provide clearly justification of the 
mitigating circumstances why varying from the 
guidance is appropriate in that location. 

Local resident 
responses  

3.1 Policy 1 The phrase "strong rhythm within the areas of 
planned development" is not clear enough for a 
planning policy. 

This could perhaps be clarified by including the 
word ‘repetition’ and make clear that this is in 
regard to layouts. 
Amend first sentence of the third paragraph of 

Policy 1 to read “Where there is a strong rhythm / 

repetition of layouts within the areas of planned 

development (areas CA2a and CA2b as shown on Map 

3), that rhythm / repetition should be respected. 

Local resident 
responses  

3.1 Policy 1  ot clear why “Large scale backland development 
behind existing buildings should be avoided” is 

This refers to where this would undermine the 
area’s character.  It is considered that development 
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ignored in relation to development south of 
Blackwater Close. 

south of Blackwater Close can be carefully designed 
to avoid such harm. 

Dorset Council 3.2 Policy 2 Noted and supported Support noted. 

Land promoters 
McIlwain (Site 002)  

3.2 Policy 2 Whilst broadly in agreement the policy should 
recognise that direct and attractive routes may only 
be provided where feasible 

Noted – this is already accepted to a degree in the 
policy wording, and paragraph 3.2.5 is intended to 
convey that best endeavours are demonstrated to 
achieve such links.  The wording has been reviewed 
and a few further amendments can be included to 
clarify these points. 
Amend last sentence of 3.2.5 read: “This may not 

always be feasible, or may require collaboration 

with adjacent landowners, and developers should 

explain what negotiations have taken place within 

their design and access statements if no link or a 

sub-standard link is proposed.” 

Amend second bullet of Policy 2 to read “ensuring 

any proposed on-street parking provision does not 

visually dominate the street” 

Amend fourth bullet by adding “…where feasible” 

Amend fifth bullet to start “the inclusion of…” 

Amend penultimate paragraph to read “Cul-de-sac 

developments should provide safe and attractive 

onward pedestrian links for a more connected and 

permeable settlement where this is possible, taking 

into account the potential for future connections to 

be made.”  

Local resident 
responses  

3.2 Policy 2 Provision of lighting on interlinking footways should 
ideally be low level or baffled to prevent excess 
light pollution 

Noted – the specification of street lighting is a 
matter for Dorset Council who expect the upward 
light ratio to be restricted.  However it may be 
useful to refer to the general principles contained 
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in the Commission for Dark Skies Lighting 
Guidelines that lights must be designed to respect 
biodiversity (in particular in relation to potential 
wildlife corridors), prevent light spilling into 
people’s homes and properties, or spillage above 
70 degrees from the vertical.  This is particularly 
important given that having International Dark Sky 
Reserve status puts an obligation on the National 
Landscape Partners, including Dorset Council, to 
reduce light pollution in the vicinity of Cranborne 
Chase. 
Expand 3.2.7 to reference the above considerations, 

and amend final bullet to read “provision of lighting 

where new footways are planned, designed to 

minimise harmful impacts on wildlife corridors, and 

light spilling into people’s homes or upwards into 

the night sky.” 

Local resident 
responses  

3.2 Policy 2 Concerns that 'cut through' footpaths from existing 
cul-de-sacs will increase opportunities for 
neighbourhood crimes and used inappropriately by 
electric scooter / bikes going too fast. 

It is acknowledged that there can be mixed views 
on this – better permeability allows for more 
walking / cycling and potential socialising, but can 
also increase opportunities for crime.  Having 
considered this further, if onward links are 
provided, it will be important for these to be 
designed to avoid allowing easy access to side / 
rear with no overlooking and that the routes should 
be well-lit when people are likely to use them.  
Links may not always be appropriate – for example, 
where there is no obvious desire lines (so the route 
would not be well-used). 
Retain and amend policy and supporting text, to add 

in reference to avoid allowing access to side / rear 

54

https://britastro.org/dark-skies/pdfs/CfDS1703_E5_Good_Lighting_Guide.pdf
https://britastro.org/dark-skies/pdfs/CfDS1703_E5_Good_Lighting_Guide.pdf


Alderholt Neighbourhood Plan: Consultation Statement, April 2024 

P a g e  | 22 

Respondent/s § Para / Policy Matters raised (summarised) NPG Response (italics = change to NP) 

with no overlooking and focussing on obvious desire 

lines which should ensure the routes are reasonably 

well-used. 

Local resident 
responses  

3.2 Policy 2 All roads should have a pavement that can be used 
for running as well as for pedestrians. Currently 
some main roads lack a pavement area. 

The policy encourages the inclusion of a pedestrian 
footway and tree-pit / verge either side of the 
carriageway where possible, with 3.2.5 providing 
further guidance that there should be a minimum 
of 2m.   

Local resident 
responses  

3.2 Policy 2 Concerns that street trees will not be maintained. If part of the adopted highway their maintenance 
will be undertaken by Dorset Council as the 
Highways Authority.  Where part of a private 
highway their maintenance will be considered as 
part of the landscape scheme, and if linked to the 
biodiversity mitigation off-sets will be required for 
a minimum of 30 years. 

Dorset Council 3.3 Policy 3 Comments from the Transport Planning Team: The 
Neighbourhood Plan should refer to the inclusion 
of secure cycle parking/storage in either Policy 3 or 
referenced in the sites allocated for development. 
This is to help encourage cycle use for residents. 

The policy was specifically covering provision for 
cars, as there was no intention to vary cycle parking 
as covered under existing policy.  Policy KS12 of the 
core strategy simply requires that adequate cycle 
parking facilities are provided by the developer to 
serve the needs of the proposed development in 
accordance with the LTP parking guidance.  The 
current Residential Car Parking guidance (May 
2011) refers to section 8.2 of the 2007 Manual for 
Streets for advice and guidance on cycle parking, 
which does not give any clear standards but does 
suggest that this should reflect the likely level of 
cycle ownership (using the 2021 census data on the 
proportion of trips to work made by cycle as a 
proxy) and that bespoke, secure storage that is 
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readily accessible is preferable unless any garages 
are designed specifically to accommodate cycle 
parking.   
Cycle use appear to be very low for work trips (1% 
in Alderholt compared to an average of 2.5% across 
Dorset). 
Add further paragraph and policy insert referencing 

provision of cycle storage / parking as a means of 

encouraging greater usage. 

Land promoters 
McIlwain (Site 002)  

3.3 Policy 3 Parking provision should be provided in accordance 
only with the district level parking requirements.  
The requirement for the parking to be behind the 
building line is too restrictive, and would be 
inappropriate as a blanket requirement, but could 
be rephased as ‘where possible’ or ‘where 
appropriate’. Similarly, the requirement for no 
more than 3 on-street spaces in a row is too 
prescriptive, and there should be allowance within 
the policy for well-designed alternatives. 

The level of parking provision is not dissimilar to 
the county standards but reflects local car 
ownership levels at this time (2021) rather than 
being based on 2001-based projections.  The 
reference to provision being behind the building 
line includes the words “wherever practicable and 
in keeping with the character of the area”.   he 
reference to 3-in-a-row is simply to ensure that 
there is a ‘break’ such as through the inclusion of a 
street tree, and it is not considered that longer 
lines are likely to be more ‘well-designed’. 

Local resident 
responses  

3.3 Policy 3 Consider requirement for 2 (rather than 1.9) cars 
would be more appropriate / logical, particularly 
given that the calculation may be an underestimate 
as many households with 3+ cars may have 4 or 
more cars.  Parking is important, there’s too much 
parking on pavements throughout the whole 
village. 

The guidance is based on the current estimated 
average.  In practice for smaller developments, 
with rounding this will in practice equate to 2 cars.  
This can be made clearer in the supporting text. 
Add to end of 3.3.2 “This figure should be used as 

the starting point for assessing parking 

requirements, rounded up to the nearest whole 

space.” 
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Dorset Council 3.4 Para 3.4.2 Repetition can be attractive (eg The Royal Crescent 
in Bath – as worded the text conveys that you may 
be looking for a more organic approach in a village.  

This is correct – repetition is considered more 
applicable to the type of development seen 
historically in towns, and a more organic approach 
in keeping with typical village character is what is 
desired here. 

Dorset Council 3.4 Para 3.4.4 This paragraph is a little confusing. It seems to be 
describing a policy, however this isn’t reflected in 
Policy 4 below. The final paragraph of Policy 4 talks 
about discretely placing meter boxes, etc. A key 
difference is that the Policy doesn’t mention solar 
panels. Policy 5 talks about support for solar panels 
that are in keeping with “local character”, whereas 
para  . .  talks about “the character of the 
building”.  
From reading the rest of the plan, it is clear that the 
majority of the village is fairly recent (1970s 
onwards), and therefore modern-day features 
(such as meter boxes and solar panels) may not feel 
out of place. While some features, such as meter 
boxes, can be placed discretely, this is not so easy 
with solar panels, particularly considering the 
benefits these have. Paragraph 164 of the latest 
NPPF (Dec 2023) tells us to give significant weight 
to the need to support energy efficiency and low 
carbon heating improvements to existing buildings 
(including through installation of heat pumps and 
solar panels).  

Noted – solar panels and air source heat pumps are 
better addressed more in Policy 5.  Policy 4 is 
intended to note features that can add clutter that 
detracts from the character of the main façade (in 
particular), such as meter boxes and lighting / 
security features.   
Amend 3.4.4 to read: “In addition, modern-day 

features (such as meter boxes and security panels) 

should be clearly shown to demonstrate how these 

are to be integrated successfully into the design 

without adding clutter or otherwise harming the 

character of the building as seen from the 

surrounding area.  Careful consideration similarly 

needs to be applied to solar panels and air source 

heat pumps, and this is covered in Policy 5. 

Amend final paragraph of Policy 4 to remove 

reference to air-source heat pumps 

Amend first sentence of 3.5.6 by adding “…and 

placed discretely to avoid harming the character of 

the building and its surrounds as viewed from the 

street.” 

Amend Policy 5 to insert ‘sensitive’ before 

‘incorporation’ for solar and air source heat pumps. 

Dorset Council 3.4 Policy 4 Noted and generally supported.  Support noted. 
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Historic England 3.4 Policy 4 We note and applaud your community’s dedication 
to preserving and enhancing its distinctive historic 
character through policies designed to identify and 
protect this, as well as resources aimed at assisting 
in informed decision making such as the Character 
Area appraisal and Design Guidance. 

Support noted 

Land promoters 
McIlwain (Site 002)  

3.4 Policy 4 Larger sites rely upon repeating house forms and 
designs without appearing to be uniform across the 
site as a whole, and this is a design element that 
should not be overlooked, and one which the 
current policy is unclear on. 

It is acknowledged that standard house designs are 
typically used in large site approach, and to achieve 
‘variety’ they typically use the same forms, 
sometimes mirrored / rotated, but still obviously 
repeated.  If we are to avoid this then the policy 
needs to remain strong on this point.  
Clarify in 3.4.2 that the simple rotation / mirroring 

of built forms does not resolve the issue of 

repetition, and include more clearly within Policy 4. 

Local resident 
responses  

3.5 
5.2 

3.5.3 
5.2.2 

This wording suggests that green spaces should be 
accessible, safe and inviting with pleasant seating 
and shaded areas, whereas the description of Local 
Green Spaces in 5.2.2 makes clear that they this 
designation can be applied to private land and does 
not give any additional public rights of access to 
these areas.   

Section 3.5.3 is intended to apply only to public 
open spaces, and this can be made clearer.  Whilst 
some public open spaces can be a local green 
space, not all are, and the same applies vice versa.  
All of the landowners of the proposed LGS have 
been consulted as part of the preparation of the 
Plan. 
Amend 3.5.3 to more clearly reference the context 

as applying to green spaces intended for public 

access. 

Dorset Council 3.5 Policy 5 Noted and supported.  The NP could also refer to 
the Sustainability Guidance and Checklist that 
Dorset Council has recently published, and is now a 
requirement for planning applications 

Support noted, and agreed. 
Add reference to Sustainability Guidance and 

Checklist requirements within section 3.5. 
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https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/-/planning-for-
climate-change  

Environment Agency 3.5 Policy 5 Whilst noting the inclusion of Policy 5 
‘Environmental performance and sustainability’, we 
would encourage that neighbourhood plans include 
a specific policy on climate change. 
On-going policy reform presents an opportunity to 
strengthen the role the planning system plays in 
mitigating and adapting to climate change, and to 
ensure a fair transition to a low carbon economy. 
Therefore, your plan should ensure any policies, 
site allocations and design of development, takes 
the future challenges of climate change into 
account.  

Climate change has been considered and because 
of its broad implications is included within the plan 
in many places as opposed attempting to address 
this in a single policy.  It has influenced: 

− Policies 2 and 9 – which aim to encourage 
walking / cycling 

− Policy 3 – reference to car charging points 

− Policy 5 – renewable energy and other 
sustainability requirements for buildings 

− Policy 6 – landscaping with biodiversity and 
flood risk / sustainable drainage considerations 

− Policies 8 and 10 which aim to support a mix of 
uses to meet local needs in suitable locations, 
to help reduce the need for travel. 

The site allocations have been tested through the 
SEA process which includes the consideration of 
climate change.  All sites allocated scored the 
highest in terms of the climate change criteria. 
It is not clear what aspects a climate change policy 
could address which are not already covered in the 
above or through broader local / national guidance. 

Natural England 3.5 Policy 5 Reference to provision of bird/bat/bee 
bricks/boxes is welcomed 

Support noted. 

South West Water 
(Bournemouth Water) 

3.5 Policy 5 Support the requirement, where practicable, to 
include the ‘collection of surface water to reuse, 
either through a water butt or rainwater harvesting 
system’. 

Support noted. 
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Land promoters 
McIlwain (Site 002)  

3.5 Policy 5 The NP should not be covering an element of the 
building process which is covered by building 
regulations – this is overly prescriptive and will be 
likely to duplicate the policy of the emerging Local 
Plan. 

The policy does not set prescriptive standards, and 
recognizes that there may be exceptions on the 
grounds of practicability.  The policy is supported 
by Dorset Council.   

Land promoters 
Individual (Sites 010 
and 011)  

3.5 Policy 5 Does the settlement have the capacity in the local 
power network to designate EV charging points? 

The requirement for EV charging is now part of 
Building Regulations, and Scottish and Southern 
Energy were consulted on the Neighbourhood Plan 
(no response received). 

Local resident 
responses  

3.5 Policy 5 Can this policy be strengthened further?  E.g. using 
“must” instead of “should”. 

Whilst recognising that many people would support 
a ‘stronger’ policy, it is recognised that the 
measures set out may not be practicable in all 
cases and therefore the policy reflects this.  The 
Council’s introduction of their checklist will help in 
providing clarity on what steps an applicant has 
taken to address the expectations set out in this 
policy, to help test whether these were reasonable. 

Local resident 
responses  

3.5 Policy 5 Can this policy reference hedgehog highways? Policy 5 relates to buildings.  Policy 6 deals with 
boundary treatments and whilst para 3.6.6 refers 
to hedgehog-friendly gates it is acknowledge that 
this is not made explicit in the policy. 
Amend Policy 6 to reference hedge-hog friendly 

boundary treatments. 

Dorset Council 3.6 Para 3.6.6 Regarding existing and potential wildlife corridors, 
the NP could refer to the Eco-networks produced 
by DERC and shown on Dorset Explorer.   
https://gi.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/explorer/?layers=1
4746,14745&basemap=25605&x=411974.58&y=11
2557.56&epsg=27700&zoom=15  

The existing eco-networks shown on Dorset 
Explorer do not currently include any of the more 
local wildlife corridors that have been created by 
the network of green spaces, wooded corridors and 
hedgerows that run through the village.  As such it 
is considered of limited relevance in this regard – 
but it may help to make this clearer in the text, and 
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include reference to the FoE Tree Canopy Map 
(potentially included as an Appendix – see end) in 
this regard. 
Insert before final sentence in 3.6.2 “Whilst much of 

the area east and north of the village is recognised 

as being part of the existing ecological network 

recorded on Dorset Explorer, more local wildlife 

corridors existing within the village, created by the 

network of green spaces, wooded corridors and 

hedgerows that run through and around the village 

(an indication of this extent of this network can be 

seen by viewing the tree canopy map in Appendix 

[number].  This network should ideally be 

extended.” 

Dorset Council 3.6 Para 3.6.6 Regarding biodiversity net gain, generally only 
householder applications and very small 
applications (less than 25 sqm) are going to be 
exempt from BNG. Details of exempt developments 
can be found here: 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/biodiversity-net-
gain-exempt-developments  

Noted – this can be made clearer. 
Amend final sentence to read “On most 

developments this is likely to be covered under the 

requirements for biodiversity net gain under the 

Environment Act 2021, but some, such as 

householder applications, will be exempt.”  

Dorset Council 3.6 Policy 6 Regarding the final paragraph which requires BNG 
to be maintained for the lifetime of the 
development. The lifetime of development could 
easily be 100+ years. Legislation requires BNG to be 
maintained for at least 30 years and this will be 
secured through a legal agreement. 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/understanding-
biodiversity-net-gain  

With reference to PINS model conditions (dated 24 
Nov 2023), this advises a period of at least five 
years to enable satisfactory plant establishment 
and that this may be extended further to reflect the 
nature of the scheme. 
Amend final sentence to read “…is maintained for a 

reasonable period, which should be at least 5 years 

to enable satisfactory plant establishment and, in 

the case of significant biodiversity net gains, not 

less than 30 years.” and include explanation of 30 
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It would be unreasonable / unrealistic to require 
the maintenance to last longer than 30 years. 
Consider removing this requirement for lifetime 
maintenance from the policy.  

years minimum management requirement for 

significant on-site gains, and all off-site gains for 

BNG under paragraph 3.6.6 

Natural England 3.6 Policy 6 This policy is welcomed. 
In the light of the now legal requirement for 
Biodiversity Net Gain it may be appropriate for the 
Plan to consider the identification of areas to which 
priority should be given for net gain.  The plan area 
is also well resourced in coverage of Ancient 
Woodland, and consideration should be given to 
the encouragement of the restoration of planted 
ancient woodland areas to native broadleaved 
cover as a contribution to both biodiversity 
restoration and positive climate change measures 
at a time of ecological emergency. 

Support noted. 
The matter of off-site BNG will depend on the 
potential willingness of landowners to offer such 
opportunities, in the knowledge that this will 
require them to commit to management of that 
land in a certain way for at least 30 years.  This will 
require further discussion / negotiation to clarify, 
and may be something that can be explored 
through the next view, with the supporting text 
simply noting this as an option at this point. 
Include within supporting text reference to 

potential opportunities for off-site compensatory 

measures through the restoration of planted ancient 

woodland areas to native broadleaved cover. 

Land promoters 
Individual (Sites 010 
and 011)  

3.6 Policy 6 Need to consider that any trees provided will need 
to be managed, and therefore a blanket TPO on 
trees provided would not be appropriate.  Some 
areas of trees are managed for a variety of reasons 
including commercial timber. 

The policy is not proposing the imposition of a 
blanket TPO on any sites / areas.  Where a TPO is 
considered appropriate (which is a decision matter 
for Dorset Council), this does not prohibit that tree 
from being managed appropriately, but does 
provide a check to ensure that inappropriate 
management or felling is avoided. 

Environment Agency 3.6 Policy 6 We are pleased to see that ensuring biodiversity 
net gain requirements has been recognised and 
included within Policy 6. 

Support noted. 

Local resident 
responses  

3.6 Policy 6 The woodland corridor linking Cranborne Heath 
and Drove End should be recognised as of great 

The area of woodland running in a south-westerly 
direct from Drove End along the parish boundary is 
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environmental importance and for potential 
heathland restoration.  Links from this to the Avon 
Valley are important wildlife corridors which should 
not be lost. 

noted as a priority habitat (deciduous woodland) in 
the Natural England inventory.  There are no 
proposals to build in this location, and such 
woodlands that fall within the parish would be 
protected as a key landscape feature under Policy 
17. 

Environment Agency 3.6 Other The Water Framework Directive seeks to: deliver 
positive and sustained outcomes for the water 
environment by promoting a better understanding 
of the environment at a local level; and to 
encourage local collaboration and more 
transparent decision-making when both planning 
and delivering activities to improve the water 
environment.  
Neighbourhood Plans provide an opportunity to 
deliver multi-functional benefits through linking 
development with enhancements to the 
environment. You can find more information on the 
challenges that threaten the water environment 
and how these challenges can be managed for your 
plan area in your River Basin Management Plan. 

According to the data available, both Ashford 
Water and Sleep Brook have ‘good’ ecological 
status.  Having looked at the linked River Basin 
Management Plan it is not at all clear what, is any, 
additional actions the Neighbourhood Plan should 
consider that would be specific to the area. 
To research this further at this late stage, would 
appear optional, and given the desire to get a 
Neighbourhood Plan in place as soon as possible, 
no further action is proposed. 

Dorset Council 4.1 Para 4.1.4, 
4.1.19, 
4.1.30, 5.1.1 

There are several references in the document to 
household surveys undertaken in 2017 and 2019 
(before work on the neighbourhood plan began). 
No explanation is given about who undertook these 
surveys until Appendix 1 (para A1.7). These 
references are therefore confusing for anyone 
reading the plan from front to back. If the results of 
these surveys have been used in the formulation of 
the plan, it might be useful if they could be 

The results of these surveys were considered and 
taken on board in the formulation of the policies.  
 hey are reported on in a paper “Alderholt and the 
East Dorset Local Plan Review” that was published 
as part of the 24 February 2020 minutes of the 
Alderholt PC Local plan Liaison Committee.   
Amend introduction (section 1.2) to reference the 

surveys and include paper within Appendix 4 

(Supporting Documents).   
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mentioned in the introduction (under ‘What has 
happened so far…’), more clearly referenced with 
footnotes, and links provided in Appendix 4 
(Supporting Documents) to where the survey 
results can be viewed.  

Dorset Council 4.1 Para 4.1.8 
and Policy 7 

Comments from the Housing Enabling Team: Para 
 . .  of the plan states, “A more accurate picture 
of local need for affordable rented home sizes 
should be determined through a review of the 
housing register at the time an application is 
prepared.”  f the  eighbourhood Plan omits   
bedroom houses this could be used at an argument 
to not provide them. Currently we have 242 
households requiring 4 bedroom homes on the 
housing register with many large families stuck in 
temporary accommodation due to the limited 
amount of four bedroom houses being delivered.  
It should include a mix of 1,2,3 and 4 bedroom 
units to be determined through a review of the 
housing register at the time an application is 
prepared. 

The December 2022 extract from the affordable 
housing register indicated 1 household in need of 
larger accommodation (requiring a 5 bedroom 
property).  This was still the case as at January 2024 
(figures checks with Dorset Council).  The Policy is 
not intended to prohibit 4 bedroom affordable 
homes to rent if there is a local need for this at that 
time, but reflects the fact that the data continues 
to show that the great need is for 1 – 3 bedroom 
homes.  This can be clarified.   
Amend 4th paragraph of Policy 7 to read: 

“Affordable home sizes are expected to deliver 

mainly 1, 2 and 3 bedroom houses in line with Table 

1, but the exact mix of affordable rented 

accommodation should be based on the 

requirements of eligible households with a local 

connection to Alderholt parish, as recorded in the 

Dorset Council affordable housing register at the 

time the application is considered.” 

Cranborne Chase 
National Landscape 
Partnership 

4.1 Para 4.1.11 
and 4.1.13 

Whilst section 4.1 emphasises the potential 
impacts of development at Alderholt on the Dorset 
Heaths and the New Forest, there is no mention of 
compensation being provided by new development 
to the NL / AONB for the impacts of additional 

Whilst funding for projects to mitigate and/or 
compensate for the impacts of additional traffic 
and recreational pressures on the Cranborne Chase 
National Landscape would be welcomed, the Parish 
Council has no clear evidence that this is necessary 
(unlike the other two examples where possible 
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traffic and recreational pressures on the designated 
area. 

harm to the European network of wildlife sites has 
been demonstrated).  However this can be 
mentioned and may be a material consideration 
under the LURA 2023. 
Further discussion with the CCNL on this point has 
highlighted that the review of the NL Management 
Plan – to be in place for April 2025 – and the issue 
of compensation may be developed and elaborated 
there. The Management Plan is statutorily adopted 
by Dorset Council setting out its policies for the NL. 
The Alderholt NP could, therefore, reference the 
Management Plan on the dual issues of mitigation 
and compensation. 
Add in additional paragraph in section 5.3: “The 

Cranborne Chase National Landscape Partnership has 

also suggested that consideration may need to be 

given to the impacts of additional traffic and 

recreational pressures on the National Landscape, 

and whether mitigation and compensation may be 

required.  This is particularly pertinent in light of 

the new duty, introduced through the Levelling Up 

and Regeneration Act 2023, to seek to further the 

statutory purposes of National Landscapes.  The 

duty applies to local planning authorities and other 

decision makers in making planning decisions on 

development and infrastructure proposals, as well 

as to other public bodies and statutory undertakers.  

It is anticipated that the Government will provide 

guidance on how the duty should be applied in due 

course, that this issue may well be covered in the 

next iteration of the Cranborne Chase Management 
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Plan (2025), and will be a material consideration in 

decision making.”  

Natural England 4.1 Para 4.1.17 It is incorrect to say that excessive nutrient 
enrichment is due solely to sewage as the highest 
proportion comes from agricultural sources which 
act in-combination with nutrients from STWs. The 
text should be adjusted. Following the full 
enactment of the Levelling Up and Regeneration 
Act 2023 it is likely that the nutrient offsetting 
requirements will change as lower discharge levels 
at STWs are required. 

Noted.  The text was no intended to imply that it 
was the sole reason, but rather a contributing 
factor to the harm – particularly given that the 
cumulative impact is considered to be significant.   
Amend text by inserting “one of a number of 

factors” and reference LURA-based anticipated 

changes. 

Dorset Council 4.1 Policy 7 Noted and supported.  Support noted. 

Environment Agency 4.1 Policy 7 We are pleased to see that nutrient neutrality in 
relation to the River Avon SAC has been recognised 
and included. 

Support noted. 

Natural England 4.1 Policy 7 The indicative housing target of 192 is in principle 
agreeable to Natural England, however whilst the 
two larger developments 44 and 89 are approved 
subject to providing mitigation, and provision of 
further heathland mitigation as part of Policy 14, 
there could still be a shortfall in mitigation 
provision over the plan period.  Natural England 
advise that the plan group consult the Council 
forward planning officers about how best to 
address this matter. 

Following discussions with Natural England and 
Dorset Council, the level of development is clarified 
as up to 192 dwellings based on: 

− Alderholt Surplus Stores, Daggons Road pp 
3/11/0558/REM granted 24/03/2015 for 89 
dwellings 

− Land north of Ringwood Road pp 
3/19/2077/RM granted 14/07/2023 for44 
dwellings (net) 

− 58 Ringwood Road pp P/RES/2023/00142 
pending for 4 dwellings 

− Alderholt Nursery, East of Ringwood Road, NP 
Policy 12 for (about) 20 dwellings 
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− Paddock South of Daggons Road, NP Policy 13 
for (about) 15 dwellings 

− Land South of Blackwater Grove, NP Policy 14 
for (about) 15 – 20 dwellings 

In addition, it is possible that additional dwellings 
may come forward through windfall (infill) 
development within the village envelope.  Based on 
the 5 year average (2018-2023) this could be in the 
region of 5 dwellings per annum, or 30 dwellings 
for the period 2028 – 2034.  These windfall sites 
would also require mitigation.  At the current time, 
there is a single pending application for 1 dwelling 
on land at South Lodge, Daggons Road 
(P/FUL/2023/03371) – whilst this is outside of the 
village envelope, it could potentially be approved if 
mitigation can be secured prior to the 
Neighbourhood Plan coming into effect. 
There is also an application for up to 
1,700dwellings on land to the South of Ringwood 
Road which was refused planning permission in July 
2023 (P/OUT/2023/01166).  This decision has been 
appealed, but given the refusal and proposals 
within the plans to provide mitigation, this 
application has not been included in the above 
assessment. 
In terms of mitigation, the following projects are 
identified: 

− HIP at Alderholt Surplus Stores, Daggons Road 
(planning application reference 
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3/11/0558/REM) - within the northern part of 
the site currently being developed 

− High Wood SANG (planning application 
reference 3/20/1732/FUL), currently linked to 
delivery of Land north of Ringwood Road 

− HIP on Land South of Blackwater Grove, 2ha 
site proposed as part of NP Policy 14. 

Whilst the above should be sufficient to mitigate 
the extant planning consents and site allocations, it 
is accepted that the mitigation measures need to 
come forward in a timely manner and may need to 
be revisited should the rate of past infill windfall 
development continue / increase further. 
Natural England have advised that adapted wording 
(using a similar approach to that agreed in the 
latest Proposed Supplementary Main Modification 
SMM 43 to policy H8(e) (Purbeck Local Plan), would 
address this potential risk, and that the following 
modifications removes their objection on this 
point. 
Following further discussion with Dorset Council 
and Natural England, it is also suggested that the 
supporting text and policy are updated in respect of 
reference to The Dorset Heathlands Interim Air 
Quality Strategy. 
Insert the following paragraph at the start of the 

HRA section of Policy 7: 

The impact of proposed development on the 

national site network (including European sites), 

alone or in combination with other existing and 

proposed development, will be screened for likely 
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significant effects under the Conservation of 

Habitats and Species Regulations (amended) (EU 

exit), 2019 and/or any equivalent relevant 

legislation or regulations. Where there is a 

probability or risk of a significant effect, the 

proposed development will be subject of an 

appropriate assessment (taking into account the 

lifetime of the development). Development 

proposals should, therefore, be accompanied by 

information reasonably required to undertake an 

appropriate assessment, and demonstrate how the 

development will avoid or otherwise mitigate any 

adverse impact on the integrity of any relevant 

site(s) in the national site network. 

Delete reference to “a project level Habitats 

Regulations Assessment” in the next paragraph (to 

avoid duplication) and include reference to the 

requirements of the Dorset Heathland Air Quality 

Strategy. 

Amend second bullet of 4.1.11 with the insertion of 

“including any planning applications where there is 

a net gain in homes” 

Amend supporting text (4.1.12) to read as follows: 

The following Heathland Infrastructure Projects are 

currently identified, and, together with Strategic 

Access, Management and Monitoring, are expected 

to be sufficient to mitigate the likely impact on the 

heathland area arising from the amount of housing 

development anticipated during the plan period:   

• HIP at Alderholt Surplus Stores, Daggons 
Road (planning application reference 
3/11/0558/REM) 
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• High Wood SANG (planning application 
reference 3/20/1732/FUL) 

• HIP on Land South of Blackwater Grove 
(Policy 14) 

This mitigation will need to be delivered in a timely 

fashion, and landowners are expected to work 

together, potentially purchasing ‘credits’ from the 

respective HIP / SANG landowner to secure their 

delivery, or to agree suitable alternative provision 

with Natural England.  Applicants should therefore 

assist Dorset Council with information regarding the 

contribution that their site will make towards the 

proportionate delivery of these mitigation projects. 

Add additional paragraph to highlight requirement 

the Dorset Heathlands Interim Air Quality Strategy.  

Cranborne Chase 
National Landscape 
Partnership 

4.1 Policy 7 The draft NP seeks to accommodate some 50 
additional dwellings, including affordable housing. 
That seems to be more than enough if the village is 
to retain its village character, distinctiveness,  and 
cohesiveness. The AONB Management Plan 2019-
24 is relevant, not least because it is statutorily the 
adopted policies of Dorset Council for this 
designated area. As the acknowledged housing 
need in and around this NL / AONB is for affordable 
dwellings that aspect of the NP is welcomed.  The 
Partnership is very concerned regarding the higher 
levels of development being promoted in the 
Parish, which will increase traffic westwards into 
the NL / AONB and the historic village of Cranborne 
which is already significantly congested. That 
additional traffic would impact adversely on key 

Support noted. 
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characteristics of the NL / AONB, such as 
tranquillity, and put at risk the road verges and the 
sense of place of the relatively peaceful country 
lanes.  The scale of extension of the village 
envelope does seem to be of an appropriate scale 
to achieve the retention of the village character 
encapsulated in the vision.   

Land promoters 
McIlwain (Site 002)  

4.1 Policy 7 Question whether the Surplus Store site should be 
included in the supply calculations, only due to the 
fact that the site has had at extant permission in 
place for a number of years and does not appear to 
be coming forward for delivery in a timely manner. 

The target of 192 included in the NP takes into 
account a wide range of factors as set out in the NP 
Appx 1.  It also happens to equate to the Reg 18 
target in the LP, but it should be noted that the LP 
target applies for a 17 year period (i.e. 5 additional 
years) and therefore would be reduced if applied to 
the NP period of 2022-2034. 
Furthermore, this target is likely to be exceeded 
given: 

− Extant consents for 138 new homes as of April 
2022.  

− Site allocations totalling about 50 – 55 
dwellings (20 + 15 + 15-20) 

− Potential for further windfall through infill 
within the village boundary and replacement 
dwellings in the countryside 

Whilst the Surplus Stores site did stall, construction 
recommenced in late 2023 and the first homes are 
now at roof height (April 2024). 
Dorset Council are supportive of the housing target, 
as noted in Appendix 1.  This notes in A1.30 that 
the plan (and housing target) should be reviewed 
within 5 years of the plan being made, in order to 

Land promoters 
Highwood (Site 006)  

4.1 Policy 7 The most recent planning strategy, the Reg.18 Plan 
identified a potential level of housing for Alderholt 
expressed as two possible options: 1. around 300 
new homes and 0.25ha commercial and 2. 
significant expansion – comprising a series of 
sustainable urban extensions around the 
settlement to create a self-contained ‘town’ (to be 
quantified).  Appendix 2 of the Local Plan outlines a 
minimum 192 dwellings for Alderholt, but with an 
asterisk noting that there is an optional additional 
site for the village.  The NP should make provision 
for more homes than is currently proposed to be 
considered to meet the Basic Conditions in this 
regard. 

Land promoters 
Dudsbury Homes (Site 
007) 

4.1 Policy 7 The Neighbourhood Plan should have properly 
considered the potential of larger scale growth and 
revisions to the village which are capable of 
delivering sustainable development. 
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Land promoters 
Commercial Freeholds 
Limited (Site 009) 

4.1 Policy 7 It is suggested that the NP should seek to slightly 
exceed the figure of ‘a further    dwellings’ to 
ensure appropriate commitments are made to 
meet this need in full.  Site 009 is capable of 
delivering approximately 50 homes, higher than 
currently proposed in the NP. 

consider both the Local Plan target (which is 
expected to be confirmed in 2026) and whether 
any further allocations may be necessary.  This 
could be clarified in the section on monitoring and 
review. 
Amend 1.2.14 to reference that the plan (and 

housing target) should be reviewed within 5 years of 

the Plan being made, in order to consider both the 

Local Plan target (which is expected to be confirmed 

in 2027) and whether any further allocations may be 

necessary 

Land promoters 
Individual (Sites 010 
and 011) 

4.1 Policy 7 There are few suitable residential development 
sites in Dorset - Alderholt is fairly unique in that the 
village could be allowed to grow to make it 
sustainable. 
The Surplus Stores site has had planning permission 
granted on it for a long time – if this is excluded 
from the housing numbers there appears to be a 
shortfall. 

Land promoters 
McIlwain (Site 002)  

4.1 Policy 7 Question the need for the habitat regulation 
requirements to be repeated within the NP. These 
are national requirements and it seems 
unnecessary to be included in this level of plan; it is 
a duplication of process.  The inclusion of reference 
to the NFNPA mitigation scheme also creates 
confusion. Dorset Council is the competent 
authority for all assessments and legal agreements 
and mitigation strategies will need to be secured 
through them.  

The Parish Council has been guided by Natural 
England’s advice on this matter. 

Land promoters 
Highwood (Site 006)  

4.1 Policy 7 The ANP approach to Housing expressed through 
Policy 7 will not provide the affordable housing 
required to meet local need identified in household 
surveys.  Option 1 of the DCLP outlined that 300 
dwellings could be required at Alderholt. At 35% 
affordable housing, this would deliver 105 

Affordable housing needs are difficult to quantify 
with precision as these change over time, with 
households falling in / out of need and take-up of 
the existing stock.  The 2019 household survey 
results were based on the question “Is someone in 
your home (or immediate family living away) likely 
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affordable dwellings for the village. The ANP as 
drafted will not deliver anything near that level of 
affordable housing. 

to require an affordable home in the Alderholt area 
in the next 10 years?” and therefore was based on 
a degree of speculation and could include double 
counting.  This can be clarified.  The following 
paragraphs go on to consider more recent evidence 
on affordable housing need. 
The housing target has been agreed with Dorset 
Council, and whilst a greater level of housing would 
include more affordable housing, Alderholt is not 
well placed for large-scale growth given its lack of 
transport links, local facilities and employment, and 
a greater scale of growth would also be less 
compatible with the objectives of protecting and 
retaining the character of the village and the 
intrinsic beauty and enjoyment of the countryside 
and approaches to Alderholt.  
Amend A1.9 to further clarify the basis of the survey 

responses. 

Land promoters 
Macra Ltd (Site 006a)  

4.1 Policy 7 The downside of all dwellings being M4(2) is that 
these houses are not necessarily any bigger, so 
space that may be used for storage or living space 
is used for accessibility. Most people do not need 
an M4(2) specification home so lose space in this 
way.  A proportion of 30-50% M4(2)dwellings may 
be more practical.  

As announced in July 2022, the Government intend 
to mandate the current M4(2) (Category 2: 
Accessible and adaptable dwellings) requirement in 
Building Regulations as a minimum standard for all 
new homes.  This policy provides an interim 
requirement for this to be achieved where 
practicable.  

Land promoters 
Dudsbury Homes (Site 
007) 

4.1 Policy 7 It is noted in the Appendix to the Plan that the 138 
dwellings already committed in Alderholt are 
forecast to deliver just 7 affordable homes (5%), 
which suggests that the proposed allocation will be 
unlikely to deliver any affordable homes at all. 

The reduced provision of affordable housing on the 
Surplus Stores and Ringwood Road sites are specific 
to those sites and there is no reason to suggest that 
such exceptional viability issues will be raised going 
forward.  The Parish Council has liaised closely with 
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the relevant landowners, and specifically asked for 
them to respond on this point.  All three have 
confirmed that they have not identified any issues 
at this point (Regulation 14) that would raise 
viability concerns or require a reduction in the 
amount of affordable homes proposed. 

Land promoters 
Commercial Freeholds 
Limited (Site 009) 

4.1 Policy 7 Whilst aspects of this policy area supported (the 
overarching spatial strategy; 50/50 provision 
between rented and intermediate tenure to 
support greater affordable home ownership; and 
focus on 1 – 3 bedroom properties for affordable 
housing needs) it is not considered appropriate to 
seek to restrict the open market home mix in line 
with Table 1 as this will impact on the flexibility of 
developers in respect of individual sites and in 
relation to the matter of viability and changes in 
economic circumstances, and the policy should be 
worded to make clear that the mix of both 
affordable and open market homes is not 
prescribed / fixed. 

The policy as worded does contain a degree of 
flexibility, but is intended to provide clear guidance 
on the broad mix of homes expected based on the 
evidence available.  Should new evidence come to 
light it will be open for any applicant to put this 
forward as a material consideration if they consider 
an alternative mix would be more appropriate.  
Whilst viability is a consideration, Government 
guidance in the  PPG is clear that “it is important 
for developers and other parties buying (or 
interested in buying) land to have regard to the 
total cumulative cost of all relevant policies when 
agreeing a price for the land. Under no 
circumstances will the price paid for land be a 
relevant justification for failing to accord with 
relevant policies in the plan.”   
The Parish Council contacted the site promoter to 
offer them the opportunity to submit evidence of 
viability issues 
(https://www.gov.uk/guidance/viability) – to which 
they responded that they were not raising viability 
issues with respect to Land at Blackwater Grove, 
but their comment was in regard to possible 
unknown issues that could render adherence to the 
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mix unachievable.  This could, for example, arise if 
the SANG provision on their site was expected to 
be wholly funded through their development (with 
no contributions from other sources, as 
anticipated). 
On this basis, in the absence of there any obvious 
viability issues, it remains appropriate for the policy 
to provide clear guidance on the expected housing 
mix, but the supporting text can clarify that viability 
reasons may be used to vary. 
To include reference to viability in supporting text 

(and explanation that any cost implications arising 

from the housing mix should be taken into account 

in the purchase price). 

Local resident 
responses  

4.1 Policy 7 Range of views expressed, including scepticism that 
developers will build any affordable housing (given 
reduction on recent sites due to viability), and 
suggestions that the number of homes overall 
should be limited. 

Whilst viability is a material consideration, the land 
value should be based on a clear understanding 
that there are policies in place requiring affordable 
housing provision.  The sites are of a size to deliver 
affordable housing, and overall number is based on 
the housing target assessment set out in Appendix 
1.  The inclusion of these matters in an up-to-date 
Neighbourhood Plan provides the best opportunity 
to see these aspirations delivered. 

Dorset Council 4.1 Policy 8 Whilst the intentions behind the policy are 
understood, it is uncertain how this will be 
assessed and what would be reasonable to expect, 
in particular requiring new residential development 
to be convertible to retail and requiring it to 
provide suitable customer parking.  What does this 
mean in practice?  E.g. does there have to be a 

It may be helpful to explain the likely requirements 
in more detail.  These should be based on the 
typical requirements of a premises falling within 
Class E (as this is the main use class for most High 
Street premises), and would include: the ability to 
readily convert the ground floor to provide a 
readily accessible workspace that can 
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front room with a minimum floorspace and 
shopfront type window?  The level of customer 
parking may differ depending on the nature of the 
business. 

accommodate and attract customers (whether this 
is a shop, salon or another use), back office area / 
stockroom and staff / customer toilets.  With 
reference to Fordingbridge (business rate data) the 
rateable floor areas for shops and similar premises 
in that town is typically around 65sqm (median), 
with the lower quartile figure around 45sqm.  The 
requirement for parking for such premises (taking 
into account that  orset Council’s parking 
standards have not yet been updated to include 
Class E) is likely to require 2 – 4 spaces for this type 
of property. 
Expand explanation of matters to consider, 

reflecting the about anticipated requirements for 

such premises. 

Land promoters 
Macra Ltd (Site 006a)  

4.1 Policy 8 Having to future proof houses for conversion will 
have a negative effect on the character of the 
entrance to the village; as these houses would need 
to effectively have shop fronts and more parking 
provision.  This site may be better laid out with a 
soft frontage onto Daggons Road formed through 
front facing houses with green space, footpaths 
and trees.  

Land promoters 
Dudsbury Homes (Site 
007) 

4.1 Policy 8 Daggons Lane is a poor location for new services 
and will likely encourage more car trips even by 
local residents given the distance of the location 
from much of the housing in the village.  
Furthermore, there is no certainty that infill 
development will create some sort of retail or 
commercial frontage, any infill which does occur is 
likely to be very small scale and will not deliver a 
commercial element at all. 

Disagree that the indicated area is a poor location – 
as explained in 4.1.21 most of the existing provision 
is located along Daggons Road / Station Road and 
at the junction with Ringwood Road, and it is this 
part of the village that formed its historic base and 
continues to act as the village centre / high street.  
Creating a ‘new’ village centre away from this area 
would not be on the main through route and would 
have little regard the village’s historic character. 
Whilst it is accepted that this is an enabling policy 
to encourage such development and will depend 
on opportunities arising within this area.  However 
by setting out the vision and aspiration this does 
raise awareness and its success and possible 

Local resident 
responses  

4.1 Policy 8 Whilst broadly supported there was some 
scepticism expressed over whether this policy was 
realistic.   
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further actions can be considered through a future 
review of this plan. 

Dorset Council 4.1 Policy 9 Noted and supported. Support noted. 

Natural England 4.1 Policy 9 
Policy 13 

Support the proposed recreational path/cycle link 
east from Alderholt towards Fordingbridge.  Object 
to the proposed Trailway route to the west of 
Alderholt as the route passes through several parts 
of Cranborne Common SSSI, SPA, SAC and Ramsar. 
The plan presents no evidence or assessment which 
indicates how recreation related impacts can be 
avoided, despite proposing a direct route into the 
designated sites from the settlement.  In the 
absence of any information to conclude otherwise 
the western link should not be proposed, although 
the Plan may still indicate an intention to explore 
further westwards options during the plan period. 
A similar adjustment needs to be made to Para 
4.2.12 and Policy 13 in relation to the Trailway. The 
westwards extension should be considered as 
uncertain at this time. 

Support of eastward link noted. 
Note concerns raised regarding the westward link, 
and whilst this was recognised in the draft Plan 
(4.1.24 and Policy 9), agree that these can be 
‘downgraded’ for the part of the track extending 
beyond the western extent of the village to a 
feasibility project at this stage.   
Natural England have advised that the following 
modifications removes their objection on this point 
Amend map as follows: 

Amend second part of 4.2.10 to read: “4.2.10 The 

route going east from the village towards 

Fordingbridge provides the most potential benefit 

for local trips, and should therefore be prioritised in 
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bringing forward this project.  A westerly link 

towards Verwood, whilst desirable, could increase 

recreational pressures on Cranborne Common (an 

important part of the Dorset Heathlands), and 

Natural England have advised that further work is 

needed to show how such harm could be avoided.  As 

such this west-bound route, beyond the village, is 

not shown, pending further feasibility work.  The 

potential route within the village west of Daggons 

Road is shown on the map to indicate the future 

connection from that may be achieved as a result of 

the site allocation proposed under Policy 13, but 

this should not be provided without ensuring that 

this link would not result in walkers continuing 

along the old railway track to the west (unless it is 

demonstrated that this would not result in harm to 

the Dorset Heathlands).” 

Amend second paragraph of Policy 9 to read: “Any 

proposals to extend the trailway west of Daggons 

Road will need to be supported by a project-level 

Habitats Regulations Assessment, demonstrating 

that the impacts of any potential increase in 

recreational footprint on the Dorset Heathlands are 

adequately mitigated” 

Amend Trailway Project by the addition of: “This 

will include further feasibility work, particularly 

with regard to any westward extension towards 

Verwood, given the need to avoid harm to Dorset 

heathlands.” 

Amend Policy 13 to refer to “Future connections 

through land to the south to provide the potential 

for pedestrian / cycle links to the Trailway, if this is 
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extended westwards from the village, should be 

included within the design of the layout.” And 

update the supporting text accordingly to reference 

that this route ‘may’ run to the south and is subject 

to further feasibility work. 

Cranborne Chase 
National Landscape 
Partnership 

4.1 Policy 9 The proposal for the Trailway recreational link 
could, in addition to its intrinsic benefits, divert the 
recreational pressures of new residents from the 
public rights of way and those that lead into this NL 
/ AONB. We do, therefore, encourage that project. 

Support noted. 

Land promoters 
McIlwain (Site 002)  

4.1 Policy 9 My clients are happy to support the provision of 
the trailway as a public benefit, but as a land owner 
of some (not inconsiderable) proportion of the 
track, they would wish to see the wider benefits of 
the trailway being explored; the trailway has the 
potential to become a very sustainable and safe 
route between settlements for pedestrians and 
cyclists. As such, future consideration should be 
given to opening up the land along the route of the 
trailway (which is in close proximity to the village) 
to facilitate bringing forward the wider aims of 
opening up the route and delivering a benefit to 
the public. 

Noted.  This is a long-term project and it is helpful 
to know that there would be willingness to consider 
access to sections of the Trailway.  Further 
discussion on how this may be facilitated will be 
welcomed, the results of which may influence the 
future review on the NP. 

Land promoters 
Highwood (Site 006)  

4.1 Policy 9 Land at Cross Farm incorporates the railway 
embankment along which the proposed Trailway 
will pass through the site along it’s northern 
boundary. Highwood (Site 006) are uniquely placed 
to be able to deliver this significant first stage of 
the Trailway Project to the benefit of the village 
and wider community along with improvements to 

Noted.  This is a long-term project and it is helpful 
to know that there would be willingness to consider 
access to sections of the Trailway.  Further 
discussion on how this may be facilitated will be 
welcomed, the results of which may influence the 
future review on the NP. 
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the wider public rights of way network as part of 
development proposals for Cross Farm. 

Dorset Council 4.1 Policy 10 Noted and supported. Support noted. 

Land promoters 
Dudsbury Homes (Site 
007) 

4.1 Policy 10 The small level of employment proposed, coupled 
with the overall low level of growth, is very unlikely 
to be achieved 

There is no employment land target set for the 
area.  The policy is supportive of employment in 
line with the requirements of the NPPF, but given 
that Alderholt is not well connected and is not 
identified for employment investment it is 
accepted that the scale of development likely to 
take place will depend on local entrepreneurs.  
There is no evidence to suggest that the take-up of 
employment land will be magically ‘cured’ by the 
scale of housebuilding proposed under the 
Dudsbury Homes scheme or that it would provide 
more jobs than the growth in population. 

Land promoters 
Individual (Sites 010 
and 011) 

4.1 Policy 10 Employment within / close proximity to Alderholt 
will allow it to maintain itself as a self-contained 
community - the policy as currently proposed is too 
restricted. 

Disagree – the policy does not restrict employment 
development provided that it is of a nature and 
scale appropriate to its location.  

Local resident 
responses  

4.1 Policy 10 Whilst broadly supported there were some 
concerns about potential noise / light pollution and 
traffic impacts from additional employment that 
may be to the detriment of the rural character of 
the area.   

These issues are intended to be covered by the 
policy criteria, as noise / light pollution would be 
significant adverse environmental impacts – 
however this can be clarified. 
Amend policy and supporting text to clarify that 

adverse environmental impacts may include noise / 

light pollution. 

Dorset Council 4.2 Other Comments from the Transport Planning Team: Due 
to the scale of development included within the 
Neighbourhood Plan, there is limited scope to 

Noted – however in order for this to be effective, 
further work is likely to be needed on project 
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improve facilities and transport links. However, we 
would push that the Neighbourhood Plan 
maximises the opportunity to secure developer 
funding from the allocated sites to contribute 
towards local transport improvements. This could 
include contributions towards community 
transport, where feasible, and/or towards The 
Trailway Project. 

costings / feasibility.  This is considered more 
appropriately tackled through a future review. 

Dorset Council 4.2 Para 4.2.2 “ he village envelope has been updated to include 
these sites…. Whilst these extant sites are not 
included as specific allocations…” – it is confusing in 
this context what is meant by “these extant sites”. 
The sites are labelled as “existing permission” on 
Map 10, but this needs to be made clearer in this 
paragraph as without further explanation it appears 
to be referring to the sites listed directly above.  A 
table of extant sites is provided below A1.23 which 
could be referred to or the table copied into this 
section.   

Noted and need for clarification agreed.  The first 
sentence refers to the preceding site allocations, 
and it is the second sentence that needs to address 
the extant sites. 
Amend 4.2.2 to explain more clearly that the sites 

with extant planning consent, known as Surplus 

Stores and Hawthorns (as shown on Map 10), are not 

included as specific allocations because… 

Environment Agency 4.2 Policy 11 - 14 Where your plan proposes development or 
promotes growth, we recommend early 
consultation with the relevant water company. 
Your plan should determine whether there is (or 
will be prior to occupation) sufficient infrastructure 
capacity available for wastewater and water supply 
services, that will not impact on the water 
environment.  

See South West Water response confirming that 
the level of development proposed can be 
accommodated within the existing water supply 
network and infrastructure. 

Historic England 4.2 Policy 11 - 14 We note that 3 sites are proposed as site 
allocations (policies 12, 13 & 14) and that the 
extension of the village envelope is proposed in 

The advice on heritage matters included within the 
site options assessment and subsequently through 
the SEA has been followed, and the Conservation 
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order to accommodate them (policy 11).  It will be 
important to ensure through the site allocation and 
assessment process via the SEA that these 
proposals take appropriate account of relevant 
heritage assets, and in conformity with overarching 
national and local planning policy avoid causing 
harm to the historic environment.  

 eam’s responses to this consultation have also 
been considered and where possible followed (see 
relevant Dorset Council points). 

National Highways 4.2 Policy 11 - 14 Having reviewed the plan’s proposed policies, we 
consider that these are unlikely to lead to a scale of 
development that would adversely impact on the 
safe and efficient operation of the SRN.  We 
therefore have no specific comments to offer. 

Noted. 

South West Water 
(Bournemouth Water) 

4.2 Policy 11 - 14 The level of development proposed can be 
accommodated within the existing water supply 
network and infrastructure.  Any potential future 
upgrades required to accommodate, particularly 
large-scale proposals, would require assessment, 
and allocation of relevant funding not currently 
included within the current business plan.  South 
West Water is currently carrying out a detailed 
study of the growth in the Alderholt area which will 
confirm the design and timings of any 
infrastructure upgrades required to the water 
distribution network - if the development Land 
South of Ringwood Road goes ahead of circa 1,700 
dwellings, then work will be required to the water 
distribution network along Ringwood Road which 
could take up to 18 months to install once 
construction has commenced. 

Noted. 
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Dorset Council 4.2 Policy 11 Generally support, however the wording is a little 
confusing. The policy appears to be saying that the 
revised village envelope defines the extent of the 
smaller hamlets, but this isn’t the case (it defines 
the extent of the main village, and everything else 
in the parish is classed as ‘countryside’).  

Support noted and need for clarification agreed.   
Amend Policy 11 as follows: “The village envelope 

boundary, which defines the extent of the village (in 

policy terms) as distinct from the wider countryside 

(including the smaller hamlets), is updated...” 

Natural England 4.2 Policy 11 No objection. Noted. 

Local resident 
responses  

4.2 Policy 11 Whilst broadly supported there were some 
concerns about the loss of greenfield sites and that 
the village was already ‘big enough’.   

If the Neighbourhood is to be effective it has to be 
based on an understanding of housing need and 
seek to meet such needs.  Where insufficient 
brownfield sites exist to meet this need (as is the 
case in Alderholt) this will result in some greenfield 
development.  The issue is whether these choices 
are undertaken through a Neighbourhood Plan, or 
left to the Local Plan policies.  The Parish Council 
have opted for these decisions to be made locally 
on where development should happen, taking on 
board the latest evidence of housing needs. 

Dorset Council 4.2 Policy 12 Noted and supported. Support noted. 

Land promoters 
McIlwain (Site 002) 

4.2 Policy 12 In broad agreement with the policy and the 
parameters it sets.  The provision of onward 
connection to the community facilities at the 
Recreation Ground would be provided where 
feasible, and this element should be reflected in 
amended wording of the policy to ‘where 
feasible possible’, if – for whatever reason – this 
might not be achievable. 

Agree that it would be appropriate to acknowledge 
that this is subject to feasible but also make clear 
that if not provided, the developer must 
demonstrate that they have made best endeavours 
to achieve such links. 
Amend policy by addition of “if feasible” at the end 

of the fourth paragraph.  Include additional 

explanation in supporting text that the developer 

will be expected to explain what negotiations have 

taken place if no link, or a sub-standard link is 
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proposed, to show that they have made their best 

endeavours to secure this at a reasonable cost. 

Land promoters 
Highwood (Site 006)  

4.2 Policy 12 The Site Assessment was on the basis of no 
employment proposed at this site, yet the 
consultation boards Autumn 2023 factored in 
employment and the proposed NP policy does not 
mention employment at all. The public consultation 
votes are therefore questionable for this site as the 
residents voted towards a scheme that was before 
and after consultation never going to deliver 
employment land. Cross Farm will deliver 
employment.  The Site Assessment acknowledges 
the scheme will likely not deliver policy-compliant 
affordable housing due to it being brownfield land 
and due to possible viability issues. Cross Farm will 
deliver affordable housing as per policy. 

The potential for some employment was 
considered, but given the location of this site, 
nature of the road network in this location and 
higher base land value, the draft plan has not 
included employment as part of the proposed mix.  
The public response to this has been further tested 
through the Regulation 14 consultation.  
The site is former Nursery land (and therefore not 
brownfield per se) and the Parish Council have 
contacted the site promoter to check whether 
there are any viability issues, and they have 
confirmed their commitment to delivering the 
affordable housing in line with the policy 
requirements. 

Land promoters 
Commercial Freeholds 
Limited (Site 009) 

4.2 Policy 12 The capacity of this site needs to be assessed and 
may need to be reduced in order to provide an 
acceptable sustainable drainage system.  It is also 
some distance from the centre of the village and 
residents are likely to walk along Ringwood Road 
(an unsafe walking environment) as this would be 
more direct than through the alternative routes 
proposed. 
Site 009 is capable of delivering a greater quantum 
of housing and would represent a more sustainable 
development consistent with the objectives of the 
NP in a manner that would consolidate the village 
and not lead to development extending more 

The Parish Council contacted the site promoter in 
respect of these matters.  In terms of drainage, 
they state that the site has never flooded and does 
not suffer from standing water, even in periods of 
heavy rainfall. It has a ditch which runs around the 
perimeter of the site at present and any additional 
swales or other measures are capable of being 
incorporated into the site design without impacting 
on overall numbers.  The site has the potential for 
two routes of access as identified in the Plan, and 
ideally both of these will be provided for maximum 
connectivity.  This involves Parish Council land (who 
have endorsed the Neighbourhood Plan) as one 
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gradually out into the countryside to the south of 
the settlement.   

option, and a third party for the second option, 
who have also indicated that they are happy to 
connect both sites for the benefits of all residents.  
Given that facilities within the village stretch along 
the length of Station Road, some will be closer and 
some less close that alternatives, and residents of 
site 009 could likewise tend to use Ringwood Road 
as the most direct link to the sports facilities. 

Local resident 
responses  

4.2 Policy 12 Main concerns relate to the increase in traffic along 
Ringwood Road which is narrow with no footpath 
and becomes flooded to the south.  One comment 
queried location of the access into Broomfield 
Drive. 

Dorset Council 4.2 Para 4.2.14 The paragraph says that commercial uses can be 
provided both adjoining the garage site and along 
the road frontage, however Policy 13 appears to 
say that employment uses should be on the road 
frontage only.  

Noted – the Policy is not intended to prevent the 
area adjoining the garage being considered for 
employment. 
Amend Policy wording to read: “…The location of 

employment areas should be on the road frontage in 

line with Policy 8 (The Village “High Street”) and 

may also include the area adjoining the garage 

site.” 

Dorset Council 4.2 Policy 13 Noted and supported. Support noted. 

Land promoters 
Macra Ltd (Site 006a)  

4.2 Policy 13 As landowner we are very supportive of this Policy 
and the draft allocation of this site. We believe it 
constitutes natural infill within the village form, at 
an appropriate scale and it will enhance the 
entrance to the village from the west. It provides a 
great opportunity to deliver much needed housing 
and employment on the high street.   

Support noted. 

Local resident 
responses  

4.2 Policy 13 Main concerns raised relate to: 

− flood risk (adjoining landowner, Alderholt 
Motors, cites high water table and regular 
flooding in recent years (the site is not flat) that 
already impacts on their business and Churchill 
Close) – including how the changes in site level 

The Parish Council contacted the site promoter in 
respect of these matters.  In terms of flood risk / 
drainage, they provided a flood risk note by 
Condon Drew Associates Ltd, that notes that site is 
within an area of possible groundwater 
susceptibility, and any flooding is likely to be 
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will be dealt with given the site frontage is 
below the main road.   

− compatibility with the existing business (given 
there are already noise complaints from 
residents of the properties along Jubilee Court).   

− further removal of trees including mature oaks 
(in addition to those removed in 2020) 

− loss of attractive paddock as part of the 
‘entrance’ to the village (as well as from nearby 
homes) 

− impact on wildlife (including bats and owls seen 
locally) 

− increased traffic and parking on the main road, 
and poor visibility, causing highway safety 
issues 

− lack of infrastructure to support further 
development.   

perched water atop a clay layer that lies beneath 
the topsoil.  They have provided a concept drainage 
strategy (based on a detailed topographic survey) 
to indicate how utilising positive discharge from the 
site should result in betterment in terms of flood 
risk both on and off the site.  Foul flows will be 
discharged via gravity sewer and connected into an 
existing chamber in Daggons Road.   
The site promoter has discussed options for access 
with the Highways Authority and can confirm that 
they do not need to remove any trees to achieve 
this, and that sufficient parking provision can be 
made within the site.   
The nature of employment proposed falls outside 
of B2 (heavy industrial) use and would be 
compatible with a residential area – and may 
indeed provide a ‘buffer’ between any residential 
and Alderholt Motors. 
Whilst the paddock is acknowledged to be an 
attractive green space, this does not over-ride the 
other factors in favour of this location which is 
broadly supported by the community as 
appropriate for development.  The biodiversity net 
gain requirements will ensure that any impact on 
local species will be more than compensated for. 
An indicative site layout plan has been provided, 
and whilst they layout is not endorsed by the Parish 
Council, it does indicate that the site should have 
adequate capacity to deliver the quantum of 
development proposed. 

Land promoters 
Commercial Freeholds 
Limited (Site 009) 

4.2 Policy 13 The spatial implications of the mixed use, public 
open space and infrastructure requirements such 
as drainage make it unrealistic for this level of 
development to be delivered on a site of this size.  
The need to consider the root protection areas of 
the trees along the site boundary will further 
reduce the developable area.  Site 009 is capable of 
accommodating any surplus capacity as a result.   
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Update supporting text to referent that initial flood 

risk evidence has been provided that indicates how 

the site should decrease flood risk both on and off 

the site 

Dorset Council 4.2 Para 4.2.15 “Which is not currently shown as adopted highway” 
– would it be more accurate to simply say “which is 
not currently adopted highway”?  o you know if 
there are plans for the highways authority to adopt 
this road?  

The site promoter has confirmed that they hold the 
required land to upgrade the route to adoptable 
standards with a carriageway width consistent with 
the initial section of Blackwater Close supporting 
two way traffic. 
Agree point of clarification on current status and 

potential to upgrade the access to adoptable 

standards. 

Dorset Council 4.2 Para 4.2.18  efers to “  Blackwater Close” but   think this 
should be “  Blackwater Grove” 

No – this is the large site at the eastern end of 
Blackwater Grove that backs onto the development 
site.  Whilst the landowner has not current 
intention of developing the land, it clearly provides 
a potential future brownfield option. 

Dorset Council 4.2 Policy 14 Noted and supported. Support noted. 

Natural England 4.2 Policy 14 This site is known to support at least two species of 
protected reptiles. The proposed mitigation project 
at this site is of a suitable scale for the number of 
dwellings indicated. The configuration of the area 
will need to be informed by an ecological survey. It 
is likely that the area supports breeding birds and 
may also be of importance for bats and SPA birds. 
The policy wording should be adjusted to accessible 
natural greenspace. 

Noted – suggest amending text to reference these 
points. 
Add the following to the start of the supporting text 

on ecology “This site is known to support at least 

two species of protected reptiles.  Any areas that 

support breeding birds may also be of importance 

for bats, and will need to be considered with 

reference to the Dorset heathlands (as one of the 

reasons for its significance related to breeding birds 

such as the European nightjar and Dartford 

warbler).  ” 
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Local resident 
responses  

4.2 Policy 14 Main concerns raised relate to: 

− flooding impacting on adjoining properties 
(where there have already been incidences of 
groundwater flooding) and given the sloping 
nature of the site towards the village. 

− impact on wildlife (including hedgehogs, slow-
worms, bats and owls seen locally) – at the 
current time the site is regenerating with many 
saplings etc that will mature into trees 

− unsuitable nature of the access into Blackwater 
Close and Blackwater Grove.  There have been 
many times that local services have not been 
able to access this road due to the amount of 
cars parked along the small close in Blackwater 
Close with bins not being emptied.. The houses 
in Blackwater Grove have very limited parking 
and therefore there is a lot of on road parking.  
The Blackwater Close junction is often used by 
public to do a 3 point turn in.  Blackwater Grove 
is used by horseriders and dog walkers as a 
bridleway. 

The Parish Council contacted the site promoter in 
respect of these matters.  In terms of flood risk / 
drainage, there is no evidence of surface water risk 
on the Government flood maps.  Whilst Dorset 
Council’s mapping indicates that a small part of the 
site may be susceptibility to groundwater flooding, 
this risk can be dealt with through the layout and 
drainage strategy.   
The biodiversity net gain requirements will ensure 
that any impact on local species will be more than 
compensated for. 
With regard to access, Dorset Council officers have 
confirmed that the vehicular and pedestrian access 
options proposed are appropriate, and may be able 
to accommodate additional development (although 
this would need to be further assessed).   
Amend reference to access to note Dorset Council’s 

response to access concerns. 

Land promoters 
Highwood (Site 006)  

4.2 Policy 14 This site is allocated for 15-20 dwellings but it is not 
demonstrated that access to the site can be 
achieved.  

Land promoters 
Highwood (Site 006)  

4.2 Policy 14 There is insufficient evidence to demonstrate that 
the plan’s housing target can be delivered in 
relation to the Heathland Infrastructure Project 
requirements 

The Parish Council has been guided by Natural 
England on this point, and has indicated that the 
combination of the planned and proposed HIPS / 
SANG at Alderholt Surplus Stores, Daggons Road 
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Land promoters 
Commercial Freeholds 
Limited (Site 009) 

4.2 Policy 14 The approach is also inconsistent as the other two 
development sites are accepted as being reliant 
upon off-site SANG.  Furthermore, the site is more 
than capable of being brought forwards for 50 
homes with its own site specific SANG within the 
scope of its the 3.6ha site area. 

(planning application reference 3/11/0558/REM) - 
within the northern part of the site currently being 
developed, at High Wood (planning application 
reference 3/20/1732/FUL), and on Land South of 
Blackwater Grove (NP Policy 14) should be 
sufficient to mitigate the extant planning consents 
and site allocations.   
The potential for alternative SANG provision is not 
ruled out and may be considered.   

Land promoters 
Individual (Sites 010 
and 011)  

4.2 Policy 14 The SANG could be provided on adjoining land to 
enable the whole of this parcel of land to be 
development 

Land promoters 
Commercial Freeholds 
Limited (Site 009) 

4.2 Policy 14 This density of development is unreasonably and 
unrealistically low and would result in a 
significantly inefficient use of the land, contrary to 
the NPPF.  Even if only 2ha of the site were to be 
built upon as is suggested, the delivery of a scheme 
of 40 dwellinghouses would only result in a density 
of 20dph, which is more in line with the other 
proposed allocations.   
The suggestion that development be limited to the 
eastern part of the site would prevent open space 
being integrated through the scheme - it is 
suggested that flexibility is provided to arrange the 
dwellinghouses throughout the site and to locate 
SANG and open space elements in the most 
appropriate locations where existing landscape 
features or interest can be best preserved or 
enhanced. 
Amended policy wording suggested reflecting the 
above. 

The supporting text makes clear that 20 homes 
should not be interpreted as an absolute capacity, 
but if there is capacity to include additional housing 
(which would exceed the level of development 
advised as acceptable by Natural England at this 
time), this could come forward as part of a later 
phase of development when this Plan is reviewed.  
It is not expected (or indeed made a policy 
required) that the 15 – 20 homes should be 
‘spread’ across the full site.   
The area identified as proposed greenspace (SANG 
/ HIP) has a greater interface with the countryside 
and its features appear to lend itself more to 
providing an interesting alternative greenspace.  
This does not prevent the SANG from extending 
further eastwards, indeed the area shown 
measures approximately 1.6ha and therefore this is 
implied to provide a 2ha site. 

Land promoters 
Highwood (Site 006)  

4.2 Site omission Given the scoring in the AECOM Site Options and 
Assessment Report and potential issues in relation 

The SEA scores for this site (004) in Table 5.1 of 
that report do not indicate that this site is 
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to the allocated sites, it is difficult to comprehend 
why Cross Farm was not allocated. 
Development at Cross Farm (Site 004) scored very 
positively in the AECOM report and will evidently 
meet the vision and objectives of the ANP better 
than other alternatives – not least through delivery 
of over 50 homes, with policy compliant affordable 
housing and facilitating delivery of the Alderholt to 
Fordingbridge Trailway, which no other site can 
deliver. It is a sustainable option for development 
and suitable, deliverable and available. 
We will be preparing additional technical evidence 
to further support such an allocation ahead of ANP 
examination and will be more than willing to 
continue engagement with the parish council and 
local community on bringing forward a 
development with all the benefits to the village it 
would bring 

significantly preferable to those chosen (sites 002, 
006a and 009).  Based simplistically on the 
numerical ‘scores’ in  able  .  of the SEA, where a 
low number is more positive, Site 004 scored 20, 
and sites 002, 006a and 009 scored 8, 11 and 14 
respectively.   
Furthermore, the consultation responses do not 
indicate that land at Cross Farm was considered a 
suitable site by local residents.  It is similar in some 
respects to site     insofar as it is mainly ‘backland’ 
site that would not be suitable for employment but 
could provide open space, but given its greater 
degree of flood risk and current use as agricultural 
land was considered less suitable at this time.   

Land promoters 
Individual (Sites 010 
and 011)  

4.2 Site omission Additional land adjacent to the Paddocks should be 
included to support any further development and 
make it sustainable. 

Site 011 was assessed a not suitable for 
development as part of the Dorset SHLAA.  This was 
confirmed through the independent assessment 
undertaken by AECOM, and its omission supported 
through the options consultation. 

Dorset Council 5.1 Policy 15 Noted and supported. Support noted. 

Cranborne Chase 
National Landscape 
Partnership 

5.1 Policy 15 The Partnership commends the NP group for 
recognising the importance of the allotments, not 
just in relation to their obvious function but also 
the substantial amount of community investment 
of time and effort. 

Support noted. 
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Land promoters 
Dudsbury Homes (Site 
007) 

5.1 Policy 15 Whilst this policy is laudable in itself, continued low 
levels of growth in Alderholt have already seen a 
steady decline in local services. Trying to protect 
services whilst failing to permit the growth that 
they need to survive is a policy which will fail and 
impose unreasonable demands on business owners 
who are losing trade and custom through static 
population growth. 

There are many factors that influence whether or 
not a business is successful, and having a larger 
population is not a guaranteed ‘fix’.   he existing 
population of around 3,200 residents is significantly 
higher than many villages in the Dorset area, and 
this policy reflects national and local policy. 

Dorset Council 5.2 Policy 16 Noted and supported.  The following sites are 
owned by Dorset Council, and the Assets and 
Property team have been consulted and have no 
objections:  

− LGS  –  udor Close amenity area 

− LGS7 – Kestrel Way amenity area 

− LGS8 – Windsor Way kickabout area 

− LGS9 – Alderholt School playing field.  

Support noted. 

Natural England 5.2 Policy 16 Support the allocation of the Important Local Green 
Spaces.  

Support noted. 

Landowner  5.2 Policy 16 As the owner of LGS5 I want this space deleted 
from the plan. 

The landowner was consulted and their previous 
points of objection were considered prior to 
commencing the Regulation 14 consultation, but 
the points raised were not deemed to be sufficient 
to delete the proposed designation.  No new points 
have been put forward by the landowner in 
response to this consultation. 

Land promoters 
Individual (Sites 010 
and 011)  

5.2 Policy 16 LGS10 has not been put forward as a potential 
Local Green Space and still very much forms part of 
a more strategic approach to the future growth of 
Alderholt being promoted and considered through 

As referenced in para 5.2.4, Appendix 2 includes a 
more detailed description of each site and their 
reason for their designation.  
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the Local Plan making process.  There needs to be a 
clear rationale and evidence for Local Green Space 
designation and that it is not being misused to 
prevent development. No rationale for the 
proposed Local Green Space designation has been 
provided.  The NPPF test requires a piece of land to 
be ‘demonstrably special to a local community and 
holds a particular significance e.g. its beauty, 
historic significance, recreational value, tranquillity 
or richness of its wildlife’ and this has not been 
evidenced. 

Whilst the owner considers that this is an ordinary 
piece of land that is not particularly valued by the 
community, this is not a view shared by the 
respondents to the consultations. 

Local resident 
responses  

5.2 Policy 16 Suggest protection of the allotments as a LGS or 
heritage asset 

The allotments were considered for LGS 
designation, but given that the main reason for 
safeguarding these was the use (which could be 
transferred to another site if necessary), their 
protection was considered better achieved through 
their inclusion as a local facility under Policy 15. 

Local resident 
responses  

5.2 Policy 16 Suggest protection of the Paddock (Site 006a) as a 
LGS as an attractive green space at the entrance to 
the village. 

The site is proposed for development, and this is 
supported by the majority of those responding, 
suggesting that this site is not strongly valued by 
the community (as a whole). 

Local resident 
responses  

5.2 Policy 16 Not sure that the Recreation Ground should be 
classed as an open space as it is a sports field. 

The site meets the criteria for LGS designation, and 
there are many examples of sports fields being so 
designated.  This does not prevent its continuing 
use as a sports field, or the erection of ancillary 
structures to support its continued use provided 
that these would not reduce its open character or 
recreational use and ability to host village events 
that require a large open area.  The area 
immediately adjoining the road, including the 
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Respondent/s § Para / Policy Matters raised (summarised) NPG Response (italics = change to NP) 

clubhouse and pavilion, is not part of the LGS 
designation. 

Dorset Council 5.3 Policy 17 Noted and supported. Support noted. 

Cranborne Chase 
National Landscape 
Partnership 

5.3 Policy 17 There is no information on the prevention of light 
pollution and the provision of good lighting. Both 
those elements should be included in a NP that 
adjoins an International Dark Sky Reserve. 

Agreed – dark night skies are a key characteristic of 
the rural areas of the parish, important in terms of 
the adjoining National Landscape’s status and also 
in minimising potentially harmful impacts on 
nocturnal species.   
Reference the dark nights skies in section 2.4 

(including link to https://www.cpre.org.uk/light-

pollution-dark-skies-map/) and need to minimise the 

harmful impacts of street lighting in Policy 2 and 

supporting text, and more generally in Policy 17. 

Cranborne Chase 
National Landscape 
Partnership 

5.3 Policy 17 The obvious, but easily taken for granted, mature 
Oak trees along the lanes are shown to provide a 
special rural character.   

Support noted. 

Land promoters 
Individual (Sites 010 
and 011)  

5.3 Policy 17 As per LGS10 this policy is also flawed in that it 
refers to a place that doesn't exist. 

Disagree for the reasons given in relation to the 
LGS designation. 

Local resident 
responses  

5.3 Policy 17 Suggest addition of view from recreation field 
looking east towards New Forest 

This view was previously considered at the meeting 
in June 2023 but was not considered to merit 
inclusion. 

Local resident 
responses  

5.3 Policy 17 Suggest addition of views on approach roads to 
village, particularly along Ringwood Road and 
around Pressey's Corner 

No specific views have been identified, but the 
policy does seek to protect and where possible 
reinforce the character provided by the winding 
hedge lined lanes, and mature oak trees that line 
the lanes around and approaching the village. 

Dorset Council 5.4 Table 2 
(page 53), V1 

Just to note that this refers to “the iconic block of 
conifers” – does this contradict Policy 17, which 

Policy 17 refers to the hard geometric edges of the 
conifer plantations, whereas the stand of conifers 
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Respondent/s § Para / Policy Matters raised (summarised) NPG Response (italics = change to NP) 

describes conifer plantations as a detracting 
feature? 

in this location is not a plantation (so photo on Map 
  ) and may be better referenced as ‘stand’ than 
‘block’. 
Amend description to refer to ‘stand’ 

Dorset Council 5.4 Policy 18 Noted and supported. Support noted. 

Natural England 5.4 Policy 18 Some viewpoints are currently dependent on trees 
which are nearing the end of their lifespan eg V1. It 
would seem appropriate for the Plan to indicate 
that some of these locations should be priority 
locations for tree enhancement/management eg 
through the oak tree project. 

Noted and agreed. 
Add additional paragraph in supporting text “Where 

trees are important landmarks within views, their 

retention and ongoing management is encouraged, 

and may form part of the Oak Tree Project.”  Amend 

project to reference “and in locations where trees 

are important in local views” 

Cranborne Chase 
National Landscape 
Partnership 

5.4 Policy 18 The NP group may wish to consider whether there 
are more than just the identified four important 
views. It may, for example, be useful to consider 
special, typical, or iconic views within the Parish 
and settlement rather than just looking 
outwards.  Such views could include heritage 
features and locally significant cultural localities.   

Noted – this is a matter that would be better 
researched as part of a future review of this Plan. 

Dorset Council 5.5 Policy 19 Noted and supported.  Suggest clarify “Features 
associated with railway” – should this read former 
railway? 

Support noted and need for clarification agreed.   
Amend last bullet of Policy 19 to read: “Features 

associated with the former railway.” 

Dorset Council -- SEA report Environmental Assessment Officer comments: the 
report is thorough and prepared to a high standard, 
but please note that there will need to be further 
assessment undertaken at the later stages of the 
plan preparation process, as per the ‘ ext Steps’ 
section in para 6.64 onwards.  It may be prudent to 
provide greater explanation of the reasons for 
selecting/rejecting each of the nine sites 

Noted – these comments have been passed to 
AECOM. 
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Respondent/s § Para / Policy Matters raised (summarised) NPG Response (italics = change to NP) 

considered in the analysis of reasonable 
alternatives in the final Environmental Report. 

Dorset Council -- HRA Report Environmental Assessment Officer comments: the 
report is thorough and high quality, as expected 
from AECOM. However, there are a couple of minor 
issues which need correcting, including the 
suggested mitigation for the New Forest 
recreational pressure issue, which comprises a 
change in wording to policy  , doesn’t reflect the 
most recent progress which has been made with 
developing a SAMM strategy for the New Forest 
(which isn’t public at this stage). The air quality 
section doesn’t have regard to the  orset 
Heathlands Interim Air Quality Strategy despite the 
proximity to the Dorset Heaths. 

Noted – these comments have been passed to 
AECOM. 
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Appendix 1: Scoping File Note 

File Note – Vision and Objectives 
Prepared by Jo Witherden BSc(Hons) DipTP DipUD MRTPI 

What local residents have previously told us: 

2017 Local Plan consultation (460 responses) 

Key conclusions from the open text responses: 

There were 287 extensive text responses and the greatest issues/priorities were:- 

These appear to major on the need to retain the village feel of Alderholt in its rural setting, a 
requirement for the infrastructure to be improved/provided before any development, especially the 
road network into and out of the village, and better public transport/bus service. Also, any 
development should “look nice” – be well designed and generally small scale. There was an 
emphasis also on the fact that children have to move away at present due to the level of 
unaffordability and unavailability of property in Alderholt. 

Mention was made of the need for there to be adequate parking provision for any development, 
and that the provision of workplaces in the village would help reduce the level of commuting into 
and out of the village. 

2019 Survey – key findings (420 responses) 

What was valued (top 7 priorities): 

- Rural setting 
- Shops 
- Village feel 
- Public footpaths 
- Recreation ground 
- Garage 
- Community Spirit 

Priorities for improvement (top 7 priorities): 

- Bus Service 
- Shops / services 
- Doctors 
- Traffic management / improved roads 
- Footpaths 
- Schools 
- Gym / leisure centre 

Most people did their main food shop in either Ringwood, Verwood or Fordingbridge.  People 
went further afield (typically Bournemouth or Salisbury) for more general shopping.   

A significant proportion of respondents worked from home, but otherwise work destinations were 
quite scattered – including Bournemouth, Fordingbridge, Ringwood, Salisbury and Southampton.  
The vast majority commuted to work by car (as the main driver). 
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About a third of respondents said that someone in their household had been involved in a road 
traffic incident in the local area in the last 5 years.  Only about a fifth of these accidents were 
actively reported. 

2022 Focus Group session – key findings: 

Housing 
Main concerns noted were regarding the potential scale of growth, and the impact on the village 
and its facilities.  If additional houses are built this should include social housing that is genuinely 
affordable to local people.  The existing consents should be progressed first – particularly the 
Surplus Stores site as this is brownfield land. 

Transport 
Main concerns were the lack of any viable alternatives to the car, and that the highway network is 
inadequate for major traffic increases and there are problems with speeding traffic.  There could 
be better traffic management (speed and HGV restrictions), and better public transport is needed.  
The trailway could provide a safe cycling route (but recognising that this is unlikely to operate as 
an effective alternative to the car) 

Leisure and Facilities 
The village would benefit from additional facilities – such as a gym or skate park, a youth club and 
a better network of footways for getting around the village.  Concerns regarding capacity in the 
local schools, access to healthcare and the reliability of the internet / broadband connections 

Vision and Objectives Discussion 

Vision 
By (    ) Alderholt will be… 

The vision can cover issues that matter most to local people, what they particularly want to 
cherish, and what they want to see improved.  It can also to cover relationship with outlying areas 
within and outside of the parish.  It benefits from being ‘unique’ to the area – so that it will 
resonate with local people. 

Objectives 
Possible themes: 

- Housing needs and opportunities 
- Employment needs and opportunities 
- Transport and travel (including road safety, public transport, walking and cycling) 
- Community Facilities (including education, health, amenities and facilities for all ages) 
- Green spaces / environment / biodiversity 
- Flooding and drainage 
- Character / design  
- Village centre   hub   ‘high street’ 
- Climate change (although this is often cross-cutting through all of the themes) 
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Appendix 2.Display boards and survey used in the Options Consultation  
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Alderholt Neighbourhood Plan 
Options Consultation - Summer 2023 
NB the following is the paper copy used at the event, the online survey also included relevant maps 
as shown on the display boards. 

Vision and Objectives 

Do you broadly agree with the VISION - how many thumbs up would you give it?  Please circle 
1 2 3 4 

You can add any comments here about what you think we have missed or got wrong. 
 
 

 
Do you broadly agree with the following objectives? Please tick Yes or No Yes No 

Protect and retain the character of the village – its uniqueness on the edge of 
Dorset, its compact form and quiet nature, its links to the former railway, historic 
buildings and the surrounding countryside 

  

Reinforce the sense of a village centre/high street Protect and strengthen the 
highly valued amenities and community facilities that provide its residents with a 
strong sense of connection and community, allowing them and newcomers to be 
active, develop and thrive 

  

Identify suitable sites for the level of development required to meet the 
anticipated need for housing, as well as providing opportunities for some local 
employment, that would be compatible with the nature of our village and limited 
road access 

  

Ensure there are safe and attractive walking and cycling routes around the village, 
and support the project to re-use the former railway for recreation and onward 
connection to Fordingbridge 

  

Protect the intrinsic beauty and enjoyment of the countryside and approaches to 
Alderholt 

  

Protect and strengthen the more isolated settlements – Cripplestyle, Daggons and 
Crendell and the wider countryside from inappropriate development ensuring its 
rural nature and the extensive biodiversity of our parish is enhanced 

  

Potential Development Sites 

Which site do you think could be suitable for development?  Please select up to 3 options as 
'most suitable'  Otherwise choose suitable, not suitable or don’t know.   

 Most Suitable 
(tick up to 3)  

Suitable Unsuitable  on’t 
know 

002: Alderholt Nursery, East of Ringwood 
Rd 

    

004: Cross Farm, North of Station Road     

006a: Paddock South of Daggons Road     

007a: Land South of Ringwood Road     
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 Most Suitable 
(tick up to 3)  

Suitable Unsuitable  on’t 
know 

007b: West of Hillbury Road     

009: Land at South of Blackwater Grove     

013: Presseys Corner     

016a: Stroud Firs, North of Station Road     

020: Land at Blackwater House, Blackwater 
Grove 

    

You can add any comments about the sites here – please include the reference number: 

 
 
 

Rejected sites 

Do you think any of the sites that were rejected at the first stage should be considered (in 
preference to those above)?  Please circle 
No 
Yes - please note the reference number of the site and why it would be more suitable here: 

 
 

Local Green Spaces and Locally Important Views 

Which of the following green spaces do you consider to be important?  
Please tick one box per row  

 Very 
important 

Reasonably 
important 

Not important 
at all 

 on’t 
know site 

LGS1: Alderholt Recreation Ground / Play 
Area 

    

LGS2: Blackwater Grove Triangle     
LGS3: Churchill Close Kickabout Area     

LGS4: Earlswood Drive Amenity Space     

LGS5: Oak Road southern woodland 
corridor 

    

LGS6: Tudor Close Amenity Area     

LGS8: Windsor Way kickabout area     

LGS7: Kestrel Way Amenity Area (2 
parcels) 

    

LGS9: Alderholt School Playing Field     

LGS  : Blackwater Grove field with pine 
trees 

    

LGS11: Stroud Firs (frontage / adj Station 
Road) 

    

 
Please describe any important green spaces that you think we have missed (and where) here 
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Which of the follow views do you think are particularly important and should be specifically 
protected? Please tick one box per row 

 Important Not important 

V1: Blackwater Lane towards the Common (and pine trees)   
V2: View from  otty’s Bench on  elegraph Hill   

V3: View of Vine Cottage from footpath E34/6 to Wolvercroft   

V4: View from King Barrow   

V5: View along footpath E34/31 to Alderholt Park   
Please describe any important views that you think we have missed here (if at all possible please 
say where you are standing when you see the view - either the name of the place or grid reference 
- and approximately what direction you are looking). NB views must be from publicly accessible 
places, such as the public footpath network. 

 
 
 

Design and Local Character 

Please indicate which of the housing styles and layouts you think would be appropriate for 
Alderholt - you can circle as many or as few as you like. 
Photo 1  Photo 2  Photo 3  Photo 4  Photo 5  Photo 6  Photo 7 

If you can and would like to spend a little more time giving us your feedback on the good and 
bad aspects of these designs, please also complete the following questions: 

Photo 1 Good Neutral Bad 

Building appearance (materials, colour, detailing, etc.)    

Parking arrangement (street, garage, courtyard, etc.)    

Architectural variety (style, height, rooflines, etc.)    
Open space (greenery, gardens, setback, etc.)    

Relation to context (between buildings, layout, orientation, etc.)    

Accessibility (walking/cycling/disabled-friendly, waste collection etc)    
Any comments about this layout? 
 

 

Photo 2 Good Neutral Bad 

Building appearance (materials, colour, detailing, etc.)    

Parking arrangement (street, garage, courtyard, etc.)    
Architectural variety (style, height, rooflines, etc.)    

Open space (greenery, gardens, setback, etc.)    

Relation to context (between buildings, layout, orientation, etc.)    

Accessibility (walking/cycling/disabled-friendly, waste collection etc)    
Any comments about this layout? 
 

 

Photo 3 Good Neutral Bad 

Building appearance (materials, colour, detailing, etc.)    

Parking arrangement (street, garage, courtyard, etc.)    
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Architectural variety (style, height, rooflines, etc.)    

Open space (greenery, gardens, setback, etc.)    

Relation to context (between buildings, layout, orientation, etc.)    

Accessibility (walking/cycling/disabled-friendly, waste collection etc)    
Any comments about this layout? 
 

 

Photo 4 Good Neutral Bad 

Building appearance (materials, colour, detailing, etc.)    

Parking arrangement (street, garage, courtyard, etc.)    
Architectural variety (style, height, rooflines, etc.)    

Open space (greenery, gardens, setback, etc.)    

Relation to context (between buildings, layout, orientation, etc.)    

Accessibility (walking/cycling/disabled-friendly, waste collection etc)    

Any comments about this layout? 
 

 

Photo 5 Good Neutral Bad 

Building appearance (materials, colour, detailing, etc.)    

Parking arrangement (street, garage, courtyard, etc.)    
Architectural variety (style, height, rooflines, etc.)    

Open space (greenery, gardens, setback, etc.)    

Relation to context (between buildings, layout, orientation, etc.)    

Accessibility (walking/cycling/disabled-friendly, waste collection etc)    
Any comments about this layout? 
 

 

Photo 6 Good Neutral Bad 

Building appearance (materials, colour, detailing, etc.)    

Parking arrangement (street, garage, courtyard, etc.)    
Architectural variety (style, height, rooflines, etc.)    

Open space (greenery, gardens, setback, etc.)    

Relation to context (between buildings, layout, orientation, etc.)    
Accessibility (walking/cycling/disabled-friendly, waste collection etc)    

Any comments about this layout? 
 

 

Photo 7 Good Neutral Bad 

Building appearance (materials, colour, detailing, etc.)    
Parking arrangement (street, garage, courtyard, etc.)    

Architectural variety (style, height, rooflines, etc.)    

Open space (greenery, gardens, setback, etc.)    

Relation to context (between buildings, layout, orientation, etc.)    

Accessibility (walking/cycling/disabled-friendly, waste collection etc)    

Any comments about this layout? 
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The following points have been identified by the Neighbourhood Plan group as features that 
they think would be important factors in the design of new development. We would like to 
check whether you agree. Please tick as many as you agree with. 

  Retain and strengthen the number of mature trees (particularly oaks) along the roads 
  Have space between and around homes to allow some greenery / planting 
  If new sites on the edge of the village are developed, these can use modern, 21st century 
designs 
  All new homes should be eco-friendly 
  Affordability is important - both in terms of size, materials and running / home maintenance 
costs 
  Pavements should be included in designs, to separate cars from pedestrians 
   here should be enough off-street parking provision to minimise on-street parking 

Which do you consider to be the most and the least important of the following? Tick one box 
either side 

Least 
important 

 Most 
important 

 Rural character  

 Open spaces, including front and back gardens  

 Energy efficient designs including solar panels etc  

 Affordable costs – size of homes and cheaper building materials  
 Beautiful designs - unique architecture and detailing  

 Parking provision  

 Pavements / opportunities for walking / cycling around the village  

 
There are very few buildings in the village that date back more than 100 years. Over time, older 
buildings have been demolished and redeveloped - and unless a building is Listed, there are no 
planning rules that would prevent demolition. To what extent do you think we should identify 
the remaining older buildings and encourage their retention?  Please tick one of the following 
boxes. 
  Waste of time  
  Moderately important  
  Very important 

And finally... 

In which part of the parish do you live?  Please tick one of the following boxes. 

  Alderholt Village - East (between Park Lane and Hillbury Road, north of Birchwood Drive) 
  Alderholt Village - South (south of Earlswood / Birchwood Drive) 
  Alderholt Village - West (between Park Lane and the Churchill Arms) 
  Daggons 
  Other outlying hamlets / farms (Cripplestyle, Crendell) 
  Outside of the parish 

Or you can tell us your postcode: ……………………… 
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Please tell us your name (or names if this is completed on behalf of a family)  This is to help 
check how many people responded and avoid duplication - your names will not be published. If you 
feel strongly that you do not want to give this personal information, you can leave this question 
blank. 

 

Prize Draw! If you would like to enter the prize draw (gifted by local Alderholt businesses) 
please give your name and contact details below: 

Name:  

Address:  

Email or 
telephone:  

 

If you have supplied any personal information (such as name or contact details) we need your 
consent to hold this.  Please tick one of the following boxes. 

  I consent 
  I do not consent 

Thank you for completing this questionnaire.  We will be consulting further as we progress, but if 
there is anything you want to raise now, please do so here.  
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Appendix 3.Display boards and survey used in the Pre -Submission 
Consultation  
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Ref: GL/ 
Appeal Ref:  APP/D1265/W/23/3336518 
Correspondence between the Appellant and APC from first to last in date order 

	
220712	Dudsbury	Homes	update	re	meeting	
JM 
James	Mallinson	<J.Mallinson@devcomms.co.uk>	

� 
To:	
� 
Alderholt	Parish	Council	

Tue	12/07/2022	18:45	
Thank you for the update Lee, that is most helpful. 
  
That also seems sensible regarding meeting in person and at those times. 
  
Thank you 
James 
  

 
 
 
James Mallinson | Director 
01296 678 320  |  07584 680 787 
J.Mallinson@devcomms.co.uk | www.devcomms.co.uk 
  

 
 

DevComms 
www.devcomms.co.uk 
  
Homecounties Office: Chestnut Barns, Moreton, Oxfordshire, OX9 2HU | T: 01296 678 320 | E: info@devcomms.co.uk 
South West Office: DevComms, Origin Workspace, 40 Berkeley Square, Bristol, BS8 1HP | T: 0117 2441 977 | E: info@devcomms.co.uk 
Registered No 10620906 England. Registered Office: Chestnut Barns, Moreton, Oxfordshire, OX9 2HU    
This message (and any associated attachments) may contain privileged or confidential information. If you are not an intended recipient you should not 
disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you believe you may have received this e-mail by mistake and 
delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, 
lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this 
message, which arise as a result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required, please request a hard-copy version. Messages sent to or from us may be 
monitored. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the company. 
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From: Alderholt Parish Council <clerk@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk> 
Sent: 12 July 2022 10:45 
To: James Mallinson <J.Mallinson@devcomms.co.uk> 
Subject: FW: Alderholt Meadows - Briefing note 
  
Hi James 
  
Just to let you know that Members resolved to meet with Dudsbury Homes to informally discuss the vision for 
Alderholt Meadows. 
  
They also agreed to meet with Dorset Council Officers, prior to meeting with yourselves.  As soon as I can sort out a 
date/time with Dorset Council I’ll be in touch again, so we can sort out a date/time.  Can I confirm that it’ll be a face 
to face meeting with you, early evening (say 6.00pm/7.00pm)? 
  
Hear from you soon. 
  
Regards 
  
Lee. 
  
Ms Lee Ellis 
Parish Clerk and Responsible Financial Officer 
Alderholt Parish Council 
  
Tel: 01425 657587 
  
From: Alderholt Parish Council 
Sent: 11 July 2022 13:58 
To: James Mallinson <J.Mallinson@devcomms.co.uk> 
Subject: RE: Alderholt Meadows - Briefing note 
  
Hello James 
  
Hope that you’re well? 
  
Thank you for the attached.  I’ll also print off paper copies for this evenings meeting, in case Members haven’t seen 
the email.   
  
I’ve added your request for a meeting to this evenings agenda.  I’ll let you know the outcome/decision tomorrow. 
  
Regards 
  
Lee 
  
Ms Lee Ellis 
Parish Clerk and Responsible Financial Officer 
Alderholt Parish Council 
  
Tel: 01425 657587 
  
From: James Mallinson <J.Mallinson@devcomms.co.uk> 
Sent: 11 July 2022 13:00 
To: Alderholt Parish Council <clerk@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk> 
Cc: Councillor Adrian Hibberd <CouncillorAHibberd@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk>; Councillor Antonia Butler 
<CouncillorAButler@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk>; Councillor Steve Butler 
<CouncillorSButler@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk>; Councillor Stuart Greenland 
<CouncillorSGreenland@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk>; Councillor Gina Logan 
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<CouncillorGLogan@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk>; Councillor Kate Mason 
<CouncillorKMason@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk>; Councillor Russel Stone 
<councillorrstone@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk>; Councillor David Tooke 
<CouncillorDTooke@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk>; Leah Tompkins <l.tompkins@devcomms.co.uk> 
Subject: Alderholt Meadows - Briefing note 
  
Dear Lee, 
  
We understand that at tonight’s Parish Council meeting the proposals recently presented for Alderholt 
Meadows will likely be discussed. 
  
We therefore wanted to provide you, and all members of the Parish Council, with a short briefing note that 
seeks to answer some of the questions brought up during our public engagement. 
  
I hope that this is helpful ahead of tonight’s meeting. As we have discussed previously, we would be very 
happy to attend a private meeting with members of the Parish Council to present and discuss the proposals 
for Alderholt Meadows. 
  
Thank you 
James 
  

 
James Mallinson | Director 
01296 678 320  |  07584 680 787 
J.Mallinson@devcomms.co.uk | www.devcomms.co.uk 
  
 
 
Alderholt	Meadows	
NJ 
Nigel	Jacobs	<nj@intel-land.com>	

� 
To:	
� 
Alderholt	Parish	Council	

Mon	03/10/2022	12:06	
Dear Lee 
  
I would just like to thank you and the Parish Councillors for enabling and meeting with Mark Hewett, James 
Mallinson and myself last Wednesday evening in respect of the proposal for Alderholt Meadows. Dudsbury Homes 
were extremely grateful for the opportunity to sit down and talk through their proposals with the Councillors. 
  
One of the outcomes of the meeting was that it would be helpful to maintain a regular dialogue and, on this basis, it 
would be good to meet again later this month to discuss further progress on the proposals and also for councillors to 
ask further questions having had time to reflect on the discussion last week. 
  
Could I suggest arranging something for either the week commencing 17 October or w/c 31 October, the week in 
between is half term and therefore might be more difficult. Tuesday’s work well for us. 
  
Kind regards 
  
Nigel Jacobs BA (Hons) MRTPI 
Operations Director 
  
Please note that I am currently contactable by email or mobile phone. 
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230111	Alderholt	Meadows	-	Parish	Council	queries	and	feedback	
JM 
James	Mallinson	<J.Mallinson@devcomms.co.uk>	

� 
To:	
� 
Alderholt	Parish	Council; 
� 
Councillor	Adrian	Hibberd	
Cc:Kiran	Nijhar	<k.nijhar@devcomms.co.uk>	

Wed	11/01/2023	11:52	
Good afternoon Lee and Councillor Hibberd, 
  
I hope you’re both well and had a enjoyable break over the festive period. 
  
I am getting in touch further to our meeting on 27 September 22 to check if there were any further queries 
from members of the Parish Council, or if there was any further feedback that we could take on board as 
matters progress in relation to the Alderholt Meadows proposals. 
  
Dudsbury Homes would welcome any such feedback and would be very happy to answer any additional 
queries. If it would be helpful for us to come to meet with members again in the coming weeks, we would 
also be very willing to do so. 
  
I hope you’re well and please do not hesitate to contact with me – my mobile number is below! 
  
Kind regards 
James 
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James Mallinson | Director 
01296 678 320  |  07584 680 787 
J.Mallinson@devcomms.co.uk | www.devcomms.co.uk 

 
 
 
230119	Alderholt	Meadows	-	Parish	Council	queries	and	feedback	
JM 
James	Mallinson	<J.Mallinson@devcomms.co.uk>	

� 
To:	
� 
Alderholt	Parish	Council	
Cc:Kiran	Nijhar	<k.nijhar@devcomms.co.uk>; 
� 
Councillor	Adrian	Hibberd;Nigel	Jacobs	-	Intelligent	Land	<nj@intel-land.com>	

Thu	19/01/2023	12:25	
Hi Lee, 
 
Thank you for the below and understood. 
  
We will continue to proactively keep you and members updated as matters progress, and the offer of a 
meeting is a standing one, so if the position changes we are very happy to come and see you whenever 
convenient. 
  
Thank you 
James 
  

 
James Mallinson | Director 
01296 678 320  |  07584 680 787 
J.Mallinson@devcomms.co.uk | www.devcomms.co.uk 
  
From: Alderholt Parish Council <clerk@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk> 
Sent: 18 January 2023 16:17 
To: James Mallinson <J.Mallinson@devcomms.co.uk> 
Cc: Kiran Nijhar <k.nijhar@devcomms.co.uk>; Councillor Adrian Hibberd 
<CouncillorAHibberd@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]RE: Alderholt Meadows - Parish Council queries and feedback 
  
Hello James 
  
Thank you for the email below. 
  
I added your request to the meeting of Alderholt Parish Council, which was held on Monday 16th January 
2023.  Members agreed that at present there was no further feedback from the Parish Council or queries regarding 
Alderholt Meadows.  However, Members have noted your invitation and would instruct me to contact you if the 
situation changed. 
  
Regards 
  
Lee 
  
Ms Lee Ellis 
Parish Clerk and Responsible Financial Officer 
Alderholt Parish Council 
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Tel: 01425 657587 
  
 
 
From: James Mallinson <J.Mallinson@devcomms.co.uk> 
Sent: 11 January 2023 11:52 
To: Alderholt Parish Council <clerk@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk>; Councillor Adrian Hibberd 
<CouncillorAHibberd@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk> 
Cc: Kiran Nijhar <k.nijhar@devcomms.co.uk> 
Subject: Alderholt Meadows - Parish Council queries and feedback 
  
Good afternoon Lee and Councillor Hibberd, 
  
I hope you’re both well and had a enjoyable break over the festive period. 
  
I am getting in touch further to our meeting on 27 September 22 to check if there were any further queries 
from members of the Parish Council, or if there was any further feedback that we could take on board as 
matters progress in relation to the Alderholt Meadows proposals. 
  
Dudsbury Homes would welcome any such feedback and would be very happy to answer any additional 
queries. If it would be helpful for us to come to meet with members again in the coming weeks, we would 
also be very willing to do so. 
  
I hope you’re well and please do not hesitate to contact with me – my mobile number is below! 
  
Kind regards 
James 
  

 
James Mallinson | Director 
01296 678 320  |  07584 680 787 
J.Mallinson@devcomms.co.uk | www.devcomms.co.uk 
  

 
DevComms 
www.devcomms.co.uk 
  
Homecounties Office: Chestnut Barns, Moreton, Oxfordshire, OX9 2HU | T: 01296 678 320 | E: info@devcomms.co.uk 
London Office: DevComms, WeWork, 8 Devonshire Square, EC2M 4PL  I  E: info@devcomms.co.uk 
Registered No 10620906 England. Registered Office: Chestnut Barns, Moreton, Oxfordshire, OX9 2HU    
This message (and any associated attachments) may contain privileged or confidential information. If you are not an intended recipient you should not 
disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you believe you may have received this e-mail by mistake and 
delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, 
lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this 
message, which arise as a result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required, please request a hard-copy version. Messages sent to or from us may be 
monitored. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the company. 
  
CAUTION:	This	email	originated	outside	of	DevComms.	Do	not	click	on	links,	or	open	attachments	unless	you	have	verified	
the	sender	and	know	the	content	is	safe.	If	in	doubt,	please	contact	Business	Support. 
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ALDERHOLT PARISH COUNCIL 24 April 2023 

 
 

APPLICATION No:   P/OUT/2023/01166 

Address;       Land to The South of Ringwood Road, Alderholt 

Councillor Name; Gina Logan 

 

Brief summary of application location, type, proposal  
 
Mixed use development of up to 1,700 dwellings including affordable housing and care provision; 10,000sqm of 
employment space in the form of a business park; village centre with associated retail, commercial, community and 
health facilities; open space including the provision of suitable alternative natural greenspace (SANG); biodiversity 
enhancements; solar array, and new roads, access arrangements and associated infrastructure (Outline Application 
with all matters reserved apart from access off Hillbury Road) 

Date of site visit (if considered necessary) and any comments - Not necessary 
 

Comments on website (DC website should be checked for updates from Statutory consultees and public comments up 
to the date of the planning meeting) 
 
Numerous comments on the website. The Parish office has also received comments and many wide-ranging comments 
were garnered at a public meeting held on 11th April 2023.   
 

Discuss with Case Officer (if considered necessary) Not necessary 
 

Relevant Planning Policies (Refer to The Local Plan www.dorsetforyou.com/planning) 
 
Local Plan Policy A1, DES11, Core Strategy Objective 6, Core Strategy Policies HE2, KS2, ME1, ME2, ME7 and the 
following NPPF clauses 8, 9, 11, 85, 111. 
 

Any other considerations 
 
East Dorset Core Strategy and Local Plan Policies  

• The site is outside the village envelope and Policy A1 is still the primary policy to be referred to regarding 
Alderholt, so any development on this large site would be contrary to this, and we refute the statement at 5.5 in 
the Planning Statement. 

 

• The siting of up to 1700 dwellings on the very edge of the village would be out of keeping as it represents a 
more than doubling of the existing village.  At the 2011 Census 2.28 people resided in each dwelling thus 1700 
x 2.28 = 3,876 additional residents (more than 120% population increase), resulting in a separate entity 
“Aderholt Meadows” abutting the existing settlement.  The size of this potential development far exceeds any 
“allowed scale” envisaged under policy KS2.  

 

• The existing residential properties along Hillbury Road and Ringwood Road are generally well spaced as the 
street scene flows from the village to the rural environment, and this development with densities of 32 and 
33dph would result in harm to the open character of the countryside and is therefore contrary to Policy HE2 of 
the Core Strategy and policy DES11 of the Local Plan. 
 

• No excuse for greenfield development as LA is in the process of producing a Dorset wide Local Plan which at 
the first consultation had no allocated sites for development in Alderholt.  There’s an adequate housing land 
supply elsewhere in the county so there is no requirement for such a development in the countryside outside 
defined village envelopes.  
 

• The East Dorset Five-year Housing Land Supply April 2021 document produced by Dorset Council has detailed 
enough housing stock without increasing development outside the village envelope in Alderholt.  For the period 
2021 to 2026 the East Dorset area can demonstrate a supply of deliverable sites equivalent to 5.20 years.  The 
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ALDERHOLT PARISH COUNCIL 24 April 2023 

 

2021 Housing Delivery Test shows 94% for the East Dorset area.  These currently meet the requirements of 
NPPF11 d) and it could be argued that the adverse impacts of such a development would definitely outweigh 
any benefits.  

 
Christchurch & East Dorset Local Plan – Part 1 Core Strategy adopted April 2014 

• The application is contrary to Objective 6 which states that: 
Development will be located in the most accessible locations, focused on prime transport corridors and town 
centres.  New development will be located either close to existing facilities, or where good transport links exist 
to such facilities. 
 

• Although Alderholt may be relatively close to Fordingbridge, Hampshire (2.5 miles) good transport links don’t 
exist.  Public transport is limited to one regulated service, the 97 bus which has a very limited service, and 
some bookable PlusBus services.  There’s a lack of safe walking and cycle routes to Fordingbridge. 

 
Planning Statement (PS) 
The following observations are made: - 

• 2.10 & 5.7 Alderholt was considered for development in the East Dorset Local Plan review of 2019, the Parish 
Council strongly rejected the proposal, and following the 2 options suggested in the Dorset Council Draft Local 
Plan consultation in 2021 a full range of comments & objections were put forward.  The PS at 5.7 has failed to 
examine and consider these. 

• 4.48 and 5.59 - 5.69 Mineral extraction of sand and gravel to be used for construction on site.  No mention or 
reference is made of the 2019 updated Dorset Minerals & Waste Plan, where this site is not allocated.  What 
are the implications on both hydrology most importantly, and topography of the area not only during extraction 
but also when filling the voids?  This is likely to be contrary to policy ME7 of the Core Strategy.  Planning 
permission must be secured before any granting of this outline permission, the hybrid situation at Crossways 
should not be deemed a precedent for this development site.  There was no prior extraction of minerals at the 
Wimborne development sites.    

• 5.10 – 5.13 Refer to housing and affordable housing and your attention is drawn to the appended Alderholt 
Neighbourhood Plan Housing Target Paper 9 March 2023. 

• 5.46 There is a total lack of detail regarding foul water strategy. 

• 5.70 The requirement for Service Charges renders this development more leasehold than freehold, and is 
contrary to Government thinking.   Clarification is also sought regarding the ownership of the open spaces ie 
SANGS etc.  

 
Sustainability 
The proposed development does not meet the roles of NPPF8 and is unsustainable as the infrastructure of the village 
is poor, and such a large development on the edge of Alderholt, would not be able to support the range of facilities 
mentioned at para 4.2 of the Transport Assessment (TA) and page 53 of the Design & Access Statement (DAS).    
 
For example, we would only get a doctor’s surgery when the population exceeds 20,000. Large scale expansion would 
add intolerable pressure on both the Fordingbridge and Cranborne surgeries.  Both have difficulty in getting Doctors 
and Fordingbridge, in particular, is concerned whether they can meet the planned growth in Fordingbridge without 
adding extra pressure with development in Alderholt.  
 
It should be noted that the provision of an additional pub, café, and supermarket would be in direct competition with the 
existing Alderholt facilities thereby jeopardising the continuance and success of these. 
 
The high densities proposed 6.1 & 6.2 of the DAS i.e., 30 to 33 dph are generally much higher than that for Alderholt 
and that coupled with a lack of public transport will lock in much more travel by car making the development far from 
sustainable. 
 
With reference to the Design & Access Statement (DAS) and Transport Assessment (TA) the following comments are 
made: - 
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Education   The DAS on page 50 assumes that there will be adequate provision at Burgate School in Fordingbridge 
(the nearest) for secondary age children.  At present children from Alderholt are bused not only to Burgate but also 
Wimborne and Cranborne.  With high levels of development occurring at Wimborne and in Hampshire at both 
Fordingbridge and Ringwood, it is highly likely that these Hampshire schools will preclude Alderholt pupils, whilst the 
Wimborne school is also anticipated to be oversubscribed due to continuing development in Verwood.  No provision is 
made in the application regarding this situation.    
 
Employment   Although land is set aside for employment 1.6Ha (only 1Ha building provision) page 57 of the DAS, 
there is no certainty that businesses will be attracted to the area as it is rural in nature, with a very poor local road 
network of B, C and D class rural lanes, no easy access to the A338 and A31 and no railway links.  This will therefore 
necessitate more daily traffic flow out of the village and then back again. 
 
It is unlikely that the development will lead to increased employment in Alderholt; increased development does not 
necessarily lead to increased infrastructure; 35 years ago, Alderholt had a wide range of facilities including large 
surplus store, public house, post office, petrol station, 2 part time doctors’ surgeries, a vet, restaurant, 4 independent 
village shops plus hairdresser shop, butcher shop, estate agent shop, volunteer car service and much more. Housing 
has increased in Alderholt but these facilities have reduced, we now only have the local pub, a Co-op store with post 
office facilities, a small second-hand baby shop, garage, vet and garden centre.  
 
Para 3.57 of the TA states “Therefore, at present the majority of everyday needs are met by car travel to neighbouring 
settlements”.  These needs are in fact employment, education, medical etc, with the car being essential.    
 
The TA and DAS suggest that a regulated bus service is achievable, but at para 4.38 of the DAS they confirm that 
additional funding will be required to sustain the service – where is such money likely to come from?  This service may 
be suitable for bussing children into school, but for employment purposes further afield, Bournemouth, Southampton, 
Basingstoke etc the only practical method of travel is by car.  This is borne out by the 2021 Nomis statistics, where 
Alderholt (60%) has significantly higher use than Dorset (55%), the South West (48%) and England (44%).  The 2011 
Census shows Alderholt with 1.3 workers per household of which 80.4% commute, with 60% of them travelling over 
20Km to work. 
 
Para 6.11 of the TP confirms that “of the external journeys, the majority will be undertaken by car” and then goes on to 
assume “in practice the number of bus users is likely to increase at the expense of car driver trips.”  These two 
statements appear to be incompatible and juxtaposed. 
 
The 2011 Census data shows that for Alderholt nearly two in three households (63%) had 2 or more cars (compared to 
the Dorset average of 41% and twice the England average of 32%).  Very few Alderholt residents less than 6% did not 
have a car or van.  If these percentages are carried across to the proposed development of 1700 residences, then the 
number of additional vehicles will be well in excess of 2,652, all of which will be using the road network, which is 
already under pressure.    
 
Traffic Assessment (TA), Travel Plan (TP) and Planning Statement (PS) documents 
The increased traffic movements raised by such a development are incompatible with NPPF85 as this development is 
certainly not sensitive to its surroundings and will have an adverse unacceptable impact on local roads.  
 
With reference to NPPF111, this development should be refused on grounds of highway safety and as the residual 
cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.  This is borne out by the following: - 
 

• 1700 residences assuming 1.3 workers per dwelling of which 80.4% commute to work will result in 1,777 
journeys generated at peak am and pm times in relation to employment.  This additional volume of traffic when 
added to other domestic travel (shopping, taking children to school, attending appointments) and the ever-
increasing home delivery traffic, cannot be accommodated on the existing local rural road network. 

• The documentation supplied makes no mention of any road improvements to the network, which to the north 
east, via B3078 to Fordingbridge, to the north via Sandleheath Road and the south via Harbridge Drove are all 
under the control of Hampshire County Council. 
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• The following information has been obtained from Dorset Council Highways: - 
Correspondence from Dorset Council Highways Section: Noted that funding will be limited, hence that no 
provision for major Road links is currently under consideration with any provisional finance for the future. 
Information issued (Ref: Dorset Highways Transport Policy Manager).  Hampshire Council likewise have no 
plans for any future improvement scheme to the B3078.  

 
Route 1. B3078 north east to Fordingbridge 
Route 2. B3078 and Batterley Drove to Verwood.  
Route 3. Harbridge Drove to Ringwood.  
Route 4. Sandleheath Road north wards to access Salisbury via Rockbourne.  
Route 5. B3078 west to Cranborne and beyond – Wimborne, Blandford and Shaftesbury 
 
Route 1. B3078: This road is of a rural nature, narrow with many places reduced to single width only. Two difficult 
90-degree bends exist within Alderholt, along with dangerous narrows throughout the route towards Fordingbridge. 
There are numerous extreme restrictions due to the historic Town’s listed buildings.  Paras 3.11 & 3.12 of the TA 
point this out.  Para 5.18 of the PS suggests a priority working arrangement on this route, but again this is under 
the remit of Hampshire County Council.  No mention is made of the capacity of Fordingbridge bridge with regard to 
it being able to cope with not only the increased volume of traffic but also the weight.  Fordingbridge is already 
under stress due to the development currently being undertaken in the town. 
 
Route 5. The B3078 route to Cranborne likewise has many narrow road widths, acute bends, single vehicle 
passage type streets with much negotiating around numerous parked vehicles at any time of the day or night 
(Castle Street).  The TA and TP documents at 3.13 & 3.14 make no mention of these movement restrictions along 
Castle Street in Cranborne.  The TA at 10.21 infers that although there are problems, the road is capable of taking 
an increased traffic flow, and suggests as mitigation that the route via Batterley Drove and Verwood is taken in 
order to access Wimborne – resulting in much longer distances and travel time, increasing pollution and carbon 
emissions. 
  
Route 2.  B3078 and Batterley Drove which commences at Cripplestyle is a rural road with two 90-degree bends, 
plus many narrow single width areas and the old bridge over the disused railway line.  This description is missing 
from the TA and TP documents.  At 10.23 of the TA the dangerous double S bends are mentioned – but driver error 
is evidenced as the reason for collisions, not the unsafe nature of the road. 
  
Route 3.  Harbridge Drove towards Ringwood is a C road, and is used by gravel and landfill HGVs servicing Hamer 
Warren Quarry.  Two such vehicles (32tons) cannot pass on this route in many places resulting in destruction of the 
verges – see photos below. 
 

                 
 
This is totally at odds with the information supplied in the TA 10.6 to 10.11 as the OS mapping used is unreliable in 
replicating the actual road conditions.   Although future works to overcome this are intimated by way of road 
widening para 5.18 of the Planning Statement and 10.9 of the TA – it is not acceptable to have this as a planning 
condition.  There is no commitment regarding improvements and these are within the benefit of Hampshire County 
Council, and probably require land purchase in many locations.    
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Villagers use Kent Lane to access the A338 from Harbridge Drove but this is an extremely rural route that has side 
lane junctions with poor visibility and narrow single-track sections.  The TA and TP documents make no mention of 
this route. 
 
Route 4. This northbound route is totally omitted from the TA and TP documentation.  The lane has two restrictive 
bridges.  The old railway bridge has a height restriction and the Alderholt Mill Bridge both single width and weight 
restrictions.  The onwards route from Sandleheath to Salisbury (A354) has many narrows and blind bends 
throughout making it unsuitable for increased traffic volumes, particularly in the village of Rockbourne.  
 
It is the pinch points throughout the local road network that impede traffic movement, not the proposed new 
junctions to access the development site.  
 
B3078 Traffic Flow Data: (Fordingbridge Road, Alderholt) Issued by Dorset Council for 2020/21.   
Note: Current Dorset Council advice that these flow levels are down by 28% due to Covid-19 effect.  
Daily 2020 Vehicle flow volumes.              Average 4047 (28% Adjusted 5180)  
Annual 2020 Vehicle flows volumes.        Average 1,477,155 (28% adjusted 1,890,700) 

 
The trip distribution data para 6.16 onwards of the TA, has been based on the 2011 Census data, but this needs to be 
re-visited in the light of the most recent 2021 Census data, to give a more relevant overview of the impact such a 
development will have on the existing village of Alderholt and its surrounding communities.  
 
The statement in the East Dorset Local Plan Adopted January 2002 for Alderholt states: 
 
The immediate area is poorly served by roads.  There are no class A roads anywhere near the village.  The village 
currently relies on the recently designated B3078 to connect with Cranborne to the west and Fordingbridge to the north 
east. C class roads which also serve a number of gravel workings, provide connections to Ringwood to the south. 
 
The vehicular access point on Hillbury Road is put forward as a roundabout on pages 59 and 61 of the DAS.  The first 
paragraph states “…a new roundabout, which has been designed to accommodate the proposed level and type of 
traffic anticipated, whilst also ensuring that the design is sympathetic to its surroundings and is not overly engineered”.  
Needless to say, this doesn’t take account of the proposed site access for the potential Midgham Farm mineral 
extraction site that has recently been consulted upon re the HMWP Partial Update Regulation 18 Draft Plan.  The 
existing farm entrance, the fourth arm of the roundabout is the access to the minerals site, requiring sufficient room for 
large HGVs in excess of 32 tons to manoeuvre both into and out of the site.  Such a large construction will not be 
sympathetic to its rural surroundings.  This will undoubtedly have an adverse impact on the proposed development site 
and its proposed access.  It should also be noted that to achieve both the roundabout and sight lines, a number of Oak 
trees along Hillbury Road will have to be removed. 
 
TA para 9.8 to 9.10, it is noted that no mention of Sandleheath Road has been included at the staggered cross roads 
(Pressey’s Corner).  Nor does it seem apparent that the impact of the through closure of Ringwood Road has been 
included in the assessments.  There is some mention of queuing at Hillbury Road (9.10), but this is deemed to be 
acceptable.  With the closure of Ringwood Road as a through route, all the traffic from the west wishing to access 
Ringwood will not travel down the whole length of Station Road and then turn right into Hillbury Road at Pressey’s 
Corner which by its very nature is a dangerous junction, which will lead to queuing in Station Road.  The junction is part 
of two 90 degree bends, has footpath E34/6 and the Chapel at the bottom of Hillbury Road, added to which there are 
no pavements.  Traffic will also be wanting to exit from Sandleheath Road which compounds the inadequacy of the 
junction to cope with any significant increases in traffic.  Local knowledge confirms that Sandleheath Road is used as a 
route from Verwood to Salisbury – a “rat run” avoiding the main roads – A31 and A338 this also compounds the 
problem of increased traffic volumes.  
 
Thus, the traffic wanting to go to Ringwood will inevitably take the shortest route (via the Spine Road) all the way 
through the proposed new development – not a satisfactory solution bearing in mind the number of residents, the 
adverse impact of air pollution and the volume, size and nature of the through traffic eg CoOp delivery lorries.  
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At TA 11.13 mention is made of this document addressing the transport issues to meet the draft policy ALD1 of the 
draft Dorset Council Local Plan in providing a large strategic development in Alderholt.  However, on referring to Vol 2 
Chapter 18 of the DC Local Plan document, Option 1 was for about 300 new homes and the policy is headed – 
 
ALD1: Small scale expansion on land north of Ringwood Road.   

1. Land north of Ringwood Road is suggested as an option for the limited growth of Alderholt 
2. The development should: 

• Take the form of two linked neighbourhoods, both served by the main vehicular access off Hillbury Road 

• Include an expansion and improvement of the existing recreation ground and a network of linked footpaths 
and cycleways 

• Be designed so that new homes front onto the recreation ground (and any extension) and front onto Hillbury 
Road; and  

• Include 0.25hectares of employment land and community facilities to be served off the main access road.  
 
This potential large-scale development more than doubling the size of Alderholt bears no relationship to draft policy 
ALD1. 
 
Finally, reference is made to Migham Lane this rural lane should be referred to a Lomer Lane. 
 
Pedestrian Movement   Much is made of the Bridleway E34/10 from Blackwater Grove to Verwood via Cranborne 
Common (paras 3.22 TP & 4.33 TA), and the footpaths 090 2/1 and 090 3/1 which link Hillbury Road to Lomer Lane 
(paras 3.23 to 3.26 TP & 4.31 to 4.33 TA).  
 
Firstly, the requirements of SANGS for any development in Alderholt, required by Natural England, is to mitigate 
against unnecessary access onto a number of sensitive biodiversity sites which have national and international 
statutory designation. 
 
Cranborne Common SPA, SAC, Ramsar and SSSI is designated for containing heathland and acidic grassland and the 
TP and TA documents promote the accessing of these sites via the bridleway E34/10 and forest tracks.   Such activity 
will also extend to the Verwood Heaths SSSI (SPA and SAC).  This increased activity will be detrimental to the wildlife, 
ecosystems and biodiversity within Cranborne Common.  
 
With reference to the footpaths, the photos particularly Nos 7 & 8 of the TP were taken during the long hot summer and 
don’t reflect the wetter periods, as shown by the comparable pictures below: - 
 

             
 
TP 3.27, TA 4.16 and figure 10, indicate a number of pedestrian access points.  It should be noted that these are onto 
privately owned land with public access. 
 
Other Issues 
Flooding   Whilst responding to the HMWP Partial Update Regulation 18 Draft Plan consultation in January 2023, 
flooding and surface water was of great concern as shown by the photos of Harbridge Drove, and Drove End junction 
(Ringwood Road/Hillbury Road & Harbridge Drove). 
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In light of this, has a strong enough assessment been made by the developer, to ensure flooding is not exacerbated, 
but actually reduced?   
 
The Environmental Statement – Technical Appendix 11.1    4.6.2 & 4.6.3 state that “the site is above a Secondary A 
aquifer, that the ground water vulnerability for the site is medium to high, and that as the ground water levels beneath 
the site are unknown, further winter groundwater monitoring is required”.  However, the suggestion that this is left to the 
reserved matters stage or discharge of conditions is totally unacceptable as the monitoring needs to extend over a 1 
year period, due to the uncertainty of our weather patterns at present, changes to intensity, duration and times of heavy 
rainfall and storm events.  The table below shows the variability of rainfall. 
 
Rainfall data (mm) 

 2018 2019 

 

2020 2021 

 

2022 

 

2023 

J 76.4 40.7 109.0 94.4 31.6 114.2 

F 42.4 55.5 130.6 75.6 70.0 12.2 

M 148.3 80.0 54.6 37.0 54.0 122.6 

A 75.4 54.0 51.8 12.8 26.8  

M 39.6 37.0 0.2 106.4 57.0  

J 0.4 74.4 59.6 83.8 48.2  

J 27.2 34.4 29.8 104.8 0.0  

A 64.0 43.4 103.4 21.2 15.4  

S 42.8 125.0 36.0 41.8 67.8  

O 44.8 135.6 170.8 141.6 82.6  

N 124.0 113.8 65.2 5.6 204.4  

D 139.4 144.4 140.4 84.0 110.6  

Total 824.7 938.2 950.8 809.0 768.0  

 
1 https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/pub/data/weather/uk/climate/stationdata/hurndata.txt 
 

It should also be noted that the development site in application 3/16/1446/OUT will also drain towards this site.  Has the 
attenuation pond/basin 2 been adequately sized to meet this potential flood risk to third party land downstream?   
 

This flooded field to the west of Hillbury Road 
is part of the proposed development site.   

Flooding at Harbridge 
Drove and Drove End 
Junction 
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Ecology   Page 27 of DAS states that “the site is within a diverse and ecologically important landscape” and goes on to 
list all the nature conservation designations in close proximity.  Such a large development i.e., 120% greater than the 
existing village will undoubtedly have an adverse impact on the environment particularly during the construction 
phases. 
 
The East SANG on the Indicative Masterplan is unacceptable, doesn’t comply with SANG Guidelines in that 2 major 
roads go through it, it is next to the proposed industrial site, and opposite a potential minerals’ extraction and infill site.   
 
The Indicative Masterplan and Masterplan Overview both show the potential 6.4 hectares of solar array mentioned at 
3.10 (PS) this together with the existing solar farm at Blackwater Drove, constitutes a block of development which will 
not only have an adverse landscape impact but will to a great extent act as a barrier dividing the proposed West SANG 
from Cranborne Common resulting in a detrimental impact on the connectivity of biodiversity between the two locations.  
 
Any new planting must exclude invasive species and any that could compromise existing local biodiversity, particularly 
Cranborne Common, and those that are known to be prone to disease. 
 
Climate Change   In this rural location with no public transport or easy connectivity resulting in a heavy reliance on the 
car for transport is at odds with the increasing need to meet the local and national climate change targets.  Dorset 
having declared its own Climate Emergency and created its vision. 
 
The calculations below show the environmental impact of commuting from this site and the requirement of 2,511.38 
acres of new woodland required to offset this per year. 
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Drainage   Page 31 of the DAS gives a SUDS overview and mentions Wessex Water.  As Alderholt lies within the 
catchment of the River Avon Special Area of Conservation (Salisbury to Christchurch) any development would have an 
adverse impact due to the potential eutrophication of the river by increased phosphate levels as a result of 
development.  The Sustainability Appraisal for Alderholt (pages 145 and 146 – part of the Dorset Council Local Plan 
Consultation March 2021) cite this issue recommending that any new development must be phosphate and nitrogen 
neutral.  We understand Wessex Water are very concerned about the Fordingbridge developments currently underway 
which will create maximum capacity on the sewage plant system, without even considering any increased harmful 
impact further development in Alderholt would have. 
 
Vision of self-containment – the “15-minute neighbourhood principal”   Page 59 of the DAS, and TA 5.12 aspire 
to ensure Alderholt including the proposed new development meets this target.  However, much of the “vision” facilities 
are not achievable nor sustainable without a far greater population and financial commitment from hard pressed Local 
Authorities.  Fordingbridge although expanding has seen a steady decline in retail and other services ie difficulty in 
getting an NHS dentist, closure of shoe repairers, lack of clothing retailers, we believe that the self-containment of 
Alderholt is unrealistic.  There will be a greater number of car journeys not only within the expanded Alderholt where 
people use the car for trips greater than 400m, but with the level of employment only being in the range of 10% to 20% 
of the increased population, the result will be many more outward commuting journeys.  This does not reflect a “15-
minute neighbourhood”. 
 
Other issues raised are the ability to satisfactorily Police such a large development, and in view of the rural road 
network, how are the emergency vehicles ie more call outs with a more than ad doubling of the village size, be able to 
access Alderholt in a timely manner? 
 
Developing Neighbourhood Plan (NP)   In March 2019 Alderholt became a designated Neighbourhood Plan Area, 
and subsequently we have been working on producing a NP.  The basis for this has been to identify the actual housing 
need for Alderholt and to translate this into the number of dwellings required over an anticipated 12-year plan period, 
based on current data.  See attached “Housing Target Paper” 9 March 2023. 
 
 
Conclusions 
 
The Parish Council strongly objects to this application as it outside the village envelope and as such is 
contrary to the existing East Dorset Core Strategy and Local Plan Policies.    
 
This conclusion is reached based on the above considerations, and that in the 2017 Alderholt residents survey that 
garnered 460 responses, only a small proportion of residents (10%) considered that over 200 dwellings would be 
appropriate, with this response being reflected in the later 2019 household survey.  Added to this, the advancing 
Neighbourhood Plan is being based on the anticipated actual need for housing in Alderholt.  
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Ref: GL1.6 
Appeal Ref:- APP/D1265/W/23/3336518 
 
Wildlife species noted on land along Ringwood Road – Alderholt 
 
Hi Nicky, 
 
Thank you for replying, we are happy to share the list we have compiled. Chris Packham 
urged our son to do all we can to protect the wildlife around us. He even said "every last 
field matters now". We agree! We have had a look online at the British Trust for Ornithology 
and the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 to find the information on the species that are 
either under protected status or are on the red and amber conservation status. Some are 
rather surprising but are apparently in rapid decline and mostly due to loss of habitat. 
 
According to Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and www.bto.org: 
 
Bird Name  Schedule 1 species Protected Status  
Red Kite Yes 
Redwings Yes 

  
www.bto.org Conservation Status:  
Bird Name Conservation Status 
Lesser Spotted Woodpecker  Red 
Lapwing Red 
House Martin Red 
Starling Red 
Mistle Thrush Red 
House Sparrow Red 
Song Thrush Amber 
Tawny Owl Amber 
Sparrowhawk Amber 
Rook Amber 
Wren Amber 
Redwings Amber 
Dunnock Amber 
 
  Protected Status Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981  

Bats Yes  
 
Aside from the daily deer, foxes, pheasants we have bats every day when they are not in 
hibernation. 
Our exhaustive bird list from the last 14 months is as follows: 
House Sparrow  Egyptian Geese Redwings 
Blue Tit Waxwing Song Thrush 
Greater Tit ChaOinch Buzzards 
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Robins Goldfinch Red Kites 
Wrens Mistle Thrush Dunnock 
Blackbird Lapwings Collared Doves 
Heron Gulls Terns 
Pigeons Crows Rooks 
House Martins Lesser Spotted Woodpeckers  Sparrowhawks 
Song Thrush Starlings Tawny Owl 
 
We hope this information will be of some use to you and will show the vast amount of 
wildlife and how crucial it is to maintain the habitat around us. 
 
Many thanks and best wishes, 
 
 
------ Original Message ------ 
From "Alderholt Parish Council" <clerk@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk> 
Date 19/03/2024 13:34:00 
Subject RE: Dudsbury homes appeal 
 
Dear  
  
Thank you so much for your email and apologies for the delay in replying. 
  
I was quite interested to read your son had received a response from Chris Packham and the list of 
wildlife and birds you have collated especially the rare and protected species.  This sort of 
informa?on might be quite useful to assist the Council in its argument against the development and I 
was wondering if you would be willing to share it.  
  
With regards to the points you have highlighted about the objec?ons you and many others have 
raised, the state of the roads and the other houses already being built in Alderholt, these will 
hopefully all be taken into account.  
  
Kind Regards 
  
Nicky Ashton 
Clerk & RFO to Alderholt Parish Council Parish 
 
 
Sent: Thursday, March 7, 2024 1:16 PM 
To: Alderholt Parish Council <clerk@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk> 
Subject: Dudsbury homes appeal 
  
Hi, 

We want to send our thanks to you for the ac?on you are taking to stand against the awful Dudsbury 
Homes proposal. I am hoping that the crowfunding will enable you to push forward with this. 

We also want to share how troubled we are about the plans. We moved to Alderholt just under 2 
years ago with our 2 children. We moved out of a very busy area in Bournemouth in the hope for a 
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quieter, beVer quality life for us all, but especially for our children. We home educate and spend a 
huge amount of our ?me learning outdoors, and having so much space around has been ideal. Our 
son has a par?cular passion for wildlife and nature. He received a response from Chris Packham 
encouraging the need to protect areas like this, and doing what we can to do so.  

Our home, should the plans be approved, will be one of the houses on Ringwood Road that will be 
ruined by this proposal. We overlook the farmers' fields, and should homes be built there, we will be 
totally overshadowed by the houses, blocking out a lot of our light as our house sits lower down. The 
noise disrup?on and pollu?on from building works will directly impact our day to day lives as we are 
based from home for not only our lives but also our children's educa?on.  

Since we moved, we have collated a rather large list of wildlife and birds that are seen almost daily in 
the field and our garden, many of which are rare and protected species. Migra?ng birds also use the 
field. This will all be totally destroyed if the plans go ahead. The rest of our children's childhood will 
be spent watching the wildlife around them being destroyed, and they will be surrounded by 
destruc?on. Built-up Bournemouth is suddenly seeming to loom on our horizon again.  

It would also be remiss not to men?on the awful state of the roads locally and the huge increase 
already from the new build estate currently being done on Ringwood Road. We have already had 
water outages for hours, and the road is falling to pieces even more. The lorry drivers are very 
aggressive on the road and outright dangerous.  

When we sent in our objec?ons to this plan originally we did state these points and many more, 
however, we are concerned that now this is going to appeal ours and many other people's objec?ons 
will fall to the wayside.  

Is it known if there will be any impact statements provided in the appeal, or will our previous 
objec?ons be read? Will this appeal take into account the houses currently being built in Alderholt 
having to take out the cheaper housing for costs, or the empty new builds s?ll liVering Fordingbridge 
and Verwood?  

It certainly feels like a David and Goliath baVle, and we really do thank you for suppor?ng us small 
folks in Alderholt against the very well funded giants of Dudsbury Homes. We don't know if sharing 
our views with you in this email will help in any way or if you have heard it all already from many 
others but we thank you for taking the ?me to read this and we wish you and Alderholt as a small 
village all the best. May this giant be defeated.  

Kind regards, 
 

Of Ringwood Road 
 

Get BlueMail for Android  
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Comment from one resident affected by the proposed development taken 
from the LPA planning portal regarding this application 23/01166 
 
 
“I have lived here all my life and attended nursery and first school in the 
village. The ethos of the village is rural and personal and I feel it's vital 
that should remain. I own one of two livery businesses along Ringwood 
Road and these are valuable in a rural area but this proposal would end 
my business in favour of new.  Increased traffic, massive disruption and 
misery would be the fallout.  Serious effects on wildlife and on climate 
change.  As a young person I strongly feel this proposal is wrong for 
Alderholt’s future. 
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"The little green minibus" 

Summary of our Alderholt services 
<<< available to all residents >>> 

PlusBus: our weekly bookable services for registered members : 

• Tuesdays  to Salisbury (via Fordingbridge)  

• Wednesdays to Ringwood (via Verwood) 

• Thursdays to Blandford 

• Fridays  to Wimborne 
Bus pass accepted.  Return fare: Adults £8 (Child under 19, £4/Child under 7 accompanied, Free) 

PlusBus Shuttle New trial service from February 2024 
• Wednesdays to Fordingbridge 

Available to registered PlusBus members only.  To register, see contact details below. 
No booking required.  Hail-and-Ride service available through Alderholt only. 
Bus pass accepted.  Contactless payments accepted. 
Single Cash Fares:  Adult £2.  Child (under 19) £1.  Child (under 7 accompanied) Free. 
Shuttle Service supported by Alderholt Parish Council. 

Alderholt (Co-op) dep 0915 0950 1030 1105 1205 1240 1320 1355 

Alderholt (Chapel) 0920 0955 1035 1110 1210 1245 1325 1400 

Fordingbridge 
Surgery* 

0928 1003 1043 1118 1218 1253 1333 1408 

Fordingbridge 
Salisbury Street arr 

0931 1006 1046 1121 1221 1256 1336 1411 

Fordingbridge 
Salisbury Street dep 

0940 1020 1055 1155 1230 1310 1345 1425 

Alderholt (Co-op) arr 0950 1031 1105 1205 1240 1320 1355 1435 
*On request only. The last service continues onto Earlswood Dr, Birchwood Dr and Hillbury Rd 
 

 

Full details of all our Community Transport Services can be found at 

www.ectcharity.co.uk  Click on the Dorset link. 
General Enquiries:       01258 287 980 or email       dorset@ectcharity.co.uk 139
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Alderholt	Parish	Council	
 

To:	
�Councillor	Gina	Logan	

Tue	14/05/2024	09:37	

�	
Flagged	
Flagged 
Start	reply	with: 
Thanks	for	sharing!Unbelievable!Interesting. 
Hi Gina, 
  
This is the response from planning about development in Wimborne 
  
With 1036 houses in the last 5 years and an estimated 829 in the next 5 years, that surely  has to impact on the intake for QE. 
  
Best Regards 
  
Kerry 
  
Mrs	Kerry	Brooker 
Assistant	Clerk 
Alderholt	Parish	Council 
	 
Tel:	01425	657587 
www.alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk 
Office	Telephone	Hours	9.30am	-1.00pm	Mondays,	Tuesdays	and	Thursdays 
Parish	Office,	1	Station	Road,	Alderholt,	Fordingbridge,	Hants,	SP6	3RB 
  
  
 
  
From: Christopher Lee <christopher.lee@dorsetcouncil.gov.uk> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2024 9:24 AM 
To: Alderholt Parish Council <clerk@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk> 
Cc: Planning East <planningeast@dorsetcouncil.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Planning numbers WImborne 
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Dear Kerry 
  
Your email has been forwarded to the Planning Policy team for a response. Please see below our records of housing completions over the last five years at Wimborne and 
Colehill, and expected housing delivery for this area over the next five years. The expected future delivery is a best estimate, based on extant planning permissions, and is 
drawn from the current published housing land supply report for the area. 
  

 Completions past 5 years Estimated completions over next 5 years 

Source 

2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 
Permissions MINOR sites 18 34 25 21 12 28 6 45 2 0 
Permissions MAJOR sites 52 203 264 223 184 194 214 186 85 69 
Total 70 237 289 244 196 222 220 231 87 69 

  
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
  
Kind regards 
  

Christopher Lee 

 

Planning Policy Officer 
Economic Growth and Infrastructure 
Dorset Council 

01305 252368 

dorsetcouncil.gov.uk 

   

  
  
From: Alderholt Parish Council <clerk@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2024 10:52 AM 
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To: Planning East <planningeast@dorsetcouncil.gov.uk> 
Subject: Planning numbers WImborne 
  
Dear Planning Team, 
  
Currently Alderholt Parish Council is working on a submission for a Planning Appeal Inquiry. 
  
Would it be possible to get an idea from yourselves of housing numbers recently built and due to be built in Wimborne ? 
  
Best Regards 
  
Kerry 
  
  
Mrs	Kerry	Brooker 
Assistant	Clerk 
Alderholt	Parish	Council 
	 
Tel:	01425	657587 
www.alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk 
Office	Telephone	Hours	9.30am	-1.00pm	Mondays,	Tuesdays	and	Thursdays 
Parish	Office,	1	Station	Road,	Alderholt,	Fordingbridge,	Hants,	SP6	3RB 
  
  
  
This	e-mail	and	any	files	transmitted	with	it	are	intended	solely	for	the	use	of	the	individual	or	entity	to	whom	they	are	addressed.	It	may	contain	
unclassified	but	sensitive	or	protectively	marked	material	and	should	be	handled	accordingly.	Unless	you	are	the	named	addressee	(or	authorised	to	
receive	it	for	the	addressee)	you	may	not	copy	or	use	it,	or	disclose	it	to	anyone	else.	If	you	have	received	this	transmission	in	error	please	notify	the	
sender	immediately.	All	traffic	may	be	subject	to	recording	and/or	monitoring	in	accordance	with	relevant	legislation.	Any	views	expressed	in	this	
message	are	those	of	the	individual	sender,	except	where	the	sender	specifies	and	with	authority,	states	them	to	be	the	views	of	Dorset	Council.	Dorset	
Council	does	not	accept	service	of	documents	by	fax	or	other	electronic	means.	Virus	checking:	Whilst	all	reasonable	steps	have	been	taken	to	ensure	
that	this	electronic	communication	and	its	attachments	whether	encoded,	encrypted	or	otherwise	supplied	are	free	from	computer	viruses,	Dorset	
Council	accepts	no	liability	in	respect	of	any	loss,	cost,	damage	or	expense	suffered	as	a	result	of	accessing	this	message	or	any	of	its	attachments.	For	
information	on	how	Dorset	Council	processes	your	information,	please	see	www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/data-protection 
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Fordingbridge Town Council - Planning Applications from 2020 
 
 
20/11469 | Erection of 64 dwellings, change of use of land for Alternative Natural 
Recreational Greenspace, new accesses onto Whitsbury Road, and all necessary on-site 
infrastructure | LAND AT TINKERS CROSS, WHITSBURY ROAD, TINKERS CROSS, 
FORDINGBRIDGE SP6 1NQ (NB: SUBJECT TO LEGAL AGREEMENT) 
 
 
20/10228 | Construction of 63 dwellings, creation of new access, parking, landscaping, 
open space and associated works, following demolition of existing buildings | Land at 
BURGATE ACRES, SALISBURY ROAD, BURGATE, FORDINGBRIDGE SP6 1LX (NB: 
SUBJECT TO LEGAL AGREEMENT) 
 
 
23/10316 | Application for full planning permission to provide 198 dwellings (including 
affordable housing provision), new pedestrian and cycle routes, landscaping, parking, public 
open space, Alternative Natural Recreational Greenspace, improvement of existing access, 
drainage and all other necessary on site infrastructure; and demolition of former outbuildings 
and agricultural buildings. (AMENDED REASON TO ADVERTISE) | SS16 LAND NORTH 
OF, STATION ROAD, FORDINGBRIDGE SP6 1JW (NB: PROPOSED LEGAL 
AGREEMENT) 
 
 
21/10052 | Residential development and change of use of land to Alternative Natural 
Recreational Greenspace and all other necessary on-site infrastructure (Outline planning 
application all matters reserved except means of access only in relation to a new point of 
vehicular access into the site) | LAND TO WEST OF, WHITSBURY ROAD, 
FORDINGBRIDGE (Total of approx. 342 dwellings.) 
 
 
21/11237 | Hybrid planning application comprising: Outline planning application (all matters 
reserved except means of access only in relation to new points of vehicular access into the 
site) for residential development and change of use of land to Alternative Natural 
Recreational Greenspace, together with a community hub (to comprise a mix of some or all 
of; local food retail, local non-food retail, community use and business use) and all other 
necessary on-site infrastructure. Full planning application for the first phase of development 
comprising 112 dwellings, public open space, Alternative Natural Recreational Greenspace, 
surface water attenuation and all other necessary on site infrastructure | LAND WEST OF 
BURGATE, SALISBURY STREET, FORDINGBRIDGE SP6 1LX (Total of approx. 404 
dwellings.) 
 
 
22/11268 | Hybrid Application ? (Outline) Development of Land Comprising the Erection of 
41 Dwellings, Demolition and Removal of Redundant Agricultural Structures, Works to 
Access, Landscaping and Provision of Public Open Space/ANRG, and (Full) Conversion and 
Extension of an Existing Building to form 4 flats and Erection of a further Block of 8 Flatted 
Units (53 Dwellings Total) | SS18 MIDDLE BURGATE HOUSE, SALISBURY ROAD, 
BURGATE, FORDINGBRIDGE SP6 1LX 
 
 
Total number of dwellings from the above list 1124 
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Ashford Road- Email from a resident  

Hi Gina, 
  
FYI Ashford Road is heavily potholed/poorly repaired at the moment. Traffic when diverted 
from the Bowerwood Rd or as happened a couple of weeks ago from the route through 
Sandleheath, does not use the official signed  alternative route, majority of traffic uses Ashford 
Rd as a cut through, so it might be worth going down Ashford Rd to point out the unsuitability 
of this road. 
  
It is mentioned as a route for cyclists but any cyclist would be taking their life in their hands 
due to the narrowness of the road, the poor upkeep (I report it all the time but being a minor 
road it rarely gets any attention from HCC) and the blind bends in the road. I’ve travelled this 
road at least 4-6 times a day for the last 10 years and can count on my fingers the number of 
cyclists I have seen using it! 
  
Best Regards 
  

The photos below (taken May 2024)  show the juncRon of Ashford Road with Bowerwood Road 
which is at the top of the hill and has blind corners to both right and leS, making it parRcularly 
unsafe when exiRng Ashford Road. 

  

  

The final picture on the leS shows the 
terrible road surface that typifies much of 
Ashford Road – rendering it vey unsafe for 
cyclists. 
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Received email regarding lack of Dementia Support in Alderholt 
 
From:  
Sent: Friday, January 6, 2023 3:32:49 PM 
To: Councillor Adrian Hibberd <CouncillorAHibberd@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk> 
Subject: Dementia Support Alderholt  
  
Dear Councillor Hibberd 
I am sure you will be as surprised as I was, when I found out that the residents of Alderholt, 
diagnosed with Dementia, could not access professional advice from the Counties 
Nominated body Help & Care. The commissioning body appears to have taken the view that 
as Alderholt is served by the Fordingbridge Medical Practice then it is Hampshire’s 
responsibility to provide the service, this is Andover Mind. 
Andover Mind’s commissioning body has taken the view that as the residents of Alderholt 
pay council tax to Dorset and reside in Dorset,   then it is the responsibility of Help & Care! 
I discovered this when I met an Alderholt resident who had not received any support 2 years 
after being diagnosed with dementia. I am sure people diagnosed with other terminal 
conditions will be in the same boat. 
May I ask that you raise this with the appropriate body so that this problem can be resolved 
quickly. 
Best wishes, 
 
Avon Valley Dementia Support 
 
From: NHS Dorset 
Sent: 03 May 2023 16:38 
To: AVDC 
Cc: Care Team, Customer (NHS Dorset) 
Subject: Avon Valley Dementia Care 
 
Dear  
 
Apologies for the late response. 
I had a meeting with NHS Hampshire and Andover Mind yesterday. It had been difficult to 
get a suitable time in the diary for us all to meet. 
 
There had been 2-3 people over the course of 6 months that hadn’t been able to receive 
post diagnostic support from Andover Mind. 
I have shared the information below with Andover Mind and they will signpost people to this 
information to help. 
 
 
The Leonardo Trust – Support for Carers - The Leonardo Trust – Lean on Leonardo 
This service manages a counselling service provided by both BCP and Dorset Council for 
unpaid carers, the service is free to the carer and links them with a counsellor that can meet 
their needs. Carers can access up to 6 free sessions of counselling. – Referrals for the 
Dorset border should be sent to Carers Support Dorset. 
  
Oakley Friends – Dementia Training and support groups  
(Business card attached) 
An excellent service provided by Pramalife and the Leonardo Trust. Provides a 10 week 
course for dementia carers twice yearly 
The Course covers various aspects of dementia including professional speakers, topics 
include:  

• Medical Aspects  
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• Alzheimer’s Society  
• Social Services  
• Continence Nurse  
• Legal Issues & Benefits  
• Occupational Therapy  
• Memory Assessment Lifeline 

Also meeting for Friendly Support on the Last Wednesday of every month 10.30am to 
12noon  
Canford Magna Centre, Oakley Lane, BH21 3AF  
To book your place please telephone or email The Leonardo Trust:  
Tel: 01202 698325  
Email: info@leonardotrust.org www.leonardotrust.org 

• The next cohort begins in April and I am aware they have around 6 spaces left that 
they are keen to fill! 

  
Help and Kindness - dementia | support near fordingbridge | Help and Kindness listings for 
'dementia' within 10 miles of fordingbridge 
A website that provides information on services in Dorset – The link is for dementia services 
in / near Fordingbridge 
  
Carers Together, Hampshire - Carers Together - Hampshire, Portsmouth and Southampton 
- Carers Together - Hampshire, Portsmouth and Southampton 
  
The Princess Royal Trust – Carers in Hampshire - The Princess Royal Trust for Carers 
Hampshire | Homepage (carercentre.com) 
 
The contract for Andover Mind is due for renewal next year and the gap in post diagnostic 
support will be addressed. 
 
I hope this is of help to you 
 
Many thanks 
 
 
Being on the Hampshire/Dorset border, many residents attend Fordingbridge Surgery 
in Hampshire but fall between the gaps in service provision due to living in Dorset but 
seeking healthcare in Hampshire/Wiltshire as demonstrated by the above emails. 
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